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    A Year of Trump


    A year has passed since Donald Trump was elected President of the United States and it is time to draw conclusions. Estonia’s great neighbour, Russia, is also still an interesting topic for Diplomaatia. Analyses about Poland and Kurdistan are also published in this issue.


    Eerik Marmei, a research fellow at the ICDS and previously Estonia’s ambassador to the US, writes about Trump’s year. “Although Trump’s election campaign and his first ten months in office leave the impression that he’s a populist and a nationalist, the US has not retreated from global affairs,” states Marmei. “Despite the sometimes controversial rhetoric, there has been no great change in transatlantic relations. Guaranteeing the security of Europe in the event of a potential crisis depends on US political will and its strong military presence on the continent.”


    Ethnologist Aimar Ventsel is convinced that Russians will not rebel, despite economically dire circumstances. “I even noticed moderate optimism during my travels in Russia. It is based on the media’s success stories about fairy tale-like developments in agriculture, which is constantly growing due to the sanctions,” Ventsel writes.


    Jüri Kadak, who holds a PhD in foreign and security policy, writes about his views on how the international community should behave with Russia. “In pressurising Russia, the state must be invited to enter into a new treaty on security and cooperation in Europe and re-join the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, without reference to Russia’s ‘thousand-year rights’ in relation to its neighbouring countries,” Kadak proposes. “An agreement that would prohibit the use of nuclear-powered and nuclear weapon-carrying surface ships and submarines from entering the Baltic and Black seas should be also discussed at the new commission on security and cooperation in Europe.”


    Freelance journalist Tuula Koponen looks at Poland’s ill-advised reforms. “The Polish government has strongly denied that its reforms conflicted with EU legal norms, and claimed that the EU is wilfully interpreting Polish activity incorrectly. The government has shown no signs of retreating,” she writes.


    Martin D. Brown, Associate Dean for Research at Richmond, the American International University in London, explores the story of the Helsinki Final Act. Taavi Veskimägi, chairman of the management board of AS Elering, writes about the positive aspects of liberalising the Estonian electricity market.


    “In conclusion, the important key phrases in shaping the future of the electricity market are market orientation and focus on specific regions so as to foster free competition, minimise costs for the consumer and support entry into the renewable energy market, at the same time guaranteeing sufficient security of supply in the entire region,” Veskimägi writes.
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    One Year Since the US Election: President Trump and Transatlantic Relations


    An alliance with the Unites States continues to be important to Estonia
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    Eerik Marmei,


    ICDS Research Fellow


    Eerik Marmei has held several positions in the Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, including at the Estonian Permanent Representation to NATO and embassies in London and Washington. From 2008 to 2010 he was head of the Ministry of Defence’s NATO and EU Department. He was the Estonian ambassador to Poland and Romania, and before joining the ICDS this autumn he served as ambassador to the US and Mexico.


    The non-traditional positions on both domestic and foreign-policy issues that Donald Trump expressed as Republican Party presidential candidate and has voiced as president for the last ten months raise questions as to whether the leading role that the US has taken since the Second World War as the promoter and protector of Western values remains secure, and of how the actions of the US president so far have influenced relations between the US and its European allies, including Estonia.


    America First and MAGA


    In April 2016, Trump announced in a campaign speech in Washington that President Barack Obama’s foreign policy had been a total failure, leading to a lack of coherence or clear objectives in US foreign policy. Trump promised to implement a rational foreign policy if he became president, but at the same time affirmed that this would always be unpredictable and that important matters—economic and military power, trade, immigration, security—would always be decided primarily on the basis of the American interests; in other words, that the national interests of the US would define its foreign policy. He also made clear that the US would no longer dance to the tune of globalisation and that American happiness and harmony during his presidency would be founded upon the US being a sovereign nation state.1 Trump’s campaign led voters to believe that actions against globalisation and the political elite and actions that prioritised national interests and the wishes of ordinary Americans in both domestic and foreign policy would “Make America Great Again” (MAGA). Trump used similar rhetoric in his Inauguration speech on 20 January 2017.2


    During the campaign, Republican security and foreign-policy experts wrote two public letters stating that they could not support Trump’s foreign policy positions and arguing that as president he would threaten US and global security.3 A year later, one of the authors of one letter, Eliot A. Cohen, wrote that: “He can read speeches written for him by others … but he cannot himself articulate a worldview that goes beyond a teenager’s bluster”.4 Former president George W. Bush recently gave a very forthright speech about the hypocrisy of Trumpism (without mentioning Trump’s name) and called for America to maintain its leading role in strengthening the international order based on freedom and the market economy.5 The Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Senator John McCain, made a similar statement a few days earlier.6
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        Donald Trump giving a speech at NATO headquarters in Brussels, May 2017.


        AFP/Scanpix

      

    


    Does Europe matter?


    During the 2016 US election campaign, it became clear that Donald Trump might have a drastically different stance towards alliances from his predecessors. Many of his statements, combining populism, isolationism, putting national interests first and, at times, extremist views, caused concern. For Trump, relations with Europe are not clearly defined and Europe is not at the centre of his foreign policy. According to him, relationships should be based on benefit. If the visible benefit of US interest and leadership in dealing with Europe’s security issues decreases, then US interest and leadership should decrease accordingly.


    Europe has sat on the fence since Trump’s inauguration because the issue is neither his personality nor his non-traditional rhetoric, but what kind of foreign policy the US president will apply in reality. One might not agree with President Trump’s positions and statements, but it is not a good idea to ridicule them since the protection of Western values, peace and stability rests largely on his decisions. It is important to shape these decisions in a direction that strengthens, not weakens, the transatlantic bond and alliance.


    The US and Europe have explored the state of their relations and disagreements in detail in the past and have gone through many crises together. The situation today resembles, for example, the serious confrontation between President George W. Bush and European leaders in 2003 and 2004. Just like today, there was talk in many European capitals about the US distancing itself from liberal values, and the need for Europe to take more responsibility, move towards greater integration and create a counterbalance to the US in solving international crises.


    Last summer in Bavaria during the election campaign, German Chancellor Angela Merkel stated that the times when Germany could totally rely on the US and the UK were over, and that Europeans would have to take their fate into their own hands.7 In turn, French President Emmanuel Macron said that France should assume leadership to fill the strategic void as the US was backing away from Europe, the UK has isolated itself and Germany was still hesitant to develop its military power.8


    Development of the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy is needed and must lead to practical outcomes if the EU is to realise its Global Strategy. But at the same time, it is clear that, even if the actions led by France and Germany boost Europe’s self-confidence and give new impetus in this field, Europe cannot fill the strategic void that would be left by the US. There would be no European nuclear umbrella and a European army, even if this idea could be realised, could not replace US military presence for many decades to come. As Frans Timmermans, the First Vice President of the European Commission, has rightly pointed out: “There are two kinds of member states in Europe[:] small ones, and those who don’t know yet they are small.”9


    Has NATO Become Obsolete?


    During his presidential campaign, one of Trump’s main arguments regarding transatlantic relations was that NATO had become “obsolete”. Trump repeatedly said that he might reconsider the US relationship with NATO if the European allies did not take more responsibility and start to share the burden, i.e. spend 2% of their GDP on defence and make more effort in the fight against terrorism. Even though his critique of the fight against terrorism was clearly unjustified (European allies have been on the front line, together with the US), the need to increase military expenditure is not a new topic and will not have come as a surprise to European leaders. During the 2014 NATO summit in Wales, the allies promised to strive for the 2% goal, but in many countries that objective will not be reached until 2024, and it is uncertain that all allies will meet this target at all.10 In 2016, the defence expenditure of NATO’s European members accounted for an average of 1.46% of their GDP, while the US proportion was 3.61%.11 Even today, only four countries in Europe (including Estonia) fulfil the 2% requirement, and it is certain that the issue will not leave the table as long as the US continues to contribute 75% of NATO’s military spending.


    The statements by Trump and his supporters during his campaign left Europe and Estonia with the impression that we would have a serious security problem on our hands should he be elected.12 For Estonia, the lowest point came in the summer of 2016 during the Republican Convention, when Trump’s then advisor and campaign surrogate, former Speaker of the US House of Representatives Newt Gingrich, answered a CBS journalist’s question about what Trump would do concerning the defence of the Baltic States:


    Estonia is in the suburbs of St Petersburg. The Russians aren’t gonna necessarily come across the border militarily. The Russians are gonna do what they did in Ukraine. I’m not sure I would risk a nuclear war over some place which is the suburbs of St Petersburg. I think we have to think about what does this stuff mean.13


    Gingrich’s statement made the news, but – for Estonia - not in a positive way. An unexpected question arose: Could we be certain that the very clear and forceful statement made by President Obama in Tallinn [September 2014] about the US position, and the clear statements made by former presidents about the US dedication to defending Europe would continue to apply if Trump became president? There was no clear answer, even after Trump’s election and inauguration. More surprisingly, Trump repeated his previous message during the NATO summit in Brussels [May 2017].14


    Article 5 is the Key


    The European allies saw Trump’s speech at the NATO summit as a clear failure, a view that was also acknowledged in Washington. The Trump administration could not continue to make ambiguous statements if it wanted to regain the trust of the European allies, leading to a change over the summer which the countries on NATO’s Eastern Flank played an important role in achieving. President Trump and Vice President Mike Pence stated very clearly that Article 5 was sacred to the US, and that its decades-old policy would continue on the same course - for the first time during Trump’s press conference with the Romanian president in the White House,15 again very forcefully in the president’s speech during his visit to Poland at the beginning of July16 (one day before his meeting with President Putin), and also in Vice President Pence’s speech in Tallinn at the end of July.17 Today it is clear that the US military presence in Europe will not only continue, but will be strengthened with the approval of the European Deterrence Initiative (4.7 billion dollars in the US defence budget for 2018). The latest survey by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs also showed that alliances are very important to US voters and a majority (52%) support using military force in the event of a Russian invasion of the Baltic states.18


    The events of the last decade have shown that North America and Europe must cooperate if we wish to maintain peace, stability and welfare on this continent, and contain Russia. During his campaign and time in office, Trump has avoided criticising Russia, and especially President Putin, and has placed importance on maintaining good relations with Russia. The Trump administration has mainly followed Obama’s approach to dealing with Russia, which is based on containment and deterrence, and cooperation in solving international crises where possible. For Russia, in turn, the US and NATO continue to be the main enemies, leading the country to display its military power and capabilities whenever possible. This includes both conventional measures and unconventional actions such as attempts to influence elections (the ways in which Russia influenced the 2016 presidential election will be detailed in the results of special counsel Robert Mueller’s investigation) and support for extremist parties through which Russia is trying to influence domestic politics and weaken the unity of Western institutions. Zapad-2017—the joint Russian-Belarusian military exercise during which defensive and offensive capabilities were practised on a large area of land, sea and in the air—was a clear show of force against NATO. As long as Russia’s actions do not allow the West to let its guard down, security remains the main issue for Europe, especially for Russia’s neighbours. The transatlantic sanctions policy against Russia also continues, and will become even more substantial in view of the law adopted by the US Congress placing Russia in the same category as North Korea and Iran.19 It can therefore be said that the bond between the US (and Canada) and Europe remains strong in terms of restraining Russia, while Russia’s own attempts to break it have been unsuccessful.


    Relations with the US Are of Strategic Importance


    While Trump’s election campaign and his first ten months in office may have left the impression that he is a populist and a nationalist, the US has not retreated from global affairs. Despite the sometimes controversial rhetoric, there has been no great change in transatlantic relations. Guaranteeing the security of Europe in the event of a crisis depends on US political will and its strong military presence on the continent. We have to consider the possibility that (if he wins the 2020 election) President Trump could be in office until 20 January 2025. It is important to focus on strengthening the strategic alliance and on taking proactive measures against something going fundamentally wrong in US-European relationships during his term of office. Relations between Europe (including Estonia) and the US need to be adjusted to meet a situation in which the president’s stances and decisions on foreign policy could, for various reasons, change again.


    For Estonia, it is important that the international relations and principles that have guided us for the last 25 years should continue. Today it can be said that the Trump administration’s strategic interest in Estonia and the Baltic region has increased. As noted also in Politico, Estonia has recently managed to create a very high-level political relationship with the new administration and the new Congress.20 In the past year, Vice President Mike Pence, House Speaker Paul Ryan, Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) and Commander of the US European Command General Curtis Scaparrotti, and many Congressional delegations (e.g. Senators John McCain and Lamar Alexander, and Congressman Ed Royce) have visited Estonia. The foreign ministers of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania met US Secretary of State Rex Tillerson, National Security Advisor H.R. McMaster, Speaker Ryan and the heads of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations in March. US Secretary of Defense James Mattis visited Vilnius in May and met the ministers of defence of the three Baltic states. President Trump met the Estonian Prime Minister, Jüri Ratas, during the NATO summit in May, and President Kersti Kaljulaid in July in Warsaw. Vice President Pence also met the presidents of the three Baltic states during his visit to Tallinn. The Americans have invested a lot of political trust and capital in these relationships, and interactions at this level clearly show that Estonia and the Baltic states are strategically important allies for the US. It would be logical that, in 2018 when all three Baltic states celebrate 100 years of independence, they should build on their successes and seek an official joint visit to Washington at the invitation of President Trump.


    It should also be in the interest of both Europe and the US to reach a mutually beneficial free trade agreement. It is somewhat surprising that there has been no progress on this topic during Estonia’s presidency of the Council of the EU, despite the exchange of positive messages during the meeting between EU leaders and President Trump in the summer. Regardless of the further development of the EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy and new initiatives like Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), the European Defence Action Plan (EDAP) and the European Defence Fund (EDF), it is also important to take cooperation between NATO and the EU to a new level while avoiding duplication of each other’s actions.


    The continuous strengthening of deterrence on NATO’s Eastern Flank, on land and sea and in the air, should remain a priority. It is still undecided whether US forces will continue a permanent presence in the Baltic states after the implementation of the enhanced forward presence (eFP) of NATO battlegroups. The permanent rotation of US armoured brigades through the Baltic states should continue. There are also several important areas in which the US needs to be more closely involved in Estonia and the Baltic region. These include the prepositioning of military equipment in the Baltic states, securing air defence, assuring control over areas of operations, transforming the peacetime air policing mission into an air defence one when necessary, achieving the permanent presence of the US Air Force and Navy, and strengthening practical cooperation in the field of cyber security. Strengthening security cooperation between the US, the Nordic-Baltic region and Poland, and planning joint actions to deal with the challenges of the region are also important.
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    Why Don’t Russians Revolt?


    In a race between a fridge and a TV, the TV would win
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    Aimar Ventsel,


    ethnologist


    Aimar Ventsel is a Senior Research Fellow in the Department of Ethnology at the University of Tartu. He has conducted fieldwork in Siberia, Russian Far East and Kazakhstan. He has published articles in Diplomaatia on many occasions.


    In dissecting the socioeconomic situation in Russia, a question has long been raised: “Which will prevail—the TV set or the fridge?” To clarify, this is a question about whether Russia’s population will start to express mass discontent with life in a never-ending and hopeless economic recession or can the state propaganda, against all odds, unite the people around their leaders and ensure the loyalty of the majority. Prognoses on the ever-growing social tensions and the threat that they might explode are regularly touched upon in interviews and texts by Russia-watchers. Thus, in an interview in 2015, Robert Orttung, professor of international affairs at George Washington University, cautiously claimed that, despite the government’s total control over the media, “there’s always a chance that something will happen” during Russia’s 2016 elections.1 Vladimir Pastukhov, a Russian political scientist and analyst, expressly predicted a revolution in 20172 and, a year earlier, even the collapse of Russia3, on the assumption that Putin’s current domestic and foreign policy continued.
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        Children at a demonstrationin Novosibirsk, May 2017.
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    Some Economic Context


    Life is not easy for the average Russian. Even though wages are increasing in statistical terms, actual income is on the decline.4 One-tenth of the employed Russian population earns less than the 10,678 roubles established as the minimum living standard. Taking into account the wage earners’ responsibilities for their children, about 25% of Russia’s employed population lives below the poverty line.5 Meanwhile, economic experts claim that 70% of the population lives on a so-called survival regime, i.e. they have money to cover only their basic needs—food, clothing and living costs.6 Let’s add to that news about still unpaid wages and the reduction of wages in poorer provinces. The regular notices published since 2014 about banks having their operating licences suspended can today be seen only by analysts in that field. According to many analysts, pensioners—one of the unwavering foundations of Putin’s regime—are enduring hardship and poverty.7 According to official figures from the Ministry of Economic Development, a real increase in pensions cannot be foreseen in Russia for a least a decade.8


    Not only has life in Russia got harder, but the quality of life has also declined significantly. Outside Russia, little attention has been paid to reports of trouble with so-called “import substitution”. When, in the summer of 2014, an embargo was announced against foodstuffs from “hostile” countries, the direct consequence was a price hike and lower quality food.


    In Russia, it is no secret that a large part of dairy and bakery products are fake, and palm oil has been used to substitute several ingredients. Even the Russian media started ringing the alarm bell, as early as 2015.9 That year, Rosselhoznadzor, the body that regulates the quality of agricultural products, found that 80% of the cheese sold in Russia was bogus.10 In 2016, the import of palm oil into Russia increased by a record 59% compared to the previous year.11 Although growth of palm oil imports slowed thereafter, it remains stable at 10–12%.12 The praise for new Russian products by both domestic and foreign writers13 has a bitter aftertaste; though Russian manufacturers have introduced quality new food products to the market, their cost is still prohibitive for most people.


    According to regional researchers, the recession is felt most strongly in provinces farther away from Moscow such as Khakassia, Kabardino-Balkaria and Astrakhan. In the opinion of Natalia Zubarevich, one of Russia’s leading experts on the regional economy, the situation is getting worse as state subsidies start to dry up even more.14 Of course, especially dramatic examples can be found—for example, a pensioner from Ivanovo Oblast who got six months’ probation for stealing bread and tea from a neighbour. The pension wasn’t enough, and the spouse had not received wages for more than half a year. The local news channel reported that being put on trial for stealing food from neighbours has occurred on several other occasions in this oblast.15


    So Why Don’t They Revolt?


    Against this background, it is even more remarkable that no major protests have occurred in Russia. The protests in March 2017, a so-called rebellion of schoolchildren, was vast and achieved an impressive attendance—up to 150,000 people—yet triggered no revolutionary changes. The nature of the protests is still disputed but, paradoxically, a large part of Russia’s population knows relatively little about them, because the media suppressed most news about the event.16 A strike by self-employed long-distance truck drivers in the spring of 2017 ended quietly with making the news, and a protest caravan of Kuban farmers that drove into Moscow in the autumn of 2016 was actually a protest against state benefits policy, not the system itself.


    Overall, there are a significant number of protests in Russia—at least one per day. In 2015, 409 were counted.17 The peculiarity lies, however, in the fact that these protests are of an economic nature—they are held over unpaid wages, hospital closures, unexecuted repairs, and other similar everyday problems. A wealth of video addresses and appeals can be found on YouTube. A common scenario plays out so that a large crowd stands in front of the camera and someone announces their concerns. The main target for social protests and collective appeals is President Vladimir Putin.


    Some Reasons


    We can start the discussion on why there are no revolts in Russia from here. The first reason is the image of the Good Tsar assigned to the president. To look at some of the video appeals made to him, it is clear that the narrative is largely the same: “Dear Vladimir Vladimirovich, save us from the despotism of local officials! They do not follow your orders [to increase pensions, give credit, etc.].” The notion that the president is not aware of what goes on in the regions, and upon becoming aware is able to solve all problems, has been attributed to Putin mostly by annual press conferences and televised interactions with the people. In these events—which get longer and longer each year—the president usually does solve some current problems: giving an apartment to a poor pensioner or assigning benefits to a cancer-stricken girl. It is no secret that the Russian president tries to control everything in the country, down to the smallest detail. He has, at various times, dealt with the price of buckwheat and potatoes and local fire-fighting problems, made gifts to those in trouble, and demonstratively punished executives at different levels, from a governor to a minister. All these success stories have been (over)amplified by the media, thereby creating the image of Putin as all-powerful.


    The second and very important aspect is that the media have been able to give a very specific interpretation of the West’s sanctions: the aim is to destroy Russia and remove the beloved president from power. Since the state media have an almost total information monopoly in Russia, Western politicians’ attempts to explain that the sanctions have been tailored to minimise harm to ordinary people do not reach these same ordinary people, or do not convince them. Since March 2014—indeed the Maidan protests in late 2013—a siege mentality has been established in Russia in the statements of both politicians and publicists as well as through media coverage. Every random event can be interpreted as an attempt to destroy Russia. If tensions reduce, a new source of tension is created: a good example is Putin’s statement at the end of October that Western special services were gathering “ethnic biomaterial” with the objective to create a bio-weapon to destroy the country’s multi-ethnic population. It has been repeatedly suggested to the people that, even if life is hard, you must suffer for the preservation of the fatherland. Thus, the sources of the suffering—corrupt local leaders, or the West—have successfully been identified and frustration directed at them.


    In addition to ideological reasons, the relative apathy of the people has other causes. First—and this has been emphasised even by Natalia Zubarevich—the economic recession has been gradual, and most people have had enough time to become accustomed to it. The BBC Russian service made an interesting comparison between shopping receipts for pre-embargo food and those of August 2017, calculating that the average price increase for the last three years was 69%. The same article said that an ordinary person did not feel such a price hike.18 This is absolutely true; speaking to people in Russia, the most common claim is that prices have increased over the last three years by 30–40% at most. The first price-increase shock, in late 2014 and early 2015, is successfully over and nobody wants to be reminded of it. I even noticed moderate optimism during my travels in Russia. It is based on the media’s success stories about fairy tale-like developments in agriculture, which is constantly growing due to the sanctions.


    The other reason for people’s apathy is the change in the living environment in other ways. Throughout time, a typical strategy to ease recession at a time of crisis and to create jobs has been state-sponsored construction and infrastructure projects. The truth is that several Russian cities in which I have had the opportunity to stay during the last three years (from Sakhalin to Ivangorod) have ongoing building work—if nothing else, then at least new churches. Thus, the living environment for millions of people has been improved at least in terms of appearances. The state or regions have started a limited number of credit and benefit programmes that help, for example, families of young experts to acquire a home on favourable terms. It should be added that the unemployment rate in Russia is virtually zero. Ads looking for unskilled labour can be found on almost every other shop window in every town of any size. I have a suspicion that unemployment in Russia is held artificially low, if not centrally, then certainly at the regional level. Thus, I know of instances from several regions where the wages of teachers or government officials are curbed while new people are being hired.


    Optimism is also maintained by festivals, cultural events organised with state support, or even nicely lit mid-town skating rinks. Not all of these events have ideological leanings, so it can be argued that a certain atmosphere of normality does exist in Russia. The media regularly sprinkle into this atmosphere a certain euphoric pride for the achievements of a country that, despite Western-induced adversity, is able to win ice-hockey trophies, establish modern factories and produce a cheese of a quality to rival the best French gourmet products. The fact that most people don’t see the first or second of these—let alone the third—is not a major obstacle. Russian sociologists have noticed a progressive simplification of the collective world-view. Polls show that people think in increasingly black-and-white terms, whereby the country’s political advances mostly trump the state of the economy.19


    Natalia Zubarevich has claimed in several statements that the emergence of a state-wide protest movement in Russia is hindered also by differences between the regions and their problems. Average wages in the regions differ by a factor of more than four: in 2017 the highest wages are in Chukotka (92,452 roubles; about 1,400 euro) and the lowest in Dagestan (19,633 roubles; c. 290 euro). In addition, the regions differ in terms of environmental problems, tensions based on ethnic mix, the condition of infrastructure, and even climate. It can certainly be said that the problems of a person living in Dagestan differ greatly from the troubles creating headaches for people in Murmansk Oblast, and the worries of a Vladivostok resident will be alien to both of them.


    Finally, it can be noted that, today, the race between a TV and a fridge has been won by the TV—the population of Russia has united to protect themselves against a foreign enemy. However, there is no reason to believe that wide-ranging riots and revolutionary upheavals would bring any good to Russia’s neighbours, at least.
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    Russia’s renunciation of its international obligations


    Following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the West decided to support Russia both materially and morally in the hope that it would develop into a democratic country with Western values. Russia retained its position as a permanent member of the UN Security Council and was accepted into the G7+1 (G8), which brings together the most influential countries in the world. In 1994, it signed a Partnership and Co-operation Agreement (PCA) with the European Union. At the 2002 NATO–Russia summit in Rome it was implied that Moscow might join the Alliance in the near future. In 2010, the European Union and Russia began negotiations on a visa waiver agreement.


    Having assumed the former Soviet Union’s obligations to improve the international security situation and to end the Cold War, the Russian Federation set about fulfilling them with varying consistency. Before the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia managed to come to an agreement with the US that led to the decommissioning of new-generation intercontinental ballistic missiles and the replacement of multiple warheads and self-guided nuclear missiles with monoblocks. In the summer of 1991, the Soviet Union and the US signed the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START-1). This was followed two years later by START-2, which resulted in further cuts to the number of deployed nuclear warheads and their associated launchers.


    The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty, or ABMT) between the Soviet Union and the US, signed on 26 May 1972, lasted the longest. However, the Soviet Union had already begun designing and building the S-200 and S-300 missile defence systems under the guise of air defence systems long before the treaty was signed. After the US unilaterally terminated the ABMT in June 2002 to ensure its security, in 2007 Russia deployed the C-300 ПМ3 missile system—the S-400 Triumf complex according to a newer modification, or SA-21 Growler in the NATO classification—which is designed to destroy hostile targets coming from both airspace and outer space.


    In a formal sense, Russia also refrained from breaching the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF Treaty), signed on 8 December 1987 between the US and the Soviet Union, which banned the building, testing and deployment of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles, with operational ranges of 1,000–5,500 and 500–1,000 km respectively, because there was no need for them at the time. Instead, land combat units were equipped with the OTR-21 Tochka (NATO: SS-21 Scarab) tactical operational missile complexes, which can be fitted with both regular and nuclear warheads and boast an operational range of 15–70 km. These missiles have been used in military operations in Chechnya (1999), Georgia (2008) and the Donbass (2014).1 On 5 November 2008 Dmitri Medvedev, the then president of Russia, delivered an address to the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation in which he announced that Russia would replace the Tochka systems with Iskander (NATO: SS-26 Stone) new-generation tactical operational missile complexes with an operational range of 50–500 km,2 and deploy them in Kaliningrad Oblast. These missile systems have now been installed on Russia’s western borders, including in Leningrad, Pskov and Kaliningrad Oblasts. On 22 June 2013, Vladimir Putin announced that Russia would withdraw from the 1987 INF Treaty.3


    
      [image: ]

    


    
      
        Armoured hardware in Luzhsky, south of St Petersburg. The joint military exercise Zapad held by Russia and Belarus was the largest of its kind in the post-Soviet period.
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    A New Course in Russian Foreign Policy


    On 10 February 2007, President Putin made a speech at the 43rd Munich Conference on Security Policy. His address contained the harshest criticism of the US and NATO heard in the last 20 years. Putin noted that Russia was a country with a history spanning more than a thousand years, which had practically always used the privilege to conduct an independent foreign policy and that it was not about to change this tradition.4 Various media outlets have compared the signal given by Putin in this address to the speech given by Winston Churchill in spring 1946 in Fulton, Missouri, which defined the Cold War.5


    Five days later, Putin appointed Anatoliy Serdyukov as Minister of Defence, with the task to reform Russia’s armed forces. This began as a reform of the national defence budget, which became increasingly more secretive.6 Russia was planning to allocate 19 trillion roubles (613 billion US dollars) to the armed forces for the period 2011 to 2020.7 Funding for foreign and defence policy and military operations partly came from a number of foundations that consisted of profits from exports of oil, gas and oil products. In 2006, that income accounted for around two-thirds of Russia’s export revenue and 40% of total government revenue. In 2007, the European Union imported 185 million tonnes of crude oil from Russia, 32.6% of Russia’s total production. The EU is also Russia’s largest trade partner and its main investor. 52.3% of Russia’s total trade and 75% of foreign direct investments have roots in the EU.8 The end of 2011 saw the launch of Nord Stream, an offshore natural gas pipeline connecting Russia and Western Europe, which provides Europe with 38.7% of the gas it requires. This became a real goldmine for Russia, allowing it to fund its political ambitions.


    Real changes in military defence began with a large number of officers being made redundant, while those who remained in service were treated to considerably higher wages and could benefit from the housing stock that was to be established for them. This was followed by a drastic reform of the Russian Armed Forces, which reorganised its structure and management and eliminated superfluous relics of the Soviet era. The armed forces were equipped with new-generation weapons and technology.


    On 13 July 2007, Putin signed a moratorium on Russia’s participation in the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE), entered into in November 1990, and the fulfilment of related international obligations. The 1996 amendment to the treaty concerning territorial restrictions imposed on conventional weapons i n border regions between NATO and Russia in both north and south was also given the chop.


    On 4 July 2007, just days before the unilateral suspension of the CFE Treaty, the 119th session of the International Olympic Committee had naïvely selected Sochi as the host city for the Olympic Winter Games in 2014. For Putin, the main question was not the organisation of the Winter Olympics in Sochi, but to use them as a distraction to finally incorporate the northern Caucasus, together with its so-called mountain republics, into Russia and the establishment of Sochi as Russia’s “southern capital” in addition to St Petersburg in the north. Sochi belonged to Georgia until 1934. Security measures were also updated when preparing for the Olympics, because the Sochi region had to be protected against international terrorism and the Caucasus region had not yet calmed down since the First and Second Chechen Wars. As a result, the building of Olympic venues brought with it the renewal of military infrastructure in the northern Caucasus.


    A year later, on the eve of the Summer Olympics in Beijing on 7 August 2008, Russia used the 58th Army—formed to ensure the security of the northern Caucasus—to attack Georgia and seize South Ossetia. In the shadow of these events, Russia occupied Abkhazia and got the occupied territories to declare themselves independent republics (albeit only recognised by Russia and a handful of other countries). The security of Abkhazia and South Ossetia was naturally guaranteed by Russian “peacekeepers”.


    Seventeen years after the conclusion of START-2, US President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev signed START-3 on 8 April 2010 in Prague. This was to remain in force for ten years, but it failed to take effect in reality, as Russia began to deploy next-generation missile systems with new nuclear warheads.


    In 2012, Putin became president for the third time and introduced a new foreign-policy concept. This was based on the 1997 Primakov Doctrine9 regarding Eurasia and the near and far abroad, and the theses presented in Putin’s speech at the 2007 Munich Conference. The concept was based on Alexander Gorchakov’s (1798–1883) legacy of Russia’s main foreign-policy objectives and the chauvinistic and imperialistic geopolitical postulates of Lev Gumilyov and Alexandr Dugin. The new concept involves Russia’s so-called special place in the world, the primacy of its interests and the creation of a corresponding world order that makes it equal to the US. And all of this despite the fact that Russians account for less than 2% of the world’s population and, according to its economic indicators, the country’s share of global GDP is only 1.9% compared to 24.6% for the US.10


    When analysing this Russian geopolitical construction in his 1997 book The Grand Chessboard, Zbigniew Brzezinski—National Security Advisor to US president Jimmy Carter—stated that the Russian Empire would not exist without Ukraine.11 And so it came to pass. The Baltic States are now members of the European Union and protected by NATO’s Article 5, while Ukraine is fighting an undeclared war against Russia to ensure its sovereignty. Perhaps this is where the reasons for Russia’s current post-imperial hangover and aggression towards the West lie, because, according to Moscow, each political or military victory should curb the ambitions of China, which is gradually gaining both political and economic power over Russia. This means that the display of military might and aggression towards the West is actually a message to China.


    The foreign-policy concept also involves disinformation activities and the use of non-profit organisations—subsidised through various funds registered in Russia or abroad—to support foreign- and security-policy goals.12 Such non-profits are suspected of organising cyberattacks, riots and provocations and recruiting mercenaries for the undeclared war in eastern Ukraine.


    Putin’s Doctrine—the Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation—was published on 7 May 2013.13 Former KGB general Oleg Kalugin has hinted that the implementation of this strategy was entrusted to people with a special services (intelligence) background who use related methods in their work.14 This list includes Yevgeny Primakov—a former head of the Foreign Intelligence Service (SVR), foreign minister and prime minister—and other former prime ministers such as Sergey Stepashin, the former head of the FSB, and Vladimir Putin, a former regular officer and then director of the FSB (1998–9). The management of Russia’s foreign policy followed the same pattern. In 2004, on the recommendation of Primakov—who served as foreign minister from January 1996 to September 1998—Sergey Lavrov (who had been part of his team) was appointed foreign minister while Igor Ivanov (foreign minister 1998–2004), the Secretary of the Security Council of the Russian Federation from 2004 to 2007, became the second-last head of the Putin administration. The apple does not fall far from the tree.


    Changes in Russia’s Defence Policy and Military Strategy


    In November 2012, Putin began making changes to the leadership of the Russian Armed Forces and appointed Sergey Shoygu as Minister of Defence. General Valery Gerasimov, who had served as the Chief of Defence Staff and Commander of the 144th Guards Motor Rifle Division in Tallinn from 1987 to 1994, became the new Chief of the General Staff.


    These changes improved the operational response capacity of the Russian armed forces and laid the groundwork for developing the strategy and tactics for a new form of combat—hybrid warfare. This led to extensive unexpected and unscheduled combat readiness evaluation exercises in the immediate vicinity of the borders of neighbouring countries, without the prior notice required by the OSCE’s Vienna Document, which Russia had also signed.15


    Russia began to organise regular large-scale military exercises in close proximity to neighbouring countries, while formally following the OSCE’s arms control and confidence-building measures. Even though the exercises were billed as defence-oriented or counterterrorism training, their real purpose was to practice an attack. The new leadership of the Russian Armed Forces based its latest military doctrine on a theory developed by Nikolai Obruchev (1830–1904), the Chief of the General Staff of the Imperial Russian Army, later professor at the [Tsar] Nicholas General Staff Academy and a member of the Russian Academy of Sciences. This states that war begins long before the first shot is fired and the enemy’s border is crossed. As far as the objectives of the aforementioned exercises go, this meant catching the victim of a potential military attack off-guard and presenting them with a fait accompli, as was the case with the Baltic States in 1939 and the Crimea in 2014.


    The leaders of the Russian Armed Forces continued with their large-scale provocative military exercises and to use the experience gained from the Caucasus Frontier 2008 (Кавказ 2008) exercises. In the spring of 2013, exercises were held in the Southern Military District, after which, following the end of the Sochi Olympic Games on 23 February 2014, Russia began the occupation of the Crimea region of Ukraine on 28 February16 and moved on to military activities in eastern Ukraine. In so doing, Russia breached the Budapest Memorandum on Security Assurances signed on 5 December 1994, breaking the security assurances given in connection to Ukraine’s accession to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.


    Since such exercises are directly connected to military aggression, it is worth remembering the events of the Prague Spring in Czechoslovakia in 1968, when the Soviet Union organised a series of military exercises for the members of the Warsaw Pact on Czechoslovakian territory, which turned into a military operation on 21 August.17 The soldiers and officers of the air assault division in Pskov who were sent to Estonia on 20 August 1991 to “put things in order” were also told that they were going to participate in a military exercise in Tallinn.


    In 2015, Russia got involved in a domestic conflict in Syria in the hope of restoring its Soviet-era position in the Middle East. Under the guise of the war against terrorism, Russia has turned Syria into a military training area for its armed forces where it can gain experience and polish the combat tactics of different types of unit, but also test and use new weapons—which goes against the 2000 Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons. At the same time, Russia is also using mass bombings to dispose of its obsolete missiles and bombs. Simple statistics show that the less selective Russia was in bombing Syrian cities and settlements, the more refugees arrived in wealthy European countries (52.4% of whom were of Syrian, Iraqi or Afghan origin). All of this leads to the conclusion that this was not a spontaneous refugee crisis but a form of human trafficking, which might be coordinated from one central point and, above all, in a way that someone could benefit from the European migration and refugee crisis and the chaos it is bringing. This is an attempt to undermine the integrity of European and NATO countries.


    Russia’s military and political interests are now aimed towards the northern part of the geopolitical arch between the Black Sea and the Baltic Sea, where Poland and the Baltic States are. Russia is probably using the fact that the Baltic States constitute the weakest link in NATO’s defence chain, and by isolating them it can drive a wedge between members of both NATO and the EU.


    At the same time, the Suwałki Gap—the 64-km land connection between Russia and Kaliningrad Oblast, which is used for all Russian land communications and for which Russian citizens require a visa—is as important to Moscow as the Polish Corridor was to Germany prior to World War II. If the annexed Crimea is to be linked to Russia via a bridge, then it makes sense for Russia to be interested in the Suwałki corridor for both political and economic reasons.


    On 14–20 September 2017, Russian and Belarusian armed forces held the large-scale joint strategic military exercise Zapad-2017—earlier versions of which were held in 2009 and 2013—to practice operations by different types of forces not only in Belarus and Kaliningrad Oblast but also on or in the immediate vicinity of the borders of four NATO and EU member states (Poland, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia) and Ukraine.


    This was Russia’s largest military exercise in the post-Soviet era, and may have involved more than 200,000 troops—33 times the number in a similar exercise in 2015.18


    According to Shoygu, these exercises were designed to take account of NATO’s increasing activity on the borders of the Union State of Russia and Belarus.19


    NATO and its driving force, the US, have not been passive bystanders in the new arms race and Russia’s military provocations, which will probably not be limited to the exercises in Belarus. At the 2017 NATO summit in Brussels, US President Donald Trump highlighted Russia’s threats and aggression. Less than one and a half months later, on 6 July, he visited Poland ahead of a G20 meeting, at which he met the leaders of Central and Eastern European countries and guaranteed their security under NATO’s Article 5.20 On 25 July, the US House of Representatives voted overwhelmingly to impose additional sanctions against Russia for annexing the Crimea and occupying eastern Ukraine, which were approved by President Trump.


    The sanctions also affect Russia’s energy industry, which could lose a significant part of expected income from gas transit, used to fund Russia’s Armed Forces. Russian nuclear-powered battlecruisers had not yet left the eastern part of the Baltic Sea—where they took part in the display of another Potemkin village—when US Vice President Mike Pence arrived in Tallinn for a short visit at the end of July 2017, where he met the presidents of the three Baltic States and passed on security assurances in the name of President Trump.


    Offering assistance to Ukraine is also on the US agenda. This initiative has woken NATO members and other Western countries from their beautiful dream of a Russian angel of peace and prompted them to increase their defence capability, which will lead to another arms race or a rehash of the Weinberger Doctrine (a November 1984 speech on the strategic modernisation of the US Armed Forces made by the then US defence secretary Caspar Weinberger) in a contemporary setting.21 An arms race is also a form of warfare, as noted by the pacifist Baroness Bertha von Suttner (1843–1914) at the 1899 Hague Conference in her presentation “Arms Race as a Method of Warfare”, on which the military strategies of World War I and II—and also the Cold War—were based. For this, von Suttner received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1905. This means that if one desires peace, one must prepare for war (Si vis pacem, para bellum) or arm oneself, which presupposes the existence of the necessary resources. Now, more than 100 years later, NATO countries account for 47.8% of the global GDP, while the respective figure for Russia is 1.9% according to 2016 data. For Russia’s neighbour China, which keeps a watchful eye on Russia’s every move, the figure is 14.9%.22 Is Russia facing the fate of the Soviet Union in this battle of giants?


    Since World War II, the world has seen more than 300 wars or armed conflicts based on conventional weaponry, the number of casualties in which totals over 26 million.23 Within the same time frame, seven countries—and, allegedly, Israel and North Korea—have acquired nuclear weapons and their associated launchers. During this period, nuclear weapons have become a method of limiting wars or means of deterrence, because a nuclear attack also damages the attacker. At the same time, nuclear states spend astronomical sums on the development of these weapons and associated launchers. This arms race of weapons of mass destruction is comparable to that of chemical warfare because, despite the fact that the major powers had developed new highly toxic chemical weapons prior to World War II, they did not use them—even Germany, despite being on the brink of losing the war. The Allies and the Soviet Union dumped their entire supply of the last chemical weapons—more than 300,000 tonnes in total—in the Skagerrak and the Baltic Sea after the war.24 Even though mass production of chemical weapons continued after World War II, they remained in storage. As a result, the great powers of today are not interested in banning nuclear weapons (e.g. they did not sign the treaty banning nuclear weapons adopted by the UN General Assembly on 8 July 2017) but, rather, in preventing their spread (e.g. through the Non-Proliferation Treaty, or NPT)25 and reducing their number.


    Their main focus continues to be on international security agreements and stopping the proliferation of conventional weapons, which was already set out in the agreement at the 1975 Helsinki Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) and the CFE signed between NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries in November 1990 and its amendments on regional restrictions on weapons and mutual weapons evaluation. This guaranteed peace in Europe for the next 20 years. The situation changed when Russia began to submit pre-imperial claims and breached the Helsinki agreement and the CFE. The results could be felt and now Russia has been lumped together with Iran and North Korea26 as new forms of pressure, including sanctions, are introduced to tame it. The driving force behind this is Donald Trump’s new take on the so-called Reagan Revolution—Ronald Reagan’s 1980 campaign promise to “restore the great, confident roar of American progress and growth and optimism”.27


    Pressure on Russia must involve an invitation to sign new agreements on security and cooperation as well as conventional armed forces in Europe without discussing its thousand-year-old “rights” over its neighbours. Discussion of Europe’s new security and cooperation environment must include an agreement that would ban nuclear-powered submarines with nuclear weapons from the Baltic Sea and Black Sea.


    In this, Estonia could take the initiative by kick-starting new agreement on conventional armed forces in Europe, just like the Finns did in 1975.


    Those who make populist statements that dealing with Russia requires compromise, or that its wishes must be accommodated and the imposed sanctions lifted, should study the history of international relations and diplomacy to see examples of how Russia has responded to such concessions in the past with political blackmail.
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    A market economy in the European energy sector is not a natural. European energy market used to be a centrally planned economy, almost in the style of the former Soviet Union. While Estonia has completely opened up its electricity market to competition and is currently doing the same with the gas market, many European countries have achieved this only partially, hindering competition under the banner of consumer protection. As we know from history, monopolists are the fiercest opponents of a functioning market.


    This kind of consumer protection by governments comes at great cost for consumers. They will pay the final bill. Milton Friedman expressed this idea very nicely when he said: “Many people want the government to protect the consumer. A much more urgent problem is to protect the consumer from the government.” That is exactly what we are dealing with in Europe today—trying to bring the market economy to the energy sector.


    However, now and again I hear voices, primarily from Central and Southern Europe, saying that the market economy works great everywhere else, but not in the electricity. Market economy principles allegedly do not apply to the power industry! We in Estonia have proved that a market economy is possible in the electricity. The electricity market is no different to the markets in other goods and services. Elering differs from most European electricity and gas system operators in that it believes in the efficiency of the market.


    Liberalising the Electricity Market in Estonia: A Success Story


    Not only do we believe in the efficiency of the market, we have proved it in practice. The opening up of the Estonian electricity market to competition has been a success story. An open market has brought clients a wider choice of services, better service and lower electricity prices. This has not been accidental, but a matter of choice. As Albert Camus said: “Life is the sum of all yourchoices”. As a society we believed that a working energy market keeps the lights on in homes and keeps them warm most efficiently. We are not alone – a number of societies share the same values. After the completion of [submarine power cable] EstLink 2, Estonia will become a part of the Finnish electricity market. And that is good. Thanks to this, we will be part of the Nordic-Baltic electricity market, which is probably the best functioning electricity market in the world.


    The energy industry is not value free. In today’s world, shared values are more important than anything else. Real economic efficiency can only come from shared values. If there are none, even the best intentions are destined to fail.


    

    Europe’s Best Practices


    It is a human characteristic to want to offer the best to others based on one’s knowledge, skills and experience. Estonia has established a working wholesale and retail electricity market. In November 2016, the European Commission published a package called Clean Energy for All Europeans, the aim of which is to bring the market economy into European energy supplies, from Gibraltar to Nordkapp. Implementing the clean energy package is Estonia’s chance to offer the best we have to other Europeans: the structure of an efficiently operating electricity market. There is no such thing as an Estonian electricity market, because we are actors in a larger, pan-European electricity market.


    New rules provided in the European energy economy must be able to function in the new reality of developing electricity systems. These are changing rapidly. First, energy supply is shifting from the local level to the global. Second, it is moving on from a centralised to a more dispersed system. Third, a digital revolution is taking place in energy industry. Amidst all this, consumers’ security of supply must be guaranteed. If there is no electricity, there is nothing—an idea well described in Marc Elsberg’s thriller Blackout, which is about the tragedy of losing power supplies across Europe.


    Challenges to the European Electricity Market


    Europe faces several challenges. First, low electricity prices are an issue—subsidies and other administrative measures artificially reduce the price of electricity. Second, today’s consumers are not sufficiently price-sensitive—they do not participate enough in the electricity market. Third, finding the right price is complicated—the performance efficiency of the different time horizons (day-forward, futures, intraday, balance energy) of the electricity market can be improved so that the market finds the right balance. Fourth, a shortage in production capacity may occur in the future. The clean energy package should offer answers to these challenges.


    Administrative, i.e. external, measures should be implemented in the energy market only as a last resort. It is important to understand that peak prices are necessary for the functioning of an energy-based electricity market. The alternative would be to pay subsidies to the producer to ensure capacity. That aid would come out of consumers’ pockets, and the amount would be influenced by political decisions. And that is the continuation of a centrally planned economy, not a market economy.


    Arming the Consumer with Data


    In order to increase consumers’ price sensitivity and thereby bring more consumers into the market, it is important to make market-based dynamic price signals available in the retail market, through network fees as well as other fees and taxes. We must support the integration of flexible services into the market through different measures in the clean energy package, as well as harmonise and regulate the data exchange that facilitates it.


    For example, in Estonia the fruits of liberalising the electricity market have reached consumers exactly through a central database created by Elering together with its partners. Now we are taking the next step to increase the value of data by creating the data-exchange platform Estfeed, which enables energy databases and applications to be connected into one digital energy platform—today in Estonia, and in the future hopefully across Europe.


    Tallinn e-Energy Declaration


    The energy systems of the future will have less energy and more information. If the information belongs to the consumer, he or she will be stronger in the energy market than ever before. The clean energy package must give that opportunity to all European consumers. Through the EU-wide Tallinn e-Energy Declaration signed in September 2017, we want to “arm” consumers with digital tools to bring the fruits of liberalising the electricity wholesale market to every individual consumer in the retail market.


    Elering believes that digitising the Estonian energy system will evolve into the vision of governments and businesses in the Baltic Sea region to become the leader in the digitisation of the energy sector. Denmark, Norway and Finland are the next in Europe vigorously trying to (primarily) digitise their electricity systems. Uniting these experiences, abilities and monetary resources, we could be the global leader in this field. The vision of becoming a global leader by digitising the Baltic region’s energy systems is one reason why, following the desynchronisation of the Baltic electricity systems from Russia, they were synchronised with the Nordic countries: this creates more value than doing so with Central Europe.


    In conclusion, the important key phrases in shaping the future of the electricity market are market orientation and focus on specific regions so as to foster free competition, minimise costs for the consumer and support entry into the renewable energy market, at the same time guaranteeing sufficient security of supply in the entire region.


    This article was written in cooperation with the European Commission Representation in Estonia.
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    Poland’s new government has shaped the country after its own image in just a few years
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    Tuula Koponen follows the politics of Central European countries, and currently lives in Hungary. Among others, she has contributed to the magazine Suomen Kuvalehti. Her article on Hungary was published in Diplomaatia in June 2017.


    Jarosław Kaczyński’s Poland is fighting the European Union on several fronts and shows no signs of retreating. Stubbornness may drive Poland into isolation.


    The nerve centre of Poland’s political power is not the country’s parliament or the presidential residence. It is located in a building on Nowogrodzka Street, not far from Warsaw’s city centre, where the headquarters of the nationalist Law and Justice (PiS) party is located. The leader of PiS, Jarosław Kaczyński (68), arrives there every morning. Throughout the day, cars bring ministers and important officials to see Kaczyński and receive instructions.


    Kaczyński, who respects Catholic values and has been called bull-headed, is an ordinary member of parliament, but is said to be the mastermind behind everything currently taking place in Poland.


    In 2015, Kaczyński chose as the party’s candidate for the presidency 45-year-old Andrzej Duda, a Polish member of the European Parliament who was almost unknown to the general public at the time. To everybody’s surprise, Duda was elected. Duda’s victory established a road to power for PiS in the parliamentary elections held in October the same year. PiS obtained an absolute majority in both houses of parliament. Beata Szydło (54), who was also Kaczyński’s personal choice, became prime minister.


    The electoral cycle is just halfway through, but the government has already managed to shape Poland entirely according to its liking. Reforms have been conducted with the similar fierce haste and the same principles as in Hungary after Viktor Orbán became prime minister in the spring of 2010.


    The government apparatus has been purged of representatives of the former power in an unprecedentedly radical manner, and replaced with PiS supporters. The judges of the Constitutional Court were also changed, which has resulted in paralysis in the court’s work. The state media has become a government mouthpiece and restrictions on the activities of media based in foreign capitals are also expected.


    Kaczyński’s Poland has also stood by Orbán’s Hungary over immigration policy and does not approve of the EU’s quota system, pursuant to which Poland should receive its share of the 160,000 asylum-seekers stuck in Italy and Greece. Hungary and Slovakia took the mechanism to the European Court of Justice, which nevertheless rejected the complaint. Regardless of the ECJ’s decision, Poland and Hungary intend to continue their immigration policy.


    On 7 October, about half a million Poles formed a human chain on the country’s borders. The mass gathering was organised by the Catholic Church in Poland. The people gathered at the border prayed for Poland, Europe and the whole world to be saved from Islamification.


    “Poland is in danger. We have to protect our families, homes and homeland from all kinds of danger that the EU liberals create for us,” said Marcin Dybowski, an activist in the Catholic Church, to the news agency AFP in an interview about the mass gathering.
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        An anti-government demonstration in May 2017, depicting Jarosław Kazcyński as a puppet-master controlling Prime Minister Beata Szydło and President Andrzej Duda.


        REUTERS/SCANPIX

      

    


    Judicial Reform as a Touchstone


    The Polish government has also tried to meddle in the actions of the judiciary, even though an independent judiciary is a vital condition of EU membership and one of the cornerstones of democracy. In the summer of 2017, the parliament passed three laws that caused Poles to take to the streets and upset the European Commission.


    The first of these laws gave the Minister of Justice power to choose judges in the lower courts. The second law disbanded the National Council of the Judiciary, which appointed judges and gave parliament the power to appoint them. The third law dismissed all incumbent Supreme Court judges, forcing them to retire, and gave the Minister of Justice the power to choose new ones.


    The EU already has several ongoing infringement proceedings against Poland. Following these judicial reforms, the EU is even threatening to trigger Article 7 of the EU Treaty against Poland if the package of laws concerning the court is not changed. In practice, this would mean that, in the most extreme case, Poland could be deprived of its right to vote in the EU’s collective decision-making mechanism. This is unprecedented in the history of the Union.


    Surprisingly, and to soften the confrontation with the EU, President Andrzej Duda refused to confirm the law on the National Council of the Judiciary. He also did not sign the law with which the government could have disbanded the current Supreme Court. Kaczyński and other leading PiS politicians strongly criticised the president for this.


    In late September, Duda presented his own proposals on the rejected laws. The amendments are minor, and in essence follow the government’s standpoint. Members of the National ouncil should receive 60% support in parliament, which must include parties other than PiS. In addition, not all of the Supreme Court judges would immediately be dismissed as the government wanted.


    “The main goal of Duda’s proposals is the politicisation of the appointment of court judges. The only change is that the president limits the power of the Minister of Justice, and strengthens his own,” expounded law professor Ewa Łętowska on the president’s proposals, according to the online newspaper EUObserver.


    A Strong Economy as a Result of Shock Therapy


    Just a handful of years ago, Poland was considered a success story in the EU. The country, with nearly 40 million inhabitants, had successfully made the leap into democracy. The uplift had continued almost unbroken since the “shock treatment” of the 1990s, which turned the country into a market economy at a stroke. The initial consequences were harsh for Poles, but in the end a strong economy and a new middle class emerged and have fared pretty well in the last ten years.


    Poland, which joined the EU in 2004, retained its strong economy even during the economic and financial crisis that began in 2008. Poland was the only EU member state that managed to keep its economy in the black. This year, it is forecast that Poland’s economic growth will be the fastest in the EU, at up to 4%. The Polish market is large and the workforce still cheap, which is why foreign investors are also interested in it. In present-day Poland, there is work for almost every jobseeker, and some sectors are even experiencing labour shortages.


    So why has the former model student of the EU become a misfit like Hungary that puts the unity of the whole Union to the test? Hungary has promised to stand by Poland and vote down all EU attempts to resolve the situation.


    Poland did not turn into a nationalist country with disregard for the EU’s fundamental values overnight. Before PiS came to power, the country was governed for eight years by the centre-right Civic Platform (PO), a clearly more liberal party than PiS. In the end, a long time in office, a technocratic operating style, and involvement in a scandal alienated PO from the people.


    Many Poles tired of constant economic reforms and wanted a more social-based policy. Not everyone is doing well in Poland; there are huge regional disparities between attractive cities and declining rural areas.


    “PiS says that it will go where Pendolinos [high-speed trains built in Italy—Ed.] cannot reach,” said Santeri Eriksson, First Secretary at the Finnish Embassy in Warsaw, who has been following Polish politics for three years. “Innovations like the child allowance programme ‘500+’ and lowering the retirement age were also attributed to the people’s party.”


    PiS has adhered to several of its campaign promises and its support has therefore remained high, near 35–40%. The retirement age has been reduced to 60 for women and 65 for men, whereas PO had decided to gradually raise it to 67. The monthly child allowance of 500 zloty (117 euro), paid for the second and subsequent children, is a major victory, since the average wage in Poland is about 1,000 euro a month. Poor families with a single child are also entitled to the allowance.


    A Ripple or a Longer-term Change?


    Poland has been politically divided into two very different camps for the whole of its recent history, according to Łukasz Lipiński, a researcher for Polytika Insight.


    The struggle has been going on between the modern EU state and the old Poland that relies on Christian and family values. (Jarosław Kaczyński was the prime minister of Poland in 2005–7.)


    “The division continues, and the decisive question is whether PiS’s current rise to power is a temporary ripple characteristic of politics, or a more lasting sign of Poland’s wish to return to traditional values,” said Lipiński. “Poland was preoccupied for a long time with the idea that it was important to attain the Western European standard of living. Right now, the main worry seems to be that it must also be considered who Poles are and where they come from.”


    The sharp division of Poland into two can also be brought down to the duel between two strong Polish politicians, Jarosław Kaczyński and Donald Tusk. Tusk was the chairman of the Civic Platform and Poland’s prime minister from 2007 to the end of 2014, when he was elected president of the European Council.


    In late 2016 and early 2017, Kaczyński used all his influence in the state in an attempt to prevent the re-election of Tusk for a second term. Kaczyński has accused Tusk of being involved in the “murder” of his twin brother Lech, the former president of Poland who died in 2010 in an aircraft accident near Smolensk. Jarosław Kaczyński has never accepted the official version of events, according to which the accident was the result of pilot error in bad weather conditions.


    Some of Kaczyński’s fellow party members have demanded that Tusk be charged with treason. They allege that, as prime minister, Tusk—together with the Russians—played a part in covering up the real reasons for the accident. According to some conspiracy theories, Lech Kaczyński had to be eliminated for political reasons.


    Kaczyński and Tusk have been political rivals since the 1990s, even though both were students of the Solidarity movement. The movement founded by Lech Wałęsa played a pivotal role in the collapse of communism in Poland. With the change of system, Kaczyński and Tusk parted ways.


    Kaczyński Will Not Back Down


    Poland has become a real headache for the EU as it plans to reform itself. Not only does Poland disregard EU fundamental values, but it also intends to demand that Germany pays reparations related to World War II, among other things. Poland also intends to ignore the European Court of Justice’s order to halt large-scale logging in the rare Białowieża forest; rather, it continues to fell trees in the region, which is on the UNESCO World Heritage List.


    The president of France, Emmanuel Macron, has publicly stated that Poland is isolating itself in the EU, and that “Poles have earned a better government than the current one, which fights against democracy”. Italy—where a large proportion of refugees aspiring to make it to the heart of Europe have got stuck—has demanded a reduction in EU funding to Poland. (Poland has received over 70 billion euro from Brussels in seven years, and total EU spending there to 2020 will be as much as 86 billion euro.)


    The Polish government has strongly denied that its reforms contradict EU acquis, and has claimed that the EU is deliberately misinterpreting its actions. The government has also not shown any signs of backing down. Jarosław Kaczyński, who pulls the strings behind the scenes, is considered a man who will not budge once he has made up his mind on something.


    Still, Poland is not about to leave the EU, even though a potential Polexit has made headlines several times this autumn. Support for the EU is strong: 88% of Poles say they support the country’s membership. Polish politicians listen carefully to the voice of the people, since the country has a strong tradition of demonstrations. For example, about a year ago Poles won a round in mass protests against tightening the abortion law. However, the government has not shelved the law; instead it says it intends to address it in a new format.


    The Polish government wants more national powers for EU member states, and did not approve of President Emmanuel Macron’s ambitious vision according to which the EU should have a common budget and joint military units. Prime Minister Beata Szydło has also condemned the idea of a multi-speed Europe, even though it is already a reality in practice—only 19 of the 28 member states are part of the eurozone. PiS believes that Poland will not be ready for the euro for another 10 to 20 years.


    Senior analyst Marcin Zaborowski considers it possible that Poland will leave the EU if relations with it deteriorate and if, for example, a compromise cannot be reached over the reform of the judiciary.


    “If Poland’s membership of the EU becomes too big an obstacle, PiS will remove that obstacle,” said Zaborowski in the journal Visegrad Insight, which specialises in foreign policy.


    Russia is the Main Enemy


    Kaczyński’s policy in Poland is based on the same values as Orbán’s in Hungary. Family, faith and fatherland are important. Both swear allegiance to democracy, but both find liberal democracy and multiculturalism as abhorrent as repressive communist power.


    Poland thinks, like Hungary, that it is fighting foreign dominance. And, just like Hungary, Poland also wants to become a model state that the rest of Europe can learn from.


    It is said that Orbán’s “illiberal democracy” has the same origin as Vladimir Putin’s in Russia. Even though the Polish model may look the same from outside, it is never acknowledged. Russia is now a strategic partner for Hungary, but Poland’s main enemy. Polish identity is based on opposition to Russia.


    Translated from Finnish by Erkki Bahovski.
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    In late July 1975, Helsinki was inundated with hundreds of foreign dignitaries: presidents, prime ministers, princes and numerous secretaries general, accompanied by their respective entourages. They had arrived to sign the Helsinki Final Act of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) in Alvar Aalto’s newly completed Finlandia Hall.


    It might be assumed that well-known figures such as Leonid Brezhnev, Gerald Ford, Urho Kekkonen, Josip Broz Tito, Helmut Schmidt and Harold Wilson were directly responsible for the creation of the text they were there to validate. Of course, they weren’t.


    Instead, the text of the Final Act had been painstakingly constructed during three years of gruelling negotiations by the 35 participating countries’ diplomatic teams. Yet much of the scholarly work on the CSCE continues to focus on top-level policymakers rather than the negotiators. Consequently, the 600 or so diplomats who negotiated and drafted the Final Act remain largely nameless and faceless.


    The question of who they were and what they contributed is the subject of an ongoing research project by me and my colleague Dr Angela Romano. We are convinced that overlooking negotiators has led to a significant “missing human dimension” in current study of the CSCE. We are interested in the extent to which diplomats can be shown to have been creative deal-makers, as opposed to mere executors of their political masters’ instructions.


    We hypothesise that these diplomats’ interactions and the networks they formed were crucial in effecting the talks’ successful outcome. At this preliminary stage, and for a range of practical, linguistic and scientific reasons, we chose the French and British diplomatic teams as our pilot case studies. Our methodology is based on prosopography, i.e. collective biography, and the approaches encouraged by the New Diplomatic History Network, of which we are both members.


    Nor is this simply a subject of abstract academic interest. The successful management of long-term multilateral negotiations, especially those concerned with the construction of mutually agreed security architectures, remains painfully apposite.


    Before we turn to the role of the diplomats involved in the negotiations, what was the Final Act of the CSCE, and how did it come about?


    It took two decades for the concept of a European security conference to gain traction. In the absence of a peace treaty following the Second World War, the USSR had repeatedly requested that some form of conference be convened. Yet it was only with the emergence of détente in the late 1960s that a pan-European gathering was considered viable.


    The Warsaw Pact proposed such a conference on 17 March 1969. NATO accepted the idea on 5 December 1969, but set some preliminary preconditions: a successful conclusion of the Ostpolitik treaties (West Germany–Soviet Union, West Germany–Poland, and between the two Germanys), a quadripartite agreement on the status of Berlin, and the start of negotiations on conventional force reductions in Europe (MBFR).


    Thirty-three states from Europe, plus Canada and the United States, participated in the subsequent negotiations. The superpowers were pre-eminent players but did not dominate proceedings or automatically get what they wanted. The nine members of the European Economic Community [as it was at the time—Ed.] exercised a crucial role, as did the informal group of neutral and non-aligned countries such as Austria, Switzerland and Yugoslavia.


    As mentioned, the Final Act was signed in Helsinki, at a summit convened from 30 July to 1 August 1975. From 22 November 1972 to 8 June 1973, delegations had met to set the rules and agenda for the CSCE. The first phase took place in Helsinki from 3–7 July 1973, at ministerial level. Then, on 18 September 1973, more than 600 delegates and experts descended on Geneva for the second substantive phase of talks, which comprised a grand total of 2,341 meetings.


    These dates and figures reveal just how time-consuming and complex the talks were. The sheer number of meetings, and the complexity of discussions, meant that politicians struggled to keep up with developments. For example, in June 1974, British Prime Minister Harold Wilson wrote to an aide: “‘Could you please let me know what [is] the present state of play on the Geneva Conference on European Security. The Economist this week suggests that there is no progress at all. I would be grateful if you could get a full note from the Foreign Office for me to study.”


    As a result, the management of negotiations was largely left to the discretion of the diplomats on the ground. Counter-intuitively, this lack of close political engagement—which of course varied greatly from state to state—may well have been one of the factors behind the talks’ ultimate success. Put bluntly, the absence of regular political interference allowed the professionals to get on with the business at hand.


    This point is reinforced in the memoirs of a British participant, Michael Alexander, who repeatedly stressed the independence of decision-making that he enjoyed during discussions: “I am surprised at the degree of discretion for the team in Geneva … I seem to have carried forward discussion of a substantial initiative, and detailed international discussion of associated texts, for at least a week before even informing the Foreign & Commonwealth Office [in London—Ed.].”


    So what, exactly, did they agree upon? The Helsinki Final Act is a non-legally binding international agreement that comprises three main sets (“baskets”) of recommendations. The first “basket” was the Declaration of Principles Guiding Relations between Participating States (known as the “Helsinki Decalogue”), including the all-important Principle VII on human rights and fundamental freedoms; a section on confidence-building measures; the monitoring of military manoeuvres; and other aspects of security. The second basket comprised economic, scientific, technological and environmental cooperation. Finally, the third basket, later referred to as the “Human Rights basket”, consisted of cooperation in humanitarian and other fields, e.g. freer movement of people and cultural and educational exchanges. By agreement, the Final Act was translated and published domestically by all participants.


    While we know what the CSCE was, the question of who exactly was responsible for bringing it to fruition is far more difficult to answer. Much has been published about the CSCE, but no one has so far produced a complete list of all the diplomatic participants. Nor is the documentary record of immediate utility, given that 35 archives would have to be consulted to find the answer—a logistical and linguistic challenge of the first order.


    Fortunately, some participants have produced memoirs, including Ljubivoje Aćimović (Yugoslavia), Jacques Andréani (France), Luigi Vittorio Ferraris (Italy), John J. Maresca (US), Hans-Jörg Renk (Switzerland), Charles G. Stefan (US), Berndt von Staden (West Germany) and Markku Reimaa (Finland). Others have been interviewed by us, or by other institutions. This is, however, still only a tiny proportion of the total attendees. Equally fortuitously, the OSCE Documentation Centre in Prague has a full register of all 600 or so delegates, at all stages.


    So what have we found? According to Andréani’s recollections, the length of the CSCE negotiations and the frequency of the meetings created “a peculiar tribe, living in such a proximity that bordered [on] promiscuity”. A genuine esprit de corps emerged amongst delegates. Remarkably, the friendliness between Western and neutral diplomats also extended to some of the representatives of socialist countries, although it goes without saying that the latter operated under much tighter controls. For example, we know the Czechoslovak delegations were closely monitored by the Státní bezpečnost (StB) (State Security).


    British diplomats Roger Beetham and Brian Fall recalled how the delegations regularly met for lunches and drinks between sessions, often including the American and Soviet ambassadors, George Vest and Lev Mendelevich. Fall often had after-work drinks with Vest to ask his advice, enjoyed an occasional brandy with Prince Henri of Liechtenstein, and attended a variety of intra-bloc dinner parties. Again, such social gatherings rarely make it into the official record, yet they constituted a vital informal contribution to the formation of viable networks and to brokering deals.


    Linguistic abilities played a role, too. The British delegation contained a preponderance of Russian speakers, which avoided reliance on translators. Yuri Dubinin, the Deputy Head of the Soviet delegation, and his French counterpart, Jacques Chazelle, formed a successful working relationship based on a shared love of French literature and language (Dubinin spoke “beautiful French” and knew French politics and French literature; he had started his career in Paris and spent several years there)—a connection that helped them to resolve seemingly intractable issues.


    Overall, our study indicates that UK diplomats at the CSCE possessed significant leeway in their ability to conduct negotiations. In addition, the diplomatic team was relatively young and more junior than some of its counterparts, and socially active outside the formal negotiations. The French study confirms that diplomats’ continual efforts to facilitate understanding helped to bring the CSCE to a successful outcome and contributed to the specific content of the Final Act.


    Admittedly, ours is, so far, a limited study. But it does indicate that the prosopographical method helps uncover areas of convergence and understanding. In other words, research concerned with exploring relations among diplomats allows us to bring to the fore and assess the “human and socialisation factors” in complex negotiations. More research is required before any definitive statements can be made about diplomats as “creative deal-makers”. But evidence already points to the likelihood that this was a significant factor in the outcome of the CSCE talks.


    Last, we would argue that our study has something useful to say about the role of professionals in international relations. We increasingly live in an era in which the utility of expertise is frequently denounced and discredited. The media tend to focus on photo ops and the eye-catching declarations of world leaders—what we would call the “Kissingerisation” of the discourse. But it’s no bad thing to be reminded occasionally that the professionals working quietly in the background have a vital role to play too.


    


    Further reading:


    Martin D. Brown, “A very British vision of Détente: The United Kingdom’s foreign policy during the Helsinki process, 1969–1975”, in F. Bozo, M.P. Rey, B. Rother and N. Piers Ludlow (eds), Overcoming the Iron Curtain: Visions of the End of the Cold War in Europe, 1945–1990, London: Berghahn Books, 2012, pp.139–56


    Angela Romano, From Détente in Europe to European Détente: How the West Shaped the Helsinki CSCE, Brussels: Peter Lang, 2009.


    M.D. Brown & A. Romano, “Executors or Creative Deal-Makers? The Role of the Diplomats in the Making of the Helsinki CSCE”, in Sarah B. Snyder & Nicolas Badalassi (eds), The CSCE, 1975–1990: International Reordering and Societal Change. (Forthcoming, 2018)
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    A year has passed since Donald Trump was elected President of the United States and it is time to draw conclusions. Estonia’s great neighbour, Russia, is also still an interesting topic for Diplomaatia. Analyses about Poland and Kurdistan are also published in this issue.


    Eerik Marmei, a research fellow at the ICDS and previously Estonia’s ambassador to the US, writes about Trump’s year. “Although Trump’s election campaign and his first ten months in office leave the impression that he’s a populist and a nationalist, the US has not retreated from global affairs,” states Marmei. “Despite the sometimes controversial rhetoric, there has been no great change in transatlantic relations. Guaranteeing the security of Europe in the event of a potential crisis depends on US political will and its strong military presence on the continent.”


    Ethnologist Aimar Ventsel is convinced that Russians will not rebel, despite economically dire circumstances. “I even noticed moderate optimism during my travels in Russia. It is based on the media’s success stories about fairy tale-like developments in agriculture, which is constantly growing due to the sanctions,” Ventsel writes.


    Jüri Kadak, who holds a PhD in foreign and security policy, writes about his views on how the international community should behave with Russia. “In pressurising Russia, the state must be invited to enter into a new treaty on security and cooperation in Europe and re-join the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, without reference to Russia’s ‘thousand-year rights’ in relation to its neighbouring countries,” Kadak proposes. “An agreement that would prohibit the use of nuclear-powered and nuclear weapon-carrying surface ships and submarines from entering the Baltic and Black seas should be also discussed at the new commission on security and cooperation in Europe.”


    Freelance journalist Tuula Koponen looks at Poland’s ill-advised reforms. “The Polish government has strongly denied that its reforms conflicted with EU legal norms, and claimed that the EU is wilfully interpreting Polish activity incorrectly. The government has shown no signs of retreating,” she writes.


    Martin D. Brown, Associate Dean for Research at Richmond, the American International University in London, explores the story of the Helsinki Final Act. ““The text of the Final Act had been painstakingly constructed over three years of gruelling negotiations by the 35 participants’ diplomatic teams. Yet much of the scholarly work on the CSCE continues to focus on top-level policymakers rather than the negotiators,” Brown writes.


    Taavi Veskimägi, chairman of the management board of AS Elering, writes about the positive aspects of liberalising the Estonian electricity market.
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