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			British prime minister Theresa May has said that Brexit means Brexit. As this month’s issue of Diplomaatia is published, it is still unclear whether the United Kingdom will leave the European Union on 29 March (as the Lisbon Treaty prescribes) or postpone its exit. Neither is it certain whether the UK will leave with or without a withdrawal agreement. The first option seemed the more likely in early March. In any case, the lion’s share of Diplomaatia’s March issue is dedicated to Brexit.

			Michel Barnier, the European Commission’s chief negotiator on Brexit, writes about the Commission’s view of the difficult relationship between the UK and the EU. 

			Diplomaatia’s Editor-in-chief, Erkki Bahovski, looks at the historical and political context due to which the UK decided to leave the EU. “We must recall the premise on the basis of which the United Kingdom decided to join the EC. It was purely economic. The UK was the leading force in the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), but when London saw how the loosely associated EFTA’s economy was growing slower than that of the more closely integrated European Economic Community (EEC), it decided to accede to the latter,” he says.

			Ramon Loik, research fellow at the International Centre for Defence and Security, writes about security issues related to the UK.

			Other articles in this issue mainly explore Eastern and Southern Europe. Ethnologist Aimar Ventsel writes about social undercurrents in Kazakhstan. “One thing the Kazakhs are increasingly critical about is Nazarbayev’s inability to build Kazakhstan as a nation of the Kazakhs,” he writes. “First and foremost, the government hasn’t managed to teach Kazakhstan’s Russian population (35–40% of residents) Kazakh, despite resounding campaign slogans and reports about the policy of successfully implementing the Kazakh language.” 

			Historian Vladimir Sazonov explores the difficult relationship between Russia and Belarus. “Many have recently been talking about the Kremlin’s attempts to ‘swallow’ Belarus,” he writes. “Russia’s chief ideologist, Vladislav Surkov, has been trying to outline the country’s ‘new’ ideological direction, recently claiming that ‘the state of Russia will continue to exist and will be a new type of country the likes of which we have never seen before’.” 

			Matti Maasikas, Undersecretary for European Affairs at the Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, writes about Macedonia’s new name. Anna Tiido, non-resident fellow of the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute, reviews recent publications.
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			An Ambitious EU-UK Partnership, Based on an Orderly Withdrawal

			The European Union is interested in a future partnership with the United Kingdom 
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			Michel Barnier, 

			Brexit Chief Negotiator

			Michel Barnier has been the European Commission’s chief negotiator with the UK since 1 October 2016. He has previously worked at the European Commission, and been an MEP and a member of the French government. 

			29 March 2019 will mark the end of the two-year period triggered by the UK’s notification of its intention to leave the European Union.

			During this period, the EU and British negotiating teams had two main objectives.

			First, we needed to organise the UK’s withdrawal.

			In November last year, the 27 heads of state or government agreed with Prime Minister Theresa May on a detailed Withdrawal Agreement, which provides guarantees, answers and legal certainty in the face of all the uncertainty created by Brexit.

			This 585-page international treaty is the result of intensive negotiations. On our side, it is also the outcome of weekly discussions with the 27 member states and the European Parliament, in close liaison with national parliaments, social partners and civil society.

			Such an inclusive approach, based on unprecedented transparency, allowed us to agree at the negotiating table on five main points to enable an orderly UK withdrawal.

			1 – Citizens’ rights

			Four and a half million European citizens living in the UK and British citizens living in the EU were uncertain about their rights following Brexit. These citizens have been our priority, and that of the European Parliament, since the beginning of the negotiations.

			In the Withdrawal Agreement, we agreed that any citizens who settled in their country of residence before the end of 2020—or before the end of an extended transition period—would be able to continue to live, work, study and bring their families there, for the rest of their lives.

			2 – The financial settlement

			Since the UK referendum in June 2016, the budgetary issue has been a significant concern for all member states, but also for the many farmers, regions, businesses and universities who are carrying out projects financed by the EU budget for the period 2014–2020—be it in the EU or in the UK.

			In the Withdrawal Agreement, we have agreed that all commitments taken by the 28 during the current budgetary period will be honoured by all 28.
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					French policemen redirect trucks towards Lille instead of Calais on a highway near Dunkirk, northern France on 6 March 2019, as a work-to-rule strike by customs agents caused traffic disruption. French customs agents began their protest on 4 March 2019 to press their demands for higher pay and demonstrate what will happen if additional controls are put in place when Britain leaves the EU, leading to queues of several kilometres involving more than 3,000 trucks.
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			3 – Other separation issues

			Brexit also means uncertainty in a number of other fields: How do we safely transfer the legal ownership of the nuclear material owned by Euratom, which the UK will also leave? Will the 3,000 geographical indications and the one million trademarks currently protected under EU law still be protected after Brexit? What will happen to data exchanged between the EU and the UK before the latter’s withdrawal?

			All these questions, and many more, are resolved in the Withdrawal Agreement, which commits the EU and the UK to protect geographical indications and to continue to apply EU privacy protection rules to data exchanged before the withdrawal.

			4 – Ireland and Northern Ireland

			On the island of Ireland, the problem created by Brexit is not limited to trade and customs. It touches upon peace and stability, which was established by the 1998 Good Friday Agreement and supported by EU membership. Since Ireland’s border is the border of our 27 countries, the integrity of the Single Market is also at stake. Any goods arriving from Northern Ireland will be entering not just Ireland but also Estonia, Italy or Slovakia. 

			From the beginning of this negotiation, therefore, the European Council has committed to preserve all aspects of the Good Friday Agreement and to avoid reintroducing a hard border, whilst maintaining the integrity of the internal market. The European Parliament has consistently taken the same line. In December 2017, prime minister May herself made a commitment to avoid under all circumstances the return of a hard border, regardless of the future relationship between her country and the EU.

			In the negotiations on our future relationship, we intend to foresee ambitious customs cooperation, and have a trade relationship with zero tariffs and quotas between us. But this does not erase friction at the border between the EU and the UK, as the UK decided to leave the Single Market and Customs Union. In any case, since the details of this future relationship will not be known on Brexit day, we have agreed on an all-weather insurance mechanism in the Withdrawal Agreement. The “backstop” arrangement provides that:

			•	the UK and the EU would form a single customs territory. We have aligned ourselves with this UK idea, which was not in our blueprint for the backstop;

			•	the necessary EU rules for smooth cooperation between Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland and for the integrity of our Single Market would continue to apply in Northern Ireland.

			As with any insurance policy, our preference is not to use the “backstop”. The agreement that is on the table commits us to use our best endeavours to conclude by the end of December 2020 a subsequent agreement which will replace the backstop. In any case, such a backstop would only be used for a temporary period, until and unless a better solution is jointly found.

			5- The transition period

			Finally, the Withdrawal Agreement makes provision, at the request of the UK government, for a transition period until 31 December 2020, which could be extended once by mutual agreement for a maximum of 24 months. This option offered to the UK would give us even more time to avoid using the backstop.

			During this transition period, the UK will retain all the rights and obligations of a member state, although —in accordance with the choice it has made—it will no longer participate in the decision-making processes of the Union.

			This will provide businesses and public administrations with the stability they need to adapt, once only, to the future relationship. It will also enable us to continue negotiating the details of our future relationship.

			Our second objective by 29 March was precisely to agree on the framework of this future relationship.

			This will give rise to another negotiation, due to begin as soon as possible after the UK’s withdrawal, as presidents Tusk and Juncker clearly reaffirmed in a letter to prime minister May on 14 January.

			The political declaration agreed by the European Council and the UK government in November 2018 fulfils this objective, making provision for an ambitious partnership on security and the economy.

			This partnership will of course have to respect the EU’s core principles, as well as the red lines set out by the UK government: no free movement of people, no substantial contribution to the EU budget, regulatory autonomy and independence of trade policy.

			Given these red lines, and the British decision to leave the EU Single Market and Customs Union, the political declaration currently envisages a free trade agreement with ambitious customs cooperation.

			This free trade agreement will exclude tariffs and quotas. It will cover a wide range of topics, from intellectual property to public procurement. It will be accompanied by a range of socio-economic cooperation in some sectors of common interest, such as aviation.

			This broad economic partnership will naturally have to be governed by specific obligations guaranteeing a level playing field on social, environmental, fiscal and state aid matters—all these “rules of the game” to enable the proper operation of our competitive social market economy.

			Finally, if the UK’s red lines were to change in the days or weeks to come, the Union would immediately be prepared to look at other—more ambitious—models for our economic relationship, each of these being based on a balance between rights and obligations. For instance, should the UK agree to align with our trade policy for goods, we would immediately consider the option of setting up a customs union.

			Alongside this economic partnership, we agreed on a strong partnership for our internal and external security.

			Let us look at the world as it stands today. The United States has chosen unilateralism as never before. China has drawn a political and economic model that competes with the one we have today. Our relationship with Russia remains complex and unstable. Too often in the concert of nations, power overrides law. The authority of the UN, the WTO, the World Bank, NATO and the International Criminal Court has been questioned, sometimes contested. 

			In this world, the EU must continue to honour its responsibilities. It is a global player and it will remain so after Brexit. Once the UK has left the EU, we will take decisions based on the interests of the EU27—and we will respect the UK’s sovereignty. 

			However, in the face of global threats such as terrorism, cyber-attacks or hybrid threats, the EU and the UK have a mutual interest in joining forces. We also need to continue working together to secure the nuclear deal in Iran, find political solutions to crises in the Middle East and support growth initiatives and address the root causes of migration in Africa.

			In the field of foreign, security and defence policy, what unites us here is much stronger than what divides us.

			Obviously, post-Brexit, our solidarity will be organised on a different basis. The UK has decided to leave the Union and become a third country. The UK will therefore not have the same rights as EU member states. It will no longer participate in EU decision-making. It will no longer have the ability to shape and lead the EU’s collective actions. British entities will no longer have the same rights as EU entities. These are the legal, mechanical, consequences of Brexit.

			However, the EU does not act in isolation. It has always favoured multilateral and international cooperation. This applies in particular to the Common Foreign and Security Policy and the Common Security and Defence Policy, which have developed over time in a flexible manner. Today, the EU cooperates with many partners: for instance, more than 25 third countries have so far participated in EU-led operations.

			With the UK in particular, our future cooperation could include five dimensions, as outlined in the Political Declaration framing the future relationship between the EU and the UK we have negotiated together.

			1 – Consultations

			First, we agreed on close and regular consultations with the UK on foreign policy. The High Representative will conduct a political dialogue with the UK on global issues. The 140 EU delegations across the world will cooperate locally with UK missions, for example on security issues and development projects.

			A shared assessment of geopolitical challenges will facilitate the convergence and consistency of our external action. This will notably be the case for sanctions. Dialogue and information-sharing regarding EU restrictive measures will facilitate the UK’s convergence with the EU.

			2 – Contribution to EU actions worldwide

			Second, when projecting the EU’s support worldwide, we will be open to the UK’s contribution.

			In development aid, the EU and its member states are the world’s leading donors. We are open to contributions from third countries and to local joint programming. We hope that the UK will make use of these possibilities.

			The EU is running six military operations and ten civilian missions to secure its neighbourhood. We would of course welcome the UK’s participation in EU-led operations in the future, given that the UK has strategic military assets. 

			3 – Participation in European defence projects

			Third, in defence matters, the UK should have the possibility—where it will add value—of taking active part in a number of the European Defence Agency’s research and technology projects. British companies will also have the possibility to cooperate with EU firms in cooperative defence projects under the European Defence Fund, in line with the provisions foreseen in EU law.

			However, we should keep in mind that industrial cooperation, also in the field of defence, is intertwined with EU rules underpinning the Single Market. This will in particular apply to the European Defence Fund.

			4 – Intelligence exchange

			Fourth, incidents on both sides should give rise to a reciprocal exchange of sensitive information and intelligence. This will make us collectively more effective in fighting global threats such as terrorism and cyber-attacks, which is a concern for all our member states and Estonia in particular. Our future relationship should be underpinned by a Security of Information Agreement that will provide for the exchange and protection of classified information

			5 – Cyber

			Last, the EU and the UK should cooperate on emerging threats such as cyber-incidents and disinformation campaigns which are spread on social media. We should for example exchange on cyber-incidents, on key trends and on ways to address cyber-attacks. 

			In these five dimensions, the level of ambition of our future partnership will very much depend on the UK’s readiness to commit. The more the UK converges with EU foreign and security policy and substantially engages alongside the EU, the closer the cooperation is likely to be.

			Besides, we should not lose sight of one essential point: in order to start negotiating on the future, a prerequisite is to settle the past and ratify the Withdrawal Agreement.

			Without ratification there will be no Withdrawal Agreement and no transition agreement; nor will there be the mutual trust we need in order to build our future relationship.

			These are not ordinary trade negotiations, where failure just means the parties going back to square one. In the case of Brexit, a “no deal” scenario would take us back to a distant past when customs duties were part of the daily life of our businesses.

			At the time of writing [5 March], this “no deal” scenario cannot be ruled out. Economic and social stakeholders and civil society too must all therefore prepare for this eventuality, just as we are doing at European level.

			On 19 December the Commission set out 14 measures that the Union could introduce unilaterally in areas where a “no deal” scenario would cause major disruption to the public and businesses in the EU 27, such as aviation, customs and financial services.

			All these measures would be temporary, limited in scope and adopted unilaterally by the EU. Their aim is to protect European interests, not to negotiate “mini-deals” with the UK. It will not be possible for the UK to maintain the advantages of EU membership.

			This last point is perhaps a rare silver lining in this negative, lose-lose negotiation: by showing what a member state will lose, mechanically, upon leaving the EU, it also emphasises what the 27 member states will retain:

			•	a Single Market of 445 million consumers and 22 million businesses, where people, goods, services and capital can move freely;

			•	a Customs Union which, combined with the four freedoms, ensures frictionless trade between us;

			•	the economic power required to negotiate fair and ambitious trade deals with major world economies, as we did recently with Japan, and to set standards that are often adopted by other jurisdictions.

			Based on these assets—and many others—the EU will remain a global player. It will use the unity that we created and maintained in the Brexit negotiations to develop positive projects. And it will be a strong partner with the UK, which will remain our neighbour, our ally and our friend.
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			 Brexit: The Invasion of Irrationality 

			Shaping foreign policy has become an increasingly public matter
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			Annika Haas⁄ICDS

			Erkki Bahovski, 

			Editor-in-Chief of Diplomaatia

			Erkki Bahovski has been the Editor-in-Chief of Diplomaatia since 2014. He has previously worked for the European Commission’s Representation in Estonia, the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute and the daily newspaper Postimees. He has also published articles in the Estonian and foreign press.

			Those Britons who voted for leaving the European Union on 23 June 2016 apparently had no idea of the political confusion they would cause in the UK and how ground-breaking the Brexit referendum would be. 

			This is, of course, true in hindsight. However, I disagree with the suggestion that Brexit emerged unexpectedly. Donald Trump becoming the US president might have been unexpected, but not Brexit. 

			A referendum was held in the UK in 1975 on staying in the then European Community (EC). The UK had joined only two years earlier, but the new Labour government led by Harold Wilson wanted new conditions in the negotiations with the EC, after which a referendum had to be organised to vote on the results because a decision by the House of Commons was not sufficient. Negotiations were held, the referendum resulted in the UK remaining in the Community, and the politics continued. 

			We must recall the premise on the basis of which the United Kingdom decided to join the EC. It was purely economic. The UK was the leading force in the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), but when London saw how the loosely associated EFTA’s economy was growing slower than that of the more closely integrated European Economic Community (EEC), it decided to accede to the latter.

			This fact is important if we look at the conditions in which the EEC was created in 1957. (It was preceded by the European Coal and Steel Community, established in 1951; the European Economic Communities later became the European Community and in 1993 the European Union). European integration began with the endeavour to prevent the outbreak of another war in Europe. German occupation, pre-war differences between countries, protectionism that started with the Great Depression, rising extremism, the Holocaust—Western Europe was trying to avoid these phenomena recurring at all costs. If we wanted to be witty about it, we might say that the cost of all this was closer European integration than ever before.

			
				
					[image: ]
				

			

			
				
					Opponents of Brexit in London are convinced that the UK already has the best deal—remaining in the EU.

					ZUMAPRESS.com/Scanpix

				

			

			Other Prerequisites

			The UK didn’t suffer the negative experiences of German occupation. Although London and several other UK cities were bombed, the scale of destruction and loss of life was nothing like as extensive as in continental Europe. The British did not have to survive crimes against humanity, be it the Holocaust or the elimination or deportation of national elites. The national narrative says that, for a certain period, the UK stood alone against Hitler’s war machine. Thus, the UK never had such a need for political reconciliation and integration. While in continental Europe the press and the political elite more or less shared the view that criticising the European Union too much could rock its foundations (although there were, of course, exceptions to this rule), and thus awaken the monsters of war again, no such fears hindered the UK. On the contrary, the usual response from the British media to some Brussels initiative was to compare it to the Blitz. So the British media prepared the ground for Brexit and that is why it is not surprising that the referendum on 23 June 2016 concluded the way it did.

			But why can the Brexit referendum be called ground-breaking? In fact, it was not a breakthrough that happened overnight. As already mentioned, British public opinion had been prepared for the result of the 2016 vote for years. It was therefore, rather, an evolutionary development that reached its logical end point.

			In this sense, it is worth taking a brief look at developments just over a hundred years ago, at the turn of the last century and a little before that. The extension of suffrage and civil rights meant that public opinion was invading more and more spheres of life, including foreign policy. The whole story was made more complicated by the fact that public opinion could be observed not only in one’s own country but also in others. Of course, it could also be manipulated.1 For example, the British public was very annoyed by the Ottoman massacre in Bulgaria in 1876. One cannot, however, ignore the fact that the uncompromising position of the British prime minister, William Gladstone, may also have played a role in this.2

			Since then, public opinion has become increasingly important in the shaping of foreign policy in democratic countries. Even if no referendum is organised, opinion polls and views expressed by the media, as well as election results, show politicians the direction they need to follow.

			On the other hand, in the context of Brexit it is worth remembering the 500-year-old British tradition of communicating with continental Europe. The policy of “brilliant isolation” cultivated at the turn of the last century meant that the British had to follow the European powers’ policy of balance—no country in continental Europe could become too strong. This meant, however, joining one group or another on a temporary basis. It is worth recalling that in 1904 the UK and France formed the Entente Cordiale against Germany. Anyone who has read a little bit about British or English history knows that the UK (or at least England) and France had been bitter enemies since the Hundred Years’ War (who imprisoned Joan of Arc?) and the days of Napoleon (in whose detention did he die?).

			In fact, the British continued to pursue similar policies in the EC and later in the EU. It is no wonder that Britain was one of the strongest supporters of EU enlargement, hoping that the Eastern European bloc would be a counterweight to balance the Franco-German axis, which wanted deeper integration of the Union. Until the economic crisis that began in 2008, we would talk about Estonia’s greater orientation towards the UK due to its liberal economic policy, but the crisis and the adoption of the euro—which meant greater budgetary control by the European Commission (read: Berlin)—led Estonia and many other countries to move towards Germany.

			Public opinion, especially the suggestible variety, does not have to be logical or follow a country’s long-standing foreign policy traditions. The onslaught of public opinion in influencing foreign and security policy, which began just over a hundred years ago, culminated in the Brexit referendum. Of course, here in Estonia we cannot tell the British what their policies should be but, looking from the outside, it seems that the much-praised rationality of the British has been replaced by irrationality; Sir Humphrey Appleby has been replaced by Nigel Farage. But here is the real upheaval—the foreign policy shaped in backrooms is replaced by foreign policy made on Twitter and Facebook, where no one hesitates to pronounce half-truths or falsehoods. Long-term strategies are thrown into the bin for the sake of witty tweets.

			Brave New Infantile World

			Perhaps Brexit not only reflects the specific problems of the UK but is a glimpse of the future. Viivi Luik writes about the triumph of infantile behaviour in today’s world in the Estonian literary magazine Looming: “Where adults and mature people become the minority, infantile people, old children, become the majority, and where children have the upper hand, war can be expected, because, as has been said, war is children’s entertainment”.3

			After all, Brexit is vastly entertaining too. News entertainment 24/7. Compare it to British cabinet meetings before World War I or II or recall Winston Churchill’s famous speech about blood, toil, tears and sweat. There is plenty of reference material.

			It is no wonder that British prime minister Theresa May has to pursue a policy that needs to satisfy the people, the House of Commons and Brussels in an infantile atmosphere. People can decide for themselves how well she has succeeded so far.

			An Estonian MEP, Igor Gräzin, recently wrote in the Eurosceptic British paper The Daily Telegraph comparing Brexit (let’s say, as expected) with Estonia’s departure from the Soviet Union and advocated leaving the EU with no deal.4 This seems quite likely at the time of writing.

			Gräzin’s comparison between the EU and the Soviet Union had been used by the British foreign secretary, Jeremy Hunt, in his speech at last year’s Conservative Party conference, when he said the EU was a prison, just as the Soviet Union had been in the past.5 There is no need to seek special expertise on where Hunt’s knowledge of the Soviet Union came from, since he recently announced that Slovenia had been the USSR’s vassal state.6 The former Yugoslavia was never a subject of the Soviet Union.

			But Gräzin should know better. The facts are as follows: the Soviet Union occupied and annexed Estonia in 1940, while the UK voluntarily acceded to the EC. The Soviet Union killed and deported millions of people, but the EU has not killed or deported anyone.

			This is, of course, an old story, and Eurosceptics still want to believe in the similarities between Brussels and Moscow. The intrigue, however, lies somewhere else, and Gräzin’s comparison of the eras is relevant here. It is a question of leaving without a deal. It is known that Estonia did not wish to sign the treaty on the creation of the USSR, referring to its legal continuity. The stalemate—Estonia refusing to sign, but still unable to leave the Soviet Union—was only resolved with the 1991 attempted coup and the subsequent collapse of the Soviet Union. Something similar could happen in the EU—Marine Le Pen could rise to power in France like Boris Yeltsin in Russia, or Alternative for Germany (AfD) might win the elections in Germany, leading to the collapse of the EU.

			The question is whether the EU will collapse so that the British can leave without a deal. No one can predict the future, and only the biggest fanatics believed in early 1991 that the Soviet Union would no longer exist by the end of the year.

			Scenario B

			It would be unjust to the British to see everything in dark colours. So far—despite dire speculation—the British have not withdrawn from their security responsibilities and still hold the leading role among NATO pre-deployed forces in Estonia. We can therefore hope that the British will remain connected to Europe through security matters.

			The UK is still among the world’s top ten economies, and it is not plausible that a collapse will follow when the island state leaves the EU—if, of course, the country itself remains united. Scotland may want to compare London with Moscow and shed the oppressor. Perhaps London can curb the fiery Scots. You never know—we are living in an infantile era …
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			 Brexit from an Internal Security Cooperation Perspective

			The UK’s no-deal exit from the EU would be the worst option
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			Ramon Loik,

			Research Fellow at the International Centre for Defence and Security

			Ramon Loik is a former adviser to the Estonian Minister of the Interior (2017–18) and to the Minister of Defence (2002–3). From 2010 to 2015 he was Vice Rector of the Estonian Academy of Security Sciences. Ramon gives lectures and supervises at the Johan Skytte Institute of Political Studies of the University of Tartu, at the Internal Security Institute of the Estonian Academy of Security Sciences and at the Department of Economics and Finance of the Tallinn University of Technology. His main area of academic research is security policy and integration in the EU, with a focus on cross-border internal security and law-enforcement cooperation issues.

			In addition to the many negative consequences of Brexit, all EU member states and institutions are going through the process of a partner leaving the EU for the first time in its history. Nobody who is thinking democratically will doubt that such an opportunity must exist in the case of a voluntary union, and that those who want to leave must be allowed to do so.

			We also know the terms of the agreed departure contained in the 584-page Brexit agreement between the Union and the British government. Its size and level of detail alone point to the degree of uncertainty associated with a possible no-deal exit.

			From the point of view of internal security and law-enforcement cooperation, it is particularly important how future data exchange with the EU member states and respective agencies is organised. In the case of law enforcement, we are talking in particular about Europol, Eurojust and Frontex, which collect, analyse and manage police information collected from member states, other EU agencies and contractual cooperation partners.

			The Need for Cooperation

			In order to combat cross-border organised crime effectively, the EU needs close cooperation with the UK as much as the UK needs it with the EU and its member states. The UK has long-term experience and very valuable knowledge of fighting terrorism, which is a good platform for agreeing on a future model of cooperation in this area. More generally, the EU should also be very interested in the UK’s security capabilities in the Middle East, certain parts of Africa and Russia.

			The UK has “translated” the US to continental Europe and has been the central guarantor of transatlantic cooperation. Britain has also offered a wider international criminal intelligence cooperation network, including the Five Eyes, which brings together intelligence agencies from Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the UK and the US.1

			In addition, the UK’s expertise has contributed significantly to the development of Europol’s capabilities in cyberspace and the country has invested some 1.2 billion pounds in the EU’s space satellite programme, Galileo. Being left behind due to Brexit doesn’t really benefit any of the parties involved. To compensate for the emerging capability gap, the British government has substantially increased investment in developing its own national space programme.

			A Question of Choices

			The UK is characterised by a selective and so-called “cherry-picking” approach to EU cooperation in justice and home affairs, demanding numerous opt-outs. From the outset, it refused to join Schengen cooperation (but had the right to join if it wished). While it signed the 1990 Dublin Convention, the UK subsequently decided, by means of a protocol to the Treaty of Amsterdam, to maintain selective derogations for any joint action in the field of asylum policy.2

			Similarly, while it joined the first phase of the Common European Asylum System (2004–5), the UK decided not to adopt the package of measures for the second phase (2011–13), maintaining participation in the EURODAC asylum-seeker fingerprint database and joining the Dublin III Regulation.3 The UK has generally always opposed and blocked the European Commission’s so-called migration quota initiatives and does not participate in EU relocation schemes, although it has joined relevant UN programmes.

			The list of examples of selective cooperation continues. On the other hand, the UK took the initiative in supporting the creation and implementation of the Passenger Name Record database for air passengers as an important counter-terrorism cooperation measure.

			Over the years, the UK has made a significant contribution to the development of Europol and is one of the biggest beneficiaries of this cooperation (participating in about 40% of cases). On withdrawing from the EU, the UK will lose its voting rights in Europol, as in other EU agencies, and will have to conclude an agreement for further (limited) cooperation.

			The same applies to future participation in other forms of EU judicial cooperation and measures, such as Eurojust’s cross-border organised crime research files, of which about 15–20% are believed to have a link with the UK. Given the steady increase in the number of research files coordinated by Eurojust (see graph attached), it can be assumed that interest in and need for cooperation will continue on both sides, including the possibility of involvement in Joint Investigation Teams coordinated by Eurojust, and participation in the European Criminal Records Information System within agreed capabilities.

			Significant mutual benefits also come from data exchange through the implementation of the second-generation Schengen Information System4 and the European Arrest Warrant, which has reduced the average time for the extradition of wanted persons in criminal cases to three months (compared to about ten months before). The dynamics of the volume of relevant queries are shown in the attached graph showing the benefits of data exchange for the UK and other member states.

			Mutual benefit will also be created by cooperation in the framework of the Prüm Convention, a cross-border crime and counter-terrorism cooperation measure, generally receiving responses to enquiries on the fingerprints and DNA data of wanted persons and the registration details of wanted vehicles within minutes instead of weeks, as used to be the case. These are just a few examples of the scope and instruments of internal security cooperation.

			Important Data Exchange

			According to the Withdrawal Agreement, the fate of which is still open, we will see the main focus in this area shift to the data exchange regime and data protection rules during the agreed transitional period to 31 December 2020. Article 8 of the agreement stipulates that at the end of the transitional period the UK will lose access to all information systems, networks and databases that have been established and function on the basis of EU legislation. For its part, the UK is committed to taking measures to ensure that it no longer has access to such data systems.

			In order to ensure the protection of personal data (Article 71), the validity of EU data protection law in the UK has been agreed for all personal data collected and processed in databases created and operated under EU legislation during and after the transition period, ensuring an equivalent level of protection. This emphasis reflects the core approach of the UK and the US to security compared with the continental (EU) approach to data protection law and standards, and the need to protect EU citizens’ personal data in accordance with the Union’s Charter of Fundamental Rights.

			The latter is an important agreement as it retains, inter alia, the jurisdiction of the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) in ensuring the protection of personal data in accordance with the Charter of Fundamental Rights. On the other hand, many British politicians see the scope of jurisdiction of the CJEU as the embodiment of so-called “bad Brussels”, which infringes the UK’s sovereign constitutional rights with its supranational powers.

			Article 87 of the Withdrawal Agreement sets out (with specific derogations) the right of the European Commission to sue the UK within four years of the end of the transitional period for infringements committed before the end of the period. During the transitional period, principles equivalent to other EU member states will apply to the UK. Throughout the period, British representatives may be involved in the work of EU institutions, but only in matters that concern the UK, as the Union considers necessary and without the right to vote (Article 128).

			The Worst Option Would be a No-deal Exit

			In general, it could be concluded that the Brexit agreement will ensure the functioning of the most important cooperation measures in the transitional period and provide additional time for the development of the future cooperation model. In this respect it is important to note that, under the agreement, the UK can request an extension of the transitional period at any time before 1 July 2020. The most harmful scenario for the parties would be the UK’s departure from the EU without a deal.

			Brexit reduces the UK’s impact on EU internal security cooperation, which has more disadvantages than advantages. A positive aspect from the EU’s point of view is that Brexit may allow other EU member states to move forward more quickly with some cooperation measures, including, for example, the full launch of the European Public Prosecutor’s Office.

			Brexit also increases the divergence of the criminal justice systems of the UK and EU member states, which will complicate future law-enforcement cooperation between them. To compensate for this, the UK is likely to intensify bilateral cooperation with non-EU countries, and with EU member states individually.

			The interest of the parties would be served by a departure based on an agreement and the transitional period being used to agree on a model for the closest possible future cooperation.

			

			
				
					1		 The Five Eyes partners are the US National Security Agency (NSA), the UK’s Government Communications Headquarters (GCHQ), Canada’s Communications Security Establishment, the Australian Signals Directorate and New Zealand’s Government Communications Security Bureau.

				

				
					2		 The Dublin Convention laid down rules on the liability of member states in processing asylum applications.

				

				
					3		 See “The implications of the United Kingdom’s withdrawal from the European Union for the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice”. European Parliament Directorate General for Internal Policies of the Union, Policy Department for Citizens’ Rights and Constitutional Affairs, December 2017.

				

				
					4		 The UK’s involvement in the SIS system is limited (it has no access to the data of third-country citizens who are prohibited from entering the Schengen area).
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			Kazakhstan in Stagnation

			The Kazakhs believe President Nazarbayev’s rule is a better option than future uncertainty
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			In February, the Kazakhstan and international media covered the news of the country’s president, Nursultan Nazarbayev, dismissing the government. Soon afterwards, Kazakhstan’s TV channels broadcast the video statement of prime minister Bakytzhan Sagintayev in which he praised the president’s foresight and wisdom (it also quickly appeared on YouTube). The prime minister gave a rather fawning speech, using the respectful title of Elbaš (the smartest, most honourable) for Nazarbayev, praising him for being farsighted and realising that the current government should be replaced for the sake of the country and the nation’s prosperity. In addition, Sagintayev thanked the president for what he had done for the country and nation during their short independence. The statement was published in both Kazakh and Russian.

			President Nazarbayev’s move was completely legitimate; he has the constitutional right to dismiss a government. Nazarbayev explained his action by saying that his orders to increase economic welfare and GDP, and to carry out reforms to enable growth, had not been followed by the government. The latter was also accused of price increases that forced people to spend a growing proportion of their family budget on food. The last straw for Nazarbayev was allegedly the fact that the government had no detailed plan for increasing the country’s GDP by 5% in 2019, which it had been tasked with in January. Nazarbayev’s decision was followed by silence in Kazakhstan. A brief look at internet forums showed that the government’s resignation didn’t create any particular emotions for or resonance with the public.

			Silent Sentiments of Protest

			Everything appears to be fine in Kazakhstan. This Central Asian country is not involved in any big international scandals and has persistently tried to improve its international reputation. EXPO 2017, which took place in Astana, the capital, and a series of international meetings addressing conflicts in the Middle East have put the country on the world map and increased its global recognition. A country that ten years ago was mostly linked in the West to Borat has shown that it can be prominent in international politics, sport, design and the region’s economy. You can feel the wind of change in Kazakhstan. Cities have been given a fresher and a more modern look, new parks are being established and quarters around the main streets modernised. 

			I consider it very important that small, stylish and high-quality hipster cafés with a wide selection of coffee drinks have lately begun to spread at a feverish pace. All these years in Kazakhstan, I have missed good coffee that I now don’t have to go looking for at the other end of the city. The appearance of Kazakhstan’s economic centre, Almaty, is improving especially fast. The pedestrianised zone in the centre has been expanded several times: there are benches, trees and various stylish places for spending time. There are an increasing number of cyclists, including middle-aged and elderly people, and at weekends you can even see whole families cycling. Many cities have established cycle-sharing systems and people use bike-renting services quite actively. On urban buses the drivers actually give you a ticket and if you forget to take it, they remind you. Ticket inspectors smile and say thank you. 

			This is why I was astonished to see the negative changes in people’s mentality. While many local Russians have always enjoyed criticising Kazakhstan and its president, Kazakhs don’t do so in front of strangers as a matter of principle. Hence, I was taken by surprise when several taxi drivers started knocking Nazarbayev when talking to me. There is a Russian saying that taxi drivers and janitors know and reflect the dominant disposition of the crowd the best, and I was reminded of this folk wisdom. 

			Until now people in Kazakhstan have been especially careful about criticising the president. People call president Nazarbayev “Papa” (Dad), and in a way he has earned the nickname. Russian president Vladimir Putin’s “command and control system” is perhaps the most widely known, but the president of Kazakhstan has taken it to a new level. Nazarbayev’s style of leadership closely resembles that of Alexander Lukashenko in Belarus, who inspects a factory and then fires the managing director after seeing a broken window in the locker room. Every newscast on Kazakhstan’s various TV channels broadcasts how Nazarbayev pays similar attention to details for the sake of the well-being of the country and the nation. One morning I was making notes in a hotel restaurant while drinking my morning coffee when the news said that Nazarbayev had ordered security cameras to be installed in kindergartens. Nazarbayev ordered the implementation of a new methodology for courses to raise teachers’ qualifications. Nazarbayev praised the best mathematics teachers. It must have been an education-related workday, but the image of a nation’s president taking care of security cameras in kindergartens is quite surprising outside Kazakhstan. The president personally appoints university rectors, decides the size of oblasts’ budgets, and approves cooperation projects with foreign companies.
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					The president of Kazakhstan, Nursultan Nazarbayev, wearing traditional Kazakh clothing on the Kazakhstan People’s Unity Day, 1 May 2016. 

					Reuters/Scanpix

				

			

			Different Meanings of the Kazakh Language and Culture

			It appears that this leadership style has led to major setbacks for the past couple of years, and growing disappointment with various aspects of the president’s activities cannot be hushed up even by Kazakhstan’s all-powerful national security service, which is generally known by its Russian acronym, KNB. 

			One thing the Kazakhs are increasingly critical about is Nazarbayev’s inability to build Kazakhstan as a nation of the Kazakhs. First and foremost, the government hasn’t managed to teach Kazakhstan’s Russian population (35–40% of residents) Kazakh, despite resounding campaign slogans and reports about the policy of successfully implementing the Kazakh language. According to the Kazakhstan constitution, Russian is not an official language but the “language of communication between nations”, while in reality it is completely dominant. You can’t oblige any Russian-speakers to use Kazakh and there are oblasts in the north and east of Kazakhstan where few or even no people speak Kazakh. There are parallel Russian and Kazakh administrative structures in most domains—you can take most university courses in either language, official documents are bilingual, and so on. The fact that the Russian-speaking residents of Kazakhstan don’t bother learning Kazakh has been a thorn in the Kazakhs’ side for a while, because it is the latter who have to switch to Russian to communicate, rarely the other way around. Considering that the Kazakhs hold the key positions in the government, the failure of the language policy is even more bitter.

			Strengthening the Kazakhs’ position as a nation has suffered a setback due to the policy of repatriating ethnic Kazakhs. In the early 1990s, Nazarbayev called on compatriots to return from Mongolia, China, Afghanistan and Turkey, and many did come back. The issue is that they have not been successfully integrated into society in post-Soviet Kazakhstan. I emphasise “post-Soviet here”, as it is one of the causes of the current argument. 

			The returning ethnic Kazakhs, known as Oralman [literally “returnee”—Ed.], generally do not speak Russian and this seriously limits their social mobility. In addition, they are much more conservative and religious than the Kazakhs who grew up in the atheistic environment of the Soviet Union. The fact that the Oralman blame the so-called home Kazakhs for abandoning Kazakh traditions, especially Islam, creates enough bad blood. The Kazakhs in Kazakhstan view the Oralman as conservatives who are behind the times and whose development is stuck in the 19th century. The discord is well summed up by a sentence I heard in conversation with someone when we spoke about the Oralman repatriation programmes: “I don’t like it when somebody tells me how to be Kazakh!” 

			A large proportion of the predecessors of the Oralman escaped from Kazakhstan in several waves, the last fleeing from the civil war that broke out after the October Revolution in Russia and the Stalinist collectivisation that followed. This is also the reason why the Oralman find it so hard to integrate, as they cannot read Cyrillic, don’t speak Russian and only write in Kazakh using the Arabic alphabet, as was done until the late 1930s. 

			Because of this, the Oralman form enclave-like ghettoes in many Kazakhstan cities that don’t have the best reputation and often stand out because of run-down streets and the lack of a sewerage system. At the same time, many Oralman think and have no trouble in declaring that the Kazakhs in Kazakhstan have betrayed the Kazakh culture and traditions by using Russian occasionally or speaking it all the time instead of Kazakh, as well as by their religious indifference. The subject of the return of the Oralman or, more precisely, bringing them back is a constant in the Kazakhstan media and we can’t exactly claim that all Kazakhs are thrilled about the remigration of their compatriots. The Oralman were initially used to create a Kazakh majority in the Russian-dominated north and east of Kazakhstan, which were industrial areas during the Soviet era. Today, thanks to Russians migrating back to Russia and Kazakhs arriving in the area, the need for this kind of regional policy is disappearing. 

			Weakening Economy and Corruption

			Despite the dissatisfaction over the government’s language and cultural policies, Kazakhstan’s population is mainly concerned with the country’s economic policy. This is one topic on which different social and ethnic groups can agree. President Nazarbayev has focused control over almost the entire economy in his own hands and those of his relatives and clan. This subject deserves a separate article, but it is at least worth mentioning that about 80% of Kazakhstan’s companies are state-owned enterprises via different structures, which also means the lion’s share of the country’s economy is subject to a national trust led by members of the Nazarbayev set. A close relative of the president heads national security, his children run the de facto national gas monopoly, his daughter leads the organisation that accredits universities, and so on. 

			Nazarbayev’s slogans about conducting a so-called “Fourth Industrial Revolution”, which means modernising and digitising Kazakhstan’s economy, have also been empty. The whole country is full of slogans about this programme, but the reality is that several national funds have been established to support entrepreneurship, but they duplicate one another and their activities are so ambiguous that the public has no idea how the resources provided are used. The authorities have created schemes that force entrepreneurs to support national or private enterprises controlled by Nazarbayev’s family in one way or another. 

			Several entrepreneurs and economic analysts gave me excellent examples of this in the field of Kazakhstan’s gas economy. On the pretence of being environmentally friendly, Kazakhstan wants to replace coal-fired heating systems with gas-fuelled ones. This actually means using the services of a gas company managed by one of Nazarbayev’s children, as national regulatory agencies often don’t certify heating systems installed by other companies. If a business refuses to install gas heating on these conditions, it is threatened with fines by the environmental protection inspectorate. 

			Endemic clan politics are, of course, an excellent breeding ground for corruption, which has led people to distrust national law-enforcement agencies and the courts. This has led to Kazakhs trying to resolve their disputes unofficially, using extremely complicated Kazakh family and clan traditions, seeking support from the powerful heads of families called aksakals and using their help if they get into trouble with state organs. In Kazakhstan everything is for sale, from grades in university up to positions in national structures and sometimes even in private enterprises. This is frustrating for people who don’t have a powerful family to support them or enough resources to give the necessary presents to appropriate officials. 

			All this has continued almost since the collapse of the Soviet Union, but the deteriorating economic situation has added fuel to the fire, especially during the past two years. The Kazakhstan economy depends on oil exports in the same way and to the same extent (about 70% of the national budget) as Russia’s, and the fall in oil prices over recent years has hit Kazakhstan as painfully as Russia. 

			Until 2017 the country managed to find the resources to compensate for the impact of inflation to support several population groups (high school graduates, students, old age pensioners), but now there are no resources left for this. Due to constant price increases, Kazakhs have resorted to something that they were previously proud of never doing: the post-Soviet republics of Central Asia are known as sources of cheap foreign labour in Russia, but the residents of Kazakhstan—unlike those of Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan—have never had to travel to Russia to work on construction sites or sweep streets for a minimum wage. This is the first time that considerable work migration to Russia can be seen. Meanwhile there is a constant but silent brain drain, mostly to Europe. The country has tried to limit this in various ways; for example, parents whose children go to Europe to study on state scholarships must pledge their properties to guarantee that their offspring return. Despite this, attempts to stop the emigration of educated people have not succeeded, while these migrants leave their country less for purely economic reasons and increasingly for political ones, as is the case with Russia. 

			Conclusion 

			For all these reasons, most of the population of Kazakhstan is indifferent about replacing the government. The general belief is that the composition of the cabinet doesn’t make much difference as long as one clan has the real political and economic power. What people are more interested in, and even scared of, is the 2020 presidential and parliamentary elections. The question is what Nazarbayev will do. Will he leave office and appoint a successor? Or will he stay on to lead the country without naming one? Will he change the general political direction of the country, and if so how? Will there be an era of slight democratisation or tightening the screw? 

			People in Kazakhstan fear that Nazarbayev, who is now 78, will pass away without appointing a successor. This would mean—or at least, so it is believed— major arguments between clans in which not only their economic interests but also political ones will collide; nationalists would oppose pro-Russian groups. Nazarbayev is currently the only person who can maintain stability and predictability in Kazakhstan. In the words of one of my colleagues, therefore: “If Nazarbayev doesn’t leave voluntarily without appointing an heir, it is better that he stays and keeps things under his control. That way people are less scared of an uncertain future.”
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			The Kremlin is trying to avoid mistakes made in Ukraine to get hold of Belarus
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			Introduction: Pax Rossica and Putin’s ambitions

			In the past decade, Vladimir Putin’s aggressive revanchist regime has expressed its desire to restore its power in the post-Soviet space. This is supported by Putin’s claim that “the collapse of the Soviet Union was the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the 20th century”.1 Putin naturally dreams of the restoration of an empire like the Soviet Union to make Russia once again a superpower that would no longer be a regional power like Turkey or Iran. All the Kremlin’s efforts in recent years have been to “make Russia great again”, but it often fails to maintain power over the areas under its authority, which Moscow has for decades considered its immediate sphere of influence, i.e. its vassals. In Europe, the Kremlin considers Ukraine and Belarus to be of paramount strategic importance. For the past 27 years, it has tried to encroach on them and turn them into vassal states. The Kremlin wanted to make Ukraine and Belarus into buffer zones between NATO, the European Union and Russia.2

			As Zbigniew Brzezinski aptly said, for Russia Ukraine is “an important space on the Eurasian chessboard”.3 The same can be said about Belarus, which has become increasingly significant to the Kremlin since the events of 2014, when Ukraine moved away from its sphere of influence. Just like Ukraine, Belarus is of great importance to Russia, including in political and economic respects, as its economy and foreign policy are closely tied to Russia. The country is also important from the perspective of Putin’s concept of Pax Rossica, in which Moscow proceeds from Russian imperialist fundamental ideological dogma (that probably emerged in the 17th and 18th centuries), which has been referred to as “the holy trinity of Russian civilisation” (о триединстве русского, беларуского и украинского народов4) since the 19th century. For instance, Putin believes that Ukrainians and Russians are one nation and should be part of the Russian World (Pax Rossica).5 Putin and his circle believe the same about Belarusians and want to integrate Belarus into Russia even more and on a deeper scale, which would essentially mean the loss of Belarus’ already fragile sovereignty. Many have recently been talking about the Kremlin’s attempts to “swallow” Belarus.6 

			Russia’s chief ideologist, Vladislav Surkov, has been trying to outline the country’s “new” ideological direction, recently claiming that “the state of Russia will continue to exist and will be a new type of country the likes of which we have never seen before”.7 There is indeed some novelty to this, but it lies in the fact that Russia is a hybrid country that produces and disseminates hybrid threats.8 Historically, this has indeed not happened before. Surkov also stresses that there are four main state models in Russia’s history, which he thinks can be named after their creators: the state of Ivan III (the 15th–17th century Grand Duchy of Moscow), the state of Peter the Great, i.e. the Russian Empire (18th–19th century), the state of Lenin, i.e. the Soviet Union (20th century) and the state of Putin (21st century). 9 Surkov writes: “Putin’s huge political machine is only gaining momentum and configuring itself for a long, difficult and interesting task” and compares Putin’s Russia to Atatürk’s Turkey and de Gaulle’s France.10 It is clear that Surkov is trying to justify aggressive imperialist Putinism, emphasising that, for Russia, this is a long-term sustained opportunity and a major new development—in a way, a “new state”. Surkov believes that Putin’s state will last a long time.11 Similar appeals to ancient heads of state and their founders can also be found in earlier periods—e.g. from Nazi Germany, where Hitler was likened to Frederick the Great or some leader of the Holy Roman Empire and people talked about a thousand-year Reich.

			Moscow’s manipulations in Ukraine following the Orange Revolution, the constant pressure on Kyiv and Ukrainians, the incompetent rule of the pro-Kremlin Ukrainian president Viktor Yanukovych and several other factors gave rise to the Maidan events at the end of 2013, as a result of which Moscow lost control over Ukraine.12 Putin’s regime subsequently annexed the Crimea from Ukraine in the spring of 201413 and tried to create the so-called Novorossiya—a body of terrorist states directly subject to the Kremlin—in eastern Ukraine, but this plan was largely unsuccessful.14 The Kremlin managed to establish only two smaller state-like terrorist formations: the so-called “people’s republics” of Luhansk and Donetsk. With Ukraine having slipped from the Kremlin’s geopolitical grasp during the events of 2013–14, the Kaliningrad Oblast and Belarus—onto which Moscow has latched like a leech—remain the Kremlin’s only access points to Polish territory and central Europe.
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					Alexander Lukashenko and Vladimir Putin meet in Sochi on 15 February 2019.
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			What Does Russia Fear and Expect Over Belarus?

			Having learned from the experience in Ukraine—where the Kremlin is waging a hybrid war,15 one dimension of which is extensive information warfare,16 and maintaining the frozen conflict in the Donbas—Putin has decided to integrate Belarus increasingly into his country and regime. Alexander Lukashenko, Belarus’ long-standing leader dubbed “Europe’s last dictator”, objects to Belarus being “swallowed up”. Russia’s pressure on Belarus has increased in recent years along with information campaigns, trolling and economic and political pressure targeting Minsk. The situation worsened considerably in 2018. Recently, a lot has been said and written about Russia’s actions towards Belarus. It was feared that Russia would fail to withdraw its troops from Belarus following the countries’ joint military exercise Zapad 2017, but fortunately this did not happen.17

			Moscow fears that if something happened to Lukashenko (who is 64), or if he is forced to stand down, a “colour revolution” might take place in Belarus18 and the country could follow Ukraine’s lead by turning towards Europe. In that case, the Kremlin would not only suffer in economic terms (Russia imports goods from Europe and exports its goods to Europe via Belarus as if they originated from that country). The political aspect is perhaps even more significant: this would mean a reduction in Moscow’s influence in Europe and in the Baltic region. It would also reduce Russia’s chances of pressuring Ukraine, and Minsk could no longer be used as a shock absorber—for instance, for conducting negotiations like those of the Minsk summit, if such a need should recur. In the military-political and strategic sense, Russia would lose Belarus as a military partner and Zapad exercises could no longer be held on Belarusian territory, causing military cooperation to decline or end altogether. After all, Belarus could end up in NATO’s sphere of interest, or at least this has not been ruled out, as this is what happened to Ukraine. In addition, this would mean that Russia would lose the Suwałki Corridor, which it can currently use against Poland and the Baltic states when necessary, threatening to close the gap. Putin’s regime also needs Belarus to ensure its sustainability for at least five to ten years; it needs to keep Belarus under its influence and closely integrated with Russia, so as to present it to the people later as a great geopolitical success and achievement, because the era of hysterical cries of “Крым наш” (the Crimea is ours—Tr.) that used to thrill the Russian population is long gone. The Kremlin’s efforts in Syria were not as successful as hoped, either. The popularity of Putin’s regime is in decline, along with Russians’ income and the economy. The general mood in the country is increasingly depressing.

			The “Union State” Agreement Between Russia and Belarus

			The Treaty on the Creation of the Union State of Russia and Belarus was signed in 1999 in Moscow by Lukashenko and the then Russian president, Boris Yeltsin. The treaty, which consists of 71 articles, begins as follows:

			The Russian Federation and the Republic of Belarus, based on the will of the nations of Russia and Belarus to unite and relying on the historical commonality of their fates, having their citizens’ vital interests in mind; convinced that the establishment of a Union State allows efforts to be united in the interests of the socio-economic progress of both countries; based on the effort to continue the integration processes established with the Treaty on the Formation of the Community of Belarus and Russia of 2 April 1996, the Treaty on the Formation of the Union of Belarus and Russia of 2 April 1997 and the Statutes of the Union of Belarus and Russia of 23 May 1997, and by implementing the provisions of the Declaration on the Further Integration of Russia and Belarus of 25 December 1998; confirming their attachment to the principles of the Charter of the UN and wishing to live in peace and good neighbourly relations with other countries; acting in accordance with the generally recognised principles and standards of international law, have agreed on the following.19

			Article 2 of the treaty explains the union’s objectives, some of the most important of which are: 

			… ensuring the peaceful and democratic development of the member nations of the sister states; strengthening of friendship, ensuring an increase in well-being and living standards; creating a shared economic space to ensure socio-economic development on the basis of the member states’ material and intellectual potential and market mechanisms required for the functioning of the economy.20

			Some of these objectives have already been fulfilled—for instance, the creation of a shared economic space—but there are also unachieved goals and points of difference between Minsk and Moscow, such as the former not having recognised the Crimea as part of Russia.21 This shows that Belarus is still resisting the pressure applied by the Kremlin. But how strong will it be in the event of a possible hybrid conflict between Russia and Belarus? One can only guess.

			Shared Military Doctrine and Cooperation

			Belarus and Russia have engaged in military cooperation for years, with the format taking many facets. One is the Zapad military exercises. Since 2009, Russia and Belarus have organised these every four years (to date in 2009, 2013 and autumn 2017).22,23 In the introduction to a special issue of the Estonian Journal of Military Studies dedicated to Zapad 2017, Andreas Ventsel and I wrote:

			Zapad, the name of Russia and Belarus’ joint military exercise, is not chosen randomly and it has its own historical tradition: this was also the name of a military strategic operatiopnal exercise organised by the Soviet Union and member states of the Warsaw Pact during the Cold War period in 1973, 1977, 1981, 1984 and 1985, which was in many ways similar to Zapad. Thus, Zapad was first held in 1973. In the 1970s and 1980s, Zapad also had a propaganda objective in addition to military-technical goals: Moscow wanted to demonstrate the military might of the Soviet Union as well as to use extensive and powerful exercises to intimidate Western and Central European countries who had not joined the Warsaw Pact. In this sense, Zapad-814, which was held from 4 to 12 September 1981 on the territory of the military districts of Belarus, the Baltic states and Kyiv, was particularly noteworthy. It was one of the largest military exercises in history, involving approximately 100,000 Soviet servicemen and a variety of military equipment. The collapse of the system in the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact countries and the poor economic situation, however, forced the Kremlin to abandon several grandiose plans and ambitious projects in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Among other things, Moscow had to cut down considerably on its ambitions in relation to Zapad.24

			Joint military exercises and other forms of military cooperation between Russia and Belarus are also reflected in the planned military doctrine of the Union State, which Putin approved in late 2018.25

			Intimidating Moscow

			For decades, Russia has put pressure on Belarus and its leader, Lukashenko. To this end, the Kremlin has used both political and economic measures as well as information operations—for example, the “milk wars” initiated by Russia at the beginning of 2009, which created a lot of tension between Minsk and Moscow.26 As already mentioned, the latest Zapad exercise in particular prompted fears about Russia refusing to withdraw its troops and annexing Belarus (this was also feared in Ukraine, and elsewhere). Lukashenko probably had the same worry. The end of 2018 saw increased pressure applied by Moscow to make Belarus integrate further with Russia.

			The economic pressure on Belarus is also considerable; among other things, Russia is threatening to raise the price of oil sold to Belarus to the world market price rather than 20% cheaper, as now.27 This tactical step by Russia over the oil taxes levied on Belarus causes great financial damage on the latter.28 One can only guess how this dispute will end.29 At the same time, the Belarusian president claimed at a meeting on 10 January 2019 that “it is not worth aggravating the problems related to Belarus’ budget losses that may be caused by Russia’s tax manoeuvre; however, there is a need to seek other resources that could compensate for them”. Lukashenko also stressed that this must not be viewed as a disaster. “If the Russian leadership chooses such a path—the loss of their only ally to the west—that is their choice. We cannot force them.”30 Thus, Lukashenko has taken into account the possibility of the further deterioration of the relationship with Russia, with Belarus ceasing to be its partner and ally. The Kremlin may not wish to make Belarus a Russian oblast (even though there are those in Russia who do want that), but there is no doubt that Moscow wants to gain full control over the country—to control its armed forces, economy, finances (so there would be a shared currency—the Russian rouble), and so on. Essentially, this would mean the end of Lukashenko’s rule and the loss of Belarus’ sovereignty.

			Anne Applebaum writes:

			But in the wake of the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2014, Lukashenko has sought to protect his independence and project a different image, occasionally defying Russian requests, pursuing a somewhat independent foreign policy and even, as a gesture toward the West, releasing his political opponents from jail … 31

			Lukashenko has openly shown that he will not give in to Moscow’s extortion.32 In mid-December 2018, he stated that:

			It is no use blackmailing us, trying to make us toe the line or seizing us by the throat. We must pursue integration for the sake of the unity of our peoples. I cannot resort to plotting behind the scenes—the process should be open and transparent.

			Lukashenko also stressed that Belarus would not become part of Russia and Moscow’s “deeper integration” would mean Belarus acceding to Russia. “I understand these hints: take our oil, but let’s destroy the country and join Russia,” said Lukashenko, stressing that the idea of “deeper integration” originated in Moscow and would essentially mean the end of Belarus. “Some people are already saying we are ready for you to become a part of the Russian Federation in the form of six oblasts,”33 said he added.

			It is not known whether Lukashenko actually believes this and is sincere about it. Perhaps the long-standing Belarusian leader wants to save face in front of his voters and supporters, but this could also be his real position.34 Lukashenko understands that if this “deeper integration” with Russia comes into being, it would essentially mean the end of his rule35 and Belarusian sovereignty, which is probably why he wants to withstand the Kremlin’s pressure and refuses, for example, to become vice president of the Union State. The Belarusian dictator does not want to play second fiddle in his own country.

			Conclusion

			Putin’s imperialist regime is doing everything in its power to swallow Belarus and further integrate it with Russia, attempting to bring about the final collapse of Belarusian sovereignty. However, Lukashenko opposes such developments and, despite Moscow’s increasing political blackmail, economic pressure and information campaigns, has shown perseverance in standing up to Putin’s aggressive and pushy intimidation, which has, in a sense, acquired the characteristics of hybrid warfare. It is difficult to predict how this resistance is going to end.

			Moscow could easily overstretch itself in its efforts to swallow its vassal state Belarus and may lose it from its sphere of influence, just like Ukraine in 2013–14. However, things could go differently, because the Kremlin is now acting more carefully than it did in Ukraine and is doing everything it can not to let Minsk slip out of its grip.
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			Matti Maasikas, 

			Undersecretary for European Affairs, Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs

			Matti Maasikas has worked at the Estonian MFA and in the European Commission, and served as Estonian Ambassador to Finland and as Permanent Representative to the European Union. Several of his articles have been published in Diplomaatia.

			When Yugoslavia disintegrated in the early 1990s, one of its federal republics called Macedonia was in the position that its southern neighbour, Greece, did not recognise its name because it contained the toponym “Macedonia”. This was because an administrative region with the same name already existed in northern Greece. Greece had expressed its dissatisfaction in the 1940s when the Socialist Republic of Macedonia was formed within Yugoslavia led by Josip Broz Tito. Many Greeks feared incitement to separatism, but there were other factors as well: the connection with the ancient kingdom of Macedonia, whose most famous ruler, Alexander the Great, had conquered almost the entire known world at the end of the 4th century BC.

			It is fact that the then Macedonia was located almost entirely on the territory of present-day Greece; Alexander spoke ancient Greek; and the Slavs (modern Macedonian is a Slavic language) arrived in the Balkans no earlier than in  the 5th and 6th centuries AD. Despite this, Skopje wanted to present itself as the offspring of ancient Macedonia in creating an identity in the 1990s (and later). In short, Greece refused to recognise the new country and tried to make recognition as difficult as possible for the international community.

			Recognition was finally granted in 1993 for a temporary name intended for international use: the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. According to its constitution, however, the country’s name was still the Republic of Macedonia. In 1995, the so-called Interim Accord was concluded through the mediation of the UN, which required the two countries to seek a permanent solution to the name issue and stated that Greece would not formally prevent the officially long-titled Macedonia from joining other international organisations (including the EU and NATO, in particular).
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					Macedonian prime minister Zoran Zaev (right) welcoming his Greek colleague, Alexis Tsipras, at the signing of the Prespa Agreement in 2018.
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			However, Skopje began to seek international recognition under its constitutional name, and was quite successful as about 130 countries, including three permanent members of the UN Security Council (the US, Russia and China) recognised it. Of course, the Greeks were extremely annoyed because they saw this as unwillingness to implement the Interim Accord. In 2005, Greece allowed it to become an EU candidate country (which also requires unanimity), but no more. Due to Greek opposition, Macedonia did not join NATO in 2008 and, again largely because of Greek resistance, the Council of the EU has not supported the country in starting accession negotiations since 2009, on the basis of a European Commission recommendation to member states. In 2009 I was working in the office of the EU Commissioner for Enlargement, Olli Rehn, where I was responsible, inter alia, for Macedonia, and participated in achieving the first recommendation. At that time, no one would have thought that it would be ten years before this recommendation (repeated from year to year) would begin to have any chance of being accepted in the Council of the EU.

			However, the reluctance of Greece (with whom economic relations, tourism links and so on progressed quite well) was not the only problem for the young country. There were also squabbles with another neighbour, Bulgaria, about the interpretation of history—this time over events in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the national revival. Bulgarians do not want to recognise Macedonian as a separate language, considering it a dialect of their own (there are no precise scientific distinction criteria here). However, most linguists now seem to recognise Macedonian as separate. In any case, it is clear that a nation that wants to establish a nation-state needs to feel that its language exists to reinforce its identity. Since 1991, the Croatian, Bosnian and Montenegrin languages have also been recognised. The situation in Macedonia, however, was more sensitive, as a quarter of the country’s population is made up of Albanians, who have a different language; there is a country that speaks their language just over the border and their relationship with the Macedonian majority isn’t always that rosy.

			This is, of course, putting it diplomatically. In 2001, the country was on the brink of civil war. Albanians felt they were being discriminated against; for example, the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Macedonia had banned the use of the Albanian flag in 1997. As a result of the Kosovo War and in accordance with international rules, Macedonia had allowed hundreds of thousands of new Albanian-speaking refugees to enter the country, which had a significant impact on the economic situation and people’s sense of security. At the same time, the Macedonian Albanians had weapons in their hands, and Kosovo’s Albanian fighters also came across the border. Some cities were taken over and some 200 people died (the exact number has not been identified, as the parties provided differing data and dozens of civilians were missing). 

			The leadership of the international community—mainly NATO, represented by the then Secretary-General, George Robertson, and the EU, represented by the then High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Javier Solana—still managed to prevent a large-scale war and president Boris Trajkovski signed the Ohrid Framework Agreement with representatives of the main Macedonian and Albanian parties. Thus, the Albanians received much greater rights for their representation and language, at both municipal and national level. For example, the public sector had to start taking into account the ethnic composition of the country. The language spoken by more than 20% of its residents (i.e. Albanian) was supposed to become the official language of municipalities with a large minority population, and it was to become possible to appeal in Albanian to the authorities of these municipalities as well as to central government bodies (with certain conditions), who were required to provide a response in the same language. At the time of the Ohrid Agreement, deputy prime minister Bujar Osmani said that minority representation in the public sector was 0.2%; it is now 19%. (By the way, in the first decade of the 21st century Moscow pointed to the Ohrid Agreement as an example for Estonia, referring to an indigenous minority of similar proportions, but forgetting, of course, how different the situations in the two countries were—especially at a moment when there was a risk of civil war in Macedonia. It is, however, useful to remember this.)

			Skopje’s political elite therefore sometimes felt it was being pressured by two parties: the country’s neighbours would not leave it alone, and its own minority had an internationally supported agreement to validate its wishes and demands. In response, the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization–Democratic Party for Macedonian National Unity (VMRO-DPMNE), which was in power from 2006 to 2017, made great efforts to consolidate the national sentiment of Macedonians in addition to realising mostly useful economic reforms and facilitating EU membership. However, this irritated both Greece and Bulgaria, as roads and airports were named after the Macedonian kings of antiquity, and the centre of Skopje was filled with monuments of heroes from both antiquity (which the Greeks claim as theirs) and the national revival (which Bulgarians consider shared history).

			It is therefore understandable that Macedonia’s neighbours were increasingly against Skopje’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations, even though in 2008 the national government filed an action against Greece at the International Court of Justice, claiming that blocking accession to NATO was a violation of the 1995 Interim Accord. In 2011, Macedonia won the case, but there was no practical follow-up, as the court refused to take action against future potential vetoes and did not demand any measures from Greece. As there was no official voting in the EU it is not even legally possible to say whether it was Greece or Bulgaria that placed the veto. Of course, certain other member states were not that excited about enlargement either.

			By 2017, the situation in Macedonia had changed. “Cold peace” between the two main parties was achieved largely through the mediation of Aivo Orav, who was the EU’s Ambassador to Macedonia until August 2016, and new parliamentary elections were held in December 2016, leading to the appointment of a coalition government led by Zoran Zaev in May 2017. Its backbone was Zaev’s Social Democratic Union (SDSM) and the largest Albanian party, Democratic Union for Integration (DUI). The new government quickly resolved the disagreements with Bulgaria and started to deal with the name issue. The logical precondition for this was that the weaker party, which needed the solution more, would take the first steps and make concessions—even more so because Greece had already shifted from its initial positions, allowing the country to use the name “Macedonia” (in the 1990s it clearly excluded the use of this name, and several Greek political parties still feel this way)—with necessarymodifier , of course.

			The two foreign ministers, Nikola Dimitrov and Nikos Kotzias, and prime ministers Zoran Zaev and Alexis Tsipras managed to cooperate effectively and, according to the Prespa Agreement entered into by the countries on their shared border on 17 June 2018, the country’s new international name would be “North Macedonia” while the official use of the word “Macedonia” would be subject to specific rules. With great difficulty, the Prespa Agreement was approved by the parliaments of both countries in January 2019, and on 6 February NATO approved the Accession Protocol of the Republic of North Macedonia. This is expected to be ratified without major problems, and by the end of the year NATO should have 30 members.

			It is clear that the government of North Macedonia is also looking forward to a decision of the EU General Affairs Council in June to open accession negotiations with the Union at last. In formal terms, resolving the naming issue is not a prerequisite for EU membership. The political wind, however, is now in North Macedonia’s sails, since it has gained the support of two distrustful neighbours, the two neighbouring prime ministers have been nominated for the Nobel Peace Prize and, together with the Greeks, it has been proved that issues in the Balkans can be solved. Hence, the Macedonian question “If not now, when?” is more than justified.

			What Could Still Go Wrong?

			First, support for further enlargement is not particularly great. The EU has been struggling with internal crises in recent years and there are quite powerful voices saying that, before new countries can join the club, th Union  must get things in order at home. The steps taken over the rule of law by some of the member states that joined in 2004–7 don’t confirm the adequacy of previous enlargement decisions, in the opinion of some doubters.

			Second, some domestic setbacks could stain North Macedonia’s current clean reputation, such as delays in some key reforms, for example in the justice system; politically motivated appointments in the legal system; irresponsible action by domestic politicians; and opposition boycott of the forthcoming (21 April) presidential elections. The implementation of other sections of the Prespa Agreement, such as the evaluation of the historical context of monuments, the replacement of passports and the joint review of history textbooks may also cause delays or emotional setbacks.

			Third, Albania is also awaiting the recommendation of the European Commission and the decision of the Council of the EU on its membership. The Commission has deemed the pace of Albania’s reforms more modest than that of North Macedonia—are the countries to be bundled together and both put on hold? And finally, in connection with the elections to the European Parliament, the Commission will postpone publication of the annual enlargement package, which includes recommendations for opening negotiations. Because of this, there will be only three weeks to reach a consensus on important issues before the General Affairs Council convenes on 18 June. In a normal year there would be more than two months for this.

			So, what else can be done before May and June? First, Macedonians must work with member states such as France and the Netherlands, who are usually more demanding over conditions for enlargement; and we, the enlargement-friendly countries, will help them. Second, both the government and the opposition must show a sense of responsibility, adopt additional key laws and resist the temptation of dubious appointments or boycotts. Third, it is clear that enlargement must remain an individual process based on each country’s achievements, and that candidate countries must not be lumped together, at least not at an early stage. Finally, much depends on the preparatory work for the General Affairs Council in June, which is chaired by the presidency—Romania, which, as a geographically well placed and long-standing enlargement-friendly member state, has a great opportunity and responsibility to be helpful. We can be realistically optimistic here.

			This article was first published on the blog Gondori Kroonika and appears here with the author’s permission.
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			In several American cities with significant Hispanic communities, one may encounter shop window displays of life-sized female skeletons clad in black, white or red robes, usually holding a scythe. These are temples or altars for the devotees of Nuestra Señora de la Santa Muerte, or Our Lady of Holy Death. This religion came to the US from Mexico and the saintly Lady of Death is thought to protect all outcasts. The number of cultists has grown rapidly and today 10–12 million people pray to the skeletal saint on Facebook, leaving cigars, rum, Barbie dolls and ashtrays at her temples as offerings. The cult of Our Lady of Holy Death is only one example of groups that have emerged in American society which are explored in Amy Chua’s book.

			Political Tribes is about tribalism and identity. In the first part the author focuses on US foreign-policy moves with which the country has ignored prevalent group identities in the world. She gives examples from Vietnam, Afghanistan, Iraq and Venezuela of where the US did not take ethnic or clan differences into account. One interesting example is Vietnam, where the majority of the ownership class was Chinese, but the ethnic undercurrent of the local conflict was not noticed by the Americans, who only saw the clash of two ideologies—communism and capitalism. A more or less similar situation occurred in later conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq. The author considers the difference between the US identity and that of nation-states as the reason for this because, she says, the population of the United States is made up of a supergroup that indeed consists of several ethnic groups but has a strong sense of unity. This also gives rise to the inability to understand other kinds of social community.

			Still, American society is also very fragmented. Chua points out several schisms that run through it—in terms of both the variety of skin colour and the isolation of poor whites. American subcultures, such as the wrestling cult, monster truck shows or the aforementioned gods to drugs and outcasts, are very odd and incomprehensible to the elite. The current fate and political affiliation of whites is particularly noteworthy, because a number of people think it was their vulnerability that brought Donald Trump to power.

			Chua believes that America became dominated by so-called identity politics in the sense that a group determines its value or nature only by opposing others. This understanding exists in America among both left and right.

			Identity: The Demand for Dignity and the Politics of Resentment by Francis Fukuyama is also largely about identity. Unfortunately, the term “identity” has become so overused of late that it almost feels a bit of a cliché. However, the term made its way to international relations via psychology quite recently. Yet the definition became more widely used and several authors began to discuss identity at the same time. Fukuyama, author of The End of History and the Last Man, is no exception. In Identity, he delves into intellectual history. He highlights the so-called third part of the soul, which he calls thymos and he says is expressed in two forms—the desire to be better than (megalothymia) or equal to (isothymia) others. The emotional desire to be better than or equal to others drives people to a greater degree than the rational wish to become wealthier. Fukuyama uses feminism as an example, claiming that a female lawyer’s wish to become a partner in a large firm is motivated not by higher salary but primarily by the need for validation—the desire to be equal to men. The main question of identity is “who am I?”, which became prevalent with the emergence of nationalism, i.e. with the introduction of industrialisation and people travelling more actively. In the past, you did not have to ask yourself who you were because everything was clearly determined by the borders of your village and community. Globalisation further increased this anxiety and the rise of nationalism has gone hand-in-hand with religious extremism.

			Fukuyama introduces the concept of dignity and I believe this helps in understanding the emotionality of everything connected to identity. In addition to other examples, the author recalls a 1990 report by a working group in California on how to boost one’s self-esteem. The emphasis on dignity, however, led modern Western society to a situation in which even the smallest groups began to feel special. Initially, being special was above all the left’s domain, which resulted in the proliferation of increasingly fragmented and smaller isolated identity groups. This was, however, followed by a reaction from the right, which led to right-wing populism, anti-migration views and racism.

			Fukuyama and Chua are certainly very different authors. Amy Chua became famous with her first book, Battle Hymn of the Tiger Mother, in which she talks about the strict Chinese-American style of parenting. A less well-known fact is that Chua is a professor at Yale Law School. Francis Fukuyama was propelled forward and overshadowed by his 1990s thesis on the end of history and book of the same name. Nowadays, both authors have taken the floor to explain resentment and frustration through the prism of identity politics. It feels as if these are attempts to explain events and phenomena that have already taken place in the real world, such as populism, anti-migration views, Islamism and—an important topic aimed at the American audience—Donald Trump’s rise to power. The attempt to provide these developments with a theoretical basis may seem artificial, but theory is like a map. It may be incomplete, but having no map at all makes it even harder to navigate the landscape.
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			Summary

			British prime minister Theresa May has said that Brexit means Brexit. As this month’s issue of Diplomaatia is published, it is still unclear whether the United Kingdom will leave the European Union on 29 March (as the Lisbon Treaty prescribes) or postpone its exit. Neither is it certain whether the UK will leave with or without a withdrawal agreement. The first option seemed the more likely in early March. In any case, the lion’s share of Diplomaatia’s March issue is dedicated to Brexit.

			Michel Barnier, the European Commission’s chief negotiator on Brexit, writes about the Commission’s view of the difficult relationship between the UK and the EU. 

			Diplomaatia’s Editor-in-chief, Erkki Bahovski, looks at the historical and political context due to which the UK decided to leave the EU. “We must recall the premise on the basis of which the United Kingdom decided to join the European Union. They were purely economic. As we know, the UK was the leading force in the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), but when London saw how the loosely associated EFTA’s economy was growing less than that of the more closely integrated European Economic Community, it decided to accede to the EEC,“ he says.

			Ramon Loik, research fellow at the International Centre for Defence and Security, writes about security issues related to the UK.

			Other articles in this issue mainly explore Eastern and Southern Europe. Ethnologist Aimar Ventsel writes about social undercurrents in Kazakhstan. “One thing the Kazakhs are increasingly critical about is Nazarbayev’s inability to build Kazakhstan as a nation of the Kazakhs,“ he writes. 

			“First and foremost, the government hasn’t managed to teach Kazakhstan’s Russian population (35–40% of residents) Kazakh, despite resounding campaign slogans and reports about the policy of successfully implementing the Kazakh language.“ 

			Historian Vladimir Sazonov explores the difficult relationship between Russia and Belarus. “Many have recently been talking about the Kremlin’s attempts to ‘swallow’ Belarus,“ he writes. “Russia’s chief ideologist, Vladislav Surkov, has been trying to outline the country’s ‘new’ ideological direction, recently claiming that ‘the state of Russia will continue to exist and will be a new type of country the likes of which we have never seen before’.“ 

			Matti Maasikas, Undersecretary for European Affairs at the Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, writes about Macedonia’s new name. 

			Anna Tiido, non-resident fellow of the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute, reviews recent publications.
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