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Welcome to Dialogue issue 12! It’s our first issue of  the new 2015-2016 
academic year, meaning we’ve built up a new team- featuring members 
from last year and several new faces. My name is Naomi Roba, and I’m the 
new editor-in-chief  for the coming year. I began as the Middle East editor, 
then content editor and took up this rewarding role in March 2015. Over 
the years Dialogue has grown on me for its diversity in topics, its balance in 
journalistic versus academic writing and above all for its vibrant team that 
makes every effort worthwhile.  

This issue has a cover story on European conflicts and security 
issues. Recent immigration crises in Europe particular have made this 
topic increasingly relevant, as we question not the role of  state borders, 
security, economic repercussions and even the meaning of  global justice.  

Although the first three sections of  this issue are centered around Europe, 
this issue’s Africa section deserves special note as this section features 
two ambassador contributors.  

Above all, warm thank yous are in order.  For the dedicated team, the 
support of  the Politics Society, and above all for the department of  
Political Economy at KCL for making this all possible.  

Happy Reading!  
Naomi Roba 

Editor-in-chief   

EDITOR’S NOTE
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Overall, the European Union does not seem to have been 
particularly well-equipped to cope with the financial crisis, 
nor does it seem as yet to have the political will and 
capacity to truly move forward in the necessary process of  
political and fiscal integration.The crisis of  the sovereign 
debt in the periphery of  the eurozone seems to have been 
the consequence of  the combined effect of  the global 
financial crisis and the structural asymmetries that had 
affected the EMU from its establishment.  

The European Commission was taken completely by 
surprise by the global financial crisis and the subsequent 
recession. Moreover, European responses to the financial 
crisis have been fairly scattered and erratic, and EU 
authorities have not been capable of  initiating coordinated 
responses to the crisis unless at the very last minute. The 
ECB did little to curb the expansion of  the financial sector 
and to stop growing speculation in Central and Eastern 
European countries by powerful Western European banks, 
which as a result became heavily exposed. The Commission 
seemed to be more interested in liberalising the labour and 
product markets, whilst allowing for a widespread 
deregulation of  the financial sector, UK style. Equally, 
macroeconomic responses to the crisis have not been 
coordinated at the EU level. Stimulus programs were 
decided at the level of  the nation state, had a national scope 
and produced a number of  controversies regarding 
‘financial protectionism’ regarding the support of  national 
industry or national economic players vis-a-vis their 
European competitors. This might even have a disruptive 
impact on the EU as a whole, especially in the wake of  the 
sovereign debt crisis affecting the weakest countries in the 
eurozone. Finally, external support for Europe’s periphery 
has been largely delegated to the IMF. 

All this must be inserted into the context of  the limited 
potential of  the Euro as an international reserve currency. 
Although the international role of  the Euro had increased 
somewhat in the 10 years following its introduction, there 
are a number of  limits to its further expansion. The 
improvement in the international role of  the Euro took 
place mainly in its first years of  existence (up to 2002 and 
2003). Subsequent developments have essentially been due 
to the appreciation of  the European currency with respect 
to the US dollar or are limited to the Eurozone’s 
neighbouring countries. This has been reversed with the 
outburst of  the crisis. Furthermore, there does not seem to 
be sufficient scope for furthering the development of  the 
Euro as an international currency in the political, 

institutional and ideological framework of  economic policy 
making in the EU as the sovereign debt crisis has perfectly 
made clear. As a consequence, the idea of  the Euro rivalling 
the dollar as an international reserve currency remains 
largely a dream. 
These institutional constraints may be removed in the 
future. The global financial and economic crisis could 
indeed have stimulated further reflection on the role of  the 
EU and the Euro in the international monetary system and 
on global economic governance. However, although at the 
onset of  the global crash the weaknesses of  the US 
economy were fairly evident, this did not lead to a run on 
the US dollar or to a strengthening of  the international role 
of  the Euro. On the contrary, rather than exposing the 
limits of  global dollar dominance, the crisis has highlighted 
a lack of  either credible alternatives to US power (monetary 
and otherwise) or  a capacity for the EU to take the lead of  
the global economy. To be sure, it was the US Federal 
Reserve and Treasury, not the European Commission or 
the ECB, to act as the leading institution in crisis 
management and provide for the much needed role of  
‘lender of  last resort’ at the onset of  the global financial 
crisis. 

There is, finally, very little evidence of  growing European 
solidarity in the face of  recession.  For example, Central 
and Eastern European countries have been in a very dire 
situation, experiencing a serious decline in their industrial 
production as well as the bursting of  a housing bubble with 
all that entails in terms of  capital shortage. This was further 
aggravated by the almost complete dominance of  the 
CEEC’s banking system by Western banks, especially 
Austrian, German, Italian, and Swedish. Indeed, the depth 
of  the recession in the East was a consequence of  the 
failure of  a post-1989 growth model that was embedded in 
the EU accession program and based on the dominance of  
foreign finance, the integration of  Eastern economies into 
the Western financial model, and regulatory convergence 
with the EU. The risk was that the CEECs would collapse 
both economically and socially as a consequence of  the 
outflows of  foreign capital. Eventually, the situation was 
kept under control not so much by the intervention of  the 
EU Commission as by the loans provided by the IMF, 
which says a lot about the degree of  solidarity in the EU. 
Since November 2008, the IMF has agreed to intervene to 
financially support eleven countries in the region, starting 
with Latvia, Hungary, and the Ukraine.  Among them, only 
Poland has received special treatment by virtue of  its 
positive track record in financial stability. The other 

COVER 

The future of  the Euro-zone: more integration or disintegration? 
Leila Talani
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countries had to implement pro-
cyclical structural adjustment 
programs that certainly had serious 
repercussions on the standard of  
living and the employment level of  
their populations. All of  this took 
place under the wings of  the IMF, 
as if  entry into the EU had never 
happened.  
Something more has been done to 
react to the sovereign debt crises 
affecting Greece and Ireland 
within the eurozone, and spreading 
quickly to the other members of  
the PIIGS group. This, however, 
took the form of  mainly ad hoc 
decisions providing for impromptu 
solutions lacking institutional 
depth and democratic legitimacy, 
such as the European Financial Stability Facility (EFSF). A 
more institutionalised rescue mechanism for member states 
of  the eurozone under attack for the lack of  sustainability 
of  their fiscal position was approved in December 2010. 
This took the form a European Stability Mechanism 
(ESM); although it is debatable whether these plans 
configure a future fiscal union in any ways. 
In conclusion, the burden of  the costs of  the crisis was 
inflicted on the weakest countries of  the system. This was 
far from having been socialised among the members of  the 
eurozone and of  the EU through the adoption of  a real 
common fiscal policy and the attribution to the European 
Central Bank of  its natural role as lender of  last resort. It 
happened instead through the imposition of  savage 
austerity plans. Indeed, the main characteristic of  the EU 

approach to crisis management, quite apart from the 
rhetoric about the establishment of  a new economic 
governance, was ‘internal devaluation’ with all that means in 
terms of  pro-cyclical effects, popular resistance, political 
instability and eventually the threat of  disruption to the EU 
integration process as a whole. It remains to be seen if  this 
is a price worth paying.  

Dr. LEILA TALANI is a professor within the Department 
of  European and International Studies at King’s College 
London. Her research consists of  European political 
economy and the crisis within the Euro-Zone. 

image source: http://www.voxeurop.eu/files/images/article/
BLEIBEL-banking-union.jpg

In Between Russia and the European Union 
Alina Marchenko

There are two gaps in Russia-EU relations at the moment. 
On the one hand, there is a growing political and economic 
gap due to Russia’s intervention into pro-European Ukraine 
and the EU’s subsequent sanctions on Russia. On the other 
hand, there is a shrinking territorial gap with the outbreak 
of  the civil war in Ukraine backed up by Russia, not to 
mention the annexation of  Crimea. The key problem and 
the solution to the current decline in the relations between 
the two is the gap itself: Ukraine.  

Prior to the Ukrainian crisis, EU-Russia economic relations 
were on the rise. Russia was the EU’s third most important 
trading partner, accounting for 9.5% of  EU trade while the 

EU was accounting for 57% of  Russian exports and 46.5% 
of  Russian imports. Those numbers have dropped 
significantly due to the sanctions imposed by the EU, as a 
reaction to Russia’s annexation of  Crimea and backing the 
conflict in Eastern Ukraine. Russia’s expansion has had a 
burdensome cost of  crumbling national economy, 
enormous trade balance deficit and uncertain future. The 
EU was not left unaffected by the sanctions either, though 
they have not been as impacted as Russia, mostly due to 
quick liberalisation of  the gas market. As for non-economic 
issues, EU and Russia had multiple common policies in the 
areas of  education, security, justice and freedom. It would 
make a lot of  sense to the EU to lift the sanctions and 
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rebuild ties for the mutual benefit. Unfortunately, this looks 
highly unlikely, as there are forecasts of  extensioning the 
sanctions in January 2016, with Ukraine as the key 
determinant.  

It is clear at this moment that Crimea is not going to be 
returned to Ukraine. Whoever thinks it is unjust and wrong 
have the right to say so, but don’t be disillusioned: things 
work differently in the Russian-speaking world. Russian 
flags are proudly hanging around the peninsula, Ukrainian 
national currency is abandoned and all the inhabitants are 
issued Russian citizenship. Even though the barbarous 
annexation is unacceptable in Western Europe, it is not a big 
deal for the people in Crimea as long as they can work and 
live in peaceful environment. It should not take Europe by 
surprise that Russia quickly organised a referendum and 
took Crimea under its control, the peninsula is one of  the 
most vital strategic locations for the country. While 
revolution in Kiev was overthrowing the old corrupt regime, 
which was friendly with Russia, the Kremlin could not allow 

to endanger its position in the Black Sea, especially if  it 
meant the loss of  its Black Sea Fleet guarding Russian 
borders with the West. It is naive to think that Russia would 
simply lose its neighbour to the ‘hostile west’ and let it have 
such a great influence right next to the border both 
culturally and strategically.  

In the minds of  many people in the EU, the Cold War is 
over. Russia is perceived as a newly emerging state that 
would integrate into the western world with its values of  
freedom, justice and democracy. In reality those who think 
so are deeply mistaken, as they don’t understand that 
modern Russia is filled with deep humiliation about its 
defeat, and would not simply ‘submit’ to the West. Vladimir 

Putin, long before the crises in Ukraine, during his speech in 
the Valdai Club described very clearly Russia’s vision of  
itself  as a regional leader, with its distinct culture and 
identity that is different and separate from EU or US 
visions. The Eurasian Customs Union is Russia’s key 
economic project competing with the European Union. It is 
based on the same values of  integration, yet it is not taken 
seriously by the EU. One of  the reasons why the Kremlin is 
not happy about recent developments in Ukraine is that they 
are losing a potentially very big market and economic 
partner that could contribute to the establishment of  the 
EU rival, as it is seen by Russia. 

It is because of  strategic and economic interests of  Russia 
in Ukraine we are observing a civil war on the doorsteps of  
the European Union as well. Donbass region, where the war 
is taking place, is not only important because there are 
people whose native language is Russian. In fact it is one of  
the most developed industrial areas of  Ukraine, and has 
close economic ties with Russia as a producer of  coal and 

steel as well as a place with a lot of  shale 
gas potential. Considering Russia’s heavy 
dependence on the gas exports, it is vital 
to keep this area under its control and 
not let ‘the westerners’ grab such a big 
slice of  natural resources. Apart from 
economic interests perspectives of  
NATO in Ukraine are not helpful in the 
conflict as Russia is practically paranoid 
about the US and EU coming closer to 
its border. Thus keeping the region 
under control and making sure that it is 
compatible with Russia’s vision is crucial. 

If  the EU wants to reestablish good 
relations with Russia it needs to consider 
all these factors and together work on 
common policies that will make both 
sides satisfied. There needs to be a more 
clear strategy concerning the EU’s and 

the Eurasian Union’s cooperations in the future and division 
of  the market. The idea of  NATO in Ukraine should be 
abolished if  the EU and the US do not want to provoke 
more security issues. Finally the most important part is to 
work on federalisation and reformation of  Ukraine together 
and enforce the implementation of  the Minsk agreements. 
They were approved by both Russia and the EU so that 
both sides could be satisfied and when this is done possibly 
we could establish peace in Europe and restore our 
relations.  

ALINA MARCHENKO is a third year Political Economy BSc 
student. As a Ukrainian national, she has experienced the tensions 
between the EU and Russia in her homeland. 

Dialogue|Cover  
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“Europe” has been a successful security 
project ever since the Second World War. 
Great power rivalries were successfully 
overcome with the gradually emerging and 
advancing integration processes which have 
to date produced peace, stability and 
prosperity within the territorial area of  
Central and Western Europe. Since the end 
of  the Cold War, this zone of  peace, 
security, and wealth has spread to cover 
Eastern parts of  the continent. Many Cold 
War era adversaries have been included in 
the post-Cold War era European security 
community. The political geography of  
Europe has changed as we have witnessed 
deepening integration and geographical 
enlargement of  the European security 
project.  

With the recent “enlargement of  secure 
Europe”, notions of  democracy; rule of  law; market 
economy; and the free movement of  ideas, capital and 
people have triumphed. Similarly, concepts such as the 
‘posit ive-sum’ approach to security, increasing 
interdependence, a comprehensive approach to security, 
and engagement have been advanced. On the other side of  
the coin, overall military capability within Europe has 
decreased. Article 5 of  the Washington Treaty –the 
cornerstone of  NATO– has been pushed aside while 
managing the so-called ‘new threats of  the globalizing 
world’ has replaced the more conventional combat tasks of  
European military forces. The lack of  a clear military threat 
during the post-Cold War era has pushed European states -
individually and collectively- to search for a new logic with 
which to develop, maintain and use their militaries.  

For roughly the last 20 years, numerous security and 
defence related declarations, projects, roadmaps, and plans 
have been issued within Europe under the institutional and 
organizational structures of  the European Union. To name 
some of  these, one need not look further than the adoption 
of  the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), the 
creation of  the European Union Battlegroups (EUBG), the 
establishment of  the European Union Military Committee 
(EUMC) and Military Staff  (EUMS). In addition, the 
Union has implemented numerous crisis management 
operations out-of-Europe. Thus, on the surface, European 
states have been rather successful in redefining a common 
understanding of  security policy and the principles 

according to which military defence is conceptualized and 
implemented. 

The aforementioned set of  arrangements, and the creation 
of  new pan-European security organisations, reflect the 
strategic problem facing all European states since the early 
1990s: what is threatening us and how do we guarantee 
peace and security for Europe and in Europe? After all, 
with the demise of  the Cold War, old adversaries were 
quickly becoming partners to be engaged with; quickly, 
some of  them turned into allies within the NATO 
framework and member-states of  the EU. Thus, 
engagement and enlargement have been the political focus 
in the post-Cold War era European security policy. Military-
wise, European states have, since the early 1990s, cashed in 
the so-called “peace dividend”. They have decreased the 
size and in many ways also the capability of  their militaries. 
In addition, they have started to manage global security 
risks –many of  which have no direct connection to national 
security in Europe- out-of-area. Military-wise Europe has 
been “going expeditionary” with small, professional, high-
tech armed forces that can only operate in a multinational 
military environment – in many cases under the lead of  the 
United States. 

The problems faced by the current European security and 
defence policy -whether under the auspices of  the EU or 
NATO- is related with the post-Cold War era policy of  
“enlarging Western Europe” in political-geography terms. 

DEBATE 

The European Security Problématique 
By Lt. Colonel Jyri Raitasalo
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The inclusion of  roughly a dozen new member-states into 
the European Union and NATO has meant that the 
consensus-based decision-making capability in both 
organisations has decreased. Furthermore, the root cause to 
the inability to agree on many significant security or 
defence matters is related to the diverging strategic interests 
of  the 28 European states, and the vastly differing security 
and defence policy traditions among the ‘old’ and ‘new’ 
European states.  

So far we have not witnessed a maturation of  a European-
wide collective identity which would be a solid foundation 
for a shared understanding of  European-wide security and 
defence interests. Even though we have during the last 25 
years witnessed “the enlargement of  Europe” and the 
deepening of  cooperation within this zone of  peace on 
many domains of  human activity, we have not seen an 
equivalent development in the way that states in Europe 
define their core security interests. “The National Interest” 
-as Hans Morgenthau and others have defined it- has not 
been surpassed by a collective definition of  European 
security interests that would be the same for all European 
s t a t e s . M e d i t e r r a n e a n 
member-states focus on 
North Africa and the Middle 
East when they define their 
national security priorities. 
Northern member-states 
look at Russia and the Arctic 
when they formulate their 
national security interests. 
Eastern member-states see 
Russia as the number one 
strategic issue in their 
s t r a t e g i c a s s e s s m e n t s . 
Atlantic-based member-states 
define their national security 
interests through strong ties with the United States. 

It is no secret that the member-states of  NATO and the 
EU look at threats to their own security in very different 
terms. The new member-states to the east of  Germany 
have emphasised traditional definitions of  military threats. 
For them, the centuries long great-power logic has not 
disappeared from the world, or from Europe. And from 
this perspective, the establishment of  a credible military 
capability to defend one’s territory makes perfect sense. 
The problem with this line of  logic is that for over two 
decades, most “old” NATO member-states have not been 
seriously interested in investing in traditional defence 
capability for the defence of  Europe. As the focus and 
missions of  Western European armed forces have changed 
dramatically during the post-Cold War era – moving from 
the “European theatre” towards Hindu Kush and Fallujah 
– the force structures, procurement priorities and troop 

numbers of  many European militaries have been 
revolutionized. Many European states have been on a path 
to lose the tradition, ethos and military means to defend 
against large-scale military invasion – or to counter even a 
threat of  such an invasion with any credible military 
capabilities.  

So, the new member-states of  NATO have found 
themselves between a rock and a hard place: they were 
willing to construct credible military forces for territorial 
defence as they accessed the Western security architecture 
in the 1990s and early 2000s, but the logic within the “new” 
NATO -and certainly within the EU- has forced these new 
member-states to focus on combined joint expeditionary 
military operations. Small contingents out-of-area, rather 
than brigade-size territorial forces, have been favoured 
during the post-Cold War era by Western security 
institutions. Military Crisis Management, Peace Operations, 
and Stabilisation Operations -rather than deterrence and 
defence- have been the way forward for a majority of  
Western European states since the 1990s. 

As an example of  the differing security 
and defence perspectives within 
Europe, the new member-states of  
NATO have for years insisted on 
concrete and credible measures to 
bo l s t e r the i r l im i t ed mi l i t a r y 
capabilities vis-à-vis an increasingly 
assertive and militarily capable Russia. 
And as a recent Pew Research Center 
poll showed, “Roughly half  or fewer in 
six of  the eight countries surveyed say 
their country should use military force 
if  Russia attacks a neighbouring 
country that is a NATO ally.” During 
the last 25 years, many Europeans have 

become alienated with the traditional military logic, which 
has been around us for centuries. The European political 
project of  changing the post-Cold War era international 
security architecture and associated “rules-of-the-game” has 
thus borne fruit: after more than two decades of  
emphasising positive-sum engagement and playing down 
military rivalries, many if  not most Europeans accept this 
depiction of  the contemporary international security. For 
many, Russia’s invasion of  the Crimea and the support it 
provides to the separatists in Eastern Ukraine have been 
difficult to comprehend. This, despite the fact that 
territorial annexation, proxy wars, and propaganda have 
been normal tools at the disposal of  great powers 
throughout history.  

Now that the traditional great-power politics and the 
geopolitical reading of  national interests have returned to 
the European theatre with the confrontation over Ukraine 

“…the traditional great-
power politics and the 
geopolitical reading of  
national interests have 

returned to the European 
theatre”
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since late-2013, the process through which Western states 
have transformed their security and defence policy, and 
capability deficiencies in their armed forces have been 
exposed. The same trends can be seen in the rise of  China 
and the new security dynamics in the East China Sea and 
South China Sea, where territorial claims and disputes have 
been raising tensions for years.  

The view of  the post-Cold War era international security 
based on positive-sum outcomes in the interdependence-
based and globalizing international system have been 
myopic and one-sided. Traditional notions of  power 
politics, great power rivalries, and the use of  military force 
to advance national interests are still alive and kicking. The 
United States, Russia, and China –all in the great power 
league– may perform differently in their use of  political 
rhetoric related to the use of  military force, but they surely 
all follow a distinct pattern of  international politics, namely 
a great power logic. According to this tradition, the use of  

military force to advance the ‘National Interest’ -however it 
is defined in particular circumstances- is normal. For 
“NATO-Europe” and “EU-Europe”, this fact is highly 
problematic. There are no great powers left in Europe. And 
worse still, there are no all-encompassing European 
strategic interests that would allow far-reaching defence 
cooperation to mature in order to solve collective security 
problems. Put short and simply: Military-wise there is no 
Europe. Europe as a unitary strategic actor with associated 
military capabilities is fiction, an imagined community that 
does not exist. At least not yet.  

Lieutenant Colonel JYRI RAITASALO, PhD, is a docent of  
strategy and security policy at the Finnish National Defence 
University and commanding officer of  the Armoured Brigade 
(Panssariprikaati) of  the Helsinki Air Defence Regiment.  

image source: http://www.delorsinstitute.eu/images/bibli/
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Not only does Europe face a plethora of  security 
challenges on its eastern and southern borders, but these 
challenges – coupled with the economic fragility of  the 
eurozone – are testing the foundations of  European unity. 
The Russian threat in the East has led to questions about 
NATO and the EU’s capacity to support eastern members, 
whereas the threat of  terrorism and the security challenges 
associated with migration emanating from the South are 
testing the very principles that underpin the Schengen zone, 
and thus one of  the fundamental freedoms of  the EU. 
Unity in Europe is under threat at a time where the health 
of  the eurozone is in question and the United Kingdom is 
planning to hold a referendum on its EU membership. This 
is not even to mention the global and structural challenges 
related to the United States’ increasing emphasis on the 
Asia-Pacific region, the rise of  China, commodity price 
fluctuations, climate change, free trade deals, etc. 

How, it may reasonably be asked, can one speak of  a 
European “strategic culture” in the face of  such divisive 
challenges? The security challenges Europe faces internally 
and on its borders take on different characteristics and have 
various causes, so how is it possible for EU member states 
to commonly agree on security threats when they inhabit 
different geographical parts of  the continent and have 
different priorities? Why should Dublin care about Russia? 
And why should Finland care about North Africa and the 

Middle East when they are far removed from the 
immediate fallout from these threats? As Patrick Porter 
recently reiterated, a state’s location still shapes its strategic 
ambitions and commitments, and in an era where finances 
are strained, European states are being forced to further 
economise on the level of  their strategic ambition.  

A “strategic culture” is a distinct concept that is related to 
how a state or group of  states perceive a security threat, 
and how they respond to it. The academic literature places 
a relatively important emphasis on the development of  
capabilities and the use of  force as key elements in the 
formulation of  the EU’s “strategic culture”. Cornish and 
Edwards have argued that if  the EU’s Common Foreign 
and Security Policy (CFSP) and Common Security and 
Defence Policy (CSDP) are “to be anything more than 
hyperbole or unfulfilled commitments”, then a “strategic 
culture” is required. These authors define “strategic 
culture” as ‘an institutional confidence and processes to 
manage and deploy military force as part of  the effective 
range of  legitimate policy instruments of  the Union’. 
Cornish and Edwards went on to remark in a later article 
that the EU’s proven ability to deploy CSDP missions and 
to develop deployable capabilities hint at an embryonic 
strategic culture, even though NATO and extant 
differences between the EU member states over the use of  
force temper the overall depth of  this strategic culture. 

Is Europe United on Security? 
By Daniel Fiott
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Janne Haaland Matlary argues that the concept of  human 
security – which de-emphasises military solutions to 
security problems – is perhaps the most likely concept that 
could fuel an EU strategic culture, but in terms of  coercive 
diplomacy and the use of  force there is little progress in 
developing a common strategic culture. For Sten Rynning, 
however, the problem is not just about difficulties 
associated with the use of  force or capability development 
but rather about how the complexity and inertia of  
multilevel governance in the EU makes it difficult for the 
Union to be a rapid and effective international actor. These 
are all very valid points of  course, but one must be careful 
not to judge the EU’s international presence purely in terms 
of  its ability to deploy military force. No “EU Army” is on 
the cards anytime soon and most CSDP missions to date 
have been underwhelming. 

If  one takes the CFSP as a whole to include all areas of  
foreign policy, then one can point to many examples where 
the EU member states did display –at least on paper– a 
common “strategic culture”. Indeed, despite the rather 
painful divisions caused in Europe over the 2003 Iraq War, 
the EU was still able to commonly agree on a European 
Security Strategy (ESS) that outlined a number of  strategic 
objectives, even if, as Heisbourg rightly pointed out at the 
time, this was not a proper security strategy that unifies 
ways, means, and ends. Indeed, unless the EU is able to 
unify its strategic objectives with the capabilities needed to 
achieve them (capabilities owned nationally by the member 
states) then any EU strategy document will not really be 
worth the paper it is printed on. The EU member states 
recently mandated Federica Mogherini, the EU’s High 
Representative for Foreign and Security Policy and Vice-
President of  the European Commission, to draft a 
European Global Strategy (EGS) (widely seen as the 
successor to the 2003 ESS). Yet without Heisbourg’s central 
point being resolved, any EGS is likely to be a largely 
syntaxical exercise with little force to marshal the member 
states into common action. 

This being said, there are other areas where a common 
strategic approach or culture can be identified. Just have a 
look at the CFSP conclusions that are regularly released and 
one will see that most of  the time the member states do 
display a common security perception for the threats the 
EU is facing. Indeed, without unanimity the European 
Council and the Council of  the EU would simply not be 
able to devise policy, yet they do. One can easily turn a 
blind eye to the extraordinary fact that European foreign 
ministers do meet and agree to common policy on a 
surprisingly regular basis. The member states even have 
ambassadors permanently based in Brussels in the Political 
and Security Committee to steer EU foreign and security 
policy along commonly agreed objectives. The imposition 

of  sanctions or the deployment of  military force cannot be 
decided upon unless the member states commonly agree to 
such measures, and they cannot truly reach a common 
position without shared security perceptions. 

A shared European perception of  security can also be 
found in the various strategic documents released on a 
national basis by the member states. Indeed, in terms of  the 
key geographical areas to focus on (the Middle East, the 
transatlantic space) and the threats to overcome (terrorism, 
weapons proliferation, etc.) the national strategy documents 
of  the EU’s most powerful states are quite similar in tone 
and nature. True, these same documents do stress the 
particular interests of  individual states. For example, France 
stresses its desire to maintain independence of  action and it 
sees itself  as “a European power with global reach.” Italy 
sees the Mediterranean region as its key “area of  national 
intervention”. The 2010 British strategic defence review (a 
new review is currently being drafted) states that the UK 
will act “to reduce the likelihood of  risks affecting the UK 
or [its] interests overseas.” Despite these national 
preferences, however, member states still do agree to 
common policy at the EU level. 

Additionally the EU does not exist in a vacuum, as most 
EU member states are also members of  the NATO 
alliance. Indeed, no military alliance can really exist without 
a shared perception of  security threats. As part of  NATO, 
a number of  European states shared a similar threat 
perception of  the Soviet Union during the Cold War. This 
is not to say that these states lost their own national 
responses to such a threat; not every state was a nuclear 
power and some needed, by virtue of  geographical 
proximity to the USSR, to invest in land forces and ballistic 
missiles while others invested in other capabilities. A shared 
perception of  a security threat does not completely dampen 
national necessities or idiosyncrasies, and nor should shared 
perceptions automatically lead to uniformity of  ways and 
means. To this day there is still obviously something 
distinctive about individual European states, especially 
when it comes to national interests and the military 
capabilities they develop to meet them. Nevertheless, states 
working in an alliance require some sort of  “glue” to keep 
them together – this is the purpose of  a common 
perception of  security.  

The nature of  the threats facing Europe today also plays a 
role in forging a common European perception of  security. 
Take Russia, for example. Not only does Moscow threaten 
its immediate neighbours through direct military action 
(sometimes via proxies and other times not) and ambiguous 
means such as cyber attacks and appeals to the Russian 
diaspora in EU states, but its military units appear in the 
Baltics, in the Arctic, and sometimes even off  the coast of  
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Cornwall. Perhaps more crucially, 
Russia still has an important stake in 
European energy supplies and this 
gives Moscow some degree of  
leverage over certain NATO and EU 
member states. Russia’s non-energy 
sector investments in and trade 
relations with a number of  eastern 
European states also add to its 
suspicious role in the European 
security order. Coming to terms with 
the Russian threat and the way it 
fights war is primarily an issue for 
NATO –at least in military terms–, 
but the resurgence of  Russia does 
play into the EU’s own perception of  
Moscow; especially when energy 
security and trade are brought into the 
equation. 

Migration is another issue that increasingly demands a 
common European perspective of  the challenges at hand. 
Indeed, perhaps with the exception of  the eurozone crisis, 
the challenges associated with migratory flows emanating 
from sub-Saharan Africa and the Middle East link 
European states like no other security challenge today. 
Images of  boatloads of  people traversing the 
Mediterranean, packed trains in Hungary and security 
forces stationed at Calais to stop entry into the UK are not 
separate phenomena. Yet the very idea of  “common” 
security perceptions in relation to the issue of  migration 
runs into a number of  definitional problems. Should 
migration be seen as a security threat or does it reflect but 
one of  the challenges of  globalisation? How do domestic 
considerations such as electoral pledges and party lines 
colour how governments respond to migration? How many 
migrants is each EU member state willing and able to take? 
How will a systematic response to migration affect the 
Schengen zone and European unity? Such questions are 
central to forging a common strategic response to the 
challenge of  migration.  

Indeed, when the EU announced that it was launching a 
naval operation to the Mediterranean to neutralise human 
traffickers, one could reasonably ask whether the decision 
was not just about disrupting illegal migration flows but 
also about the fact that the EU cannot as yet agree to a 
common migration policy that works for all member states 
and for all types of  migrants. While the mission is rightly 
required as part of  an overall EU response to migratory 
pressures, it is relatively easy to agree to a low-key military 
mission against a weaker, albeit stealthy and potentially 
elusive, adversary because it shows that the EU is at least 
doing something. Yet even if  the mission is successful it 
cannot merely serve as a convenient way to somehow 

paper-over internal differences 
over migration policy in the EU. 
One must be careful, therefore, as 
even when on the surface a 
common strategy and course of  
action has been agreed to (in this 
case the deployment of  a naval 
operation) it may mask disunity in 
related policy areas (i.e. a common 
immigration policy). 

European states are, therefore, 
able to agree in principle on 
common security threats. Yet this 
is in many ways the easy part. 
Where difficulties emerge is when 
European states need to act. Here 
two interlinked problems come to 

mind: prioritisation and resources. As one scholar recently 
put it, “national opinions on prioritisation differ starkly” 
even though the threats are clear; the challenge “is how to 
reconcile […] various geographical, financial and temporal 
dimensions into a credible strategy.” These opinions largely 
relate to domestic politics. Governments in each European 
state calculate the level and type of  strategic engagement on 
the basis of  their political ideologies (“hawks vs. doves”), 
media coverage, potential parliamentary support, 
constituency interests, economic interests, party unity, 
available national resources, transatlantic relations, etc. It is 
the difficulties associated with ensuring that the “stars 
align” in each European state on such domestic 
considerations that impede common European action. 

Furthermore, Europe faces a deeper problem in that –for 
challenges such as the Russian question and migration– 
states on the frontline of  these issues simply lack the 
national resources to deal with them. Italy has for quite 
some time spearheaded a largely national naval response to 
the question of  migration in the Mediterranean, whereas 
the Baltic states are calling for a more permanent NATO 
military presence in their countries in order to ward off  the 
threat posed by Moscow. In essence, geographical 
proximity to security challenges and available resources are 
misaligned in Europe. To conclude, while European states 
can agree that common security threats exist, they do not 
automatically see eye-to-eye when it comes to solutions or 
resources. European states are superpowers when it comes 
to drafting strategy documents, but this all too often 
disguises their weakness when it comes to meaningful 
action. 

DANIEL FIOTT is a researcher at the Institute for European 
Studies at Vrije Universiteit Brussel (VUB), fellow of  the Fonds 
Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek (FWO Flanders), and a Senior Editor 
of  the journal European Geostrategy. 
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The Colombian Ministry of  Defence (MoD) is the largest 
employer in Colombia, and has a range of  private 
companies that comprise the organisation. With the 
country’s 50 year old civil war in a pivotal moment as talks 
near a definitive conclusion following president Santos 
ultimatum to the FARC (the Revolutionary Armed Forces 
of  Colombia People’s Army) in July, the FARC and the 
armed forces are faced with economic and political 
pressure for a large scale demobilisation. This paper looks 
at how the restructuring of  the armed forces would affect 
different armed actors, the armed forces, paramilitary 
groups, guerrilla groups (FARC and ELN) and Colombia’s 
security industry, in light of  the evolving security landscape. 

It takes a hypothetical approach looking at what 
consequences the demobilisation of  the armed forces may 
have on the private sector — particularly the country’s 
energy and mining,  agro-industrial, and security industries 
— and the Colombian economy at large. This analysis is 
made in the context of  the continued existence of  residual 
paramilitary organisations, following the disbanding of  the 
United Self  Defence Forces of  Colombia (AUC) during 
2002-2006, and also the existence of  various leftist guerrilla 
groups not involved in the formal peace process, principally 
the ELN. It looks at how the role the private sector will 
play in the construction of  a lasting peace, and how this 
will be accompanied by FARC and potential military 
demobilisation. 

The Situation  

The Colombian armed conflict is the longest running civil 
war in the world. After decades of  failed peace talks due to 
right wing paramilitaries, dissidents of  the armed forces, 
the private sector, and the leftist guerrilla movements; 
principally the FARC and ELN, in August 2012, the 
Colombian government led by President Santos once again 
announced the formal initiation of  new peace talks with the 
FARC. The intensity of  the U.S backed Plan Colombia and 
ongoing strengthening and investment in the Colombian 
military has left Colombia’s largest guerrilla group, the 
FARC, on its knees militarily. 

This has come at a huge cost to the state and ministry of  
defence, with the bill footed by the private sector and 
previously, Colombia’s main aid donor, the United States. 
The cost of  the conflict on military expenditure amounts to 
some to 3.6 percent of  GDP (SIPRI 2012). The huge 
expenditure on the military proportional to GDP, is due to 
the efforts, and in part by the international aid they have 
received to fight drug trafficking and guerrilla movements 
at home. In light of  the marginalisation of  the FARC, the 
government has recognized that given the “diminishing 
returns” associated with a purely military strategy, there is a 
need to pursue complementary strategies (Rettberg, 2013). 
Is is worth noting that some analysts have calculated that 
end to hostilities would enable Colombia’s government to 
divert as much as $13 billion away from defence and into 
infrastructure, healthcare and education.  
  
This article looks at the complex relationship between the 

military, the private sector, the guerrilla 
– principally the FARC and ELN, and 
the Colombian state’s attempts to 
accelerate the final stages of  the peace 
talks, through the appointment of  
private sector affiliated minister of  
national defence. 

A rocky relationship: The state, the 
armed forces and the guerrilla. 

The last three years of  peace talks have 
been fraught with difficulty, and have 
seen the Santos administration being 
criticised from all sides about the way in 
which it conducted peace talks, mainly 
by those who have served in the armed 
forces (especially high ranking military 

The Changing Colombian Security Landscape 
by Richard Kent

Page 10 of  64



Dialogue  by KCL Politics Society ————————————————————-

officials), and of  course by followers of  Santos’s heavy-
handed predecessor, Senator Alvaro Uribe, who launched an 
all-out war against the FARC upon coming into office in 
2001. 

The man inextricably caught up in all this in recent years, 
was the former Minister of  Defence Juan Carlos Pinzón 
Bueno. Santos and the former Minister Pinzon worked in 
very close capacity; Pinzón served as Vice-Minister of  
Defence during the 2006-2009 period and also as a private 
adviser and Secretary to President Santos in the Casa de 
Nariño. 

Santos’s past executive orders to cease all bombardments on 
the FARC for limited periods of  time have often proved 
frustrating for armed forces fighting an unfinished war. 
History has shown that past ceasefires, particularly in 2000 
under Pastrana, were undoubtedly used by the highest 
echelons of  the FARC and ELN command to recuperate 
manpower and strategic positions (RAND, 2014). In March 
2015 Santos issued a month long ceasefire, and in June 2015, 
shortly after the appointment of  the private sector affiliated 
Luis Carlos Villegas, Santos issued a 4-month deadline to the 
FARC as an ultimatum to prove to the Colombian public 
that they are complying with their demands (Caracol, 2015), 
the result of  which is still undetermined. 

The reason why Santos and Pinzón’s relationship was at 
times rocky, is the appearance of  how the former minister 
has walked a tightrope between the cabinet demands and the 
anti-peace sentiment of  senior upstanding generals in the 
armed forces (Ardila, 2014). Analysts and journalists alike 
have noted that senior ranking military officials are not so 
agitated by the current peace process, but rather the design 
and implications of  the peace process on the future of  their 
institution.  Indeed some of  the most eminent investigative 
journalists and analysts have cited that internal discord in the 
armed forces about the design and implementation of  the 
peace process in 1980 and 1990’s was the main reasons for 
their failure to achieve peace (El tiempo, 2015). 

Today, the Ministry of  Defence is still the largest employer 
in the country, employing over half  a million individuals, 
incorporating the armed forces, the police, and civilians. The 
Ministry has a colossal budget of  $28 billion, that is to say 
3.4% of  the Colombia’s GDP being spent on defence and 
security, far higher than the regional average. It is comprised 
by 19 different business in the Grupo Empresarial y Social 
de la Defensa –GSED–, that in 2014 generated an income 
of  $7 billion and net revenues of  $75 million – of  which 
approximately $12 million (16%) are exported to other 
countries in the region (30,000 million COP). The GSED 
also has a health promotion organisation that is possibly the 
largest in the country – with over 1.4 million users. 

When asked in an early June 2014 interview with Minister 
Pinzón, three weeks prior to his departure, what the greatest 
challenges were to the transformation of  the armed forces 
under the prospect of  impending post-conflict scenarios, he 
said that the challenge of  modernisation rested on three 
pillars, i) capability based planning, ii) human capital 
development and iii) budget sustainability and efficiency 
(Interview, Ministry of  Defence). 
  
Given the possibility of  the FARC demobilisation, the issue 
of  restructuring the armed forces is the elephant in the 
room. While the long-term evolution of  the armed forces 
and related organisations was under consideration, at the 
time in June 2015, budgeting was the immediate task at 
hand, — “In relation to the third pillar, the development of  
tools and methodologies that contribute to better planning 
and budget savings has been the main focus. Given 
Colombian fiscal projections, it is imperative that all sectors 
consider being more efficient in their budgetary needs and 
execution.” 

In spite of  these achievements and international 
conventions with other military and academic organisations, 
as part of  these austerity measures the ministry and armed 
forces army and Colombia’s is faced with the task of  how to 
integrate over 230,000 soldiers into civil society, without 
upsetting the newly found peace and preventing the 
formulation of  specialised organisational paramilitary style 
security organisations, which indeed is a preoccupation held 
by many (Control Risks, 2014). 
  
Appointment of  the new Minister of  Defence 

The appointment of  Luis Carlos Villegas as Minister of  
National Defence in June 2014 has been a strategic attempt 
by Santos to perform the dual task of  ensuring that the 
Ministry of  Defence and armed forces evolves into a 
sustainable corporation, and to once again bring the private 
sector into the foreground of  debating with the FARC. 
Villegas and the other five prominent private sector 
representatives previously acting as plenipotentiaries were 
welcomed as peace negotiators, not because they represent 
the private sector as a whole, but because their 
understanding and contacts across the private sector would 
help gather the legitimacy and the resources required to 
support the fragile peace process in Colombia (Rettberg, 
2013). The Colombian private sector has been pressured for 
resources to support military efforts, and had different 
forms of  taxes and bonds levied on them since the 1990s to 
support the government’s efforts (Rettberg, 2013). This is 
where the issues of  funding the peace process, as those with 
the greatest vested interest, begin to converge. Although at a 
national level statistics show that investment by firms in 
conflict and red zones has gone up, if  the peace process 

Dialogue|Emerging Security Issues 

Page 11 of  64



Dialogue  by KCL Politics Society ————————————————————-

Dialogue|Emerging Security Issues 

were to collapse, the greatest cost would be borne by the 
private sector, not the Ministry of  Defence, the military, nor 
the guerrilla. 

The private sector in Colombia, has a long history playing 
part of  peace negotiations in Colombia. While the business 
community this time round has kept a lower profile than it 
had done during Pastrana’s process of  the 1980’s (Rettberg, 
2013), the difficulty this time is that the peace dividend 
argument — that the private sector, government, and 
Colombian citizens have a vested interest in the improved 
economic conditions a truce would create —  has gradually 
lost its significance due to the weakening position of  the 
FARC and improved situation for businesses across the 
country, has gradually diminished as the FARC have become 
weaker vis-à-vis the military (Rettberg, 2013). In light of  this 
lack of  a peace dividend or economic incentive to proceed 
with the negotiations, many hawks within the armed forces, 
private sector, and the government share the view that there 
is nothing much to negotiate about aside from the effective 
demobil ization of  FARC 
combatants (FIP 2012). 

Having said that cer tain 
powerful groups in the private 
sector with operations in 
s w a t h e s o f  t e r r i t o r y 
throughout Colombia see the 
peace process a necessity, this 
is partly due to the indications 
that criminal networks are 
inheriting drug routes and 
tools of  territorial control 
from demobilized paramilitary 
groups and guerrilla fighters, 
and the realisation that military action alone cannot offer a 
lasting solution to address the political and social instability 
these criminal networks feed off, and create (Rettberg, 
2013). 

As a means of  showing their absolute compromise with the 
process, many private sector groups are offering integration 
within their own organisations. Some of  the largest 
multinationals in Colombia such as CEMEX, YARA, are all 
playing an instrumental role (quote Carlos Jacks). While 
Villegas overtures to the private sector and indirectly to the 
Guerrilla, indicate a willingness of  the private sector to help 
integrate former guerrilla fighters, there are historical 
divisions between industrial and agrarian interests, and 
empathies, throughout the different regions of  the country. 
  
Private sector and paramilitaries complicit in war 
economy; but sector specific 

Although the army has not stopped its operations against 
the FARC, the potential demobilisation of  the FARC and 
thus the Colombian National armed forces had left a 
colossal conflict of  interest between those guerrilla, criminal, 
and residual paramilitary networks profiting from a 
substantial war economy – associated mainly with the drug 
trade (Gaviria and Mejía 2012), but also with the extractive 
industry and other legal resources (Leiteritz, Nasi, and 
Rettberg 2009; Rettberg, Leiteritz, and Nasi 2011).  
  
Although it has occurred that mineral rich territories being 
controlled by a specific armed group has guaranteed a 
peaceful development of  mining activity, (i.e. the emerald 
case in Boyacá, Leiteritz, 2009) their activity is usually 
oriented to capture part of  the rents and revenues generated 
by mining. However in these cases these revenues from 
mining activities can be used to fuel the conflict in the rest 
of  the country (Idrobo, Mejía & Tribín, 2012), thus although 
regional variables of  security may vary by region, this would 
still necessitate a uniformed and reciprocal response from 

the armed forces at a national 
level. 

There have also been rare 
c a s e s i n w h i ch f o r e i g n 
multinationals in the private 
sector have been complicit in 
the war economy in Colombia, 
either through support of  
paramilitary networks and in 
some cases have bought 
operational leeway through 
cash payments to Guerrilla 
groups  -- the top two 
executives Italian pipeline 

construction group SICIM last year both fled the country 
after allegedly paying out millions of  dollars to the FARC 
and ELN during the construction of  the bicentenario 
pipeline (Semana, 2015). 

One would suppose this is down to an incapacity of  the 
military to deal in a timely manner with everyday threats and 
extortion attempts, but attacks on energy and extraction 
facilities are so frequent that one wonders whether a peace 
agreement would altogether remove the threat of  extortion. 
In a mass scenario of  demobilisation , both the military and 
the FARC may fall into a predicament similar to that of  the 
paramilitary demobilisation of  2003-2006, which saw former 
mid-level fighters splinter into criminal gangs, using their 
combat skills for extortion and kidnap purposes, creating 
greater instability (Control Risks, 2014). This potentially 
being countered by the contracting of  local level security 
mercenaries, a kind of  resurgence of  local level former AUC 
and recently demobilized armed forces members. 

“Powerful groups in the private sector 
see the peace process a necessity, partly 

due to the indications that criminal 
networks are inheriting drug routes and 

territorial control from demobilized 
paramilitary groups, and the realisation 
that military action alone cannot offer a 
lasting solution to address the instability 

these criminal networks feed off ”
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Analysts have asserted that a formal ceasefire will only be 
sustainable once FARC’s forces have been concentrated in 
assembly zones. After the agreement has been ratified, 
measures for disarmament should begin. These are 
irreversible, risky steps, and convincing the guerrillas to take 
the risk will not be made easier by the government’s refusal 
to negotiate broader changes to the security forces (ICG, 
2014), this will be an ongoing predicament for Villegas in 
the coming months. 

The return of  an industrialist and a keen supporter of  the 
private sector supporter to the Ministry is a reminder to the 
sceptics in the Colombian public and military, that the most 
powerful stakeholder in the peace process, is also the 

greatest potential beneficiary. The strength of  the economy 
indirectly implicates Colombian citizens and the economic 
success of  the country at large is pivoted on international 
business confidence and advantageous exporting conditions 
for its manufacturing, hydrocarbons, and agro-industrial 
groups, which require safe investment conditions. The 
appointment of  Villegas in this respect, can only accelerate 
those final most important conditions of  the peace process. 

RICHARD KENT was the editor for a trade and investment 
periodical in Colombia and a former visiting researcher at the 
International Center for Tropical Agriculture in Calí, Colombia. He 
is currently an MA candidate in International Political Economy at 
Kings. 

Syrian Refugee Crisis: Security Challenges for the EU 
by Hugh Pickering-Carter

Since the end of  the Cold War, the decrease in border 
control following the growth of  the EU and the spread of  
the internet, has increasingly produced a more mobile 
world. In 2008, the former British Home Secretary, John 
Reid, told the Daily Telegraph: "The chief  characteristic of  
the world we have to face is mobility.”[1] Reid later went 
onto to comment: "Forty years ago, the Cold War meant 
that the borders were inviolate, extremist religious groups 
and ethnic tensions were suppressed, there was no internet 
and travel was difficult.”[2] Arguably, the past 30 years have 
witnessed migration, as a security issue, rise on the EU 
agenda and subsequently become a major topic of  
securitisation. The past two months, following the 
continuation of  the brutal civil war in Syria and ongoing 
conflict in Iraq, has witnessed the EU receive a vast 
increase in the flow of  migrants from the Middle East. This 
has included those seeking asylum as refugees from war-
torn areas such as Syria and Iraq, but also those deemed by 
some to be ‘economic migrants’ who are in search of  a 
better quality of  life in Europe, from countries such as 
Afghanistan. 
 There has been much debate amongst politicians, scholars 
and NGO’s regarding how best to respond to the vast 
influx in the movement of  migrants. On the political level, 
a difference of  opinion regarding a suitable response on the 
crisis has led to much conflict, with some believing 
'economic migrants' are taking advantage of  Europe's 
refugee policy. The International Organisation for 
Migration (IOM) estimated that ‘More than 350,000 
migrants were detected at the EU's borders in January-
August 2015, compared with 280,000 detections for the 

whole of  2014.’[3] This has put a huge pressure on 
Mediterranean EU states, such as Italy, Greece and Turkey 
who have taken the full force of  the initial waves of  
migrants crossing the Mediterranean Sea. Many of  the 
migrants final destination goal is not these countries, 
however, with most seeking to reach Germany, France and 
the UK. Germany, which receives the most applications for 
asylum out of  EU states is expected to take 800,000 
migrants in 2015. [4] 
  
The divided opinion across the EU has similarly led to 
different states having alternative methods in which to deal 
with the situation. In response, politicians from all across 
the EU have had to publically announce their targets in 
relation to the number of  Syrian refugees with which each 
country is willing to accept over a long-term basis. The UK 
announced the figure of  20,000 by 2020 and France 24,000 
by 2017. The death of  Aylan Kurdi on a Turkish beach and 
subsequent effect on the general public has been felt world-
wide and also resulted in a sharp change to the attitude paid 
to the refugee crisis. This has prompted numerous EU 
states to accept a larger proportion of  Syrian refugees, with 
politicians, celebrities and even the Pope claiming they 
personally will take in a family to ease the crisis.[5] 
  
On an international level, wide-scale criticism has been 
brought particularly against Gulf  States which have refused 
to take a single refugee. Michael Stephens from the RUSI, 
believes this is due to a demographic balance and the fear 
civic identity would be hugely changed which could be 
upset by the admission of  migrants. [6] 
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Tensions between locals and refugees in make-shift 
camps 
  
The mass flow of  migrants has in itself  created fierce 
tensions on particular borders within the EU. Those 
migrants on the Austrian-Hungarian border for example, as 
well in Turkey, have reported clashes between the local 
population and refugees. There have been reports of  
Hungarian law enforcement having to surround railway 
stations in a bid to stop the mass movement of  migrants 
across the border.[7] In amidst the confusion and violence 
which erupted some of  the migrants deciding to walk to 
the Austrian border. This has led to calls for the EU’s 
Dublin Regulation to be re-assessed because of  the strain 
on nations such as Italy and Greece who are experiencing 
ongoing difficulty in processing all of  the applications for 
asylum.[8] 
  
The Greek island of  Lesbos has witnessed scenes of  
violence as conflict has erupted between locals and 
refugees in camps waiting to be housed. The United 
Nations has reported there are some 30,000 refugees and 
migrants on Greek islands, with 20,000 along on the island 
of  Lesbos.[9] The issue surrounds preventing the outbreak 
of  turmoil as the local populations clash with migrants, 
until those who have been granted asylum status can be 
processed to move on elsewhere into Europe. As well as 
concerns surrounding the spread of  disease in make-shift 
camps which lack basic sanitation, the huge influx of  
people across the Mediterranean is also likely to lead to 
mass disruption of  major infrastructure networks and the 
overcrowding of  existing trains networks to northern 
Europe. 
  
Lack of  formal vetting process – members of  IS 
forging passports and posing as refugees 
  
With the ongoing threat 
of  international terrorism 
posed by the so-called 
Islamic State (IS) security 
experts in Europe have 
also expressed concern 
that IS is using the crisis 
as a means of  exporting 
extremists into Europe. It 
is feared that IS has been 
and continues to send 
trained operatives into 
EU states by posing as 
refugees who are seeking 
asylum status.[10] It has 
been reported by Egypt's 
ambassador to the UK 
that: “…there is a new 
threat from migrants 
flooding from North 
Africa, now that ISIS 
controls the Libyan costal 
town Sirte”.[11] As well 

as this, IS operatives themselves, whether the motive lays in 
portraying facts or a mere means of  spreading propaganda, 
have stated how they have managed to smuggle thousands 
of  extremists into Europe, with one operative claiming: 
“It’s our dream that there should be a caliphate not only in 
Syria but in all the world and we will have it soon, God 
willing”.[12] This may well be a sign of  IS trying to flex its 
muscles by spreading the fear factor surrounding their 
actual power.[13] Nonetheless, this is a major potential risk 
and one which cannot be discounted by European leaders. 
  
According to Hungary's most watched TV channel, M1, at 
least two terrorists have been reported to have entered 
Europe posing as refugees after having been uncovered by 
photographs on social media.[14] It has been suggested 
though, that despite being a plausible possibility, this 
particular threat is overrated by politicians. According to 
specialists with close links to intelligence services, the 
actual flow of  fighters for IS have been towards Syria and 
Iraq, as opposed to from.[15] On top of  this, it has also 
been sighted that in the event of  jihadists wanting to return 
European's who have trained in Syria and Iraq, that safer 
and easier routes would likely be found with the aid of  
forged documents, rather than attempting the perilous 
journey across the Mediterranean. [16] Magnus Ranstorp, 
research director with the Center for Asymmetric Threat 
Studies at the National Defence College states that: "It is a 
very cumbersome way for terrorists to come into the 
European Union. There's a lot of  easier ways to slip in", 
such as by using forged papers or stolen passports.[17] 
  
Dealing with people traffickers who have exploited the 
situation 
  
In addition to this, another major concern for security 
officials across Europe has been those seeking to use the 
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migrant flow as a means of  people trafficking for profit. It 
has been reported that migrants have paid thousands of  
pounds to traffickers who have enabled them to cross the 
Mediterranean to Europe. Migrants have also spoken of  
abuse from these traffickers.[18] Despite these claims, 
however, this method of  transport has become more of  an 
attractive option to trapped Syrians as traffickers have 
allowed children to travel for free.[19] According to the 
BBC, many of  the people smugglers have been traced to 
Turkey, Libya, Egypt, Syria, Italy and Pakistan.[20] 
  
As well as posing a significant 
danger to the migrants 
themselves, the often poorly 
pro tec ted and per i lous 
voyages have also contributed 
to the growth of  organised 
crime in North Africa and 
Europe. Some smugglers 
have been reported to have 
made over a million pounds 
in under three months.[21] 
F r o m a h u m a n i t a r i a n 
perspective, particular attention was paid by the 
international community after police found the bodies of  
71 dead migrants in the rear of  a lorry in Austria.[22] 
Moreover, experts suggest that the proceeds of  smuggling 
migrants has also been used as a means to further finance 
terrorism in Syria and Iraq. EU prosecutor Michele 
Coninsx has stated: ‘It is an alarming situation because we 
see obviously that these smugglings are meant to 
sometimes finance terrorism’.[23] 

 Conclusion - an overview: 
  
Overall, it is clear that the migration crisis has created a 
host of  security threats which the EU will need to 
effectively consider and subsequently deal with if  it is to 
maintain peace and stability. The notion that for as long as 
Syria and Iraq remain in a state of  war, the increased flow 
of  migrants is set to continue towards Europe, is a 
plausible one. The fundamental questions of  debate here 
are therefore: how best to securely handle those migrants 
that have already reached European shores; ensuring they 

are cared for and given shelter 
to prevent the outbreak of  
further conflict with locals?; 
how a l so to l im i t t h e 
continued flow of  migrants 
from their respective home 
countries, and for those that 
do come, to correctly identify 
would-be extremists?; and 
finally the method of  dealing 
with trafficking as part of  

organised crime networks? 
This mass movement of  people has undoubtedly brought 
with it a host of  security challenges for leaders in the EU, 
which need to be dealt with quickly and efficiently if  
European peace and security are to be upheld in the long-
term. 
  
HUGH J. PICKERING-CARTER is a third year 
undergraduate in the War Studies Department.

“Another major concern for 
security officials across Europe 

has been those seeking to use the 
migrant flow as a means of  

people trafficking for profit …”
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From strategic power to fractured politics – the EU’s decade of  decline  
by Kirsty Hughes  

It has been a long decade in EU politics. Back in 
2004, the EU looked to be at a strategic and 
political highpoint; today it is at a nadir. In 2004, 
substantial enlargement reunited Europe fifteen 
years after the Berlin Wall came down, a new 
constitutional treaty was agreed upon by the EU’s 
leaders, who, in a bold strategic move, also 
concurred on opening membership negotiations 
with Turkey. 
  
Today, just over a decade later, the EU is in 
profound disarray. The prolonged euro crisis, 
culminating in the bitter stand off  between the 
eurozone countries and Greece, continues to 
reverberate politically and economically. A former 
German foreign minister, Joschka Fischer, laments 
seeing the goal of  a European Germany turn into 
its opposite[i], a German Europe. An increasingly semi-
detached UK stands on the sidelines. In the south, youth 
unemployment touches 50% and more. And as desperate 
refugees and migrants attempt to cross the Mediterranean 
to the EU, neighbouring regions are unstable, authoritarian 
and even, in Ukraine, in conflict. 
  
What went wrong in such a short space of  time? The EU 
project has rarely been smooth sailing. National politics and 
interests have always battled it out to reach European 
compromises. The success of  bringing in the countries of  
the former soviet bloc looks positive now but went through 
much bargaining and politicking in the 1990s, with 
Germany and the UK much more positive than France, and 
with vertical integration, including the euro, being 
prioritised ahead of  a rapid horizontal enlargement. As to 
guaranteeing peace in Europe, the EU failed badly in the 
early 1990s as the Bosnian war took off. 
  
Yet despite the failures and disagreements, in the 1980s and 
1990s there were positive projects that drove EU politics 
forward. The creation of  the Single Market, although slow, 
drove much detailed and lengthy political cooperation. The 
fall of  the Berlin Wall led to a concerted push towards 
creating a single currency – ironically with the French 
anticipating this would ensure a European Germany, not 
the opposite. 
  
Enlargement was paralleled with political steps to create a 
more integrated EU – setting up the Schengen space, 
empowering the European Parliament, building more 
cooperation on justice and home affairs and, less 

successfully so, on a common foreign policy. By 2001, the 
Laeken Declaration[ii] conveyed the vital need to address 
public disaffection with the EU, and set up an open 
constitutional convention to address issues of  democracy, 
legitimacy and efficiency. 
  
Through all of  this, the biggest players certainly were the 
‘big three’ of  France, Germany and the UK. But in an EU 
of  15 countries, the smaller and medium-sized member 
states played a significant role too. And both the European 
Commission and Germany in particular were keen to 
ensure that smaller and larger member states worked 
together. 
  
Today’s EU looks nothing like this. And while the euro, its 
challenges and crisis, look like the main driver of  change in 
the last decade, other significant developments contributed 
to the EU’s decline. 
  
The first change is the relative decline of  the UK’s 
influence and role in the EU. Even after the dissensions 
over the Iraq war, the UK was still seen as one of  the ‘big 
three’. But the UK, especially under the Conservative-
LibDem coalition from 2010 on, has become increasingly 
semi-detached. Despite being hard hit by the global 
economic crisis, the UK stepped back from engaging with 
the euro crisis. Cameron has been almost invisible on the 
Ukraine-Russia crisis and chose to opt-out from myriad 
justice and home affairs measures. Even on enlargement (to 
the Balkans and Turkey), once a strong UK priority, the UK 
is almost inactive. Now, with its upcoming referendum to 
decide whether to even stay in the EU, the UK is moving to 
an ever more detached position. 
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France, while much more engaged than the UK, has 
struggled to remain an equal partner to Germany in the 
enlarged EU. After the shock of  both France and the 
Netherlands voting ‘no’ to the constitutional treaty in 2005, 
the political effort towards more democracy and 
engagement ground to a halt. The introduction of  2009’s 
Lisbon Treaty – a technical version of  the constitutional 
treaty rejected in 2005 –showed that the EU’s elites, in the 
face of  a public ‘no’, were ready to carry on regardless. In 
France itself, there was a loss of  confidence in the 
European project, and with the rise of  the far right Front 
National, and the increasing French economic difficulties, 
the country’s often deft and powerful playing of  EU 
politics stumbled. 
  
Beyond national priorities and strategies, political leadership 
changed too. Where the perhaps unlikely combination of  
Chirac, Blair and Schroeder agreed on the strategic 
purposeof  opening membership negotiations with Turkey, 
this goal faltered within just a few years as Merkel and 
Sarkozy came to power in Germany and France. Even the 
enlargement to the western Balkans has been slowed 
repeatedly as the EU’s confidence in handling its 
neighbourhood has sunk to rock bottom. An EU that could 
not handle such processes showed itself  to be one that 
could not deal strategically and imaginatively either with the 
Arab Spring or with its violent and authoritarian reversal. 
  
As the EU in the last five years and more has focused 
almost all of  its political energies on the euro crisis, it has 
increasingly undermined its own strategic, democratic and 
political raison d’etre. The implementation of  bail-out 
programmes for several member states, all based on a 
neoliberal economic approach and a total rejection of  a 
Keynesian interpretation of  the crisis, contributed to very 
high levels of  unemployment, especially amongst the 
younger generation from Greece to Italy, through to 
Portugal. An EU that stands by, and stands back, in the face 
of  the younger having no hope for the future is surely an 
EU that has lost its way. 

  
The treatment of  Greece in the last five years and 
particularly the bitter, and very public rows through the 
first half  of  2015, culminating in a new bail-out 
programme that reduces Greece to the status of  a 
protectorate[iii], suggest an EU that has lost any sense of  
equal respect across member states and any respect for 
democracy within them. 
  
Germany has become the predominant power in the EU, in 
particular given its role as the dominant creditor and player 
in the eurogroup. But it has also been increasingly pushed 
into this role in other areas too – notably in Ukraine, with 
the UK’s absence and the support of  France. The eurozone 
has become the de facto core EU group, creating not a 
positive integration process but creating a demoralised, 
fractured Union. 
  
The EU, just a decade ago, was a Europe of  power politics 
but also of  democracy, of  strategic goals mixed with 
bureaucratic processes. Today, the EU is in a deep crisis – 
though not one its leaders acknowledge. It has become a 
Europe of  destructive neoliberal economics, of  lop-sided 
power politics based around Germany and the eurozone, 
inable to cope with the strategic challenges inside its 
borders let alone all those just beyond them. And while the 
euro crisis continues to drive and dominate EU politics and 
integration, a return to a focus on wider political, 
democratic and foreign policy strategies, or even to 
prioritising tackling unemployment and growth, looks 
highly unlikely. 
  
The EU went from a strategic high in 2004 to its current 
low in 2015 in just over a decade. It could bounce back in a 
shorter time if  it chose to, but with current power politics, 
leadership and priorities, that is not today’s direction of  
travel. 
  
KIRSTY HUGHES is a writer and commentator on European 
and international politics at Open Democracy. 
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The European Union’s (EU) relationship with Russia with 
regards to energy supply and security is fraught and 
complex. One of  the problems most commonly identified 
is the EU’s dependence on Russian natural gas, and to a 
lesser extent oil. This energy vulnerability of  the EU has far 
reaching consequences: the natural gas cut-offs of  2006, 
2009, and 2014 exemplify the exacerbation of  the tensions 
between the EU and Russia, as seen during the ongoing 

Ukraine Crisis. This energy insecurity is not a homogenous 
problem that can be generalised to all EU states. As Russia 
dictates the price and supply of  gas and oil, EU states are 
subject to selective reward and coercion for their policies 
and actions towards the Russian Federation, again 
something that is keenly felt by Ukraine. This is not a one-
way relationship, as Russia is also dependent on EU energy 
demand to stimulate domestic economic growth and 

EU Energy Union: An Answer to the Russian Stranglehold? 
by Rose Armitage 
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political confidence, however it is usually perceived that the 
EU holds the weaker position [i]. In 2013 Russia supplied 
39% of  EU-28 imports of  natural gas, and 33.5% of  crude 
oil imports. Russia, on the other hand, has already taken 
steps to diversify its exports to Eastern energy markets 
such as China, Japan and the Republic of  Korea[ii]. 
  
Russia’s long-standing erratic behaviour as an international 
actor means the EU cannot depend on it being a reliable 
supplier of  natural gas. In the past ten years Russia has 
released several contradictory statements on their energy 
policies and demonstrated a ready willingness to use hard 
power to achieve their interests. In 2009 Russia issued a 
National Security Strategy document, in which the long-
term international focus for Russia is the possession of  
energy sources, explicitly indicating that which military 
force cannot be excluded for resolving problems related to 
this focus[iii]. Further unreliability arises from the mixed 
signals surrounding Russia’s willingness to use its energy as 
a foreign policy tool. For instance, the Russian Energy 
Minister reassured Europe that Russia has and always will 
be a reliable supplier to Europe [iv] whilst Russia 
simultaneously allegedly armed and encouraged rebel 
organisations within Ukraine. 
  
Since 2000, political events such as the three gas crises have 
caused the EU to rethink its long-standing reliance on 
Russian gas imports. The gas pipelines that deliver the 
majority of  EU natural gas run through the Ukraine, which 
is also part of  the EU’s European Neighbourhood Policy 
(ENP), making it a key geopolitical neighbour of  the EU. 
Therefore Russia’s aggressive foreign policy towards 
Ukraine since the ongoing 2014 Ukraine Crisis is, by proxy, 
also a threat to the EU. Vladimir Putin’s readiness to supply 
the missile system that enabled pro-Russian rebels to shoot 
down flight MH17 in July 2014[v] shows that the supply 
disruptions and the Ukraine crisis could only be the 
beginning of  what Russia is willing to do in order to secure 
its international interests. Current EU-Russia dialogue has 
largely been put on hold as a result of  the crisis. 
  
  
The Energy Union Plan 
With this relationship being one key component to 
Europe’s energy story, Donald Tusk proposed an energy 
union in 2014, which included negotiating an energy 
contract with Russia[vi]. In early 2015 the Commission 
launched the EU’s Energy Union plan, displaying its five 
mutually reinforcing dimensions: 
·  Supply security – diversifying Europe’s sources of  energy 
· A fully-integrated internal energy market – through the 
use of  interconnectors, energy should flow freely across  
Member State borders 

· Energy efficiency – consuming less energy in order to 
reduce pollution and preserve domestic energy sources 
·  Emissions reduction 
·  Research and innovation[vii] 
  
Two of  the five cornerstones of  the policy are a direct 
attempt to change the dynamics between Russia and the 
EU. Diversifying Europe’s energy sources is an unsurprising 
feature. The Nord Stream has been an operational gas 
pipeline that runs through the Baltic Sea since 2011[viii], 
however the gas still comes from Russia. Proposed 
pipelines such as the Trans-Caspian Pipeline that bypass 
Russia altogether have been considered for years but are yet 
to be implemented, mainly because of  Russia and Iran’s 
opposition to the projects [ix]. Russia has brought up legal 
concerns, citing the uncertainty over the legal status of  the 
sea[x]. Can the new Energy Union plan provide a 
framework of  action to overcome these challenges? 
A single energy market is a dimension of  the Energy Union 
policy that will come up against the most opposition. The 
idea consists in having an internal energy market to enable 
energy to travel through national borders and involves 
using a single mechanism for negotiating energy contracts 
for gas. This wil l hopefully encourage market 
standardisation, which would help eliminate Russia’s control 
over gas prices to individual countries, and better energy 
security through the enhanced infrastructure. Convincing 
member states to cede a considerable amount of  autonomy 
over their domestic energy policy will prove difficult, 
although not impossible as the introduction of  the 1992 
Single European Act (SEA) had potentially a more 
ambitious objective. A single energy market could be seen 
as a natural progression from the SEA. 
  
Europe’s Internal Energy Complex 
Each member state has varying energy policies; France 
relies on nuclear power whilst Germany has committed to a 
non-nuclear energy mix, Norway is nearly completely self-
sufficient, and Poland has a huge coal industry. EU 
countries agree in unilateral arrangements to long-term 
contracts with Gazprom without much consultation with 

Image source at end of  document 
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contracts with Gazprom without much consultation with 
other member states. Germany did just this and later signed 
up to Russia’s North Stream pipeline, which was seen by 
Baltic States and Poland as a 
geopolitical pressure directed 
at them[xi]. Achieving the 
Internal Energy Complex will 
require a thorough effort to 
compromise. 
  
A Tough Deal for Russia 
It cannot yet be predicted whether a European Energy 
Union will be realised, but analysis of  whether the current 
objectives and strategies of  the policy will help to improve 
EU-Russian relations is crucial. 
  
Russia’s behaviour means that any action taken by the EU 
to reduce its imports from the Federation will most likely 
be met with varying degrees of  hostility. Thus far the EU 
has been ineffective in dealing with Putin because it has 
never been able to anticipate to what degree he will be 
using energy as a foreign policy tool to further Russian 
national interests[xii]. The EU must tread carefully to avoid 
more supply disruptions in the future that are guaranteed to 
have damaging effects. But judging by past attempts made 
by the EU to create new pipelines that do not involve 
Russia, this seems unrealistic. The Energy Union plan as it 
stands today seemingly does not offer Putin any favours; it 
will reduce Russia’s control over their energy prices, 

decrease Europe’s dependence on Russian natural gas, and 
eventually lessen Russia’s power over EU states, especially 
in Eastern states such as Ukraine. It is in Russian interest to 

oppose the plan at any 
opportunity given. 
  
Whilst the Energy Union 
p l a n , i f  e v e r f u l l y 
implemented, would in the 
long-term loosen Russia’s 
stranglehold over the EU, 

there is a sure guarantee that the path to get there will be 
fraught and tense. Russia has opposed many efforts made 
by the EU to diversify its natural gas supply, which leads to 
the conclusion that a major effort to actually realise 
diversification is not going to be received with open arms 
by the Russian Federation. It is necessary for the EU to 
begin to diversify, decrease its energy imports and create an 
energy market that it is competitive, yet regulated.  But, the 
Energy Union plan needs to be buffered against Russian 
hostility and be ready for a wholly different dynamic 
between itself  and the energy giant. 
  
ROSE ARMITAGE is a final year undergraduate at King’s 
College London reading International Politics 

Image source: http://www.ukrainebusiness.com.ua/news/
13379.html 

“It cannot yet be predicted whether 
a European Energy Union will be 

realised"
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At The Back Doors of  Europe 
by Rita Deliperi 

For the past decades, the European Union has callously 
repudiated its liberal and humanitarian foundations. Setting 
aside some exceptions, the vast majority of  its member 
states have acted as indifferent spectators to the 
anonymous massacres occurring at their gates - reluctant to 
open their doors to the thousands of  migrants attempting 
to reach more prosperous and peaceful soils. Owing to this 
general indifference and a series of  distorted security-
oriented policies, for years Fortress Europe has bathed its 
hands in blood to nauseating extremes. 
  
At its periphery, migratory routes to the EU have 
diversified and branched out. In response, additional 
barriers, new fences, harsher measures have been created 
and implemented. Simultaneously, the unregulated human 
flows have increasingly captured the attention of  the media 
and entered the heart of  the political debate all over the 

continent. As of  today, if  some major developments are 
taking place at the time we speak, Europe still remains 
overall fortified. 
  
Yet, a historical point of  pressure is severely neglected by 
the eyes of  the general public. In Morocco, Africa meets 
Europe at six-meter tall fences surrounding the two 
Spanish enclaves of  Ceuta and Melilla. Here, the ongoing 
socio-political tendency of  cognitively marginalizing the 
migrant physically manifests itself  in horrifying scenarios. 
In the no-man’s land around the Spanish enclaves, 
thousands of  men sit still, and many more have done so for 
years. A sense of  tenacity – inherent to their despair - 
convened them this far, leading them through draining 
journeys from the whole of  sub-Saharan Africa - Mali, 
Senegal, Liberia, Ghana, Guinea, the Sudan, to name a few. 
Here, they await for the opportune moment and the right 

Page 19 of  64

http://www.ukrainebusiness.com.ua/news/13379.html
http://www.ukrainebusiness.com.ua/news/13379.html


Dialogue  by KCL Politics Society ————————————————————-

moment and the right means to cross the barbed wires 
beyond which lies the remote hope of  a more prosperous 
future. These sinister antechambers of  Europe exist as 
spaces where the memories and selves of  thousands of  
sub-Saharan migrants are emptied of  their significance; 
humans in need are transformed, from entities to protect, 
into criminals, and are left to float outside any framework 
of  jurisdiction. 

During the course of  2014, 20.000 men attempted to break 
through the three-layered fences surrounding the city of  
Melilla, and around 18.000 tried to enter the walls around 
Ceuta. Those few hundreds who crossed the wired fences, 
landed in Europe. Yet, the procedures implemented within 
such unregulated grey zones - by the Spanish Guardia Civil 
on one side, and the Moroccan authorities on the other - 
are highly dubious. A perceptible extra-legal routine is in 
place, systematically lacking in accountability and 
transparency. 

Certainly, the activities 
embraced on both sides 
of  the frontier are charged 
of  disregarding essential 
international human rights. 
Numerous activists have 
accused the Span i sh 
enclaves of  being used as 
detention centers called 
“Centers for Temporary 
S t a y o f  
Immigrants” (CETI). In 
these spaces, immigrants 
and refugees are arbitrarily 
detained and freedom of  
movement – granted in 
the EU by the Schengen 
agreements – is denied to 
those asylees who wish to 
reach the mainland, owing 
to the fact that the Schengen Treaty does not fully apply in 
regards to the Spanish enclaves. Furthermore, having faced 
an increase of  attempts to cross the barriers during the 
course of  2014, in 2015 the Spanish Government has 
amended its Aliens Law, hence legalizing the collective 
expulsions of  those who irregularly cross the borders of  
Ceuta and Melilla. In doing so, the government of  Mariano 
Rajoy (leader of  the Partido Popular) legitimated a violation 
of  the Convention for the Protection of  Human Rights 
and Fundamental Freedoms produced by the Council of  
Europe, which firmly prohibits collective expulsions. The 
legalization of  the collective expulsions (“devoluciones en 
caliente”) has been harshly criticized by the academia: the 
nation’s most prominent voices in the field of  Law and 
Legislature have gathered in accusing Madrid of  disrupting 

a dozen of  fundamental legal norms. Additionally, while 
rejected by the Spanish authorities at the border through a 
disproportionate use of  violence on one side of  the fences, 
the migrants also suffer from the brutal beatings by the 
Moroccan police on the other side. 

Yet, little has changed both in practical and legal terms, 
despite the denunciations against this recurrent ferocity, 
and notwithstanding the fact that the European Court of  
Human Rights requested explanations from the Spanish 
Government on the procedures available to asylum seekers 
at the border of  the two enclaves. Around and within Ceuta 
and Melilla, a normalized state of  exception continues to 
challenge the rights and freedoms that stand as the 
conceptual backbone of  the European Union, and the 
liberal values it promotes. For years, the EU has stood still, 
incapable and possibly unwilling of  implementing its 
paradigms pragmatically. 

Unpredictably, since 
the past months, a veil 
of  silence has covered 
the purgatories around 
Melilla and Ceuta. The 
number of  efforts to 
g e t a h e a d o f  t h e 
barriers surrounding 
t h e c i t i e s h a s 
d i m i n i s h e d 
dramatically. Yet, such 
s t i l lness i s mere ly 
apparent: everything 
around, is moving. 

The dawn of  2015 has 
witnessed a violent 
intensification of  the 
campaign of  repression 
m o u n t e d b y t h e 

Moroccan authorities, 
with numerous raids against the migrant communities and 
mass deportations of  hundreds of  men. With the Madrid’s 
unspoken endorsement, the Moroccan police extirpated the 
tent towns around Ceuta and Melilla, playing, once again, 
the watchdog of  Europe. As a result of  such perverse 
measures, the migratory route originating from sub-Saharan 
Africa went through a geographical alteration, with the 
human flow progressively pushed towards Libya and the 
Central Mediterranean Route. However, a new mass of  
refugees fleeing Syria has since then moved across Algeria 
to attempt to enter Europe through its Spanish back doors. 
Inside the enclaves, the possibility to receive asylum in the 
European Union awaits. 

Visibly, around Ceuta and Melilla identities are fluctuating 
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and varying. Despite these changes, the two cities still 
endure as the strongholds of  a disturbing mechanism 
largely moved by so called security concerns, rather than by 
the manifest necessity of  constructing a proper response to 
both the regional and global facets of  the issue. Indeed, 
while the EU formally requested Morocco to treat the 
migrants outside the Spanish frontier in full consideration 
of  human rights, for years the EU has engaged in bilateral 
agreements with the reign of  Muhammad VI, as to prevent 
the unregulated human flow from accessing its territories, 
while closing its eyes on the means embraced to achieve 
such end. The observable consequence has been a partial 
geographical shift of  the migratory route, rather than an 
appropriate answer to a broad phenomenon.   
Ceuta and Melilla stand as the forgotten back doors of  
Europe. Yet, they embody a cross section of  the overall 
European response to the issue of  irregular migration 

towards its borders for decades. Despite the positive 
developments made by Germany and Austria - that start 
opening their borders to Syrian refugees as we speak - the 
general scenario still looks tragic, as much as the 
purgatories surrounding Ceuta and Melilla. The continent 
appears contorted by a volatile and deadly space where the 
toll of  fatalities has catastrophically increased over the 
years. Over the sinister walls erected at its eastern frontiers, 
Europe has denied the lessons of  its own past. In front of  
the immensity of  the “new jungle” at Calais, it has 
encountered its defeat. Off  its southern shores, underneath 
the capsized boats and among the hordes of  drowned 
corpses, Europe has lost itself. 
  
RITA DELIPERI is a third year undergraduate student reading 
International Relations at King’s College London 

“Is the Greek Crisis a Gift to British Eurosceptics?” was 
published in the Huffington Post while the crisis unfolded 
in June 2015. Britain’s reluctance towards the European 
Union has become an increasingly hot topic, as David 
Cameron promised a referendum about the UK’s 
membership in 2017. British Euroscepticism is the most 
striking, but far from unique in the EU. In February, Anne 
Applebaum wrote: “The most important division in Europe 
is not right versus left. Nor is the main issue even ‘austerity’ 
versus ‘anti-austerity.’ The real division in Europe is 
between what I would call established, integrationist politics 
and isolationist, nationalist politics.” The Greek party Syriza 
won the 2015 national election with a discourse of  
“national renewal”, calling for national control over political 
decisions. The rise of  the extreme right in France and the 
overwhelming progress of  Eurosceptics in the 2014 
European elections show a tendency to consider the EU as 
a threat to national identity and sovereignty, all the more 
felt with the recent refugee crisis tormenting European 
borders. 
  
Unsurprisingly, worrisome reviews of  the Greek problem 
have dominated the media over the past months. For the 
Irish Times, the Greek crisis is likely to solidify support for a 
British exit from the EU as it revealed what Reuters called a 
“big unhappy EU family”, where ideological and political 
rifts between Eurozone countries as well as between the 
monetary union and financial institutions have been 
exacerbated. But the economic effects of  the crisis on 
Britain remain quite uncertain. Half  of  Britain’s exports are 
directed towards Europe, and a weak euro with a stronger 

pound makes it difficult for UK manufacturers to compete. 
However, since the UK is not part of  the Eurozone, it does 
not participate in any recovery plan for Greece. The 
financial participation of  the UK is made through its IMF 
contribution, about £1.72bn of  the £37.8bn IMF assistance 
provided to Greece, compared to £70bn provided by 
Germany and France since 2010. A Grexit scenario would 
not affect the UK as much as the media depict: Raoul 
Ruparel, co-director of  the think tank Open Europe, said 
that the chances of  the UK losing out from a Grexit are 
really low. Indeed, Greece only represents 1.2% of  UK 
exports to the EU, or 0.55% of  UK global exports. 

  
Deeper is the political impact of  the Greek crisis for Britain. 
First, because it strengthens the argument of  anti-EU parties 
like UKIP that European integration is doomed. The crisis 
also weakens the EU as a whole, leaving space for other 
regional powers to step in. Indeed, the United States 

A Tale of  British Euroscepticism 
by Claire Bonsignori 

Image source at end of  document 
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expressed fear that if  the EU abandoned Greece, the latter 
would have to seek Russian aid, dangerously increasing 
Russian influence on Europe. Finally, the Greek crisis 
changed the domestic dialogue about a potential British exit 
from the EU. There used to be a consensus that, except 
from the far right, most political parties were pro-Europe. 
The Greek crisis has given EU critics, regardless of  political 
orientation, plenty of  fodder, targeting the priority put on 
Greek rather than common interests and the reluctance, 
especially from Germany, to accept the need for large 
regular capital flows coming from wealthier towards 
struggling countries. Even the usually Europhile, The 
Guardian has called the crisis unpredictable and a 
“continuous cliffhanger”. For them, Tspiras embodies “the 
Greek urge to defy Europe”. The Greek crisis and its 
chaotic handling are now used to exemplify what happens 
when power is devolved to Brussels. Whatever the outcome, 
the real winners will be the Eurosceptics. The refugee crisis 
coming on top of  that in recent weeks is yet another reason 
for British media and politicians to rant against Schengen 
and the political mistakes of  Brussels. Indeed, thousands of  
migrants from the Middle East 
are seeking political asylum in 
the UK, increasing already 
existing tensions regarding 
migration policies between 
Britain and its neighbours. 
          
British Euroscepticism is not a 
myth found in the media. The 
statistics concur. In 2012, a 
European Commission study 
found that the UK was the 
least “European” country, with 
only 42% of  its population 
feeling some sense of  European citizenship, compared to a 
60% average in the EU. A 2014 survey by British Social 
Attitudes shows that 35% of  Brits want to leave the EU, an 
all time high since 1985. The majority still wishes to stay, but 
in a EU with reduced powers (38%). This study finds that 
the roots of  Euroscepticism are twofold: a perceived lack of  
economic benefits to EU membership and an increasing 
sense of  national identity. Indeed, only 15% of  Brits 
consider themselves European as much as they consider 
themselves British. Interestingly, being a member of  the EU 
is perceived as making no difference; the trend is to 
scepticism more than hate or reluctance. There is a clear 
need to convince Brits that, as the Economist puts it, “the 
benefits of  belonging to the world’s biggest free-trade group 
probably outweigh the costs”. Not only that, but a real 
dialogue on what British membership to Europe really 
means is needed. 
  
How can we explain British Euroscepticism? Daniel 
Hannan, in How We Invented Freedom and Why It Matters, 

describes the specificity of  the ‘Anglosphere’: British culture 
is much closer to America than Europe, due to a common 
language, religion and culture based on individualism and 
political institutions guaranteeing personal liberties and free 
market. Understandably, Eurosceptics argue that the EU is 
undemocratic and not economically profitable. Indeed, the 
Economist stated that most members joined for a good 
reason: France and Germany to heal the scars of  war, 
Belgium to gain international standing and Eastern 
European countries to distance themselves from Russia. 
Britain joined the EU reluctantly, at a time of  economic 
turmoil, and saw it as a way to access the benefits of  
European free trade. It never wished for political 
commitments, bureaucratic difficulties and arguably 
undemocratic regulations. It didn’t join Schengen or the 
Eurozone. The recent economic problems question Britain’s 
only incentive to stay in the Union while highlighting its 
political flaws, like the undemocratic handling of  the crisis 
as only the Greeks were asked if  the rest of  the Union 
should commit billions of  Euros to save their country. 
  

Given the s i tuat ion, the 
response is misplaced. In order 
to have a real political union, 
there needs to be a revival of  
European citizenship and what 
it means to be European. 
I n d e e d , “ r e p r e s e n t a t i ve 
government works best when 
people feel enough in common 
with one another to accept 
government from each other’s 
hands”, states Daniel Hannan. 
“ D e m o c r a c y r e q u i r e s a 

“demos”: a unit which we 
identify when we use the word we.” We need to recognise 
that in our globalised world, isolation and nationalism are 
not possible anymore, nor are they desirable. The EU has 
provided Europe with an unprecedented stability thanks to 
the resources and interests put in common, and the identity 
and values built together. Eurosceptics see the Greek crisis 
as a breakdown of  the system of  consensus and 
compromise on which the EU was built. A Brexit or a 
Grexit would affect that European unity much more 
profoundly than what they imagine. Europhiles prefer to see 
the crises as an opportunity to address the weaknesses of  
the EU, reform the Eurozone and redefine the meaning of  
the Union. However, they will have to convince the majority 
of  the British people who, for the first time ever, said “No” 
to Europe in a September 2015 poll. There is no time to 
waste. 
  
CLAIRE BONSIGNORI is a second year undergraduate student 
in King’s College London reading Politics of  the International 
Economy. 
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SOUTH AMERICA 

From ‘BRIC’ to ‘Basket Case’:  the Dilemmas of  Economic Reform 
in Brazil 
by Peter Kingstone 

Brazil has suffered a dizzyingly precipitous fall from 
‘BRIC’ – an emerging market leader widely praised and 
emulated around the world – to ‘basket case’ – a leading 
warning not to put too much faith in the hype around 
emerging markets.  With growth stalled, inflation and 
unemployment rising, and the country mired in political 
turmoil, Brazil is at an important crossroads and 
needing effective leadership from its president Dilma 
Rousseff  of  the Worker’s Party (PT).  

Unfortunately, Dilma has suffered as precipitous a 
decline in her image as the country.   After her first 
election in 2008, she enjoyed record levels of  public 
approval – over 80%.  Her public support subsequently 
fell after mass public protests rocked the country in 
June 2013.  The protesters railed against a number of  
frustrations (including corruption), but centered their 
anger over public spending on international sporting 
events instead of  vital public services such as health, 
education, and transportation.  Neither Dilma nor her 
political opponents responded effectively to the 
protests, but the president was 
able to recover her political 
support in time to win re-
election in 2012. However, 
economic and political crisis 
have taken their toll and as of  
September 2015, her public 
approval stands at 8% while 
two thirds of  Brazilians would 
l ike to see impeachment 
hearings opened against her.  

The challenge facing Dilma is 
that the country urgently needs economic reforms that 
are not politically popular. Brazil, like most other 
emerging economies, rode the commodity boom of  the 
2000s fueled by rapid Chinese growth.   That’s not the 
totality of  the Brazilian story – many important and 
impressive changes took place in the 1990s and the 2000s. 
  But, huge increases in commodity exports and 
historically high prices provided a boom that turned 
Brazil from a debtor to a creditor nation.  Expansions of  
social policy spending, increases in the minimum wage, 
extensions of  consumer credit, and the tightest labour 
market in history all propelled a rise in income for the 
poorest segments of  the population and the emergence 
of  a massive new consumer class.   The end of  the 
commodity boom, however, also ended the period of  easy 
money for Brazil and a deterioration of  the 
macroeconomic environment. Dilma’s government put 
off  necessary macroeconomic adjustments in anticipation 
of  the 2012 election, which simply deepened the 
problems.   In addition, the Dilma government (and her 

predecessor, Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva) privileged 
consumption over investment which resulted in a country 
in dire need of  large-scale investments, especially in 
infrastructure, at the same time as the need for sharp cuts 
in government spending and/or increases in taxes. There 
are a number of  ways in which Dilma might try to 
address this, but ultimately most of  it must pass through 
Congress and this has and will continue to prove very 
challenging. 

Dilma faces two major obstacles in passing economic 
reforms: the character of  Brazil’s political institutions 
which make policy making particularly complicated and 
cumbersome; and Dilma’s own personal characteristics 
and circumstances.  The constitutional challenges arise 
from Brazil’s specific form of  presidentialism. 
Presidential systems have innate risks compared to 
parliamentary systems right from the start.   Dual 
sovereignty means that the legislature and executive can 
both claim mandates to represent the public will and 
therefore make possible intense conflict between the 

two branches.   If  the 
president does not face a 
disciplined majority from 
his/her party, the legislative 
process can grind to a halt 
due to gridlock.   The 
problem is compounded by 
the temporal rigidity of  
presidential systems – that 
is that the fixed term in 
office means that there is 
no way to return to the 

polls to resolve gridlock 
when the executive loses the capacity to govern 
effectively.  

Brazil’s specific version of  presidentialism exacerbates 
these problems through electoral rules that sharply 
heighten the probability that the dilemmas of  
presidentialism manifest themselves.   In particular, the 
rules governing election to the lower house of  the 
Congress tend towards fragmentation of  the party 
system and very high levels of  personalism.  What this 
means, in brief, is that a large number of  parties sit in 
Congress (currently 21), but have only weak levers to 
discipline or organize their own individual members. 
Party leaders can make agreements but face individual 
members whose interest lie in developing their own 
personal following, primarily through legislation and/or 
budget amendments that favour the narrow interests in 
their voting base.  The result is that bargaining between 
the executive and legislature in Brazil is unusually 
complex, cumbersome and costly, involving not only 

“With growth stalled, inflation and 
unemployment rising, and the country 
mired in political turmoil, Brazil is at 
an important crossroads and needing 
effective leadership from its president 
Dilma Rousseff  of  the Worker’s Party 

(PT).”
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multiple parties, but often even dozens of  individual 
legislators. 

The Brazilian system does have a number of  institutional 
tools that allow Brazilian presidents to craft and maintain 
governing coalitions – in effect “coalitional presidentialism.” 
  The effectiveness of  those tools, however, depends on 
individual presidents and neither Dilma’s personal qualities 
nor her circumstances augur well for this difficult period. 
 The most important problem is the calamitous decline in 
her popularity – a factor that diminishes her political capital 
and opens space to both the opposition and even her own 
allies to weaken her further for their own political gain.  Her 
unpopularity and diminished political capital, in turn, rest on 
several big and intractable factors.   The deteriorating 
economic environment is one of  them.   The worsening 
economy has eroded Dilma’s popularity even among the 
poorest voters – her party’s hard core voting base and the 
key to its victories over the last three presidential elections. 
 It also affects legislative bargaining as the main currency of  
coalition building is parceling out cabinet posts to 
government allies, with their associated bureaucratic 
agencies and control of  resources.   The need to cut 
spending therefore weakens her bargaining currency.  The 
other huge factor is the worst corruption scandal in the 
country’s history – the lava-jato (Operation Car Wash) 
scheme that has ensnared dozens of  corporate officials and 
politicians, primarily from the governing coalition, and badly 
damaged Brazil’s flagship state owned enterprise, Petrobras. 

 As of  this writing, Dilma herself  has not been implicated, 
but key figures in the governing Worker’s Party, including 
former president Lula, close friends of  Dilma, and critical 
government allies have been.  Finally, the president herself  is 
not particularly adept at negotiating with Congress.  Her 
tendency has been to be somewhat heavy handed and 
solitary, a style that works much better when you’re riding a 
wave of  strong public approval, not when you’re the least 
popular president in Brazilian history.  
The news isn’t all bleak.  Dilma did manage to pass needed 
fiscal adjustments over the summer, despite a fraying 
governing coalition and the continuing loss of  public 
support.  She now faces the task of  passing a 2016 budget 
that will entail many painful choices.  But, observers have 
written off  Brazil before.  For much of  the 1990s, Brazil was 
seen as a basket case, a country once described by the 
Economist as “drunk.”  Brazil has strengths that tend to be 
obscured when the news gets bad and still retains policy 
options and prospects that could move the country on a 
solid path.  But, that will require restored political legitimacy 
and credibility.  Brazil’s challenging institutional environment 
and Dilma’s political vulnerabilities mean that it will not be 
easily re-captured.   The danger is that the country will 
simply limp along until the next presidential election. 

PETER KINGSTONE is a Professor of  Politics and Co-
director of  the International Development Institute in the School of  
Global Affairs at King’s College London 

Pivot to the Americas: China in Latin America 
by Karim Ibrahim 

History in the Making 
The historical rapprochement between the United States and 
Cuba is poised to improve the chronic underinvestment 
affecting the small Caribbean island. It is an opportunity to 
fill the infrastructure gap in Latin America. However, a new 
foreign investor is gradually building up its stakes in the 
region, Latin America’s biggest creditor, the Middle 
Kingdom, a.k.a. China. In December 2014 began the 
Chinese-led construction of  the interoceanic Nicaragua 
canal mega-project, which could yield significant economic 
and political returns for both China and Latin America if  it 
were to succeed. The project will be spearheaded by Chinese 
telecom billionaire Wang Jing, without any reference to the 
Chinese government, which could be seen as useful in 
minimizing the risks of  failure of  the project. 
After losing the concession 150 years ago to Panama, the 
Nicaragua transcontinental canal is now closer to realization 
than ever before. The Nicaraguan parliament gave the final 
legal push in 2013 giving exclusive building rights and a 100-
year concession to the newly founded Hong Kong 
Nicaragua Canal Development (HKND). It will be longer, 

deeper and wider than the Panama Canal with a length of  
278 kilometres against Panama’s 77 kilometres. 

According to HKND the project will cost an estimated $50 
billions, which in comparison to Nicaragua’s meagre $11.8 
billion nominal GDP, is a boon to the second poorest 
country in Latin America. According to official sources, the 
project will require 50,000 workers and 200,000 indirect 
workers due to the sub-projects related to the canal. Two 
ports, an international airport, factories, railways, roads as 
well as resorts and hotels will be built within a Free Trade 
Zone. It will be able to accommodate large ships which the 
Panama Canal will not be able to harbour even after the 
finalisation of  its current expansion in 2016. 

Much-needed investments 
This project comes amid rising Chinese investment in Latin 
America. China has been a major consumer of  Latin 
American commodities in the past decades - oil, raw 
minerals and agricultural products – which contributed to a 
growth boom. However, the collapse of  commodity prices, 
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partially as a result of  China’s economic rebalancing, 
has weighed down on many Latin American countries. 
Brazil’s economy is expected to contract by 1.3% in 
2015 according to World Bank forecasts. The 
dramatic fall of  oil prices in the past year has strained 
the finances of  oil-dependent countries. Venezuela’s 
reserves have dwindled below $20 billion with a 
hyperinflation rate that could reach 150% by the end 
of  the year. Growth in Latin American and Caribbean 
countries was a weak 1.4% in 2014 and is projected to 
fall below 1% in 2015 according to IMF estimates. 

Nonetheless, no outright economic collapse has 
occurred as China footed the bill by bankrolling those 
countries in dire need of  cash. Argentina agreed on 
an $11 billion currency swap deal with China in 2014. 
This year Venezuela secured a $5 billion loan from 
China adding to the $53.6 billion loans of  the past 
decade. Brazil and Ecuador have also been main 
recipients of  Chinese investments, allowing China to 
secure essential resources in exchange for much needed 
economic relief. According to the China-Latin American 
Finance Database, China provided more than $119 billion 
between 2005 and 2014. 

This is an opportunity for China to increase its foothold in 
the region. In January 2015 Beijing hosted the first forum of  
China and the Community of  Latin American and 
Caribbean Nations, where Xi Jinping pledged a $500 billion 
increase in trade in the next decade and $250 million in 
investment. Latin America is hungry for Chinese 
investments to meet its infrastructure needs. According to 
the Economic Commission of  Latin America and the 
Caribbean, Latin America needs to spend 6.2% of  GDP, 
equivalent to $320 billion a year, in infrastructure during the 
coming decade. 

Nevertheless, China is shifting its priorities in the region 
towards building productive and export capabilities. Lately, 
China agreed on a landmark project with Brazil and Peru 
during Premier Li Keqiang’s tour of  Latin America in May 
2015; an ambitious transcontinental railway that would 
connect the Atlantic Ocean and the Pacific Ocean. As the 
Pacific is an important export market for Latin American 
products, this project would facilitate and increase trade of  
Latin American countries with their partners while also 
improving regional integration through better connectivity. 

The Great Game 
In an interview to the BBC, Wang Jin stated that ‘the canal is 
connecting east and west’. These words reflect China’s 
milestone initiative known as ‘One Belt, One Road’, which 
aims to revive the old silk road through the Silk Road 
Economic Belt and the 21st Century Maritime Silk Road. As 
a centrepiece of  Chinese policy, ‘OBOR’ is meant to 
improve connectivity and exchange between Asia, Europe, 

East Africa and Oceania. Although Latin America is not 
explicitly mentioned, the region is a key target for China 
because of  its resources and arable land.   Li Keqiang 
emphasised “cementing traditional friendship and mutual 
trust, upgrading win-win cooperation, expanding people-to-
people exchanges and improving overall cooperation 
mechanism”. 

Once sacred to America under the Monroe Doctrine and its 
corollaries, the United States loses its grip on its southern 
neighbours while China is becoming their fundamental ally. 
Although the US remains the most influential power in the 
region, the economic dependency that China is building 
through trade and investments is tilting the balance of  
power. Nonetheless, China stays away from direct security 
alliances that the United States would not condone. By 
reversing its failed policy towards Cuba, the USA is 
attempting to thwart China’s challenge of  US pre-eminence 
in Latin America, a counter-weight to the US’ ‘Pivot to East 
Asia’. Whether a Great Game is gaining full speed between 
the USA and China or not, Latin America is meant to 
benefit from much-needed investments to improve its 
competitiveness and productive sectors. Many countries rely 
on commodities, an unviable and volatile strategy that could 
worsen an already tense social and environmental context, as 
we currently witness in Brazil and Venezuela.   
  
Building Sustainable Growth 

Critics have expressed concerns over the environmental and 
social costs of  the Nicaragua Canal. A large 105 kilometres 
portion of  the canal will cross the pristine-clean Lake 
Nicaragua, an important source of  drinking water, home to 
a diverse and rich eco-system. In an article for Nature, the 
director of  the Academy of  Sciences of  Nicaragua and 
German professor Alex Mayor emphasized the risks of  a 
“tragic devastation of  indigenous communities along with 
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terrestrial, marine and freshwater biodiversity and resources 
in Central America” as well as population relocations. In 
June 2015, thousands of  protesters went to the streets 
against the mega-project.  

A 2015 Pew Research Centre survey showed that the 
greatest perceived danger for the Latin American public is 
climate change. The focus ought to be on building 
sustainable and inclusive growth and impose strict 
standards and norms to be respected by domestic 
companies and by foreign investors alike. Moving away 
from a commodity-dependent economy towards greater 
economic diversification will be challenging. The latest 

protests in Brazil are a key demonstration for change, while 
Chinese investments are necessary and welcomed to build 
Latin America’s industrial capacity and deepen regional 
integration.   
 
KARIM IBRAHIM is a Master student in International 
Economic Policy at Sciences Po, Paris, and specializing in Middle 
East as well as China and Far East studies. Prior to that he obtained 
a Bachelor degree in Business Management from King’s College 
London. In 2014 Karim gave a speech at the United Nations 
General Assembly in New York on multilingualism after winning the 
Many Languages One World essay contest.  

Peru : Reconciliating Multiculturalism and Economic Growth? 
by Alexandra Preperier 

“A while back, I visited a village in a country whose economy has been 
growing rapidly over the past decade. […] In one household we visited, 
I asked the mother who was cradling her ill son whether she had been 
to see a doctor. She said yes. She had managed to borrow money from 
her neighbor and taken three van rides to the closest health clinic with 
her son. One month later, however, the child had not recovered […]. 
[She] said that even if  she had the money, she would not go back. The 
health staff  had treated her and her son badly, talking down to them 
and belittling them because they were poor ethnic minorities.“ 

This testimony written in 2013 by a sector manager of  the 
Social Development Department of  the World Bank is 
quite telling of  the marginalisation that many fast-
developing countries experience. Peru is an interesting 
example of  how discrimination, principally a colonial 
legacy, continues to pervade the country. Nevertheless, 
great focus has been given to the current mechanisms of  
“social inclusion“ to tackle marginalisation. Social inclusion 
is defined as “the process of  improving the ability, 
opportunity and dignity of  people who are disadvantaged 
on the basis of  their identity to take part in a society“. It 
can therefore take many different forms depending on the 
type of  marginalisation it seeks to answer. In Peru, and 
more broadly in Latin America, it primarily tackles the 
discrimination against various ethnicities and the economic 
integration of  marginalised populations. 

Peru is an incredibly multicultural and multiethnic country, 
with more than 100 languages spoken. Nevertheless, many 
of  these communities are often discriminated against and 
extremely poor. Although Peru has experienced an 
impressive economic boom during the last decade, with an 
economic growth of  6.1% and a low inflation rate, the 
overall increase in welfare has not reached the entirety of  
the population. Economic inequalities remain very high, 
with a stark contrast between urban and rural areas, as well 

as between populations of  the coast and peoples of  the 
mountains and the Amazon forest. 

Debated redistribution policies 
In 2011, Ollanta Humala won the Presidential elections 
with the notion of  social inclusion at the centre of  his 
electoral campaign. His moto became “Incluir para 
crecer“ (integrate in order to grow), referring to the fact 
that greater distribution of  resources and inclusion of  
marginalised people was needed in order for the country to 
create a “sustainable and integral development“. 
Nonetheless, this policy of  redistribution is put into 
question in the political, economic and cultural debates. 
Indeed, many are sceptical about the necessity for a greater 
redistribution. Instead, they would rather follow the 
economic policies adopted by the Governments from the 
last decade which favoured pure economic growth with 
rather minimal attempts to make the entire country benefit 
from the economic gains. In this sense, last year’s 
achievement of  Peru in meeting ahead the Millennium 
Development Goals in the fields of  poverty, extreme 
poverty and infant mortality rates is an interesting example. 
Indeed, although it is true that most of  those achievements 
have been accomplished through economic growth under 
the ruling of  previous governments, one should note the 
disparities between urban and rural areas. For instance, 
poverty rates were of  51% overall in 2000. While this 
number has more than halved in some areas, rural poverty 
often remains around a rate of  50%. Therefore, although 
overall welfare has indeed increased, many segments of  the 
population remain very vulnerable, as the previous 
economic growth did not manage to reduce poverty there. 
Poverty and social exclusion are two faces of  the same coin; 
discrimination often leads to poverty and poor economic 
status renders individuals prone to discrimination. Keeping 
these populations away from the national economic profits 
might increase the gap in those terms up to a point where, 
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on the long term, they might be completely disconnected 
from the rest of  the country. Therefore, an impulse through 
redistribution might give what is needed to make a first step 
towards greater participation in all spheres of  society. 

Indigenous identities versus economic 
success? 
Policies of  social inclusion have sought to 
give a voice to indigenous communities. 
This was reflected in the introduction of  
the “Act of  prior Consultation“ in 2011, 
which grants indigenous communities the 
right to be consulted before any project or 
legislation affecting them directly takes 
place. Following the 169 Convention of  
the International Labour Organisation 
passed in 1989, this was the first step taken towards the 
recognition of  the identity and rights of  marginalised 
ethnicities. This new law is especially important as, prior to 
its enactment, those communities have seen themselves 
affected by external affairs without being taken into account 
as they lacked the legislative tools to make their voices heard. 
What has explained the absence of  such recognition for a 
long time was the frequent clash between the interests of  the 
State and that of  the communities. Indeed, the economy of  
Peru – and by extension the basis of  its economic success – 
is based on the extraction of  natural resources. The problem 
is that the communities’ interests often diverge from that of  
national or multinational companies operating in the region. 
This mechanism of  social inclusion is thus likely to find 

itself  at odds with the main income of  the country. President 
Humala’s predecessor had rejected this law – despite being 
approved by the Congress – precisely because he feared it 
would impinge upon his economic policies. It will therefore 
be a sensitive task for the current Government, as well as for 

the future ones, to find an adequate 
equilibrium to combine the respect of  
cultures and identities and economic 
prosperity. 

Peru has for now moved towards greater 
redistribution of  economic resources and 
recognition of  its multiculturalism under 
the flag of  social inclusion. Great progress 
has been undertaken towards the reduction 
of  poverty, increased access to education 
and political recognition of  ethnic 

identities. Nevertheless, although awareness has been raised, 
many still oppose the implications, if  not the concept, of  the 
mechanisms that lead to a greater social inclusion. 
Furthermore, the issues raised by the Humala Government 
only show the tip of  the iceberg: economic informality and 
widespread and extremely deeply rooted discrimination 
against different ethnicities but most importantly against 
ethnic descents are to be considered as well to allow for a 
more united society. 
 
ALEXANDRA PREPRIER is a third year student in 
international Politics at King’s College London.  

“Peru is an interesting 
example of  how 
discrimination, 

principally a colonial 
legacy, continues to 

pervade the country.”

The Colombian Conflict and the Peace Process: an Unnecessary US Involvement and a 
Needed Regional Cooperation 
by Sabina Sevillano  

The origin of  the current Colombian conflict is difficult to 
grasp. However whether it takes its roots in the 1946 
conflict known as “la Violencia”, in the leftist rebellion of  
the 1950s or in the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de 
Colombia (FARC) created in 1964 at least one observation 
can be made with certitude: the conflict arose from a wave 
of  insurgencies which gradually involved new actors and 
spilled over several neighboring countries. President Juan 
Manuel Santos has been in the midst of  negotiations with 
the insurgents’ most powerful guerilla, the FARC, since 
September 2012 without much result. This article aims to 
underline how far the United States’ foreign policy has 
compromised a fair resolution of  the conflict and left the 
issue unsolved. After having demonstrated that the US’ 
involvement in the conflict and the peace process is 
unnecessary, this essay will suggest a more tangible and 
possibly efficient peace process format, highlighting the 
advantages of  involving neighboring Latin American 
countries in the negotiations. 

The main actors in the disruption of  the country are two 
leftist guerillas, the FARC and the Ejercito de Liberacion 
National (the army of  national liberation or ELN), who are 
fighting each other as well as paramilitary groups and the 
government. Originally an internal crisis, the involvement 
of  the guerillas and the paramilitaries in the drug trade and 
in human rights violations, as well as the latent support of  
the government to the paramilitaries, has provided the 
United States with an excuse to get gradually involved in 
Colombian politics, turning the issue into an international 
one.   The most contentious agreement there has been 
between the US and Colombia; it is the infamously called 
Plan Colombia (2000). Plan Colombia, agreed by former 
President Pastrana (1998-2002) assigned funds to the state 
in order to “fight the drug war”, while imposing military 
presence and helping the training of  the army as well as 
intelligence services.  Plan Colombia, perceived more as “an 
American Project to clean its backyard” rather than a way 
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for Colombia to deal with its 
crisis, has not been proven to 
be effective in the “war against 
drugs”. 

U.S Foreign policy in Colombia 
is supposedly centered around 
a war on drugs. However, the 
reality points more towards a 
willingness to maintain a 
presence in the country out of  
(American) security interests. 
Indeed, Colombia is one of  the 
three countries outside of  the 
Middle East, which figures on 
the list of  countries where aid 
should be used in order to fight 
t e r ror i sm. Moreover, an 
increased presence in the 
region satisfies an economic 
interest as it is plentiful in oil and other natural resources, 
but also a political interest as the U.S fears the expansion 
of  left-wing governments in the rest of  Latin America. 
While knowing that there was no possibility of  defeating 
the guerillas in a realistic time frame and budget, the Bush 
administration carried on supporting a military solution 
anyways for the above-mentioned reasons:  it asked the 
congress for funds to equip and finance the Colombian 
army to protect an oil pipeline. This actually made the 
conflict even more violent and did not stop the guerillas to 
continue to challenge the state.  This also had the 
c o n s e q u e n c e o f  
accentuating the political 
d i f f e r e n c e s b e t w e e n 
C o l o m b i a a n d i t s 
n e i g h b o r s a n d 
compromised regional 
cooperation on the issue. 
Indeed, the US managed 
to persuade Ecuador, 
Panama and other smaller 
states in the Caribbean 
basin to ostracize Colombia, thus taking away from the 
Colombian government any help it could have had from its 
neighbors in dealing with a regional issue. 
Colombia however desperately needs regional cooperation 
and political arrangements in order to appease the conflict 
and restrain its impacts on its territory and those of  its 
neighbors. Indeed, the guerillas’ trespassing over borders 
has forced other countries in the conflict. Tensions 
between Colombia and Venezuela and Ecuador have been 
increasing because of  the lack of  a common policy. The 
intervention of  the Colombian military in 2008 in Ecuador 
to eliminate a key leader of  the guerilla without the 
agreement of  the neighboring government testified of  an 
overriding of  borders unacceptable to Ecuador. Moreover, 

having displaced a high number of  refugees, the conflict 
has created a diplomatic border-related crisis with 
Venezuela as of  August 2015.  Finally, there are serious 
environmental problems linked to the conflict such as the 
chemicals used for the eradication of  the illicit crops and 
the serious ecological damage in the shared international 
waterways due to the explosion of  oil pipes. While it has 
been settled the US should not be involved in the 
resolution of  the conflict for a variety of  reasons, the 
above-mentioned examples aim to show that Colombia’s 
neighbors such as Ecuador and Venezuela have, on the 
contrary, legitimate interests in mediating the resolution of  

the conflict and regional cooperation 
should be encouraged. 

In the early 1980s, the leaders of  
Colombia, Mexico, Venezuela and 
Panama met on the Island of  
Contadora in order to discuss peace 
in Central America while fearing that 
the conflicts in Guatemala, El 
Salvador and Nicaragua would spill 
over in the rest of  central and South 

America. This was however a relative failure as the US, 
being involved in the Nicaraguan conflict supporting the 
Contras, refused to encourage the initiative, as it would 
block a potential military intervention. Now that the 
Obama administration shows less interest in Colombia, that 
President Santos is relatively left leaning compared to his 
predecessors and Venezuela as well as Ecuador have 
socialist leaders, the circumstances seem to encourage an 
easier and more committed dialogue between the left-wing 
guerrillas and the governments. 

SABINA SAVILLANO is a third year international politics 
student at King’s College London. 

“U.S. foreign policy in Colombia is 
supposedly centered around a war on 

drugs. However, the reality points more 
towards a willingness to maintain a 

presence in the country out of  
(American) security interests.”
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The Pros and Cons of  the Inevitable Iranian Nuclear Deal 
By Dr. David Patrick Houghton 

In July 2015, the United States and Iran announced that 
they had at long last reached agreement on a deal which 
would – in theory, at least – prevent the Iranians from 
developing a nuclear bomb. From a US perspective, it is 
obvious why such a deal is both needed and desired. If  it 
works, it will prevent the region from falling into a deadly 
and inevitably destabilizing nuclear arms race; if  Iran gets 
the bomb, it is widely predicted that Turkey, Saudi Arabia 
and Egypt (and perhaps others as well) will all up the ante 
and initiate or increase their own nuclear production to 
compensate. It is also obvious why Iran would want a 
nuclear bomb ideally, since it offers them the psychological 
respect, which they feel they deserve. Under George W. 
Bush, Iranians were outraged to be lumped together with 
Iraq and North Korea in the now infamous “Axis of  Evil” 
speech. To them, Persia has been the home of  civilization, 
the seat of  culture and the arts for over 2000 years. It is 
also a quasi-democracy with a number of  elected 
institutions. Iran, as an oil rich country, has no special need 
for peaceful nuclear capabilities, as critics in the West like to 
point out, but a nuclear power acquires “a seat at the table.” 
Superpower status can thus be achieved on the cheap, albeit 
with a sustained and long-term 
commitment. 

Now that a deal is afoot, however, 
the domestic political infighting has 
begun in real earnest within both 
countries. In Iran, the hard liners or 
“conservatives” under Supreme 
Leader Ali Khamenei in theory 
control foreign policy and hence 
supposedly command nuclear 
bomb production, while the 
reformers under President Hassan 
Rouhani nominally control only 
domestic policy but seem to be 
playing some sort of  active role 
behind the scenes. The reality, of  
course, is that no one outside the 
Iranian government really knows 
who is pulling the strings. What is 
clear, however, is that both sides 
want the crippling economic 
sanctions, which the UN Security 
Council imposed on Iran back in 
2006, lifted, since they are causing genuine hardship and 
holding back what should be a much more economically 
developed state. The reformers are intent on a deal, but the 
hard liners harbour a lingering distrust for America, which 
dates back to the Iranian revolution of  1979. To make 

matters worse, the Iranian Revolutionary Guard have in 
recent years gone into business themselves, and there are 
reports that some hard liners have actually profited from 
the sanctions that are hurting most Iranians.  

In America, the internal politicking is far more visible, as 
one might expect. The United States has its own liberals 
battling it out with hard-line conservatives, although Barack 
Obama got into political hot water last month for pointing 
out this simple fact. The Obama administration desperately 
wants to show that diplomacy (supported by sanctions) can 
work. It is backed by a clear majority of  Jewish Americans, 
something which surprises most people since they are now 
used to seeing both Israeli Premier Benjamin Netanyahu 
and AIPAC, the increasingly conservative American Israel 
Public Affairs Committee, opposing it on television. 
Republicans in Congress, on the other hand, are opposed to 
almost anything that Obama proposes, and admitted as 
much when he was first elected in 2008. Remembering the 
prolonged Iran hostage crisis in particular, Republicans 
generally distrust Iran as well. They seem to think that the 
deal arrived at is a poor one which “gives away the store.” 

In fact, the deal is very good, almost unbelievably so. Most 
Americans are blissfully ignorant of  the contents of  the 
(admittedly complex) compromise, and opponents have 
capitalized on this knowledge gap in order to misrepresent 
i t i n p u b l i c a d ve r t i s e m e n t s .  
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A blitz of  such commercials have appeared on the air 
waves, most of  them set dead against the deal and arguing 
the patent falsehood that this is “a bad deal” that will lead 
to Iran getting the bomb in a matter of  months. In fact, the 
deal arrived at is almost too good to be true. Under the 
terms of  agreement, the P5 + 1 (the five permanent 
members of  the UN Security Council, plus Germany) will 
lift all sanctions on Iran in return for a halt to Iranian 
nuclear production. In return, Iran will be required to 
destroy much of  its existing uranium; in fact, 98 percent of  
what the Iranians have already is set to go under the P5 + 1 
agreement. It will also be prevented from enriching what 
remains even to the very low levels required to produce 
medical uranium, let alone to the very much higher levels 
of  enrichment required to build a nuclear weapon.  

The problem is not that this is a bad deal, for it patently is 
not; the real difficulty is that the arrangement lacks any 
compelling enforcement mechanism. If  the Iranians cheat, 
Russia and China – both of  whom do a fair amount of  
business with Iran - are unlikely to oblige the United States 
by re-imposing new sanctions, and on their own, US 
sanctions would not be nearly as effective as those which 
were already in place. That potentially leaves only military 
action as a feasible punishment, but that too is fraught with 
difficulty. The Iranian nuclear program at Natanz, for 
instance, is known to be buried under miles of  concrete, 
and it might be immune even to America’s most up-to-date 
“bunker busting” technology. One rational course of  action 

for the Iranians, moreover, would be to cheat in small and 
incremental ways, becoming what former Secretary of  State 
Colin Powell (speaking of  Iraq) called a persistent 
“toothache” but never an “existential threat.” For 
Republicans, this would create a situation in which Iran 
violated the deal in minor ways, but deliberately made a 
bombing campaign an especially hard sell to the war-weary 
and increasingly inward-looking American people. 
Democrats, on the other hand, fear that the failure of  
diplomacy would leave the United States with no option 
other than to bomb, exactly the outcome, which they hoped 
to avoid.  

But the deal reached is at least worth trying. It will almost 
certainly be tried in any case, since the lifting of  the 
Security Council’s sanctions has already been agreed to, and 
US sanctions (thanks to a clause in the congressional 
sanctions legislation which talks of  “national security” 
exemptions) can be lifted by President Obama at the stroke 
of  a pen. At the very least, in the event of  its failure 
opponents of  bombing can say “at least we tried.” 
Proponents of  bombing, on the other hand, will look more 
reasonable than they would have and can say that political 
mechanisms have properly been exhausted before any 
resort to military force. Moreover, there is just the chance, 
however small it may seem to us now, that ordinary Iranians 
and their government are so fed up with sanctions that they 
are now genuinely prepared to change course. 
Governments have embarked upon the nuclear route 
before and have been persuaded to stop (South Africa 
during the Apartheid years offers a case in point). Whether 
Iran has genuinely reached that point is, of  course, anyone’s 
guess. 

DR. DAVID PATRICK HOUGHTON is a Senior Lecturer 
in the Defence Studies Department at King’s College London. 

“In fact, the deal is very good, almost 
unbelievably so. Most Americans are 

blissfully ignorant of  the contents of  the 
(admittedly complex) compromise”

A Lame Duck with Bite: How Obama’s creating a legacy without Congress 
by Gianni Sarra 

Barack Obama is now what’s known as a “lame-duck” 
President: with just over a year left in his Presidency, the 
window of  opportunity for new policy initiatives, big or 
small, shrinks every day. His main advisors and appointees 
are brushing up on their resumes for when they leave 
office: his political allies are focused on the 2016 elections 
instead of  last-minute policy victories. Even though the 
lifting of  electoral pressures means he can pursue policies 
that previously carried prohibitive political costs, he faces 
the most hostile Congress in living memory. In response to 
what he sees as obstruction, Obama has spent less effort on 
futile Congressional outreach, and more on pursuing his 

agenda without legislation, using the considerable leeway 
under earlier laws and long-existing authorities to issue new 
regulations and implement new initiatives.  

Many of  these efforts are rather modest: for example, 
voluntary campaigns with industry to discourage 
discrimination against the long-term unemployed1 or non-
medical agricultural use of  antibiotics in lieu of  actual 
regulation2. Others have provoked considerable ire, 
particularly new regulations limiting pollution from coal-
fired power plants, and granting millions of  undocumented 
immigrants a reprieve from deportation - moves that 
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received accusations of  unconstitutionality and 
lawlessness from Congressional Republicans and 
countless legal challenges. The next big fight Obama 
is picking is extending a legal requirement that 
working overtime must receive extra pay to around 5 
million new workers3.  

Obama cannot rule by decree. No action may be 
taken without statutory permission being granted – a 
previously enacted law must grant the executive 
branch the relevant discretion. The overtime law 
explicitly grants the President power to determine 
who it applies to, for example. Some actions, however, 
are justified as legal thanks to more implicit 
authorisations: the power-plant regulations require 
interpreting the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
mandate to regulate pollutants to include greenhouse 
gases, something no President has done before, and 
the President is effectively waiving legal obligations to 
deport immigrants using the idea of  prosecutorial 
discretion. 

More general restrictions exist. Legislative actions are 
always preferred to executive actions - they are on more 
legally sound footing and cannot be easily overturned by 
another President. For an executive action to have a 
reasonable chance of  survival, it needs to be suitably 
entrenched. A Bush-era executive directive, the Bolten 
Memo, sets a deadline of  June 1st in a President’s final year 
to work on new executive orders, but this can be easily 
waived by Obama4.  
Other barriers are more concrete. The Congressional 
Review Act (CRA) requires any major economic regulation 
to have 60 days of  Congressional scrutiny before 
implementation, and gives Congress various means of  
opposition and postponement. The Administrative 
Procedure Act (APA) means executive actions must abide 
by various rules, and grants the courts procedures for 
challenging them. These acts exist to prevent government 
by arbitrary decree and ensure accountability, but also 
govern the issuance of  legally permitted actions.  

Whether the courts will regard a specific measure as legal 
or not is an area of  doubt. Under conservative Chief  
Justice John Roberts, the Supreme Court has shown a 
tendency to overthrow major executive actions on minor 
procedural errors5. This means Obama cannot afford 
mistakes, as they will force him back to step one, and time 
is too limited for that. Another potential legal hurdle is that 
the CRA prevents regulations being enacted if  they are 
substantially similar to regulations that have already been 
overturned. Whether this applies to regulations invalidated 
on technicalities is an unanswered question6. These legal 

ambiguities mean Obama may be forced to abandon major 
proposals on minor technicalities. 

However, Obama still retains considerable influence 
without Congress. International affairs are where 
Presidents traditionally enjoy the most control. Recognising 
this, Obama boasts of  many recent high-profile and hotly-
contested international accomplishments: the international 
framework to prevent Iranian nuclear weapons 
proliferation, a historic agreement with China over climate 
change, the thawing of  Cold War-era tensions with Cuba. 
More general themes, such as promoting LGBT rights and 
engaging with African leaders over  peacekeeping and good 
governance initiatives, have also become more prominent 
as his tenure draws to a close. 

Obama has few options for international policies of  similar 
“transformative” impact. Crises like ISIS and Ukraine have 
made foreign policy largely reactive, and Obama’s recent 
spate of  successes were hard-won. All of  these 
accomplishments required difficult negotiations and 
impeccable timing to coincide with compatible political 
conditions. Any similar foreign policy accomplishment 
must already be under construction to have any reasonable 
hopes of  realisation. Perhaps the most ambitious hope for 
Obama’s international legacy, John Kerry’s wishes for 
breakthroughs between Israel and Palestine, has stalled. 
Many progressives hope Obama will break from long-
standing foreign policy practices, for example by pushing 
fundamental reforms at organisations like the IMF, or by 
reinterpreting laws like the PATRIOT Act to disallow mass 
surveillance. However, political realities and Obama’s own 
ideologies mean these remain almost pipe dreams, albeit 
minor reforms are not inconceivable.  

Obama will likely have a domestic focus with his executive 
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Obama’s Foreign Policy: “May you live in interesting times” 
by Alexander Hogg 

 “May you live in interesting times”- with the chaos in Syria, 
the rise of  Islamic State (ISIL, ISIS) and the emergence of  
China as a superpower - Barack Obama is certainly a 
President in interesting times. If  the expectations that 
brought him to the White House were unrealistically high, 
his performance has been marked with dogged patience, a 
striking departure from his gung-ho predecessor. The first 
Obama term focused on furthering America’s “pivot to 
Asia”, a set of  policies designed to strengthen the United 
States’ role in the region, primarily as a means to contain a 
rising China. The policy of  containment might reassure 
allies in the region - following daring Chinese attempts to 
claim Islands in the South China Sea – but it should not be 

the basis of  America’s emphasis. Instead, Obama should 
strive to further integrate China into the international 
system – a system it so benefits from.    

A rebalancing act 
The “pivot to Asia”, coined by the Obama administration, 
aims to refocus American attention on the world’s most 
populous and fastest developing region. According to a 
recent Chatham House paper the realisation of  this policy 
has been founded on building and consolidating existing 
alliances within the region. Partisan wrangling has been an 
unknown quantity in this foray into foreign policy; 
republicans should recognize that for America to lead 
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powers, and interest groups are striving to benefit. Some 
groups, such as veterans’ groups, expect a sympathetic ear 
from the White House, but any meaningful action will 
require wrangling with complex bureaucratic systems and 
reforms that will consume far more time than the Obama 
administration has left - concentrated reform efforts in the 
Department of  Veteran Affairs require cooperation from 
the next administration, for example. Other groups, such as 
immigration advocates, know from experience a single 
executive action can change things overnight, but are 
receiving messages from the administration that any further 
action on their causes would be unfeasible.  

Other groups hope to secure the enactment of  favourable 
executive orders by proposing more detailed suggestions 
publicly, using academic and campaigning pressure. Various 
reports and publications have been released over Obama’s 
second term, all involving executive action that bypasses a 
hostile Congress. The Center for the New Energy 
Economy at Colorado State University compiled 200 
recommendations to this end7. The Human Rights 
Campaign, a pro-LGBT pressure group, released “A 
Blueprint for Positive Change” focusing entirely on 
executive action8. The Center for Progressive Reform 
proposed seven model executive orders to promote 
workplace and environmental safety9, calling on Obama to 
pursue progressive ideals with “the stroke of  a pen.” 
Environmental and cultural preservation groups have seen 
particularly good results from lobbying Obama - Obama 
has not shied away from designating new monuments and 
wildlife areas, and has taken actions from blocking uranium 
mining in the Grand Canyon to renaming America’s highest 
peak to its traditional Native name Denali.   

One final power of  note is the Presidential pardon, a power 
that Obama has used only 64 times10, the least of  any 
President since Zachary Taylor in the mid-nineteenth 
century, despite presiding over record prison overcrowding 
and incarceration, and growing hostility towards the drug 
policies and racial inequalities that land many in jail. Obama 
has no coherent policy for pardons or commutations, and 
ad hoc pardon efforts have been tempered by desires to not 
appear soft on crime or using them to assist political allies, 
an accusation levied at Clinton and Ford among others. 

But pardons can be used for loftier ideals. Other Presidents 
have used pardons to challenge laws they consider unjust or 
unfairly implemented - Carter pardoned draft-dodgers, 
Wilson pardoned Prohibition-era brewers. Many are calling 
on Obama to reverse his hesitance towards pardons, and 
take a final action to fix the justice system, and to grant 
clemency or pardons to non-violent marijuana users and 
drug offenders, during his final days in office11.  

Many feared that losing the Senate would doom Obama’s 
final two years to irrelevancy, but a heightened awareness of  
his executive powers has proved this prediction false. If  he 
avoids getting caught up on technicalities, the biggest limit 
is Obama’s own attitude. 

GIANNI SARRA is a third year BA Politics of  the 
International Economy student at King's College London.  
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others have to follow. Emphasis on multilateral endeavours 
has crystallised support amongst allies in this part of  the 
world. The decision of  former Secretary of  State Hillary 
Clinton to attend the 2012 ASEAN (Association of  
Southeast Asian Nations) summit was an affirmation of  the 
region’s importance to America; Clinton remarked “ASEAN 
as central to regional stability and economic progress in Asia 
Pacific.” A $6 billion investment in the US-Asia partnership 
for sustainable energy, coupled with an energetic effort to 
sign TPP (Trans-Pacific trading partnership) is evidence of  
Obama’s quest to position the US as the central spoke in 
this new Asian century.  
This is all good, but how America chooses to interact with 
China today will undeniably provide a glimpse of  our 
collective future. Recognition –and decisive treatment - of  
China as a global power needs to supersede any spasm of  
American pride. Research by Harvard’s Graham Allison 
concludes that 11 out of  15* times, a transition of  national 
power has resulted in war – such transitions are a 
Thucydides trap*. If  Obama wishes for a legacy then peace 
between America and China should be it. At the moment 
this legacy is far from secure. America’s influence in the 
region is underpinned by its maritime dominance – by 2020 
the US will relocate 60 percent of  its navy to the Pacific. 
Such statements of  prowess widen the Thucydides trap; 
economic cooperation – not military browbeating – should 
buttress this “pivot”. Again Obama should change tack. The 
debacle of  American efforts, played out in public, to prevent 
her allies from joining China’s new Asian  Infrastructure 
Bank, were self-harming. Yes, it will act as a rival to the 
World Bank; but a sphere that demands the economic 
investment of  China requires a Chinese dominated Asian 
infrastructure bank. Pax-Americana in economic terms is 
over – Obama should try to incorporate China further into 
the international system. Indeed, it’s a system that most 
advances America’s ideals. 
  
An American embrace 
The most tangible Obama foreign policy achievement – not 
if  you are Netanyahu– has been the Iran nuclear deal.  
Despite ensuring Assad remains in power and releasing an 
estimated $100 billion worth of  assets to back Hezbollah, 

this deal, as explained by countless newspaper cuttings, is 
“better than the alternative”. After George W. Bush’s 2003 
invasion of  Iraq, and subsequent derision of  Iran as an axis 
of  evil, America’s flexibility in the Middle East to help solve 
disputes was restricted. This “you are either with us, or you 
are with the terrorists” approach to foreign policy is 
responsible for such turmoil in the region – Yemen doesn’t 
need another side to fight, but a powerful broker to end the 
conflict. America needs to be a negotiator.  
Obama’s “tilt to Iran” has advanced two such prospects and 
in both, the days of  unconditional support for Saudi Arabia 
are numbered; the first prospect is American withdrawal – 
this would be calamitous for regional stability – as proxy 
wars between Iran and Saudi Arabia would be ratcheted up, 
stoking Israel to pursue unilateral action. The second vision 
represents a renewed American engagement, not with 
military muscle - as idealistic Bush neoconservatives chased 
– but with diplomatic flexibility and nuance.  Reversal of  
America’s opposition against a Palestinian State should 
follow Obama’s “tilt to Iran” – short term upheaval in the 
kaleidoscope, that is the Middle East, is inevitable, what isn’t 
is where the pieces land.    

Might Vs. Right 
The broadly liberal international order congealed after the 
end of  the Cold War – through global institutions such as 
the World Bank and United Nations – has broadened peace 
and prosperity. Such actions, as the 2003 Iraq war, self-
harmed America’s implementation of  this system – as its 
master turned rebel. This same mistake cannot be made in 
America’s interactions with China; the “pivot to Asia” has to 
be a pivot towards further integration and accommodation. 
It just so happens that “may you live in interesting times” is 
a Chinese curse – China doesn’t have to be a curse.  
*Research since 1500 on the results of  the 15 times a rising 
power challenged an old power. 
*The historian Thucydides used this trap metaphor to 
explain the rise of  Athens and its subsequent conflict with 
Sparta. 

ALEXANDER HOGG is a second-year student of  International 
Politics at King’s College London.

Bernie Sander: The Man and the Machine  
by Callum Hughes 

Despite every bone in the body of  the American political 
class straining against it, there have been rumblings of  
something close to socialism, and defining itself  as such, 
washing up on the liberal coasts of  the United States. On 
the bleak shorelines of  Vermont, Bernie Sanders, a 70 

something, left- wing Jewish intellectual, who grew up 
during the height of  McCarthyism, stood and announced 
an intention to run for President of  the United States 
under the banner of  European-inspired social democracy. 
There were cheers from his supporters but also a cynical 
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hum from elsewhere that he was another fringe candidate, 
no more likely to gain the support he needed than Hillary 
Clinton was to struggle to leave him in the dust of  her multi-
million dollar campaign.  

No other country has a longer gestation period for finding a 
new head of  state. It is an 18-month marathon, with layers 
and layers of  elections and polls. Survival of  the fittest grind 
through various swing states. Mostly made up of  preaching 
sound bites to the already converted. It is inevitable that 
fringe candidates, ranging from political outsiders to 
potentially dangerous opportunists, get caught up in the 
madness. It is too early to really tell which of  these camps 
Sanders will find himself  in by the time the dust has settled, 
but he has already found support beyond what many 
expected; his influence has been felt, whatever the outcome 
of  the primaries. 

America has always tilted to the right of  Europe. Since the 
Second World War, The Republicans have pushed even 
further away from the centre. Nixon and Ford pushed for 
that idea of  small government, a focus on individual 
freedoms over the freedoms and rights of  the many. It was 
Reagan, however, in the bright and angry America of  the 
1980s, who truly introduced that satisfied sense of  American 
exceptionalism that is now so prevalent on the political right. 
That title of  the Greatest Nation on Earth, of  extraordinary 
wealth and power; the ultimate figurehead of  capitalism, 
basking in the sunlight of  prosperity. 

Reagan's America, that became Clinton’s and then Bush's 
America, was one without class. Greed in this world was not 
a dirty word, it was inevitable in the pursuit of  the American 
dream. There was success and failure, and this alone.  
The working and lower middle classes did exist and they 
struggled to show it. Cultures of  rebellion emerged, but the 
American punk revolution and the succession of  satirical 
works designed to shine a spotlight on the injustices of  the 
Greatest Nation on Earth did little to really diminish the 
differences between those at the top and bottom of  society. 
Obama offered hope and genuine change. A sense of  
universal optimism that was not dissimilar in his discourse to 
Reagan's “It's Morning Again in America”, “Yes we can” 
promised a new and better world for those who wanted it. 
For all his best intentions, not that all were so positive, 
Obama never delivered on that promise.    

So those hidden classes remain hidden and many, especially 
the young, are finding solace on the political left. Many 
young Americans struggle to find their way in the world, 
especially those at the bottom of  society. Even more African 
Americans and other ethnic minorities, America's substitute 
working classes.  The American Left planted its roots in 
many of  the great African American leaders of  the 20th 
Century; that uncompromising anger and steadfast 
commitment to a better tomorrow. 

Bernie Sanders is not a socialist. Not in the European 
definition. You will not find anything in his campaign 
addressing Unions or the nationalisation of  public utilities. 
He mentions the working classes but much of  his focus is 
on the lower middle classes, the 40 hour week, hard-working 
families from which he emerged. He is from a British 
perspective distinctly centre-left and many of  his supporters 
fit the same billing. 

This is not to diminish his importance. From a US 
perspective he is strikingly radical. Much of  this lies in the 
fact that he addresses class at all. He sees America as the 
hugely economically divided nation that it is and is angry and 
uncompromisingly bleak in the picture that he paints. He has 
made much of  the grassroots focus of  his campaign, one 
that appeals to those at the struggling ends of  society; town 
halls, university campuses, people's front doors. It is an 
admirable attempt to address those for whom the left offers 
an increasingly viable alternative. Those ignored by politics, 
who had lost faith in American democracy. 

Nor can his commitment to social and controversial issues 
be underestimated. He is committed to LGBT rights and is 
staunchly pro-choice. Clinton hovers over these stormy 
waters, afraid to jump in. Few on the liberal left would have 
considered a straight, white man to offer a saving grace but 
Sanders has been singing their tune his whole political 
career. His policies and political leanings appeal to the young 
and old of  society. They appeal to the social media culture in 
which young Americans now live, a culture where even the 
most silenced minorities have some kind of  voice. This is 
part of  the power of  Sander's campaign; the grassroots are 
on computer screens as much as on people's doorsteps. 

Unexpected things have happened in the past, but not even 
Sanders' campaign can muster any optimism that he' will win 
the Democratic nomination, let alone become president. 
Clinton is a juggernaut steaming down the tracks towards 
victory; every carriage filled with more money than any 
other candidate could ever envision. The smart bet would be 
on Clinton taking on Bush to secure the presidency, two old 
political families. Since the 1980s a Bush or a Clinton has 
always been firmly part of  the political establishment. That 
establishment is still likely to take its place on top of  the hill, 
since some walls are nearly impossible to tear down. 

Yet Sanders has changed things, or has at least shown us that 
other political voices are yelling out in the heart of  America. 
Perhaps, in just over a year's time, those voices will have 
grown louder and stronger, to the point that Bernie Sanders, 
the old Democratic-socialist, sits in the oval office. That 
seems unlikely from where we stand now. Still, if  Sanders 
remains outside the house of  the political establishment it is 
clear he has cracked its windows and rattled its doors. 

CALLUM HUGHES is in the second year of  masters in 
American Studies at KCL. 
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The Pandora Box of  Mullah Omar’s Death 
By Rajeshwari Krishnamurthy

In late July 2015, reports surfaced that Mullah Omar, the 
chief  of  the Afghan Taliban had presumably died in 2013 
at a hospital in Karachi, Pakistan. This was not the first 
time reports of  Mullah Omar’s death had circulated. 
Speculations regarding his status began doing rounds 
around 2008 – seven years after he was last seen and two 
years after his last audio recording was released. However, 
the Afghan Taliban used to periodically issue ‘statements’ 
in his name. In fact, the latest such ‘statement’ was issued 
as recently as in July 2015 for Eid, wherein ‘Omar’ 
expressed his support for peace and dismissed the 
discourse about disintegration in the jihadist ranks as 
untrue[i]. Nonetheless, neither his death nor his existence 
had been credibly verified until now. 

However, this time, the reports were confirmed by the 
Afghan Taliban. Following the frenzy that broke out in late 
July, the fault-lines within the jihadist ranks became more 
pronounced, especially on the issue of  succession. 
Meanwhile, Omar’s former Deputy (and the de facto 
Afghan Taliban Chief) Mullah Akhtar Mohammad Mansur 
was appointed as Omar’s successor. On 31 August 2015, 
the Afghan Taliban issued a statement detailing Mullah 
Mansour’s biography, with a mention that Omar died on 23 
April 2013[ii]. 

While it might still be worthwhile to investigate as to 
whether or not Omar’s death (as well as the circumstances) 
actually occurred on 23 April 2013 or more recently than 
that, this development opened up a can of  worms for all 
actors, state and non-state, in the region. 

Contextualising Mansour and his appointment 

The primary purpose of  issuing Mansour’s biography is to 
justify and legitimise his appointment as Omar’s successor, 
especially in the face of  a bitter succession struggle that has 
been an extremely divisive factor in the Taliban structure. 
This struggle is not new. It began in 2012, especially after 
Mansour – who is close to Pakistan’s Inter-Services 
Intelligence (ISI) – made a failed attempt to overthrow the 
then Taliban military commander and former Guantanamo 
Bay detainee, Mullah Zakir. The chronology of  events that 
unfolded within the Taliban ranks and its impact on the 
dialogue process with Kabul is extremely important in the 
larger scheme of  things, especially due to Pakistan’s role. 

The Taliban-Afghan government-ISI dynamic 

In 2007, the ISI arrested Mullah Obaidullah, Omar’s then 
deputy who later died in prison in 2010[iii]. The same year, 
the ISI arrested and imprisoned Omar’s new deputy Mullah 
Baradar for three years, after he responded to the then 
Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s overtures[iv]. Although it 
is said that Baradar was acting with Omar’s consent, 
reaching out to Karzai without consulting the ISI cost him. 
This sequence of  events is indicative not just of  Pakistan’s 
capability of  impacting the process, but also demonstrates 
the ISI’s keenness to be the via media for any movement 
on the peace front between Kabul and the Afghan Taliban. 
It continued in the same seemingly erratic but in reality 
quite a calculated way for half  a decade. But 2014 was an 
important year for the Afghan Taliban. 

If  the Afghan Taliban literature is assessed, two sub-
motivations can be identified: 

a.     To address their overall agenda, the image of  a united 
Taliban had to be maintained in the face of  a 
foreign troop drawdown.[v] 
 b.     To address internal issues, preventing 
further disintegration and/or the lowering 
standing of  the Quetta Shura in the wake of  
newer shuras such as Mullah Latif  and Qari 
Baryal-led Peshawar Shura and Sirajuddin 
Haqqani-led Miranshah Shura, was priority. 
These new shuras, the Miranshah Shura in 
particular, posed a credible threat to Omar’s 
Quetta Shura’s clout. Sirajuddin Haqqani is the 
son of  the Haqqani Network Chief  Jalaluddin 
Haqqani and the Haqqani Network is at 
present the most organised terrorist outfit in 
the Afghan Taliban’s network, and possesses a 
considerable pull in the region; they are 
currently displaced but only temporarily. 
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Fault-lines in the jihadist structures 

Mansour’s appointment has been challenged by many in 
the group, including Mullah Zakir, Omar’s son Yacoub, and 
Omar’s brother, Mullah Manan. In fact, Omar’s former 
secretary and the Chief  of  the Taliban’s Doha office, Syed 
Tayyab Agha, resigned in protest[vi]. While there have been 
reports that Mansour’s appointment has the support of  
Jalaluddin Haqqani, there are also reports that that the 
latter died a year ago in eastern Afghanistan[vii]. 
Interestingly, Sirajuddin Haqqani has been appointed as 
one of  the two deputy commanders of  the Afghan 
Taliban. 

Al Qaeda (AQ) Chief  Ayman al-Zawahiri’s subsequent 
endorsement of  Mansour’s appointment is important. The 
AQ shares a close relationship with the Afghan Taliban, 
especially due to the Mullah Omar-Osama bin Laden 
connection. It is likely that al-Zawahiri knew about Omar’s 
death and Mansour’s actual position. The silence on both 
the leaderships’ parts could be attributed to their wanting 
to prevent further disintegration in the insurgent 
structures. The AQ viewed a leadership void in the Afghan 
Taliban at this time as a huge vulnerability for their sinister 
intentions. Additionally, al-Zawahiri’s approval of  
Mansour’s appointment could, to some extent, help unify 
the infighting jihadist extremists from the various insurgent 
groups in Afghanistan and Pakistan. This has implications, 
especially given that the Islamic State, with its image of  
being more organised, is attracting regional jihadists; the 
jihadist camps are in a brand war against each other, much 
like market competition between brands. The AQ 
leadership has chosen to be ‘pragmatic’ with their 
posturing and are trying to cut their losses. Given that 
Mansour is a familiar face, this was not a tough decision for 
AQ. 
Evidently, the groups, despite internal issues, are 
consolidating efforts in a desperate attempt to collectively 
hold fort. Interestingly, the Taliban is not the sole entity 
that had a stake in keeping it under wraps. Omar’s 
existence was admittedly central for the ISI to keep the 
Karzai-led Afghan government and the Afghan Taliban 
from getting anywhere close to reconciliation. 

Geopolitics and realpolitik 

Ghani roped China to the Afghan issue to pressurise 
Pakistan to cooperate on peace ventures. Consequently, the 
ISI that was previously not too keen on negotiations is now 
hard-pressed to not only make the negotiations happen but 
also to facilitate the deliverance of  at least some level of  
progress. 

Mansour’s leadership now needed legitimisation for any 
talks to proceed without ex post facto troubles. This was 
urgent particularly because the July 2015 Eid message 

issued in Omar’s name triggered those the hard-line 
Taliban members’ ire who knew the reality and who in all 
likelihood felt the farce of  Omar’s existence was being 
taken too far. 

The same Mullah Omar, the existence (and later the 
illusion of  existence of) which enabled the ISI to keep 
Kabul and the Taliban from reconciling, was becoming a 
huge obstacle in getting the Ghani government and the in-
fighting Taliban to negotiate properly.  
The ‘revelation’ of  Omar’s death, insofar calculatedly kept 
under the wraps and now deemed counter-productive by 
the Taliban and the ISI, therefore became a prerequisite for 
three interrelated endgames: 

1.     For Mansour to become a ‘legitimate authority’ from 
the Taliban side to conduct the talks 
2.     For Mansour to take decisions for the Taliban’s side 
without further dividing the group 
3.     For negotiations between the Ghani government and 
the Afghan Taliban to proceed 
  
Looking ahead 

Unmistakably Omar’s manufactured ‘legendary’ status had 
more consequences for the region than his actual life or 
death. Omar’s death itself  is unlikely to affect any far-
reaching change towards peace. The timing and delay in the 
announcement of  his death has a greater potential of  
causing whirlwind domino effects that will impact several 
critical dynamics in the region. 

While the ISI would have likely calculated some unravelling 
of  this nature, the current state-of-affairs of  the ISI-
Taliban relationship and the intra-Taliban issues will pose a 
bigger problem for Pakistan than whatever calculations 
they based their assessments to formulate their moves on. 
This is especially probable given the blowbacks Operation 
Zarb-e-Azb is currently generating in eastern and north-
eastern Afghanistan and on the region’s many transnational 
insurgent groups and networks. 
  

RAJESHWARI KRISHNAMURTHY is a Research Officer 
and Member on the Editorial Board at the Institute of  Peace and 
Conflict Studies
Note: Views expressed are the author’s own and do not necessarily 
reflect the views of  the organisations she is affiliated to 
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Thailand: A Not So Perfect Paradise 
By Samuel Wyatt

Incredible food, immaculate beaches, unlimited shopping 
and around-the-clock nightlife; to outsiders, Thailand is a 
sybaritic place. So why are its streets frequently overrun 
with protestors, seeking to overthrow the state? And why 
did a seemingly unprovoked bomb attack occur earlier this 
year? This attack on the Erawan Shrine on 17 August 2015 
has tainted the reputation of  Thailand as an exotic and safe 
location for adventurous tourists to explore.[1] This high-
profile bombing is just one amongst a series of  fatal attacks 
that have highlighted political instability in Thailand in 
recent years. A military coup organised by the “yellow 
shirts” because “of  the violence in Bangkok and many 
parts of  the country that resulted in loss of  innocent lives 
and property” has failed to quell such discontent, despite 
the introduction of  draconian laws such as the 
implementation of  martial law with a curfew between 
22:00 and 5:00 and a ban on political gatherings that aims 
to wipe out dissent.[2] 
  
The main political divide in Thailand revolves around one 
m a n , T h a k s i n S h i n a w a t r a . S h i n a w a t r a , a 
telecommunications magnate-turned-politician, was at one 
point the sixteenth richest man in the world but is now 
living in self-imposed exile in the United Arab Emirates. A 
charismatic figure, Shinawatra was seen as an excellent 
prime minister in the early 2000s, receiving many 
international plaudits for his social reforms. This included 

his plan to redirect funds to long overdue school programs, 
mostly in the countryside, which helped to ease economic 
inequalities between the rich inner city and the poorer rural 
areas.[3] Shinawatra also saw great success in the 
Northeastern quarter of  Thailand known as the Isan. In 
the battles that were yet to come, this area would provide 
his political base. His supporters, the red shirts, and their 
political opponents, the yellow shirts, represent a political 
segregation that is slowly casting a dark cloud over the 
future for this once pristine and beautiful country. The red 
shirts, comprised mainly of  rural workers, have been 
galvanised by Shinawatra’s political ideology - with 
increased funding for health care and education proving to 
be popular policies. These ideas have also received strong 
support amongst the left-wing student population and self-
interested business people who see change as beneficial to 
their financial situation; leading to a formidable coalition 
that would provide a significant a challenge to any group 
wishing to compete with it. Comparatively, the yellow shirts 
are a loose coalition of  ultra-nationalists, royalists and the 
urban middle class who claim that Shinawatra’s five year 
tenure was marked by nepotism, corruption and the 
creation of  an unprecedented rift in the country.[4] They 
also criticise the red shirts for being “unpatriotic”, as many 
have shown adoration for Shinawatra - which once was 
only been reserved for the demigod status of  the monarch 
King Bhumibol, the world’s longest reigning head of  state. 
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India, Pakistan and China : the Geopolitical Trilemma 
By Ruk Sarda

August 15, 2015 marked sixty-eight years of  Indian 
independence and an opportunity to reflect on the distance 
India has come in terms of  its relations with its 
neighbours, specifically Pakistan and China. Following the 
end of  British rule in 1947, two nation states were 
ruthlessly divided, precipitating one of  the greatest 
migrations in human history. By 1948 more than fifteen 
million people had been displaced, and more than two 
million had died. In order to understand the current 
tensions between the three nations, I argue that one needs 
to understand that partition is central to the modern 

psyche of  those living in the Indian subcontinent. 
Jawaharlal Nehru, writing in 1946 in The Discovery of  
India made his position on partition clear. He wrote, “If  
India is split into two or more parts and can no longer 
function as a political and economic unit, her progress will 
be seriously affected”. [1] Sixty-eight years on, both India 
and Pakistan remain tragically crippled by a narrative 
dominated by the scars of  partition, both eager to ally with 
China in the ultimate showdown of  power and influence. 
Given that India, Pakistan and China possess nuclear 
weapons, I argue that we are entering a period of  immense 

Page 38 of  64

Since the military coup of  2006, the political scene in 
Thailand has been in turmoil with control of  the 
government changing every few years. Indeed, apart from 
Shinawatra himself, no leader has been able to complete 
their entire four-year term of  office without being 
displaced by their political opponents. The most recent 
victim was Shinawatra’s own sister, Yingluck. With 
eighteen coups, twenty-three military governments and 
nine military-dominated governments in seventy years, it is 
clear that Thailand is no stranger to political tumult. 
  
This turmoil is not strictly political but also ethnic and 
religious. In the far south of  the country, in the Patani 
region, there is a Malay Islamist insurgency that threatens 
to destabilise the country further. Between 2004 and 2014 
the death toll resulting from this bloody insurgency 
surpassed 6000 people with a further 10,000 injured.[5] 
The influence of  jihadi groups over this formerly ethnic 
separatist group is stark and has pitted the group against 
both the Thai-speaking Buddhist minority and the local 
moderate Muslim populations, who support the central 
government. Though the group has been in existence for 
years, its aims have altered significantly in recent years. 
There has been an influx of  radical Muslim fighters and 
many of  the current insurgents proclaim militant jihadism 
and champion the idea of  an Islamic Caliphate led by 
Salafist hardliners. However it must be realised that there is 
a plurality of  rebels in the area, and not all subscribe to 
Islamist ideology. In an interview for the International 
Business Times, Sasiwan Chingchit argues “There are 
many rebel groups operating in the area. Their shared 
grievance is that under Siamese rule, the ethnic Malays in 
the region have been oppressed and could not exercise 
self-determination and fully have their own way of  life.”[6] 
She also observes that the rebels have widespread support 

in the deep south of  Thailand, but the origin of  financial 
support is unknown and most of  their arms were gained 
from looting camps occupied by the army and therefore 
unsophisticated. The conflict has also caused strain on 
Thailand’s diplomatic relations as Malaysia, whom many 
ethnic Malays share a cultural affinity with, have been 
known to provide asylum to many high officials and 
commanders of  the insurgency in the past, sparking 
outrage in Bangkok.[7] 
  
The threats of  a political divide and militant jihadism are 
by no means issues that solely affect Thailand. However, 
this is one of  the few countries in Southeast Asia where 
both issues operate in tandem to destabilise the state. If  no 
solution is found, these prolonged conflicts risk creating a 
Thailand that is simply ungovernable. 
  
  
SAMUEL WYATT is a Second-Year student of  International 
Relations at King’s College London 
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danger in the Indian subcontinent. The current tensions 
must be observed from the microcosm along the India-
Pakistan border where attacks and skirmishes are daily 
events; but perhaps more interesting is the wider 
geopolitics of  the region and the struggle for power 
against the dominant China. 
 
With the historical context of  partition set, I will begin by 
looking at the recent border skirmishes that have taken 
place. Whilst attention has been focused on the ground, 
with all eyes on the Line of  Control (LoC), it is in fact the 
broader political and diplomatic agenda that ought to be 
analysed. Rehman Lakhvi, a close relative of  Lashkar-e-
Taiba founder Hafiz Mohammed Saeed, was the 
mastermind behind the infamous 2008 Mumbai terror 
attacks. The assault on India’s financial hub killed 
approximately 166 people with hundreds more injured. 
Lakhvi was arrested soon after the attacks, however on 
April 10, 2015 the High Court of  Lahore granted his 
release on bail. The decision shook India to the core, with 
newly elected Prime Minister Modi ordering an increase of  
Indian troops along the LoC, but upwardly seeking action 
against Pakistan at the United Nations on the grounds that 
Lakhvi’s release violated UN Security Council resolution 
1267 relating to terrorist entities and individuals. Why did 
India’s action fail? Because of  the Great Wall that is China. 
Courting this idea of  releasing Lakhvi no doubt poses a 
future threat to China which could in turn face acts of  
terror in Beijing at the hands of  Pakistan. So why take such 
a stance? It remains that, despite the terror threat Pakistan 
could pose for China, no other state in the subcontinent 
has provided China with such political and economic 
leverage. 
  
Pakistan’s cooperation is essential for China to implement 
its Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), which is widely 
recognised as the Silk Road of  old, reincarnated. The crux 
of  the project lies in the constriction of  a £1 billion 
hydropower plant in North-Eastern Pakistan; thus, the 
unveiling of  the project by Chinese President Xi Jinping 
was combined with his visit to Pakistan in July. The plans 
would see much of  Asia, Oceania and the Middle East 
linked not only through trade but also through improved 
diplomatic relations. 
  
However, I argue that politico-economic agendas form 
only part of  China’s blockade of  India at the UN. 
Following the 2008 Mumbai attacks, India’s military 
vulnerability was exposed. Consequently, India has worked 
massively both in quantitative and qualitative terms with 
regards to its military. India is now the world’s largest buyer 
of  arms, an attempt to counter Pakistan in conventional 
warfare, but more significantly to balance the power within 
the region against any hegemonic intentions China may 
have. China’s symbolic opposition to India’s proposals at 

the UN made it clear that India had some way to catch up 
if  they seriously wished to contest the seat of  power in 
Asia. This achievement is unlikely given the current 
political mentality in India, seemingly rooted in partition; 
essentially, the need to demonstrate military superiority 
over Pakistan, which many would argue India has already 
achieved. In a comparison of  military power, Central 
Intelligence Agency statistics suggest that India would 
undeniably have the upper hand against Pakistan. It puts 
India’s manpower at 615,201,057. Pakistan’s is estimated to 
be only 93,351,401. 
  
Despite India’s clear military dominance, the 2003 India-
Pakistan border ceasefire was violated six times by Pakistan 
in a period of  seven days. As a direct result, India has 
stepped up troops at the LoC and has used drones to 
conduct surveillance operations in Pakistan, actions well 
beyond India’s legal territoriality. Punjab has been the 
hardest hit over the past two months with regular attacks in 
Gurdaspur and attacks on small military encampments on 
the outskirts of  Amritsar. Most concerning to India has 
been Pakistan’s Defence Minister’s statement of  July 8, 
2015 where he declared “Islamabad is willing to use nuclear 
weapons to ensure its survival.” 
  
Thus, India faces its most challenging period since 1947. It 
has independence, a fiercely strong and competitive 
economy, and military prowess desired by many states, yet 
it has disappointingly addressed the issue of  its increasingly 
bold neighbours. The fact is that India is experiencing 
sectarian communal tensions with the rise of  Hindu-
nationalist movements. These ideas are embodied in the 
ideology of  India’s ruling Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) and 
are often espoused by Prime Minister Modi. Partition has 
meant that neither India nor Pakistan can overcome the 
internal struggles they face and thus are challenged to look 
beyond the most basic of  point-scoring. I suggest that 
China’s opposition to India at the UN constitutes the most 
important reality check that Prime Minister Modi has 
received since being in office. India must stay engaged with 
China if  it is to foster real political relationships in the 
region, potentially even with Pakistan. It would not be 
impossible, but real diplomatic efforts would have to be 
made to maintain India’s position in Asia. R. Palme Dutt, 
writing in 1940, would likely be optimistic about India’s 
hopes for power. He writes, “India has never been 
indifferent to the passage of  foreign legions. Her method 
has been two-fold – fight them and drive them out, and 
absorb those who could not be driven away. She resisted 
Alexander’s legions and absorbed the Indo-Greeks and 
Indo-Scythians.”[2] 

RUK SARDA is a Second-Year BA International Relations 
student at King’s College London. Her personal blog can be found 
here: http://developingglobalist.weebly.com 
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Tipping the Balance… Or Not: The Implications of  Chinese Naval 
Modernisation 
By Nick Reynolds

The People's Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) is increasingly 
becoming an important element of  Chinese foreign 
relations both in the South and East China Seas and 
further afield; this occurs alongside ongoing maritime 
disputes between China and her neighbours. Whilst these 
disputes stem from long-standing Chinese territorial claims,
[1] China has only recently developed enough economic 
(and therefore diplomatic and military) power to 
contemplate enforcing these claims to any serious degree.  
The shift towards the current antagonistic stance occurred 
around 2012, probably triggered by political upheaval 
surrounding the appointment of  President Xi Jinping.[2]  
However, it also stems from a generally more assertive and 
internationally-engaged China. 

This has manifested in a program of  military 
modernisation, with the PLAN in a state of  transition as it 
reforms, professionalises, and builds both a regional anti-
access/area-denial (A2/AD) force and extends operations 
beyond the Near Seas.  These include overhauling training, 
education, and tactical doctrine, as well as technological 
changes such as the introduction of  the aircraft carrier 
Liaoning.  The PLAN now also engages in humanitarian 
relief  and anti-piracy missions to increase China’s soft 
power and raise the country’s profile as a responsible 
member of  the international community, bringing some 
prestige to the service.[3] 

However, China’s relationship with other maritime states 
has become increasingly difficult.  PLAN warships 
patrolling Japanese waters, the sinking of  a Vietnamese 
fishing vessel, and dredging within the Philippines’ reefs 
have heightened regional tensions; China has experienced 
strong opposition from her neighbours, and has responded 
with conciliatory measures or at least temporary back-
tracking. [4]  Indeed, the extent to which the PLAN’s Near 
Seas aggression stems from within the military rather than 
central government policy directives, while difficult to 
calculate, is probably quite high.  Nevertheless, the Chinese 
stance continues to emphasise a need to physically control 
regional waters. 

An important question, then, is whether these increased 
tensions herald a regional rebalancing, with China emerging 
as the predominant maritime power. 

Regarding the PLAN’s ability to fulfil such a role, the 
behaviour of  China’s neighbours demonstrates that it 
cannot sway other nations into aligning themselves with 
China.  Taiwan not only remains independent but still 
opposes China with conflicting claims to smaller islands,[5] 
while Japan pursues maritime power projection and 
engages in a reciprocal naval build-up, upgrading carriers, 
anti-submarine warfare assets, and anti-ballistic missile 
defence systems in a way that will facilitate any US-
Japanese naval cooperation.[6]  Exemplifying the hostile 

a t m o s p h e r e , e v e n 
V ie tnam, a f e l l ow 
Communist country, 
has aligned itself  more 
closely with the US.[7]  
This is due partly to the 
PLAN’s weaknesses, 
which occur in an 
environment where 
e f f e c t i v e p o w e r 
projection relies upon 
versat i le, adaptable 
personnel with a high 
standard of  technical 
proficiency.[8]  The 
P L A N d o e s n o t 
provide a credible force 
capable of  influencing 
China’s neighbours in a 
constructive manner; 
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neighbours respond to China’s assertiveness adversarially. 

The PLAN’s problems originate from (and indeed 
perpetuate) a poisonous organisational culture that reforms 
have failed to fix.  Low pay attracts few high-quality 
applicants, inhibits the retention of  skilled personnel, and 
exacerbates endemic corruption. Subordinates are 
entrusted with little autonomy, and training is known to be 
infrequent, unrealistic, undemanding and overly-scripted.[9]  
Those branches of  the PLAN not been involved in the Far 
Seas missions (the PLAN’s sole operational deployment) 
highlight uneven modernisation, with crew competence 
failing to keep pace with technological advances.  Seamen 
and officers often prove incapable of  utilising technically 
sophisticated equipment that might otherwise improve the 
PLAN’s capabilities;[10] China’s ballistic missile nuclear 
submarines (SSBNs) appear to have never put to sea on 
proper operational patrols at all.[11]  As for the Far Seas 
missions, learning seamanship in adverse conditions, and 
officers’ coordination of  the logistics and tactics of  anti-
piracy, is all-consuming and conducting any sort of  combat 
operations successfully would be beyond their capabilities.
[12] 

If  the PLAN is incapable of  establishing China as a 
regional maritime hegemon, what then is the reason for its 
aggression?  There are clues in the way that the PLAN is 
modernising.  Heavily focussed on operations in East Asia, 
with furthering the ‘One China’ policy by credibly 
threatening Taiwan being the overriding consideration, it is 
a force with primarily A2/AD capabilities, with offensive 
capabilities lending weight to diplomacy or providing 
deterrence rather than for aggressive use.  However, since 
Taiwan’s independence is essentially considered an 
unresolved issue of  Chinese sovereignty, and thus a 
defensive matter, the potential for serious escalation, 
though remote, remains.  The PLAN’s responsibilities have 
shifted somewhat to include maintaining international 
peace and security, [13] but these Far Seas policies are quite 
separate from China’s maritime policies closer to home.[14] 

This stark contrast between the Near Seas and Far Seas 
behaviour is revealing.  The PLAN’s much-publicised anti-
piracy missions rigidly adhere to international law.  Chinese 
naval vessels limit themselves to Internationally Recognised 
Transit Corridor (IRTC) patrolling, avoiding the possibility 
of  being drawn into legally contentious situations, and, in 

encounters with pirates, prefer warning tactics to drive 
pirates away.[15]  The PLAN’s seeming timidity is driven by 
political rather than operational or tactical concerns, as any 
potential heavy-handedness or breaches of  international 
law are seen by the Chinese government as having too 
great diplomatic costs and undermining the soft power 
gains made by the anti-piracy missions. 

That the PLAN is willing, in the Near Seas, to violate the 
commonly-agreed international boundaries in favour of  
China’s own expansive maritime claims is therefore an 
indicator of  China’s strategic understanding of  maritime 
affairs.  Chinese officials have on occasion described the 
South China Sea as a “core interest”. This may mean, given 
China’s long history of  being a land power, that China’s 
maritime claims are understood to be analogous to China’s 
land territory, and therefore requiring a similar level of  
control.[16] The status quo, that of  Sea Lines Of  
Communications (SLOCs) free for use by all, including 
foreign military vessels, would under such a crude 
understanding of  maritime sovereignty be a violation of  
China’s territorial integrity and demanding of  strong 
military and diplomatic efforts to redress the situation.  
Alternatively, China may consider the US bases astride the 
SLOCs essential to Chinese maritime trade a threat, and 
wish to remove any possibility of  another power 
controlling access to Chinese ports.[17]  Or China may 
simply be implementing a long-term policy of  shifting the 
norms of  maritime relations, acclimatising neighbours to 
expanding Chinese authority while remaining at a level 
which will not trigger drastic US action.[19] 

Chinese efforts to modernise its navy are unlikely to bring 
about a fundamental change in East Asia’s balance of  
power any time soon.  The quality of  Chinese naval 
personnel is a key bottleneck, and, despite reforms, requires 
further fundamental change. Until then, the current upward 
trajectory of  improvement will plateau as those reforms 
already introduced take effect. Perhaps a more important 
factor will be any roll-back of  American power.  There is 
unlikely to be any deliberate retreat from East Asia, given 
the US’s stated intention to maintain primacy in the region.
[20]  However, the difficulties regarding the F-35, which as 
the only new US fighter program has left the Department 
of  Defence with no alternative options, could seriously 
degrade the US military’s ability to guarantee local sea 
control in the event of  conflict – something that has been 
unchallenged since 1945.[21]  So to predict future changes 
in East Asian maritime affairs, perhaps the best place to 
watch is the US’s own modernisation programs. 

NICK REYNOLDS is a Third-Year War Studies student at 
King’s College London 

“The PLAN does not provide a 
credible force capable of  influencing 
China’s neighbours in a constructive 

manner.”
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The Political and Geopolitical Repercussions of  the Sudan /South 
Sudan Crisis  
By Ambassador Alan Goulty 

Instability in the Horn of  Africa is not new. Though 
rebellion - often supported by neighboring governments - 
has been common and conflict has persisted in Sudan and 
South Sudan since 1955, never has the situation in both 
countries seemed bleaker. 

The January 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 
offered the Sudanese a last chance to run their country 
fairly, but the dream of  making unity attractive, on which it 
was based, died with its main proponent, Dr John Garang, 
six months later.  It was then, and with widespread 
international backing, that the southern wing of  the Sudan 
People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A) changed 
course to work for independence. Nevertheless, their 
comrades in the “three areas” of  the Blue Nile, Southern 
Kordofan, and Abyei were left to an uncertain future 
within Sudan. 

The SPLM and its supporters did little to prepare for South 
Sudan’s independence.  International aid was slow to arrive, 
kleptocracy prevailed in Juba, oil revenues were wasted,  
SPLM/A cadres pillaged the Treasury, and rival militias 
were bought off  with army posts at grossly inflated ranks. 
Furthermore, the government provided no services.  Its 
halting of  oil exports in 2012, followed by conflict in oil-
producing areas since December 2013, in addition to the 
w i thd r awa l o f  key 
maintenance staff  and 
the collapse of  oil 
pr ices, wiped out 
government revenues.  
Currently, the eighth 
ceasefire between the 
warring factions of  
t h e S P L A l o o k s 
fragi le ; some two 
million people have 
been displaced, the 
country is dependent 
o n i n t e r n a t i o n a l 
humanitarian aid, half  
the population is short 
of  food, and three 
quarters are illiterate. 

Sudan is scarcely in 
b e t t e r s h a p e .  
Conflicts continue in 

Darfur and the three areas; the economy is in ruins because 
of  US financial sanctions and the collapse of  oil prices; the 
border with South Sudan remains unsettled; each country is 
helping rebels in the other; the government continues to 
oppress minorities and to stifle dissent; and President 
Bashir and senior colleagues are under indictment at the 
ICC.  Many, if  not most, educated Sudanese have moved 
abroad.  Yet the long delayed proposal for a national 
dialogue, together with the cautious resumption of  contact 
by the US, offer glimmers of  hope. 

In both countries it is possible to discern a way forward if  
leaders of  all factions will settle for what they can live with, 
rather than all of  their demands, put service above personal 
enrichment and mobilize civil society to develop local 
services. Thus, Sudan's ruling party should surely be able to 
live with less central control and fewer government 
positions both in the states and in Khartoum.  It could 
devolve more powers, guarantee a share of  national 
resources to the states, and move towards the more 
pluralist and democratic system envisaged in the CPA.  
Opposition leaders could settle for power-sharing 
nationally and in their home states rather than for the total 
overthrow of  the government.  Ending conflicts is the 
priority; that should free more resources for services, 
including special measures for Darfur, where prolonged 
drought has created particular pressures. 
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In South Sudan there is a real personal challenge for all 
those politicians, SPLA cadres, and militia warlords who 
have prospered since the CPA was signed. There will be 
no peace as long as they all try to retain their positions and 
perquisites.  Present leaders should give way for a period 
to technocrats who can build institutions, deliver services, 
especially education and medical and veterinary services, 
develop infrastructure, and foster a sense of  national 
unity.  The many educated South Sudanese in the diaspora 
could help here.  Immediate priorities will include bringing 
the budget under control, rehabilitating the oil industry, 
and downsizing and re-tasking the SPLA.  Rather than 
exploit its role in the liberation struggle, the army could be 
retrained in large part as engineers who would create the 
infrastructure – the roads, bridges, and civic buildings 
which the country so badly needs.  As the late John 
Garang used to say, the need is to bring the towns into the 
rural areas and develop the latter, not to concentrate solely 
on Juba. 

Both countries have more to gain from cooperation than 
from hostility and mutual subversion, especially given the 
substantial proportion of  their populations who live in the 
border states. The risk that troubles in either will spread 
more widely is relatively small. Nevertheless it is in the 
international interest to contain and if  possible help to 
quell them. The Sudanese have become accustomed to 
look to outsiders to resolve their problems: as a priest said 
to me in Rumbek in the 1990s “we are looking at you but 
you are not looking at us”. But our ability to help is 
limited.  It is not for us to say who should govern these 
countries, though we do have a legitimate interest in how 
they are governed, but it must be for the Sudanese and 
South Sudanese to tackle their own problems. 

Outsiders can help them do so if  we learn the lessons of  
recent history.  The most successful peacekeeping force in 
Sudan was the Joint Military Commission in the Nuba 
Mountains active from 2002-5.   With minimal expatriate 
staff  and equipment, it worked with officers from both 
the Sudanese Armed Forces and the SPLA to resolve 
problems.  By contrast the four very expensive 
international peacekeeping forces deployed since then 
have tried to do everything themselves without substantive 
engagement with the parties. In Kadugli in June 2011, 
with tension rising, the UNMIS base was asleep and eight 
UNMIS helicopters stood idle on the tarmac, whilst the 
SPLA and government forces plotted how best to attack 
each other.  Similarly, the Assessment and Evaluation 
Commission set up under the CPA was originally 
conceived as a mechanism for the parties to resolve any 
differences, with the help of  a small international presence 
to ensure it functioned properly. But outsiders took over 
and failed to secure the parties' cooperation. 

A second lesson is that mediation requires immense 
patience, as was shown by General Sumbeiywo and his 
team who brokered the CPA.  The natural temptation to 
try to end suffering by deploying more or different 
mediators, imposing deadlines or threatening sanctions 
should be resisted.  Sanctions in particular rarely hit the 
right target as ordinary people are the first to suffer.  And 
they will not be credible unless there is a realistic prospect 
of  their removal once they have achieved their declared 
objectives. 

Thirdly, conclusion of  a peace agreement is only 5 percent 
of  the task.  Implementation is key.  That may mean 
commitment of  scarce diplomatic resources, the timely 
provision of  humanitarian and development aid, and the 
encouragement of  investment and job creation for years.  
Follow-up to the CPA was lacking in many respects, 
notably timely delivery of  aid. 

Fourthly, outsiders must work together.  Support of  one 
mediation team is crucial to avoid attempts by the parties 
to play one observer or mediator off  against another.  
Proliferation of  observers, as at the Darfur negotiations in 
2005-6, risks chaos. And the West should do more to 
engage and work with other powers concerned such as 
Russia, which has just hosted the Sudanese and South 
Sudanese foreign ministers, and China, which has 
economic interests in both countries and is increasingly 
willing to depart from its principle of  non-interference in 
internal affairs. 

Finally, outsiders should engage with the people they are 
trying to help.  At the top level, the West cannot hope to 
influence Khartoum as long as it rejects any contact with 
President Bashir.  There must clearly be close contact with 
the military leaders of  warring parties.  And there must 
also be contact with the ordinary folk we are trying to 
help. In both Sudan and South Sudan there are many 
groups working to improve the lot of  their fellow citizens.  
Women are playing a leading role in this.   So education of  
women must be a priority for aid efforts.  As Sudanese 
women used to tell me: “educate a woman and you 
educate a family: educate a man and you produce an 
educated soldier!” 

The international record in Sudan and South Sudan is at 
best mixed.  We can and should do better. 

AMBASSADOR ALAN GOULTY is a Global Fellow 
and the Co-Chair of  the Sudan Working Group at the 
Wilson Center. He spent 40 years in the British Diplomatic 
Service before retiring in 2008 and was Ambassador to Sudan 
(1995-1999) and Tunisia (2004-2008).
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China’s Policy Towards Africa 
By Dr Raj Verma

Though Africa is the world's second largest continent, it is 
not a monolith. Its fifty-four countries are characterised by 
ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious heterogeneity, and 
different political systems and forms of  governance. Some 
are established democracies, nascent democracies or 
pseudo-democracies while a few have authoritarian and 
semi-authoritarian regimes where heads of  states have been 
in power for decades. Thus, it would be incorrect to 
generalize China’s policy towards Africa. China has a 
different policy towards different countries in Africa, one 
unique to each country. However, some features of  its 
policy towards Africa are uniform, like its application of  
the ‘One China principle’. 
  
China strictly adheres to the ‘One China Principle’ which 
states that Taiwan is an integral part of  China. This has 
been a cornerstone of  Chinese foreign policy since the 
unification of  China in 1949, and has guided China’s policy 
since Premier Zhou Enlai’s 1963-64 Africa tour which was 
instrumental in the switch in recognition by seventeen 
states. China does not have ties with Burkina Faso, 
Democratic Republic of  Sao Tome and Principe, Kingdom 
of  Swaziland and Republic of  the Gambia because they 
recognize Taiwan. 
  
Nevertheless, China has a policy of  non-interference in the 
internal or domestic affairs of  other countries. This is one 
of  the Five Principles of  Peaceful Coexistence, or ‘Panch 
Sheel’. ‘Panch Sheel’ was signed between India and China 
in 1955 and has been the cornerstone of  both countries’ 
foreign policies. However, China did intervene in the 
domestic affairs of  African countries during the twentieth 
century when it was spreading communism and 
revolutionary fervour. For instance, China was involved in 
the Angolese civil war and supported the Frente Nacional 
de Libertação de Angola (FNLA) and União Nacional para 
a Independência Total de Angola (UNITA) which 
supported communist ideals. However, in the twenty-first 
century, economics has triumphed over ideology. China no 
longer interferes in the domestic affairs of  African 
countries. However, some scholars and policy-makers still 
criticize its policies toward countries like Sudan and 
Zimbabwe. China has been chastised for supporting and 
propping up the regimes by using its veto power at the 
United Nations Security Council. It has been argued that 
China’s trade and investments in these countries make their 
regimes stronger and enable them to use force against their 
own people as Sudan did in Darfur. However, it is also 

argued that these policies were also practiced by Western 
countries in Africa. 
  
Another element of  China’s foreign policy towards Africa 
focuses on how China may affect Western, especially 
American, interests. Some scholars aver that China’s 
burgeoning economic and political engagement in Africa 
affects US economic and strategic interests. This has 
translated into concerns in the US about China’s rise and 
Africa providing a new playing field where China and the 
US are vying for economic, political and military 
supremacy. Nevertheless, the phrase ‘Sino-US’ rivalry is 
misleading. It is a hyperbole, a misnomer and should be 
used with caution. This is because China and the US are 
not competing politically and militarily in Africa. It is 
simply that the objectives of  the US and China in Africa 
are different and that they both use different strategies to 
achieve their aims. The main US objective in Africa is to 
provide assistance and security while its economic, trade, 
and investment potentials are secondary goals. On the 
other hand, China’s economic strength is its principal basis 
of  engagement in Africa and economic engagement is its 
primary means. Although China narrowly eclipsed the US 
to become Africa’s largest trade partner in 2009, Chinese 
aid and investments in Africa are still dwarfed by the US 
and other OECD countries. 

  
It is neither China's intention, nor is it in its interest, to 
compete politically and militarily with the US. Rather, 
China enjoys the stability provided by US military 
assistance programmes in Africa. Beijing aims to build a 
wide ranging power base in Africa and obtain access to its 
strategic resources, and aims to avoid needless direct 
conflicts with the US. Moreover, even if  China was 
competing with the US politically and militarily or had the 

“A number of  African countries seek to 
partner with China because, unlike the 
West, China does not want to or try to 

impose political conditions on economic 
relations, and it does not emit demands 
of  transparency and democracy. China 
did not perceive the five coups in Africa 

as threatening to its interests.” 
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intention of  doing so, it is no match for the US. China has a 
lot of  catching up to do in Africa, notably in the oil industry. 
Although China’s investments in the oil industry (e.g., oil 
production) have increased in Africa (namely West Africa), 
Chinese national oil companies (NOCs) lag behind the 
international oil companies (IOCs). NOCs are not winning 
the competition against IOCs despite Beijing’s financial 
support because they lack the technical expertise. 
Additionally, the operations of  the Chinese NOCs are not 
reflective of  a highly coordinated policy pursued by the 
Chinese government. 
  
Economics is the driving force with respect to China’s 
policy towards Africa in the sense that economic motives are 
driving political and diplomatic factors. China is a rising 
power (although some may argue that it has already risen) 
and is still a developing country. It needs natural resources, 
especially oil and gas, metals and minerals, and markets for 
its cheap manufactured products. It wants to sustain its 

economy, fuel its industrialization process, improve the 
living standards and quality of  life of  its citizens, catch up 
with the West, and sit on the high table in global affairs. 
China has received rich dividends in Angola, Sudan, Ghana, 
Equatorial Guinea and other resource rich African countries 
by mixing diplomacy with business. China’s ‘resources for 
infrastructure’ model in which China builds infrastructure 
like dams, roads, highways, railways, etc. in countries for 
access to resources has been coined ‘Angola Model’ by the 
World Bank. The ‘Angola Model’ is based on Japan’s ‘China 
Model’. In the 1980s when China opened its oil sector to 
foreign investment, Japan provided investment and 
infrastructure to China in exchange for oil. 
  
A number of  African countries seek to partner with China 
because, unlike the West, China does not want to or try to 
impose political conditions on economic relations, and it 
does not emit demands of  transparency and democracy. 
China did not perceive the five coups in Africa from 

2003-2010 as threatening to its interests. Beijing 
accepted that instability was a part and parcel of  
doing business in Africa. China remains 
sceptical of  Western liberal democracy as a 
panacea for instability and is suspicious of  
efforts by the West to promote liberal political 
standards. 
  
As China continues to evolve, its policy towards 
Africa is likely to change. China’s policy towards 
Africa during the first fifteen years of  this 
century is not tenable in the future. Though 
China is aware of  this and is trying to change its 
Africa policy, it is difficult to do so because of  
linguistic, cultural, and political issues. Its policy 
will also need to change as Africa evolves, 
especially as Africans want China to rise above 
its rhetoric of  ‘win-win’ cooperation and to 
truly be a partner rather than to be classified as 
a neo-colonialist power. 
  
Dr RAJ VERMA is Assistant Professor at the 
School of  International and Public Affairs, Jilin 
University, China; Visiting Fellow at the Centre for 
International Studies, LSE and Fudan Senior Fellow, 
Centre for BRICS Studies, Fudan University, China. 
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Towards Closer United States Ties With Nigeria 
By Ambassador John Campbell

For many years Nigeria was America’s most important 
strategic partner in Africa.  
For successive administrations, bilateral relations were 
animated by Nigeria’s reliability as a source of  oil no matter 
what was happening in the Middle East, diplomatic and 
security cooperation on African regional issues, and 
American hopes that the country could be a bellwether for 
African democracy as it emerged from a generation of  
military rule after 1999. A sign of  the close relationship 
was that Nigeria’s president Olusegun Obasanjo was the 
first African head of  state to pay a condolence call on 
President George W. Bush in the aftermath of  the 9/11 
terrorist attacks. Nigeria was a rhetorical ally, if  not much 
more, of  the Bush administration’s subsequent “war on 
terror.”  

Nigeria especially played a highly positive role in resolving 
crises in Sierra Leone, Liberia, and Cote d’Ivoire during the 
1999-2007 presidency of  Olusegun Obasanjo. It was one 
of  the largest suppliers of  peacekeepers to the UN, the 
African Union, and the Economic Community of  West 
African States. Nigeria promoted a policy of  “African 
solutions for African problems” that was welcomed by U.S. 
and other policy makers engaged with other crises, 
especially in Iraq and Afghanistan. African Union, and the 
Economic Community of  West African States. Nigeria 
promoted a policy of  “African solutions for African 
problems” that was welcomed by U.S. and other policy 

makers engaged with other crises, especially in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 

Some of  those conventional drivers of  American interest 
in Nigeria are now fading. Because of  changes in the 
energy market, the United States no longer imports large 
amounts of  Nigerian oil and natural gas. A decade ago, 
Nigeria usually supplied the United States with a million 
barrels of  oil a day. Now, it provides none or very little, 
largely because of  the increase in U.S. oil production. 
Nigeria is finding markets to replace the United States, 
notably India. But, the collapse in oil prices world-wide has 
significantly decreased government revenue by 28 percent, 
causing a devaluation of  the Nigerian currency, the naira, 
and a dramatic fall in values on the Lagos stock exchange. 
At the same time the radical, Islamist Boko Haram 
insurgency in the north spun out of  control after 2011. 
Faced with this jihadist, Salafist, Islamic insurgency 
determined to destroy the secular state, Nigeria is no 
longer able to assume regional leadership in responding to 
West African security issues, and it can no longer supply 
large numbers of  peacekeepers.  

Competing and cooperating elites run Nigeria through 
patronage networks largely without reference to the 
Nigerian people. By 2015, they appeared to be in disarray. 
Politics was unusually polarized in the run-up to the 2015 
national elections. That polarization also exacerbated 
regional and religious differences.  

However, against the odds, the national 
elections on March 28 and the gubernatorial 
elections on April 11 were credible enough 
that the results have been all but universally 
accepted. For the first time in Nigeria’s 
h i s t o r y, t h e o p p o s i t i o n c a n d i d a t e , 
Muhammadu Buhari, assumed office through 
the ballot box.  

But, a new Buhari administration does not 
necessarily signal fundamental change in 
Nigeria’s largely dysfunctional domestic 
political system. The wholesale defection of  
elites from the Peoples Democratic Party 
(PDP), the party of  government since the 
restoration of  civilian government in 1999, to 
the All Progressives Congress (APC), a new 
political party, carries the risk that the latter 
may come to be as corrupt as the former and 
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similarly detached from the Nigerian people. Further, the 
PDP still survives, and those who defected from it can 
always go back when it is to their personal advantage to do 
so. 

During the last year of  the Jonathan administration, there 
was a cooling of  the bilateral relationship between Nigeria 
and the United States. The Obama administration 
expressed concern over the Jonathan administration’s 
human rights record, especially security service abuse of  
civilians in northern Nigeria in conjunction with the 
struggle against Boko Haram as documented by highly 
credible human rights organizations and the press. As 
required by U.S. law, specifically the “Leahy Amendment,” 
the Obama administration suspended some military 
assistance because the Jonathan government was unable or 
unwilling to address allegations of  human rights abuses. 
On the Nigerian side, there was resentment of  U.S. human 
rights criticism and anger over the administration’s 
declining to authorize the sale of  certain heavy weapons, 
notably helicopters, for use against Boko Haram. The 
Nigerian ambassador to Washington went so far as to say 
that the Obama administration was thereby unwittingly 
aiding and abetting Boko Haram. Never very large, and 
never entirely suspended, the bilateral military relationship 
reached its nadir in December 2014 when the Jonathan 
administration unilaterally cancelled a small U.S. training 
mission. 

As the 2015 national elections approached, there was U.S. 
concern that they would be the occasion for widespread 
ethnic and religious violence. In fact, pre-election violence 
was greater than it had been in 2011. However, the 
elections themselves were credible, relatively well managed, 
mostly violence-free, and for the first time in Nigeria’s 
history, the opposition came to power through the ballot 
box. Incumbent President Goodluck Jonathan 
congratulated victor Muhammadu Buhari, and took no 
steps to challenge the results. The elections and their 
aftermath restored Nigeria’s democratic reputation that had 
been compromised by previous electoral irregularities and 
associated violence. 

In July the Obama administration invited newly-
inaugurated President Muhammadu Buhari to Washington. 
It pulled out all the stops. The president was received by 
President Obama, Vice-President Biden, and by Secretary 
of  State John Kerry, a turn-out unusual for a visiting 
African chief  of  state. He was also housed at Blair House, 
the official guest house of  presidents of  the United States. 
The visit was commonly regarded as a success.  

Since then, preliminary steps have been taken to restore a 
military training relationship. President Buhari has 
acknowledged and denounced human rights abuses 
committed by the security services. The United States has 

spent more than 58 million dollars on humanitarian relief  
in the 2015 fiscal year, about half  of  all such foreign 
assistance Nigeria has received. 

While there has been some frustration in Washington over 
the slow pace of  Buhari’s appointment of  a cabinet, there 
is a recognition that the apMuhammadu Buhari, assumed 
office through the ballot box.  

But, a new Buhari administration does not necessarily 
signal fundamental change in Nigeria’s largely dysfunctional 
domestic political system. The wholesale defection of  elites 
from the Peoples Democratic Party (PDP), the party of  
government since the restoration of  civilian government in 
1999, to the All Progressives Congress (APC), a new 
political party, carries the risk that the latter may come to 
be as corrupt as the former and similarly detached from 
the Nigerian people. Further, the PDP still survives, and 
those who defected from it can always go back when it is 
to their personal advantage to do so. 
pointments he has made – the military service chiefs, the 
upper reaches of  the national oil company, the heads of  
the customs and the immigration services, his own chief  of  
staff, and the secretary to the government of  the federation 
– have been of  high quality. Washington widely admires 
and applauds Buhari’s anti-corruption campaign and has 
pledged its cooperation. 

Hence, the ground has been prepared for a resumption of  
the formerly close bilateral relationship that had existed 
during the days of  President Obasanjo that was 
subsequently eroded under President Jonathan. However, 
Nigeria’s financial challenges related to the world-wide fall 
in energy prices, the ongoing Boko Haram challenge in the 
northeast, and the need to reconstruct and rebuild a large 
war-torn area are likely to preclude Nigeria’s former 
diplomatic activism that was a feature of  the previous close 
bilateral relationship. President Buhari has even raised the 
specter of  scaling back the size and number of  Nigeria’s 
diplomatic missions abroad.  

Hence, the outlook is for a resumption of  the former U.S.-
Nigeria strategic partnership, but it is unlikely to be as 
important as it was in the past. The energy component of  
the relationship will be much smaller as the United States 
moves toward self-sufficiency. However, President Buhari  
promised during his Washington visit an improved climate 
for bilateral trade and investment. If  realized, over time, 
Nigeria, and its huge domestic market might become a 
venue for American investment outside of  energy. 

AMBASSADOR JOHN CAMPBELL was a Foreign 
Service officer in the US Department of  State from 1975 to 2007. 
He was Ambassador to Nigeria from 1988 to 1990 and from 2004 
to 2007. He is currently the Ralph Bunche Senior Fellow for 
African Policy Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. 
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Turkey’s Uncertain Policy on Syria  
By Marc Pierini

During the summer, Turkey took the decision to open three 
of  its air bases to US aircraft involved in fighting ISIS. At 
the same time, Ankara launched an all-out offensive against 
the PKK both in northern Iraq and in Turkey. Meanwhile, 
its policy concerning border control and refugees remains 
unclear. Reading Turkey’s uncertain policy on Syria is a 
complex undertaking. 
  
After ISIS declared its caliphate and ‘abolished’ the Syrian-
Iraqi border in June 2014, a coalition led by the United 
States started launching multiple air strikes out of  north-
eastern Jordan and Gulf  bases, but was so far unable to 
convince Turkey to assume a full part in its operations. 
  
Ankara’s reluctance was – and remains – rooted in domestic 
politics: the religious-conservative (Sunni) base of  the 
ruling AK party is focused on fighting the (Shia) Assad 
regime and has a certain degree of  sympathy for ISIS’ anti-
Western narrative. In these difficult electoral times 
(presidential election in August 2014, legislative election in 
June 2015, repeat legislative election in November 2015), 
President Erdoğan had and still has no intention to 
antagonize his followers. 

  
One should also remember that from June to September 
2014, Turkey had forty-six hostages at the hands of  ISIS 
and negotiated their release by offering freedom for ISIS 
followers jailed in Turkey. In parallel, ISIS’ gateway to the 
world for ammunitions, jihadists and exports of  smuggled 
oil was – and still is – the Turkish border. In addition, 
Turkey, while accepting civilian refugees, was very reluctant 
to help the Syrian Kurds (PYD/YPG) when they were 
under direct threat from ISIS in the Kobanê district. In 
short, for a long time, Turkey has had reasons to try and 
manage a relationship with ISIS, while being formally part 
of  the anti-ISIS coalition. 

  
Such a dual – not to say ambivalent – approach has become 
increasingly untenable in view of  two major developments: 
-        The US has put intense pressure on Turkey to allow 
its aircraft (armed drones and F16s) to use the bases of  
Inçirlik, Diyarbakır and Batman in order to allow for its air 
force operations over Syria to become more efficient, less 
risky and less expensive. This was finally granted late July 
this year; 
-       The Syrian Kurdish forces – known as YPG – have, 
with US air support, managed to repel ISIS fighters and 
even reunited their Kobanê and Jazeera districts. This in 
turn triggered an alarm with the Turkish leadership who did 
not want to see Syrian Kurds effectively cut off  ISIS from 
Turkey. 
  
At that point, Turkey’s failed Middle East policy (quasi-
frozen relations with Israel and Egypt; covert support to 
various anti-Assad rebel groups; overt training of  “vetted 
rebels”; uneasy relationship with the Iraqi government) 
collided with its domestic political scene. 
Turkey is confronted with a new Kurdish equation at home 
and across the border. Under pressure from ISIS, the 
Kurdish Regional Government of  Iraq has received military 
support from the West and has grown in political 
importance (especially as the prospects of  piecing together 
a Shia-Sunni-Kurdish Iraq are now dimmer than ever 
before). Similarly, the Syrian Kurds of  PYD and YPG have 
received military support from the US and proven to be the 
best buffer against ISIS in Syria. Meanwhile, on the 
domestic scene, the Kurdish-rooted party HDP has now 
become the biggest obstacle standing in the way of  
President Erdo ğ an’s dream of  a super-executive 
presidential system. 
  
In other words, while Ankara’s historical nightmare of  a 
‘united Kurdistan’ emerging at the confines of  Turkey, Iraq, 
and Syria is not about to become a reality, Kurdish political 
entities in Iraq and Syria have grown to become serious 
players. At the same time, a democratic, peaceful, modern 
Kurdish party has emerged in Turkey as a strong actor on 
the domestic scene, winning as many seats as the nationalist 
party MHP in the June 7 elections. This is happening 
against a background where the hitherto ruling party is 
losing its unchallenged dominance of  the national scene 
(AKP has formed successive single-party governments 
from 2002 until June 2015), and where the president is 
seriously challenged on two counts (his executive 
presidency project was rejected by 59 percent of  the voters 

“Ankara’s reluctance was - and 
remains- rooted in domestic politic: 
the religious-conservative (Sunni) 

base of  the ruling AK party is focused 
on fighting the (Shia) Assad regime 

and has a certain degree of  sympathy 
for ISIS’ anti-Western narrative.”
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on June 7; and all opposition parties want the corruption 
allegations against his entourage to be re-launched). 
  
This is the reason why Turkey’s Western partners read the 
unexpected massive offensive of  the PKK as a move 
related to domestic politics. Indeed, the PKK has resorted 
to violence, providing the government with every reason 
to launch an offensive. But one should remember that the 
offensive comes after almost three years of  a “peace 
process” launched by Recep Tayyip Erdoğan himself  and 
after a policy of  restraint even when occasional violent 
incidents were triggered by the PKK. In other words, 
demonizing the Kurds of  Turkey (both the PKK and the 
HDP), launching a large-scale offensive on the PKK and 
threatening local Kurdish politicians and journalists with 
“terrorism” accusations is primarily an opportunistic policy 
aimed at a) winning over nationalist votes and b) trying to 
push HDP back under the 10 percent threshold and 
therefore kicking them out of  parliament. 
  
This political context also explains the protracted 
discussion about an AKP-CHP coalition (which would 
have been the natural democratic result of  the June 7 
ballot) and the haste with which President Erdoğan 
declared the failure of  coalition talks and announced his 
preference for a “repetition of  the election”. This 
electioneering – together with its violent consequences and 
new, harsh restrictions on the media – is bound to appear 
as a denial of  democracy for both Turkey’s international 
partners and a large proportion of  its citizens. 

  
While it would be imprudent to predict the results of  the 
November 1st elections, it seems certain that the current 
combination of  domestic and external factors has pushed 
Turkey on a very hazardous and dangerous path whatever 
the outcome. An AKP single-party government after 
November would inevitably be transformed into a de facto 
executive presidency, while a hung parliament (as in the 
June 7 ballot) would push the president even further in a 
corner. Either way, a political crisis is looming and Turkey’s 
internal cohesion is at risk. 
  
Meanwhile, it remains to be seen if  Turkey’s military will 
take more than a symbolic part in the air strikes against 
ISIS. This will probably not happen before November, 
essentially leaving the US-led coalition alone in the fight 
against ISIS out of  Turkish bases. 
  
Concerning the Syrian refugees fleeing the cruelty of  both 
the Assad regime and ISIS, Turkey has been generous in 
hosting them, either in cities or, for a minority of  them, in 
organized camps. However, Turkey has done little to 
control the well-established traffickers who offer passage 
(often on unsafe boats) from the Mersin, Bodrum and 
Izmir regions to Greece. 

MARC PIERINI is a Visiting Scholar at Carnegie Europe, the 
Brussels branch of  the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
and a former EU ambassador to Turkey, Tunisia and Libya, Syria, 
and Morocco.  
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Syrian Civil War: A Neglected Humanitarian Crisis?  
by Sehr Nawz 

Decades from now, the year 2011 will undoubtedly be 
historicized and remembered as a watershed moment for 
the Middle East, one that would have significantly affected 
the Arab world’s domestic environment, as well as its 
relations with other states. This was the year that the wave 
of  revolutionary social movements against years of  
despotic rulers, aptly labelled “the Arab Spring”, began. 
Whereas Egypt and Tunisia ousted their leaders fairly 
quickly and relatively peacefully, Syria, at the other end of  
the spectrum, has since been locked in a rampant cycle of  
bombings destroying infrastructure and impeding 
economic growth, as well as mass civilian casualties, 
unlawful detention and enforced disappearances. This 
being said, the untenable refugee situation, with namely 
more than twelve million Syrians in need of  humanitarian 

assistance (UNOCHA)1, the raging sectarian violence 
between various rebel groups and the government, as well 
as the dispersion of  terrorist networks such as ISIS have 
complicated the matter and unfortunately led to the 
international community taking a back seat in what UN 
Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon has rightly referred to as 
“the worst humanitarian crisis of  our time.”2 
  
Internationally 
According to the UN Charter, the UN Security Council’s 
main responsibility is to maintain international peace and 
security. The weight of  this responsibility places the 
greatest burden on the permanent members, namely 
Russia, the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and 
China, whom have the authority to sanction the use of  
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force if  necessary to maintain peace. This has made the 
fate of  Syria subject to partisan interests and political 
discord within the Council. Therefore, although there 
have been resolutions that have led to the destruction of  
Syria’s chemical weapons arsenal, Russia and China have 
used their veto power on four separate occasions to 
prevent action in response to mass atrocities in Syria. 
Even though both states stress the importance of  state 
sovereignty and non-intervention norms, both enshrined 
in the UN Charter, a major reason for protecting Assad’s 
regime lies in the private strategic interests both Russia 
and China have in Syria. Most recently, Russia and China 
vetoed the May 2014 draft resolution which, if  passed, 
would have referred the Syrian crisis to the International 
Criminal Court, therefore internationalizing the Syrian 
situation by acknowledging this humanitarian crisis on an 
international spectrum3. Yet, nationally-motivated factors 
are not exclusive to Russia and China. 

Even though Western democracies like the US and the 
UK have been vocal in denouncing Assad’s dictatorial 
regime and in accusing him of  crimes against humanity, it 
is important not to forget that the shadow of  both Iraq 
and Afghanistan are looming large, causing a significant 
amount of  war-weariness. As a result, the lack of  an 
enforceable international legal framework to condemn 
and punish such atrocities has allowed the persistence of  
war crimes, of  human rights violations, and has glorified 
impunity for their perpetuators. Whilst fighting in Syria 
continues unabated, the inability of  the major powers to 
reach a consensus on a viable solution has projected the 
international community as 
unable and/or unwilling to put 
their differences aside for the 
sake of  sparing lives.  Dr. Simons 
Adams, Executive Director of  
the Global Centre for the 
Respons ib i l i ty to Protect , 
corroborates this viewpoint by 
arguing that the indecisiveness of  
the permanent members of  the 
Security Council has intensified 
the level of  violence in Syria, as 
Pres ident Bashar a l -Assad 
deploys more armed forces, 
whilst also emboldening the 
armed opposition.4 Today, the 
Syrian cataclysm is in its fifth 
year of  armed conflict, with no 
sign of  respite any time soon. 
  
Regionally: 
A further reason why the Syrian 
civil war has endured for so long 

as to become a humanitarian emergency, is the complexity 
of  the conflict’s regional implications amongst 
neighbouring states. What began as relatively peaceful 
demonstrations against the repression and nepotism of  the 
government quickly escalated into an armed conflict with 
sectarian undertones. The demographics of  the Syrian 
population comprise of  a majority of  Sunni Muslims, with 
other ethnic lines consisting of  Alawites, Shia, Ismaili and 
Christians. The ruling minority Alawite government has 
carried out a significant number of  attacks on various 
Sunni Muslim groups, which has exacerbated the violence 
along sectarian dividing lines, with far-reaching 
repercussions across the region. Whilst the Syrian regime 
was increasing its military reliance on majority Shiite Iran, 
opposition groups were looking to other Sunni Muslim 
countries for support, including the Gulf  States and some 
Western democracies. 

To complicate matters further, spurs of  Kurdish 
nationalism in the northeast of  Syria have used the civil war 
in an attempt to carve out an autonomous statelet for the 
Kurdish people. In addition, ideological extremists known 
as ISIS, have blurred Syrian state borders by declaring their 
own state, which extends from al-Raqqa where their capital 
lies, heading eastwards to Mosul in Iraq. As a result, 
although the Syrian people should be the focus of  concern 
for regional and international powers, nationalistic 
ambitions from ethnic Kurds and transborder terrorist 
networks have complicated the Syrian situation, making 
states increasingly wary and cautious over what action to 
take, if  any.  
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Syria’s Domestic Situation 
As a result of  the myriad of  issues facing Syria, the 
country has been caught in an incessant cycle of  political 
fragmentation, lack of  social services and economic 
stagnation, compounded by an estimated 7.6 million 
displaced people according to the UN Office for the 
Coordination of  Humanitarian Affairs 5. In the face of  an 
ever-rising influx of  refugees, Lebanon, Jordan and Iraq 
have imposed stricter regulations on entry, whereas Turkey 
is increasingly ‘managing’ its border to make sure entry is 
only granted for humanitarian relief; these measures are 
seen as necessary in the light of  the significant toll the 
refugee situation is taking on the demographic makeup 
and societal cohesion of  these neighbouring states. With 
25 percent of  its population being Syrian and/or 
Palestinian, Lebanon is only one example where this 
extraordinary figure has perpetuated resentment from 
locals, who have become jaded with mounting refugee 
numbers in an environment where employment and social 
services were already limited to begin with. 

  
Any humanitarian aid intending to enter Syria is bound to 
be impeded due to shifting frontlines and bureaucratic 
obstacles. The pervasiveness of  terrorist networks and 
continued fighting between opposition groups and the 
government has only intensified western powers’ security 
concerns, hurting the case of  those calling for the use of  
humanitarian corridors as relief  for the Syrian people. For 
this reason, it has become increasingly challenging for the 
Syrian people to find recourse and a permanent safe haven 
in this unabating conflict. However, the international 
community can no longer close their eyes and ears to this 
issue, as the consequences of  this conflict are arriving on 
Europe's doorsteps, in the form of  migrants fleeing 
persecution from their war-torn countries. As a result, 
doing nothing, no longer remains an option.  

SEHR SAIRA NAWAZ is a final year BA International 
Relations Undergraduate, at King’s College London.  

Saudi Women are Registering to Vote for the First Time Ever. So 
What?  
by Josephine Moreau 

Learning that a country’s women are finally being allowed 
to participate in elections instinctively calls for celebration 
by human rights proponents all over the world. But in 
Saudi Arabia, this step transpires to be more cosmetic than 
transformational. 

December 2015 will mark Saudi Arabia’s first municipal 
election since the late King Abdullah granted women the 
right to vote and run for office in 2011. Since women’s 
registration as voters and candidates in mid-August, Saudi 
politics have been preparing for change, with an estimated 
seventy women running for office. In addition to 
candidates, another eighty women have registered as 
campaign managers, a sight inconceivable prior to King 
Abdullah’s 2011 ruling.1 

Nonetheless, this seemingly massive leap in Saudi women’s 
rights hardly stands up to scrutiny because of  the little 
significance municipal elections hold in face of  the 
Kingdom’s decision-making structures. The nation remains 
an absolute monarchy ruled by the Saud family, whose 
political stronghold and lawmaking powers transpire in all 
spheres of  society. With regards to the constitution of  

municipal councils, the King has retained the power to 
appoint half  of  municipal officials, leaving only half  of  
the seats to be determined by vote.2 And ultimately, the 
municipal council’s responsibilities do not go beyond 
overseeing urban and development projects.3  In other 
words, women’s votes will only impact upon 50 percent of  
a body with limited powers compared to that of  the 
House of  Saud. 

And this would not be the first time policies allegedly 
supporting increased female political participation end up 
being little more than symbolic initiatives taken to 
convince Saudi women – and all those watching – that 
they are gaining access to the nation’s political sphere and 
on the path to institutionalizing their rights, when in fact 
they are merely presenting them with positions void of  any 
political weight. 

In January 2013 for example, King Abdullah announced 
his decision to appoint thirty women to the Shura Council, 
claiming it was symptomatic of  a “balanced modernization 
in line with [Saudi Arabia’s] Islamic values.”4 He also ruled 
that, thereon, women must constitute no less than 20 
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percent of  the 150-person council, therein alimenting the 
illusion of  sustainable steps towards securing Saudi 
women’s political rights.5 In reality, the Council’s purely 
consultative role and its lack of  lawmaking powers 
indubitably reveal the emptiness behind those words. And 
the increased numbers of  women in the body were not 
complimented by any measures ensuring they would have 
equal opportunities as their male counterparts to steer the 
discussions. Clear evidence of  women’s marginalization in 
the Council stems from one of  the very conditions tied to 
their participation: gender-segregating measures, ranging 
from separate office spaces to council chamber entrances 
and seating areas. 

As Saudi Arabia expert Thomas Lippman underlined at the 
time, King Abdullah cannot wholly be claimed responsible 
for such half-measure policies: “Even when [King 
Abdullah] moves boldly, he moves cautiously, in increments 
that the conservatives can be persuaded or forced to 
accept.”6 In fact, the late King is considered more 
progressive than the reigning King Salman. The latter’s 
much closer affiliation to the nation’s hard-line conservative 
religious establishment might jeopardize the slow 
emergence of  Saudi women’s rights. This is particularly 
threatening in light of  the fact that, in accordance with the 
Kingdom’s constitution, large portions of  Saudi Arabia’s 
political and judicial spheres are in the hands of  the ulema, 
the Saudi religious establishment. Subsequently, the 
interpretative nature of  its rulings may very well be used as 
a means to further limit women’s freedoms, as it has done 
in the past.  Additionally, the 1992 Basic Law of  Saudi 
Arabia states that the king and his subjects must comply 

with Sharia, Islamic law, interpreted locally through 
a Wahhabist lens.7 This intrinsic blending of  the 
political and the religious leaves little space for the 
advancement of  Saudi women’s rights, which is 
reinforced by the Kingdom’s history of  patriarchal 
tribes which considered namus (honour) and the 
separation of  women from men essential and 
interdependent. 

Saudi women’s rights have suffered from this 
conjuncture, as evidenced by the very limited 
freedoms they enjoy compared to women in 
neighbouring countries. Ranked 130th out of  146 
countries in 2014 in terms of  gender equality by the 
World Economic Forum, Saudi Arabia has been 
heavily criticized worldwide for its poor women’s 
rights record.8 This has led skeptics to suggest that 
King Abdullah’s decision was mainly motivated by a 
desire to bring the Kingdom closer to the United 
States, which has repeatedly condemned its 
treatment of  women. 

However, such an interpretation must be heavily nuanced 
to avoid underestimating the strength of  Saudi women’s 
rising movement in defense of  their rights. The Baladi 
campaign, run by Saudi women with the aim of  educating 
Saudis about the Kingdom’s politics, for example, is 
reported to have played a key role in King Abdullah’s 2011 
decision. Nonetheless, Saudi women are still far from 
overturning the laws and customs which leave them so 
deprived of  freedoms. The most blatant limit to Saudi 
women’s rights manifests itself  under the form of  the 
guardianship system. This system translates into the 
interdiction for women, upheld by ministerial policies and 
practices, to obtain a passport, marry, travel, file a lawsuit, 
access higher education or receive medical treatment 
without the approval of  a male guardian. 

Such limitations on women’s freedoms will undeniably 
hinder their capacity to participate in the December 
elections. The ban on female driving, which means that 
women must rely on their guardian to drive them to the 
voting booth, as well as the right of  male family members 
to oppose a woman’s freedom of  movement are only two 
of  numerous logistical obstacles that may throw a spanner 
in the works. 

Beyond the practical obstructions to women’s participation 
in elections lies the imposing obstacle laid by the illegality 
of  political dissent in the Kingdom. This is particularly 
debilitating for Saudi women who are notoriously more 
vulnerable to the law than male subjects. Indeed, women 
not only must have a male representative to access the 
court system, but also their testimony is worth half  a man’s, 
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leaving free-range for politically-motivated judges with 
interpretative powers to disproportionately sanction 
women opposing the political order.9 

Obstacles to political participation may also take more 
indirect forms, as illustrated by the Ministry of  Municipal 
and Rural Affairs’ decision to halt Baladi’s plan to hold 
workshops educating Saudis about the culture of  elections.
10 Women are therefore kept in the dark about the policies 
and candidates that would best protect their interests, and 
those well-informed who decide to voice their opposition 
to the ruling class’s politics risk enormously. 

Nevertheless, the picture is not all dark for Saudi women, 
their participation in the upcoming elections marking a 

step, however small, towards female emancipation, and one 
for which they have fought hard for. This transpires in the 
aforementioned actions taken by Saudi women, their 
enthusiasm for the 2011 ruling, which they perceive as a 
precursor of  change, and their desire to use it as a 
springboard to further women’s rights. Jamal Al-Saadi, one 
of  the first women to register to vote, declared: “The 
participation of  Saudi women in the municipal elections as 
voters and candidates was a dream for us… We are just at 
the beginning of  the road.”11 

And what a long road. 

JOSEPHINE MOREAU is a final year BA International 
Relations undergraduate at King's College London. 

What Is Next For Palestine?  
by Alberto Torres

It has been a year since Israel dropped between eighteen 
and twenty tonnes of  explosives over Gaza. Most of  Gaza 
remains destroyed, and the material being used to 
reconstruct the Strip is ironically being bought from the 
regime responsible for its desolation.1 “Operation 
Protective Edge”, an onslaught that resulted in 2,310 
deaths and 96,000 homes damaged or destroyed has long 
been declared over.2 Unfortunately, for the residents of  
Gaza, the external aggression is never over. Wounds are 
bound to remain open and unhealed for decades to come 
unless the occupation comes to an end. 

According to the Palestinian Centre for Human Rights, in 
May alone, a total of  fourteen teenagers were shot by IOF 
watchtowers and around twenty-five Palestinians have been 
killed by Israeli forces so far this year.3 Already before the 
latest large-scale aggression, 90 percent of  the water in 
Gaza was deemed undrinkable, sustained electricity was 
inaccessible and two thirds of  the population were 
refugees in their own land.4 With no job prospects and 
insufficient welfare provision to maintain a growing 
dispossessed population, the UN considers Gaza to 
become unliveable unless immediate action is taken by 
2020.5 Yet Gaza is but a fraction of  occupied Palestine. 
From Jerusalem to Al-Khalil and from Jaffa to Jenin, 
Palestine remains occupied, segregated, and under a subtle, 
albeit constant, ethnic cleansing. Whereas it is targeted 
killings, house demolitions, Israeli settlers’ arson and other 
terrorist attacks, torturing prisoners, or daily humiliation 

through racist laws and practices, violence is not spared in 
any part of  the land. 

Fortunately though, Palestinians have not given up and 
Israel is becoming increasingly isolated, even from its 
traditional Western allies. Whereas some Palestinians have 
conformed to the idea of  a future state that coexists with 
Israel, others have more immediate concerns of  securing 
their basic rights and dismantling the occupation. As the 
Palestine Liberation Organisation is falling deeper into a 
crisis of  legitimacy as official representative of  the 
Palestinian people, civil society, both locally and 
internationally, is gaining momentum behind the banner of  
the Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions (BDS) movement. 
The recent endorsement of  the movement by the National 
Union of  Students in the United Kingdom and pledge of  
US churches to divest from Israel, coupled with other 
victories such as G4S’s announcement to pull out from 
Israel by 2017 and Dutch Pension fund PGGM’s decision 
to divest millions of  Euros from five Israeli banks, are 
making the BDS movement shift from the symbolic to the 
effective as they directly impact on Israel’s economy.6 The 
EU initiative to start labelling products coming from illegal 
Israeli settlements, accompanied by the US’s progressive 
disengagement in the Middle East and its recent nuclear 
deal with Iran, are marking steps in this growing 
isolationism. Combined, they are helping build a 
consensus: rather than a regular functioning democracy 
that should be treated as a friendly partner, Israel should 
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be seen as a state guilty of  apartheid, as accountable as 
anyone else for its innumerable international law violations, 
segregation policies, and oppression of  Palestinians. 

The heightened role of  BDS in the fight for Palestinian 
self-determination has been made notorious by the attacks 
of  Israeli ministers, particularly Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu’s remarks on anti-Semitism and the invoking of  
the Holocaust to condemn it.7 Though they could be 
considered as signs of  weakness, it is important to 
remember that his cabinet is allocating millions of  shekels 
and devoting entire government departments to combat 
BDS. An example of  this is the Hasbara (Israeli public 
advocacy abroad) ministry, which grants scholarships and 
actively encourages Israelis abroad to do public advocacy, 
produces material and propaganda, and employs a 
multilingual media team that reaches up to 100,000 
volunteers in social media networks.8  

What is more, inflammatory statements such as those 
recently made by Netanyahu are intelligently formulated to 
appeal to a certain national and international neo-
conservative Jewish audience, one highly susceptible to the 
language of  fear. By utilising the label of  anti-Semitism, 
Israeli officials’ rationale is to foster a sense of  paranoia 
which reinforces the entrenchment to the Israeli officials’ 
rationale is to foster a sense of  paranoia which reinforces 
the entrenchment to the Israeli state and its perception as 
the sole protector of  Jewish people. This gives political 
strength to Netanyahu and the Israeli right-wing at home, 
whilst also maintaining and boosting international support 
from Zionist donors and lobbyists. Indeed, the Israeli 
status quo relies on three pillars, namely the army, the 
media, and the economy. The fact that these elements are 
heavily dependent on international support is one powerful 
reason to use tactics such as BDS in order to weaken them, 
hopefully enabling Palestinians to pressurise Israel into 
providing equal rights, the right of  return, and an end to 
the illegal occupation – the three key demands of  the BDS 
movement.  

A recent talk at King’s College London, chaired by 
journalist Ben White, featured a Question-time style panel 
with Palestinian representatives from different 
organisations fighting for Palestinian autonomy. Their 
views represented the diversity of  positions on the future 
of  the Palestinian cause. Ahmed Masoud, Palestinian writer 
and activist from Gaza, having himself  witnessed two 
large-scale onslaughts, made the case for armed struggle in 
specific contexts arguing it is not only legitimate under 
international law, but also the inevitable and last option that 
has been left to the people, especially in besieged Gaza. On 
the opposite, Iyad Burnat from West Bank’s Bil’in’s Popular 

Committee defended the strategic relevance of  non-violent 
resistance and based his reasoning on his community’s 
success in dismantling part of  the separation wall 
surrounding his town, 86 percent of  which currently takes 
up Palestinian land.9 Taking a similar point of  view, Sami 
Awad from the Holy Land Trust in Bethlehem joined in 
the condemnation of  the occupation’s infrastructure, 
asserting the moral grounds for non-violent struggle and its 
function as a uniting and inclusive force in both Israel and 
Palestine. Riya Hassan, BDS European and National Co-
ordinator was also there to defend BDS tactics as the most 
effective tool to push Israel towards a settlement that is just 
and fair for Palestinians, while Leila Sansour from Open 
Bethlehem made the case for leadership, political parties, 
negotiations, and institutionalised struggle to achieve 
change. 

Though in some cases diametrically opposed, all the 
speakers’ views converged on the importance of  the BDS 
movement in shifting the narrative to one of  rights rather 
than political boundaries. The only concern lies in that 
international solidarity movements carry a slight risk of  
becoming movements of  their own, which is short for 
appropriation of  the Palestinian struggle. Palestinians are 
and have to be the main actors of  their struggle as well as 
the drivers behind their own liberation. The fight against 
Israel’s Prawer Plan in 2013, which aimed to ethnically 
cleanse around 40,000 Bedouins from the Negev desert, 
was met with such fierce resistance and unity from 
Palestinians in Israel proper, the West Bank and in the 
diaspora, that Israel had to withdraw its plan after only 
partially demolishing a few villages. 10 

Albeit a temporary success, this event has shown that even 
though the Palestinian leadership seems old, fragile and co-
opted, the masses are still driven to fight for their rights, 
nationhood, and self-determination. Palestinian grassroots 
resistance is still alive and has the potential for unity. 
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