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Dear reader, 
 

Would you believe it? Here I am, lounging on the sofa typing away, knowing that soon readers from across 

King’s will be flicking (or clicking) through pages of Dialogue’s latest magazine. It all seems so surreal. 

Throughout my life, people have often asked me: “Rory, what happens if you take 25 people with varying 

levels of journalistic experience and aim to produce (and completely re-design) a political journal in a few 

months?”. Until now, I had never been able to answer that question. For now, we won’t go into the fact that 

people were asking me such strangely specific questions long before today. 

 

This brand-new issue of Dialogue centres around ‘diplomacy’, and all this theme has to offer. Editors and 

contributors have penned articles covering issues including Malaysia’s greatest financial scandal, Twitter’s 

impact on diplomacy, ‘Finlandisation’ and indigenous rights. Flick to Features for a broad overview of the 

issue’s theme, dabble in Debate for new ideas and perspectives, and examine Emerging Securities for an 

insight into interactions between nations.  

 

Like one of those highly-misleading TV shows in which a house is completely re-decorated in one day, Dia-

logue has received a total makeover. New sections have been added, such as Debate, Society and a host 

of new regions. That means more articles, and a wider range of topics covered. The general formatting has 

also been updated, with a cleaner font, more images, and most importantly, a different style of writing. My 

main focus this year will be to make Dialogue the political magazine for all – no jargon, no unnecessary 

words and a more approachable feel. If students from any degree background feel completely at ease 

reading this year’s issues, then I’ll know that I’ve done my job. 

 

Also like these shows, an army of volunteers has been on hand too. The Editors and Assistant Editors are 

our interior designers, who tie together all the rooms and ensure the theme is constant throughout. Our 

Social Media Editor, Carla, is in charge of all picture frames and mirrors – who better to post on walls? (yes, 

that was indeed a Facebook pun). Our incredible Creative Editor, Guste, is our painter, who somehow cre-

ated the cover image in the time it took me to come up with these awful decorating metaphors. Finally, the 

wider Politics Society committee have been very helpful too, securing funding for the printing of our issues 

and reaching out to sponsors. 

 

This is just one of four issues planned for the upcoming academic year, and I thank you again for picking 

up (or downloading) this copy. Feel free to come along to Politics Society events, which will be held roughly 

every two weeks, particularly if you’re looking for somebody to talk Facebook-puns with. 

 

Here’s to a great year, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rory Daniels 

Editor in Chief of KCL Dialogue 
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Dear reader, 
 

Welcome to Dialogue Issue 18 and to the Politics Society 2018-2019! 

 

The Politics Society brings the debates taking place at Parliament, Media and Society to our University; al-

lowing students to broaden their knowledge of international politics and take part in the discussion. As well 

as regularly inviting experts from different fields to give talks at King’s, our society also actively encourages 

conversation between students, academics and the wider public. A good example of this is the Labour & 

Conservative Societies Annual Debate, and so too is our student-led political journal, Dialogue. If it is not 

feasible to bring the debate to our university, we take our students to the debate. This is through visits such 

as those to the House of Commons or prominent Think Tanks.   

 

As well as serving as a space for the exchange of ideas, the Politics Society also functions as a social plat-

form, in which students can meet like-minded people with a genuine interest in international politics and 

current affairs. Attendees and panellists of speaker events usually finish at the pub and our annual Winter 

Ball draws a significant crowd. Participating in our events, such as talks and networking sessions, is also an 

excellent way to gain valuable professional connections.  

 

Indeed, this is a very exciting year. If you want to support our activities, we invite you to become a member 

of the Politics Society through the KCLSU website - you will gain discounts for the Winter Ball and preferen-

tial access to ticketed events. Also, I must mention the Department of Political Economy—we at the society 

are extremely grateful for all their support, and we encourage you to engage with their events throughout 

the year. 

 

To keep yourself informed, please also follow us on our social media: 

 

Facebook: KCL Politics Society 

Twitter: @KclPolSoc 

Instagram: @kclpolitics 

 

Looking forward to meeting you at our events! 

 

 

 

 

 

Diego Rodriguez-Mejias 

President of KCL Politics Society 
 

 

 
 



        

 KCL Politics Society 

 

 

 

  

The Team 

 

 

Diego Rodríguez Mejías 

President 

Rory Daniels 

Editor-in-Chief 

Guste Rekstyte  

Creative Editor 

Carla Suárez 

Communications Officer 

Salome Gongadze 

Features Editor 

Zuzanna Nogalska  

Society Editor 

Alberto Polimeni 

Emerging Securities 

Editor 

Edward David 

Britain Editor 

Caroline White 

Europe  Editor 

Wendy Wan 

China Editor 

Holly Campbell 

Asia Editor 

Grace Avita Casanova 

The Americas 

Editor  

Yukti Gopal 

Middle East & Africa  

Editor 

Flaminia Luck 

Society  

Leon Solve 

Mossing Knudsen 

Society 

Oskari Vaaranmaa 

Emerging Securities 

Robert Adderley 

Britain  

Jasper Williams 

US 

Grace Hanson-Eden 

Europe  and  

In  Conversation 

George Lam 

China  

Costanza Greppi 

Asia 

Lucas Lopes 

The Americas 

Yasmin Safwat 

Middle East & Africa 

The Editors 

The Assistant Editors 

Politics Society 

Roshan Panesar  

US  Editor 



       In this Issue                       4

 KCL Politics Society  

Features  
5     Diplomacy in the 21st Century 

 

In Conversation  
9     Interview with Damien Plant 

 

Society 
11   Go be displaced somewhere else  

12   Digital diplomacy – a return to old  

 ideals? 

13   A Note on diplomacy 

15     The Putin Cup 2018 

17   Political polarisation and  

 diplomacy 

 

Emerging Securities 
19    Rwanda’s new normal 

20    A turning point for Turkish  

 diplomacy 

21    The false promise of human  

  security 

22    Small islands, loud voices  

 

 The Americas 
24    Changing Tides in Latin America 

26    Diplomacy is key for indigenous 

rights 

27    Leaving the champagne and  

  caviar behind  

28    Latin America’s economic bet 

 

 Asia 
30    The pomp politics of Trump and 

Kim 

31    Lessons from Singapore 

33    Malaysia’s greatest financial  

 scandal 

 

US 
Hitting the target but missing the 

point  

The pragmatic  relationship: US 

and Britain 

Diplomacy disrupted  

Can Twitter and  diplomacy  

coexist?  

 

Britain 
A special relationship up in air 

The schizophrenia of British  

foreign policy 

Leaving the  European Union but 

not Europe?  

Don’t turn your back on the bear 

 

Europe 
The good and the bad of  

Finlandization 

Key features of Russian foreign 

policy  

The friendly host—is Russia  

reaching out? 

 

Middle East & Africa 
The west’s midlife crisis 

Iran & Iraq: from foes to friends 

 

China 
Peace with Pyongyang 

The dragon descends 

National memory: China’s past in  

foreign policy 

 

Our cover 
This issue’s cover was designed 

by our Creative Editor, Guste 

Rekstyte. It was inspired by the 

absurd twists and turns of mod-

ern diplomacy, and the increas-

ing role played by social media 

in enabling this. Our issue ex-

plores how modern technology, 

Trump, and Putin, have all rede-

fined diplomacy in the 21st Cen-

tury. 

Continue the conversation 

For more updates and a 

chance to  join our online 

discussions, visit our web-

site at  

 

www.kclpolitics.org/

dialogue/ 

 

Facebook: 

www.facebook.com/

kcldialogue/ 

35 

 

36 

 

37 

 

42 

43 

 

44 

 

46 

48 

 

49 

 

52 

54 

55 

57 

59 

60 

Published by a team of King’s students 

to “facilitate discussion and debate in 

the realm of international politics 

through journalism that is both 

 impartial and accessible.”  

38 



Features 

  

 

KCL Politics Society 

 

 

Diplomacy in the 

twenty-first 

century 
By Salome Gongadze 

 
 

In 1967, the philosopher Raymond Aron wrote that ‘the ambassa-

dor and the soldier live and symbolize international relations’. 

Aron’s words conjure up the image of diplomacy and international 

crisis as we know it during the Cold War. Shadowy rooms where 

the Kennedy’s men in suits and the Khrushchev’s men in suits fur-

tively debated the placement of missiles in Cuba. Grainy television 

footage of freedom fighters storming presidential palaces, clutching 

copies of the works of Marx. High stakes negotia-

tions in the UN security council room. What is the 

image of diplomacy in the twenty-first century? 

cache of stolen diplomatic documents online. 

Climate We might imagine a group of hackers 

preparing to upload a cache of stolen diplomatic 

documents online. Climate change activists liais-

ing with allies across borders to coordinate a new pressure strategy. 

Mob violence spurred by a chain message on WhatsApp. 

 

International diplomacy has clearly changed as much as the world 

around it. Understanding how this process of change occurs re-

quires looking at the ‘who’, the ‘what’, and the ‘how’. In other 

words, we can trace changes three areas: in the issues and focus, 

the actors and players, and the arenas and spaces. 

 

New issues and focus 

 

 While the traditional issues of diplomacy - war, peace, and 

trade - remain ever important in contemporary inter-state relations, 

one major change in diplomacy concerns the rise of new issues. 

Climate change is maybe the biggest ‘new’ diplomatic issue, one so 

pressing that spawned its own new field of ‘climate diplomacy’. 

High profile climate-focused summits have been hosted by the 

United Nations since 1979. The frequent drama, frustration, and 

failure that plagued such summits as Kyoto in 1997 and Copenha-

gen in 2009 demonstrate the intense difficulty diplomats have ex-

perienced in trying to build consensus between states with massive-

ly differing priorities around climate, industry, and economic devel-

opment. Climate change has developed into such a simultaneously 

urgent and polarising issue internationally that some commentators 

suggested that multilateral climate diplomacy in general is dead. 

 

However, there was greater success at the better-organised Paris 

summit in 2015, with all participants commit-

ting to lowering emissions in an effort to 

stave off global temperature increase. Paris 

may demonstrate that, as climate change 

impacts become increasingly evident, even 

more resistant state parties might be more 

willing to cooperate. For example, China, the 

world’s largest polluter, has pivoted towards policies that aim to 

limit emissions and protect the environment. Climate change is 

being experienced around the world with everything from rising 

sea levels to extreme heat waves to water shortages; future diplo-

matic energies will likely have to focus on managing its impact in-

stead of aiming just to avert future climate problems. 

Features 

“What is the image of  

diplomacy in the 

twenty-first century?”  
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The issue of refugee flows and migration has long been pre-

sent in the international arena, but it has heated up especially 

following the intensification of humanitarian conflicts such as 

the Syrian Civil War, rise of ISIS in Iraq, chaos in Libya, and a 

number of smaller crises in Africa. Governments facing influxes 

of refugee arrivals have struggled to balance international 

commitments to asylum protection with increasing political 

domestic discontent over migration. Both the United Nations 

and the European Union have both held 

high-profile summits on refugees and 

migrants for the first time in 2016 and 2018 

respectively, reflecting the issue’s increas-

ing urgency. The movement of people 

across borders will, like climate change, 

continue to challenge diplomats for dec-

ades to come.  

 

Lastly, the rise of cybersecurity issues has 

presented a number of new challenges to 

the practice of diplomacy. A dramatic 

ongoing example is the controversy over 

alleged Russian hacking activities around 

the 2016 presidential election in the United 

States. Though it is certainly not the first example of an attempt 

by a foreign power to influence elections in another, the use of 

technologies like malware to steal and then leak information, 

with such monumental consequences, is a complex develop-

ment for diplomatic relations. The lack of paper trails and use 

of untraceable cryptocurrencies to facilitate these actions 

makes investigating and prosecuting the perpetrators extreme-

ly difficult.  

 

New actors and players 

 

 As Aron wrote in the 1960s, ambassadors and military 

actors were once the core actors driving diplomacy. In other 

words, diplomacy was a ‘club’: small, elite, hierarchical, and 

rigid. Researchers suggest that diplomacy of the twenty-first 

century looks more like a ‘network’: broader, more diverse, and 

made up of a larger number of actors and issues. Affecting 

change internationally requires agreement from a larger num-

ber of actors - the ‘who’ of international diplomacy. Who are 

the main actors of the twenty-first century diplomatic universe? 

The umbrella term ‘non state actor’ has traditionally been used 

by analysts to describe international players outside the main 

state system, but this term is arguably far too broad to de-

scribe the huge variety of influential forces competing with 

states for influence in the diplomatic arena.  

 

Globalisation - the growing integration 

of the world economy - has arguably 

generated a new breed of transnational 

and multinational corporations (TNCs/

MNCs) that exert their weight in the dip-

lomatic world. While economic diploma-

cy is certainly nothing new in internation-

al affairs, it is arguable that the weighty 

role of huge cross-border firms has seri-

ously shifted relationships between inter-

national actors in the past few decades. 

The new issue of tech and cyber-security 

comes up here: global tech giants like 

Apple, Google, and Facebook are in-

creasingly under direct scrutiny by national governments and 

state organizations like the EU for their handling of privacy and 

security problems.  

 

In the past few decades, global civil society has also become 

majorly influential in the diplomatic universe and in internation-

al organisations like the United Nations. Recently, transnational 

civil society groups have been active in everything ranging 

from refugee issues in Europe to human rights advocacy in 

Myanmar to raising awareness of plastic pollution in oceans. 

While these groups’ energy, expertise, and flexibility can help 

diplomats solve pressing international issues, they can also be 

a source of annoyance or even disobedience. For example, the 

disconnect between the actions of organised civil society 

groups to aid refugees attempting to enter mainland Europe 

from that of governments trying to limit them, has been a ma-

“diplomacy [in] the 

twenty-first century 

looks more like a 

‘network’: broader, 

more diverse, and 

made up  

of a larger number of  

actors and issues” 
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jor source of friction. 

 

Researchers have also identified what might be called global 

‘uncivil society’ - organised groups with more sinister agendas, 

such as transnational criminal networks, extremist groups, mili-

tias, and terrorist organisations. These groups exist outside the 

law and are usually treated as such, but have occasionally been 

impactful enough to require a more 

complicated response. Although ISIS 

no longer commands the strength 

they once did, the orginisation took 

on several state-like characteristics at 

the height of their power. In Afghani-

stan, the Taliban remain resistantly 

rooted despite seventeen years of 

efforts to remove them - it is been 

recently reported that the U.S. government has entered into 

negotiations with Taliban officials to end conflict. Some groups 

are harder to categorise, falling in more of a grey area. Wik-

ileaks is an obvious candidate for this category: depending on 

who one asks, the Wikileaks may be described as guerilla hack-

tivists working to expose dirty diplomatic secrets or as a shady 

criminal team bent on sowing discord by publicising sensitive 

information. No matter what one makes of them, there is no 

denying the impact that their action had on global diplomatic 

affairs.  

 

New arenas and channels 

 

 Technology is not simply an issue in diplomatic affairs - it 

has significantly changed the practice of diplomacy as much as 

it has been an area of activity. The rise of what might be de-

scribed as a ‘digital diplomatic arena’ is closely connected to 

the development towards what researchers call the trend to-

wards ‘public diplomacy’ - the movement away from a closed 

diplomatic sphere towards diplomacy which aims to sway 

global public opinion. Carefully managed public relations cam-

paigns are now launched in tandem with private negotiations. 

Much of this work is now done through the internet - originally 

on foreign ministry web pages and emails, but now mainly 

through digital media and social media platforms.  

 

Much has been said about the impact of Twitter. U.S. president 

Donald Trump’s personal use of the platform is the most noto-

rious example in politics today, but perhaps obscures the wide 

range of day-to-day public diplomacy being run on it. The 

accounts of foreign ministries and leaders are being used reg-

ularly to issue news updates, share media, and post quotes. 

Some country users have even taken advantage of the popu-

larity of humorous memes, gifs, and emoji on social media, 

which is a major contrast to the traditional image of diplomatic 

service as an serious and closed-off function of government. 

 

However, the contrast between comedy and seriousness can 

sometimes lead to some bizarre exchanges. Accounts associat-

ed with the governments of Russia and Ukraine, countries that 

have seen an extreme deterioration of relations in the past few 

years, have occasional ‘twitter fights’, complete with gifs. While 

media commentators have described these exchanges as 

‘epic’, a twitter ‘war’ is troubling given that there is a very real 

military conflict between these two states that has produced 

thousands of casualties. Social media has no overall rulebook 

and norms around its use have not yet solidified - diplomats of 

the future will be challenged to define what responsible use of 

it should look like.  

 

Conclusion  

 

Examining the who’, the ‘what’, and the ‘how’ of twenty-first 

century diplomacy sheds light on a fascinating set of simulta-

neous yet contradictory tendencies in international politics. In 

some sense, the diplomatic universe has become much smaller 

- events in one part of the world 

may trigger a response in a distant 

location. Diplomats and statesmen 

are increasingly all influenced by 

the workings of one global econo-

my or one global climate crisis. In 

another sense, it is much bigger. 

Diplomacy has moved into a flat-

ter ‘network’ which encompasses a 

larger number of effective actors. Vast swaths of the global 

population, once silent in international politics, are now en-

gaged through technological connectivity and globalization. 

There is no doubt that the greatest challenges of the next few 

decades will lie at the pressure points where these contractions 

and expansions conflict - it will be up to diplomats to face 

them.  

 

“Diplomacy has moved into a 

flatter ‘network’ which 

 encompasses … swaths of 

the global population” 
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Lt. Col. Damien Plant, speaks to KCL  

Dialogue’s assistant European Editor, Grace 

Hanson-Eden. 

 

As the British Defence Attaché to Austria, Slovenia 

and Switzerland, could you elaborate to our read-

ers on exactly what your role involves? 

 

Within defence there are a small number of ap-

pointments oversees in defence;; these are called a 

Defence Attaché and there is a very long tradition 

of this.  

 

Defence attachés have variety of roles. Primarily we 

work to the Chief of Defence Staff in the UK, we are 

his/her man on the ground and represent him pri-

marily in their relationships in the host country. We 

are, of course, also there to be able to brief people 

back at home about the situation in the country in 

which we find ourselves from 

a defence and security per-

spective; we do that in nations 

that we are friendly with and 

we do that in nations that we 

are unfriendly with and it 

shouldn’t surprise anyone to know that the UK 

seeks to know as much information  as possible 

about the situation in [the host] country. 

 

[The role] is all about relationships. There are some 

other supporting roles; for example, working with 

brother and sister organisations around the world 

and using that to learn and develop ourselves – a 

good example is that we send British soldiers to 

train in foreign countries and they send students to 

train in our colleges, the list goes on.  

Another key area is prosperity. The UK is the sec-

ond largest defence exporting nation, we have an 

enormous footprint.  I would stress to readers that 

this should cause nobody any concern whatsoever; 

having worked in countries that we are very good 

friends with, whenever there is any issue about de-

fence exports there is a very detailed process that 

we go through in order to make sure that what we 

are selling abroad cannot be used improperly ei-

ther by the people that we are exporting to or by 

third parties for malign activities.  

 

You mention that developing relationships is key, 

how do your personal relationships with represent-

atives of other countries, which are invariably both 

hostile and friendly, differ? 

 

You touch upon a really important point which is 

that, as well as the host country, we also support 

the relationships with other nations.  

Vienna is seen as a bit of a hub for defence atta-

chés, there is a lot going on in the world of diplo-

macy here; for example, we have a United Nations 

headquarters which is responsible for atomic and 

nuclear issues. We also have the Organisation for 

Security and Cooperation within Europe (OSCE) 

which has about 55 members and plays a leading 

role for the UN in the Ukraine, so it doesn’t confine 

itself to greater Europe but extends itself further. 

So, a great deal of multi-

lateral and bilateral activity 

takes place here.  

We look to strengthen our 

relationships with our al-

lies, but diplomacy is 

about keeping channels of communication open 

and so I also talk to nations that we are currently 

not so friendly with - I think that is a very healthy 

thing to do. 

 

How much impact does the domestic situation in 

the UK political sphere impact upon your day to 

day role? 

 

Thankfully UK governments are pretty consistent, I 

say that as someone who has seen a much bigger 

spectrum of political divides across the world in 

places such as Afghanistan and Iraq; it’s all relative. 

I think we have a really good system in that we 

have a professional and neutral diplomatic corps. I 

have no party line and as a military officer I am not 

allowed to be a member of a political party. Our 

professional diplomats absolutely have to follow 

the order of the government of the day but they 

also have to give politically neutral advice. 

Diplomacy with Lt. Col. Damien Plant,  Her 

Majesty’s Defence Attaché to 

Austria, Slovenia and Switzerland in conversation 

“Diplomacy is about keeping 

channels of  

communication open” 
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Some other nations highly politicise their diplomatic 

cadres and for my money, that is not as helpful a 

system and it does mean that you aren’t as con-

sistent in your diplomatic relations with other na-

tions.  

You are a representative for three different coun-

tries, do you notice much difference between their 

diplomatic aims and approaches? 

 

The 1815 Congress of Vienna, where we are having 
this interview, was really the first proper attempt 
after some dark periods in Europe to establish dip-
lomatic relations. So, while the nations that I cover 
have very different histories and approaches, there 
are norms and conventions that spring from 1815 
and have been developed ever since. We have the 
League of Nations, the United Nations, the OSCE, 
lots of international organisations, so I’d say that 
these [conventions] have been refined over the 
years. They are mostly consensus driven. 
 

On to the topic of the moment, how do you think 

that Brexit will impact upon military diplomatic rela-

tions with our European allies? 

 

From a defence attaché’s perspective, it’s a very 

positive story. Whenever I’ve been challenged on 

this question I’ve always said that the UK remains as 

committed as ever to the defence and security of 

Europe. We are utterly integrated in defence, intel-

ligence and security areas; we are still one of the 

absolute forefront leaders of NATO in Europe and 

we are arguably the most prominent European 

power in defence and security terms, so I think that 

the future will see no change in that. We will seek 

to continue to cooperate with our European part-

ners in that field as much as we ever have done 

and possibly even more.  

 

As you know we are a student paper and many of 

our readers will be considering a career in diplo-

macy for themselves, do you have any advice for 

would-be diplomats? 

 

I would say that it’s written on the tin really; you 

need to be able to be diplomatic, to be discreet, to 

know how to be sensitive on every level: gender, 

culture, and so on. 

 Beyond that, whilst you can have a diplomatic ca-

reer without speaking foreign languages, my main 

point to readers is that if you are working in coun-

tries where English is not spoken, you are not going 

to have the impact that you would have if you 

spoke the language and spoke it well.  

 

Finally, I have heard that a certain Sir Ralph Scaven-

ger has taken the diplomatic world by storm and is 

now a regular face in the British embassy in Vienna, 

what do you make of the rumours that he has his 

eyes on your job? 

 

I think you are referring to the family dog! He has 
been awarded a quasi-diplomatic status within the 
embassy, he does have his own security pass and 
has access to the most secure parts of the building. 
Unfortunately, he does have a habit of eating peo-
ple’s lunch at any given opportunity, so on the ba-
sis that I am not stealing sandwiches from the 
handbags of female colleagues, I think that my job 
is safe for now!  
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Go be  

displaced 

somewhere 

else 
By Rory Daniels 
 

The West has little desire to help those who 

need it the most 

 

Exactly two years ago to the day of writing, 

Angela Merkel’s notification feed went cra-

zy. After hastily switching her iPhone to 

silent mode, she must have looked at the 

screen and blushed. Before her eyes were 

scores of love messages and memes, sent 

by Syrians excited by the prospect of soon 

starting a new life in Germany. The country 

had just opted out of the Dublin Agree-

ment, meaning that it would no longer send 

asylum seekers back to their country of 

origin, and they could settle in Germany 

instead. 

 

The number of Syrians who took advantage 

of this move is staggering. 2015 saw a total 

of 890,000 asylum seekers registered in the 

country, at an eye-watering cost of €21.7 

billion. In the years since, this number has 

increased by over 450,000, and so too has 

the cost. 

 

Despite Angela Merkel’s overnight transfor-

mation from stern politician to that one 

person who receives 300 cards every Valen-

tine’s Day, other Western leaders were left 

questioning their notification settings. This is 

because whilst Germany led the way in ac-

cepting over one million of the world’s most 

vulnerable individuals, Cameron, Hollande 

and others turned their backs. In 2015, the 

UK accepted a total of 20,000 refugees, with 

France taking a measly 4000 more.  

 

There could be legitimate reasons for such 

low commitments from these nations. Per-

haps the 2008 financial crisis played a role, 

as the UK’s disproportionate reliance upon 

its financial services sector led to greater 

crashes in GDP to those experienced in 

Merkel’s Germany. In a time of heightened 

austerity, the public and political mood for 

accepting scores of refugees is clearly di-

minished. Alternatively, Germany’s skills 

shortage could be a key motivator behind 

its gargantuan numbers. The country’s 

Economy Minister, Sigmar Gabriel, stated 

just this in a 2015 parliamentary speech, 

referring to findings that Berlin predicts its 

working age population will shrink by 6m 

people by 2030. 

 

Rigging the system 

 

However, a growing number of experts are 

arguing it’s no coincidence that 85% of the 

world’s refugees are currently being hosted 

by developing countries. They point to the 

emergence of a new ‘deterrence paradigm’: 

a set of practices and policies aimed at 

stopping displaced individuals from ever 

arriving at certain nations, or being accept-

ed into them. One such example of deter-

rence policy can be found in Australia, a 

country that when faced with a potential 

influx of refugees was quick to adopt the 

use of offshore processing and detention 

centres (based on US practice at Guantana-

mo Bay).  

 

This matters because displaced individuals 

should be taken in by nations based off 

their ability to provide for them and keep 

them safe from war, disaster and persecu-

tion. As soon as opportunistic politicians get 

their hands on the country’s doorknob, 

citizens in need will be out in the cold. 

These aren’t holiday-makers and travellers 

being turned away without cause, but rather 

the most destitute and abused, fleeing 

drone warfare, murderous dictators, natural 

disasters and religious persecution. Current-

ly, these people are finding themselves pri-

marily in developing nations, with only one 

of the world’s top-10 hosts being found in 

the West (Germany). Countries such as Jor-
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article continues on p15 

dan, Uganda and Lebanon are at break-

ing point, stretching already scarce re-

sources and relying heavily on interna-

tional assistance from the likes of the 

UNHCR. 

 

Shady dealings 

 

Developed nations in the West have op-

erated in the shadows, implementing 

deterrence policies on the sly and out of 

the public eye. These are often dreamed 

up in smoke-filled rooms, not parliamen-

tary chambers. The Australian Institute of 

International Affairs (AIIA) states that 

‘under a shroud of secrecy, Australia, the 

United Kingdom and the United States 

engaged policy sharing as a means of 

creating more effective deterrence poli-

cies. Meetings between governments are 

closed off to the media and non-

government organi-

sations, leaving poli-

cy makers increas-

ingly unaccountable 

and prompting a 

‘race to the bottom’ 

in adopting more 

aggressive deter-

rence.’ It so follows 

that what shady 

governments need 

the most is for light 

to be shed on their dealings. Increased 

accountability offers just this. 

 

The OECD defines ‘accountable govern-

ance’ as ‘the collective responsibility of 

officials to preserve the public's trust in 

government’. Accountable governments 

are open, transparent, and able to be 

scrutinised. All too often, politicians side-

step these measures, leading to actions 

and policies going unchecked (typically 

with dire consequences). Liken this to the 

countless catastrophic decisions taken by 

dominant despots and all-controlling 

autocrats. The AIIA calls for just this, 

claiming that international organisations 

such as the United Nations can lead to a 

new political culture in which 

‘intergovernmental cooperation is made 

transparent and accountable’. And this 

argument makes sense. What better way 

to hold secretive governments to account 

than through enforcement mechanisms 

and the promise of selective incentives?  

Moving forward, if we are to put our faith 

in international organisations to enforce 

accountable governance, we need a 

mechanism by which to facilitate this. 

Here is where diplomacy enters the pic-

ture. This concerns the skill in the man-

agement of international relations, and is 

absolutely vital if over 70 years of conver-

sation and cooperation are to continue 

on the global stage. 

 

The world’s humanitarian crises are not 

going away any time 

soon. In fact, they’re 

getting worse. The 

UNHCR reports that 

in 2003, an average 

of 11,000 people were 

forcibly displaced 

across the globe each 

day. By 2017, this 

figure had risen to 

45,000. Alarmingly, a 

total of 68.5 million 

people today find themselves forcibly 

displaced, including those internally dis-

placed (40 million), refugees (25.4 million) 

and asylum-seekers (3.1 million). Now 

more than ever, accountable governance 

must be ensured in Western nations, and 

regulated by international organisations 

with the clout to do so. 

 

Unless Theresa May, President Macron 

and other Western leaders soon find 

themselves the subject of heart-filled 

memes and letters of adoration, we’ll 

know that the impact of deterrence poli-

cies has not yet diminished.  

Digital 

diplomacy 
A return to old  

ideals? 

By Leesal Mallhan 

 

Technology has radically changed politi-

cal practice. This cannot be overstated. 

Social media is at the forefront of how 

we engage with our political environ-

ment and has provided a platform for 

anyone with an opinion and internet 

access.  An activist in Egypt can use Fa-

cebook to organise a demonstration in 

the time it takes to paint a placard. The 

president of the United States can send 

a Tweet, no matter how ill-conceived, 

and reach international partners in 

minutes. This constant cycle of immedia-

cy and reaction is powerful – and above 

all, addictive.   

 

A parallel can be drawn here with the 

earliest diplomatic models. The Aristote-

lian era saw diplomacy as a master art to 

be conducted through persuasive tech-

nique whilst orators spoke directly and 

deliberatively to the people they were 

accountable to. These old ideals have, in 

some sense, been reproduced by social 

media platforms. Admittedly, it’s hard to 

imagine Cicero as a daily blogger or 

Aristotle as a keyboard activist. However, 

the idea of persuasive rhetoric is more 

important than ever, given 140-character 

limits and 24-hour news cycles; in a 

space of informational overload, only the 

most hard-hitting statements make a 

mark. Careful calibration is needed to 

sidestep scandal and tap into increasing-

ly polarised public opinion. This means 

that with a little tech savvy, we have 

resurrected ancient diplomatic ideals 

where diplomacy is direct, crafted and 

instantaneous.  

 

Is this, then, a more desirable diplomatic 

model? 

 

Our political landscape has undergone 

monumental changes in the last couple 

of years, many of which have coincided 

with the rise of tech giants. This is no 

coincidence. As digital enterprise grows, 

it is no surprise that political practice has 

adapted. The monthly usership of Face-

“These aren’t  

holiday-makers and 

travellers being turned 

away without cause, 

but rather the most 

destitute and abused” 
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A note on  

diplomacy 
By Professor Jack Spence 

 

 
 

In his seminal work: THE ANARCHICAL SOCIETY – A Study 

of Order in World Politics, Hedley Bull defined ‘Diplomacy’ 

as one of the five ‘institutions’ responsible for the mainte-

nance of order, however precarious in the international so-

ciety of states.  It enables governments to “collaborate with 

one another” by “facilitating communication between the 

political leaders of states and other entities” in world politics 

(P.71). This was crucial for the survival of the state system 

and without which states risked a descent into a Hobbesian 

‘state of nature’ where “life is solitary, poor, nasty, brutish 

and short”. The best that can be hoped for in these dire 

circumstances are “fleeting encounters” and a high level of 

discord and misperception. As for these “other entities” 

these include regional and functional organisations, libera-

tion movements, multinational companies and –as we shall 

see – terrorist groups . 

 

The basic task of the diplomat is the negotiation of agree-

ments which, if all goes well, result in legally binding treaties 

to be implemented by all the signatories in good faith. Suc-

cess in this enterprise assumes that parties to a negotiation 

have initially agreed that all share a 

common interest in  

getting consensus via a mutually ac-

ceptable compromise. This process is, 

of course, dependent at its best on the 

expectation and result of a network of 

agreements multiplying year by year, 

sanctified by legal obligation and the 

principle of pacta sunt servanda 

(treaties are made to be kept).  Thus 

every time we post a letter abroad or 

fly on business or pleasure to another country we assume 

without thinking overmuch, if at all, that the letter will arrive 

in good time at its address and that the plane will fly swiftly 

and safely to its destination. Hence the importance of func-

tional organisations such as the Universal Postal Union; the 

International Air Traffic Association; the World Trade Organ-

isation; the World Health Organisation; and the other spe-

cialised agencies of the United Nations.  

The technical agreements made by these structures and 

many other regional or global ones require constant re-

viewing and refining depending upon changes in technolo-

gy and the impact of globalisation generally. The fact that 

such agreements are possible, indeed desirable, is attributa-

ble to the largely unacknowledged work of diplomats, their 

negotiating skills and those of a host of technocrats with 

expertise in these and many other fields. The fact that such 

agreements multiply and flourish is a tribute to the liberal 

values that underpin their very existence as organs of inter-

national cooperation. 

 

Diplomacy defined in these terms and the treaties that re-

sult represent an attempt to reconcile those values with the 

‘realist’ national interests which state representatives bring 

to the table. Success in this context requires what Sir Ernest 

Satow calls the exercise of “tact and intelligence” (A Guide 

to Diplomatic Practice, 1997). Equally important is the 

recognition that successful diplomacy relies on the exercise 

of restraint in argument, infinite patience, acknowledgement 

of one’s opponents’ good faith, a healthy dose of pragma-

tism and ultimately a willingness not to press beyond the 

prospect of achieving a reasonable compromise.  

 

Diplomacy of this kind might be described as an instrument 

of ‘soft power’ characterised by rational calculation of costs 

and benefits of a particular course of action and ultimate 

agreement by the parties. This is a qualitatively different 

enterprise from the use of ‘coercive’ diplomacy to get one’s 

way in negotiation. In this context a state might deploy mili-

tary capability in a crisis to indicate a willingness to use force 

to compel an opponent to back down. Thus, in the 1962 

Cuban Missile Crisis, the United States instituted a blockade 

around Cuba, in effect signalling to the Russians that force 

could and would be used to halt incoming missile bearing 

ships. This declaration of intent was coupled with simultane-

ous informal and formal negotiations to end the crisis and 

compel Soviet withdrawal of the initial instalment of missiles 

from Cuba. 

 

Finally, let me offer comment on two major developments 

in recent diplomatic practice. First, I refer here 

to the impact of the digital revolution  on di-

plomacy discussed in excellent detail in two 

recent books by Tom Fletcher and Philip Seib 

respectively. Both provide excellent comple-

mentary guides and acknowledge that the 

days have long passed when foreign policy 

making in Western democracies was insulated 

to a significant degree from public scrutiny. 

Both authors recognise that the world of 

‘telegrams and anger’ (in E.M Forster’s famous 

phrase) has expanded into one in which ‘anger’ no doubt 

remains a recurring feature of international intercourse, with 

this difference that policy makers have to face a battering 

from social media’s intrusion into the rarefied and complex 

domain of foreign policy making. Thus, no longer the exclu-

sive preoccupation of an aloof, elitist and supremely confi-

dent Mandarin class, more and more policy options are 

subject to public demand for transparency, accountability 

and pressure from intense media scrutiny, WikiLeak’s 

‘revelations’ and vociferous single cause lobbies (J.E. 

Spence, International Affairs, 93, 4, July 2017, P.974). The 

implications of this sea change in the structure and process 

of diplomacy are likely to be profound.  

 

The second issue increasingly preoccupying governments is 

“the days have long 

passed when foreign 

policy making in 

Western democracies 

was insulated ... from 

public scrutiny.” 
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the question of whether one can, or indeed should, ne-

gotiate with terrorists (See J.E. Spence Gresham College 

Lecture, 8 th July 2013). The simple answer is that with 

some you can and with others you cannot. The distinc-

tion usually made is between so-called ‘instrumental’ 

terrorists who have reasonably limited objectives and at 

least some prospect of achieving them (e.g., self-

determination or redress of grievances in authoritarian 

states) and ‘absolutist’ or ‘apocalyptic’ terrorist groups 

who wish to transform radically a society and who have 

varying degrees of popular support. The Baader-

Meinhoff gang in West Germany and the Red Brigades 

in Italy in the 1960s are examples of the latter, with the 

IRA in Northern Ireland and the ANC in South Africa, 

often cited as examples of the former category. 

 

The outcome is rarely an orthodox treaty, but rather an 

agreement to seek an ‘overlapping interest’ based on 

mutual recognition that both sides are locked in a stale-

mate that neither can effectively break and earn victory 

over the opponent. Diplomacy has a crucial role here 

offering impartial mediation by a contact group of exter-

nal actors or some prominent, trustworthy and able indi-

vidual such as Senator Mitchell of the USA who showed 

considerable diplomatic and mediatory skills in the 

Northern Ireland case.  

 

We note too, the so-called track two diplomacy of West-

ern diplomats who played a crucial role in negotiating 

privately and secretly to the various protagonists in the 

South African drama. As for negotiating with ‘absolutist’ 

terrorists, let me quote Hedley Bull’s observation that 

“the pursuit of that at times elusive common interest in 

impossible when one is dealing with those who for one 

reason or another wish to promote “the true faith 

against heretics” (shades of Al Quaida and Isis) – “or 

when ideological division is profound” (Bull, op.cit, 

P.164). 

 

My general conclusion is straight forward enough: diplo-

macy as an institution will survive but to do so will re-

quire a capacity for agile adaptation.  No doubt the task 

will prove difficult in an age of ‘illiberal liberalism’ when 

disaffected populists take profound exception to the 

apparent indifference of liberal elites to their plight 

hence their fury and denigration via Twitter and a variety 

of other platforms. 

 

Yet so-called ‘quiet diplomacy’ of a traditional kind will 

still have its uses. New generations of clever, young 

practitioners will no doubt continue the endless struggle 

to reconcile the need for international order with the 

ever increasing demand for justice from the dispos-

sessed. It is a noble and fulfilling challenge.  

 

PROFESSOR J.E. SPENCE, OBE, FKC 

War Studies Department, King’s College, London 
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book exceeds the population of China 

by almost 30 million. Google’s economic 

strength makes it a more viable candi-

date for UN membership than most 

small states. It is no surprise, then, that 

we saw such use (and abuse) of digital 

spaces throughout the 2016 Trump/

Hillary campaign and have only 

scratched the surface of issues concern-

ing personal data privacy. The Cam-

bridge Analytica scandal, of course, 

brought much of this to light. If the 

mapping technol-

ogy used here 

weren’t so un-

nerving, it would 

be impressive; 

the identities, 

networks and 

behavioural pat-

terns of over 50 

million unwitting 

Facebook users 

were successfully 

gathered by Ana-

lytica and sold to 

Republican backers to create targeted 

ads supporting the Trump campaign. 

The sheer scale and invasiveness of this 

operation hadn’t been seen since war-

time propaganda. Clearly, the premium 

on data-based information has never 

been so high and what this says about 

the link between technology and our 

increasingly erratic political culture is 

key. Of course, we can’t always reach for 

technology as the answer to a far more 

complex set of questions – political 

change more to do with migration, pov-

erty and inequality than social media. 

We can, however, appreciate the role 

technology has played in highlighting 

the fragility of existing power structures. 

We can also draw clear links between 

technology and the normalisation of far-

right attitudes that, 20 years ago, would 

never have been acceptable in main-

stream spaces.  

 

The most obvious example here is the 

Twitter account of President Donald 

Trump. In 2017, it was the most refer-

enced account of any elected official in 

the US and has had a staggering effect 

on the conduct of domestic and interna-

tional diplomacy. Twitter has been used 

by Trump to belittle opposition, bully 

foreign leaders and bring the worst kind 

of xenophobia into the spotlight. Most 

recently, his caps-locked tirade directed 

at Iranian President Rouhani drew more 

than raised eyebrows 

from the political commu-

nity. It was a symbol of 

Trump’s incredibly reac-

tive, inflammatory and 

aggressive communicative 

style that is as far from 

diplomatic as the chance 

of him resigning in the 

near future. This normali-

sation of sensationalism 

has collided with the ‘fake 

news’ mentality so that 

what was once minority 

lunacy is now indistinguishable from 

broadsheets. We may not have com-

pletely replaced formal diplomatic struc-

tures but with our growing taste for the 

absurd, but we sure have undermined 

them.  

 

In all this chaos, it is easy to lose sight of 

the positive impact technology has had 

on our society. Social media platforms 

are not just hotbeds for the far-right. 

They are powerful tools for engagement 

and mobilisation that have given rise to 

a new generation of political leaders. 

Twitter hashtags such as 

#BlackLivesMatter and #MeToo occupy 

more than just digital space but a real 

presence in grassroots politics and have 

created a momentum for change sorely 

needed in historically archaic societies. 

This level of free speech is central to the 

health of our political culture. Technolo-

gy itself is defined by endless potential 

and the future of online engagement 

looks bright – we have never been so 

connected or empowered.   

 

However, it is a sad reality that social 

media has not only empowered grass-

root optimism but has strengthened the 

will of pessimism, nationalism and anger.  

It is not only the voice of the ordinary 

citizen that populates online discourse 

but the voice of the tyrant, and of the 

elite. Showmanship has replaced civility 

(President Trump has shown us this 

much). Diplomatic speech acts are host-

ed in a painful spotlight and streamed 

directly onto the screens of a public 

hungry for fringe opinions and outra-

geous statements. In furthering the ex-

change of free and open information, 

we have created spaces of sensational-

ism, manipulation and mistrust. This is 

our new diplomatic reality. Where we go 

from here has never been more im-

portant – or more worrying.  

 

The Putin 

Cup 2018 
How Russia kicked 

the cultural   

diplomacy ball into 

the goal 
By Alina Barsamyan  
 

 

A divided world, at the edge of its seat, 

witnessed an unbelievable end to the 

World Cup Final in 2018, with France 

taking home its first trophy since the 90s, 

and Croatia leaving with the adoration 

of fans from all around the globe. And 

yet, as much as we prefer to believe in 

the purity of the spirit that is sportsman-

ship, our trails of thought inevitably lin-

ger around the idea that such events are 

influenced by politics. However, as we 

take the presumption of Putin’s med-

dling hand in the Russian ability to 

(finally) exit its group, we don’t quite 

account for the role of the games in his, 

or otherwise any politician’s, ends and 

gains. It can be wholly argued that the 

Russian hosting of this year’s World Cup 

was, to a large extent, a ploy for soft 

power, or cultural diplomacy to be more 

precise - a concept usually overlooked 

yet employed at a subconscious level.  

“It is not only the 

voice of the ordinary 

citizen that populates 

online discourse but 

the voice of the  

tyrant, and of the 

elite.”  
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 Regardless of whether one agrees 

with the potency of cultural diplomacy, 

two things are certain: it is a very promi-

nent soft power technique, and while its 

effect may not directly influence politics, 

its lasting impact on public opinion cre-

ates room for debate in the minds of 

those previously driven by either stereo-

types or other forms of wrongful mis-

conceptions. What has been the impact 

of the World Cup on global perceptions 

of Russia, and has the implementation 

of cultural diplomacy necessarily been 

used to attract attention away from 

issues that currently plague the country? 

 

Cultural What? 

 

 The concept of cultural diplomacy, 

irrelevant as it may seem to contempo-

rary realists and politicians, is addressed 

by Professor Joseph S. Nye in his defini-

tion of ‘soft power’ as “the ability to 

persuade through culture, values and 

ideas, as opposed 

to 'hard power', 

which conquers 

or coerces 

through military 

might”. While we 

may refute the 

usefulness of this 

concept given its 

qualitative nature, 

we cannot aban-

don the thought 

that evidence of 

its practice has 

been witnessed throughout history. To 

this day, politicians employ it on an 

almost subconscious level, preferring to 

export their culture, values, and ideas in 

order to shed a favourable spotlight on 

their countries upon the well watered 

grass field that is global politics.  

 

 The practice of what can only be 

described as an art form in the political 

spectrum of ideas, serves the purpose 

of influence. Near and dear to the 

USSR's own history in the early 1950s 

and 60s was the prominence of the 

Beatles during the Soviet Union. The 

group’s music was condemned out of 

fear that its Western liberal themes 

would taint the grasp that the Com-

munist party had over  the 

“sovietaziation” of all its citizens. Despite 

the fact that, by the era of Gorbachev, 

this degree of critique and censorship of 

Western culture had faded, one can see 

the roots of Soviet infatuation with 

maintaining control over public opinion 

and culture. For why would a govern-

ment seek to control these aspects if it 

didn’t deem them harmful to both its 

domestic and foreign politics? 

 

 Aside from music, other common 

cultural exports include art exhibitions, 

conferences abroad hosted by cultural 

institutions, and more evidently, the 

mere existence of foreign exchange 

students at universities themselves. 2018 

is a year that witnessed yet another 

instance of cultural exportation during 

the FIFA World Cup - an event which 

shook our understanding of Russia and 

her astonishing heritage, irrespective of 

our opinions regarding her political 

games.  

 

Welcome to Russia 

 

 In an era of extreme awareness, 

unlimited access to media, and vast 

platforms to voice opinions, coming 

across an anti-Russian sentiment is not 

uncommon, and in some cases, may or 

may not be un-

called for. In this 

case, it goes with-

out saying that fans 

were pleasantly 

surprised at the 

relaxed environ-

ment they wit-

nessed in the so-

called “police 

state”. Unfortunate-

ly, the same re-

laxed environment 

does not service 

Russian citizens when they protest 

against domestic politics, and they are 

instead extended the welcome of police 

brutality. However, given the extent of  

protests that the government has re-

cently faced, Putin has been forced to 

take a step back and reassess Russia’s 

domestic crisis. For months leading up 

to the games, Russia’s eerie absence 

from international news gave room to 

the increased criticism of Donald Trump 

and Brexit, the general issues surround-

ing the European Union’s migration 

policies, and most surprisingly, the rec-

onciliation of North and South Korea. 

What better time to increase Russian 

standing than during the upcoming 

mass multicultural turnout? 

 

 According to the resident news 

source, Sputnik, Russia increased its 

World Cup budget from $300 million to 

$11 billion, staying just below Brazil’s $15 

billion in 2014 and South Africa’s $3 

billion in 2010. Needless to say, Putin 

spared no expense when it came to 

making sure that both fans and teams 

were cared for, despite warnings that 

said expenses would take a toll on the 

Russian economy, and that the budget 

could have serviced better purposes. 

Furthermore, complementing the mass 

budget were government-funded news 

agencies, such as Russia Today and 

Sputnik, reporting on the supposed 

‘surprise’ that the fans were met with 

through numerous documented inter-

views.  

  

 Most interviews noted pleasantly 

surprised fans who indicated that the 

‘savage’ interpretation of Russia in 

Western media is uncalled for and un-

true. Some fans went as far as to criti-

cise those who, out of fear, did not trav-

el to support their teams during the 

event. Unfortunately, while international 

media outlets also covered a similar 

theme amongst fan feedback, they did 

not fail to focus on the fact that most of 

the ‘good-natured’ spirit that drove the 

games, is not extended to the degree of 

local corruption, which is fostered by 

the government. To this end, one can 

see how the Western ideal of Russia 

and Russia’s subsequent cultural exports 

“the FIFA World Cup - 

an event which shook 

our understanding of 

Russia... irrespective of 

our opinions  

regarding her political 

games” 
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may influence , yet confuse public opin-

ion abroad. Nonetheless, cultural diplo-

macy was a sure part of the billion dol-

lar budget.  

 

G-O-O-O-A-L, or was it? 

 

 The charm of Russian hospitality, 

which is deeply rooted in its culture, is 

an aspect that the state aimed to foster 

and export onto all those who visited 

the games. However, a deeper look into 

Russia’s current domestic situation 

might suggest that said hospitality, 

while true to the culture, is exported 

solely for the purposes of cultural diplo-

macy, and towards fostering a good 

impression amongst foreigners. None-

theless, with a steady growth in GDP, 

future forecasts signalling a stronger 

Russian economy, and Putin’s newfound 

commitment in resolving domestic is-

sues, there appears to be a trend in 

addressing the concerns of Russian 

citizens, all of which is news that the 

likes of Sputnik and RT are exporting as 

we speak.  

 

Political  

polarization 

and  

diplomacy 
By Leon Mossing 
 

 

It’s still a few months until the United 

Kingdom officially leaves the European 

Union with, or without a deal. This pro-

cess is taking a long time and seems to 

be more complicated than it should. 

This is not because Brexit is a simple 

matter, but rather because of the politi-

cal polarization that is present in the 

broader society. “Moggmentum” at one 

side, and “Momentum” at the other. 

There are many questions regarding 

polarization. Is it a product of a divided 

leadership? Or does the leadership fol-

low a divided population? Either way, 

political polarization has a major influ-

ence on the current diplomatic situa-

tion. 

 

Political polarization occurs when two 

opposing sides in society have such a 

major disagreement that they cannot 

cooperate. The Conservatives and La-

bour in the UK today are a good exam-

ple of this. Their rhetoric is harsher 

against each other than it perhaps 

should be. Campaigns that are fought 

to discredit political opponents, and 

their political successes too, is the new 

normal. This spreads throughout society 

as a whole, with the two political camps 

going hard at each other, and not seek-

ing common ground. When was the last 

time you heard a Tory and a Labourer 

sit together and making a joint plan for 

a current issue or concern? 

 

When comparing countries in terms of 

their political polarization, the United 

States and the United Kingdom serve as 

ideal examples. Both the US and the UK 

are both relatively free-

market, liberal bi-

partisan countries. Thus, 

they are fairly simple to 

compare. Historically, 

where possible at least, 

the two countries have 

had strong ties and held 

a similar perspective on 

how the world should 

be run. This might 

change quickly, not only 

because a Labour gov-

ernment could make it 

substantially harder to cooperate with a 

Republican US President, something a 

Conservative PM already struggles with. 

This is because the polarization that 

influences both countries makes their 

foreign relations and diplomatic policy 

seem like a roller-coaster.   

 

Countries should have some major 

agreements amongst its parties, partic-

ularly concerning foreign policy. Diplo-

macy is the art and practice of conduct-

ing negotiations between representa-

tives of states. Diplomatic ties are 

stronger when a country is to promote 

a policy that won’t change rapidly every 

four or five years. Just as it’s not difficult 

to imagine people finding such constant 

change unbearable if they experienced 

major reforms within defence, educa-

tion and healthcare between elections. 

Therefore, it is crucial to discuss how the 

political polarisation that we see emerge 

in several Western nations influence 

their appearance in the global political 

environment. 

 

Is political polarization really a problem, 

at least the US and the UK? According 

to Pew Research centre both the US 

and the UK (Business insider, 2016)  

have become more polarized. The 

Overton Window, a term used to define 

a political window where both parties 

share common ground, is shrinking. 

This will of course lead to a more uncer-

tain future in both countries. Imagine if 

abortion alternated between legal or 

illegal every time the Democrats and 

Republicans changed office with one 

another. This is an example of the prob-

lems we might face due to increased 

polarization. 

 

Stability is a great benefit that both 

sides of politics could agree on achiev-

ing. But both sides are often blind when 

it comes to the compromises. Any mod-

erate right-leaning political observer 

would most likely smile were the Over-

ton Window to correspond with their 

preferred policies of lower taxes and 

more free-trade. Just 

as any left-leaning 

observer would enjoy 

the Overton Window 

corresponding to a 

strong state, strong 

unions and a higher 

tax level. So it goes. 

But as this window 

shrinks, policies 

change more rapidly 

with change in gov-

ernment. We should 

aim to strive for a 

large Overton window, and stability, no 

matter where we stand. 

 

A great example of an extensive Over-

ton Window in a specific diplomatic 

situation is the 2003 Iraq War. The Mid-

dle East has long been a chaotic region 

both due to internal conflicts, and exter-

nal meddling within these conflicts. The 

Iraq War became an example on how 

Western intervention might influence an 

entire nation. The opinions regarding 

the war are divided, and this article is 

not going to discuss the war itself. How-

ever, one thing that society should be 

“diplomatic ties 

are stronger when 

a country is to 

promote a policy 

that won’t change 

rapidly every four 

or five years” 
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grateful for and something that helped 

the diplomatic situation remain relative-

ly stable, is the fact that you had biparti-

san approval of the invasion. In the UK, 

it’s not unreasonable to assume that the 

stance of the two largest parties regard-

ing the war would not have changed 

immediately if you had a change in 

office. The same would go in the U.S. 

had the Republicans lost power. This 

helped foreign policy and the global 

political environment remain predicta-

ble, something very important which 

influences much more than diplomacy 

itself, but migration patterns, trade and 

alliances. 

 

Now taking this back to Brexit. It is evi-

dent that Brexit is splitting up and polar-

izing the United Kingdom. Not neces-

sarily into the two traditional party lines, 

but rather between “Leavers and Re-

mainers”. The process is not going well, 

and I believe it’s fair to say that people 

from both camps can agree that the 

process should and could have been a 

lot smoother. The problem arises when 

the two sides insist on not cooperating. 

Remainers, who in all fairness lost the 

referendum, want to make Brexit as EU-

friendly as possible. Then on the other 

side, the hard Brexiters want to leave 

everything that has anything to do with 

the EU. This polarization has shrunk the 

Overton Window and left us with a dip-

lomatic situation that both the EU and 

the UK find unbearable. No politician 

can please two sides of a polarized 

society. It’s not unreasonable to assume 

that Brexit process thus far would have 

been a lot smoother ,had the two fac-

tions been able to agree on the bigger 

picture. Thus society has influenced the 

diplomatic situation, assuming that the 

politicians reflect their voters. Therefore, 

the political polarization that we experi-

ence in day-to-day life has had a ripple 

effect that has influenced decisions be-

ing taken in Westminster and Brussels. 

 

Brexit is far from the only issue at hand 

- it just highlights the problem. The UK 

and the US is not alone in experiencing 

political polarization, be it the election 

between Museveni and Besigye in 

Uganda, or the South Sudanese Inde-

pendence referendum. Political polari-

zation is good to a certain extent as it 

makes society constantly challenge the 

ideas of others. However, it becomes 

highly risky when this polarization starts 

to influence the diplomatic policies of a 

country. States trade and form alliances, 

and this becomes easier with stability 

and predictability. 

 

If the development of political polariza-

tion continues, we have bigger issues 

than Brexit on the horizon. 
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Rwanda’s 
new normal 
By Alberto Polimeni 
 

Whenever Western journalists write about 

Rwanda, they often refer to it as “the Singa-

pore of Africa”. This is in reference to the 

abrupt growth of the country’s economic 

and political institutions. In the twenty-four 

years since the end of the civil war, Rwan-

dan GDP per capita has quadrupled, China 

has invested more than $420 million in con-

struction, tourism and mining, and, accord-

ing to the World Bank, Rwanda is the 45th 

easiest country in the world to do business-

es in.  According to Transparency Interna-

tional, Rwanda also suffers less corruption 

than Greece.  

 

Rwandan President Paul Kagame has 

achieved this by pursuing a strategy of pri-

oritising stability whilst promoting intense 

economic growth, even if it comes at the 

cost of individual liberties. This is not only 

similar to the policies of the late Lee Kuan 

Yu, the first Prime Minister of Singapore, but 

is reminiscent of the rise of China in the 

1980s or even Putin’s first term as Russian 

President in the early 2000s. One difference 

exists: Rwanda’s security risks are not neigh-

boring states. Since the end of the Cold 

War, we live in a resounding era of peace, in 

which wars between states are a rarity.  

However, this same interconnectedness that 

made such peace possible has handed 

more power to insurgent groups, militias 

and terrorist groups, particularly in unstable 

regions. Rwanda’s external security risks are 

insurgent groups in neighboring countries 

created by instability and economic woes. 

 

Responding to the Changing World 

 

Diplomacy was not always Kagame’s main 

foreign policy tool. He came to power at the 

end of the civil war, a period in which 

Rwanda’s neighbours 

were all plagued by 

their own civil wars. 

In the 1990s, Rwanda 

sought security by 

militarily intervening 

in both Congo Wars 

and training militants 

and spies in Burundi. Recently, Kagame’s 

tactics have shifted. In 2007, Rwanda joined 

the East African Community, alongside 

Uganda, Kenya, Tanzania and Burundi. In 

2017, the Assembly of the African Union 

(AU) elected Kagame to lead the group in 

2018. Kagame still uses blunt and covert 

instruments of policy, but it is clear his focus 

has shifted. 

 

What does Kagame seek to gain from diplo-

macy? His supporters will likely say it is a 

means of achieving more economic growth. 

Increasing diplomatic power would give 

Rwanda a greater ability to coordinate poli-

cies outside its borders. For example, the AU 

has jettisoned a new anti-poverty blueprint 

(NEPAD) which seeks to improve agricultural 

development, start transboundary infra-

structure projects and improve schooling 

across the continent. A powerful, AU-

leading Rwanda will be more able to reap 

the greatest benefits of these projects. On 

the other hand, Kagame’s critics might say 

diplomacy is just a ploy to enrich Kagame 

and the ruling Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) 

party. The RPF’s holding company, Crystal 

Ventures, owns several 

of the biggest national 

private businesses and 

some of the most ex-

pensive national real 

estate. These critics 

claim that, through di-

plomacy, the party elite 

can reap the benefits international contracts, 

and transboundary investment.  

 

On the other hand, diplomacy may benefit 

Rwanda, a country with very pressing re-

gional security concerns. Civil war in the 

DRC looks close to reigniting and ethnic 

tensions threaten instability in Uganda. Sev-

eral Hutu insurgent groups in Burundi re-

main powerful, and often attempt to desta-
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bilise towns on the border.  

 

Solving Insurgency through  

Multilateral Negotiations 

 

These threats are not new so what can 

diplomacy do, that intervention could 

not do? Diplomacy serves two purposes 

for Kagame. Firstly, pursuing economic 

reforms across the region can help 

neighbours to achieve better stability 

domestically. Insurgency is strongest in 

places with weak governments and low 

economic opportunity. Through the East-

ern African Community, Rwanda has 

sought to encourage free trade, create a 

customs union and build a joint taskforce 

to reduce transnational crime. If success-

ful, such programs could help improve 

the control of local governments and 

bring relief to some of the most impov-

erished areas. Additionally, it could pro-

vide leaders the ability to strive for rec-

onciliation and to create new economic 

projects, which could help secure 

Rwanda’s borders.  

 

However, Kagame may also use diplo-

macy to increase his control over the 

region. The above reforms only work if 

leadership in neighboring countries is 

responsible and effective. To this point, 

Kagame has been accused of meddling 

with the Ugandan ruling party. However, 

playing a large role within the AU may 

be an even more effective way of influ-

encing regional affairs. The AU recently 

approved a proposal to create a conti-

nental military Standby Force with the 

ability to intervene in any member nation 

experiencing a humanitarian crisis. The 

biggest challenge for the Force will be 

receiving funding and buy-in from mem-

ber states. This is where Rwanda can 

help. Kagame is a well liked and highly 

respected African leader, and has proved 

he is willing to invest his own country’s 

resources to help these boost military 

outcomes. Additionally, in his inaugura-

tion speech at the AU, he made it clear 

that one of his main goals is ensuring self

-sufficiency. This could be very useful for 

Rwanda. The DRC’s recent descent into 

civil war has already led to millions flee-

ing militia violence, primarily near the 

Rwandan border, where the most grue-

some attacks take place. If Rwanda were 

to become a de facto leader of the 

Standby Force, they could foreseeably 

use it to enforce the outcomes they pre-

fer on their neighbours. 

 

When Singapore became independent, 

Lee Kuan Yew invested heavily to create 

a robust military force to protect against 

the perceived threat of the Malaysian 

army. Those days are over. New states 

with ambitious goals, 

coming out of regions 

affected by colonialism 

and war, will have to 

hedge against smaller 

groups who are now 

able to inflict serious 

damage. These conflicts 

are harder to win and often threaten the 

lives of civilians. In a world increasingly 

defined by globalisation and intercon-

nectedness, attempting to fight these 

threats is a futile act. Perhaps diplomacy 

is the new tool of power politics.  

 

 

 

A turning 

point for 

Turkish  

diplomacy 
By Dan Robinson 

 

To many it may seem as though diplo-

macy has lost its effectiveness in contem-

porary politics. Current powers seem to 

take action unilaterally, whether to con-

trol neighboring land or to impose reac-

tionary sanctions and tariffs on others. 

The Iranian Peace Deal has been torn up, 

there is a global backlash against free 

trade negotiations and politicians on 

both sides of the isle have resorted to 

attacking foreign adversaries to lionize 

domestic support. The agreements we 

do reach seem less binding or ambitious. 

At the end of the US-North Korea sum-

mit in Singapore, it 

seems uncertain what 

Kim Jong Un promises 

to do, and even less 

certain whether he will 

follow through. Amidst 

all of this, Turkey shows 

the continued im-

portance of diplomacy for states seeking 

to preserve their national security. 

 

At the start of 2015, the Turkish military 

shot down a Russian fighter jet. The jet 

was downed because it had entered 

Turkish airspace. Given its proximity to 

the Syrian border, the initial thought 

from Turkish authorities was that it was 

an enemy plane. At the time, many 

feared tensions would inflame between 

the two countries, with talk of a potential 

war even being entertained. However, 

almost three years later, the Turkish gov-

ernment is investing in Russian missile 

defense systems as the two begin coor-

dinating more on the fight in Syria. How 

did this sudden détente happen, and 

how was it so quick? 

 

Immediately after the jet was shot down, 

Russia was swift to impose sanctions, 

restricting the movement of Turks com-

ing into Russia, and drafting a bill to ban 

the denial of the Armenian Genocide. 

This is particularly scary for Turkey: this 

country relies on Russia for energy and 

both were coordinating action in Syria 

together. As a result, a diplomatic strate-

gy had to be put in place to protect Tur-

key. What ensued was an exemplary case 

of how the complicated practice of di-

plomacy works: 

 

Firstly, it is important to remember that 

diplomatic efforts are dependent on the 

actors’ perceptions of each other. In the 

“Perhaps  

diplomacy is the 

new tool of power 

politics” 



 

 

 Emerging Securities 

  KCL Politics Society 

 

aftermath of the shooting, it was incum-

bent for Turkish leader Recep Tayyip 

Erdogan to retain a hard stance. Despite 

explaining the shooting was accidental 

and offering condolences to Russia, Tur-

key remained adamant, claiming they 

had a right to defend their airspace. It is 

often important for actors take such 

strong stances. This is because to main-

tain bargaining power, states need pop-

ular support behind them. Even despite 

this approach, Erdogan faced heavy criti-

cism for being too lenient. Additionally, 

strong stances can help participants to 

ensure the other actor does not take 

advantage of them. 

 

Secondly, there are backdoor negotia-

tions. By design, this is likely to be the 

part the public knows least about. What 

we do know is that between November 

and June 2016, several informal repre-

sentatives of Turkey and Russia began 

attempting to open up concrete paths of 

communication between the states. This 

was carried out by businessmen, oli-

garchs and politicians 

with ties to the Russian 

and Turkish govern-

ments. This culminated 

in June, when Erdogan 

sent two official com-

munications to Putin. 

The first stated that 

Erdogan intended to 

return Russia-Turkey 

relations to what they 

once were. This was 

ignored, but was an 

important indication 

that Turkey had been 

able to directly com-

municate with the Kremlin despite the 

animosity and tension. The next dispatch 

would be more successful. 

 

The third step to diplomatic resolution 

was symbolism. The second message 

Erdogan sent explicitly apologized to 

Putin for downing the jet. This was effec-

tive, and brought Putin to the negotia-

tion table in August. This is not to say 

that the symbolic apology is what creat-

ed the remarkable shift in Russian strate-

gy. Putin was open to the idea of negoti-

ations because he felt he had something 

to gain from cooperating with Turkey. 

That could either be the need for sup-

port in Syria, a desire to counteract US 

sanctions, or just a wish to regain access 

to Turkey’s economy. However, in any 

diplomatic effort, the initial impetus 

needed to start negotiations will always 

originate in self-interest. The important 

role of symbolism is twofold: firstly, it 

clarifies what the intentions and desires 

of an actor is, and secondly, it provides 

an opening for the other actor to accept, 

and initiate discussions. 

The final step to revitalising ties was co-

ordination. The August meeting was a 

success, and led to more. Soon the two 

sides were discussing the removal of 

sanctions, liberalising borders, and most 

crucially, deciding military strategy in 

Syria. The civil war across the border 

provided the quickest way to restore ties, 

as Turkey was vying to increase military 

presence, but could not do so without 

coordination with Russia. Discussing tac-

tics in Syria acted as an easy starting 

point for all other issues. In the months 

since, Russian sanctions have been com-

pletely dropped. Moreover, this process 

strengthened their relationship for the 

future. In December 2016, the Russian 

ambassador to Turkey was assassinated 

in Ankara. However, this did not lead to a 

diplomatic crisis of the same level, and 

was sorted out between the two coun-

tries quickly and quietly. 

 

News currently changes so 

fast that we often fail to see 

small and gradual changes. 

Feats of diplomacy are 

achieved very slowly and 

subtly. It is a process de-

fined by incremental steps, 

leading up to a much big-

ger, greater goal. This was 

true of Obama’s diplomatic 

excursions into Cuba and 

Libya. Donald Trump will 

be hoping this will also be 

true in North Korea. The 

path to a better future is 

not paved by extravagant 

showings of military strength or national 

wealth. Peace will be achieved or de-

stroyed through patience, as Turkey 

demonstrated in 2015. 

 

 

The false 

promise of 

human  

security 
By Aleksandra 

Kusnierkiewicz 
 

“We have failed to defend ourselves 

against the migrant invasion” said Hun-

gary’s Prime Minister Victor Orbán in a 

recent speech. In all parts of Europe, 

political leaders continue to prioritise 

migration as a main security threat. Yet 

the European refugee ‘crisis’ hardly re-

mains a crisis anymore – the actual num-

ber of arriving migrants is down to pre-

2015 levels. Toxic depictions of refugees 

as ‘invaders’ enabled the re-election of 

Orbán as the Prime Minister of Hungary 

in April; anti-immigration sentiment be-

came the main focus of Italian elections 

in March; finally, and importantly, immi-

gration was considered one of the main 

issues in the Brexit vote. Our understand-

ing of migration trends in Europe has 

real political consequences, which raises 

questions: how do we make sure that 

concern for human beings – not num-

bers and threats – shapes the political 

discourse? In other words, how can di-

plomacy prioritize human beings?  

 

Human security as a field seems to offer 

some answers. It recognizes the im-

portance of people’s safety for thriving 

diplomatic relations and national security. 

Socioeconomic and political factors such 

as poverty, inequality and oppression are 

considered security threats. Civil society, 

private sectors and non-governmental 

organizations serve as important actors 

in the joint struggle for reducing the 

negative consequences of an unequal 

development brought by neoliberal re-

forms. The assumption is to put an indi-

vidual as a subject of securitisation. This 

would be reflected in international coop-

eration through diplomatic efforts to 

treat people, especially vulnerable ones 

such as migrants and asylum seekers, 

with dignity and respect. But how feasi-

ble is this goal?  

 

 The prospects are dim. Refugees, by 

definition, are unable to return to their 

country of origin, based on the well-
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founded fear of persecution. Essentially, 

they are no longer protected by the legal 

framework existing in their home coun-

tries and become stateless people, unless 

resettled. Diplomatic efforts tried to ad-

dress this development through for-

mation of an adequate global legal 

framework, necessary to blur the barriers 

between foreign and domestic policies. 

The UN 1951 Convention Relating to the 

Status of Refugees and the UN 1967 Pro-

tocol Relating to the Status of Refugees 

serve as legal guideposts regarding the 

status of refugees and highlight the re-

sponsibility of international community 

towards asylum-seekers. James Hatha-

way argues, however, that states have 

not been willing to comprehensively 

submit themselves to the rule of interna-

tional law (and sacrifice their sovereignty) 

in favour of human dignity. 

 

This is illustrated by Italy’s decision to 

shut its borders in June and turn away 

boats carrying hundreds of migrants and 

refugees. This proves that universal hu-

man rights laws are generated through 

custom and states’ practices – not the 

other way around. If powerful states con-

tinue to prioritise the traditional concepts 

of security and sovereignty, diplomatic 

efforts at embracing human security are 

undermined.  

 

 This is where the concept faces its great-

est obstacles. It seems as if deprivation of 

one’s civil status is intrinsically linked to 

the deprivation of human rights. 

‘Statelessnes’ (the lack of connection to a 

sovereign nation state) experienced by 

refugees virtually condemns them to an 

absence of protection in the international 

arena. A lack of state protection means 

no mechanisms of enforcement regard-

ing one’s fundamental human rights. 

Such development was observed by 

Hannah Arendt who recognized that 

even though linking human rights to 

one’s nationality and civic status brought 

greater governing efficiency on a state 

level, it overlooked the responsibility to 

protect the most vulnerable in society. 

Today, many Syrians in Europe face such 

fate and are considered “no people with 

no nation”. The concept of human secu-

rity does not address the problem of a 

linkage between human rights and a 

state’s sovereignty nor, crucially, does it 

propose viable alternatives. The security 

of an individual is only recognized as 

long as it serves to uphold the hegemo-

ny of a sovereign nation states system. 

The current prioritisation of states’ sover-

eignty and continuous portrayal of refu-

gees as a security threat continue to 

dominate the international political are-

na. It is important to remember that se-

curitisation of migration serves important 

political goals. Strategically, depicting 

migration as a security threat helps justify 

surveillance mechanisms considered 

necessary to control the movement of 

people and uphold the nation states 

system. Politically, the exploitation of 

citizens’ fears fuels the support for more 

conservative policy options and distracts 

from various policy failures.  

 

Human security, at its core, values hu-

man life and perceives individuals as 

ends rather than means. Such a premise 

is important for creating a more just and 

compassionate international system. 

However, as long as states continue to 

prioritise their sovereignty, understood 

as the protection of a state’s borders, 

diplomatic efforts aimed at protecting 

the individual face serious obstacles. The 

future may bring greater legal security 

for migrants and refugees; but the future 

is yet to come. 

 

Small  

islands, 

loud voices  
By Oskari Vaaranmaa 
 

The expression "to keep your head 

above water" is beginning to develop a 

new meaning in diplomacy. To Small 

Island Developing States (SIDS) diploma-

cy is an essential tool for survival.  

 

 In a world of plastic bag levies, 

carbon taxes and recycling, larger pow-

ers can happily rally behind the slogan of 

combating climate change. Harrowing 

images of scrawny polar bears and melt-

ing ice caps ought to encourage even 

the most sheltered suburban city dweller 

to switch to public transport. Yet, for 

SIDS the risk of physically ceasing to exist 

is understandably more worrying than 

increased food prices or harsher winter 

weather.  

 

The year 1990 was an important one for 

SIDS. The International Panel on Climate 

Change shone a light on them, and rec-

ognized in their first assessment report 

that SIDS were especially vulnerable to 

the adverse effects of climate change, 

particularly sea level rise. These common 

concerns led to the formation of the 

Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), an 

intergovernmental organization that now 

represents 20% of the UNs total mem-

bership. 

 

Since their formation, SIDS and AOSIS 

have played an active role in the United 
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Nations Framework Convention on Cli-

mate Change (UNFCCC), and have lob-

bied for the goal of keeping global tem-

perature rises below 1.5 °C. 

 

 As its backbone, AOSIS has a large 

body of scientific evidence. At its core, it 

has a convincing moral call for help. On 

top of this, its eagerness to advance a 

common diplomatic discourse gives its 

member states unique soft-power appeal 

and a convincing negotiating position. 

AOSIS functions primarily as an "ad hoc 

lobby", and has "no formal charter, regu-

lar budget, nor a secretariat”. 

 

A convincing negotiating position does 

not mean that AOSIS has an exceptional 

amount of power. Carola Betzold com-

ments that from 1990-1997, while "it is 

most remarkable that the alliance was 

able to shape the discussion to the de-

gree it did", AOSIS was less able to influ-

ence actual outcomes.  

 

 Nevertheless, AOSIS and SIDS have 

been actively lobbying for tougher envi-

ronmental regulation for over two dec-

ades, most nota-

bly after the 1997 

Kyoto protocol. 

For instance, at 

the 2009 Copen-

hagen Summit, 

Tuvalu made an 

emotional call 

for keeping the 

maximum aver-

age global tem-

perature rise at 

1.5 °C, with for-

mer Prime Minis-

ter Apisai Ielemia 

refusing to sign 

any agreement 

with a weaker 

commitment. 

Luckily for Tuvalu 

and other AOSIS member states this goal 

received increased support six years later 

at the 2015 United Nations Climate 

Change conference.  

 

Whether or not the average 1.5 °C rise is 

achieved remains very uncertain, and it is 

too early to be optimistic about the fu-

ture of SIDS. On the other hand, the fact 

that Tuvalu, an island state of only 11 000, 

managed to speak up in Copenhagen 

raises hopes about the ability of AOSIS 

to take a more substantial role in climate 

change negotiations after 2015.  

 

Yet, media accounts of the success of 

SIDS and AOSIS often paint these groups 

as very homogenous. The reality is very 

different. AOSIS is heterogeneous: states 

such as Singapore and Haiti understand-

ably have little in common, apart from 

the fact that they face threats that gener-

ally fall under the umbrella of climate 

change. Furthermore, Betzold et Al point 

out that whilst climate change threatens 

the physical existence of Tuvalu, states 

such as Cuba are not necessarily under 

similar pressure to act. This can be seen 

in Tuvalu taking a particularly active role 

in the Copenhagen summit. AOSIS 

member states have 

undoubtedly made 

progress in forging a 

common diplomatic 

discourse. However, 

lobbying more effec-

tively may require 

greater integration. 

Indeed, since 2006, 

numerous SIDS in-

cluding Tuvalu have 

chosen to make 

individual submis-

sions within the UN-

FCCC outside the 

AOSIS coalition. 

Furthermore, while 

Betzold et Al's analy-

sis shows that "many 

of the individual 

contributions have reiterated and rein-

forced the AOSIS group position", the 

organization should avoid fragmentation. 

After all, SIDS wield little power on their 

own.    

 

The next big date for SIDS and AOSIS will 

be the 3rd of December 2018: the 24th 

Session of the Conference of the Parties 

(COP24) held in Katowice, Poland. Lead-

ing up to COP24, numerous SIDS are 

engaging in Talanoa Dialogue: a plat-

form wherein participating states can 

improve their “Nationally Determined 

Contributions” for greenhouse gas emis-

sion reductions. The further purpose of 

Talanoa Dialogue is to build a strong 

evidence-based foundation for the Politi-

cal Phase of the Dialogue at COP24. In 

their May 2018 statement to the Talanoa 

Dialogue, AOSIS states stressed that they 

"simply can’t afford any more delays". 

Hence, this dialogue is a welcomed prec-

edent to COP24, and this emphasis on 

urgency has the potential to boost AO-

SIS' negotiating position.  

 

In a world of big, powerful states it may 

seem difficult to get your voice heard. 

Although some may believe that a kind 

of global cosmopolitanism has replaced 

states' national interest, it will still take a 

great deal of effort for SIDS to convince 

larger powers that their cause is some-

thing to be more concerned about. Au-

thors Ourbak and Magnan are right in 

pointing out that AOSIS must continue to 

frame climate change as an issue of life 

or death. As AOSIS lacks the power that 

larger states wield, it is ultimately a cock-

tail of emotion, scientific evidence, and 

strong leadership that will determine the 

future of its member states.   

 

Climate change diplomacy is a unique 

way for SIDS to engage in the decision-

making process of the international sys-

tem. Although this engagement is by no 

means without complications, it is im-

pressive that AOSIS, an organization that 

represents just 5% of the world popula-

tion, can participate so proactively in 

international diplomacy. With COP24 

rapidly approaching, it will be exciting to 

see how the Talanoa Dialogue will im-

pact the way in which SIDS act collective-

ly. One would like to think that it is dia-

logue that will help keep SIDS' heads 

above water. 
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Changing 

tides in Latin 

America 
Is a diplomatic  

crisis approaching on 

the horizon? 
 By Carla Suarez 

On July 16th 2018, Venezuelan president 

Nicolas Maduro threatened that the Bolivar-

ian Armed Forces of Venezuela would de-

ploy its forces across the 2219km-long bor-

der the petroleum-rich nation shares with 

Colombia. This threat comes after the latest 

claim-among the many he has made over 

the years-of a US-backed Colombian para-

military “intrusion” into Venezuelan territory. 

 

Once the wealthiest country in Latin Ameri-

ca, Venezuela has seen its oil-based econo-

my crumble down for the past decade un-

der the leadership of populist president 

Hugo Chavez, and reach unprecedented 

levels of economic deficit since Nicolas Ma-

duro rose to power in 2013. 

 

Venezuela is undergoing a democratic cri-

sis, evidenced by a completely oppressed 

opposition, profoundly weak institutions and 

a president who keeps holding on to power 

through unconstitutional means. Besides the 

alarming food and medicine shortages, the 

nation’s economy has been inflicted with an 

external debt of $103,1 billion and severe 

hyperinflation with a soaring annual inflation 

rate that reached 40,000 % in June 2018, 

largely surpassing the IMF’s forecast of 

12,874.6% for the 2018 year- end annual 

inflation rate. As a consequence of Vene-

zuela’s critical economic and political sce-

nario, around 3 million Venezuelans have 

left the country, with approximately 820,000 

heading to neighbouring Colombia. The 

continuously growing emigration of Vene-

zuelan citizens through this border has in-

creased the political tension between the 

two Caribbean 

countries. The bor-

der shared by both 

countries is an ex-

tremely active zone, 

as thousands of 

Venezuelan citizens 

not only cross the 

border to flee from their country but also 

on daily basis to get primary goods as these 

have become scarce in their homeland. 

 

Only two weeks after the allegations of a 

Colombian military intrusion into Venezue-

lan territory made by Nicolás Maduro, a 

drone attack took place during a military 

parade he was preceding in Caracas on 

August 4th. President Maduro, employing 

his recurrent anti-imperialist discourse, 

claimed that this attack was an 

“assassination attempt” orchestrated by the 

outgoing Colombian president Juan Manuel 

Santos and that it is part of a “conspiracy’ 

against him orchestrated by the US govern-

ment.  

 

Following president Maduro’s initial threat 

of deploying his army across the border 

with Colombia, multilateral bodies such as 

the Lima Group announced their intentions 

to take economic, political and financial 

measures to contribute to the re-

establishment of  democracy in Venezuela. 

This multilateral body composed of Argenti-

na, Brazil, Colombia, Canada, Chile, Costa 

Rica, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Pana-

ma, Paraguay 

and Peru, was 

established with 

the objective of 

condemning the 

breakdown of 

the democratic 

order in Vene-

zuela. The multilateral organisation also 

expressed its concern over the mobilisation 

of Venezuelan armaments towards the bor-

der it shares with Colombia.  

 

In response to the claims made by the Ven-

ezuelan head of state over being targeted 

by a “drone terrorism plot”, the Lima Group 
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held an emergency meeting with its For-

eign Ministers and made an urgent re-

quest to the Venezuelan government to 

hold an “independent, exhaustive and 

transparent” investigation into the al-

leged terrorist attack made against the 

Venezuelan president. These countries 

aim for an impartial judgment assess-

ment of the events and firmly reject any 

claims that this attack was conducted by 

the Colombian government under the 

leadership of its outgoing president.  

 

Another important statement made by 

the Lima Group is the refusal of having a 

US intervention these matters. This is an 

extremely important claim since the Ven-

ezuelan government continuously rejoic-

es in accusing these countries of acting 

on behalf of US interests. The principle of 

non-interference is highly respected by 

Latin American governments and is 

therefore one of the main reasons why 

armed conflict between countries is rare 

and it is one of the main factors to have 

contributed towards stability and peace 

in the region. 

 

Contrary to this, armed conflicts at a 

national level have been influenced by 

foreign forces during the past century. 

However, not all foreign interventions in 

Latin American national matters have 

had adverse consequences. The Peace 

Process in Colombia with the guerrilla 

group FARC is a major success of the 

Santos mandate, leading him to win the 

Nobel Peace Prize in December 2016. 

The Colombian Peace Process was over-

looked by a commission composed of 11 

international actors, most of them Euro-

pean and Latin American nations. The 

centre-right political approach of his 

presidency avoided any armed conflict 

from taking place at the national and 

regional levels as it was driven by the will 

of operating on diplomatic terms and 

respecting the sovereignty of the neigh-

bouring nation of Venezuela. 

 

With the arrival to power of Colombian 

president Iván Duque on August 7th, the 

winds of change in Colombia seem to 

announce the beginning of a stormy 

relationship with Venezuela and its pop-

ulist left-wing leader. President Duque 

has won the presidency by following in 

the footsteps of former president Uribe, 

with whom he shares the desire to modi-

fy the Peace Negotiations with the FARC 

in order  to limit the political participa-

tion of the former guerilla group as a 

political party. Another element in com-

mon between former Colombian presi-

dent Uribe and president Duque is their 

right-wing political vision based on 

strong military forces, which could even-

tually lead to an armed conflict with Ven-

ezuela. 

 

One of the first measures undertaken by 

Duque was to announce the withdrawal 

of Colombia from the regional organisa-

tion UNASUR on August 10th, arguing 

that the country was no longer interest-

ed in being part of an institution 

“governed” by Venezuela. This stark de-

cision could potentially deepen the ideo-

logically-driven polarisation of the re-

gion. UNASUR was created in 2011 under 

the initiative of Nestor Kirchner, Lula da 

Silva and Hugo Chavez, former presi-

dents of Argentina, Brazil and Venezuela 

respectively, as an alternative to the 

OAS, a continental organisation head-

quartered in the United States, and MER-

COSUR, a regional trade bloc comprising 

multiple South American countries. Since 

then, influential members such as Argen-

tina have switched camps in the ideolog-

ical battle, going from the populist man-

date of Cristina Kirchner to the liberal 

approach of Mauricio Macri. This ideo-

logical division has led six of its members 

to suspend their memberships in April 

over the “impossibility” of choosing a 

Secretary General in the organisation 

temporarily led by the president of Boliv-

ia, Evo Morales, the populist leader 

aligned with the anti-imperialist Vene-

zuelan government.  

 

The ongoing crisis of UNASUR along 

with the rising tension between Colom-

bia’s new government and the belliger-

ent government of Nicolás Maduro 

could potentially develop into a hostile 

environment across the region, putting 

Latin American integration and its institu-

tions at risk. With far-right wing candi-

date Jair Bolsonaro and former socialist 

president Lula Da Silva leading the polls, 

the upcoming presidential elections in 

Brazil in October are going to define the 

political landscape in the region. The 

outcome of these elections will certainly 

exerce an important influence on the 

continent as Brazil is a heavy-weight in 

the regional decision-making process. If 

Latin America’s diplomatic institutions do 

not remain neutral to the ideological 

tendencies of its members, a severe dip-

lomatic crisis could be under way, poten-

tially leading to armed confrontation. 

The only way to preserve peace in the 

region is through effective dialogue and 

the use of diplomacy as an instrument of 

good governance.  
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Diplomacy is 

key for  

indigenous 

rights 
By Haley Lawrie  

 
Indigenous movements have become im-

portant social and political actors in the 

contemporary Latin American political 

landscape. The most recent census data 

shows that in 2010, there were about 42 

million indigenous people in Latin America, 

making up nearly 8% of the total popula-

tion. Throughout a majority of Latin Ameri-

ca’s history, these groups have been op-

pressed, ignored, and silenced. Latin Amer-

ican countries didn’t just ignore indigenous 

peoples’ rights and interests, but their state 

agendas were built in opposition to them. 

The region has been united in a systemic 

undermining of native groups’ freedoms 

and is now being called upon to use its 

diplomatic ties to remedy the dismal state 

of affairs.  

 

In 2007, the United Nations acknowledged 

the historic injustices suffered by these 

marginalized people and issued the UN 

Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 

People (UN DRIP). The Declaration estab-

lished the right of self-determination, which 

gives native groups the right to determine 

their own political status and pursue their 

own political, social, and cultural develop-

ment. Along with this Declaration, native 

population’s freedoms have been furthered 

by the extension of additional international 

laws and treaties. Diplomacy—working 

together to achieve a tangible goal for 

these marginalised groups—has been cru-

cial to make any substantial progress in 

indigenous rights around the world.  

 

In response to this key act of diplomacy, 

many countries have implemented laws to 

act upon the authorities that the UN DRIP 

started. In countries such as Bolivia and 

Colombia, human rights treaties, which 

include indigenous peoples’ rights, hold the 

same weight as their nation’s constitution. 

Others, like Guatemala and Ecuador, view 

the treaties below their constitutions but 

above regular legislation. In some coun-

tries, like Colombia, these peoples’ rights 

have been included in national constitu-

tions in specific terms. But regardless of the 

rank within any given legal system, wherev-

er ratified, international declarations and 

law such as UN DRIP and the International 

Labor Organisation’s (ILO) Treaty No. 169—

the only international treaty that deals ex-

clusively on indigenous rights—are still 

binding, and states are required to respect, 

fulfil, and protect these peoples’ rights af-

firmed in said laws. In most cases, the pro-

visions of ILO No. 169 can apply regardless 

of whether the country in question has 

complied with its obligation to create laws 

allowing the ILO’s implementation. Howev-

er, there’s a gap between the UN Declara-

tion, ILO No. 169, and local laws and the 

enforcement and the reality facing indige-

nous groups across Latin America. 

 

As is the case with many international laws, 

there’s only so far that diplomacy can take 

us when approaching domestic law en-

forcement. This diplomatic limbo is exactly 

the case for, arguably, one of the most 

pressing issues concerning indigenous’ 

rights—the right to prior consultation. Prior 

consultation is 

fundamental in 

that it recognises 

the right of native 

populations to 

make decisions 

that could affect 

their existence and 

that a state doesn’t 

have the authority 

to conduct an ac-

tivity that will be at 

the expense of a community’s basic rights. 

Essentially, the living conditions of these 

people cannot be altered without their 

consent. At least, in theory. 

 

The right to consultation for native popula-

tions in countries like Peru has existed for 

the last twenty four years, since the ILO No. 

169 concerning Indigenous and Tribal Peo-

ples. With this law, Peru was the first Latin 

American country to approve a law for 

consultation — other nations have enacted 

only regulations—which merited a nod 

from various indigenous and human rights 

organisations. However, the approval of the 

Prior Consultation Law was followed by 

several problems in its application and im-

plementation. Congress approved legisla-

tion for the Right to Prior Consultation for 

Indigenous Peoples, but one month later 

the Executive branch made eight observa-

tions on the law and prevented its enact-

ment. Peru is but one example of where 

the interests of timber, petroleum, and 

mining companies are given preference 

over the human rights of native people 

groups. Diplomacy is all well and good, but 

when these companies are still given con-

cessions on indigenous lands without prior 

consultation in the communities, diplomacy 

will only be a talking point and an area to 

tout social capital. 

 

Regardless of diplomacy’s limitations, this 

analysis is not to 

say diplomacy is 

completely failing 

indigenous move-

ments and free-

doms. Recent 

trade agreements 

are showcasing the 

importance of a 

united front from 

the region to push 

for rights in a tan-

gible way. In a major trade agreement be-

ing finalised between the Mercosur trade 

bloc (Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay and Uru-

guay) and the European Union, indigenous 

human rights assurances are being includ-

ed. It is the first time that human rights 

clauses will be included between the two 

parties. The pact will incorporate monu-

mental indigenous human rights clauses 

“As is the case with many 

international laws, there’s 

only so far that diplomacy 

can take us when 

 approaching domestic law 

enforcement” 
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meant to protect these groups from 

violence, land theft and other civil rights 

violations. The human rights’ guarantee 

included in the trade agreement, if vio-

lated, could potentially lead to major 

trade boycotts, and are particularly im-

portant to native populations in Brazil, 

where the agricultural lobby, bancada 

ruralista, wields tremendous political 

power. Given the prevalence of native 

communities across Latin America, and 

successes proclaimed in the international 

media, it is commonplace for advances 

in one state to spread into and develop 

in other states as well. If the economic 

outcomes are beneficial for this trade 

deal, it would be a key diplomatic 

achievement for the Latin American re-

gion regarding indigenous freedoms.  

 

As seen in the recent trade agreement 

with the Mercosur and the EU, if diplo-

matic and economic ties are hanging in 

the balance, countries in the region will 

feel a pressure to enact tangible legisla-

tion that benefits indigenous groups. Key 

indigenous leaders in the region, such as 

Oscar Olivera, Humberto Piaguaje, Mar-

cos Terena, Maxima Acuña, and Miriam 

Miranda must leverage these economic 

issues when lobbying to majority leader-

ship in their respective countries. Calling 

for indigenous rights to be included in 

key trade agreements will further the 

indigenous rights’ movement far more 

than pursuing independent legislation. 

However, due to the threats that these 

leaders have already received in their 

pursuit for increased freedoms, they 

should not be made to be the sole cata-

lysts of change in diplomatic actions. 

 

Given that the current instruments of 

indigenous rights are solely declarations 

and not legally binding international 

laws, critics fault the inability of the Unit-

ed Nations and states to enforce these 

minimum standards. The United Nations 

must create a way to enforce or con-

vince states to comply with these stand-

ards in order to ensure protection. The 

Human Rights Council, Special Proce-

dures and Working Groups enact en-

forcement measures for human rights 

doctrine, so it seems only fitting that the 

UN expand the scope of these organisa-

tions to allow the enforcement of indige-

nous freedoms. Diplomatic measures 

must be taken to ensure that the gaps 

between legal structures and legal en-

forcements are negated, allowing indige-

nous rights to flourish.  

 

 

Leaving the  

champagne 

and caviar  

behind  
 By Gabriel Funari 

When discussing South American diplo-

macy, the images that first come to mind 

are the grandiose summits in which the 

continent’s preeminent statesmen toast 

each other over champagne and caviar. 

For centuries, the discourse surrounding 

international relations focused exclusively 

on the disputes among states. However, 

non-state actors ranging from multina-

tional corporations to organised crime 

groups are increasingly becoming influ-

ential diplomatic actors. The emergence 

of these new political actors is forcing 

diplomacy in the region to adapt to new 

social realities.  

 

The Brazilian organised crime group 

Primeiro Comando da Capital (First 

Command of the Capital/PCC) is 

amongst the new geopolitical actors that 

have most impacted the continent over 

the past decade. Initially formed as a self

-protection group amongst prisoners 

following the 1991 Carandiru prison mas-

sacre in São Paulo, the PCC’s disciplined 

members and decentralised system of 

authority quickly turned the group into 

the largest drug-trafficking organization 

in South America. Rather than operating 

like a traditional drug cartel, the PCC is a 

sophisticated political actor that fosters a 

formidable group identity while also 

maintaining a discreet public profile. 

Along with kidnappings, robberies and 

trafficking, the PCC also governs 90% of 

Brazil’s prisons and vast majority of São 

Paulo’s urban periphery. The group de-

veloped its own complex judicial system 

that is strictly obeyed by both its incar-

cerated members and by its political 

subjects in São Paulo.  

 

The PCC has deep ties to the Brazilian 

state. It was formed as a consequence of 

pervasive police violence in state prisons 

and neglected neighbourhoods. The 

group grew in tandem with the mount-

ing failures of the Brazilian government’s 

war on drugs and mass incarceration 

policies imported from the US. Brazil 

currently has the third largest prison 

population in the world. Almost all of the 

726,000 inmates serving time in the 

country’s prisons are required to follow 

the PCC’s rules and pay monthly dues to 

the group. The PCC is therefore not only 

a security threat to the state; it also di-

rectly challenges the authority of the 

Brazilian government. Active in spaces of 

state abandonment like prisons and ur-

ban peripheries, the PCC has instituted 

an effective system of authority that cur-

rently serves as an alternative to state 

rule.  

 

The emergence of this powerful chal-

lenger to the state has inevitably led to 

clashes. In May 2006, the PCC assassi-

nated more than 50 police officers and 

prison agents in the state of São Paulo in 

response to the transferring of 700 of the 

group’s members to high-security pris-

ons. In a four-day period during that 

month, the group also burned down 
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buses, attacked banks and virtually shut 

down São Paulo, the largest city in the 

continent. After the May 2006 attacks, the 

PCC reached an agreement with the São 

Paulo state government over the territories 

in which the group’s authority would re-

main uncontested. As a consequence of 

the pact between the state and the PCC, 

São Paulo’s homicide rate has dramatically 

fallen. The city is now a distant cry from 

the late 1990s when it was known as the 

murder capital of the world. In marginal-

ized regions where the presence of the 

state was only felt through police violence, 

the PCC has arisen as a stabilizing force. 

Residents of the periphery are willing to 

overlook the group’s criminal activities as 

long as the PCC continues to contribute to 

reduced violence.  

 

Not content with its dominance in Brazil, 

the PCC has established operations 

throughout South America over the last 

five years. The group has seized machine 

guns from the Argentinian military, infil-

trated Bolivian and Paraguayan prisons, 

established partnerships with cocaine and 

marijuana suppliers in Peru and Colombia 

and set up smuggling routes throughout 

the Paraná River that flows through Para-

guay, Argentina, Uruguay and Brazil. In 

April 2017, the PCC conducted a spectacu-

lar heist of an armoured car company in 

the Paraguayan city of Ciudad del Este, 

utilizing 60 men and a team of snipers to 

seize over $40 million in cash. 

 

Crucially, the PCC’s growing international 

presence has exposed the lack of regional 

cooperation amongst South American 

states. South American diplomacy has 

been historically plagued by factionalism. 

Despite being the region’s largest country 

and economic powerhouse, Brazil has 

always been reluctant to lead efforts to-

wards regional integration. However, the 

PCC’s influence over prisons, transport 

routes and local politicians throughout the 

continent has compelled governments to 

enhance security cooperation mechanisms. 

Since July 2017, the Brazilian police has 

conducted joint operations alongside Bo-

livian and Paraguayan forces against the 

PCC. In July 2018, Paraguayan officers, 

assisted by Brazilian federal agents, arrest-

ed the head of the PCC’s operations in 

Paraguay and Bolivia in a sprawling man-

sion located in the Paraguayan capital of 

Asunción. 

 

Nonetheless, increased security coopera-

tion between South American states will be 

unable to decimate the PCC. The group’s 

sprawling influence throughout the conti-

nent confirms that international politics is 

no longer dominated by states. Neoliberal 

economic policies such as the privatization 

of state-owned companies, and cuts on 

social programs have decreased state as-

sets, while rampant corruption and police 

violence have deteriorated the public’s 

trust on public institutions. Meanwhile, non

-state actors like the PCC as well as banks 

and multinational corporations take ad-

vantage of porous borders and weak insti-

tutions to wrestle political power away 

from states.  

 

Hence, any analysis of contemporary 

South American diplomacy has to contend 

with the likes of the PCC. The organized 

crime group may not seem like a political 

actor at first glance. However, the PCC is 

increasingly impacting crucial political is-

sues like sovereignty, authority and the 

legitimate use of violence. While much of 

the current political discourse in South 

America focuses on the presidential elec-

tions held in Venezuela and Colombia, the 

political crises facing Brazil and Peru or 

Argentina’s economic struggles, it must 

also examine how the likes of the PCC are 

affecting politics on the ground. Instead of 

basking in the receding allure of state 

power, political discourse has to expose 

the increased political influence of the likes 

of the PCC. It is time to leave the cham-

pagne and caviar behind.  

 

 

Latin  

America’s 

economic 

bet 
By Julio C. Othon  
 

Past July, an event took place in Mexico 

with little reverberation in the news media 

outside Latin America, or even outside the 

economic session of newspapers in the 

region. However, the first Summit between 

the Mercosur bloc ('Southern Common 

Market') and Alianza del Pacífico ('Pacific 

Alliance') is a cornerstone for Latin Ameri-

can integration, as they work to reach a 

Free Trade Agreement. Together, these 

blocs encompass the biggest economies in 

the region: Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay, 

and Uruguay, for Mercosur, and Chile, 

Colombia, Mexico, and Peru, for the Alian-

za. 

 

Since the 1826 Panama Congress organ-

ised by Simon Bolivar, one of the region’s 

famous liberators from Spanish rule, the 

dream of a unified Latin America remains 

in the region. In a very different manner to 

what Bolivar once imagined, this July’s 

Summit demonstrated a giant leap to-

wards economic integration. It is a result of 

an ongoing progress the Latin American 

States have made over the course of the 

second part of the last century – even 

though it is by no means finished. 

 

The Latin American road towards greater 

cooperation  

 

Until the 1950s, Latin American countries’ 

incentives for integration were limited. 

Although States such as Brazil had already 

sorted their border limits, others in the 

region such as Chile and Bolivia had not. 

This was a cause for great tension, as na-

tions preferred to put their rivalries before 

integration possibilities. Furthermore, the 

omnipresence of the agrarian-export 
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model provided little incentive for re-

gional trade. 

 

In 1948, the new-born United Nations set 

up the Economic Commission for Latin 

America and the Caribbean (ECLAC). It 

nourished the community mentality, 

which ended up resulting in the Latin 

American Free Trade Association 

('ALALC' in Portuguese) in 1960. 

 

Twenty years after its creation, ALALC 

was replaced by the Latin American Inte-

gration Association ('ALADI' in Portu-

guese) in 1980. While the former’s rigid 

structure stifled its effectiveness, ALADI 

changed this by adopting the Enabling 

Clause. It was an exception to the Most 

Favoured Nation rule, which obliged that 

any trade concession from one member 

country to another would, immediately 

and automatically, be extended to oth-

ers. As a result, ALADI flourished and the 

number of agreements under it in-

creased significantly. 

 

ALADI ultimately aims to progressively 

converge partial actions in order to es-

tablish a Latin American Common Mar-

ket. In fact, this is one of its principles. 

This is where the long-standing approxi-

mation between Mercosur and Alianza 

del Pacífico falls into. 

 

MERCOSUR and the Pacific Alliance  

 

Mercosur was created in 1991 by the will 

of Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay, and Uru-

guay. As its own name implies, it envis-

ages the establishment of a 'Southern 

Common Market' - duty free trade and 

free movement of labour and capital. 

Although it has taken concrete measures 

towards this goal, it is far from the Euro-

pean unification project, for instance, as 

the former aims for a significant lesser 

degree of integration. 

 

The group does want to expand its part-

ners and, consequently, its common 

market. A recent member, Venezuela, is 

currently suspended under the bloc’s 

“democratic clause” while Bolivia is in the 

process of accession. Mercosur has also 

been attempting to forge closer ties with 

the Andean Community. The 2008-

established Union of South American 

Nations, which could accelerate this pro-

cess, is under a temporary crisis. In the 

past months, at least six countries in-

formed that they will not attend the 

group’s meetings due to the bloc’s ina-

bility to reach a consensus over its new 

Secretary-General. 

 

Pacific-oriented Chile, Colombia, and 

Peru decided to form, alongside Mexico, 

the Alianza del Pacífico ('Pacific Alliance'), 

in 2011. Limiting itself to developing an 

area of deep integration to move pro-

gressively towards the free movement of 

goods, services, resources and people; it 

does not seek - at least initially - any 

further institutionalisation, as it has not 

established, for instance, a permanent 

Secretariat. More importantly, its mem-

bers have adopted a more outward-

looking vision as they pursued further 

free trade with an orientation towards 

Asian countries and their markets, in-

stead of with South 

America or, more 

broadly, Latin Ameri-

ca. 

 

Together, Mercosur 

members would be 

the fifth world econo-

my; the Pacific Alli-

ance’s, the eighth. 

They form a market 

of 480 million people, 

and they account for 

over 90% of the GDP 

and foreign direct 

investment in the 

region. And yet, even though there are 

significant possibilities, intra-regional 

exports in Latin America account for only 

18 per cent of total exports, as compared 

to the 69 per cent of intra-regional ex-

ports in the European Union and 55% in 

the East Asia-Pacific. 

 

Joining hands in the face of uncertainty  

 

There is currently a stronger political will 

for a deeper integration in Latin America, 

and the first Mercosur – Pacific Alliance 

Summit in July is a clear example of such. 

Nonetheless, this is more the outcome of 

circumstance and pragmatism rather 

than a reverberating Pan-American spirit. 

 

Internal political changes within the 

American continent, as well as the United 

States’ protectionist policies under the 

Trump administration alongside the 

growing global anxieties over a develop-

ing trade war between the U.S and Chi-

na, have all sent shocks throughout the 

entire American continent. Unable to rely 

on Washington anymore, even tradition-

al partners, such as Canada, are looking 

to diversify their economic partnerships. 

In fact, Canada even started to negotiate 

a free trade deal with Mercosur earlier 

this year. 

 

The Pacific Alliance, from its part, looks 

forward to accelerating the integration 

process in different areas, consolidating 

its projection – especially toward Asia-

Pacific - and making progress in areas 

such as financial services and cybersecu-

rity, thus avoiding becoming "obsolete 

prematurely". Furthermore, its biggest 

economy, Mexico, is a long-standing and 

heavily dependent partner of the US. The 

uncertainty emanating from its bigger 

neighbour is a heavy blow in itself and, 

more broadly, in the Pacific Rim as a 

whole. 

 

Down at Mercosur, a weakening Pink 

Tide movement – with the 

exception of Uruguay, has 

led to the exit of left-wing 

parties. Pro-free-market 

Leaders ascended to power 

in Argentina, with Mauricio 

Macri, and Brazil, with 

Michel Temer, and the bloc 

is not only close to setting 

up a free trade area with 

the European Union – a 

negotiation which dates 

back from 1999 - but also 

inching closer to developing 

economic ties with other 

Latin American powers. 

 

Latin American integration and coopera-

tion is thus being shaped as a result of 

the growing uncertainty facing the entire 

American continent. As Mercosur and 

the Pacific Alliance become closer to one 

another, it appears evident that Latin 

American economic integration will 

come from a pragmatic liberalising tide 

rather than the enchanting but utopian 

Bolivarian dream.  

“a developing 

trade war  

between the U.S 

and China, [has] 

sent shocks 

throughout the 

entire American 

continent” 
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The pomp 

politics of 

Trump and 

Kim 
By Mia Mason 
 

Initially, I could not understand where my 

mother’s great hesitancy came from when 

my father revealed the two tickets booked 

to Pyongyang - I told her if she didn’t want 

to go then I would take her ticket instead. 

After all, we were based in Beijing at the 

time and had travelled all over the Asian 

continent with my family, which is why I 

could not understand why would not take 

me on this holiday too. 

 

I understood my mother’s hesitations better 

once they had returned from their five-day 

tour. They told us stories of empty amuse-

ment parks, puppet-esque children per-

forming to an audience of foreigners and 

the peculiar interactions they would have 

with their tour guides. Perhaps not some-

where a thirteen-year-old would want to go 

on holiday after all.  

 

The Singapore summit held in June this year 

made history, as it was the first ever US 

President to meet with a North Korean head 

of state. Donald J Trump and Kim Jong-un 

shook hands while the rest of the world 

watched in bewilderment. 

 

The meeting has been described as 

“historic”, “gracious”, but also “bizarre”. 

Many have labelled it a clear publicity stunt 

for the attending North Korean and Ameri-

can parties. The iconic image of the two 

leaders shaking hands is meant to symbolise 

a breakthrough in diplomatic relations be-

tween the USA and North Korea, with this 

being conveyed in the form of a joint state-

ment regarding security matters and the 

Korean peninsula’s denuclearisation. Whilst 

it is clear that these meetings are intrinsically 

based on politics and diplomacy, there is no 

denying that they were also a well-crafted 

public relations exercise, something Mr. 

Trump is all too well known for. Alerts on 

phones from the BBC, CNN and all other 

modern-day news agencies popping up at 

rapid rates; the image that swept across the 

internet in each and every nation.  

 

Watching the summit from afar, I was per-

plexed. Kim Jong-un is portrayed as a ridicu-

lous but dangerous dictator who is more 

concerned with the autonomy of his country 

and himself than the welfare of his people; 

he cares more about how his country ap-

pears than how it actually is. And here he 

was meeting one of the most influential men 

in the world, renowned businessman, social-

ite and now President, Donald J Trump. 

However, I believe there is more than meets 

the eye when it comes to the encounter of 

Mr. Trump and Mr. Kim. Therefore, let’s 

explore a few viable reasons why the leaders 

and their administrations agreed to attend 

the Singapore Summit. What did they each 

stand to gain by taking part?  

 

You can just about see the smugness in 

each of their eyes. For Kim, it is the 

knowledge that back at home his 24.5 mil-

lion followers will see the image of their 

supreme leader standing next to and shak-

ing hands with - and by inference having 

the same level of importance as - the most 

powerful person in the world - the American 

president. For Trump, it shows him to be a 

great negotiator, someone who could bring 

to the table one of the most unpredictable 

and controversial characters in modern his-

tory. The Trump brand is all about the ‘Art 

of the Deal’, and here he is proving himself 

to those that doubted him. Ironically, Kim 

would probably have been happy to meet 

with any US President – it’s just that none of 

them would have contemplated such an act 

as they would not have wanted to give him 

legitimacy.  

 

For both, it was a big, fat ego boost. 

 

Moving forwards, it would be foolish not to 

take into account the weight of December’s 
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Lessons from  

Singapore 
By Alessandro Greppi 
 

 

How Singapore’s sense of vulnerability pushed its 

leaders to adopt a focused, innovative diplomacy, 

reputed for its coherence and ability to “punch 

above its weight”. 

 

On August 9, Singapore celebrated its 53rd Inde-

pendence Day. Now one of the wealthiest, healthi-

est and most educated nations in the world, Singa-

pore was only but a swampy impoverished island 

when it abruptly gained independence from the 

Malaysian Federation in 1965. In just over five dec-

ades, its leaders successfully turned the city-state’s 

geopolitical weaknesses – its dependency on water, 

modest population, reduced geographic area and 

scarce natural resources – into strengths, giving rise 

to a state-building and economic miracle.  

 

As a small state surrounded by enemies and locat-

ed in a then politically volatile region, Singapore’s 

foreign policy initially focused on securing inde-

pendence and sovereignty by seek-

ing the widest possible international 

recognition. Recognising the im-

portance of a stable and open inter-

national order based on the rule of 

law and multilateralism, Singapore 

joined as many intergovernmental 

organisations as possible. At the bi-

lateral level, the city-state worked to 

secure relations with its immediate 

neighbours while reaching out to the developed 

world, particularly the European Union, Europe and 

Japan.  

 

After securing independence, Singapore’s foreign 

policy quickly evolved to ensure its economic de-

velopment. Priority was given to attracting foreign 

investments and promoting trade, as well as re-

gional economic cooperation with its neighbours in 

the Association of Southeast Asian Nations 

(ASEAN). By doing so, the country linked its domes-

tic achievements to a successful foreign policy, and 

incidentally, its internal economic development to 

the economic interests of other nations, further 

safeguarding its independence. Diplomacy became 

a tool for trade, and vice-versa.  

Always striving for survival  

 

Singapore’s foreign policy is driven by an acute 

concern for survival and vulnerability. Unlike larger 

nations, Singapore cannot afford to make mistakes 

as these would compromise its very existence as a 

sovereign nation. The mindset has always been one 

of survival and the sense of urgency is real to this 

day, as if losing one opportunity means losing it all. 

Thus, its foreign policy is guided by a keen sense of 

the global trends in order to position and respond 

promptly to international changes and events.  

 

Innovating to make itself relevant to the rest of 

the world 

 

To overcome its weaknesses, Singapore had to 

consistently search for ways to make itself relevant 

in the international community. In fields ranging 

from water technology, cyber diplomacy, defence 

and innovation, the city-state worked to identify a 

niche where there are a small number of platforms 

for countries and non-state actors to discuss an 

issue of growing importance. Singapore then pre-

sented itself as the leading forum for leaders to 

meet and review the issues at stake.  

 

A good example of this is the Shangri-La 

Dialogue, an annual defence summit 

hosted by Singapore and now one of the 

world’s top security gatherings. This year 

it was dominated by the United States-

North Korea talks that culminated in the 

Trump-Kim Jong-un Summit, also held in 

Singapore. Another example is Singa-

pore’s expertise in water technology, 

which allowed it to emerge from water 

insecurity to become a global “hydrohub”. 

 

Beyond these niches, which have become Singa-

pore’s trademark, the city-state used its domestic 

success stories in public education, social policy, 

public health and innovation policy to involve other 

states in its social and economic ecosystem. It has 

become a hub for the international community to 

learn “the latest state of the art” in development 

economics and state-building. This is where Singa-

pore’s niche diplomacy grew into a “technocratic” 

diplomacy. As a result, the country’s soft power is 

more associated to its successful public policy than 

its cultural and social fabric. Being an immigrant 

nation, Singapore’s leaders managed to instil a 

“Singapore’s  

foreign policy is 

driven by an 

acute concern 

for survival and 

vulnerability” 
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sense of nationhood to all Singaporeans regardless 

of ethnicity or religion, however the influence of 

their culture abroad remains limited.  

 

Pragmatic but principled when necessary 

 

Singapore has always been wary of ideology, both 

at home and abroad. Domestically, Lee Kwan Yew 

mixed a socialist housing policy with liberal eco-

nomics for growth, and a strict security and multira-

cial social policy to foster social cohesion. Similarly, 

at the international level, conscious of its limited 

influence abroad, Singapore avoided taking sides 

during the Cold War. The country’s neutrality and 

discretion on divisive issues that did not directly 

affect their interests is a trademark of their diplo-

matic style. As a member of the Non-Aligned 

Movement, Singapore was nevertheless instrumen-

tal in preventing the pro-Soviet faction of the 

movement from establishing its thesis that the 

movement and the Soviet Union were “natural al-

lies”.  

 

Despite committing to be friends with all sides yet 

take no sides, Singapore often describes its foreign 

policy as principled. For over 50 years, it supported 

a rules-based international order, upholding an 

open international trading system, maintaining reli-

ability with treaties and contracts, and adopting a 

realistic worldview. Adhering to these principles 

isn’t just about being right, but a way to win the 

respect of other nations and have them see Singa-

pore as stable and reliable. Rules are also of partic-

ular importance as the country cannot afford to 

have international relations work on the basis of 

political and military assertiveness. If rules do not 

matter, then small countries like Singapore have no 

chance of survival.  

 

Singapore has consistently maintained its right to 

take a principled stand when necessary, holding 

ground against external pressure from allies when 

high interests are at stake. In 1994, American teen-

ager Michael Fay was caned for vandalism, despite 

pressure from President Clinton to drop the pun-

ishment. The point was to show that Singapore’s 

principled pragmatism was multi-directional in 

scope, and could go as far as confronting its most 

powerful ally, proving that the state was not part of 

any exclusive alliance. In a decade where China’s 

power is ascending and US power is plummeting, 

this middle ground position has proved effective, 

but will it continue to be in a future dominated by 

China and India? Only time will tell, but for the time 

being Singapore’s innovative, pragmatic and princi-

pled diplomacy continues to impress.  

 

Alessandro Greppi, Research Officer at the Em-

bassy of the Republic of Singapore in France.  
 

The views and opinions expressed in this article are 

those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect 

the official policy or position of the Singapore  

Government.  
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United Nations trade sanctions and the 

effect they must be having on each par-

ties’ agendas. Written in response to 

Pyongyang’s continued ballistic missile 

testing, the United Nations Security 

Council unanimously voted to place 

“aggressive…international sanctions” on 

North Korea. This included cutting ex-

ports of gasoline, refined oils, industrial 

equipment, machinery - all of which 

would enable Kim to comfortably contin-

ue with his missile launching regime. Ever 

since North Korea left the Nuclear Non-

Proliferation Treaty in 2003, nuclear wea-

ponry sites have 

been popping up 

all over the coun-

try. 

 

The sanctions are 

already said to be 

having grave 

effects on the 

North Korean 

economy. South 

Korea’s central 

bank, Bank of 

Korea, estimates 

there was a contraction of 3.5% in 2017. 

The largest contractions were found 

within industries the sanctions had direct-

ly targeted: mining, heavy industry, and 

construction. Regardless of the conse-

quences brought by the sanctions, it was 

imperative that the US attended the Sin-

gapore summit so that pressure was 

maintained on the "Great Leader" and his 

ever-expanding nuclear regime. Regard-

less of this pressure, there have been 

recent reports of continued missile test-

ing and considerable increases in illegal 

ship-to-ship transfers of petroleum prod-

ucts. 

 

Kim’s attendance at the Singapore sum-

mit exhibited his awareness to the severi-

ty of the sanctions to his country’s well-

being. For the North Koreans to be pre-

sent at the summit, along with their sign-

ing of the joint statement, is a suggestion 

that they will ‘play’ along with the United 

Nations. They will respect their sanctions 

in the hope that the UN will eventually lift 

them. Essentially, the better Kim behaves, 

the sooner the sanctions can be loos-

ened. Poor economic performance leads 

to the risk of Kim’s followers starting to 

question his leadership and could pose a 

threat to the coun-

try’s stability. North 

Korea has one of 

the world's lowest 

GDP per capita 

scores, despite also 

being one of the 

world’s largest mili-

tary spenders. 

 

Can diplomacy be 

achieved through a 

handshake between 

two leaders? It 

seems wise to conclude that this de-

pends on their motivations. Kim and 

Trump shook hands and signed a state-

ment because it promoted their images, 

egos and regimes. Unfortunately, we 

cannot have any idea of what Kim’s real 

intentions were by attending the summit. 

Is he genuinely interested in their denu-

clearisation? To abolish poverty or in-

crease living standards for his followers? 

Or is this just a short-term boost to his 

master plan? 

 

Perhaps Kim’s support for nuclear demili-

tarisation was just a front after all.  

Malaysia’s  

greatest  

financial 

scandal  
(And the diplomatic 

game behind this) 

By Hang Fu Wong 
 

“HEIST OF THE CENTURY!” 

 

The year 2015 was a tumultuous time in 

Malaysian politics. Mr Najib Razak, Ma-

laysia’s then Prime Minister, was accused 

of corruption involving billions of US 

dollars being embezzled from 1Malaysia 

Development Berhad (1MDB), a state 

fund with the purpose of promoting 

economic development in a country 

where the median income stands at ap-

proximately £300 per month. To put this 

into perspective, the median income of 

United Kingdom stands at approximately 

£2,300 per month.   

 

In July 2016, the United States Depart-

ment of Justice (DoJ) filed lawsuits alleg-

ing that at least US$3.5bn (£2.5bn) had 

been stolen from 1MDB. The DoJ claimed 

the stolen money found its way into the 

accounts of numerous of Mr Najib’s as-

sociates, who subsequently went on a 

lavish spending spree across the world. 

The US also claimed the money from 

1MDB helped to purchase luxury apart-

ments in Manhattan, mansions in Los 

Angeles, paintings by Monet, a corporate 

jet, and ironically, financed ‘The Wolf of 

Wall Street’, the major Hollywood film 

which depicts financial crimes. Further-

more, Najib’s associate used 1MDB funds 

to buy the actor Leonardo DiCaprio a 

US$3.2m (£2.4m) Picasso painting for his 

birthday whilst Miranda Kerr, the Australi-

an model, received US$8m (£6.1m) in the 

form of jewellery (both have since re-

turned the gifts). Meanwhile, Mr Najib 

received US$681m (£518m) in his person-

al bank account, but he claimed the 

money was a donation from a Saudi 

prince. The fund is facing money laun-

dering probes in at least six countries 

including the US, Switzerland and Singa-

pore.  

 

“The largest 

 contractions were 

found within industries 

the sanctions had  

directly targeted:  

mining, heavy industry, 

and construction” 
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From Obama to Trump 

 

Naturally, relations between Mr Najib’s 

regime and the Obama administration 

soured after DoJ filed the lawsuits. Thus 

when Mr Donald Trump assumed office in 

January 2017, Mr Najib was determined to 

rebuild ties with the new administration. 

He was among the first of the world lead-

ers to congratulate Mr Trump on his elec-

tion victory. 

 

In September 2017, President Trump invit-

ed Mr Najib to the White House. This was 

important for Mr Najib as according to 

The Straits Times, he wanted to signal 

that he is still welcome despite the crimi-

nal probe by DoJ into 1MDB. 

 

Mr Najib did not come empty-handed for 

the visit. He told President Trump that 

Malaysia Airlines would buy from the US 

twenty-five Boeing 737 jets and eight 797 

Dreamliners, and would probably add 

another twenty-five 737s in the near fu-

ture. Mr Najib claimed the deal would be 

worth more than US$10bn (£7.6bn) within 

five years. Mr Najib also said Malaysia’s 

Employees Provident Fund, a major pen-

sion fund, wanted to spend US$3bn 

(£2.3bn) to US$4bn (£3bn) on US infra-

structure development. 

 

After the visit, Mr Najib was triumphant. 

He boasted that President Trump called 

him a friend and personally saw him off. 

Mr Najib also claimed he has a picture of 

the two of them, with Trump signing off 

with “To my favorite Prime Minister”. 

 

The visit attracted criticisms from various 

parties. Notably, Paul Wolfowitz, a visiting 

scholar at the American Enterprise Insti-

tute who served seven US administra-

tions, suggested that the meeting was 

arranged by a former Trump aide. He 

said ‘In May, a former Trump campaign 

aide – Healy E Baumgardner-Nardone of 

the “45 Group” – registered as a foreign 

agent to represent the Office of the Prime 

Minister of Malaysia. She reported receiv-

ing US$250,000 for her services.” Najib 

has however denied this. 

 

The Najib-Trump saga continued to de-

velop after the visit. According to emails 

reviewed by The Wall Street Journal 

(WSJ), Elliot Broidy, a Republican donor 

and Trump ally, negotiated a consulting 

contract with Najib’s associate. The con-

tract proposed a US$75m fee for Mr 

Broidy and his wife if they could convince 

DoJ to drop its probe into 1MDB. Mr 

Broidy’s lawyer replied to WSJ in a state-

ment that at no time ‘did anyone acting 

on their behalf, discuss [the 1MDB] case 

with President Trump, any member of his 

staff, or anyone at the US Department of 

Justice.’  

 

Relationship with President Xi 

 

Mr Najib’s desire to improve image at the 

international arena was a perfect oppor-

tunity for China, whose aim is to increase 

its economic and military presence in 

Southeast Asia. Under President Xi 

Jinping, China’s investment in Malaysia 

rose. China was providing funds for infra-

structure projects across Malaysia. When 

Mr Najib visited China, he brought home 

US$33.6bn (£25.6bn) in deals. In return, 

he agreed to buy four patrol boats. Presi-

dent Xi has described ties with Mr Najib 

as the ‘best ever.’  

 

The Opposition Fires Back 

 

In an attempt to counter Mr Najib’s ef-

forts in the global arena, the opposition 

leaders sent letters to the Federal Assem-

bly of Switzerland, requesting that the 

assets seized which totalled 104m Swiss 

francs (£80m) be returned. In response, 

1MDB replied that ‘It cannot be claimed 

by 1MDB or the government of Malaysia 

as the money does not belong to 1MDB.’ 

 

The Opposition’s attempt was foiled when 

the Swiss parliament rejected a bid to 

amend the law regarding ill-gotten bank 

profits seized by authorities. Swiss Foreign 

Minister Ignazio Cassis told lawmakers the 

measure was too broad and violated the 

separation of powers between the gov-

ernment and the courts. 

 

The People’s Tsunami 

 

Despite Mr Najib’s efforts both at home 

and on international stage, his regime 

was toppled by the Malaysian people in a 

historic election held on 9 May 2018. He 

was defeated by his 93-year-old former 

mentor, Dr Mahathir. The victor claimed 

the two had a falling out because of his 

protégé’s insistence on ‘cash is king’, both 

in politics and in governance.  

 

The fall of Mr Najib was bad news for the 

US and China. In an exclusive interview 

with the New York Times, Dr Mahathir 

said that he has no plans to meet Presi-

dent Trump in the nearest time as Presi-

dent Trump is a ‘volatile’ person. In an-

other interview with the Bloomberg, Dr 

Mahathir again took a swipe at President 

Trump, calling him ‘mercurial’. Dr Ma-

hathir also said he is reviewing Chinese 

investments. The Malaysian government 

has since then halted US$22bn (£16.7bn) 

in China-backed deals. China responded 

by warning the Malaysian government 

that they must pay compensation if the 

infrastructure projects are cancelled. 

 

And these global powers cannot seek Mr 

Najib’s help either as he is also in hot 

water. The former premier is probably 

going to jail after US$273m (£207m) 

worth of goods, which include a gold and 

diamond necklace worth US$1.6m 

(£1.2m), were seized from his properties.  

 

What’s Next? 

 

This certainly is not the end of story. The 

diplomatic game, now being played by a 

different principal player, Dr Mahathir, 

continues. 
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Hitting the 

target but 

missing the 

point  
By Andres Fuentes 

 
With twitter as his blade and the unwaver-

ing support of his constituency as his shield 

Trump has charged upon international di-

plomacy in full force. The president’s bellig-

erent accusations regarding unfair spending 

at July’s NATO summit led to the US’s allies 

agreeing to increase defense spending to 

2% by 2024. However, guaranteeing military 

commitments from his friends came at the 

cost of growing skepticism towards the US’s 

reliability. On the other hand, threatening 

“little rocket man” might have brought Kim 

Jong Un to sign “the complete denucleari-

zation” of North Korea. Nonetheless, recent 

claims that Pyongyang’s missile program 

remains fully operational shows the flare of 

Trump’s words far surpass the substance of 

his counterpart’s signature. The bottom line 

is: Friend or foe Trump’s diplomacy is hitting 

the target but missing the point.  

 

 That begs the question: What is the 

point of diplomacy? Traditionally, diplomacy 

involves influencing other states policies 

through negotiation rather than war. This 

has the goal of advancing a state’s interest 

while securing it from external threats. It 

involves consolidating partnerships with 

allies while defusing hostilities with antago-

nistic states. In recent years, this has come 

hand-in-hand with the concept of soft pow-

er: the ability to achieve desired outcomes 

by virtue of the attraction and gravitas of 

your state’s values 

and authority. Ever 

since McDonald’s 

‘golden arches’ 

replaced the ham-

mer and sickle in 

Moscow’s Red 

Square, America’s 

soft-power has been unmatched. Despite 

China’s growing influence in Africa and Asia, 

it is undoubted that American banks, brands 

and culture dominate the international land-

scape. However, when it comes to the abil-

ity to persuade its allies while commanding 

respect from its foes, Trump’s gung-ho 

approach to foreign affairs is achieving 

short-sighted gains at the cost of America’s 

hegemonic position.  

 

 Whether it be trade or security issues, 

Trump’s objectives abroad have been set 

and executed in line with the “America First” 

agenda he proposed as candidate. This 

involved tackling America’s trade deficit and 

making other countries “pay their fair share” 

towards international commitments. As 

president, his campaign promises fully man-

ifested into $34 billion worth of tariffs to 

punish China’s allegedly unfair trade poli-

cies. More remarkable is the fact that Trump 

has used the same calibre of rhetoric and 

policy instruments against historical allies. 

Openly calling the EU ‘foes’, Trump ordered 

tariffs on European steel and aluminium. He 

went so far as to extending this threat to 

automobiles 

before a deal 

was struck with 

European Com-

mission President 

Jean-Cloude 

Juncker. This 

involved a com-

mitment by the EU to import more soy-

beans and liquified gas from the US, show-

ing how playing hardball can have practical 

rewards in terms of reversing unfavorable 

trade arrangements.  However, the gains 

associated with treating your strategic allies 

as economic foes are offset by the violent 

assault on US-EU unity. As French Finance 

Minister Bruno LeMaire put it, free trade 

arrangements between allies can only be 

solved via dialogue rather than by putting 

“a gun to the head” of your prospective 

trade partners. Thus, despite limited gains, 

US 
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Trump’s gunboat diplomacy has under-

mined the US’s position by diminishing 

its ability to persuade its very allies with-

out resorting to economic violence. This 

is particularly relevant when put into the 

context of the G7 summit in which 

Trump dismissed the joint communique 

and called Canadian PM Justin Trudeau 

“weak and dishonest” after he spoke out 

against American tariffs. In hindsight, 

Trump’s actions have managed to bring 

his trading partners to the table but has 

left them wondering: with a friend like 

this, who needs enemies?    

 

Beyond economics, Trump’s diplomacy 

has involved complacency towards 

America’s pressing threats coupled with 

a heavy-handed treatment of the na-

tion’s allies. He started the G7 summit by 

blasting NATO for ripping-off the US and 

left it with a twitter storm of accusations 

against the very network of allies the US 

relies on for international affairs. Specifi-

cally, he exaggerated Germany’s reliance 

on Russian energy in a bid to pressure 

other NATO countries to stop “robbing” 

the US “piggybank” by matching it’s 4% 

defense spending. This would not be the 

last time he berated his allies to pay their 

fair share as he allegedly threatened to 

leave NATO during a 2-day meeting in 

Brussels. While other members did agree 

to raise spending to 2% by 2024, 

Trump’s rhetoric went much further in 

way of sowing discord and distrust 

amongst allies. Notably, Angela Merkel – 

Germany’s chancellor - expressed explicit 

skepticism over the reliability of Europe’s 

partnership with the US saying Europe 

must take “destiny into its own hands” 

when it comes to defense.  

 

This plays exactly towards the policy 

goals of Trump’s “America First” outlook, 

which seeks to reduce the reliance of 

other states on the US’s funding and 

military might. However, Trump’s hostility 

and erratic behavior has more than pro-

portionally affected his allies’ view re-

garding the US as a committed military 

partner. This is as despite Trump’s claim 

that his actions had secured increased 

spending towards NATO, French Presi-

dent Macron duly announced that the 

2% commitment was part of scheduled 

revamping. Therefore, his bullish attitude 

might be correlated to increased spend-

ing, but it is most definitely a causal fac-

tor to the increased ambivalence foreign 

leaders show towards the US as a strate-

gic partner. Decreasing the US’s exterior 

burden might be exactly what “America 

First” meant but, in security terms, Don-

ald Trump’s take on madman theory (the 

strategy of threatening volatile responses 

to avoid provocation by foes) has left the 

US more exposed and isolated than ever. 

 

Despite Trump’s harsh rhetoric with his 

allies, his tone seems to wane at the face 

of his enemies, ultimately failing to con-

cretely check threats to the US’s national 

security. At the Helsinki summit, Trump 

discredited claims Putin meddled in the 

2016 US election only for the head of 

each US national security agency to an-

nounce that Russia was actively under-

mining democratic procedures in the 

US’s mid-term’s. Furthermore, Trump’s 

initial nuclear brinkmanship with North 

Korea quickly turned into soft-heartened 

appeasement as he declared the rogue 

state was “no longer a nuclear threat”. 

This was only for a UN report to find that 

the nation is continuing its nuclear pro-

gram, demonstrating Trump’s pleasant-

ries with Kim Jong Un have done little to 

deter the despot’s nuclear ambitions. In 

both cases, Trump’s demands have been 

satisfied by shallow shows of friendship – 

a “nice letter” from Kim and an interview 

with Putin – but have been unable to 

consolidate gains to the US’s national 

security position. Meanwhile, Trump has 

made tangible concessions, such as sus-

pending military drills in South Korea. 

Thus, hollow promises have become the 

President’s point of pride by allowing 

him to announce that relations with Rus-

sia and North Korea are better than they 

ever were under President Obama. 

Whilst true, this has proven meaningless 

to securing his nation’s democracy and 

safety.  

 

Given his brazen rhetoric, evaluating 

Donald Trump’s diplomatic record re-

quires a side-by-side view of his goals 

and achievements against the overall aim 

of diplomacy. It is clear from the Presi-

dent’s endevors that this flagrant ap-

proach has prioritized campaign com-

mitments and dubious promises from 

despots over the holistic goals that diplo-

macy is meant to achieve. By treating his 

allies with even more brutality than he 

treats his foes, Trump has scathed his 

position amongst his partners and dimin-

ished he US’s authority against 

longstanding foes. This ultimately under-

mines the America’s ability to call upon a 

network of transnational allies while em-

powering recurrent threats to continue 

their business as usual. Thus, Trump can 

point towards a history of handshakes to 

bolster the diplomatic record of his 

“America First” policies but, when it 

comes to the final tally, the US’s interna-

tional position has far from improved 

since the 45th president took office.  

 

The  

pragmatic  

relationship:  
Britain, America, and 

the importance of  

historical  

understanding 
By Ben Brind 

 
Historians fret constantly as to history’s 

‘use’, especially in Britain, where it pow-

ered late-Victorian imperial grandeur. 

The subject moulded perceptions of 

“Englishness”, “Britishness”, and Empire, 

while becoming the subject of choice for 

officials in the newly meritocratic civil 

service. 

 

In an uncertain political era, history 

Article continues on p40 
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Diplomacy  

disrupted  
By Donna Marie Oglesby 

 

“Everyone has a plan 'till they get punched 

in the mouth.”                                                                                                           

Mike Tyson 

Fresh from his world order wrecking tour of Europe in July 2018, 

President Donald J. Trump has clarified what diplomatic culture is 

by displaying the countercultural variant at every turn.  At his 

prizefight in Helsinki, he delivered the final blow to the essence of 

diplomacy which former American Ambassador Chas W. Free-

man calls: “the processes and institutions by which a country 

represents itself and its interests to the rest of the world.”Standing 

next to America’s long-time national foe, the President of the 

Russian Federation, the President of the United States repudiated 

the findings of the American Intelligence Community, verified by 

the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and the Depart-

ment of Justice, that Russia had attacked American democracy in 

2016.  

  

As a commissioned Foreign Service Officer (retired) with nearly 

three decades of diplomatic service, I had never even contem-

plated the idea that an American president could express such 

disdain for American institutions of government while standing 

on foreign soil in a summit press conference.  Trump lay down in 

Helsinki.  Whether he was untrained or outmatched, he did not 

defend the United States as expected by Americans, Russians or 

international society more broadly.  He attacked his own govern-

ment.  So great was the cultural trauma among the American 

National Security community watching the bout, that several, 

including the former Director of Central Intelligence, John O. 

Brennan, called it rigged and nearly treasonous.  If the bedrock 

diplomatic principle that national leaders will act to defend their 

national interests is so flagrantly violated, diplomacy is not in 

play. 

  

 It should have been obvious that the main event was fixed.  

Trump’s usual early morning, “let’s intimidate the opponent” 

Twitter style was absent here.  Instead, perhaps by trying to set 

up an “I alone can fix it moment,” President Trump began the 

morning of his summit with Putin by tweeting: 

 

Our relationship with Russia has NEVER been worse thanks to 

many years of U.S. foolishness and stupidity and now, the Rigged 

Witch Hunt! 

  

The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs quoted the tweet re-

sponding: 

  

We agree. 

  

Trump was instantly owned. 

  

The major task of diplomacy is to manage international relation 

ships and minimize misunderstandings and miscalculations that 

give rise to conflict. Aristotle’s call for self-interested friendship 

should be heeded. But diplomats use words to portray capabili-

ties, convey intentions in order to shape the calculus of foreign 

partners and opponents, and cause them to make desired 

changes in their policies and behavior. By using the global stage 

as a springboard to rally his domestic base and impact national 

politics instead, President Trump’s performance was anything 

but diplomatic. 

  

How should international society have read the varied and con-

tradictory signals President Trump sent while bashing and bruis-

ing his way around the European summit circuit?  In my research 

on diplomatic language for the Sage Handbook of Diplomacy 

published in 2016, I traced diplomatic language's evolution, its 

purpose, its codes and signals and how -- using their construct-

ed language -- diplomats have created, constituted, and main-

tained the international states' system by building in the elasticity 

needed to manage relationships of affinity as well as enmity on 

the global stage.   

  

By eschewing diplomatic language that lubricates, rounds off 
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sharp edges, and creates the space for possibility, the Ameri-

can president used flagrant and unbridled speech to disrupt, 

upstage and humiliate all of his European interlocutors, save 

Putin.  He is not the first anti-diplomat, of course.  In the 1960 

UN General Assembly meeting Soviet Premier Nikita Khrush-

chev banged his shoe on the table in reply to a Philippine as-

sertion that the Soviet Union had swallowed up Eastern Eu-

rope.  Fourteen years later, Chairman Yasser Arafat of the Pal-

estine Liberation Organization waved his pistol while speaking 

before the U.N. General Assembly and called on the world 

community to decide between an "olive branch or a freedom 

fighter's gun.”  A dozen years later as chronicled by the New 

York Times, President Hugo Chávez of Venezuela sarcastically 

assailed President Bush before the UN General Assembly call-

ing him “the devil” who thinks he is “the owner of the world.” 

What is different this time is that the unruly performer is presi-

dent of the dominant power who behaves as though he wants 

to subvert multi-lateral organizations and international society 

his nation helped build.  

  

Because the diplomatic process employs both public and pri-

vate, both verbal and non-verbal communication, it is a politi-

cal performing art. The world was certainly treated to a perfor-

mance in Helsinki, and earlier in Brussels, England and Scot-

land. But, it was not a diplomatic one on the part of the Ameri-

can president.  President Trump does not even attempt to 

speak or behave in the polished, so-

phisticated way that American presi-

dents normally do.  He, no doubt, hears 

diplomatic language as “politically cor-

rect,” and considers the diplomatic 

community with its own expertise and 

domain of knowledge to be representa-

tives of the despised global elite he and 

his base hold in contempt. 

  

The evidence lies in the president’s will-

ful deconstruction of the institution and 

processes of American diplomacy.   A 

depopulated Department of State un-

der its second secretary, empty ambas-

sadorial chairs and deep cuts to the foreign affairs budget are 

proof of his intent to ravage the implementing institution and 

symbol of America’s commitment to diplomatic culture.  There 

is no Trump Administration policy process.  Foreign govern-

ments don’t know what American policies are because U.S. 

foreign policy officials don’t know either.  President Trump 

candidly states that he does not need diplomats: “I’m the only 

one that matters, because when it comes to it, that’s what the 

policy is going to be,” he declared in a Fox News interview. 

“You’ve seen that, you’ve seen it strongly.”  Indeed we have, in 

his withdrawing the United States from the Trans Pacific Part-

nership (TPP), The Paris Climate Agreement, and the Joint 

Comprehensive Plan of Action (Iran Nuclear Agreement).  

  

Does diplomacy have a viable future when the president of the 

world’s current preeminent power willfully violates diplomatic 

language and culture?   Surprisingly perhaps, it does.  All three 

multilateral agreements continue in force without American 

participation.  Withdrawal from international agreements, as 

citizens of the UK well know in the age of Brexit, provide an 

expanded space within which diplomats must work to resolve 

problems their politicians have created.  Ultimately, and hope-

fully, it just may be that President Trump does not have the 

power to bring an undiplomatic world into being.   

  

Let’s end ironically with Donald J. Trump’s Orwellian advice 

given at the Veterans of Foreign Wars National Convention in 

Kansas City, Mo. on July 24, 2018: “What you’re seeing and 

what you’re reading is not what’s happening.”  

  

  

Donna Marie Oglesby is a former American diplomat and edu-

cator now cultivating her garden and interpreting it in photo-

graphs and essays.  

 

Can twitter and  

diplomacy coexist?  
By Philip Seib 
  

Donald Trump has more than 53 million Twitter followers. 

What does that mean for American diplomacy? And setting 

aside Trump’s idiosyncrasies for a moment, what does Twitter 

itself mean for the relationship between diplomats and the 

public? 

  

 Consider the evolution of communication technologies 

since the mid-19th century: telegraph, tele-

phone, radio, television, internet. Each of 

these media innovations affected diplomacy 

by speeding up the diplomatic process and 

allowing global publics to observe more of 

that process. Twitter is among the most re-

cent accelerants, easily accessible because of 

its brevity and lending itself to exponential 

audience growth through retweets.  

  

As such, it has become a favorite medium 

for political gunslingers. Consider President 

Trump’s tweets. Many are fired off in early 

morning after the president has seen news 

stories that stir his partisan zeal. Although he 

has access to a range of intelligence community briefings and 

other resources, he apparently cannot resist the temptation to 

let his emotions shape his tweets. He considers his Twitter fol-

lowing to be a base he can galvanize in support of his policies 

“Does diplomacy 

have a viable future 

when the president of 

the world’s current 

preeminent power 

wilfully violates  

diplomatic language 

and culture?” 
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and himself. 

  

Trump has said that social media were essential in his 2016 

presidential run, enabling him to reach his base instantly and 

influence the news media’s 

agenda. In an interview with Fox 

Business Network in 2017, 

Trump said: “Tweeting is like a 

typewriter – when I put it out, 

you put it immediately on your 

show….When somebody says 

something about me, I am able 

to go bing, bing, bing and I take 

care of it. The other way, I would never get the word out.” 

  

As Trump notes, part of the allure of tweets is that they can be 

dispatched quickly and easily. Just type a message on your 

mobile phone and instantly release it to the world. This is fine if 

you are singer Katy Perry, whose Twitter account is the most-

followed, with about 107 million followers, but whose pro-

nouncements are unlikely to affect world affairs. If you are the 

president of the United States, however, even with just with half 

that number of followers, your tweeted messages are by defi-

nition matters of state and are likely to be carefully parsed by 

foreign governments trying to understand U.S. diplomatic initi-

atives.  

  

But the use of Twitter for diplomatic messaging can be unwise. 

Trump’s tweets heaping insults on North Korea’s leader Kim 

Jong Un in early 2018 could have degenerated into a danger-

ous game of nuclear chicken. Twitter use is usually problematic 

in foreign affairs, particularly if one accepts the notion that fast 

diplomacy tends to be bad diplomacy. A measured response is 

almost always preferable to an off-the-cuff comment.  

  

Foreign ministries have proved themselves, over the years, to 

be able to adapt to technological advances that affect their 

work, especially those that have raised the curtain that once 

kept the public from observing diplomatic wizardry. We have 

come a long way from the era about which British diplomat 

Harold Nicolson observed, “In the days of the old diplomacy it 

would have been regarded as an act of unthinkable vulgarity 

to appeal to the common people upon any issue of interna-

tional policy.” Nicolson lamented the invention of the radio, 

which he labeled “a formidable instrument of popular excita-

tion.” Twitter now is a similarly formidable instrument. 

  

Today, people around the world can see the events that chal-

lenge diplomats– wars, famine, refugees, water shortages, and 

more – and use the new array of media tools to comment 

about the successes and failures of those diplomats. Although 

the “tweetstorm” is a new professional hazard for policymakers, 

many members of the public find Twitter a useful forum to 

articulate their views and debate other Twitter users. The na-

ture of Twitter, however, means that such conversations are 

truncated, relying on catch-phrases rather than carefully devel-

oped ideas. 

  

This is not to suggest that Twitter be eliminated as a means of 

communicating about a country’s diplomatic interests. In 2009, 

Mexico’s ambassador to the United States, Arturo Sarukhan, 

became the first foreign diplomat in Washington, DC to use a 

personal Twitter account. His short dispatches, in Spanish and 

English, presented Mexican foreign policy viewpoints to any-

one who cared to follow him. More recently, Sarukhan’s Twitter 

use has been emulated by diplomatic missions around the 

world as a way to quickly disseminate information to large 

audiences.  

  

But what if narratives from a country’s foreign policy establish-

ment are contradictory? Suppose 

you are an American diplomat in 

Tallinn or Kiev and part of your job 

is to assure the government of 

Estonia or Ukraine that the United 

States will support them in the 

face of Russian hostility. But then 

comes a tweet from President 

Trump, such as this one from July 

17, 2018, the day after his controversial joint press conference 

with Russia’s president, Vladimir Putin: “While I had a great 

meeting with NATO, raising vast amounts of money, I had an 

even better meeting with Vladimir Putin of Russia. Sadly, it is 

not being reported that way - the Fake News is going Crazy!” 

Praising Putin undermines assurances from U.S. diplomats that 

the United States will discourage Russian adventurism. The 

Trump tweet might just be Trump being Trump, but in terms of 

American foreign policy, such messages from the top can short

-circuit what should be a carefully considered and consistent 

strategy. 

  

 Twitter has value, but because it is so often devoid of 

nuance, it can foster misunderstanding and exacerbate prob-

lems. Donald Trump appreciates what Twitter can do for his 

own political fortunes, but he does not seem to understand 

that what is politically expedient might not be helpful in ad-

dressing the complexities of international affairs. Those who 

embrace Twitter as a diplomatic tool should proceed with cau-

tion.  

  

Philip Seib is Professor of Journalism and Public Diplo-

macy and Professor of International Relations at the Uni-

versity of Southern California. He served 2009-2013 as 

director of USC’s Center on Public Diplomacy. He is au-

thor or editor of numerous books, including The Future 

of Diplomacy and most recently As Terrorism Evolves. 

“Twitter has value, but because it 

is so often devoid of nuance, it 

can foster misunderstanding and 

exacerbate problems.” 
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should provide clarity and understanding 

of past events and, critically, how they 

influence the present. For example, Histo-

ry and Policy, founded in 2002, provides 

historical perspectives on policy issues, be 

they social welfare programmes or military 

interventions, facing government.  

 

Recently, Linda Colley explored the choic-

es facing Britain through such a lens, an-

swering in the affirmative to her question 

of Can History Help? She proposed new 

Regius Professors (highly sought after 

Professorships technically appointed by 

the monarch) in the universities of Britain’s 

imperial cities to explore her relationship 

with its imperial periphery. This imperial 

legacy is not all cricket, railways, and Re-

ceived Pronunciation. We should use a 

historical lens to analyse a core Brexiteer 

shibboleth: that a closer political and trad-

ing relationship with the United States will 

make up for partial economic and diplo-

matic estrangement from Europe. 

 

The transatlantic partnership concerns the 

strategic linkage of great liberal democra-

cies whose interests and values typically 

coincide. However, we should not over-

emphasize the romance behind this rela-

tionship. Jacob Rees-Mogg’s claim that in 

a post-Brexit world, Britain can finally fulfil 

Macmillan’s hypothesised role that we will 

be the Greeks to the Americans’ Romans 

is a worrying delusion. A post-Brexit US-

UK free trade deal would be mostly eco-

nomically irrelevant, given that trade in 

services is unlikely to grow a great deal 

more from further liberalisation.  

 

History can cloud certainties. In this case, 

it is abused in the service of a national 

myth.  

 

Post-Independence America was a British 

creation, so far as Britain existed. Its legal 

system, separation of church and state, 

and economic liberalism were all inherited 

from or inspired by Britain and its thinkers. 

The early years of the United States were 

infested with disagreements between 

Washington and Hamilton’s Federalists 

and Jefferson and Madison’s anti-

Federalists. The former tended to be pro-

British, and the latter favoured closer rela-

tions with France. Hamilton’s anglophile 

and centralising instincts led to his South-

ern caricature as pro-monarchy and anti-

liberty. Post-Revolutionary Americans felt 

no colonial sense of allegiance to the 

mother country. No longer the British 

abroad, they felt American, defined as 

much in opposition to as in similarity with 

their former countrymen.  

 

Through the nineteenth century the rela-

tionship remained fraught. The 1794 Jay 

Treaty furthered trade, but it did not ex-

tend beyond a successful commercial 

relationship. Legal disputes followed the 

War of 1812 and American Civil War, dur-

ing which the Birkenhead-built CSS Ala-

bama terrorised Union shipping. The post

-war Alabama Claims helped found the 

legal field of arbitration and was a consid-

erable development in of international 

law. The $15.5m payment, however, was 

eye-watering for many Britons but the 

Treaty of Washington (1871) was necessary 

to restore trade. It was a relationship of 

mutual convenience. 

 

Supposedly, the twentieth century wit-

nessed the high point of the special rela-

tionship. The countries fought alongside 

each other in two world wars. Lend-Lease 

and Marshall aid enabled Britain to defeat 

Nazi aggression and rise from the ashes. 

However, this harmonious narrative of 

Britain and America working hand-in-

glove should be nuanced. It underempha-

sises Roosevelt’s considerable efforts to 

bring America into WWII: indeed, it is 

surprising not that America took so long 

to enter the war, but rather extraordinary 

that they fought so soon. It required both 

Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbor and the 

acceptance that US interests necessitated 

Axis defeat. Secondly, Lend-Lease was not 

a benevolent series of donations: it in-

volved Britain’s economic humiliation. The 

rapid sale of British assets in America left 

Churchill smarting and established a loan 

repayment structure only finally paid off 

this millennium. Marshall aid stopped 

Europe falling to communism and cata-

pulted US companies into new global 

markets, supercharging American capital-

ism. Neither were American acts of kind-

ness to the mother country. 

 

America’s financial control over Britain 

was laid bare during the 1956 Suez Crisis. 
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 The Federal Reserve, President Eisen-

hower, and the otherwise pro-British 

Dulles Brothers (Secretary of State and 

CIA Director) helped orchestrate a run 

on the pound and threatened to cripple 

Britain’s economy unless they ceased 

military action. 

Eden’s fall marked 

the end of Britain’s 

attempt to remain 

an independent 

superpower. Mac-

millan’s govern-

ment pivoted to-

wards greater 

involvement with 

the European 

Economic Com-

munity. The death of General De Gaulle 

enabled Britain to finally join the EEC. 

The relationships of Reagan and 

Thatcher, and Bush and Blair, are pointed 

to as examples of the special relationship 

at its most tender. However, they 

demonstrate what makes this relation-

ship special: British and American collab-

oration is so strong because their inter-

ests very frequently align. When they do 

not, Britain does the giving and America 

the taking.  

 

The unwillingness of Irish and German 

Americans to fight alongside Britain in 

WWII, compared to those of British an-

cestry, was an important reason why the 

US could only join the war for her own 

interests. These cleavages continue to 

influence America’s foreign policy. As a 

multi-cultural and multi-racial democra-

cy, the United States has moved a great 

distance from its white, British and 

protestant birth. The capture of the Re-

publican Party by Movement Conserva-

tives led by Ronald 

Reagan from a 

northeastern, 

WASP, country 

club, and anglo-

phile élite struck 

another blow 

against any remain-

ing sentimentality 

between the two 

countries represent-

ed in US political 

parties. Indeed, with Bush’s focus on 

Africa and the Middle East and Obama’s 

Pivot to Asia, Foggy Bottom’s work on 

European policy is now at the back of the 

queue. 

 

The author is no anti-American. His great

-great-grandfather fought for the Union 

in the Civil War and settled in New York 

with his American family. It is, however, 

necessary to consider what would hap-

pen in the case of a comprehensive free 

trade deal. Especially, given the com-

plaints of the US healthcare and agricul-

tural industries that the European desire 

to protect state healthcare systems and 

an agricultural sector is protectionist. 

Does anyone seriously think Donald 

Trump would not carry out a trade deal 

exclusively in US interests? A deal that 

hammered the NHS’ purchasing ability 

and bankrupted Britain’s farmers would 

be democratically unacceptable, espe-

cially given the opposition to the TTIP 

(The Transatlantic Trade and Investment 

Partnership) negotiated with the full clout 

of the EU behind us. Any dilution of EU 

standards would result in Britain becom-

ing far more of a ‘vassal state’, to quote 

Boris Johnson, to the US’ low-regulation 

regime than EFTA/EEA/Customs Union 

membership would.  

 

The more one studies and researches US

-UK relations, the more one realises it is 

more a pragmatic than a special relation-

ship. We must engage with the true na-

ture of our deeply intertwined histories, 

rather than subconsciously subscribe to a 

romantic vision of Churchill and Roose-

velt’s reciprocated warmth. Lord Palmer-

ston famously said England had neither 

‘eternal friends’ nor ‘perpetual enemies’, 

but must instead follow her ‘interests 

(that) are eternal and perpetual’. Britain 

has a choice: to stay in the Single Market 

and Customs Unions, great victories for 

European free trade and competition 

alongside high regulatory standards, 

which we can develop and influence; or 

to leave, and to chance our arm on a 

sovereignty-wrecking US trade deal. It’s 

not a hard choice. 

 

“The more one studies 

and researches US-UK 

relations, the more one 

realises it is more a 

pragmatic than a  

special relationship.” 
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A special 

relationship 

up in the air  
Why the darkness cast 

over Westminster by the 

Mayor of London dwarfs 

any shadow caused by a 

Trump balloon  

By Edward David 

 
As Britain nears its acrimonious exit from 

the European Union, it is little surprise that 

government officials and diplomats have 

worked tirelessly under the banner of 

‘Global Britain’ to forge and rejuvenate 

diplomatic ties across the world. Well, at 

least most government officials and diplo-

mats have. The Mayor of London on the 

other hand, arguably one of Britain’s lead-

ing diplomats, clearly never got the same 

memo. His diplomatic approach, or lack of, 

towards President Trump’s visit to London 

represented both a tenure marred with 

hypocrisy and a growing trend of personal 

agendas coming before national needs. 

 

In case the headline didn't give it away al-

ready, of course it is referring to the deci-

sion to grant permission for a six-metre tall, 

helium-filled balloon of an even more or-

ange than usual (if that was ever imagina-

ble) Donald Trump bearing no more than a 

nappy to fly over Parliament for two hours. 

Khan, rightfully so, argued on Good Morn-

ing Britain that he was in no position to 

censor what is essentially ‘freedom of ex-

pression’ and ‘the right to peaceful protest’ 

and therefore could not block the protest. 

After all, in a liberal democracy such as our 

own or the US, we must embrace such val-

ues. It is these very values which gave rise 

to civil rights, same sex marriage and the 

opportunity for both 

the son of a Muslim 

bus driver and a self-

righteous billionaire 

to reach positions of 

great power. 

 

The issue with this 

libertarian embrace, 

for the most part at 

least, is not the fact 

that it criticised 

Trump. In fact, it is perfectly plausible to 

argue that Khan was entirely right to allow 

for the protest both on the grounds which 

he himself mentioned but also for politically

-motivated reasons too. The issue therefore 

lies in the hypocrisy of the Khan’s justifica-

tion. The Mayor who condoned this protest 

on the grounds of freedom of speech and 

expression, is the very same Mayor who has 

also banned advertising on tubes which 

‘put pressure on people to conform to 

“unrealistic body images”’ in the fear that it 

‘could damage people’s confidence in their 

bodies.’ If Khan is not here to act as a cen-

sor of expression, as he himself proclaimed, 

what justifies this differentiated approach 

towards censorship of an advert but not a 

political protest? If we are to buy into the 

idea embraced by Khan that the ‘Are you 

ready for summer?’ ad campaign is to be 

abhorred at every given moment for its 

body-shaming nature, it would take a vast 

stretch of the imagination to justify how a 

six-metre tall, orange 

inflatable used as a direct 

personal attack is not a 

greater example of body 

shaming and deserving 

of a ban. 

 

Whilst I am sure Presi-

dent Trump has far more 

important things to worry 

about other than an 

oversized balloon, such 

as whether to use a Driver or 3-Wood next 

time he tees off, this obscene act of hypoc-

risy epitomises the dying trait of selflessness 

in an increasingly egotistical political arena. 

Despite the libertarian defence provided, it 

is clear that the real reason Khan allowed 

for this protest was personally-motivated 

rather than politically. It is no secret that 

Britain 
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Khan and Trump are at odds with one 

another, as epitomised by Trump’s scath-

ing attacks on knife crimes and terrorist 

activity under Khan’s tenure as Mayor. For 

the most part, Khan has done little to de-

serve this abuse and as any human would, 

it is easy to understand why he would use 

this demonstration as a way to get back at 

Trump. But Khan is not just a person, he is 

the Mayor or London. His duty to present 

London and in doing so, the UK, in the 

best possible light cannot be undermined 

by his determination to settle personal 

scores, let alone with none other than the 

most influential leader in the world. 

 

The most worrying thing about this rogue 

act of diplomacy, is that it is representative 

of a wider growing trend of egos prevail-

ing over wider society. Trump himself 

bathes in personal gratification and the 

opportunity to further his polling success 

at the expense of both domestic and inter-

national citizens. Elsewhere in the UK, Boris 

Johnson, former Foreign Secretary, clearly 

used the ‘Leave Campaign’ and the op-

portunity to sell his utopian vision of Brexit 

to launch his long awaited Prime Ministeri-

al claim with little regard for the utter 

shambles that it would leave Britain and 

the majority of its citizens in. All three cas-

es are not anomalies but instead part of a 

trend, highlighting the damage that can 

be caused when egos supersede collective 

needs.  

 

A wise, old adage goes ‘what goes around 

comes around’ with Johnson’s recent de-

mise from power standing as a case in 

point. Only time will tell whether Khan’s act 

of vengeance will come back to haunt him. 

All that we can hope for is that this reck-

less act of tarnishing our special relation-

ship with our closest ally for his own per-

sonal gain, at a time where we frankly 

cannot afford to make more enemies, 

haunts him and not Britain. 

The 

schizophrenia 

of British  

foreign policy 
By Lucy Bolan 

 
It is perhaps an all too common theme of 

British academia and journalistic commen-

tary that the recent history of this country 

has been a tale of gradual political, eco-

nomic, and cultural descent. Nowhere is 

this more true than in the realm of foreign 

affairs, with diplomatic historian John 

Charmley suggesting that this almost uni-

versally negative analysis has even 

spawned its own field of study – 

“declinology”. It describes a former power 

humbled, a lion sans claws that fears to 

strike, not merely post-Suez and decoloni-

sation, but from the earliest years of the 

twentieth century. 

 

 While Britain is unlikely to regain its pre-

1900 international dominance, the above 

characterisation is somewhat misplaced, at 

least in the last few decades. It is not Brit-

ish foreign policy in totality that has been 

weak and lacking in confidence, but mere-

ly diplomacy. In fact, there exists a strange 

schizophrenia of foreign policy in which 

bullish military interventions have been 

combined with a timid, uncertain ap-

proach to diplomatic affairs and negotia-

tions. It is essential to challenge the hum-

bled lion narrative, thereby revealing the 

mismatched military and diplomatic per-

ceptions of Britain’s international role that 

have yielded success on neither front. 

 

Misplaced military might 

 

         Despite the assertions of columnists 

and historians, the past forty years of mili-

tary engagements do not bear out the 

cautious foreign policy stance ascribed to 

Britain. The relative frequency of interven-

tions contradicts the perception that the 

country cuts a passive figure on the world 

stage – at least in military matters. 

 

         Even in this period of lessened pow-

er, successes can be seen. The Falklands is 

perhaps as close to an “ideal” war as can 

be achieved, if indeed there can be such a 

thing. Embarked upon to achieve the clear 

objective of defending an overseas territo-

ry, and concluded quickly and in a broadly 

successful manner, many contrast this with 

the years-long conflicts of Iraq and Af-

ghanistan. However, even post-2000 mili-

tary engagement has not been entirely 

fruitless, as shown by the use of British 

troops in Sierra Leone, which was key to 

achieving the ceasefire between the gov-

ernment and the Revolutionary United 

Article continues on p45 
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Leaving the  

European Union but 

not Europe?  
Brexit, the Foreign Office and the  

future of UK-EU  diplomacy 
By Dominic Walsh 

 
Since Britain voted to leave the European Union in June 2016, much 

attention has focused on the political drama triggered by Brexit – 

cabinet resignations, parliamentary rebellions, the snap election and 

so on. There has also been a considerable amount written on the 

future of the UK-EU relationship, largely focused on trade, regula-

tions and security. However, important questions regarding Brexit’s 

challenge to the diplomatic status quo, and the consequences of 

this for the UK’s future relations with Europe (rather than just the EU) 

remain unanswered.  

 

As a member state, the UK’s primary tool for engaging diplomatical-

ly with Brussels has been the UK Representa-

tion to the European Union (known as 

“UKRep” in Whitehall circles) whereby this 

intergovernmental organisation ensures that 

the UK’s interests are promoted and commu-

nicated to both EU institutions and other 

member states. Currently headed by Tim 

Barron, it can be best described as 

“something of a halfway house between a 

domestic government agency and a full-

blown foreign embassy, stuffed with techno-

crats from across Whitehall to help draft EU 

rules and regulations.” 

 

After Brexit, the UK will be engaging with the EU as a partner, rather 

than a member; in diplomacy jargon, we will no longer be “in the 

room”. The implication of this, as noted by one Whitehall official, is 

that UKRep and government as a whole will “have to completely 

rethink what we do. We are going to need new skills, the best diplo-

mats we’ve got, to find out what is going on now we’re no longer 

sitting at the table.” 

 

To set the foundations for this reshaped diplomatic platform, White-

hall has sought to expand Britain’s diplomatic manpower in Brussels, 

reflecting concern that the UK will be left out of the loop on EU mat-

ters after it leaves. There have also been frequent conversations 

between UK officials and their Swiss and Norwegian counterparts, in 

attempts to understand how European nations outside the EU lobby 

and engage with the bloc from outside. 

 

With the UKRep expected to report solely to the Foreign Office post

-March 2019, we must also consider the serious questions of the 

FCO’s own future role. Since the Brexit vote, the Foreign and Com-

monwealth Office (FCO) has been somewhat side-lined by the crea-

tion of both the Department for Exiting the European Union (DexEU) 

and the Department for International Trade (DIT). According to the 

Permanent Under-Secretary of the FCO, the expansion of ministries 

– combined with the outsourcing of aid policy to the Department 

for International Development (DfID) – has led to the 

“fragmentation” of the UK’s international policy. As a result, the FCO, 

which for years was the go-to Whitehall department for relations 

with the EU, has had a relatively limited input on Brexit whilst simul-

taneously continuing to lead on negotiations relating to UK overseas 

territories (particularly Gibraltar) and being tasked with outlining the 

UK’s Brexit objectives to other international partners. It is precisely 

this conflicting diplomatic strategy which has prompted Tom Tu-

gendhat, the Conservative MP who has successfully rejuvenated the 

Foreign Affairs Select Committee, to call for a more joined-up for-

eign policy after Brexit, and for the return of the Foreign Office to its 

previous pre-eminence. 

 

To an extent, the FCO’s problems pre-date Brexit. Staffing levels 

have dropped by 24% since 2010, and these cuts have dispropor-

tionately fallen on diplomatic networks in European capitals, where 

resources are now ‘very thinly stretched’. However, Brexit makes 

addressing these long-term failings all the more urgent. Inadequate 

diplomatic presence in EU capitals has previously been offset by the 

work done by UKRep in Brussels, but after Brexit a rethink will be 

needed; the UK will need to revamp its relations not just with the EU 

as a whole, but increasingly so with individual member states too. In 

particular, relationships with key partners - France, Germany and the 

Republic of Ireland - will need careful nurturing; close cooperation 

with all three will be central to the UK’s future foreign policy, even if 

it is no longer an EU member state. The UK’s engagement in inter-

national forums such as the United Nations, in which it often co-

operates closely with its EU partners, will also need to be reviewed 

in light of Brexit. It is not that close co-operation 

should not continue, but rather that the institutional 

mechanisms and unofficial channels which have facili-

tated this co-operation as a member state will need to 

be replaced with comparable mechanisms once the 

UK becomes a “third country.” 

 

Ironically, Britain’s decision to leave the European Un-

ion will almost certainly require it to invest more time 

and money on its diplomatic capacity in Europe – both 

in Brussels, and in the capitals of member states. But 

this is a somewhat inevitable consequence of the new 

and challenging task of engaging with both the bloc 

and its members from the outside. It also needs to be considered 

that the diplomatic processes are not the full story, as they take 

place within the context of the broader UK-EU geopolitical relation-

ship. This relationship has already been strained by disagreements 

over the process of Brexit, and could be damaged substantially fur-

ther if the UK leaves the EU without a deal – a scenario which would 

arouse mutual resentment on both sides of the English Channel 

(and indeed, the Irish Sea). 

 

The government has repeatedly said that the UK is leaving the EU, 

not leaving Europe. To make this aspiration a reality, the FCO, under 

the fresh leadership of Jeremy Hunt, needs to think strategically 

about the challenges the country faces and continue to reinforce 

our diplomatic capacities in Europe. The “Global Britain” slogan is all 

well and good, but it is no substitute for an effective foreign policy 

with genuine direction. 

 

Dominic Walsh is an incoming Policy Analyst at the think-tank 

Open Europe, having recently completed an MA in British Poli-

tics and Contemporary History at King's College London. He 

has previously worked at the Constitution Unit at University 

College London, and holds a First-Class BA in History from 

Durham University. He writes in a personal capacity. 
 

“the UK will need to 

revamp its relations 

not just with the EU 

as a whole, but  

 increasingly so with 

individual member 

states too” 
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Front. 

 

Yet the purpose here is not to show that 

all military deployments from the 1980s 

onwards have been successful, nor is this 

possible. Since British and American 

forces pulled out of Iraq there have been 

thousands killed in sectarian violence, 

the encroachment of ISIS on Iraqi soil, 

and punitive measures aimed at thwart-

ing Kurdish independence. In Afghani-

stan, the BBC recently reported that the 

Taliban is openly active in 70% of the 

country, and in Libya Cameron’s authori-

sation of air strikes only hastened the 

country’s destabilisation and civil war. 

These outcomes do not point to a suc-

cessful military power, but they do indi-

cate one that is (over-)confident in em-

barking upon foreign engagements. 

Even the public backlash against the 

wars of the Blair years did not signifi-

cantly chasten the government’s hawk-

ishness, which only seems to have dimin-

ished more recently, as evidenced by the 

tough talk but weak action over Syria. It 

is uncertain whether this softening will 

persist, as Britain remains one of the 

world’s most substantial military 

presences (the Global Firepower 2018 

index rates the country at number six in 

the world, and a 2015 Credit Suisse re-

port puts it at number nine), and with 

this might comes the temptation to use 

it. This is especially true given the recent 

push for funding from defence secretary 

Gavin Williamson, though whether he 

will be as determined in arguing for in-

tervention remains unclear. 

 

Diplomatic disappointment 

 

By contrast, the approach to British di-

plomacy has not been marked by fool-

hardy confidence, but by excessive cau-

tion. In order to understand the appar-

ently double-headed approach to British 

foreign policy it is essential to clearly 

distinguish diplomacy from foreign poli-

cy as a whole, with diplomat Harold Nic-

olson defining it as ‘the process and 

machinery by which . . . negotiation is 

carried out’. In essence, it comprises 

relations between states that stop short 

of military action. 

 

Examples of diplomatic reticence are 

numerous, from instinctively clinging to 

the “special relationship” with the US – 

which in reality is highly contingent upon 

the personal relations of the countries’ 

respective leaders – to the weak re-

sponse to Russia’s misadventures in Cri-

mea, and on British soil in the Litvinenko 

and Skripal affairs. However, perhaps the 

most blatant instance has been in rela-

tions with the European Union (EU). It is 

difficult to set the agenda as a latecomer 

to the European project, but the muted 

acceptance of European integration has 

been striking. There have been excep-

tions, such as Thatcher’s infamous 

Bruges speech and her tussle with the 

EU over VAT, however she also signed 

the Single European Act and took Britain 

into the Exchange Rate Mechanism. 

Though Euroscepticism has been a per-

ennial feature of the Commons’ back-

benches, it has made little impact upon 

the diplomatic corps and, until 2016, has 

not significantly curtailed integration with 

the EU. 

       

Britain has lacked the confidence to ei-

ther take a leading role in driving and 

shaping the EU’s future, or to distance 

itself from the organisation and forge a 

different path. Instead it has occupied 

the half-way house of an EU but non-

Euro state, yielding limited political lever-

age despite the country’s economic 

power and making many on the conti-

nent view it as “the awkward partner”. 

The most obvious demonstration of this 

was Cameron’s pre-referendum conces-

sions from the EU. According to journal-

ist Tim Shipman, political insiders say 

these came from a strategy of asking for 

what he and Osborne felt was achieva-

ble rather than playing hardball in nego-

tiations. Despite sounding pragmatic, 

this diplomatic timidity led to minor con-

cessions, such as the much-feted emer-

gency brake on immigration, which vot-

ers felt were empty and which did little 

to dampen support for leaving the EU. 

          

Though it was what few, if any, diplo-

mats and foreign office officials may 

have intended, Britain is now hurtling 

towards “Brexit”, yet the question of how 

it does so and what it becomes after-

wards remains undetermined. At this 

crucial juncture they would do well to 

reconsider the British approach to for-

eign affairs, adopting a more confident 
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diplomatic stance while simultaneously 

deflating its military overconfidence. Thus, 

can we finally end the country’s foreign 

policy schizophrenia and perhaps see 

greater successes in both of its compo-

nent parts.  

 

Don’t turn 

your back on 

the bear 
Britain’s half-baked 

response to Russia  

reveals unpleasant 

home truths 
By Robert Adderley  
 

 

When news emerged that a former Rus-

sian spy and his daughter had been poi-

soned by a military-grade, Soviet-era 

nerve agent in a sleepy English city, Brit-

ain’s relations with Russia were thrown 

into the deep freeze. 

 

Things had been frosty even before the 

incident in Salisbury. A combination of 

physical distance from the Russian frontier 

and a limited dependence on Russian gas 

had allowed Britain to strike a more hawk-

ish tone against Russia’s actions than 

many of its neighbours over Ukraine. 

There have been a string of suspicious 

deaths involving rich Russian exiles across 

the country. Internationally, Britain finds 

itself increasingly at loggerheads with 

Russia on a wide range of issues, from the 

Syrian crisis to the “weaponisation of in-

formation”. The stakes were high. 

 

Expectations, on the other hand, were 

low. The past few years has seen an un-

healthy national obsession with the minu-

tiae of Brexit drown out serious discussion 

on Britain’s foreign policy and instil a gen-

eral sense of pessimism in the UK’s ability 

to be an effective global actor. “Global 

Britain”, an initiative devised by Foreign 

Office officials to counteract this narrative 

and carve out a new role for Britain, has 

been unambitious and totally lacking in 

substance. A highly critical report pro-

duced by a cross-party group of MPs 

recently described the policy as little more 

than a “slogan” and warned that it risked 

damaging the UK’s credibility abroad. 

Indeed, at first it looked like the pessimists 

had a point; Theresa May’s cabinet 

seemed unprepared for Salisbury and 

there were a series of gaffes. Defence 

Secretary Gavin Williamson was widely 

ridiculed after he told Russia to “go away 

and shut up” at a news conference. The 

Foreign Secretary, Boris Johnson, had to 

backtrack after mistakenly saying that 

military scientists had “no doubt” the sub-

stance used in the poisonings was made 

in Russia. 

 

Theresa May’s Government was further 

weakened by its inability to gain cross-

party support for her anti-Russian stance. 

In part that was because Jeremy Corbyn, 

leader of the opposition Labour Party and 

a lifelong anti-war activist, repeatedly 

questioned whether there was enough 

evidence to point the finger at Russia. His 

comparisons between Theresa May’s 

claim that Russia was behind the Salisbury 

incident and Tony Blair’s claim that Sad-

dam Hussein had chemical weapons in 

2003 damaged the UK’s credibility. 

 

Despite this, however, Theresa May can 

rank her Government’s steadfast reaction 

to the Salisbury Attack as one of the few 

clear successes of her stormy two-year 

tenure as British Prime Minister. 

Immediately after the attack, Britain’s dip-

lomats launched a campaign to unite 

allies against Russia. The battle was 

fought in all arenas and utilised Britain’s 

full arsenal of diplomatic weaponry. Brit-

ain laid down its case in international fora 

such as the European Council, the UN 

and the Organisation for the Prohibition 

of Chemical Weapons (OPCW); it delegiti-

mised the Russian narrative by providing 

a transparent, credible account to the 

international public; and it brought indi-

vidual states on board through an individ-

ualised but coordinated push behind the 

scenes.  
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A month after the attack Theresa May 

returned to Parliament in triumph. Twen-

ty-eight countries had expelled over 150 

Russian diplomats in response to the 

Salisbury incident – a feat May lauded as 

the “largest collective expulsion of Rus-

sian intelligence officers in history”. The 

British press was even less modest, with 

many outlets characterising the expul-

sions as a significant personal “victory” 

for the PM and 

a boon for post-

Brexit Britain. 

 

But despite early 

success and 

continued tough 

talk, Britain’s 

response to 

Russia has fal-

tered. 

 

Despite expel-

ling sixty Diplo-

mats and closing 

down a Russian 

consulate, Don-

ald Trump seems already to have forgot-

ten about the Salisbury Attack (and in-

deed, all of Russia’s other sins). His 

warmth for Putin continues, with the 

cosy bilateral held between the two 

leaders in Helsinki standing in stark con-

trast to Britain’s decision to cut off all 

high-level ties. On the day of the sum-

mit, the Prime Minister’s spokesperson 

was forced to deny rumours that the PM 

had asked Trump to raise Salisbury with 

Putin after the President did not mention 

it. 

 

Britain also seems to have taken the 

pressure off its European allies; the calls 

to end sanctions on Moscow are back 

and seem even louder than before. In 

July Matteo Salvini, Italy’s interior minis-

ter and the de-facto leader of the new 

ruling coalition, threatened to use Italy’s 

veto to lift sanctions on Russia. 

 

That Britain has been unable to put long

-standing Russophiles off Russia is hardly 

surprising, but the fact that Salisbury 

appears to have had little impact on the 

political cost of cosying up to Russia 

surely indicates a failure of British diplo-

macy. 

 

The idea that the Government’s has 

thrown in the towel now that it has se-

cured a symbolic victory is also support-

ed by a distinct lack of action at the do-

mestic level. 

 

Five months on from the initial attack 

and there has been little movement from 

the Government on a widely-promised 

strategy to increase the financial pres-

sure on Russia’s oligarchs. This is despite 

the fact that Britain is seemingly well 

placed to strike at the heart of Russia’s 

elite. According to Transparency Interna-

tional, years of lax regulation have 

turned London’s financial system, prop-

erty market and luxury industry into key 

destinations for dirty money linked to 

oligarchs close to 

Putin. 

 

Parliament has been 

clamouring for a more 

aggressive approach. 

In May, MPs unani-

mously approved an 

amendment to the 

Sanctions and Anti-

Money Laundering Bill 

which gives the Gov-

ernment the power to 

sanction “human 

rights abusers” (read 

Russian Oligarchs). 

This is the latest in a 

suite of new powers designed to clamp 

down on illicit foreign money recently 

ceded to the Government by Parliament. 

The most touted of these new powers, 

the “Unexplained Wealth Order” (UWO), 

allows Law Enforcement agencies to 

compel “politically exposed” foreigners 

to explain the source of suspicious 

wealth and assets or risk property being 

seized. 

 

However, the Government and its agen-

cies have proven very reluctant to use 

many of these powers.  To date, UWOs 

have only been used a handful of times 

and it is unclear whether any Russian 

nationals have been targeted. Tom Tu-

gendhat, a senior backbench MP who 

chairs Parliament’s foreign affairs com-

mittee, has claimed that the agencies 

empowered to investigate foreign mon-

ey laundering are significantly under-

resourced and has branded the Govern-

ment’s approach “lethargic”.  

Tom Keatinge, an ex JP Morgan banker 

who now heads the Financial Crime 

team at RUSI, a defence and security 

studies think-tank, is more sympathetic 

to the Government’s position. Purging 

dodgy Russian cash already imbedded in 

the British economy would be very diffi-

cult and might be counterproductive, he 

says. Twenty Years of lax regulation and 

neglect has allowed illicit money to be-

come “mixed into the economy beyond 

recognition and separation”. Driving it 

out would damage the UK and perverse-

ly, might strengthen Putin by causing a 

mass “repatriation” of funds back to 

Russia.  

 

Still, like Tugendhat, Keatinge agrees 

that the Government can and must do 

more. A stronger approach to financial 

sanctions and crime may even boost 

British power and global leadership in 

the years to come. Thanks to the domi-

nance of New York, the right regulatory 

environment and a set of ambitious 

Government agencies, America has 

gained the ability to weaponise its finan-

cial system against its foes. The immense 

reach of its sanctions regime has made it 

all but impossible even for companies in 

seemingly distant jurisdictions to con-

science trading with North Korea, Cuba 

and Iran. Why not something similar for 

the world’s other financial powerhouse – 

the City of London? 

 

Simply put, the root of Britain’s inability 

to construct an ambitious financial law 

enforcement system is the same as its 

failure to craft a truly credible foreign 

policy. They are both prisoners to the 

same unambitious, isolationist national 

attitude which worries about rocking the 

boat and which is too domestically dis-

tracted to stand confidently abroad. 

 

A country ruled by such an attitude can-

not hope to respond to Russia – never 

mind forge a new role in today’s uncer-

tain world. 

“the fact that  

Salisbury appears to 

have had little impact 

on the political cost of 

cosying up to Russia 

surely indicates a  

failure of British  

diplomacy.” 
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The good and 

bad of  

Finlandisation  

the Finnish line of  

diplomacy 

By Henri Haapanala  

 

Introduction 

  

The historic meeting between US President 

Donald Trump and Russian president Vladi-

mir Putin on July 16th 2018 left the global 

audience puzzled, with the leaders of the 

two superpowers offering at best shady 

answers about their camaraderie and trig-

gering yet another political crisis in the US. 

What was less puzzling, though, was the 

venue of the meeting: Helsinki, the capital 

of Finland. It was said to be the ‘ideal loca-

tion between the East and West’ – a state-

ment that is as true politically as it is geo-

graphically. Having spent centuries under 

Swedish rule, and ultimately breaking inde-

pendent from the Russian Empire in 1917, 

the country and people of Finland have 

always found themselves at the crossroads 

between the East and West. The formative 

nation crafted its diplomacy to convey a 

friendly and conciliatory image with the aim 

to be trusted by both major spheres of in-

fluence. During the Cold War, this strategy 

gained a notorious reputation and a name 

to match: Finlandisation. 

  

The Origin of Finlandisation 

  

The term ‘Finlandisation’ was popularised in 

Austrian and German politics in the 1960s as 

an attempt to convince voters of the cata-

strophic consequences of trying to appease 

the Soviet Union. They saw Finland as a 

warning example of a country that tried to 

keep the Soviets happy by avoiding any 

confrontational legislation. A country follow-

ing Finland’s lead would soon have all its 

policy proposals actively vetted by the 

stronger neighbour, or the politicians would 

voluntarily engage in self-censorship. If the 

first question on a lawmaker’s mind was 

‘What would the Soviet Union think of this?’ 

then the country’s legislature would no 

longer be independent. 

  

Finnish post-war foreign policy was dictated 

by the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation 

and Mutual Assistance (FCMA) signed in 

1948. This was a treaty of close partnership 

between Finland and the USSR which loyal-

ists say helped Finland avoid Soviet occupa-

tion, while critics say pushed the country to 

an even worse destiny as a quasi-

independent puppet. Although the FCMA 

arguably had an impact on all Finnish for-

eign policy decisions up to the dissolution 

of the Soviet Union, it does not prove the 

existence of Finlandisation on its own. More 

importantly, one must look at how the lead-

ers of Finland acted in the constraints set by 

the treaty – in particular President Urho 

Kekkonen. 

  

President Kekkonen ran Finland through the 

Cold War from 1956 to 1982. During his 

quarter century in power, he became 

known for pushing his constitutional powers 

beyond the limit, as well as for his preferred 

approach of dealing with Soviet leaders in 

person in order to carve out breathing 

space for Finland between the East and 

West. The crown jewel in his career was 

hosting the landmark 1975 Conference of 

Security and Cooperation in Europe. This 

summit brought thirty five Soviet and West-

ern leaders, most importantly US President 

Gerald Ford and Soviet General Secretary 

Leonid Brezhnev, to Helsinki to sign one of 

the most significant acts of Cold War ap-

peasement. The CSCE Final Act embodied 

the Soviet Union’s long-held wish in which 

Brezhnev hoped he could at the same time 

legitimise the western front of the USSR 

while ‘going down in history as the man 

who brought peace to Europe’. Ironically, 

though subject to intense criticism from US 

politicians and academics who derided it as 

an acknowledgement of Soviet aggression 

in Eastern Europe, the Final Act ultimately 

Europe 

In this section: 

 

48   The good and the bad of  

Finlandization 

49   Key features of Russian foreign 

policy  

52   The friendly host—is Russia  

reaching out? 

Article continues on p51 



 

  

 Europe 

  KCL Politics Society 

 

Key features of  

Russian foreign  

policy towards the 

West 
By Mathieu Boulegue 

 
If you have the paranoid tendency to see Russia’s hand in 

everything that is wrong with the world, it means the Krem-

lin’s information warfare is working. If you actually think it is 

true, then “do not believe anything until the Kremlin denies 

it”. Reader beware, these warnings are necessary before 

delving deeper into Russia. 

  

Russia’s foreign policy towards the West is aggressively self-

assertive. 

  

First and foremost because the Kremlin wants to be. The 

current Russian leadership is defining itself in contrast with 

the West through opposed ‘values’. Russia is not like us and 

does not want to be like us. 

  

Outwardly declaring that the West (and in particular NATO) 

is conducting a strategy of encirclement, Russia sees West-

ern capabilities and intentions in the shared neighbourhood 

as an existential threat. This feeds a siege mentality present 

in the wording of the revised military doctrine (December 

2014), the National Security Strategy (December 2015), and 

the updated foreign policy doctrine (November 2016). Mos-

cow has created a ‘defensive inferiority syndrome’: it per-

ceives to be in constant military inferiority at its own borders 

and needs to protect itself from the reported threat – a text-

book security dilemma. 

  

On top of the ‘besieged fortress’ logic, Moscow is fuelling a 

grievance narrative that has been strongly resonating since 

the 1990s but has been particularly prevalent since Vladimir 

Putin’s speech at the Munich Security Conference in 2007. 

Whether it is the reported security guarantees NATO would 

have (not) offered Russia over non-enlargement, the 

‘Kosovo precedent’ of 1999 or the 2008 NATO Summit in 

Bucharest where Ukraine and Georgia were ‘promised’ 

membership, getting back to the root of the problem will 

not change anything. This is because Russian security and 

foreign policy representations are unchallengeable. 

  

According to the Kremlin, Russia’s ‘legitimate security con-

cerns’ were not taken into consideration after the fall of the 

USSR – which raises the question of what ‘legitimate’ actual-

ly means. This notion hides conceptual and ideological divi-

sions stemming from the collapse of the Soviet Union. Argu-

ably, Russia would have the right to hold sway over its ‘near 

abroad’, a historically-conditioned territorial construct com-

posed of the countries Moscow used to control. The wars 

with Georgia in 2008 and in Ukraine since 2014 have shown 

that Russia understands sovereignty in the post-Soviet 

States as conditional to its declared security requirements 

and the acknowledgement of its privileged ‘spheres of influ-

ence’. 

  

Second because Moscow needs to be. As part of the griev-

ance narrative, the authorities in the Kremlin seek to do 

away with the current Western-led, rules-based world order 

that they perceive was forcibly inherited from the end of the 

Cold War. Russia’s strategy largely represents a deconstruc-

tive path to the current international order without offering 

a genuine alternative. The aforementioned perceptions have 

shaped Russia’s sense of itself as a ‘great power’, now able 

to damage the fabric of the post-Cold War security architec-

ture. On top of seeking status and acknowledgement, Russia 

went from being a rule-taker to a rule-breaker. 

  

Since Moscow’s ‘legitimate security concerns’ cannot be 

accommodated, Russia is increasingly bolder in its actions 

against the West.  As a consequence, the Kremlin is not 

afraid to take direct military action when it feels challenged 

or perceives a potential geopolitical loss. Russian power pro-

jection is an active foreign policy tool. 

  

On top of military force, Russia is employing a ‘toolkit’ of 

infra-military means to destabilise the West from within, 

from information warfare to soft power engagement and 

coercive diplomacy. Through what can be called ‘full-

spectrum warfare’, Moscow uses asymmetric and unconven-

tional methods that identify, exploit, and amplify the pre-

existing cracks in our systems. The Kremlin uses targeted, 

tailored, and adapted means to test resolve, unity, and co-

herence in the West and beyond. 

  

Not only do these continuous destabilisation campaigns sow 

doubts in the West, they also are a mirror to our own inse-
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curities. From the nerve agent attack against the Skripals 

in Salisbury to reported election interference in the 

Brexit referendum, Russia’s hand is everywhere we want 

to see. In the post-truth world of 

fake news, as Donald Trump said 

himself, ‘you can never know for 

sure’. One thing is sure however: 

Russia is good at piloting chaos in 

complex systems. 

  

Finally, because Russia actually can 

be. In this respect, Russian inten-

tions have not changed since 1991: 

it is only the Kremlin's ability to 

assert itself globally, make its in-

tentions a reality, and respond to 

the claimed threat that has. Mos-

cow is also using a ‘challenge ac-

cepted logic’ whereby Western 

reactions to the perceived threat 

suggest that Russia’s disruption 

strategy is working. It represents a dangerous self-

fulfilling prophecy that heightens the risk of miscalcula-

tion and tactical errors leading to escalation with the 

West. 

  

The reassertion of Russia’s strategic intentions has far-

reaching implications for transatlantic security and be-

yond. As tense and increasingly adversarial relations 

with Russia seem to be a ‘new normal’, the West has to 

deal with Moscow on a confrontational basis and learn 

to minimise friction when disagreements happen. Rus-

sia’s ambition to weaken our resolve is also amplified by 

our own disunity, from President Trump’s liability to 

doubts over European leadership and Brexit. 

  

In this context, Russia will keep probing the West’s ‘pain 

threshold’ in the weeks and months to come – test 

against NATO unity, increased force posture and mili-

tary exercises, cyber-probing, brink-

manship-prone activities in the Black 

and Baltic Seas and so on. But fear 

not, it can only get worse before it 

gets better. 

  

What can (or should) we do against 

Russia’s assertiveness? As far as Mos-

cow is concerned, Russia wants coop-

eration with the West. But only on an 

equal footing and as long as it obtains 

unequivocal recognition of its ‘spheres 

of influence’ in the European shared 

neighbourhood and beyond. 

  

This is unacceptable because it would 

fragilize the pillars of the existing in-

ternational order. If engaging Moscow 

is paramount, it must be done without offering olive 

branches or making concessions on Russia’s demands. 

Since the Kremlin does not seem intent on changing its 

foreign policy behaviour any time soon, the West will 

have to keep walking an increasingly thin line between 

openness and deterrence.  

 

Mathieu Boulegue is a research fellow with the Rus-

sia and Eurasia Programme at Chatham House – 

The Royal Institute of International Affairs. 

“As tense and  

increasingly adversarial 

relations with Russia 

seem to be a ‘new  

normal’, the West has to 

deal with Moscow on a 

confrontational basis 

and learn to minimise 

friction when  

disagreements happen.” 
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turned out to play a large part in the 

sequence of events that led to the cool-

ing down of tensions in Europe and the 

dissolution of the USSR. 

  

Even though the USSR was very clear in 

their desire to see the CSCE summit take 

place, Kekkonen’s Finland made a large 

point of hosting the summit inde-

pendently and from their own initiative. 

Finlandisation theorists, however, argue 

this shows the USSR interfering in Fin-

land’s decision making. With a president 

who appreciated close personal relations 

with Soviet leaders, and the chance to 

host perhaps the most significant summit 

since the end of the Second World War, 

they argue that Finland was pressured to 

hold the meeting in fear of consequenc-

es from its formal or informal networks 

with the USSR. Far from 

taking the decision in 

the best interest of 

Finland, Kekkonen’s 

arm was twisted. 

  

However, more intri-

cate power dynamics 

were at play in the 

Finnish rendition of 

Realpolitik [CW1] [HH2] 

than first meets the 

eye. Ultimately, Finlan-

disation can be seen as 

a pragmatic survival 

strategy that preserved 

Finnish independence instead of sur-

mounting it. Professor Henrik Meinander 

from Helsinki University speaks of 

‘relative independence’ – whereas coun-

tries like Sweden and Russia think of 

independence as eternal or indisputable, 

Finland has had to define its status as an 

independent nation vis-à-vis its relation-

ship with Russia. With no military guaran-

tees from the West during the Cold War 

– and Finland still avoids full NATO 

membership – it has been the unforgiv-

ing duty of Finnish heads of state to re-

main friends with the East while generat-

ing ever closer cultural, economic and 

political ties with the West. The meeting 

of Trump and Putin was the fifth time 

since 1975 that a US leader has met their 

Soviet/Russian counterpart on Finnish 

soil. These meetings are the best testa-

ment to the success of the Finnish diplo-

matic balancing act. 

  

The Finlandisation of Energy 

 

The term ‘Finlandisation’ began to disap-

pear from global political discourse in 

the 1990s. Nonetheless, the legacy keeps 

on haunting Finnish domestic politics – 

and remains as signifi-

cant in geopolitics as 

ever. Firmly anchored 

between the East and 

West, the Finnish ship 

of state is constantly 

rocked by the political 

tides in Russia. This 

geopolitical Finlandisa-

tion is most visible in 

the Fenno-Russian en-

ergy relationship. 

  

Perhaps no other deal 

in Finnish energy poli-

tics is as contentious as 

the Hanhikivi nuclear reactor construc-

tion project. A significant part of this 

power plant is owned and financed by 

the Russian energy firm Rosatom, con-

trolled by oligarchs with connections to 

Putin such as the former Russian ambas-

sador to Finland Alexander Rumyantsev. 

The project, dogged by years of delays 

in obtaining construction permits and 

securing a sufficient percentage of EU 

ownership, has sparked multiple demon-

strations and a government meltdown in 

2014 in which the Green Party resigned 

from government in protest. The Greens 

accused their partners of Finlandisation 

in approving the large-scale involvement 

of Rosatom. 

  

However, the project keeps soldiering on 

with parliamentary approval. Not only do 

Finnish politicians approve of Russian 

involvement in energy projects for eco-

nomic reasons, but a deeper political 

undercurrent prevents any attempts to 

pull away. Russia is Finland’s most im-

portant foreign energy supplier, respon-

sible for 65% of energy imports. It would 

be inaccurate to say that Russian energy 

oligarchs are directly provoking Finnish 

politicians, but the stronger the energy 

interdependence, the more necessary it 

is to maintain good bilateral relations to 

ensure the security of supply. Like a con-

temporary version of the FCMA, the 

energy question looms in the backs of 

MPs’ minds when they cast their votes in 

Eduskunta (the Finnish Parliament). Veli-

Pekka Tynkkynen, professor in Russian 

energy policy at Helsinki University, ar-

gues that anyone who denies that Russia 

uses energy policy to gain foreign policy 

leverage is either being naive or pur-

posefully misleading. In this light, the 

Hanhikivi project is another example of 

Finland’s ‘special status’ with regard to 

Russia – a mixture of geopolitical neces-

sity, historical path dependence and, one 

could say, Finlandisation. 

  

Masters of Geography 

  

Situated in the harsh climate of the 

northernmost corner of the world, geog-

raphy has always been an inseparable 

part of Finnish identity. Many contempo-

rary Finns define themselves as gritty 

‘sons of the North’ – but equally telling is 

the Fennoman slogan of the 1800s: 

‘Swedes we are not, Russians we do not 

want to become, let us therefore be 

Finns.’ 

  

Whether negotiating the eastern border 

after WWII or planning new nuclear re-

actors, Finnish diplomacy has always 

been a careful balancing act with its ex-

ponentially more powerful neighbour. 

From an outside perspective, Finlandisa-

tion may appear as a country obsequi-

ously bowing down to its stronger neigh-

bour’s will. To insiders it may come 

across as a survival strategy. 

  

We will never know what Kekkonen and 

Brezhnev talked about many an evening 

“Finlandisation can 

be seen as a  

pragmatic survival  

strategy that  

preserved Finnish  

independence  

instead of  

surmounting it.” 
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on the sauna benches, or what discus-

sions Niinistö held with Putin and Trump 

in the halls of the Presidential Palace. 

However, they underline the significance 

of skilled diplomatic agents in conduct-

ing foreign affairs as the game of power 

relations; arguably the most valuable 

inheritance of Finlandisation.  

 

Henri Haapanala is a third year student 

of PPE at King’s College London. 

 

 

The friendly 

host – is 

Russia 

reaching 

out? 
By Irina Dihanova 
 

 

Summer 2018 in Russia was all about 

making friends from around the world. 

First, international business ideas were 

exchanged at the annual Saint Peters-

burg International Economic Forum. 

Later, Moscow welcomed high-ranking 

clergymen from Eastern Europe’s Ortho-

dox Churches to celebrate 1030 years 

since the christening of Russia. The fes-

tivities, marking the national Navy Day 

also gathered Russia’s military friends 

with Chinese, Vietnamese and Indian 

ships taking part in the main parade and 

salutes in Saint Petersburg. But the most 

impressive and talked about event of the 

summer was the World Cup, which gave 

foreign politicians an occasion to fly to 

Russia and enjoy more than the football 

fever. 

 

As the championship’s final stages quick-

ly turned European, so did the Kremlin. 

The Russian President met with no less 

than five European leaders – Emmanuel 

Macron, Kolinda Grabar-Kitarovic, Viktor 

Orbán, Marcelo Rebelo de Sousa and 

Boyko Borissov.  The guests showered 

Putin with praises about what a fabulous 

host Russia was and how well its team 

was doing. Then  they turned to high-

lighting the merits of their partnership 

with Moscow and the many opportuni-

ties to increase cooperation on a variety 

of issues: from finance and investment to 

agriculture and, of course, energy. 

 

First in line this summer was Bulgaria 

when Prime Minister Borissov arrived for 

negotiations. Russian press reported that 

“Bulgaria is shocked”, as the Kremlin had 

also welcomed the Bulgarian President 

earlier this year after a decade of deteri-

orating relationship. No less than three 

large-scale energy projects encompass-

ing the nuclear energy, oil and gas sec-

tors, were cancelled as Bulgaria joined 

the ranks of the EU, resulting in great 

losses for the Russian investors involved. 

Bulgarian society has traditionally been 

divided into Russophobes and Russo-

philes and it appears that the sentiment 

of the latter has been awakened in light 

of the 140th anniversary of the Russo-

Turkish war, which resulted in the libera-

tion of the Bulgarian state. President 

Putin did not miss an opportunity to 

emphasize the strong historic connection 

between the two countries. On the issue 

of energy relations, he reaffirmed readi-

ness to renew cooperation, hinting that 

the European Union was to blame for 

previous failures and that the Bulgarian 

state has realized the many benefits of 

cooperating with Russia. 

 

Thanks to the stellar performance of the 

French football team, Macron had the 

opportunity to meet with his Russian 

counterpart twice. Crucially, Macron was 

an honorary guest at this year’s Saint 

Petersburg International Economic Fo-

rum, where Putin referred to France as 

“our traditional partner” in a “mutually 

beneficial”, cooperative relationship. 

Macron, on his side, admitted that they 

have “allowed some misunderstandings” 

in the past, but remained positive about 

the future of the cooperation between 

Russia and France.  

 

Pleasantries were exchanged in the 

Kremlin with Croatian President Kolinda 

Grabar-Kitarovic as well. President Putin 

gallantly presented her with a large bou-

quet of roses (similarly given to the 

French First Lady); in turn, his Croatian 

counterpart gave him a personalised 

national team jersey.  In their brief on-

camera conversation, Putin mentioned 

that the Croatian economy benefits from 

$400 billion in Foreign Direct Investment 

from Russia. In the spirit of friendship, 

President Kitarovic declared that the rest 

of the world can only learn from Russia 

when it comes to making such large-

scale events feel safe, organized and 

welcoming. Such observation entirely 

contradicts the general trend in the West 

to perceive the state of Russia as an un-

trustworthy, almost malicious actor.   

 

The President of Portugal, Marcelo 

Rebelo de Sousa, expressed similar senti-

ment when he visited the Kremlin at the 

very start of the tournament. Putin again 

noted a rise in bilateral trade and hailed 

the opportunity to discuss further coop-

eration through sideline diplomacy. His 

guest echoed this optimism, highlighting 

that there are many joint projects in sec-

tors such as tourism, energy, healthcare, 

science and technology.  

Unsurprisingly, the meeting with Mr 

Viktor Orban, ever so critical of the EU, 

addressed the issue of sanctions directly. 

The Hungarian Prime Minister openly 

criticized the existing measures, blaming 

them for “missed opportunities” to bene-

fit from further cooperation between the 

two sides. Whilst the most predictable of 

all statements made by European leaders 

in Russia, this is also the most telling one. 

It is a non-ambiguous declaration of non

-confidence in EU foreign policy and 

explicit support for improving diplomatic 

relations with Russia.  
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One significant conclusion that must not 

be ignored from these meetings is that 

Russia is determined to continue its pref-

erence for bilateral approach in relations 

with EU member states, as opposed to 

dealing with the EU as a unit. Warm con-

versations with some states does not 

equate to an amicable 

relationship with all EU 

members. The discus-

sions of cooperative 

relationships were also 

the soundtrack to British 

diplomats packing their 

bags and leaving Russia 

over the Skripal scandal. 

In the process, the UK 

deprived its leadership 

and even the Royal 

Family from the joys of 

attending the World 

Cup, despite the success of the English 

team. The complex interdependence 

between Russia and European states 

across virtually all sectors of the econo-

my makes it almost impossible for the EU 

to present a united front at all times. 

Russia is attempting to position itself as 

an appealing partner and a welcoming 

host. Be it a military parade, business 

forum or religious celebration, Putin has 

used the occasion to prove that his 

country will not be isolated. It appears 

his tactics have worked at least for some 

European leaders. Whether this leads to 

a general change in EU foreign policy, it 

is yet to be decided. Conflict resolution, 

however, inevitably involves compromise 

and so far, Russia has appeared willing to 

reach out and cooperate – but not to 

compromise.  

 

Russia was on its best behavior this sum-

mer. This showed something crucial; with 

the right incentive, even Putin can play 

by the rules. The outreach to European 

leaders – and their reciprocated 

response – signals that there is 

much potential in Russia’s rela-

tionship with Europe, but there 

is a long way to go before the 

two sides reconcile. An im-

portant milestone, which was 

perhaps achieved this summer, 

is a slight shift in the perception 

of Russia as “the other”. By al-

lowing social connections to 

take place on an international 

level, with politics seemingly on 

the back-burner for the mo-

ment, ordinary citizens could relate to 

one another, befriending foreigners and 

realizing how similar their tastes for en-

tertainment are. This could potentially 

lead to more support for foreign policy 

which favours cooperation rather than 

confrontation.  

“with the 

right  

incentive, 

even Putin 

can play by 

the rules.” 
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Western  

democracy’s 

midlife crisis 
Where do we go from 

here?  
By Simphiwe L Stewart  

Any doubts the world had about the su-
premacy of Western Democracy fell with the 
Berlin Wall. From 1990, the onus has been 
on the rest of the world to adopt this one 
size fits all model of government. However,  
by December 2016, international discourse 
was littered with talk of ‘failed state’, ‘the 
end of democracy’ and ‘widespread gov-
ernment corruption’ except the perpetrators 
were not African dictators and Latin Ameri-
can warlords clad in military gear or tradi-
tional regalia in some obscure corner of the 
world. Instead, the world’s gaze was once 
again fixed on the West – bastions of de-
mocracy – where national referenda and 
elections outcomes in the U.K, the United 
States and France seemed to spell unprece-
dented political anarchy. For the first time, 
certainly since the fall of the Berlin Wall, an 
opportunity exists to critically examine the 
pitfalls of democracy not only in Africa but 
in the West.  

Is Western Democracy the best model for 
representative government? Contemporary 
democratic countries should share in com-
mon two safeguards: equal vote and inclu-
sion. In this context, political parties serve 
the vital function of protecting ordinary 
citizens by keeping unqualified candidates 
who may constrain or avert democratic 
institutions from even making it to the ballot 
box. With a history spanning more than 200 
years, American democracy is often cited as 
the ‘beginning’ of contemporary democra-
cy. It is not surprising then that many citi-
zens of the world’s preeminent democra-
cies, particularly in the United States, not 
only look to America as 
a model for democratic 
governance but also 
believe that there is 
‘freedom’ in the United 
States. However, there 
is a developed history 
of policies and practices 
which have inhibited 
and otherwise undermined core democratic 
safeguards in the United States. Firstly, less 
than 80% of the eligible population in 
America actually vote, as education and 
income are the highest indicators of voting. 
Secondly, the United States is one of the 
most unequal countries in the developed 
world and the only major democratic coun-
try where the least well-off, young adults 
and minorities are substantially underrepre-
sented in the electorate. In fact, in 2008, 
manifesting Burnham’s theory; 7 out of the 
11 states with the highest black turnout im-
posed stricter voter ID laws – a known barri-

er to electoral participation. Finally, Donald 
Trump’s ascension to the American Presi-
dency.  

In the most abusive democracies in collec-
tive memory, it is often news media that is 
wielded as a political weapon. In authoritari-
an countries such as Montesino and Fu-
jimori’s Peru, TV, newspaper and tabloids 
are on the government payroll. In Hungary, 
media has most recently been used to at-
tack immigrants, Jews, gays and European 
bureaucrats. However, the West is not im-
mune to this stark marker of democratic 
failure. In Britain, the Thatcher administra-

tion’s efforts to 
consolidate 
ownership of 
the media has 
resulted in 
three compa-
nies controlling 
nearly 70% of 
the media mar-

ket. There is no ignoring that those who 
control the media also control the country. 
Consequently, when opportunities to vote 
come around, public support is won by the 
side that can pump the most money into its 
media campaigns. In fact, the amount spent 
on media by either side of the Brexit refer-
endum was almost identical to the ratio by 
which the referendum was won.  

While its governments grapple with unprec-
edented political challenges, Western 
memory will propagate the notion that the 
populist and eurosceptic views that influ-
enced Trump’s victory and Brexit are ‘un-
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American’ or ‘un-British’. For example, 
Trevor Noah’s The Daily Show likened 
Trump to an African dictator and the 
New European suggested that ‘the hys-
teria around Brexit shows how un-British 
it is’. This selective ‘misremembering’ will 
be in spite of the long history of racism 
and conservatism in both countries. Au-
thoritarianism is not un-American as 
much as racism is not ‘un-British’. Individ-
uals such as Charles Coughlin, Louisiana 
Governor Huey Long (the ‘Kingfish’), 
Alabama Governor George Wallace and 
Senator Joseph McCarthy play their fair 
part in showing this to be true. The racist 
attitudes that influenced Brexit outcomes 
are not foreign to the longest slave-
holding nation in modern history. Yet, 
the West has orientalised and external-
ised Brexit and Trump – remaining com-
plicit in propagating the geopolitical 
identity narrative that democratic failure 
is a foreign ‘thing’ in the West.  

All is not lost. Recent developments in 
the West have shown that democracy 
can function with pockets of liberal and 
conservative opinions across populations 
within the same territory. They have also 
resuscitated the exis-
tential notion that the 
existing model of de-
mocracy is doomed to 
failure. African coun-
tries including Botswa-
na, Ghana and Senegal 
continue to make laud-
able advancements 
towards competitive 
democracy. However, 
in 2014, Mali proved 
that democratic back-
sliding can occur at any time. Even as 
Mali desperately attempts to revive its 
democracy, many including Freedom 
House have noted the seemingly unat-
tainable ideal of ‘free and fair elections’. 
Weak institutions and an aversion to 
pluralism continue to plague even the 
continent’s most celebrated democracies. 
For example, South African president, 
Jacob Zuma’s recent resignation amidst 
corruption allegations and calls for a 
‘vote of no confidence’ from senior 
members of the country’s ruling party.  

Democracy is failing in ways that the 
West, indeed the world, has never had to 
contend with before. Democratic failure 
today is not the Zimbabwean military 
staging the most calculated and efficient 
bloodless-coup of recent history and 
then hosting elections marred with re-
ports of violence and electoral fraud. It is 
the world’s largest empire honouring the 
‘voice of the people’ in the British refer-
endum followed by calls that the island is 
‘truly headed for the status of colony’. It 
is the peaceful transfer of power from a 
President elected by the popular vote to 
one who garnered less than 50% of 

America’s support. The question is where 
does this leave the West’s democratic 
experiment in Africa and elsewhere?  

 

Iran-Iraq: 

from foes to 

friends 

by Veronika Babiciute 

 

When Iraq invaded the newly-established 
Islamic Republic of Iran in September 
1980 causing what is referred to as the 
Iraq-Iran War, it seemed almost impossi-
ble that warm relations between the two 
powers could be restored anytime soon. 
Yet, to the great surprise of the many 
who have predicted otherwise, Iran-Iraq 
tensions were to undergo a release with-

in a relatively short 
period of time. Such 
a shift is mainly at-
tributed to both 
countries’ efforts to 
normalize bilateral 
relations. Let’s get a 
deeper look into the 
love-hate diplomacy 
shifts between the 
countries. 

After Mohammad 
Reza Shah was 

overthrown by the Iranian Revolution on 
the 11th February 1979 and Ruhollah 
Khomeini became the Head of the State 
of Iran, Iran’s and Iraq’s relations only 
started getting worse. Iraq indeed had 
valid reasons to become conscious of the 
new political background in Iran. The 

coming of Khomeini to power was taken 
as a dangerous sign for further relations 
between the two powers, as the leader 
openly proclaimed a policy of hostility 
towards the Baath regime in Iraq. More 
than that, Ruhollah Khomeini is known to 
have even made a call to the Iraqis to 
rise against the Saddam’s government so 
that the Islamic Revolution could be suc-
cessfully repeated once again. It was, 
however, not only the Iranian govern-
ment’s hostility towards the Baath party, 
which angered the Iraqi President. Sad-
dam Hussein and his administration were 
also dissatisfied with the conditions of the 
1975 Algerian agreement as it divided 
the Iraqi desired Shatt al-Arab area be-
tween Iran and Iraq. As Mehrunnisa Ali 
argues in ‘The Impact of the Iran-Iraq 
War’, the final blow to the diplomacy 
between the two powers was struck 
when Saddam Hussein repudiated the 
1975 treaty. Five days later, the diploma-
cy died as the Iraqi forces launched the 
offensive, or, in other words, started the 
infamous Iraq-Iran War. 

The bitter conflict ended in August 1988 
when the UN brokered ceasefire, howev-
er, both countries were ready to officially 
re-establish their diplomatic relations 
only two years later, in 1990. Despite this 
warm up in the countries’ relations, Iran 
still condemned the Iraqi invasion of 
Kuwait, becoming concerned about 
Iraq’s further plans. Iran also expressed 
concerns that Iraq’s aggression could 
potentially provide a pretext for outside 
forces to enter the region. 

Throughout the period, the Iranian re-
sentment towards the US grew stronger. 
An editorial in the official Iranian newspa-
per Jomhuri-e eslāmi of August 14 de-
clared that ‘America is a criminal and its 
biggest crime was in that it incited Iraq 
and Arab reaction against the Islamic 
revolution’. Thus, it would be fair to state 
that Iran blamed the US and its interven-

“Democracy is failing 

in ways that the 

West, indeed the 

world, has never had 

to contend with  

before” 
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tion in the region for the country’s bad 
relations with Iraq, as, from the Iranian 
perspective, it was in the US intentions to 
clash both countries against each other. 
Moḥsen Reżāʾi, the Iranian senior military 
commander even went so far as to de-
clare that the presence of US forces in 
the Persian Gulf was more dangerous for 
the region than Iraq’s occupation of Ku-
wait. 

The United States, on its part, was grati-
fied that Iran stayed neutral during the 
Gulf conflict and did not come to Iraq’s 
assistance. After the defeat of Iraq in 
February 1991, Iran soon resumed its 
criticism of the neighbouring power. 
Iranian dissatisfaction with Iraq stemmed 
mainly from the latter’s border violations 
and unwillingness to return the Iranian 
prisoners of war. 

The diplomatic warm up between coun-
tries could be attributed to the beginning 
of the year 2002, 
when one of the final 
exchanges between 
the Iraqi and Iranian 
prisoners of war took 
place. With Iraqi For-
eign Minister Naji 
Sabri’s visit to Iran 
and Iranian delega-
tion’s visit to Iraq, 
both countries agreed 
to resume direct 
flights between Bagh-
dad and Tehran after 
almost two decades. 

Both countries maintained cooperation in 
the post-Saddam Hussein period as well. 
As Hussein Abdulhasan Moeh and Kam-
arulnizam Abdullah argue, Iran sought to 

become a dominant power in the Gulf 
region. In order to achieve this, the 
country needed to extend the friendship 
and cooperation with Iraqi political actors 
while at the same time making sure that 
Iraq would not emerge as a threat once 
again. Thus, preventing Iraq from be-
coming a strong state remained in the 
Iranian diplomatic interests during the 
entire U.S. occupation of Iraq (2003-
2011).  

As for the development of ties between 
the two countries up to the present day, 
Iran remains Iraq’s strong, if not key ally 
providing weapons and intelligence sup-
port to the country’s fight against ISIS. 
Iran views the jihadist militant organisa-
tion as an obvious threat to its interests 
in Iraq. As Ariane Tabatabai and Dina 
Esfandiary recognize in their paper on 
two countries’ relations, Iran’s coopera-
tion with Iraq in fighting ISIS has been 

successful so far. 
The Iranian-backed 
Shia militias in Iraq 
cooperate with the 
domestic security 
forces, gradually 
evolving into one 
regular military 
power. Both re-
searchers admit, 
however, that be-
cause of providing 
so much support 
for Iran, Iraq can 
now enjoy its enor-
mous influence in 

the country. 

It would be fair to say that Iran-Iraq di-
plomacy case is a rather untypical one 
with many ups and downs taking place in 

a short period of time. Despite having a 
major clash in the Iran-Iraq War, both 
countries did not choose to remain ene-
mies and managed to improve ties in 
quite a short amount of time. The diplo-
matic collaboration lasting up to day 
satisfies the expectations of both powers. 
Iraq largely benefits from the support of 
its neighbouring state while Iran, on its 
part, is able to exercise influence in the 
weaker state of Iraq, shaken by the on-
going civil war.  

Iranian dissatisfaction 
with Iraq stemmed 

mainly from the  
latter’s border  
violations and  

unwillingness to  
return the Iranian 
prisoners of war. 
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The dragon 

descends 

into the  

tropics 
Chinese investment-led  

diplomacy in Latin  

America  
by Lucas Silva Lopes  
 

 

     In the summer of 2017, Panama broke 

ground in Latin America and became the 

first country in the region to officially join 

China’s newest foreign policy project, the 

Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). Panama’s 

ientrance into the highly ambitious Chinese 

geopolitical project came as a form of re-

ward for Panama’s severing of diplomatic 

ties with Taiwan and its decision to estab-

lish diplomatic ties with Beijing instead. The 

Panamanian ingression prompted a visit of 

Mr. Wang Yi, China’s Foreign Minister, to 

Panama City to strengthen the newly 

formed diplomatic ties. Not surprisingly, 

president Juan Varela soon followed his 

Chinese counterpart and immediately paid 

a visit to president Xi Jinping in Beijing, 

where the two leaders not only rejoiced in 

their new diplomatic ties, but also talked 

about the extension of the BRI into Latin 

America, with not only Panama, but other 

Latin American countries as official mem-

bers in a not so distant future.   

 

     As the trade war between the U.S and 

China ensues and the diplomatic ties be-

tween the two countries worsen. China’s 

penetration of Latin America right under 

Washington’s nose demonstrates Beijing’s 

audacity in trying to win over a region that 

has historically been under the American 

sphere of influence. However, Panama’s 

recent ingression into the BRI should not 

come as a surprise but rather, as the culmi-

nation of a trend that has been developing 

between China and Latin America over the 

past decade. As Washington leaves the 

Monroe Doctrine discourse behind and 

slowly withdraws from the region, China 

has been gradually swooping in and using 

foreign direct investment (FDI) over the last 

decade to strengthen its diplomatic ties 

with Latin America. 

 

What exactly is China investing on? 

 

     The Sino-Latin American economic rela-

tion is a very recent phenomenon, with 

Chinese FDI in the region only totaling 

around US$ 6 billion in the past two dec-

ades. However, this figure changed just 

within the year of 2010 when Chinese FDI 

suddenly jumped to a total of US$ 13 bil-

lion, with the two state-owned oil giants, 

Sinopec and CNOOC, leading the way with 

acquisitions in Brazil and Argentina respec-

tively. Chinese companies have focused 

their investments primarily on extractive 

industries such as mining and oil; this is a 

trend Chinese companies have been fol-

lowing since the economic reform of 1978, 

when state-owned companies decided to 

focus foreign investment in strategic sec-

tors (financial, oil and mining), while private 

firms occupied themselves with other more 

competitive sectors abroad.   

 

     Beijing has thus two clear targets when 

it comes to their interests in Latin America. 

As the biggest global importer of oil and 

copper, the primary Chinese concern is to 

lock up supplies of raw materials. In this 

sense, almost 90% of Beijing’s investments 

in the region have been in natural re-

sources, and when it comes to trade be-

tween the two parties, 70% of China’s im-

ports from Latin America are commodities. 

Secondly, there is also the desire to bank-

roll infrastructure projects in the region. 

The WTO identifies an “infrastructure gap” 

in the region arguing that Latin America 

does not have the infrastructure it needs 

given its income level, thus falling short of 

what is needed to advance social integra-

tion and achieve higher growth. To close 

the “infrastructure gap”, Latin American 

countries have relied primarily on loans 

China 

In this section: 

 

 

57 Peace with Pyongyang 

59    The dragon descends 

60    National memory: China’s past 

in foreign policy 



 

  58 

 KCL Politics Society 

from public sources, such as develop-

ment banks and state and national 

banks. Within this context, the Beijing-led 

Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (of 

which Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia, Peru and 

Ecuador are prospective members) has 

taken the lead by partnering with the 

Inter-American Development Bank on 

infrastructure projects, such as the con-

struction of roads, railways and ports. 

Furthermore, Chinese state-owned banks 

have not fallen very behind with loans to 

Latin American countries totaling US$ 20 

billion in 2015.  

 

Be careful what you wish for?  

 

   Increased investment from Beijing on 

infrastructure is cer-

tainly a reason to be 

optimistic for a region 

that has been 

plagued by an eco-

nomic crisis in the 

past few years, and 

the chance to if not 

close but certainly 

shorten the infrastruc-

ture gap, is an oppor-

tunity that should not 

be passed by any 

means. However 

there is a clear asym-

metry in the diplo-

matic relations be-

tween China and Latin America, for while 

the Chinese have a clear strategy and 

defined goals for the region, the same 

thing cannot be said for Latin America.  

 

     Not knowing exactly what they want 

from China - besides an immediate injec-

tion of Chinese loans - is Latin America’s 

greatest weakness in its foreign relations. 

Without a clear strategy on how to deal 

with Beijing and its state-owned compa-

nies, Latin American companies are run-

ning the risk of being bought off by Chi-

nese companies that violate human 

rights, as was the case of the Shougang 

Group (China’s fourth largest steel com-

pany) and its purchase of the Peruvian 

state-owned mining company Hierro 

Peru. In the specific case of Hierro Peru, 

the Shougang Group was exposed for 

firing the local Peruvian population and 

bringing in Chinese laborers, as well as 

evicting the local Peruvians and utilizing 

their existent residences to house two to 

three different families of Chinese labor-

ers. To make mat-

ters worse, the 

Shougang Group 

paid their workers 

wages below the 

national average for 

the mining industry 

($29/day). The Chi-

nese state giant was 

further exposed for 

using outdated and 

unsafe machinery 

and for failing to 

conduct annual 

medical examina-

tions for lung dis-

eases in its workers 

(Peru’s regulatory mining agency report-

ed that 12% of Shougang’s labor force 

had contracted pneumoconiosis).   

 

     But worst of all, not having a strategy 

on how to deal with China risks putting 

Latin America in a position of complete 

dependence on Chinese demand for its 

raw materials. After the Debt Crisis of the 

1980s, Latin America adoption of neolib-

eralism allowed countries to diversify 

their trade basket and move away from 

solely commodity-exportation. However, 

China’s rapid growth in the past decades 

and its insatiable demand for raw materi-

als has, to a large extent, pushed Latin 

America back into its historic role of an 

exporter of raw-materials.   

 

Two birds with one stone: encroaching 

on the US and isolating Taiwan 

 

     Apart from clear economic goals in 

the region, it would be very naïve to 

assume that Mr. Xi  and the Communist 

Party do not have loftier goals in mind by 

penetrating Latin America. China’s pres-

ence in Latin America is a clear affront to 

Washington and more specifically to 

President Trump and the trade war he 

initiated. Mr. Trump is very aware of Chi-

na’s strategy, pointing out that China is 

“seeking to pull the region into its orbit 

through state-led investment and loans.” 

“Not knowing  

exactly what they 

want from China - 

besides an immediate 

injection of Chinese  

loans - is Latin  

America’s greatest 

weakness in its  

foreign relations.” 
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He is not wrong. However, the more Mr. 

Trump berates his southern neighbors 

and withdraws from the region, the 

more space he provides Beijing to ma-

neuver with.  

      China’s investment-led diplomacy in 

Latin America also allows Mr. Xi and the 

Communist Party to achieve another 

important goal besides encroaching on 

a region that has historically been under 

the U.S sphere of influence. As Washing-

ton and the Inter-American Develop-

ment Bank continue to turn their backs 

on Latin America, China is very likely to 

become the main lender for Latin Amer-

ican countries seeking to improve and 

close their infrastructure gap in a 

close  future. However, Chinese invest-

ments are likely to come with a very 

specific condition; namely the severing 

of the specific country’s diplomatic ties 

with Taiwan, as was the case with Pana-

ma. Since roughly half of the 19 coun-

tries that maintain diplomatic relations 

with Taiwan are located in Latin America, 

Chinese investment is certain to give 

Beijing a significant upper hand in its 

battle to discredit and eliminate the le-

gitimacy of Taiwan worldwide .  

 

      As Beijing continues to demonstrate 

an evident commitment to supporting 

the region financially, Mr. Trump’s com-

plaints and remarks will continue to fall 

on deaf ears. And the more money Chi-

na continues to inject in the region, the 

more likely we are to witness cases like 

Panama, where severing diplomatic ties 

with Taiwan is rewarded with massive 

investments and the ingression into the 

Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). China’s 

investment-led diplomacy truly is a case 

of “two birds with one stone.” The drag-

on has officially descended into the 

tropics, and it is time for Washington to 

become seriously concerned.   

 

 

 

Peace with 

Pyongyang? 
Don’t expect China to 

help 

By George Lam 

 
Two months have passed since US Presi-

dent Donald Trump met his North Kore-

an counterpart, Kim Jong-un, in Singa-

pore, and it is becoming increasingly 

clear that the summit meeting has not 

been as successful as initially hoped. 

While the two leaders signed a state-

ment committing North Korea to 

‘complete denuclearisation’, recent evi-

dence has emerged suggesting that 

Pyongyang is continuing to develop 

missiles and nuclear material. 

 

In response to this 

revelation, President 

Trump has once 

again brought atten-

tion to the complex 

relationship between 

China and North Ko-

rea, claiming that 

China could be to 

blame for the lack of 

progress made fol-

lowing the June sum-

mit.  

 

Indeed, reports claim that China has 

recently exported substantial amounts of 

oil to the pariah state, along with power 

generators to alleviate power shortages 

in the capital. These actions are in viola-

tion of the UN sanctions which China 

voted in favour of in late 2017, shortly 

after the most recent North Korean nu-

clear test. 

 

In the eyes of the US, these sanctions 

provide the pressure necessary to en-

sure that Pyongyang remains at the 

negotiating table and takes its summit 

commitments seriously. And with China’s 

unique position with regard to North 

Korea - accounting for 90% of the lat-

ter’s trade activity - the US is particularly 

concerned that Chinese violations could 

be an obstacle to the denuclearisation 

process. 

 

The ability to influence 

 

Whilst high levels of economic influence 

ordinarily translate into high degrees of 

political leverage, it is a misconception 

that China has the ability to pressure 

North Korea toward denuclearisation. 

China has condemned and 

sanctioned the North Ko-

rean regime since the be-

ginning of its nuclear tests 

in 2006. However, this did 

little to stop Pyongyang 

from carrying out five fur-

ther tests and, in spite of 

repeated backlash, devel-

oping the reputed ability to 

strike either coast of the 

United States. 

 

In order to understand why 

China has not been able to place pres-

sure on Pyongyang, China’s national 

interests must first be understood. Re-

gional stability is Beijing’s foremost con-

cern, as it is the basis of China’s contin-

ued development and modernisation. 

While Pyongyang poses a threat to sta-

bility in East Asia due to its nuclear de-

velopments, the possibility of its collapse 

is additionally troubling – particularly for 

China. Such a collapse would trigger an 

immense refugee crisis, which the rela-

tively poor north-eastern provinces of 

China would be ill-equipped to receive. 

 

For this reason, any comprehensive – or 

effective – set of sanctions cannot be 

expected to come from the Chinese 

government, owing to the latter’s fear of 

triggering a North Korean collapse. 

Pyongyang recognises China’s concern 

and has acted accordingly: the 

knowledge that China has an interest in 

the former’s stability has allowed the 

“it is a  

misconception 

that China has 

the ability to 

pressure North 

Korea toward  

denuclearisation.” 
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nuclear programme to progress without 

fear that Beijing will live up to its words. 

A further factor to be considered is the 

(often underestimated) level of mistrust 

North Korea holds with regard to China. 

Kim Jong-un and his father have in re-

cent years sought distance from their 

neighbour’s growing influence. On one 

hand, China has nurtured close relations 

with Seoul, developing a substantial 

trade partnership and consequently al-

ienating Pyongyang. Meanwhile, China 

has additionally attempted to encourage 

North Korea to undergo economic trans-

formations akin to those implemented by 

Deng Xiaoping in the late 1970s. The 

Kims recognise this as a self-interested 

attempt by China to extend its economic 

and political power. Given North Korea’s 

clear distrust, it follows that China is not 

in a position to influence North Korean 

policy – especially on a matter as critical 

as denuclearisation. 

 

The will to influence 

 

Beyond the question of China’s ability to 

influence, its willingness to do so is an-

other matter entirely. Even if China could 

place pressure on North Korea, the US 

would be mistaken to expect that Beijing 

would use this to encourage denucleari-

sation. China’s priorities and circumstanc-

es do not align with that of the US and 

South Korea. To be sure, China does not 

welcome North Korea’s threatening ac-

tivity, but it is not, and has never been a 

potential target of that activity. Denucle-

arisation therefore takes a backseat to 

Beijing’s priority of regional stability. 

 

This is clearly demonstrated in the recent 

series of negotiations, in which China 

renewed its calls for a ‘freeze for freeze’ 

approach, under which North Korea 

would agree to halt its nuclear pro-

gramme while South Korea and the US 

halt joint military exercises (which China 

and North Korea are united in opposing). 

Sanctions against the North would then 

gradually be eased. This contrasts with 

the American demand of denuclearisa-

tion occurring as a prerequisite of any 

relief in pressure.  

With such divergent priorities, not to 

mention Beijing’s equivalence of actions 

on both sides of the Korean Peninsula, it 

is clear that any pressure China can place 

on North Korea will not be in the direc-

tion that the US or South Korea would 

like.  

 

 

 

National 

memory: 

China’s past 

in foreign 

policy 
By Emma Shleifer 
 

In 1964, Mao asserted we must ‘use the 

past to serve the present’ (古为今用). 

While the definition of the ‘past’ varies 

with the years, it remains at the service of 

nations. Often brushed aside in analyses 

of countries’ foreign-policy behaviours, 

national memory is paramount, the equal 

perhaps of economic and security con-

cerns. Thucydides had already noted that 

Athens’s growth had been motivated by 

‘Security, Honour, Self-Interest’, putting 

sentiment on equal footing with practical 

interests. Anthony Pagden similarly ob-

served that Roman, British, and Spanish 

imperial expansions were characterised 

by ‘honour, piety, and arms’. Clearly, 

seemingly intangible concepts can influ-

ence state behaviour. This is true for 

national memory too. Different to history, 

the subjective or objective recounting of 

facts, memory goes beyond mere story-

telling and presents itself as the tool of 

the present. It is history in action, and in 

few countries is this truer today than in 

China, although its behaviour is more 

often explained in only pragmatic terms.  

 

What is China’s national memory? 

 

The most salient aspect of China’s na-

tional memory is its ‘national trauma’: the 

‘Century of National Humiliation’. Lasting 

from the first Opium War in 1840 to the 

1949 declaration of the People’s Republic 

of China, successive defeats and foreign 

dominance over the once-great Central 

Kingdom have not failed to make their 

mark on the Chinese public. However, 

while many scholars credit this particular 

national memory for a number of foreign 

policy decisions, including China’s inter-

vention in the Korean War in 1950, it 

should be noted that the current dis-

course of national humiliation did not 

begin until 1991. With independence 

fresh in the nation’s mind, Mao defined 

national memory in terms of the class 

and ideological struggles from which 

China had emerged victorious. No new 

books on national humiliation were pub-

lished between 1947 and 1990; it was not 

until Tiananmen Square in 1989, com-

bined with the collapse of the Com-

munist ideology around the world, that 

the narrative of ‘China as victor’ trans-

formed into ‘China as victim’. Of course, 

ideas of humiliation had predated the 

Communist revolution, and continued 

under Mao, but these were largely con-

fined to public conversations. Only under 

Deng Xiaoping did the government re-

claim the National Humiliation narrative. 

This move, formalised under the Patriotic 

Education Campaign, aimed to foster 

internal cohesion and allow the CCP to 

regain political legitimacy at a time when 

the communist ideology no longer 

proved adequate to maintain the 

‘mandate to rule’, by shifting attention 

towards foreign rather than internal is-

sues. Books, films, and landmarks were 

put to use to push forward the new pat-

riotic narrative. Unlike other mass mobili-

sation campaigns of the Chinese Com-

munist Party, the Patriotic Education 

Campaign was institutionalised. To this 



 

 China 

  KCL Politics Society 

 

day, official groups continue to coordi-

nate the campaign. When Jiang Zemin 

described the Chinese Communist in 

1996, it was as ‘the firmest, the most 

thoroughgoing patriot’; no longer was 

the Party defined by Maoist class strug-

gles. It seems the Chinese public, espe-

cially its youth, has embraced this new 

national memory. According to the 

Xinhua News Agency, major ‘red tour-

ism’ sites (official patriotic landmarks) 

received over 400 million visitors be-

tween 2004 and 2007. 

 

How national memory shapes foreign 

policy 

 

As Smith and Callahan write, national 

memory dictates national identity, which 

in turn dictates national interests and 

therefore policy actions. The memory of 

national humiliation but also of national 

glory of its ancient civilisation has given 

China an urgency with which to reclaim 

lost superiority, both moral and material. 

The popular slogans of the 1990s, in-

cluding ‘Rejuvenating China’, were used 

to justify arms development, the state’s 

nuclear program, and manned space 

aviation, although official discourse 

achievements have remained tangled 

with the nineteenth century trauma. 

Arguably, this drive seems new com-

pared with Deng’s past recommendation 

to ‘keep a low profile’. But keeping a low 

profile does not mean doing nothing. 

China’s path to influence may be active 

now but it was not nonexistent then. It 

was simply inconspicuous.  

 

Harmonious business  

 

With economic expansion into Latin 

America, Africa, and throughout the Belt

-and-Road regions, China seems to seek 

a more holistic growth in an effort to 

achieve what it has called a ‘harmonious 

world of enduring peace and common 

prosperity’. The national memory of 

suffering, it appears, may be inspiring 

China to be morally superior to its past 

bullies, avoiding enforced dominance. 

Note, however, that 

while emphasizing a 

‘win-win’ rather than 

zero-sum worldview, 

being tough towards 

its past tormentors also 

fits China’s national 

memory, inducing a 

slight tension when 

combined with the 

openness required for 

economic growth. 

Attempting to be the 

harmonious world’s 

centre rather than its 

head, China appears to 

position itself as the 

‘benevolent leader’, drawing on classical 

Confucian depictions of the ideal ruler, 

as previous dynasties also sought to 

model. Examples abound, from loaning 

millions of dollars to Latin America to 

establishing business relations with the 

unlikely, US-backed Israel. While this has 

benefited countries like Argentina, 

whose peso stabilized during the 2009 

crisis after a $10.2 billion currency swap 

deal with China, it has also profited Chi-

na, whose space station now sits in Pata-

gonia.  

 

The memory of national humiliation may 

be pushing China towards this holistic 

expansion, but it may also be somewhat 

driving it further away from its past. Im-

perial China did not usually stretch itself 

except for security concerns, because its 

Mandate of Heaven already guaranteed 

its rule over all lands. In contrast, mod-

ern China actively expands its interests 

overseas, including serving in the most 

UN missions of any Security Council 

member, from the Arctic to Tanzania. 

 

Survivor attitude  

 

No longer victim but 

survivor, China has 

nevertheless kept its 

trauma close at 

hand. The memory 

of national humilia-

tion, although con-

structed for political 

legitimacy decades 

after the events, 

remains very real 

today. It may even 

allow China to avoid 

taking for granted its 

rise to dominance, 

as the US seems to have done. The only 

humiliation America portrays in its na-

tional memory is the Vietnam War, and 

even then the war is still viewed as more 

of a shameful moment than a humiliat-

ing defeat. China knows what it is like to 

lose its status and may be less inclined 

to lose it again.  

“The national 

memory of suffering, 

it appears, may be 

inspiring China to be 

morally superior to 

its past bullies, 

avoiding enforced 

dominance” 
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