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The broader political questions of the Iraq war for the international community, especially for NATO, were at the centre of debates in the Political Committee during the Prague 2003 Spring Session of the NATO PA.  Other prominent issues raised were the Alliance’s future role in Euro‑Atlantic security, the war against terrorism and the continuation of NATO’s Open Door policy after the 2002 Prague Summit.

In his presentation Cyril Svoboda, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republic emphasised that the Iraqi crisis reaffirmed the importance of involving national parliaments in discussions of issues of international security.  Though NATO members agreed on basic democratic values and on new security risks, disagreement on the means to combat these threats was natural.  However, to avoid continuing disharmony among Alliance members more effective mechanisms were required.  Commenting on the question of pre-emptive use of force, Minister Svoboda said that that, "in extreme cases" it might be a necessary instrument.

NATO’s role in Afghanistan was an example of the Alliance’s adaptation to the new security threats.  With regard to Iraq, Alliance members were committed to reconstructing Iraq as a stable democracy within its existing borders.  Deepened relations between NATO and the EU, most notably the successful launch of “Operation Concordia”, were an example of the allies’ ability to find consensual solutions even in times of disagreement.  Mr Svoboda also emphasised that the Czech Republic supports the development of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), provided it was complementary to NATO structures and did not duplicate them.

In response to a question by Vasiliy Iver (RUS) on whether individual members of the NATO‑Russia Council should abide by majority decisions on issues of strategic importance, Mr Svoboda said that he saw no need to change the rules in either the United Nations or NATO.  The credibility of the UN Security Council is put at risk when there is a lack of harmony among the permanent members. Mr Svoboda regretted the lack of unity on the Iraq issue, as close cooperation among democracies was crucial to defeat the terrorist threat.

With regard to the further enlargement of NATO as raised by Rui Gomes da Silva (P) and Peter Viggers (UK), Chairman of the Political Committee, Minister Svoboda affirmed that the Czech Republic supported the continuous enlargement of NATO because it extended stability, security and democracy.  He anticipated easy and quick ratification of the current enlargement by member parliaments, but cautioned that further enlargement should wait as the remaining candidates were not ready to meet NATO standards.  The Alliance’s Membership Action Plan (MAP) was a crucial instrument for all aspiring members, he pointed out.  In his view, MAP was a “politically binding instrument” that could help to garner public support for reform among the general public and parliaments.

Markus Meckel (D) and Jaroslava Moserova (CZ) made comments on the issue of intensified European defence cooperation, to which Mr Svoboda replied that the Czech Republic was supportive of all such efforts as long as they strengthened compatibility and cooperation with NATO.  In reply to a question from Longin Pastusiak (PL), Mr. Svoboda said that the Czech government supported the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, but strong opposition in parliament made ratification of the statute unlikely in the foreseeable future. 

Responding to questions from Marco Minniti (I) and  Donald Anderson (UK), he said that NATO’s special partnerships with Russia and with Ukraine were crucial for Euro-Atlantic security.  The respective partnership councils offered an opportunity to engage the two countries in wide-ranging cooperation and to involve NATO members actively in the reform processes undertaken by Russia and Ukraine.

In his presentation of the draft General Report on Tackling Iraq – Questions and Implications for the Alliance, Bert Koenders (NL), said that NATO had played almost no role in Iraq and the North Atlantic Council  had been deadlocked on the crucial issue of providing support to Turkey.  Only a frank discussion could overcome the crisis.

Acknowledging that parts of his draft report had been overtaken by events, Mr Koenders identified 6 key questions, which NATO must address.  These were, 

1)
Whether NATO should formulate a list of strategic priorities ranging from the general to the concrete?  To this, Mr Koenders answered yes.  

2)  
What precise role NATO could play in the war against terrorism and its causes?  In this regard, the General Rapporteur pointed to the role played by the Alliance in Afghanistan as an encouraging example. 

3)  
How NATO should prioritise its tasks?  In this regard, he suggested a stronger role in peace support operations such as ISAF and in support of the Polish sector in Iraq.  Another question were conflicts such as the one in Congo.  Moreover he asked whether NATO should have a role in conflict prevention. 

4)  
If NATO was still relevant, which “level of ambition” should it choose?  The General Rapporteur warned that the level should not be too high.  He also emphasised that it was dangerous if the mission defines the coalition.  Rather, there should be a constructive division of labour, with the European allies focusing on areas where they have a comparative advantage.  

5) 
When was war legitimate?  If NATO was not to wither away when the interests of Alliance members diverge, the allies needed to have a common definition of when using force was legitimate.  In this context, Mr Koenders also emphasised the continued relevance of the United Nations. 

6)  
Finally, how could NATO tackle these long-term questions when it had to rebuild confidence in the short term?  The General Rapporteur suggested that partners needed an open exchange of views about the goals of the Alliance.  The North Atlantic Council should remain the decision-making body rather than having more decisions made in the Defence Planning Committee.  European allies must develop real capabilities, but EU military capabilities should take place in close cooperation with NATO rather than building competing structures.  

In the discussion following the presentation, Bruce George (UK) suggested that the current disagreements were no different from previous splits that the Alliance had overcome.  Mr Koenders did not share this view and pointed out that previous conflicts had taken place during the Cold War, when the allies were facing an overarching common threat.  Michael Hancock (UK), asked if NATO had reached the ‘end of its usefulness for the United States’, and suggested that the General Rapporteur should address this question in his autumn report.  Aleksandrs Kirsteins (LV) regretted that the Vilnius 10 countries had been forced to make a choice between the position of the US and British allies and the one taken by France, Germany and other countries.  Mr Koenders agreed that that choice should never have been forced upon the invited countries and that in the future the EU should not allow divisions.

A key topic of the discussion was the future of international law.  Didier Boulaud (F) said that it was crucial to go back and reaffirm our shared basic values and build on that.  This sentiment was shared by Ioannis Anthopoulos (GR), who added that there was also a need to recognise the limits of this shared value system, most obviously shown by a superpower that did not recognise the supremacy of international law as embodied by the UN.  David Price (USA) countered that the United States has no wish to fight wars unilaterally, but that international organisations are not always ready to take a leading role when needed, as the Kosovo crisis demonstrated.  Winfried Nachtwei (D) called for a common understanding of the concepts of pre-emptive defence and justified war.  He agreed with the report that the international community must not forget its responsibilities in Afghanistan.  

Thorbjørn Jagland (N) regretted that without prior UN approval Norway could not follow US leadership over how to tackle the Iraqi regime.  He commented that, in his view, US foreign policy had been inconsistent and asked why, if it was serious about combating Islamic fundamentalism and terrorism, the US supported Saudi Arabia and why it did not act in Syria or Iran?  He called for a common understanding of terrorism and its causes as well as a common strategy to fight both.  In this respect, the “Road Map” for a solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict was an important step forward. 
Lamberto Dini (I) raised the question about the threat posed by Iraq while Göran Lennmarker (S) reminded delegates that it was for the Iraqi regime to prove that it had disarmed itself of WMD.  He continued by arguing that Western critics underestimated the huge costs of isolation and sanctions.  To avoid similar mistakes in the future, Europe must greatly improve its crisis management capacities.
Following the discussion of Mr Koenders' draft General Report, Karsten Voigt, Co-ordinator of German-American Cooperation, provided a look “Beyond Iraq: Lessons to be learned for NATO and the Transatlantic Partnership.”  Mr Voigt started by identifying a number of new threats and challenges that have emerged after the end of the Cold War, including diseases, regional conflicts and economic instability, in addition to the widely recognised threats posed by international terrorism and the proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction.  None of these could be solved more efficiently if the United States and Europe worked separately.  Even if the US was able to tackle the military aspects of some crises on its own, the same was not the case for political and economic threats.

Mr Voigt also briefly commented on the nature of the transatlantic relationship, which he characterised as a security community rather than a traditional alliance.  The failure of the members to act together vis-à-vis Iraq should be a lesson for future.  If “coalitions of the willing” became the order of the day, NATO would suffer, he warned.  Thus, NATO needed to start planning how to meet and counter the new and growing threats.  Military power was an important, but certainly not the sole, means to combat terrorism.  There is an urgent need to build consensus within the Alliance, which, the speaker underlined, required compromises. In the view of Europeans, the Iraq war showed that the US could be influenced on tactics and procedure, but not on substance.  But the US needed and wanted allies while Europe needed partnership with the US.  Therefore, the ESDP debate must not be about counterbalancing American power but rather about increasing the European contribution to transatlantic security.  This would increase Europe’s relevance in the eyes of the Americans.
As the debate on the draft General Report had been extended, there was no time for a discussion of Mr Voigt’s remarks before the committee broke for lunch.  When the committee reconvened, Karl A. Lamers (D) presented his draft report on “Transatlantic Security Perceptions and Europe’s Contribution to the Alliance.”  Mr Lamers noted that the differences over Iraq risked having a lasting impact on multilateral institutions and on the circumstances under which military power could be employed.  Allies on both sides of the Atlantic shared an interest in minimising the threat posed by international terrorism as well as in fighting against WMD proliferation.  But while the Americans were generally perceived as preferring to solve crises with the use of their military might, the Europeans tended to prefer to remove threats through negotiations. 

The capabilities gap between the US and the European allies was a real problem that needed to be addressed in a manner that strengthened the European pillar in NATO.  The Helsinki Headline Goals and the European Capability Action Plan set important targets in this regard.  Moreover, “Operation Concordia”, the first ESDP-based mission in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
 was an important landmark and a test case for future operations such as the proposed EU takeover of the SFOR operation in Bosnia and Herzegovina next year.  Though EU-led missions would have to focus on low-end Petersberg tasks, high-end operations might become more feasible in the long term.

Mr Lamers identified the lack of consensus among EU members on foreign policy issues as the greatest hindrance to a successful development of ESDP.  The Iraqi case had shown that Europe was still deeply divided and lacked a clear strategy.  EU reform and strengthening of CFSP was necessary and the April “mini-summit” between Belgium, France, Germany and Luxembourg was no alternative to a security architecture supported by America.

Although the US remained the undisputed leading military power, Europe made crucial contributions to transatlantic security and the war against terrorism in particular, Mr Lamers emphasised, and he cited the ISAF mission in Afghanistan as an important example.  Cooperation on the political, financial and other areas after 11 September 2001 had been even more important, such as non-proliferation efforts and increased intelligence sharing.  In addition, the EU bore the lion’s share of the economic costs connected to conflict resolution and post-conflict rebuilding efforts in areas such as the Balkans, the rapporteur concluded. 

In the following discussion, Bill Blaikie (CDN) suggested that Canada should be included in the draft report which the rapporteur promised to do in his autumn report.  Georgii Manchulenko (UA) welcomed the Standing Committee’s decision to upgrade the relationship between the NATO PA and the Ukrainian Supreme Rada and reiterated Ukraine’s wish to obtain NATO membership at the earliest possible date.  Mr Manchulenko said that rifts in NATO were "bad news for Ukraine", and called upon the transatlantic partners to overcome their differences.  The Ukrainian Member also suggested that NATO consensus mechanisms should be improved to allow for quicker decision making in times of crisis.  

On the subject of relations between NATO and the EU, Algirdas Gricius (LT) suggested that the report should also comment on the idea of a permanent presidency in the European Council.  Mr Lamers shared this concern and expressed his conviction that this would not be the final proposal.

Jean-Guy Branger (F) said that European contributions to the war against terrorism should not just be evaluated in the NATO framework but also in the EU framework.  The French delegate called for closer European defence cooperation to make more significant contributions and stressed that the United States would always provide Europe with a security umbrella.  Therefore, he saw a need for Europe to develop a common position on security.  Jozef Banas (SK) drew attention to the dual roles of NATO as both a political and a defence community.  He also pointed out that while NATO previously had a common, tangible enemy, this is no longer the case, which is causing problems for the alliance.  

Following the discussion of transatlantic perceptions prompted by the rapporteur of the Sub‑Committee on Transatlantic Relations, William Drozdiak of the German Marshall Fund of the United States, spoke about Transatlantic Perceptions and Misperceptions.  While Europe was probably more secure now than at any previous point in time, US citizens felt more threatened and vulnerable than ever, not least because of terrorists who might be in possession of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD).  The attacks of 11 September 2001 caused a “reversal of roles”, which, according to the speaker, explained many of the misunderstandings across the Atlantic. 

In contrast to a much discussed article by US analyst Robert Kagan that identified US-European divergences, recent research by the German Marshall Fund and the Pew Foundation had shown a remarkable convergence in public opinion on general issues.  This survey, conducted in the summer of 2002 was the most comprehensive poll on security issues in NATO countries to date.  As an example, Mr Drozdiak mentioned that Americans are more disposed to accept multilateral organisations and treaties (including the International Criminal Court) than was generally perceived.  Moreover, Europeans and Americans agreed on most important threats to security, citing terrorism, WMD proliferation and the Middle East conflict.  The only real differences identified by the survey 2002 were the attitude to China as a threat and on who is primarily to blame for the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.  Americans also tended to be more positively disposed towards increased defence spending, although not at the cost of social security.

The speaker reminded delegates that transatlantic ties were about much more than defence and security.  Europe and North America were also very closely linked in economic terms, and over the past 8 years, transatlantic trade has doubled.  Europe now accounts for over half of all overseas earnings for US companies, and there were more European investments in Texas alone than American investments in Japan.  Altogether, more than 14 million people worked for companies based across the Atlantic.

In reply to a question from Longin Pastusiak about the role of the media in building perceptions, Mr Drozdiak answered that the media tended to over-emphasise stories that involve conflicts.  Therefore, the recent tensions between governments had received more coverage than ongoing friendly relations on numerous levels.

Bert Koenders welcomed the research undertaken by the German Marshall Fund, as public opinion is crucial when deciding policies, but also cautioned that opinion polls are volatile.  He was encouraged by the positive attitude towards multilateralism among the American respondents, but wondered whether this would stand if multilateralism became perceived as restrictive.  Raising the question of leadership and public opinion Mr Koenders asked why Tony Blair was praised for showing leadership by going against public opinion, while Gerhard Schröder was criticised for following public opinion.  To this, Mr Drozdiak replied that it is always a test of leadership to confront public opinion, and that the outcome depended on different variables that were hard to predict.  

Referring to Mr Drozdiak’s citation that, according to the poll, 65% of Europeans wanted the EU to become a superpower, Rui Gomes da Silva emphasised that while many Europeans want this, 90% of them want the EU to be a partner rather than a rival to the United States.

Ioannis Anthopoulos noted that no proof of WMD had yet been found in Iraq. The burden of proof had meanwhile shifted to the occupying coalition forces that had taken over responsibility for Iraq.  He also commented that common values were often interpreted differently and asked if this is an indication of a crisis of values or a crisis in procedures?  

Wim van Eekelen (NL) shared the concern regarding a possible erosion of common values.  In this context he asked whether polls had given indication of this and whether it had affected perceptions on Iraq.  In response, the speaker argued that the jury on  Iraq was still out and that its verdict depended on how the aftermath was handled.  With regard to a potential crisis over values, he suggested that the crisis was primarily a lack of confidence in institutions.  European allies were more comfortable with consensus-building because of their EU experience, while the Americans were sceptical of placing security in the hands of international organisations, such as the UN, because these were outside government control.  

Marco Minniti’s introduction of his draft report on “Alliance Partnerships: Projecting Stability beyond NATO’s Central and Eastern Borders” concluded the list of speakers in Prague.  Mr Minniti said that the guiding question for the report has been “How have NATO partnerships assisted different regions in tackling security challenges?”

Most NATO partner countries faced a number of key challenges which included organised crime, poverty and weak judicial and political systems, which allow criminals to influence the economic and political life and undermine the development and consolidation of democracy. 

While South East Europe was much more stable because of NATO’s presence, the region was far from stabilised: the Alliance’s presence was needed for many years to come.  NATO’s South East Europe Initiative was an example of a partnership model where NATO supported initiatives from the region to bring partner countries closer to NATO standards. The unresolved legal status of Kosovo was identified as a major challenge that has implications far beyond the border of that entity.

The Caucasus region had gained significant strategic importance after the 11 September terrorist attacks, as it highlighted the security risks that emanate from “failed states”.  Mr Minniti said that the woeful absence of political comity and shared political perspectives, including the lack of state control over armed groups in several states, was among the main security challenges in the Caucasus region.  A broader and deeper dialogue in the framework of the EAPC might help foster a climate of trust, which in turn could bolster regional security.

Cooperation with the Central Asian republics had been established as a result of the war on terrorism.  In addition to endemic corruption, militant Islamic fundamentalism represented a major security concern for the region.  Poverty, ethnic rivalry and authoritarianism were other challenges to the countries of the region.  Continuing cooperation with these states within the PfP and EAPC frameworks was important, but the Rapporteur encouraged Alliance members to put more emphasis on human rights issues in their relationships with partner countries in general and Central Asian countries in particular.

Briefly turning to NATO’s special relationships with Russia and Ukraine, Mr Minniti welcomed the creation of the NATO-Russia Council, which he said has opened a new era in relations between the Alliance and Russia.  More specifically, he stressed the progress in many areas, such as defence reform, Ballistic Missile Defence and the war against terrorism.  But at the same time, he expressed regret that Russia has decided withdraw its troops from the Balkans, thus ending one of the most successful areas of cooperation: the joint commitment to promote stability in the region.

Ukraine announced its intention to seek full NATO membership in May 2002. Although a NATO‑Ukraine Action Plan was adopted, Ukraine still suffered from a number of problems that hampered its membership aspirations, including weak democratic structures, corruption and organised crime.  But over the years, NATO-Ukraine cooperation has yielded a number of tangible results, not least concerning the establishment of a civilian cadre in the Ministry of Defence.

As key challenges in the ongoing enlargement round, Mr Minniti emphasised obtaining high levels of public support and the successful continuation of the MAP process. Public support reflected the will and ability of a nation to sustain the painful but necessary reforms to meet NATO criteria and to add value to the Alliance. Mr Minniti recognised that the final report would have to pay more attention to the three remaining candidate countries, not least in light of the US-Adriatic Charter. The main challenges for the partnerships will be how to counter proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, fight terrorism and organised crime, and Mr Minniti stressed the importance of not creating new barriers as the boundary of the Alliance moves eastwards.

Jan Dirk Blaauw (WEU) commended the Rapporteur for emphasising the importance of maintaining interest in the Balkans, as the countries in that region were not yet ready to provide for their own security.  The “Concordia” operation was an important step for the EU, he said. Agron Buxhaku (the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia) said that although the Ohrid Agreement is a very important document, the peace process is still far from finished.  Oleg Zarubinskiy (UA) stressed Ukraine’s efforts in the MAP which would help Ukraine come closer to the Alliance.  He added that democratic reforms in Ukraine were an important factor in deepening the relationship.  Victor Broz (Croatia) stressed that Croatia is cooperating more actively with the ICTY than the report suggested and asked to update the report in this regard.  Siyavush Novruzov (AZ) drew attention to the frozen conflicts in the Southern Caucasus and stressed the challenges generated by drug trafficking and money laundering.  Ilir Zela (AL) agreed with the dangers posed by drugs but added that, certainly in South Eastern Europe, nationalism remained a major source of instability.  

Before the meeting adjourned, Chairman Peter Viggers provided a brief overview of the Committee activities so far.   He specifically mentioned the joint Committee meetings in Brussels in February and in St. Petersburg in April.  Longin Pastusiak informed delegates of the two upcoming visits of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic Relations to the United States (Washington and New York) and to France (Paris).  Finally, Markus Meckel, Chairman of the Sub-Committee on Central and Eastern Europe, briefly summarised the preliminary results of the recent visit to Georgia and provided an outlook for the second visit of the Sub-Committee to Kiev in October this year.  The Chairman of the Political Committee adjourned the meeting and announced that the Committee would reconvene for the Annual Session in Orlando, Florida, in November this year.

_______________________







� 	Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name





