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During the Bratislava 2004 Spring Session of the NATO PA the Political Committee addressed, among others, NATO’s contribution to Euro-Atlantic security, NATO-EU co-operation, challenges by non-state actors trying to obtain access to nuclear weapons and the use of force.  After the formal opening of the meeting and adoption of the draft agenda and the minutes of the Orlando meeting Chairman Peter Viggers (UK) briefly commented on the Policy Recommendations adopted in 2003 by the NATO Parliamentary Assembly by former NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson.  

Presentation by Ivan Korčok, State Secretary Of The Ministry Of Foreign Affairs of Slovakia, on Istanbul Summit: Projection And Stability

The Alliance was the only organisation capable of projecting peace and stability, stated Ivan Korčok, State Secretary of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Slovakia.  Therefore, Slovakia was in favour of NATO engagements – in co-operation with the EU, the UN, the OSCE or other international actors - beyond its borders.  Turning to the Western Balkans, the speaker commended Bosnia and Herzegovina for its progress in defence reforms.  As to Kosovo, Mr Korčok said that NATO sent a clear signal that violence will not be tolerated.  Slovakia supported the idea to establish a permanent NATO representative to Kosovo, whose task should include “bringing about more active involvement of NATO in the political discussions concerning the future of Kosovo”.  Including Bosnia and Herzegovina as well as Serbia and Montenegro in the Partnership for Peace (PfP) programme would help stabilise the internal political situation in the Western Balkans.  While the countries must meet the requirements defined by the Alliance, “intensive assistance” from NATO was necessary.  

The speaker also briefly covered the fight against terrorism, the situation in Afghanistan and the upcoming Istanbul summit.  With regard to the former, Mr Korčok stressed the need for close co‑operation, particularly in the area of intelligence, among the Allies.  Afghanistan is a serious test for NATO’s unity and for its credibility, he said.  Slovakia was increasing its commitment by providing an engineering unit to ISAF, in addition to the Slovak troops that already operate within operation “Enduring Freedom”.  The State Secretary expected the upcoming Istanbul summit to clearly signal NATO’s determination to make Afghanistan a success and commit additional troops.  In this context he stressed the importance of the elections in the country and said that NATO could contemplate temporarily using the NATO Response Force (NRF) to secure free and fair elections.  
In the discussion that followed several speakers considered the Western Balkans as a key area for European security.  Markus Meckel (DE) said that until the March violence in Kosovo NATO’s operation in the Balkans and Afghanistan had been considered as “rather successful”.  Standards were the central question, he said and regretted that NATO did “not have a concept for Kosovo”.  Demetrio Volcic (European Parliament) maintained that NATO had projected only very little stability to the Western Balkans, and that the international community needed to address the situation differently.  Victor Zavarzin (RU) was even more critical and criticised that the “genocide has not been stopped there”.  Expressing concern about the easy availability of weapons and drugs in Kosovo he suggested that the NATO PA should monitor situation in Balkans and in Kosovo in particular.  Ilir Zela (AL) pointed out that the violence in Kosovo in March was much more complicated than Albanians attacking Serbs, as depicted by the media.  Albania supported NATO efforts in the Western Balkans, he said, and called for a comprehensive and complementary strategy of NATO and the EU to solve the conflict before time ran out.  The Albanian member also warned against the international community allowing the conflict to take the whole region hostage.  Touting the successful Ohrid agreement, Slobodan Casule of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
 stressed the importance of solving disputes through political dialogue.  The pre‑requisite for success was transferring ownership of the solutions in the region.  If a functional society could be established in Kosovo, the status of the province would become a secondary issue, he suggested.  Reporting on the recent visit of the Sub‑Committee on Central and Eastern Europe to Serbia and Montenegro, Karl Lamers (DE) stressed the need to strengthen democratic structures in Serbia and Montenegro.  

The recent enlargement of the Alliance was also briefly touched upon and Donald Anderson (UK) congratulated Slovakia on “returning to the family” by joining NATO and the EU.  Jozef Banas (SK) assured that Slovakia will be an active and reliable member of NATO, but remained interested in good neighbourly relations with Russia.  Ignacio Cosido Gutierrez (ES) expressed concern that public support for NATO was weakening among the young generation as the Alliance transformed into a more globally active organisation.  
Concerning NATO’s transformation, Mr Anderson considered NATO’s active “out‑of-area” involvement as crucial, because “if we don't tackle problems outside the NATO area, they come to us!”  When the House of Commons Foreign Affairs Committee recently visited Kabul it concluded that NATO was far from succeeding in the test, he stated.  NATO was largely failing in its grand policies because NATO member countries were breaking the promises they made.  Those who volunteer to set up Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs), are choosing the easy areas/options.  Mr Anderson called upon the members to verify that NATO governments were following up on promises.  Catherine Lalumière (European Parliament) raised the question whether NATO could take on the responsibility of nation “rebuilding” and warned against NATO taking on too many tasks.  

In his response, State Secretary Korčok reminded Committee members that the Albanian Kosovars and the Serbs in the province had very different objectives.  Solving Kosovo was closely linked with developments in Serbia and Montenegro.  He emphasised that the international community should support the democratic forces in Belgrade.  The Serbian government should more clearly explain their vision of the future of Serbia.  Whether the union with Montenegro continues depended very much on the election of the Serbian President.  Rejecting the notion that NATO had “failed” in the Western Balkans, put forward by Mr Zavarzin, the Slovak official said that NATO had not failed in the Balkans and the Kosovo Force (KFOR) had done a “very good job”.  But he conceded that the Alliance, particularly the individual member countries, needed to improve its public relations’ efforts.  Addressing the situation in Kosovo, he said that international agreements did not automatically guarantee their implementation.  Afghanistan was a top priority for the international community and NATO was not in danger of overstretching, Mr Korčok said.  The Alliance’s increasing role reflected the fact that it was both a military and political alliance.  
Consideration of the draft General Report, NATO and the Use of Force [61 PC 04] by Bert Koenders (Netherlands), General Rapporteur
In his presentation of the draft General Report on “NATO and the Use of Force”, Bert Koenders (NL) said that Allies had overcome the dispute over the Iraq war, but that major differences remained, particularly concerning Afghanistan and post-war Iraq.  The Rapporteur was concerned about an emerging “de-linkage of intervention and post-intervention”.  In this context he bemoaned the sluggish implementation of agreements to provide urgently required military contributions, which was, in the case of Afghanistan, a “recipe for warlordism”.  Post-war reconstruction was in “great jeopardy", he said, adding that Iraq demonstrated that intervention must always include post-war planning.  The difficulties after the end of major hostilities also showed the very often forgotten link between legality, legitimacy and the effectiveness of using force.  Iraq’s future would depend on the answers to four questions, according to Mr Koenders:  (1) Whether the Iraqi government will really be independent and whether it will represent all the Iraqi people;  

(2) Whether the government will be perceived by the Iraqi people as powerful and strong enough; (3) Whether the UN could operate in a secure environment and whether it will be involved in the reconstruction process;  (4) To which extent the UN Security Council has an impact on the ground.
Mr Koenders concluded by saying that NATO must address the issue of legitimate action if it wants to deal effectively with today’s main security threats.  The UN still held a crucial position because of its legitimising and operational functions.  In Mr Koenders’ view, UN legitimacy can significantly enhance NATO’s goals.  He also emphasised that a military option can only be successful if it is part of a larger strategy.  Mr Koenders also briefly addressed the issues of humanitarian intervention and self-defence, including pre-emptive military action, without prior UN Security Council authorisation.  In this context he mentioned necessary minimum criteria any military action – as a last resort – must fulfil, namely plausibility of the danger, etc. and the need to build international consensus.
I. Presentation by Field Marshall The Lord Vincent, Chancellor of Cranfield University, United Kingdom, on Reflections on NATO’s Contribution to our Collective Security in a Changing World

Providing a historical overview of NATO’s transformations since its inception in 1949, Field Marshal The Lord Vincent pointed out how it adapted its strategy to a changing security environment.  The speaker stressed that the Alliance had a wider purpose than just military based deterrence and that NATO’s military capabilities were a means to an end, not an end in themselves.  In the fast changing security environment after 9/11, NATO might have to reconsider Article 5 and how it might have to be adjusted to meet the security needs of member states.  Racial, ethnic, and religious differences, extremes of wealth and poverty and the proliferation of arms could have significant influence on international security.  An even greater role in encouraging support for international terrorist groups was played by advanced technology.  These dangerous trends could be greatly aggravated in failing states in “the hands of undemocratic regimes”.  Lord Vincent put a special emphasis on the security implications caused by a growing divide between the world’s richest and poorest nations.  Although he acknowledged that NATO’s Strategic Concept was not designed to address the divide of rich and poor in the world, he cautioned that the international community must act, unless it wanted to risk terrorist organisations finding fertile recruiting ground.  NATO should develop a more integrated and coherent approach to countering terrorist groups, Lord Vincent concluded.  If NATO was to remain relevant and effective in preserving the security of its member states it must address these difficult and potentially threatening developments on a broader and more coherent base.     

Because the meeting was behind schedule, discussions of Mr Koenders report and of Lord Vincent’s presentation were combined into one session.  

Ellen Tauscher (US) and Raynell Andreychuk (CA) noted that the report did not provide an exact answer when the use of military force was justified.  A key challenge in responding to imminent threats was available time, stressed Ms Tauscher.  Ioannis Papantoniou (GR) considered good intelligence of exceptional importance to prevent against terrorist attacks.  He complained that very little progress had been made.  Cheryl Gillan (UK) suggested that some of the activities after 9/11 had encouraged terrorism.  She urged all NATO members to sign and ratify the conventions on terrorism.  She also raised the issue of how to balance the civil liberties with the security needs of today’s world.  Yuliy Kvitsinskiy (RU) noted that NATO could not act unilaterally and that the use of force can only be an exception.  Mr Meckel argued that the changing rationale for the Iraq war had damaged credibility.  With regard to the country’s future, he said that it was clear that there should be discontinuity with the current administrative structures.  The head of the German delegation said he could not imagine an important NATO role in Iraq and that Afghanistan remained the key issue for the Alliance.  

Giovanni Lorenzo Forcieri (IT) suggested that the final draft of the report should also include options for UN reform.  Longin Pastusiak (PL) proposed that the autumn report should elaborate on the status of the transatlantic relationship and the different opinions among NATO Allies on the use of force.  Referring to Kosovo, Mr Pastusiak said that the international community behaved cowardly by not deciding this issue.  However, Mrs Andreychuk stressed that only the people of Kosovo – not the international community - could decide on the final status of the current UN protectorate.   

Responding to comments on his draft report, Mr Koenders said he did not think there was a solution to the legal problem.  With regard to weapons of mass destruction (WMD) he said he was “not convinced” that containment did not work anymore.  In contrast, pre-emptive military action might sometimes be necessary against terrorist groups.  With regard to Iraq, the General Rapporteur said he would support NATO involvement if appropriate conditions were met.  However, any NATO part should involve countries and forces of the region, he added.  

II. Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic relations on The EU Security Concept – Implications for NATO and the EU 
[63 PCTR 04 E] by Ruprecht Polenz (Germany), Rapporteur

Ruprecht Polenz (DE) presented his draft Report on The EU Security Concept – Implications for NATO and the EU.  Mr Polenz referred to the current situation in Iraq and the possible scenarios for the coming months, seeing the crucial transfer of power on June 30.  He considered it “unacceptable” for NATO to become a “sub-contractor for the United States in Iraq”.  Turning to his report, Mr Polenz compared the European Security Strategy (ESS), which was adopted at the European Council in Rome (December 2003), with the Strategic Concept of NATO and the US National Security Strategy (NSS). Mr Polenz mentioned three major points in which the NSS and the ESS largely agree, and three in which the American and European view tend to differ considerably. In his recommendations, he called for closer EU-NATO co-operation, for more European investment in military as well as civilian capacities, a more detailed and specified definition by the EU on in which cases military force can be used, and a more efficient division of labour between both organisations to avoid unnecessary duplication.  

Algirdas Gricius (LT) inquired how NATO could develop a comprehensive concept against terrorism and how NATO and the EU could further their co-operation.  Mr Pastusiak suggested that the autumn report should elaborate on the “Berlin plus” agreements.  Mrs Andreychuck asked what lessons the Europeans drew from the fall-out over the intervention in Iraq.  Mr Papantoniou and Mr Lamers underlined that European countries needed to increase their investments in capabilities.  The latter added that Allies must avoid creating double structures between the EU and NATO.  On Iraq, he stressed the need to retain coalition troops in Iraq on a new legal basis.  Having just visited Iraq, Michael Gapes (UK) predicted that any precipitous withdrawal of the coalition forces would have disastrous consequences.  He described the security situation as “difficult but not irretrievable” and urged more international commitment and contribution.  The next four to five weeks would be vital for the success of the country, he concluded.  Commenting on the report, Mr Gapes stressed that the Common Foreign Policy of the EU was still an intergovernmental process that was driven by the national interest of the EU countries.  

Noting that “no region of the world had been untouched by violence since the end of the Cold War” Mr Banas said that Europeans and Americans could be considered too egotistical and too conceptual.  Billions of the world’s population suffered from malnutrition and hunger:  new diseases were spreading rapidly in our globalised world and posed grave security threats.  Regions like the Sub-Saharan Africa were poorer than they were a decade ago and al-Quaeda militants co‑operated with North African Islamic militant groups.  Sven Mikser (EE) suggested that the US government had been able to obtain internal legitimacy by broad support for its intervention in Iraq.  He added that the EU and NATO newcomers looked to NATO for security, not to the EU.  Ms Lalumière welcomed the ESS as an important step to further develop European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP).  

Mr Polenz concurred with the view that NATO and the EU need to closely co-operate against terrorist groups.  He also agreed with Mrs Andreychuk that the autumn report will reflect that Canada played an important role within the Alliance as bridge between the US and Europe.  Mr Polenz also said that the updated report will include a chapter on the collaboration between NATO’s Rapid Reaction Force and EU Response Forces.  He agreed that NATO and the EU must avoid duplication and that a possible withdrawal of the US-led coalition troops from Iraq would be dangerous.   The Rapporteur welcomed Mr Banas’ contribution and acknowledged that fighting terrorism is to a large extent about economic development and creating prosperity. However, he added that there are responsibilities on both sides and described good governance as essential for economic development.  In response to Mr Mikser’s remarks on “internal legitimacy”, Mr Polenz said that the case of Spain and Poland, two countries which participated in the intervention without broad public support, showed that internal legitimising could not substitute international legitimising.  Mr Polenz stated that NATO should indeed not only set goals and start projects without taking into account what the (possible) restrictions and limitations are.  However, he added, one should also dare to set ambitious priorities. 

III. Presentation by Dr. William Potter, Director of the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, on Non-State Actors and Nuclear Weapons

Following the debate on Mr Polenz’s draft report, the Committee turned to the presentation on Non-State Actors and Nuclear Weapons by Dr. William Potter, Director of the Center for Nonproliferation Studies. The speaker identified four different types of nuclear threats:  the dispersal of highly radioactive material by conventional explosives or other means, the attack or sabotage of nuclear power installations, the theft or purchase of fissile material for the purpose of building and detonating a nuclear explosive device, and the seizure of intact nuclear weapons.  While Allies provide substantial financial resources to fight nuclear terrorism, they lack a comprehensive action plan based on a systematic comparison and assessment of different nuclear terrorist threats, according to Dr Potter.  Therefore, not enough attention is being given to reducing the probability of nuclear terror acts with the highest consequences - that is, preventing the terrorist detonation of a nuclear explosive device, the speaker said.  To cope with the challenges, he offered three cornerstones of a global policy.  National governments and international organisations should:  (1) pursue a highly enriched uranium-first strategy, (2) secure, consolidate and eliminate this highly enriched uranium, and (3) promote the adoption of stringent, global security standards.  

Responding to a question by Ms Tauscher, Dr Potter estimated that in the former Soviet Union alone, approximately 600 tons of highly-enriched uranium (HEU) had to be stored.  The international community ‑ including NATO and the EU ‑ must do much more to tackle the challenge of HEU, the speaker replied to Rui Gomes da Silva (PT).  In this context, he mentioned the Global Partnership Initiative that was established at the Kananaskis G8 summit.  So far, US$17 billion (of a targeted US$ 20 billion) had been pledged by the partner countries, but only a very little amount of this money has been used.  Most efforts concentrated on nuclear material and installations in the former Soviet Union, while less than 1% of the money dispensed by the Global Partnership had been diverted to tackling the threat of biological weapons, he explained.  The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) did a “good job” in tracking highly‑enriched uranium, but it needed to increase its budget to focus more on nuclear terrorism, the speaker replied to Diana Dubovska (SK). 

Jaime Gama (PT) inquired about the strongest need for acting, to which Mr Potter noted that there was no complete list of where most of the nuclear material currently was situated and where the risks were greatest, but he proposed to compile a list.  The nuclear material that terrorists try to obtain cannot only be found in the “usual suspects-countries” such as Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Latvia etc, but also in states which the international community did not consider as “problematic”, i.e. Japan.  This might be unwise considering that access to nuclear material might be easier for terrorist groups in these countries because of the civilian nature of the installations.               

IV. Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Central and Eastern Europe on South East European Security and the Role of NATO-EU Partnership [62 PCCEE 04 E] by Marco Minnitti (Italy), Rapporteur
In the absence of the Rapporteur, Marco Minniti (IT), the Chairman of the Sub-Committee on Central and Eastern Europe, Mr Meckel, briefly introduced the draft report on South East European Security and the Role of NATO-EU Partnership.  He underlined the importance of South-Eastern European stability for European security.  Referring to the recent Sub-Committee visit to Serbia and Montenegro, Mr Meckel addressed some of the latest developments in Serbia.  In this context he highlighted the upcoming presidential elections in Serbia and noted that the representative of the radical right, Mr Nikolic, had a good chance of winning.  Turning to Kosovo, the German parliamentarian said that the international community needs to emphasise the question of establishing standards, but added that it could not ignore the issue of the province’s final status.  He considered this as particularly important because Montenegro will become independent.  Mr Meckel also touched upon the issue of PfP participation of Serbia and Montenegro and reminded Committee members of the NATO demands of full co-operation with the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and to drop the case against NATO at the International Court of Justice (ICJ).  Close NATO and EU co-operation in the region was crucial for its stability and security of the region and lessons needed to be learned from the experiences in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Bosnia and Herzegovina.  
Mr Papantoniou, Loic Bouvard (FR) and Mrs Andreychuck agreed that much work remained to be done in the Balkans and that NATO’s continued presence was necessary.  

Commenting on Bosnia and Herzegovina and Serbia and Montenegro, Mr Bouvard raised three key questions:  (1) Was Bosnia and Herzegovina viable? – he doubted that.  (2) Was an alternative to independence possible for Kosovo?  He did not think so.  (3) Could we refuse Montenegro independence from Serbia and Montenegro?  Probably not.  Stating that Dayton had created a “judicial monster” and that stability was fragile, he warned that if Stabilsation Force (SFOR) withdrew, violence would flare up.  Hence, he argued, EU accession is the key to Balkan stability and security.   

Zvonko Obradovic (YU) reminded members of the March violence in Kosovo and stressed that Belgrade was open to start a direct and constructive dialogue with all parties involved, including Pristina (and mentioned a document that was recently published by the Serbian government).  The Serbian delegate also expressed  Serbia’s wish to join the PfP initiative.  Vladimir Zhirinovskiy (RU) provided rather unconventional views on how to solve the problems in the Balkans. 

Making some critical comments on the report’s section on the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Teuta Arifi (MK) suggested a number of adjustments, including deletion of the term “Slavic community”.  She also stressed that the results of the last census were accepted by the European Union and by all political parties.  Moreover, agriculture and smuggling were not the only economic activities in Tetovo, she emphasised.  Ms Arifi stated that the Macedonian people are starting to understand that they do not need guns, but books and computers. She said that Macedonia should be seen as an example for the region, as the country’s two communities decided - with the support of the international community - to work and live together instead of turning to bloodshed and violence.  

Identifying three phases in conflict management and intervention, namely (1) the military phase, (2) solving the conflict politically, and (3) the reconstruction of the economy and of society, Kresimir Cosic (HR) considered the final phase as the most difficult and challenging part.  NATO was very successful in the first two, but seemed to fail in the final phase, he said.  Mr Gapes considered the report included some inaccuracies and was “too harsh on Bosnia and Herzegovina”.  He warned that the international community should not reward those who instigated violence in Kosovo and called for a broad initiative to solve this problem.  Mr Zela said that the accession of Albania, Croatia, and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia into NATO would have a positive influence on stability in the whole region.  In a similar vein, Ms Dubovska noted the positive impact of prospects for NATO developments in Slovakia.  Concluding the debate about Mr Minniti’s draft report, Mr Meckel said that the comments and questions would be passed on to the Rapporteur. 

V. Activities in 2004 

At the end of the meeting of the Political Committee, Mr Pastusiak and Mr Meckel sketched out the activities of the Sub-Committees in 2004.  They both briefly reported on the visits to the United States and Serbia and Montenegro that have taken place earlier this year. The Sub‑Committee chairmen also provided a general overview of the topics to be discussed during the visits to Germany and Armenia and Georgia later this year.  Finally, the Committee endorsed Mr Viggers’ and Mr Meckel’s proposal to change the name of the “Sub-Committee on Central and Eastern Europe” to “Sub-Committee on NATO Partnerships”.  

� Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.





