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1.
Following the opening remarks by Chairwoman of the Political Committee, Raynell Andreychuk (Canada), the Committee adopted the draft agenda [059 PC 12 E rev. 1] and the Summary of the Meeting of the Political Committee held in Bucharest, Romania, on Saturday 8 and Sunday 9 October 2011 [241 PC 11 E].  The Chairwoman also recognised the Comments of the Secretary General of NATO, Chairman of the North Atlantic Council, on the Policy Recommendations adopted in 2011 by the NATO Parliamentary Assembly [010 SESP 12 E].
I.
Presentation by Urmas Paet, Minister of Foreign Affairs, Estonia, on NATO after the Chicago Summit: Political Aspects
2.
Foreign Minister Urmas Paet shared Estonia’s views on four issues, which had all been discussed at the NATO Summit in Chicago the week prior – Afghanistan, defence spending, deterrence and cyber security.  He noted that the roadmap for the future of Afghanistan had been confirmed in Chicago.  By mid-2013, Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) would be responsible for the security of the whole country and by the end of 2014, ISAF would end its combat mission.  The minister stressed that “in together, out together” must be the policy of Allies in Afghanistan, as an early pull-out by any nation could compromise the success of the mission.  He also spoke of the need for continued engagement in Afghanistan after the withdrawal of ISAF forces and for ensuring that ANSF remains sustainable.  To that end, Estonia has pledged 500,000 USD to Afghanistan for several years after 2014.  But he added that the success of the mission depends most on the actions of the Afghan people.

3.
The minister then expressed his concern regarding decreasing allied defence spending.  Austerity measures cannot be a threat to NATO’s capabilities, he maintained, and every country has to bear its fair share of the burden in order for NATO to remain relevant and military useful.  Europe cannot be content becoming a security consumer.  The minister urged European allies to meet the goal of spending 2% of their GDP on defence.  He added that that a strong transatlantic relationship is key, but that it is a relationship that Europe cannot take for granted.  

4.
Next, the minister turned to the issue of deterrence.  One of the symbols of the transatlantic relationship is missile defence, an important project that must be pursued, he said.  Moscow’s response to missile defence has been a surprise to many.  Moreover, Russia’s offensive build-up is counterproductive to NATO-Russia relations.  
5.
The minister then spoke of the need for a modern, connected force that can conduct Article 5 missions on the territory of the Alliance.  He commended the commitment to Baltic air policing and noted that joint ground exercises would also be a way of increasing NATO’s presence in the Baltics.  

6.
Finally, Minister Paet noted that NATO has made a considerable effort to establish cyber security, but that steps need to be taken to improve security in this area.  In this regard, the Cyberdefence Center of Excellence in Tallinn is well positioned, he said.

II.
Presentation by Juri Luik, Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Estonia to the North Atlantic Council, on NATO after the Chicago Summit:  Defence and Security Issues
7.
Ambassador Juri Luik began his presentation with a discussion on defence spending, noting that it was an important item on the agenda at the NATO Summit in Chicago.  He posited that the question is whether large cutbacks in defence spending will seriously affect NATO’s military capabilities and the tasks the Alliance is able to fulfil.  Reminding the Committee that the United States share of Allied defence spending today equals 70%, he said that sharing the defence burden fairly has become an issue again.  NATO Allies decided in Chicago that the Alliance must maintain its capabilities to compensate for the lack of capabilities in Europe, the concept of Smart Defence was developed, he added.  

8.
The speaker went on to say that before the Chicago Summit, some countries had hoped that softer aspects of the Alliance, such as arms control, would come to the forefront, and that there would be a serious change in the Alliance’s nuclear policy and a potential withdrawal of American nuclear weapons from Europe.  But this did not happen, he argued, in part because Russia is not ready to engage in serious conversations regarding its large stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe.  Moreover, different Allies have different concepts of nuclear deterrence, and the Alliance could not agree on a policy of negative security assurances. 

9.
Turning to missile defence, Ambassador Luik said that an interim missile defence capability had been declared in Chicago.  The current system is mainly based on the US system in Europe;  certain US assets will be transferred to NATO control, and European countries that have Aegis ships will surely be approached to share these.

10.
While NATO has developed some capabilities in the area of cyber defence, much remains to be done, the ambassador said.  NATO is not ready to engage in the protection of critical infrastructure.  There is now a debate as to whether this protection should be handled by NATO or by civilian organisations.

11.
Although there are modern threats, conventional challenges remain, he continued.  As such, the fact that many countries are cutting their heavy conventional capabilities is a reason for concern.  This is risky, the minister argued, because the Alliance needs to be ready for any threat.  Defence cuts pose a challenge, because even with smart defence, money is needed for defence.  For Estonia, air policing is the most important of NATO’s flagship projects, and is perhaps the most important for the Alliance as a whole.  But in some areas, such as the Alliance Ground Surveillance system, determining how to share capabilities is more difficult as Allies maintain sovereignty over their military assets.  Therefore, a number of legal agreements and good will gestures are necessary for this project to work, but the Alliance is on the road to this, the Ambassador Luik said.  

12.
Moving on to Afghanistan, the speaker noted that NATO Heads of State and Government discussed whether some type of combat activities should continue after 2014, but the final decision was that they would not, and this would even apply to special forces.  

13.
Ambassador Luik concluded by saying that the diminishment of defence resources is paramount to unilateral disarmament.  While Allies bank on peace, stability and diplomacy, History does not have many examples of this working without being backed by a military.

14.
The discussion following the two speeches focused on defence spending and smart defence. In response to a question regarding smart defence, Ambassador Luik noted that a number of issues surrounding burden sharing exist that need to be resolved, including legal ones.  When a Member noted that a country with rapidly increasing GDP may have a hard time reaching the goal of spending 2% of its GDP on defence, Ambassador Luik noted that after the Cold War there were many countries with rapidly increasing GDP and reaching 2% was not a problem.  One Member suggested that smart defence should not only be about procuring better, but also about cutting together better.  Ambassador Luik said that NATO can be instrumental in maintaining Alliance capabilities in this process.  He cautioned, however, that all too often nations cut defence spending for primarily domestic considerations and disregard the impact on Alliance capabilities. 

15.
Missile defence was also a topic of discussion, with a number of Members expressing their support for the system.  A Russian delegate contended that Russia had offered proposals for co‑operation on missile defence, but that these were rejected by NATO.  He argued that missile defence will negatively impact on Russia’s strategic forces and that Moscow therefore has asked for legal commitments from the Alliance.  In response, Minister Paet asked why a part of the Russian elite still sees Europe as a threat.  Missile defence is related to Iran and perhaps some other countries, he argued.  Indeed, Russia and the Alliance share the same risks, he asserted.  In response to another Member, Minister Paet informed the Committee that NATO Heads of State had met with the four applicant countries.  He added that many delegations in Chicago expressed the view that the next NATO Summit should be an enlargement summit. 
III.
Statement by the Iraqi Minister of Foreign Affairs, Hoshyar Zebari
16.
Upon invitation by the Chair, Ambassador Abdul Kareem Tuama Mahdi, Ambassador of Iraq to Finland and non-resident Ambassador to Estonia delivered a statement of the Iraqi Minister of Foreign Affairs, Hoshyar Zebari, that offered an overview of relations between NATO and Iraq.  In the statement, the Minister noted that the Iraqi government anticipates NATO’s continuation of training, rehabilitation and supplying of the Iraqi security forces so that they are able to counter terrorism and gain expertise in order to build security and military institutions, improve their professionalism and efficiency and contribute to the security and stability of the region.  The Iraqi government is ready to cooperate with NATO, with its mission in Iraq and on initiatives that support Iraq in its role of providing security and stability in the Middle East and the whole world.

IV.
Consideration of the draft General Report The Arab Spring: Implications for Euro‑Atlantic Security [060 PC 12 E] by Assen Agov (Bulgaria), General Rapporteur
17.
Questions and comments following General Rapporteur Agov’s presentation centered on the developments in the region, particularly in Syria.  A committee Member suggested to update the report to include recent events in Egypt and the Sahel zone.  He also proposed that the report there should put a stronger emphasis on the ongoing confrontation between Sunnis and Shiites in Syria.  The rapporteur said that the spillover of weapons, especially from Libya, is of a very big concern.  The report mentioned that the states in this belt are very fragile.  Allies must very carefully consider what they should do, the rapporteur said, and must recognize that only some Members, and namely France, have influence in the region.

18.
As to Syria, the Rapporteur responded that the Sunni, Shia and Alawi conflict in Syria is largely artificially stimulated and that the issue is not about Shiites or Sunnis but about human rights.  Another Member referred to the visit of the Sub-Committee on NATO Partnerships to Qatar in March 2012 where the delegation had been reminded that the situation in Syria appeared similar to Srebrenica, when the international community did nothing while people were being killed.  Therefore, the only possibility for a solution in Syria was intervention by force, the Sub-Committee heard in Qatar.  The rapporteur responded that he sees what is happening in Syria with great concern and that many in the room would like to see much more cooperation and agreement on what to do about the situation.  Russian cooperation is very important, he added.  He later noted that for action in Syria, a mandate would be needed from the UN Security Council and from the Arab League.  A Russian delegate said that Russia is against foreign armed intervention in Syria.  In addition, he said he could not accept paragraphs 22 and 28 on arms supplies and on political support from Russia and Iran.  Russia has adopted a balanced and impartial position towards the developments in Syria, he stressed.  The Russian Member concluded by saying that he did not believe that a no-fly zone over Libya was sanctioned by the UN Security Council resolution.   

19.
One Member suggested including a short reference to the situation in Bahrain in the report.  He suggested that the Arab world considers the Western approach to the region as inconsistent – where the West is letting murder happen in Syria and is supporting the Bahrain regime – and that there should be more consistency in the West’s approach.  Another Member proposed to expand the section on the Gulf in the report and noted the West’s deepened partnership with Gulf states poses a challenge, as many of these states do not share Western values but at the same time play an important role in the region.  One delegate asked that the sentence in paragraph 18 regarding concern over Islamist parties be deleted.  

V.
Presentation by Dr. Ebtesam Al Ktebi, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Sciences, The United Arab Emirates University, on Security in the Gulf
20.
According to Dr. Al Ktebi, the Arab upheaval has revealed the existence of strengths and weaknesses in the security and stability of the Gulf.  The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) has largely benefitted from the upheaval, and events have laid the groundwork for further co‑operation and co‑ordination among GCC Members.

21.
But the Arab upheaval has also revealed elements of weakness in the Gulf’s security dossier, Dr. Al Ktebi said.  For one, it has exposed the threat to the Gulf states’ internal security, as relating to questions of social justice, youth demands, an unbalanced demography, unemployment, democratic transition and constitutional reform.  Importantly, she states, the upheaval presented a rare opportunity for GCC states to deal with their internal security challenges through their own logic, without the US’s involvement. The upheaval also revealed that the fears of GCC countries regarding Iran are the only constant in Gulf strategic and security thinking.    

22.
However, overall the Arab uprising had a positive effect on the Gulf security equation, having caused changes that will largely benefit the GCC states.  The states have shown to be in solidarity with each other, more independent from Washington and more confident in dealing with Iran. Iran for its part has lost much in Bahrain and on various other fronts, most notably in Syria, during the upheaval.

23.
While it may be premature to speak of the structure of the security equation in the Gulf, Dr. Al Ktebi maintained, the structure is today characterized by bipolarity, with Saudi Arabi and Iran as the poles.  This bipolarity will persist until Iraq, the third pole, regains its vitality and stability.  Thus, Dr Ktebi concluded, as a result of the upheavals, no qualitative change in the balance of power took place in favour of any party or any specific current in the Arab Gulf.

24.
In the discussion following Dr. Al Ktebi’s presentation, a Russian delegate contended that contrary to what Dr. Al Ktebi had said, Moscow does not support the Syrian regime and that it is doing everything it can to help resolve the situation peacefully.  Dr. Al Ktebi responded that Russia should look at its long-term interests in Syria, and not the short-term ones.  Eventually, the Syrian regime will collapse, she argued.  If Russia wishes to help the Syrians, she added, it should not oppose resolutions to solve the problem.  The issue cannot be resolved peacefully when the regime uses the sectarian card to enflame the situation, the speaker explained.  

25.
To a question on Iran and the Gulf states, Dr. Al Ktebi responded that, when speaking mainly about international negotiations with Iran, when there is a gain for Iran it is at the expense of GCC countries.  If a deal is made that includes sanctions and brings oil prices down, this will give Iran the lead in the Gulf, as it has large oil reserves.  She also added that she does not favour any military intervention in Iran.  If Israel decided to use military force against Iran, it will create great tension in the Gulf, affecting Gulf states and western interests in the region but not stopping the Iranians.  Moreover, military intervention does not necessarily create democracy as the examples of Afghanistan and Iraq demonstrate.  She also added that Gulf states should have a seat at any negotiations with Iran regarding nuclear weapons.

26.
The Ambassador Mahdi argued that there needs to be greater consistency amongst international players in how they deal with problems in the region – with one standard all the way.  He also added that the sectarian violence in Syria is artificially stimulated.  Dr. Al Ktebi noted that the sectarian issue in Iraq did not emerge until the US intervention in the country, and since then the issue has boiled over in Iraq, spilled over in the region, and has been exploited by governments in the region.

VI.
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on NATO Partnerships Afghanistan and Southwest Asian Security [061 PCNP 12 E rev. 1] by Daniel Bacquelaine (Belgium), Rapporteur 
27.
In the discussion following Rapporteur Daniel Bacquelaine’s presentation, the question of France’s plans for withdrawal from Afghanistan, in light of the new French president’s stated plans, was evoked.  A French delegate responded by noting that Canada and the Netherlands have already withdrawn their troops, and that France has only 3,000 troops on the ground, out of a total of 130,000, so the French withdrawal should not be given too much importance.  He also said that France would maintain its commitment to Afghanistan, investing financially and continuing training.  Another French Member added that France would leave Afghanistan in a coordinated manner.

28.
Additionally, a number of suggestions were made regarding the report. One Member noted that human rights, education and the role of women should be given more consideration in the report.  Another Member suggested to adjust a sentence in paragraph 10 to note that Afghans often turn to the Taliban justice system “in areas where the Taliban have control or are strong”, since the Taliban are not in control everywhere and at times Afghans turn to traditional forms of justice instead.  Another suggestion referred to drug production and drug trafficking which should receive more attention in the autumn version of the report.  One Member proposed to consider a short reference to possible roles of other regional structures, such as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization.  Another Member disagreed with this suggestion.  Additionally, it was also suggested that the committee produce a report focused only on Pakistan.

VII.
Presentation by Brigadier-General Mike Jorgensen, Branch Head of the Joint Plans 
Branch at JFC Brunssum, on Afghanistan in Transition: Regional Challenges
29.
Brigadier-General Jorgensen began his presentation with an overview of the governance and development situation in Afghanistan, noting both positive and negative developments.  Turning to the security situation he highlighted achievements such as the establishment of a sizeable Afghan National Security Force (ANSF), the success of accelerated training program, reduced violence in the country, an increase in Afghan-led and independent operations and a successful transition of 50-75%  of the country to Afghan responsibility.  

30.
Despite these gains, the General said that the international community needs to be realistic regarding what Afghanistan will look like in the near term.  It needs to determine what it is Afghans want, to see the Afghan government take the lead, and see corruption being addressed.  

31.
The General then turned to Afghanistan’s neighbours, noting that the region remains volatile and that ethnic and tribal factors cannot be ignored.  A stable Afghanistan is in the interest of all actors’ security and economy, he said.  The single biggest issue impacting on the military aspect of the campaign in Afghanistan is the existence of Taliban sanctuaries in Pakistan, he explained.  Drugs are the lifeline financing the Taliban campaign, he pointed out, adding that NATO has good cooperation with Russia regarding the flow of drugs.  As per the Central Asian countries, he noted that NATO works with them on a regular basis, not least because they are corridors for the Northern Distribution Network.  

32.
General Jorgensen concluded with a number of observations.  He said that it was necessary to move beyond NATO and towards international community-led nation building in Afghanistan.  He also stressed the need for a shared long-term commitment to Afghanistan by the international community, including commitment to stabilization efforts beyond 2014.  

33.
In the discussion following the presentation, a question was raised regarding the declaration made at the Chicago NATO Summit, a declaration which presupposed the commitments of the Afghan government to the respect for human rights.  How would NATO see to it that these rights were secured, one Member asked.  In response, the General offered examples of NATO’s activities on the ground, such as the recruitment and training of women for the Afghan forces.

34.
A delegate from Canada observed that there may have been a misconception with regard to Afghanistan, and that Canada did not withdraw its troops early and has maintained a large training mission there.  A delegate from the Netherlands also commented that his country had served two tours as a lead nation, with almost 50% of its forces serving one or two tours, and that the Netherlands was deeply committed to the future of Afghanistan.

VIII.
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic Relations Budget Constraints: A challenge to Alliance Cohesion? [062 PCTR 12 E] by John Dyrby Paulsen (Denmark), Rapporteur

35.
In the discussion that followed the presentation by the Rapporteur, a Member from a NATO partner country suggested that the report should also refer to the co-operation between NATO Members and partner countries on Smart defence. Another delegate suggested that when the report discusses emerging powers, it should mention that some of them are partners in NATO operations, such as counter-piracy.

36.
One Member noted that the report should mention both the opportunities and the risks of Smart defence. He added that in terms of burden sharing, there should be a better balance between the defence industries across the Atlantic – it should not just be about buying US weapons.  

37.
One comment by a Member suggested to not refer to national caveats in the report.  Moreover, pointing out that her country was in very difficult economic situation, the Member argued that it would be impossible to exclude the defence budget when all other areas of government spending are reduced.  Rapporteur John Dyrby Paulsen responded by saying that he will consider including a reference to the co-operation between NATO and partner countries in the area of Smart defence.  He said he will also consider including a paragraph on the risks of pooling and sharing.  Mr Paulsen added that if European countries do not take their responsibilities seriously, the danger is that the US will not take the Europeans seriously.  Another Member observed that there had recently been a vote in the US House of Representatives regarding US troops leaving Europe, which failed by only 20 votes, and expressed his concern that ‘Smart’ defence may be turned to ‘cheap’ defence. The Rapporteur responded that perhaps the report could be clearer regarding the fact that ‘smart’ should not turn to ‘cheap,’ but that he felt the US would have the debate regarding leaving Europe no matter what happens with European defence budgets.  Another contribution suggested that when comparing defence spending by country, the figure used for comparison should not be total US defence spending but defence spending related to the defence of Europe, a suggestion the Rapporteur did not agree with.  The Member also mentioned that NATO had finally published comparative data on NATO Member defence spending.

38.
Additionally, there was a question regarding NATO and the European Union working together in the area of defence procurement – whether a specific proposal on how this can be done exists, and a suggestion was made that in the future, this could be updated.

IX.
Activities of the Sub-Committee on NATO Partnerships (PCNP) and of the Sub‑Committee on Transatlantic Relations (PCTR)

39.
Marit Nybakk (Norway), Chairwoman of the PCNP, informed the Committee of the activities of the Sub-Committee on NATO Partnerships in 2012 and John Dyrby Paulsen, Rapporteur of the PCTR, presented the planned activities for the Sub-committees in 2012.  

40.
At the end of the meeting, John Shimkus (US) raised an issue brought to the Standing Committee on behalf of the United States.  He said that Members from the US House of Representatives had sent a letter to the International Ice Hockey Federation appealing for it not to hold the 2014 world championships in Belarus, as Belarus is the last European dictatorship.  He asked that it be decided how the NATO Parliamentary Assembly can take a stand on this issue.

41.
Chairwoman Raynell Andreychuk concluded the meeting by paying tribute to Loic Bouvard (FR) who is leaving the Assembly after 34 years of membership.  Finally, the chairwoman thanked the Estonian delegation for hosting the Spring Session and announced that the next meeting of the Committee will be at the Autumn Session in Prague in November 2012.  

_________________
*      Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.





