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Opening welcome from Ambassador Krawczyk of the Republic of Poland

Marc S. Ellenbogen: Thank you Mr. Ambassador.

 The building in which we find ourselves – I think it’s a very beautiful building – is the Fürstenberg Palace, built in the eighteenth century by the Netolický family; it has long been an important center of social life in Prague, concerts and balls are held here, and it’s very famous for its gardens as many of you might know. It was purchased in 1822 by Karl Egon Graf Von Fürstenberg, Chairman of the Royal Bohemian Society for the Sciences and co-founder of the National Museum in Prague. In 1916 the hall became a library for wounded soldiers from the Prague Military Hospital. During the First Republic the Fürstenbergs rented the palace to the state to be used as the Ministry of Social Affairs. In 1934 the Ministry moved to purpose-built premises and the palace became the seat of the Polish Embassy.

The inaugural Security Debate that we’re having today came out of our Conference of Foreign Ministers held in the summer of 2001, for which twenty-seven of the Foreign Ministers who were in office 1991 came to Prague ten years later to join us for a retrospective. From that we came up with a series of themes that we decided the Prague Society should work on.

We, at the Prague Society, founded in 1999, have become an integral part of civic life here in Prague. We are a partner of Global Panel. We hail from Germany, from New Zealand, from Canada, from Australia, from Slovakia, from the Czech Republic, and I’m probably missing some countries in between. 


The idea of the Security Lecture came about because we decided that today’s security is a much broader theme than how we traditionally look at it. If you look at the program on page two, I think it sums it up when we say: 

“Security is much more than just the threat posed by terrorism, and this 
 debate will not limit itself to international terrorism and defense issues. 
 Security is freedom from threat, and threat can take many forms. Poverty, 
 environmental concerns, globalization as well as terrorism and military 
 issues all contribute to security and insecurity.

“Today’s debate will be the first in a series of annual discussions concerning aspects of international security and will set the agenda for next year’s event.  The discussion will focus on the different roles played by international institutions, regional security organizations and NGOs in creating security.  How do these differ from nation-states’ own approaches? How do, and how should, nation states cooperate with various organizations to ensure security? How far is that cooperation possible?”


And to join us this morning – we will split into two panels, morning and afternoon – I’m very pleased, on my left we have Amitav Banerji, Director of the Office of the Commonwealth Secretariat in London, who is an Ambassador equivalent at the Secretariat; Mr. Jindřich Tomáš, Advisor to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the former Deputy Defense Minister of the Czech Republic; closest to my left is General Dieter Clauss, the former Deputy Supreme Allied Commander in Europe. Commencing to my right, we’re very pleased that at the last moment, Deputy Defense Minister Štefan Füle agreed to join us, thank you very much for joining us this morning, Minister. Farther we have the Polish Ambassador, who already greeted us; next to him is Marek Szczygiel, the Deputy Director of the Department of Security Policy Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Warsaw; and Olda Černý, the Executive Director of Forum 2000, in another life the National Security Advisor for President Havel. In addition Mr. Chris Donnelly, who will be joining us as well, is the senior advisor to Lord Robertson on Central and Eastern European Issues. We have a series of Ambassadors here today, we’re very pleased, I’ll just look around the room; Ambassador Win Cochrane of New Zealand, Ambassador Noel Lehoko of South Africa, Ambassador Juan Fleming of Argentina, Ambassador Arthur Avnon of Israel; then we have Desmond Mullan, a partner from Volvo, and Daniel Biguine. In addition, the former Czech Ambassador to Poland: Markéta Fialková. Thank you very much for joining us – and I need to go around to make sure I’m not forgetting anyone – I know the Military Attaché of Slovakia is here as well … thank you very much, Colonel Fulier. In addition, education isn’t an unimportant issue… the Headmaster of the English College is here to join us today as well, and all of you, welcome.


We have a bit of a style at the Prague Society; after people begin to speak I will show a green card, it means they have five minutes left. After another three minutes a yellow card, as in good soccer terminology, you’re on notice, and then a red card means I’m just about ready to turn off your microphone. Having said that, Ambassador Banerji, I believe the floor is yours. Is that correct?

Amitav Banerji:  Thank you very much Mr. Ellenbogen.


Mr. Ambassador, distinguished fellow panelists, Excellencies, ladies and gentlemen. I’m truly delighted to be here today, in this beautiful and historic city and in this wonderful palace. I bring you greetings from Don McKinnon, the Commonwealth Secretary-General, who regrets he couldn’t be here with you himself.


Last week Prague was at the world’s center stage; very momentous decisions were taken at the NATO summit, including, as the Ambassador mentioned, the expansion of NATO. Of course, many outside NATO do not readily understand the raison d’être for the continued existence of that organization which was born and nurtured during the Cold War. Even less the fact that it continues to grow, but I know that Mr. Donnelly will have an opportunity to enlighten us on that this afternoon, but what is clear from last week’s events is that military security is still very important in the post-Cold War world.

The fall of the Berlin Wall was certainly one of the defining moments in modern history, for the world changed forever. But in actual fact the world did not become more secure, and the search party is still out for the peace dividend. Paradoxically, the end of the Cold War cleared the way for a number of ‘hot wars’ to erupt; wars stemming from suppressed nationalism, from ethnicity, from religion, and it provided grist to the mill for people like Samuel Huntington. The last decade of the twentieth century witnessed over fifty ethnic and communal conflicts, a hundred and seventy border conflicts, and two major wars involving extra-regional forces. The 1990s also saw the phenomenon of globalization; it raised expectations sky-high but has not been able to meet them all. It brought unprecedented prosperity to some, made others feel more vulnerable and marginalized. Then came 9/11 which was not when the world first became familiar with the menace of terrorism, but when the forces of terror breached the moats around “castle America”. The concept of security suddenly assumed a new dimension when jet airplanes became weapons of mass destruction, and when the sinister consequences of global interconnectedness became so horribly apparent. Like the fall of the Berlin Wall a decade earlier, 9/11 changed the world beyond recognition, it created a horrifying new sense of vulnerability. It made Huntington’s theory of the “clash of civilizations” more popular; it strengthened the advocates of unilateralism in international relations. But some would argue that the world after 9/11 was not all that different, for much of the world it was business as usual: earning a livelihood, educating children, fighting disease, protecting human dignity, and seeking empowerment within their own societies.

It is now conventional wisdom that security is much more than military security or protection against terrorism. The concept of “human” security has come into hold. As Kofi Annan said at the millennium summit: “People should enjoy both freedom from want and freedom from fear…”. In a recent speech at Oxford, Don McKinnon had the following to say: “In an increasingly interdependent world, collective decision making for the collective good is the only way forward. No country can achieve its international objectives by going it alone. Decisions taken unilaterally may seem to work in the short-term but are unsustainable in the long run…”. I do not think that there is much doubt that multilateral decision-making is best suited to our hyper-connected world. 

Let me now come to the Commonwealth, which is the organization I serve. Our first Secretary-General, Arnold Smith of Canada, once famously remarked: “…the Commonwealth is easier to operate than to describe…”. But there are a few attributes that are key, that are perhaps relevant to this debate about the Commonwealth: it is a global not a regional organization; it reflects a great diversity of nations and people, even though it has central unifying features and a strong sense of identity; it functions by consensus, not by voting; it is more loosely structured and informal than many international organizations; and its inter-governmental structures co-exist and are reinforced by a vibrant civil society. So what does all this add up to? The Commonwealth has a global reach and a global profile. Its fifty-four members have large and small, rich and poor, islands and landlocked, a permanent member of the security council, two members of the group of eight. Consensus decision making and shared identity enable the development of common positions through an inclusive process and the strength of consensus in such a mixed group is self-evident. Informality allows the organization to act in a flexible way. It is not hide-bound about procedures, and therefore not threatening. And the vast network of civil society organizations are a valuable instrument of people to people contact, adding to the sense of family which prevails in the Commonwealth. While the Commonwealth is not a security organization per se, it does see peace and security as central to its work, and its leaders have said as much. But it does not get involved in security issues per se, or in peace-keeping operations, both of which it accepts as the preserve of the United Nations. However, it merits mention that of the top five nations that have made contributions to UN peacekeeping over the years, four are from the Commonwealth. Earlier this year the Commonwealth also developed a plan of action against terrorism. It focuses primarily on assisting member states – especially small members – to fulfill their international obligations and the Security Council Resolution 13/33. But the Commonwealth works in other ways to build peace: it has made democracy, human rights, and the rule of law a flagship. In 1995 it established a committee of eight foreign ministers called CMAG: Commonwealth Ministerial Action Group, to act as the custodian of those values, and this is no mere lip service, for in the seven years since CMAG was established, Nigeria was suspended from the membership of the Commonwealth and Fiji, Pakistan, Sierra Leone and Zimbabwe have all at different times been suspended from its councils –which means excluded from its meetings. No other global organization has gone as far in this direction. But side by side with these sanctions, the Commonwealth has worked to help these countries return to democracy, and all except Pakistan and Zimbabwe have successfully returned to full membership. Even ten years ago, ladies and gentleman, it was inconceivable that any government could agree to be sanctioned by an international organization of which they were a member on matters which had hitherto escaped scrutiny under sovereignty or under internal affairs. CMAG is therefore eloquent testimony to what true multilateralism can achieve. Institutions promoting democracy, human rights, transparency, and accountability are reinforced through technical assistance in the Commonwealth, and as many as forty Commonwealth missions have observed elections in member countries since 1990. The Secretary General’s good offices’ role has been widely involved to nip brewing political crises in the bud or to resolve them when they have broken out. These have been used in many countries, and I hope the discussion later will give me an opportunity to talk about some instances. Little is known about these interventions because by their very nature they are exercises in “quiet diplomacy”. Discretion is crucial to winning and retaining the confidence of the government concerned. The promotion of sustainable development has also been a Commonwealth flagship, inevitable in an organization where fifty or fifty-four members are officially developing countries. But it is equally a matter of conscious policy, because true peace-building cannot happen when poverty and economic disparities persist; indeed, poverty is one of the greatest threats to security in the twenty-first century. The Commonwealth’s development efforts are carried out primarily through a small and voluntary fund, no more than twenty-two million pounds a year, but its impact is large because it is cost effective, quick response, and flexible, and helps member states – particularly small member states, who are the majority of its members, and who have particular vulnerabilities and needs.

 I should mention here – before my red card comes up – that the Commonwealth Secretary-General has established recently an expert group on development and Democracy which held its first meeting earlier this month in London. This group is exploring the organic linkages between democracy, with governments, conflict, and poverty, and discussing how poor country democracies can combat poverty. It will report to the next Commonwealth summit in December 2003. 

That, ladies and gentlemen, is a quick tour de raison of how the Commonwealth helps to enhance global security which it clearly accepts as a holistic concept. Naturally no international organization can function in a vacuum, and the Commonwealth seeks to work not merely with its own member governments and NGOs but with an overburdened United Nations, and with other international organizations as appropriate.

In conclusion, may I thank through you, Mr. Chairman, the Prague Society for inviting me here and giving me this chance to sit alongside very eminent people and make my contribution to this debate.

Ellenbogen: Thank you Amitav Banerji, the Head of the Secretariat of the Commonwealth.

Next will be former Deputy Minister Jindřich Tomáš; after him General Dieter Clauss, then Minister Füle. I should just add: we were waiting for Gareth Evans, that’s partly why we started late, he’s now finally on his flight. In the days of yore when Australia didn’t need visas for the Czech Republic it didn’t matter, but today when they run out, even if you’re a former Australian Foreign Minister, you have to catch the next flight. So there we are, and we are waiting for Ambassador Kovanda who will be joining us as well. So, thank you. Jindřich Tomáš.

Jindřich Tomáš: Marc, thank you.

Ladies and gentlemen, I have the privilege of sharing a few ideas with this body. Let me start with quoting what this conference is about: ‘relationships between nation states and international institutions’. And we have just completed a conference, or summit, of similar relations. Meaning: national and some supranational organizations. Extension of that supranational organization has brought some new questions and new problems; new views and new demands. The demands can, obviously, be on several levels; can reach as far as the definition of the security levels, security risks, response to those security risks, and most importantly: prevention of the risk situations that are upcoming. I believe that we have, so far, been able to define upcoming risks. They are coming up from a certain international instability, and which is also coming from the very important endeavor of human relations and economics. When economics is working unequally for different segments of populations, globally or nationally, we know that that fact by itself could have certain tensions and certain risks. It’s not deniable that a good portion – or major component – of international terrorism comes from the economic reasons, economic background. At the same time it’s important to see that the prevention of conflict when it comes down to enforcement, is also a question of economics. And here I’m coming down to be able to build up certain security environment in the countries that recently were going through an economic downturn. I’m talking about the new members of NATO. It’s very difficult now for most of these countries to come up with a reasonable budget, with reasonable equipment, and reasonable training for the troops to keep up with the major force in this global environment, in general, in particular in NATO. So we obviously have to have some certain tolerance for this kind of inequity or lack – sometimes being explained as lack of interest – in keeping up with the major forces.

However, there is a definite solution, it was brought up by last week’s events. A division of labor is the very simple answer to that, you do whatever you can do, and you do what ever your assets are sufficient for. And as far as the eastern European countries – and I’m talking back into NATO environment – ought to be a valid and equitable partner, they have to use the assets they already man. It’s not the future that we are worried about, but the present of the security situation in Europe because, as you know, we are sitting basically globally on a time bomb and the instability can come any time. So it is not waiting for the future, it is using the assets that we have. Assets in money, in material and most importantly: human assets. 

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: Thank you very much Jindřich Tomáš. General Dieter Clauss.

General Clauss: Mr. Chairman.

As a retired soldier I think I should turn to the military perspective of security. And I was told at the Staff College to begin an assessment always with the enemy situation. The problem is, of course, there is no enemy. So I start with modern challenges.  And to make it short: modern challenges could be summed up under the headline: ‘increased instability’. Whereas geography once isolated Europe and North America from the fallout of instability in other parts of the world, this is no longer the case today.

Increasingly we must expect far-away conflicts to spill over into our societies in the form of migration, rising numbers of asylum seekers, and smuggling of humans, drugs, or weapons. We must also expect more terrorism, more failed states – and failed states could easily become safe havens for terrorists, and of course more proliferation of weapons of mass destruction or small non-nuclear arms.

Solutions to these challenges are by no means purely military. And NATO is clearly not the only institution that must adapt to meet them. That said, military capability is one crucial underpinning of our safety and security. We see regional conflicts and terrorism from Kosovo to Afghanistan, so today’s security environment places new demands on our military forces and obliges us to put stronger emphasis on the long range application of force, our deployability, sustainability and effective engagement. 


Now, alliance military operations, as we have seen them in the Balkans and in other parts of the world, will in all probability more and more take place outside alliance territory. They may last many years and will request troops of many nations working closely together principally from member nations, but also in many instances from partner countries. That makes Partnership for Peace, P. for P., so important, where we bring these forces outside NATO in contact with NATO troops and in co-operation. And in this context I think we have to seize the initiative from the summit here in Prague to create a NATO response force as one answer to the new challenges. So our forces have to become slimmer, faster and worldwide deployable. And the task demands different command structures, equipment and training. And that means that the new role of NATO will be very expensive. NATO has been and still is a key consultation forum for North America and Europe. And this is an important role, but in addition NATO is a key forum for NATO/Russia relations. Of course, we still have differences and there may be some security challenges that could be resolved without Russia, but there are many more security challenges that can be resolved only with Russia: terrorism, proliferation, anti-ballistic missiles, crisis management, just to name a few. So the new NATO/Russia Council is very important. And beyond the NATO/Russian relations we need co-operation worldwide. September 11 illustrates that we have to have a need for security co-operation far beyond Europe. We have to build mechanisms of co-operation that extend to Central Asia as well as to the Mediterranean. And you may have read in the newspapers a few days ago that China was asking for a kind of an institutionalized dialogue with NATO.

These institutions to a certain degree already exist: we have the Euro/Atlantic Partnership Council, the Partnership for Peace, and the Mediterranean dialogue where we have contacts and cooperation with Mediterranean and Near East countries.

So to sum it up, NATO has never been a solo player in security. In today’s strategic environment political, economic, and military challenges have become too intertwined to be met by a single institution. NATO offers solidarity and military security. But you need the United Nations to provide political legitimacy and civil administration. You need the OSCE to organize elections, after a conflict. You need NGOs; non-governmental organizations, to help mend the torn fabric of a society that has been at war. And you, of course, need the European Union to yield its enormous political and economic leverage. So I think security needs a close co-operation among all these key players.

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: Thank you General Clauss, and as a General Officer you given us a good ‘Beispiel’ as we say in German, of how we can get things done in seven minutes without showing red, green and yellow cards. Deputy Minister Füle, Mr. Under-Secretary.

Füle: Thanks very much.

It can be very difficult to fit into time. I take it as an advantage, not coming to this forum with a prepared text. So, let me share with you in two separate blocks with my impression first on the Czech contribution to the NATO Summit; and then some impressions of the NATO Summit itself. 

The Czech contribution from the very beginning foresaw the NATO Summit as the summit of triangle: new members, new relations, in the framework of new capabilities. Another angle: new capabilities, new command structure and rapid reaction forces. The triangle is obviously of three angles, but there is always one angle which defines the quality and the size of the other two angles. It was a new capability that was for us the most important angle: the NATO Alliance. I will discuss during today whilst we’re here in Prague. 

Second point: the question of new capabilities is very much connected with the questions of the reform process of the Czech armed forces and the professionalization. We started one and a half years ago actually looking for the same answers as the NATO experts: answers to how to be prepared for the new threats, the new challenges, what kind of armed forces we should have at the end. 

Point number three: this process, as far as the Czech Republic was concerned actually ended a couple of days before the NATO Summit. The Czech government has, as you know, approved officially and adopted the reform process and professionalization of the Czech armed forces. And the result was the same as the NATO experts were looking for: small forces, more deployable, more survivable. Just to prove this concept, we will reduce from the current size of seventy-two thousand to forty-five thousand, of which thirty-five thousand will be military and ten thousand civilians. 

Second point: we will increase – despite the reduction in size – we will increase our ambitions. If we are today able to send one thousand armed men abroad, we will be able in 2006 to send up to five thousand men abroad. 

And three: from the current one hundred and thirty-three locations where the Czech army is located, we will relocate to only thirty bases which will have more than five hundred persons, and forty-eight so-called dislocation places where we will have only a small number of military.

The concrete Czech contribution to the NATO Summit was then obvious. It was, first of all, a reform process because of the parallelism of the two processes: the transformation of NATO and reform processes of the Czech Republic. We were able, actually, to communicate between these two processes and able to reflect in the reform process what was still on the paper as far as the NATO transformation process.

Second: we were able to persuade the Czech government that defense and security are not really questions or matter for only one Ministry but two: the Ministry of Defense and Ministry of Foreign Affairs. And the Czech government not only approved the reform process and professionalization, it also discussed all the fourteen additional commitments the Czech Republic adopted in the framework of prior capability commitment. But it also sent a new budget to the Czech parliament. And I’ll talk about that later on if I don’t see a red card.

Point three is the specialization: we are able to comment on specialization not only in practical terms – look at our NBC (anti-nuclear, biological and chemical warfare) unit in Kuwait – but also conceptually to contribute to the discussion. We held a conference the 19 and 20 of September here in the Czech Republic at the NATO Conference on how to fit specialization into a new instrument for NATO to increase the capabilities.

The last point as far as the Czech contribution in the military and security field I think that the Czech Republic has all the conditions for success. A) It has a national plan; I’m talking about military strategy, I’m talking about reform, I’m talking about the concept of professionalization. B) It has the necessary resources; the government has adopted a new budget for 2003, it is reaching .2% of the GDP and it is for 10% higher in absolute terms than the 2002 budget. And C) we have new structures starting, next week we will have new Command of the Specialized Forces to take care about the specialization in the Czech Republic.

A couple of impressions from NATO Summit: As far as new members, I think it was a great move to invite new members; but what is really the most important is that in Prague this time, the train to reach new capabilities left. And it’s very important that the new members take seats in that train as soon as possible. EAPC (Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council), I think we have created a new format for co-operating with our partners. We’ll give them a possibility to be more regional and to be more specific in focusing on a, just a couple of issues, rather than on a wide agenda. Another point: Russia – I think an excellent showcase of how the Rome mini-summit conclusions work, but we have not come to the difficult questions yet. And that has been said during the NATO Summit very clearly. Now it’s time to come to the difficult ones. As far as new capabilities: I’ll leave it up to the discussion and I will not mention the difference between the DCI and the new capabilities – in the form of prior capability and prior initiatives. But I will mention that both are two angles of the triangle; new command structure and reaction forces. Although they were adopted in general. The devil is really in the detail, and there are still a lot of questions and open questions in both peace angles we will have to face in the forthcoming months.

Another point: Washington, I think very clearly, the Washington NATO Summit very clearly defined the place of NATO on the security map. The Prague Summit tried to provide the instruments and maintenance capabilities to this new place on the security map. What I considered to be important from outside of Prague Congress Palace: I think that we were able to prevent any terrorism attacks. We were able to prevent demonstrations from breaking out. Second: we proved, in grounding a Kazakh plane which did not respond to our call, that we were able together with US pilots to work effectively in the framework of the concept of renegade. It was for the first time such a co-operation took place. It was for the first time we were able to take an action also against a civilian or a non-military threat. Third point: the visa for Alexander Lukashenko (President of Belarus). I think that’s an important signal, at least from the perspective of the Czech Republic. We were able to say very clearly that there are people in Europe – not countries, not nations, but people – some representatives we are not ready to talk to.

And last but not least, very important: that we had for the first time a very different format of NATO Summit. We had a NATO Young Summit and we had an Aspen Conference, a very successful one. So we were able to put together more activities than just the meeting in the Congress Palace. The most important for me was that the Prague Summit has tackled all three very important questions in our mind. First: how much there is still of an alliance approach – Article 5. How much new is for the coalition approach – and Afghanistan might be the case where we might have this coalition very soon for a NATO-led operation. And also for the first time we also tackled what is between this coalition and alliance. And for the first time we also tackled the arrangement for non-Article 5 threats to NATO countries.

The last point Mr. Chairman: as far the Transatlantic link is concerned: I think we have passed an oral test during the Prague Summit, and after the Prague Summit we need to pass a written test. In other words; to deliver.

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: Thank you very much Deputy Minister. We will now take a fifteen minute break and then – the Vice-President doesn’t know of his luck yet, but because I’d like to engage in the discussion and not only facilitate it – this is something I’d like to do – I can’t ask him to be the Chair, but maybe he’ll volunteer. Fifteen minutes. There’s a small smoking area in the back. Then we’ll open up the discussion to the floor. And Mr. Szczygiel, if you’d like to add your comments during the discussion as well, that’s perfectly OK. My feeling is ‘man sollte nicht zu sehr ein Ordnungs-Fetischist sein’ that means we shouldn’t be too orderly but enough so that we keep the discussion going. Thank you. So fifteen minutes.

Coffee Break 

Ellenbogen: Well, as you can see the Vice-President of the Prague Society said: “No, Ellenbogen, you can moderate, I have questions I want to ask.” So there we have it. I think it’s a better role for me anyway, I always just cause controversy when I don’t moderate. I will introduce, however, Pavel Bratinka, former Cabinet Minister, one of the founders of the ODA (Civic Democratic Alliance, political party), former Deputy Foreign Minister, presently Executive Director of Euroffice, a.s.. He is graciously helping to sponsor today’s event. 

I have no method for particularly taking questions, but I think Mr. Vice-President, if you would lead us into the discussion we would be very pleased. I’m known – and my work as a Visiting Fellow at Oxford – for just selecting people. So, you might be one of those called. I especially like calling on young people: Tara and Joseph and Hanka. So, please be prepared. Mr. Vice-President.

Pavel Bratinka: My question concerns one of the points we have in the description of this conference or this debate; that is, the role of NGOs. In fact it was only General Dieter Clauss who mentioned NGOs, that’s important.

Given the democratic character of all countries which are members of NATO it’s clear that no long-term security policy is sustainable without being explained and understood and accepted by the majority of the people living in these countries. So, I’m quite keen to hear your opinions, members of the panel, on how NGOs can help the debate. How can be bridged the always-existing abyss between what the government perceives – or governments perceive – as important, and what people in the street perceive as important. So, would any of you volunteer to describe his ideas in this regard, what NGOs should do?

Ellenbogen: Well, I know he’s in the afternoon but I’ll volunteer Oldřich Černý since he does run a large foundation. Maybe Oldřich, you’ll just say for a minute how you think that NGOs can play a role in particularly security issues and then if you’d like to take questions as well. Please do try to keep the answers as short as possible. I won’t be showing green or yellow cards here, I’ll just show red cards so we can get many people involved as possible. Mr. Černý.

Oldřich Černý: You won’t have to use the cards with me.

 I’m not going to tell you any secret when I say that the role of NGOs in this field is absolutely essential and that this is what’s badly lacking in the country. It has been lacking for thirteen years. I mean, it’s been thirteen years since the changes in 1989 and there is still not a single university that would offer a course in strategic or security studies. There are very few NGOs specialized in this – in security – and this is why the perception of security, as such, in this country – I mean by the majority of people – is that it is a commodity which is owned by a very narrow group of people who are invisible behind their top-secret files. Security is a public matter and we have a lot of work to do it. 

Ellenbogen: Thank you, Olda.

 As it turns out we also have a representative of the Bureau for the Investigation and Documentation of Crimes of Communism here today, Mr. Miroslav Lehký, where are you? Thank you. So in fact it is still an issue, even from them. General Clauss, I think that you actually sit on a board or are the German representative to the Maltese and that you do a lot of not-for-profit work now. Maybe you’d like to take it, and then gentlemen, just contribute. General Clauss.

Clauss: After retirement I became the voluntary head of the Foreign Aid Department of the German Maltese. And I was surprised to see worldwide, many retired soldiers who want in this role to contribute to peace. Now as an NGO, for example, in Afghanistan, in the Balkans, we provide food, water, medical help and shelter, we run refugee camps. We are accepted as intermediaries. We are not party in a war or conflict, so people tend to trust us. We work together with partner organizations within the country. And very often we have missions from the United Nations or from the European Union. We talk to field commanders. We try to improve sometimes the fate of prisoners taken in war. So I think, more and more NGOs are accepted as intermediaries and therefore they can contribute to security.

Ellenbogen: Yes, thank you.

 Deputy Minister Füle, then one minute Mr. Tomáš, one minute Mr. Banerji. Please. 

Füle: I think it was a very important point that we need – and that it is essential, for military activities – the role of NGOs. But we need them, not only in our country, but also on the battlefield. And the Alliance, if you look at it what’s going on in Bosnia-Herzegovina and in Kosovo, you will see a more and more important role for a new structure which is called CIMIC: Civil-Military Cooperation component. And this is, actually, that kind of component that Mr. Clauss was talking about, which has to interact between the military and NGO. And we were very glad, not only that the Czechs have contributed to the Bosnia-Herzegovina operation with the CIMIC component, but also as there is a new CIMIC component being established now in Tampa, Florida, in the headquarters of Operation Enduring Freedom, we have our candidate from the Czech armed forces to play this role

Ellenbogen: Thank you, Deputy Minister. So, Jindřich Tomáš, if you’d like to take this? Would you like to or not?

Tomáš: We’ll just extend on whatever was earlier said.

 A factor of conflict prevention in the long term. What the General said here was something you are doing as an aftermath. There were certain actions – certain activities – of a military character. And then you try to help the people who are left behind. However, if you take the major security risk that we have right now on the plate here it would be migration, trafficking; trafficking in people, drugs, laundering money. What we do about the prevention, at least the risks. Countries – and I’m talking about major countries – there are very little resources for this kind of prevention. It is much easier to go to a parliament and say give me – I need a military action, I need this amount of funds. And usually you’ll get them. You need a fraction for foreign help. You have to sweat a lot.

I wouldn’t like to be described as a part of this better-off global world; as somebody who is a hypocrite, who has double standards, who also is much hedonistic on account of people who, say, have a problem to getting their drinking water, or basic food, or basic education. So I think we have to learn in the long term to think more about prevention, which is much cheaper, than actually enforcement of the risks that are being realized.

Thank you.

Ellenbgoen: Thank you. Mr. Banerji?

Banerji: Thank you.

 Well, in a word, I will agree with all of those who have said that the role of NGOs is very, very important in the realm of security – the broad concept of security as we are discussing here today. I would say civil society is a broader concept than NGOs but you need the buy-in of people’s organizations; peace requires not just peace between government or between political parties, but a broad concept of the acceptance of peace. NGOs play a vital role in conflict prevention by fostering dialogue. NGO/civil-society plays a vital role in post-conflict rehabilitation. Sierra Leone, I think, is one very good example where this has happened. In my own intervention I said that one of the Commonwealth’s strengths, as I perceive it, is that there is a vibrant civil society that works hand-in-hand with government. And post 9/11, the whole concept of dialogue across cultures and peace-building, I think the role of civil society just simply cannot be gainsaid.

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: Thank you.

 Ambassador Fleming, Juan Fleming.

Ambassador Juan Fleming: I would follow on the remarks made by Mr. Tomáš. I was very struck and very interested by what former General Clauss had to say. When he mentioned the increase in stability, the modern challenges – and he listed migration, asylum-seekers, drugs, corruption, terrorism, he mentioned haven states. And then he added solutions – it’s not only military – so NATO cannot do this alone. I’m quoting: ‘other international organizations must also adapt.’ That’s very, very important. Very, very important. And I wonder how this process you’re going to engage in, because it’s not an easy prospect, by which all would be wonderful if you can get NATO on one side, the United Nations all sitting around – international agencies – sitting around a round table and discussing their respective heads and advices. I don’t think maybe that that’s easy to achieve, but possibly the solution. But what is more interesting to me, as an observer, is that – I’m not belittling this idea of other international organizations, not at all, I think that is key – is the following: that after twenty or thirty years, and thanks to the end of the Cold War, we may be going though a threshold that we had not simply realized before; the dog is finally biting its tail. We have gone round and round in circles and now getting to a point where this is where we started what we talked about; at different levels, at different layers of countries and degrees of concern and problems. I’m referring to what has been usually mentioned as the ‘black agenda’ that exists with certain countries, groups of countries: drugs, corruption, money laundering, terrorism, threats to democracy, etc. This has always been left aside, thinking that they were not really part of an official agenda. The official agenda was more the military concerns, security risks, produced by the proliferation of weapons or measures that are, everybody can know here, usually would be a subject to be dealt with: pre-emptive measures etc, etc. I’ll be very short. Thank you, Marc. The question is if this is the case; globalization did not produce the results everyone expected – for all the ones that are not that well qualified or well positioned in terms of the scale of the graduation of the world, or economy, or whatever you want to put it. But it seems to be that we are going the other way around; through problems of security and threats to security. We are going to tackle the issues that globalization per se has not touched. I’m trying to elaborate on what General Clauss has said. I think that’s very, very important. We may be really going through a threshold where finally we can find dialogue and therefore action. And going to parliament to ask for money – not for help – but for this kind of threats to security, may be as legitimate and as accepted by those parliaments as it is today when you go to ask for money for military operations.

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: Thank you.

 That was Ambassador Juan Fleming. He again brought up the question of conflict – of globalization, of not splitting goods equally. Thoughts on the panel about this? If you’d like to comment, just comment. General Clauss would you like to address this? 

Clauss: I tried to show a few examples where we can see how finally all the institutions come together to build security worldwide. I think behind, for example, the enlargement of NATO was not that NATO intended to strengthen itself with new members, but that it may enlarge the area of stability. More and more I think NATO has a self-understanding of not being a purely military institution but, for example, a dialogue forum. The dialogue until the end of the Cold War was limited to North America and Europe. Now Russia and the Mediterranean are contributing. Partnership for Peace does not as a first priority intend to enhance the military capabilities of the forty nations that take part, but to give them a perspective how armed forces should function in democratic societies. And maybe that’s another step that will enhance security worldwide because there are many members from Central Asia and other regions applying for membership there. It is a long way, it is a very expensive way, but I think the direction is right.

Ellenbogen: Yes?

Fleming: It’s not a question of better distribution,  it is not the problem. I’m not referring to that. I’m referring more to what have been considered traditionally the ‘hard issues’ and the ‘soft issues’ of international relations. The hard issues of international relations have been military co-operation, have been, you know well, threats to peace, all that goes with all of that. The soft issues have been the environment, poverty etc. And here, as the guideline of the debate of today’s meeting, you’re saying that the question of security is one that has changed: a sense of poverty, environmental concerns, globalization, as well as terrorism and military issues all contributes to security and insecurity. So what I am trying to say is that the traditionally considered soft issues of international co-operation and relation are slowly becoming hard issues as well. And that gives a window of opportunity. That’s what I’m saying. Not to go and ask for help and assistance, but to deal with those problems with the same degree of seriousness with which in the recent past, and until today, the hard issues of international co-operation of governments have been dealt with. That’s what I’m trying to say, and that’s what I see as so important in what General Clauss had to say, and Mr. Tomáš added in his remark. 

Ellenbogen: Thank you.

 Other comments, questions? Chris Donnelly. Please.

Chris Donnelly: To pick up on Ambassador Fleming’s point: 

This is very much beginning to be recognized, that we cannot solve a lot of the security problems that face us today with military means. And we certainly can’t solve them with the kind of armed forces that most European countries, for example, have got, simply because these are now obsolescent in their shape and structure. And we have a security gap. We have a situation where the international institutions which were set up for one function have not – UN, EU, NATO – have not yet evolved their capacity to deal either with the new kind of threats of security that require military response or with the threats to security which are not in the military realm at all. The war on terrorism is a good example. There is clearly a role for armed force in fighting this. But there’s also a role for increasing passive security, reforming intelligence and security services, police forces. However, countries are extremely resistant to having any interference in this area from international institutions, organizations like Europol or Interpol are frankly useless. And when it comes to issues such as poverty, lack of education, there is a very good case for saying that in the long term, it’s far more important to put efforts into countries which could generate terrorism because of poverty, inequalities, lack of democracy and so on. To solve the problems in those countries, better to put them in there to prevent conditions that would give birth to terrorism rather than put money into military equipment to suppress it. Because that’s never an absolute solution to the issue. 

To link to your previous question about NGOs; we are desperately short of imaginative thinking on these issues. NGOs are still not re-focused on the issues of the future. I’m horrified that Olda Černý says that universities are not teaching security studies because this is what we need to address. And we need new ideas. We cannot deal with these new security problems, as nations or international institutions, simply by ratcheting up the old ideas. International trade is an element; we have the problem of the transport of drugs, smuggling of cigarettes, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and so on. Well, twelve and a half, thirteen million containers go into the US every year that could be carrying this stuff. Only 2%... whatsoever. We aren’t going to solve that security problem by doubling our efforts and inspecting 4%... And who’s addressing the issue? Who’s generating the conceptual thought to support policy makers dealing with this kind of thing?

Ellenbogen: Thank you.

 Marek Szczygiel if you would like to comment? I see one of your comments was the future role of the OSCE after NATO and EU enlargement. Maybe you’d like to address how you think the OSCE could be part of some of these suggestions and where you think they might in fact show some imaginative thinking. 

Marek Szczygiel: Thank you Mr. President, your Excellencies, ladies and gentlemen.

I would like to deliver some remarks on the future – or current and future – of the OSCE at the start of the twenty-first century. Especially here in Prague, which is widely considered as one of the capitals of OSCE, there is no need to present this organization. The OSCE has played a key role in post-Cold War transformation in central and Eastern Europe, especially in the Balkans and the former Soviet Union. It has been a significant player in containing the conflicts which erupted after the collapse of the bi-polar world. And, what is very special about the OSCE is this comprehensive security concept which remains the basis of OSCE activity. This concept was invented already in Helsinki. It was originally called the ‘three baskets’; now we call it the ‘three dimensions of the OSCE’. The first one is political/military; the second is economic; and the third is well-known as the human dimension. And when we think about new challenges, new threats to security, the OSCE can provide very much of the expertise, very much of the knowledge about the countries of operation. And the basic principles of the OSCE can be very useful also in the future, especially for countries which are in the process of transformation: both democratic transformation and economic transformation.  I think that such organizations as the OSCE are especially important for – not for great powers – but for smaller countries which are not always able to perform the very basic functions of the state. And the OSCE and its institutions can be very instrumental in this respect. Also, the OSCE is unique because it can interfere in the internal affairs of the participating states. And this is, from time to time, a matter of confusion, because some countries which do not have a very perfect record of Human Rights, of democratization, tend to ignore the opinion of the OSCE and its institutions.

In conclusion, I think that the OSCE has the potential to meet the needs of the participating states and to deal with some key threats facing the world and Europe today. Especially such threats as terrorism, organized crime, the illegal arms trade, money laundering, corruption, also political oppression; especially in those countries where political oppression is quite common, refugee flow and violation of basic Human Rights. And let me give you just one example: the OSCE and its institutions, field missions, are very much engaged in the combating of trafficking in human beings. And this issue is one of the current topic challenges to the stability of the region; because it concerns the countries of origin, transit countries and countries of destination. So we need co-operation in all our regions to combat such phenomena.

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: Thank you Mr. Szczygiel, I know you’ll be speaking more to us this afternoon. Olda, I sense you might have some thoughts about some of the things that have been said now.

Černý: Just one question that I’d like to put to Mr. Szczygiel. Do you really think that the OSCE was that significant a player in – up to 1989 – in developments in the Balkans and elsewhere? 

Szczygiel: Well, I think that we often tend to concentrate on the top news, on the front pages, and the OSCE is mainly working behind the scenes. One of the main attitudes or the values of the OSCE is so-called “silent diplomacy”. Especially in the case of the High Commissioner on National Minorities. It’s played a significant role in preventing conflicts in Macedonia, also in other parts of Eastern Europe. But we only see the conflict when it arrives and not when it’s prevented. 

Ellenbogen: Thank you.

So we’ll take Jan Jůn, then the Ambassador from Cyprus. Jan Jůn.

Jůn: This debate is finally beginning to move to where I would like to see it moving, i.e., we’re talking about conflict prevention which is an essential part of any security debate. And if we concentrate on what are the main trends in today’s world, with the positive aspects of globalization comes the actual organization of effort to prevent conflicts, because in this humankind has singularly failed over the past century: drawing attention to any conflicts too late, when any prevention wouldn’t actually work. We’ve seen it in Europe, we’ve seen it in other parts of the world. So to me the most challenging aspects of today’s developments seem to be, to form some kind of an international body. Because the existing ones have failed to watch where is the borderline between democracies, or growing democracies, or democracies being born. And then that strange twist which, at some point of those countries’ developments, would turn them into potential ‘rogue states’. Because if you don’t catch this particular subtle moment of something failing to work in these countries, then you would easily have them turned into failed states, and then into rogue states. And then it’s too late for any NGOs, any international bodies – the UN, the OSCE – any actual bodies to do anything. So, there’s this little area where NGOs could be extremely useful, would be in catching up, in watching, observing those countries – and there is a number of them slowly or suddenly turning into those failed or rogue states. On the other hand, NATO has been extremely successful in developing the post-Communist area in central/eastern Europe into that zone of stability. Because all those countries wanting to become members of NATO have very quickly grasped the idea that they should stabilize, they should democratize, in order to be accepted as members. So, are there any such movements? Is this going to be watched? That’s my question to all the panelists.

Ellenbogen: Thank you, Jan Jůn of Radio Free Europe, commentator. Let me just also take the question or the comment from Ambassador Yiangou of Cyprus. 

Ambassador Yiangou: Thank you very much Chairman.

First of all I’d like to welcome the observations made by Mr. Szczygiel with regard to the concept of security as has been developed in the Helsinki Final Act. And I would say that basically this concept, it seems to me, still remains very basic even today. Although there were different kinds of concepts after the Helsinki Final Act, like the one of co-operative security, which has been developed during the World Security Forum in Vienna especially, and even so many other concepts with regard to security have been developed by speakers around this table now.

I would come back to the concept of intervention in internal affairs which has been touched upon by your friend from Poland. And I would say that these concepts have been used in reality during the days of the bi-polar war, just to prevent, in fact, what was going on behind the Iron Curtain at that time, during the Cold War era. But afterwards the main course was to develop mechanisms – especially in the field of the human dimension – to follow what has been going on in a number of societies in participating states, even, I would say, in societies of non-participating states, because they were and in these camps somehow close to the year that has been talked about by the general alarms that Clauss, where they get to the Mediterranean within the NATO concept, NATO framework. And here the two concepts may be combined in reality. And see how the NGOs in particular could play a vital and important role especially in the fields of human rights; and even I would say, in multi-ethnic societies, like in my own country, where you have different nationalities. And here, of course, the NGOs could play an extremely important role, especially if we manage to bring together people from various walks of life, and people of various nationalities.

And I would like to make this point. It is a very important point in regard to the NGO issue today. And also with regard to the mechanisms which have still to be developed in a better way. Because these mechanisms are rather of a political nature and not of a legal nature. Because in the field of security and within the framework of the OSCE we still operate on a purely political basis and not on a legal basis. 

Thank you very much.

Ellenbogen: Thank you Mr. Ambassador.

 I hear linkages between solving solutions, but having to enter into the internal affairs of countries, as one theme; extrapolating on Mr. Jůn’s question of an international body or some series of rules that monitors this. What are the thoughts here on the panel? Mr. Banerji.

Banerji: Well, I think the phenomenon of intervention in internal affairs, as the Cyprus Ambassador just said, is not all that new, but the whole character of it has changed.

In the old days, if you did have intervention in internal affairs it was something that fitted into the Cold War paradigm; one or the other of poles felt it in its interest to do so. The kind of intervention in internal affairs we are talking about now, which I think I mentioned in my own opening contribution as something that the Commonwealth now does, is multilaterally backed; it has the full authority and weight of the political body. Which means everybody gets together and says: ‘We will collectively agree to rapping on the knuckles somebody who transgresses the line.’ And that has been happening in the Commonwealth, it is not so easy in the United Nations. It can only happen in a consensus-based situation, I would submit. Because if you have a majority saying: ‘Yes, let’s go in and rap on the knuckles such and such country because it is now in danger of becoming a failed state,’ it is not as sustainable as a situation where everybody were to put its collective weight behind it. I think we are very far away from constituting an international body like that. Probably an optimistic scenario, much as one would agree that it is desirable. To the extent that it is possible, individual globally-based organizations could proceed in that direction. And the OSCE is, of course, regionally based, but even that is a very important ability in today’s world, to be able to intervene.

I would just like in closing these remarks to agree with Ambassador Fleming, I think that it’s a very good way of putting it for some of the hard aspects – or the soft aspects that are now becoming hard aspects, and perhaps another way of looking at it is that short-term security is no longer an option. We are really rolling the long-term into the short-term. 

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: Thank you. General Clauss, and then Mr. Tomáš.

Clauss: Now, I agree with everything that was said during the last minutes, but let me add a note of caution:

Development means to fight hunger, poverty, and death. But development will never, I think, prevent what happened on the eleventh of September or on Bali. So, Bin Laden is not fighting a war for the poor. He is not fighting in an attempt to convince our countries that we should give more money into development. He’s a terrorist with unclear political aims. So, you cannot placate him, you cannot deter him. You have to put him out of action by force. Maybe this is the only recipe we have. The new United States strategy now has pre-emptive intervention as one of the tools they are going to use. That means to counter a threat where it originates. And it’s an attempt to keep conflict and wars away from their own territory and own people. But NATO as an organization can perhaps not follow this strategy, because legal, financial, capability restrictions prevent most NATO nations from taking part in this pre-emptive intervention strategy. So we will see more and more, as we do already today, ad hoc coalitions under American leadership, for example in Afghanistan, maybe in Iraq if it comes to a war there. Of course that has nothing to do with development and NGOs, but development and help of the poor countries is necessary with a high priority to help the people who live there. This will not prevent terrorism, but it will weaken support for terrorism by the population and make it easier to fight terrorists.

Ellenbogen: Thank you, General Clauss.

Chris Donnelly. 

Donnelly: To follow on from General Clauss’s comment:

There will always be threats that require a military response. Terrorism is not the only one, nor is it the only one that will come from outside the region.

We have a new definition of what makes for security now. We also have a new definition what is necessary for deterrence. And what you need for deterrence today, if you look at it from a military point of view, is the capability to guarantee effective counter-attacks. Whether pre-emptive or not. And that requires certain military mechanisms. But that is so expensive an option: politically, financially, militarily. And it is a tool with a specific limitation. But as that develops this will – and is already – putting an absolute premium on improving crisis management and conflict prevention. And there are now a lot of studies being developed by the NGO world to be offered to the policy world. For example, the US Fund for Peace has developed a computer program to do exactly what you were suggesting: to look at developments in a country on a measurable, scientific basis. To try and identify when things are, or are likely to go, critical. Those programs are fairly advanced; they’re not yet working but a lot of effort has gone into them. And I think as these develop over the next year or two we will actually see some such body, as you were suggesting, come into being. Not a new entity, but a function under an existing entity. Probably not NATO, but it might be, it may be the OSCE. But I think, what you have brought up, is something that we will see – and I think we can already see it developing in an embryonic state. The more effort we put into it now, in that state, the quicker we will have an effective international institution that functions.

Ellenbogen: Great. Thank you.  Minister Füle?  

Füle: I absolutely agree with what Chris just said. I think that we have the mechanism. The only problem it did not work was the lack of will or the instruments or the capabilities – and I’m not only talking about the military capabilities.

If you look at the crisis management system; we were able to adjust that system to the threats and challenges after the eleventh of September. That problem was that, as Chris said, we are – the discussion about the involvement of NGO in that system is at the embryonic stage. And if we have a new range of threats – soft threats – this crisis management system should not be only about reacting through the military or police maintenance. But it should be, also, about the inclusion of the concept of international humanitarian aid and so on. It should be larger and going deeper into our own activities. And that NGO role should be strengthened. 

Ellenbogen: Thank you.

My colleagues seem to think that there was a question from over here. Václav Trojan, then Ambassador Fleming again, and Jindřich Tomáš. I’m sorry if I’m doing a bad job of keeping you all in order. And then Marek. Václav Trojan; and please, I know you like questions, but try to keep it to a minute, and then your comment to a minute. They’re always good, but still.

Václav Trojan: Maybe I just will raise few questions:

First, I listened very much to the NGO term. I would like to know what really NGOs are? Maybe; I am a member of an NGO for many, many years. But my question is: What kind of NGOs are real partners to such organizations as NATO, and which are not? Because definitely NGOs as non-governmental organizations are very, very different and we must select between those which are acceptable and those which are not acceptable. And if we are able to make this selection, then it is a question whether those NGOs are really NGOs. So, I think it is the problem, which I found in my life many times. For instance, many years ago we, as members of the COMECON NGOs were not accepted at, for instance, Madrid; and the Helsinki Conference was accepting many of, let’s say, governmentally-acceptable non-governmental organizations like the Peace Organizations and so on, which were acceptable for the Communist governments.

Another question that I have is what it is, really, security? We are speaking about security; security is a very, very, vague, very complicated term. I used to be, for a while, in former Yugoslavia and Bosnia during the time of the conflict. And my question is not about the role of NATO; because NATO is a military organization. But my question is: whether the solution which we accepted and whether the question of security or the definition of crisis was adequate to the situation? I mean, that it happened that NATO militarily solved the internal problem of Yugoslavia. Was it really danger; was it really crisis? And was the military solution really adequate or not? Maybe; I have many other questions but I will not.

Ellenbogen: Thank you Václav Trojan, as always: good comments.

 Let me take Ambassador Fleming. Please try to keep it to thirty seconds. Then I have Mr. Tomáš coming back, Mr. Szczygiel and anybody else who would like to comment. Juan Fleming, Ambassador Fleming. 

Fleming: Concerning General Clauss, I would say that he is right; that we have to see whether the bottle is half full or half empty.

We have made progress recently – of course there are certain things that can only be treatable, handleable through military measures. But if we are really thinking security, and if we are really thinking about international organizations, adapting oneself to one another, then as a trained diplomat I always have the idea that the international body was of equals. But you mentioned the European Union, someone else did, the meeting with the UN. Then we should also have the World Trade Organization, then we should also have the IMF and the World Bank. And then we should say, for instance: ‘Look, this problem of the Common Agricultural Policy that doesn’t allow countries to export to their markets is really creating problems of poverty.’ And what you do with this kind of thing – you’re not trying to arrest funds or supports to the military. But you’re saying, in the case of bin Laden, you’re taking away the grass roots of the possible candidates to enlist themselves in the kind of fanatic action that he’s sponsoring. This is what we’re talking about. We’re talking about hard issues – softer issues becoming harder, because that way we know that you’re arresting or reducing their field of activities. The military will always be there, but the other ones are gaining in priority. That’s what we’re saying.

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: Thank you, Ambassador Fleming of Argentina. 

Well, there are some questions again. What NGOs should be part of this role and how do we define them – how do we select them? That came out of, I think, part of Václav Trojan’s questions. Then what is security and how do we define it adequately? What does that mean again?  He brought up the question of Yugoslavia and then international organizations. But there are equals and non-equals. So, how you define that, gentlemen, is yours. The floor’s open; we’ll start with Mr. Tomáš, Mr. Szczygiel, then Mr. Donnelly. Jindřich.

Tomáš: I would also emphasize that the terrorism is not only a risk, it’s one of the, I would say, marginal in this world. We have to see, also, a migration; drugs, gun running, dirty money. I see much more of an immediate danger for any established state or any established conglomeration such as European Union or any other one. And this would be the major thing. Yes, economics or well-being is not prevention of terrorism. Agreed. However, I know that happy and well-fed workers don’t like to fight. They don’t want to do that, though the children may, that’s true. But it’s also very marginal as far as the numbers. So, I see much more of a wider spectrum of the security risks. And interesting about it is; that except for the terrorism, the rest of them – NGOs like to contribute to solving this problems; migrations, drug running – I’m sorry, not even drug running but, drug production. Taking prevention. Then you get the gun running. Just came a number that, in the triangle or that vicinity of Afghanistan past ten years are three million people were killed by small arms fire. 

Ellenbogen: Thank you Mr. Tomáš.

 I’m sorry I just have to keep a little discipline. We also want to eat. Mr. Szczygiel, then Donnelly, then Clauss. Yes, Szczygiel.

Szczygiel: Thank you very much, I’ll be very short.

 A few comments about NGOs. I think that it will be very difficult to select genuine NGOs, especially in countries of former Soviet Union...

(Mr. Szczygiel and Mr. Donnelly’s comments missing during the change of tape.)

Ellenbogen: Thank you, Chris Donnelly. General Clauss?

Clauss: I think NGO’s will never be partners of NATO because we would lose acceptance in many parts of the world if we were. But, we will co-operate closely with field commanders, where we have our NGO helpers in the field. We can work only there where we are accepted by all parties. We cannot prevent drugs from being produced. We are unarmed. And drugs means big money and means that the criminals who run the business have their own armies. So, I think we should not overtax the NGOs.

And, your question on Yugoslavia: I think what NATO did; NATO stopped fighting and stopped the stream of refugees. And then OSCE and European Union have to take over. This is what only NATO possibly could do; stop the fighting. And I think in Yugoslavia it worked very well because the other institutions came in time. 

Ellenbogen: Thank you General Clauss.

 Mr. Banerji and then Miss Sládková, then Mr. Jůn and then I think we’ll break. Mr. Banerji.

Banerji: Very briefly. I think my comments follow very neatly after Chris Donnelly and General Dieter Clauss.

Which NGOs? I think there are NGOs and NGOs; there are large transnational NGOs and there is one person with a word processor who’s an NGO. It is just as important for NGOs to win confidence and to be transparent and to show that they do not have subversive agendas as it is for governments and international organizations who are intervening in security related issued. I just wanted to make that point.

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: That’s very good.

 Miss Sládková, I believe, that’s correct?

Sládková: Thank you.

I represent the International Organization for Migration here in the Czech Republic, so I think that we’re not an NGO. We’re an intergovernmental organization. But I would say that, from the point of view of IOM, we are going along with the nation states. And, obviously, because they are our members. And we also go along with all the prevention of conflict, but mostly, after the conflict; post-conflict situations. I would say that these days not migration is a security risk, but irregular migration. Not asylum seekers are a security risk, but abuse of asylum. There still are genuine asylum seekers. There still are people who migrate. Migration has also positive aspects. And if you will allow me to give an example. For example, we work in Afghanistan, we worked in Kosovo. And we, for example, return people to Kosovo from their diaspora. Which means what we do are sustainable returns, using diaspora as a tool for democratization. 

Thank you.

Ellenbogen: Thank you, Miss Sládková. Jan Jůn? 

Jůn: I’m still not satisfied.

 I can’t recall a case when a real democracy – in which, incidentally, there are more than plenty of NGOs of various kinds – would have caused a war. On the other hand, I can’t imagine NGOs growing in countries, for example, like North Korea or Iraq or any dictatorship. And thirdly: I think that there are countries which might need encouragement from the NGOs and the democracies, i.e. like today’s Russia which has been to a certain extent, not quite yet democratically developed, because as we all know the remnants of the old KGB have changed into mafias and they try to destabilize the society and impose their own rules. So, I quite don’t see how we would be able to encourage the growth of NGOs or the growth of civic society in any already existing dictatorship, or potentially rogue or failed states. 

Ellenbogen: Thank you Jan Jůn. Olda Černý. 

Černý: I’m not going to answer this question. Just a short comment on what General Clauss said and what was said earlier by Chris.

 
I agree with General Clauss that an NGO cannot be a partner to NATO and I don’t know any NGOs that would aspire to this role. But, Chris earlier this morning, he mentioned a term which I believe he coined, and this is: ‘security gap’. And I think that in this regard an NGO could play quite a good, maybe substantial role because unlike big national and international institutions like ministries or general commands and so on, NGOs don’t suffer from certain problems; like bureaucracy, lack of flexibility, and so on and so on. So, in this they can be much more helpful than today.    

Ellenbogen: Thank you Olda. 

We will break for lunch now. I’d like to encourage you – some of you are not registered, and I just need you to put your business cards in the bowl we have downstairs. You should know, you know, the Prague Society doesn’t just organize these conferences so we can discuss things, which is important. But we do really try to use the synergies here to serve a kind of bridging role and a mediatory role. And I do think that that is somewhere where you are right, Olda; that we have some flexibility. There is always the conflict between sponsors and the role that they want us to play, but as long as they’re prepared to trust us, I guess that’s OK. And just – I know we all have work to do today, we’re trying do it here, but I’d be very happy if most of us came back after lunch as well. Thank you.

Lunch Break 

Kovanda: Ladies and gentlemen, we’re starting only twenty minutes late – or twenty-five minutes late, which I think is wonderful. Welcome back.

The worst job that one can have, in terms of speaking, is to speak right after lunch when everybody wants to take a nap. But then again everyone wants to take a nap just before the end of the meeting and after breakfast and before lunch, so it doesn’t really make any difference one way or the other.

I have here today Chris Donnelly who is a good friend, and in terms of friendship, an old friend talking today about security. And the amazing thing thing about Chris Donnelly’s concept of security – he may not talk about that at all, but, when we first met I said: ‘Well, what’s this security business, what’s the “collective security”?’ And he said: ‘Anything that that has “collective security” in it implies that it includes the Soviet Union or Russia.’ So, that’s a very interesting concept. He might ignore it completely today. But another thing that I know that Chris is terribly interested in, and this has been a subject of several of our meetings and discussions over coffee and so forth, is – and he might not talk about that either – is security as being more than a military affair. Security as being more than a military affair. Security, particularly these days, as being something which is no longer terribly easily divisible into external security; which is usually taken care of by the military, and internal security; which is usually taken care of by the police and the law-enforcement people and so forth. And he might not be talking about that either for all I know; we haven’t even had a chance to talk. But this is a concept that Chris and I have had some discussions about which I find terribly, terribly interesting, terribly important for the future of European security in any sense of the word. And a concept which we know full well, from the practices of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, as being something that we – the urgency of which we feel very acutely in the Balkans where there’s no dearth of military – even though even the military are hard to come by – but there isn’t really a dearth of military. The policemen can be found too with much greater difficulties. But the most important people who are the toughest to find are the people who sort of straddle the border between police people and military people; the gendarmerie, carabineri, guardia civil, some countries have this obviously. Some countries don’t. And the fact that these people exist indicates how, in the current international situation; with terrorism, and uncontrolled migration, and drug running, and gun running, and so forth it is really – which blend one into the other – it is really difficult, from the point of view of the state, to distinguish between external security and internal security. How difficult it is to blend those two is also clear. Just imagine if you had one big security Czar in your country, who would be in charge of everything; very tough. And Chris might not be talking about that at all, as best I know. We’ll see.

The other speaker today is Olda Černý, an old friend of mine too, who hobnobs with the Dalai Lamas of the world. Has been in charge of one of the services – very subtle word ‘services’, we all know what we’re talking about – in this country at one point in his multi-faceted career. And for many years has been organizing the sort of ‘talk-fests’ of our President and has been meeting all kinds of interesting people and leaving his imprint on them. So, Olda’s perspective on security issues is going to be a very specific one as well.

And then of course, Gareth Evans, who isn’t here with us today as yet, but he’ll be here in fifteen minutes, maybe thirty, maybe and hour and a half – we’ll see – is a fascinating person who deals with the mundane of this world; namely crises around the world. And I would be very curious, when he comes, whether he would be talking about the relationship – if there is any – between the nation state and failed states. Because there probably isn’t any relationship, one sort of feels that nations which are not – sorry, states which are not nation-states are prone to be riven internally and so forth. And you have, one thinks this only until you realize that the only African state which really consists of one nation is the most failed of them all; namely Somalia. So we’ll leave that and see what Gareth Evans comes up to talk about. And now I would ask Chris Donnelly to kick off if you wish – if you would. 

Thank you.

Donelly: Thank you. And thank you for the introduction which means I can miss out the first quarter of my talk. Which as I have too much to say is very useful, so I won’t repeat that. But please take it as read that that is indeed my point of view.

What I would like to do is follow on from this morning’s session; looking at the relationship between nation states and international institutions. I’d like to look at what one particular international institution, i.e. NATO actually does; how it works. And how it’s got to change in the light of what Ambassador Kovanda has just been talking about. Because that will fundamentally affect the influence that nation states have on the institutions and vice versa. I am now going to describe NATO in the form of a mathematical equation: N-(PS)+(CCC)+CD, to describe what NATO actually does, and how it fulfills its function. Firstly, PS: Problem Solving. NATO’s primary function is to solve problems between the member nations themselves. In other words, what NATO does first and foremost is to stop its members from fighting one another. We never actually put it quite that way. We use a politically correct phrase: ‘NATO prevents the re-nationalization of defense.’ But it is clear what it really means, make no mistake about it. 

Secondly CCC = Collaboration in a Common Cause. NATO gets the nations working together to deal with an outside issue: something of common interest to themselves but not a problem between themselves. Thirdly: CD = Collective Defense. This provides, traditionally put, interoperability, so that the national systems can actually work together.

Now, NATO has already half-way evolved from a purely defensive organization, which it was when I first when there in 1989, A security organization is one which doesn’t just exist waiting to be attached, but actually goes and does something: security. In that process the essence of what is hasn’t changed. But what has changed is the relationship – the ratio – of those three factors in the above equation to one another. That’s had a real impact on the way the organization works.

 When I went to NATO in 1989 about 20% of the headquarters work was ‘PS’, i.e. solving problems between nations. About 5% went to ‘CCC’, i.e. doing something outside. And about 75% went into the military aspects. If I were to put those figures down today I would say ‘PS’ = 30%-35%. You take away a common threat, and nations start bickering more. It gets more difficult to get agreements, naturally. ‘CCC’ has gone up from 5% perhaps up to 40%, what is left is 20%-25% for ‘CD’. The military, which used to be the main arm of NATO is now only one of several things that the organization does. This evolution is going to continue. The structure is going to remain the same in principle but change in practice and therefore the relationship that NATO has with its members is going to change.

Now, the second point (changes to new sheet of flip chart) – what happened last week at NATO’s Prague Summit. We are, in eighteen months time, going to have seven new members in the Alliance. People are saying: ‘Truly this is going to change everything. How can you possibly work, If you take so long to make a decision with nineteen members now, it’s going to take ten times longer when you go up to twenty-six.’ Well, not so – if (draws) you take the horizontal line of graph (a) to be number and the vertical line to be (draws) ‘difficulty of making a decision’. One member is right at the bottom left: a committee of one has no difficulty in making a decision. Two and three are small increases in number but big in increases in the difficulty of getting agreement. The graph levels out at eight. The difference between eight members and twenty-six members taking a decision is much less than the difficulty between two and three. If you think about it’s not actually that we are going to have more difficulties making decisions. The problem will be administering  things because the administration graph goes up (draws) at forty-five degrees. If everybody around a conference table speaks for five minutes it’s obviously going to take longer for twenty-six members just to go through a routine. 

So we can cope with enlargement, but we have to change the way we work internally in order to do it. We need not jeopardize the idea of consensus because, in security issues, ‘compromise’ just stores up trouble for the future. We have to keep consensus. So the principle, the essence, won’t change, but we need internal reform if we are going to keep the organization as an effective guarantor of security, capable of rapid decision making and response. Member nations are going to have to invest time in changing and evolving the organization so it can deal with several challenges. 

First is the one of internal reform itself. Second, is the challenge that NATO doesn’t exist as of right. It’s there because the nations want it to be. If they are to continue to want it to be we have to give them a return on investment. We have to continue to improve nations’ security. Now, in the Cold War that was simple, but today, as you heard this morning, there’s a completely new list of things, which are threats to security. Now that list is the same for all countries. But the priority which each country puts on it is different. Terrorism may be the US’s first priority, it may not be Poland’s. So NATO now has to find a way of giving different things to different countries. That will require a much greater interaction between the institution and its members. The members will have to give more authority to the institution.

Thirdly: if security, as the Ambassador said, is no longer just military, then the agencies of achieving security are no longer just the MOD and Foreign Ministry. External security is no longer achieved just by military and diplomatic efforts. The agencies of security today have to include the Ministries of Internal Affairs, Finance, Transport, Health, many other ministries. So as NATO evolves from a defense to a security organization at some point we’re going to have to face the issue of, when to bring other ministries into meetings? Or do we give that task to a different institution? Such as the EU, ESDP? The next thing we have to tackle therefore is to have our international institutions work much more closely together than they do today, and maybe share out security tasks. 

Again, as the Ambassador said: there is no NATO for police forces. We have real problems when we try to develop collaboration outside the military, into the area of internal security or services. Take a simple thing like language, which is no problem within NATO. I am well persuaded that 50% of people in the Czech Republic have now learned and speak English. But all I can say is that the other 50% join the police force. We are working, at the moment, to get the Spanish Civil Guard helping the Ukrainian border-guards to reform. But lo and behold, we found that there are no Spaniards speaking Ukrainian, and no Ukrainians speak Spanish, so we have a problem which we wouldn’t have with the military because NATO creates interoperability. 

Nationally our problem is how to break down the stove-pipes? How do we get different ministries talking to one another, and working with one another? Internationally, how do we carry that on into NATO? Incidentally: breaking down the barriers between institutions includes between the government and the corporate world. Business is now an essential partner for government in dealing with security issues. You can no longer separate business needs from government needs.

Fourthly, the changes required in our armed forces. We raised this morning the issue that, nowadays, to be effective, forces need to be able to be deployed, employed and sustained. Peacekeeping is no longer just keeping the peace, it’s shooting as well as being shot at. This means armies will cost more, which in turn means we have to go to force specialization. Now, that will significantly change the relationships between nation states and international institutions. Because once we do that, then it becomes absolutely essential, and not just desirable, that nations keep to their commitments within alliances like NATO and ESDP. Otherwise when you try to put together a military package you may find that you’re lacking, say, the artillery because for example the British – who promised to provide it – haven’t produced it. Therefore the NATO of the force specialization package is going to be a NATO which the nations have imbued with somewhat more authority so as to ensure that countries produce what they have promised. It made need a lot more attention given to how defense budgets are spent. At the moment most European defense budgets are misspent. Europe gets too few ‘bangs for its bucks’.

Final point: strategy. Turkey has replaced Germany as the keystone of security today for Europe and for the Euro-Atlantic area. Why? because of geography: look at its neighbors; Iraq, Syria, Iran, the Caucasus. Why? because of the strategy of energy: oil and gas supply. Why? Because of its links with Israel and the potential of being drawn into a regional conflict. Why? because Turkey stands at the crossroads between Islam and democracy. So it’s in our interest to help Turkey into the EU as dealing with the softer elements of security. The relationship between the very special elements of that nation state and the EU as an international institution is something that we have to start dealing with now, as an essential element of strategy.

 I think that’s probably enough to start the discussion.

Kovanda: I’ll say that’s enough to start with. Heaven knows. 

Chris, I pick out of your remarks – your observations about the changing weight of the several components which NATO deals with; the consequences of enlargement. You talk about the agencies of security with special emphasis on the Ministries of the Interior. You point out business. Talked about commitments and you talked about the importance of Turkey.

 Yeah, I’d say that’s enough to start with. Thank you very much. Olda?

Černý: Thank you. Today I originally wanted to talk about the integration of the Czech and of Czechoslovak intelligence community into western security structures but then I decided that this topic was too complicated – too long to be told in ten minutes anyway. So, maybe today I shouldn’t sit behind this table but in the audience because I want to end my intervention with a question posed to all of you.

I spent the NATO summit by attending a conference organized by Aspen Institute, Berlin, and to a certain degree by our Forum 2000 Foundation and it was a conference on transformation of NATO which more or less run concurrently with the big summit. And, one of the speakers there was Zbigniew Brzezinski. And, one sentence that he said stuck in my mind. And, he said that: ‘9/11 changed security environment overnight.’ Now, I agree with most of what Zbigniew Brzezinski says, but I don’t entirely agree with this statement because I don’t think that 9/11 changed the security environment overnight. What changed – what was changed by 9/11 was the perception of the security environment. Because – I mean, for those who wanted to see it – the writing was on the wall a long, long time before 9/11. But unfortunately there were few decision makers who wanted to believe to all those writings on the wall. I still remember – this is a personal recollection; in 1995 I presented, then Prime Minister Klaus with security threat assessment. And his reaction to this was: ‘So, what so you want to do about Islamic fundamentalism here in Central Europe?’ I mean –and he struck it off.

Now, I left the virtual world of spying about more than four years ago only to enter into a virtual world of big international conferences like Forum 2000. Now, Forum 2000 conferences are good conferences; they are gathering of people from all walks of life. People whose common denominator is experience with bearing responsibility. And though various topics are discussed; education, all sorts of aspects of globalization from positive and also of course negative points of view. There is, again, one common denominator; the purpose of the Forum 2000 conferences is to find out an answer to one question: Why the human kind does nothing to avert the threats about which it already knows so much; which are described, analyzed, books are published, conferences are held, movies are made, and so on and so on? And this is my question to all of us: Why are we always so late in filling those huge security gaps that Chris mentioned this morning? 

Thank you.

Kovanda: Thank you Olda.

 Olda points out that we know what’s going to happen and don’t care about it. And when you talked about Brzezinski’s – about the difference that you have with Brzezinski about whether the situation changed or the perception of the situation changed, I think it’s an important distinction and I will just recall that NATO and its strategic concept of 1999 in its article twenty-four – and indeed I know every single article off by heart – pointed out the kind of threats which then materialized three years later. But even though we identified the threats that might be coming in the strategic concept, nobody ever did anything about it afterwards. Nobody translated the political declaration that: yes, terrorism is a new kind of threat, into operational decisions as to what should we do about it: politically, diplomatically, militarily.

Why are we always late? Maybe Gareth knows. Gareth, welcome to Prague. Welcome to Prague after a morning of travailles and tribulations. You might have thought that you were visiting the Sudan, I suppose? 

Evans: Or Australia.

Kovanda: Or Australia, yes, if you were a Czech visiting Australia it would be equally as difficult as it would be for an Australian visiting Prague. I don’t know whether you have even had time to catch a breath since you landed in Prague, but we’re delighted to have you here. I mentioned that you’re a man who knows any number of crisis areas around the world, including Australia, rather more intimately than most other people do. In fact, it probably would be hard to find people who know as much about so many different areas as you do. And, I’m sure that you have your very special reflections to share with us about security these days. Why don’t you turn that microphone over towards you – and I think this yellow paper which you’ll get after ten minutes and start off?

Evans: Well, thank you Karel and everybody, and I do apologize for being late and missing the morning’s proceedings through a contretemps with the immigration authorities which would rival only that which people have with the Australians immigration authorities. But all my own fault – my organization’s fault – and I do apologize for not being here.

I was asked to say a few words about the role of non-governmental organizations in the current security environment. And perhaps use that as a basis for talking then more broadly about other things later on. But I think the interesting thing to say at the outset is that one of the most noticeable changes over the last decade or more – certainly the time that I’ve been around international public policy – is the increasing role generally of non-state actors. It’s not just a matter of wars within states in which non-state actors play a part; being the dominant form of conflict in the last decade or more. It’s not just a matter of war on states perpetrated by non-state actors; being the most alarming new form of conflict to the extent – in fact, that someone remarked recently that Al-Queda, in a sense, is the ultimate NGO; which is rather disconcerting for the rest of us. But what’s been interesting I think is the way in which non-government organizations; that kind of non-state actor, have become really quite significant players, I think, in international policy-making in ways that were always, to some extent the case, but much more at the margin than seems to be the case now. It think that the rise of my own group: the International Crisis Group, to being acknowledged – not only in our own propaganda, but a lot of other people’s as well – as being now one of the world’s leading organizations in the field of conflict prevention and conflict resolution, is an instructive one in this respect because I think it’s only in an environment where there’s much more sensitivities to the ideas and currents of feeling reflected by NGOs that an organization like ours could have come to any kind of prominence. Another factor behind all this is, I think, the retreat from the field of analysis and policy ideas, in many ways, of governments themselves. The dumbing down of Foreign Ministries which has been a universally acknowledged and regarded phenomenon over the last decade or so. The triumph of the Treasuries: cost cutting all over the place resulting in a diminution of resources on the ground. Extraordinarily at the very time that the international agenda of issues has never been broader. And the need for people on the ground to understand what was going on and to translate, communicate, ideas information, negotiation has never been greater. Combine that with the increased security anxieties of countries like the United States to the extent that their missions out there on the ground are like mini-fortresses these days; with practically nobody getting out and about in the community in the way that diplomats traditionally did. I was in Kabul just a couple of weeks ago and it was like Fort Knox, their US mission there, and that’s a phenomena right around the world. I mean, to a lesser extent than to the European countries, but nonetheless there’s still an anxiety about getting out and about, combined with the diminution of the resources to do so. And that’s meant an increasing reliance on others to fill the analytical and advisory gap.

Where do non-government organizations fit in the peace business? Well, I think there’s four kinds of NGO that have traditionally been active in this area. One of them, of course, is ‘humanitarian relief organizations’ which are delivering aid and humanitarian response; and that’s self-contained enterprise, and we can leave that to one side. The second category, and more immediately related to the sort of  subject of today’s debate are traditional ‘think tanks’ and research institutes which generate ideas in a very self-conscious way; produce books and articles, convene conferences… I am very, very sensitive about – very  respectful of my brethren in this respect. But they have played a traditional role and continue to play a very important role. In the United States, I think particularly, there’s a whole tradition within the beltway of dozens of organizations that are type cast this way; whose contribution to American governing civilization has been at least as much to operate as a sort of a base for people coming in and out of government as it is to generating ideas as such. And this has been frankly acknowledged by Richard Haass in a paper that he’s just published a couple of days ago about the role of think tanks in the US system, which is quite interesting. The notion of think tanks as a resource on which governments can draw, and a retirement home to which people can go with the turn of the political wheel waiting for the next turn of the political wheel. They’re important in that respect – but they play a traditional role, we all understand it. The second – well, the third in my list is I suppose ‘advocacy organizations’; the Amnesties, the Human Rights Watches. Organizations which usually have a quite narrow brief, albeit in wide areas like human rights, but are not dealing with foreign policy issues generally. Rather a more specific subset of them. And their role, essentially, is to throw the spotlight of publicity on disasters or unhappiness of one kind or another. And to generate campaign-type support for that from communities at large and from governments in particular. Then the remaining kind of organization active in the peace area, I suppose what one might call: ‘operational organizations’. Those engaged in outright conflict mediation like Jimmy Carter’s Center, or Sant Egidio or the Henry Dunant Center which is active in Indonesia, and Sri Lanka, among other places. They are involved – very often such organizations – in governance training, capacity building, they’re involved in organizations like Search for Common Ground; in confidence building, bringing together different ethnic communities to bridge gaps and divides. And all three of these categories of organization, I think, do extremely useful work. 

Where does the ICG fit in? Well we’re a bit of a unique hybrid; we do all of the above and none of the above. What we do basically; we’re a kind of think tank, yes, but very strongly field-oriented in the way that operational organizations are. And very strongly advocacy oriented. So that we’re not just generating ideas, we are trying to persuade governments and inter-governmental organizations to follow specific courses of action. 

The organization began in the mid 90s as a response to the policy disasters which I think we would all acknowledge – of the early 90s in Somalia, Bosnia, Rwanda. The failures of governments, inter-governmental organizations, either to anticipate these situations or to respond to them in an effective, preventive, or conflict resolving way. And the feeling was that it was necessary to try and generate some new force in the policy business. That through the credibility of its analysis, and the weight and effectiveness of its advocacy would shame governments and inter-governmental organizations into earlier preventive action or more effective reaction.

The organization began fairly slowly in the Balkans. In the late 90s it played a quite active role in the debate on Kosovo and subsequently many things that have been going on in Bosnia. And then dipped a toe in the central African area. But it is really only, I suppose, in the last three years or so, that the organization has taken off.

And in short, what we do at the moment: we – our mission, if I can just describe it very succinctly – our mission is conflict prevention and resolution. Our methodology is threefold: field-based analysis, sharp-edged practical policy recommendations flowing from that analysis, and high level policy advocacy. That’s the three-legged stool of methodology.

We are, at the moment, an organization of about eighty-five full time people. We have advocacy offices in Brussels headquarters, where I’m based, and in New York, headed by a former US Ambassador to the UN: Nancy Soderberg, a senior figure in the White House. An advocacy office in Washington working in the administration, Capitol Hill, headed by a former senior administration official. A small office in London. And then the field officers: we have a dozen or more, right through Africa, Asia, Middle East, Europe and the Balkans, and in Latin America, Bogotá. And from those dozen or so offices we are in fact working in the field in about thirty countries. For example, from a single office in central Africa, Nairobi, we are working on the ground in the Congo, Burundi, Rwanda, Uganda, and in the Horn, in Sudan and Somalia. So we have many people on the ground: former diplomats, humanitarian NGO experienced people, former academics, former journalists. All people with strong language skills, and strong analytical skills. And we have in the organization at a professional level many people like me who have had long years of experience in governments. So, what you get in the organization is a combination of strong analytical skills on the ground combined with strong policy experience, at least, at the professional level within the organization. And then at the board level – we have quite an intriguing board; we have fifty-five board members, the Chairman is Martti Ahtisaari, known to all former Finnish President, Kosovo EU peace negotiator, father of Namibia and God knows what else. Very distinguished diplomat. But a very high level board: former Presidents, Prime Ministers, Foreign Ministers. And about fifty of them in total, of whom forty usually turn up at our board meetings twice a year. So it’s not just a letterhead board, it’s not just a bunch of flower pots there for decoration. The whole idea from the outset was to utilize the board in the work of the organization. So, they have a voice in the drafting of reports. The stuff is bounced off the relevant board members. And they have a particularly significant role in advocacy and translating our reports of which we produce eighty or more a year. And give very wide distribution of as public goods through the website and also through physical copies being transmitted to 3,000 or more decision makers and those who influence them. The advocacy is conducted at the board level, at the professional level, and at the field level as well.

So that’s the structure and shape of the organization. And what has been our successes? What’s our influence? I think it’s fair to say – if you just have a quick resume of what we’ve succeeded in in recent times and where we have been visible – I think the peace negotiations now underway in Congo and Sudan have ICG fingerprints all over them in terms of the actual structure and shape, the process of the negotiations and also the positions being taken by the mediators and key players on a number of the substantive issues. We’ve had our fingerprints all over the rather less successful negotiations that are taking place in Burundi in a desperate attempt year after year to stave off another genocidal situation erupting there because next door to Rwanda with exactly the same demographic make-up and just as much volatility, it’s an alarming situation which hasn’t yet exploded, but could at any time. And we are very actively involved in the attempt to re-start the Somalian peace negotiations, again, the same kind of role in structure and process issues, as well as substantive ones. I think one can say that we very much helped to set the conflict prevention and peace-building agendas in central Asia and Afghanistan, and in various parts of the Balkans, in particular, Serbia, Macedonia, and Kosovo. In Central Asia, for example, we produced a report a couple of months ago about the role of the OSCE (Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe) in conflict prevention there, which I think has been acknowledged, certainly by the Netherlands as the incoming Chair and others active in thinking about the work of the OSCE, which is pretty important in central Asia. But what we’ve done is an absolute blueprint which they’re going to use to the letter over the next year in dealing with this rather fragile and difficult environment. More specifically in the Balkans, I think in Bosnia, where we’ve had a very, very hands on role. We’ve enormously influenced the very detailed content of specific peace-building strategy, for example, constitution reform strategies, justice system reform strategies in that state. In the case of Zimbabwe, Pakistan, Indonesia, Burma, Myanmar I think it’s fair to say that even if it’s not yet translated into effective local action, which is very difficult in each of these places, the work that we’ve done and the ideas that we’ve generated, the policies that we’ve espoused have certainly been very influential in the international conflict prevention policy. In Colombia, I think you can see the fingerprints all over the US congressional willingness to embrace a new approach to dealing with conflict resolution and the interface with the drug war there. And finally in relation to the Middle East, there’s a very interesting policy debate is now coming to a head in relation to the Israeli-Arab conflict, about the necessity to move away from the incremental Oslo process. Which depends on, first of all, resolving the security issues and somehow dealing with the institutional reform issues. And only then, after confidence and trust has been built in that background, move in to deal with the hard political issues of Jerusalem, refugees, borders and so on. There’s a move away from that towards a real belief that if any kind of progress is to be made to get out of the cycle of carnage, which we read about every second day, it’s going to need the internationals to lead the way in generating a new approach to the whole peace process which has the hard political issues; the end-game issues being dealt with up front. We wrote about all this at nauseous length in a series of reports earlier this year and have been very actively advocating this approach in personal diplomacy, which has consumed me almost full time for the last six months – to the extent that I think we have a very strong commitment to this kind of approach. Now, among all the Europeans within the UN itself, and within all the moderate Arab states. In Washington we also have a strong commitment to it in the State Department. But I’m afraid that doesn’t extend so far to the White House, or the Pentagon, and that’s where the stumbling block has been. But, I don’t know if you’ve been watching the press on this, but Shimon Peres came out with – in the Washington Post last weekend – with exactly the strategy which unfortunately he never espoused when he was in office and in some kind of position to do something about it. Also, Brent Scowcroft and all that group that was so influential in moving Bush on Iraq have now come out in favour of this particular approach. And I think it’s fair to say nobody much acknowledges ICG’s role. Although, the European foreign ministers very nicely did in the paper they took to the recent Quartet Meeting. Nobody much acknowledges our role. But our fingerprints are all over that in generating a new sort of approach to that sort of issue.

So, at the end of the day, how do you measure your success? You can measure your success only by virtue of having been a player; having been visible, having been part of the debate. Not just producing stuff which so many think tanks do which just goes out there into the ether. Not just doing the odd op-ed and hoping that someone will notice, but actually having it read and absorbed. So, at the end of the day, particularly when you’re engaged in conflict prevention, it’s a very frustrating business because if you succeed of course nothing happens and nobody notices. Well, that’s what we all learn to live with in this business. The important thing is that we’re doing, I hope, useful work. And the important thing in – just to come back to where I began – I think there’s an increasing recognition by governments that they need to move outside the traditional scope of input that governments have had. And what’s really interesting – my very last sentence – is that in a very difficult financial environment, which we like other NGOs are experiencing at the moment with the stock market meltdown, and foundation funds rapidly diminishing, and individual and co-corporate donors being reluctant to give out discretionary income. We’re suffering all those problems with foundations and individuals. But our input from governments, the 30-40% of our income of ninety million that comes from governments, is in fact going up. And that’s an interesting, I think, indication that at least we must be doing something half right.

So, I was asked to give you a kind of case study of NGOs at work in this area and naturally my own is the one that springs to mind. I’m very happy to talk in response to questions or comments more broadly. Or indeed deal with any of the substantive issues, which are after all much more fun to talk about than the process issues… Up to you.

Kovanda: Thank you.

 Thank you very much for this intriguing set of remarks that you’ve offered us. In which you went into fair detail; as you said, a case study of your own International Crisis Group as an NGO supplementing, as it were, some of the work that governments should be doing, that diplomacy should be doing. I was intrigued by your classifications of  NGOs, of which you found four different kinds. And I was also intrigued a little bit by your point about the ‘dumbing down of Foreign Ministries and triumph of the Treasury’, I think is what you said. One wonders in this – I think it’s very serious comment – and I wonder how connected this comment might be with the emphasis, I think, in every Foreign Ministry, to focus on economic matters; globally and within the European Union. One often wonders why we even have diplomats in other European Union nations, so I’m told by those already in there.

But I certainly think you gave us a whole lot of things to think about. I think your remarks dovetailed very nicely with what, I understand, was discussed here this morning. And I think we should have plenty of stuff to chew on from the remarks of all three speakers this afternoon. And I would like to open the floor to comments. The more irreverent the better. Comments, questions, commentary, disagreements all welcome. Yes – I don’t know how we work technically, do we have a mike, moveable mike sort of thing? There’s one behind you I see. 

(Question): Thank you. This may be an irreverent comment; but does the comment that Gareth Evans made about the increase in government support mean the end of NGOs and the re-introduction of quangos? 

Evans: Well, there’s a whole variety of different kinds of NGOs around the place; there’s INGOS: International Non-Government Organization; there’s GONGOS: Government Owned Non-Government Organization; QUANGOS, quasi-twilight sort of bodies.

The truth of the matter is that it’s critical for organizations like ours to do two things simultaneously: one, to survive financially, and the other to maintain your independence and your credibility. And sometimes that can be a tense difficulty because some governments will be very keen that you come up in your reporting with stuff that reflects their views of the world. 

Kovanda: So you’re happy to take a question, no guarantees that they’ll be happy taking your answer. 

Evans: Absolutely.

Kovanda: I understand. Next remark, sir. 

Fleming: Thank you very much.

Well, I’m quite puzzled but quite relieved in a way because I thought that the problem about intellectual capacity to analyze all these – or the support of intellectual capacity to analyze – was something which was happening outside of this part of the world. But it’s happening everywhere in the world I realize.

I come from Latin America, and there we’re facing the same difficulties in the sense of financing and keep up the budgets for the purpose of analyzing problems that have been taking place. Even Foreign Ministries. The habit of writing reports has been taken away by the habit of writing telexes. And analyses are being done less and less every time I think everywhere. So, would that be in your view something of a conspiratorial nature, or something that is really economical development? Conspiratorial nature or something because of economics; because of real hard economic problems? Because in a way, governments are all in the same – I mean, cabinets are in the same government and the same team. And they know the problems –the shortcomings they’re facing. And maybe there’s something that they thought was a noble proliferation of analysis perhaps in the recent past. I wonder.

But before – sorry – before I finish, I want two more remarks to make, it has to do, one, with the equation that Mr. Donnelly gave us, which I think was very interesting. And it has to do with impression. Because the question has to do with – probably you are familiar with: NATO being the summing up of problem solving, collaborating on common causes and collective defense and the change of the inter-relationship between these different factors. Recently having the question of the collaborating on common causes increased, problem-solving increased, and collective defense diminished. But in a certain way some people – and I’ve heard this argument, and I wonder what one would say to that – this idea that there is more – and this is not precluding and this – it’s still coherent with the expansion of NATO that happened here in Prague so successfully in recent days, and will go on.

But the idea that there may be a fortress, or a sort of a cordonne sanitaire, for the rest of the world: those who are holy and those who are unholy. Those who are holy are the ones who can belong to organizations like NATO and those who are unholy are those who cannot. And then, how do you do away with that? This idea that you can even get in science fiction possibly. I’m belittling the argument, but you know; going out to outer space to see that the problems are solved in the planet ‘Beta’, return, close the doors from the rocket and then everything is all right inside. And I think there, probably, it’s possible think tanks have a role to play. And something more than that. For I wonder, I think this something that’s transpired somehow. And then the rest I think – one way of solving this, in  my mind, one very helpful way, has been to my understanding – Forum 2000, bridging global gaps. I will not elaborate further because Mr. Černý is here and we know each other and I respect very much the work he does. But this is really quite something, because it really has brought together different parts – it doesn’t matter from what parallels or meridians – of the world to discuss common problems or common concerns and find common answers. I think that’s possibly one way, certainly worthwhile, exploring that even further, expanding and supporting.

Thank you.

Evan: Just a couple of comments, if I may in response.

First of all, as to the reasons for the distaste of governments to spend money on analysis, research and better field-based data gathering. I can only refer to my own experiences in the Australian government over the eight years that I was Foreign Minister: from ’88 to ’96, fighting a battle each year with the Treasury, the Minister of Finance, who frankly, just had a sort of a conceptual problem about understanding what it was diplomats actually did these days in the age of aircraft travel, and electronic communication, and high level negotiations; often taking place at headquarters rather than bi-plenipotentiaries in the field. I mean, it’s just a sort of a conceptual problem in understanding, you know, what the utility of all this stuff could possibly be. And lots of stereotype assumptions about stripy pants champagne swillers and just wasting the taxpayers’ money swanning about. And very, very difficult to get this into people’s heads who are not actually in the business. And when every government around the world through the 90s was involved – as just about everybody was – in cost cutting and getting leaner and smarter. There was just a lot of that kind of mood around and you had to fight it every inch of the way. I don’t think it was a conspiracy, I just think it was ignorance. What was extraordinary is that this was happening at a time when so many more new issues were being added to the international diplomatic agenda, requiring analysis and negotiation. So, God knows what the reason is, but it’s a universal phenomenon; everyone I talk to in the diplomatic business has experienced the phenomenon. Everyone is driven crazy by it. We’ve just got to hope that more intelligence will ultimately prevail.

 
In terms of – just a general comment on your combination of other points; about the holy versus the unholy in the role of NATO and the role of Forum 2000 and so on which I was associated with: I think we underestimate the extent to which there is hard core of decent values cutting right across the traditional civilizational divides and the developing country divide. I felt this very strongly when I was co-chairing a commission; an international commission on the issue of humanitarian intervention and state sovereignty which was sponsored by the Canadian Government. Mohammed Sahnoun and I were the co-chairs and we produced a report called ‘The Responsibility to Protect’ which was an attempt to come to grips with the whole phenomenon of humanitarian intervention and to try and bridge the debating gulf which existed on the floor of the General Assembly and elsewhere between the self-consciously good-guy westerners who wanted to preserve the right to intervene and the sovereignty defenders in the developing world. I mean, a familiar debate we’ve all seen. What we wanted to do was try and bridge that divide. It all got in – our report came out about a year ago – it was all lost in the post 9/11 stuff. But the point I wanted to make is – and we made very strongly in our report; that we went to seminars and conferences and had consultations all around the world. And we found, out there on the ground in the developing world, in sub-Saharan Africa and everywhere else, a very strong willingness to recognize the proper limitations on sovereignty. A very strong willingness to recognize that sovereignty carried with it a responsibility to protect your own people. And when that responsibility was abdicated in one way or another, that responsibility did fall to the larger international community. And a willingness to recognize that under those circumstances what was very necessary was actual physical instruments to be the responders to those situations. So that you weren’t just dependant on the vagaries of individual states. And thus, in that context the new role of NATO potentially, with its twenty-thousand or more flying squad, to be a rapid reaction capability for humanitarian intervention, disaster situations, Rwanda situations, Somalia situations in the future, is very interesting.  I just want to make the point that the disposition that we sometimes tend to have; to think about holies and unholies and all sorts of divisions and divides. I mean, I think you’ve just got to work away through things like Forum 2000, through things like our report and the debate associated with it, to bring to bear a new set of perspectives which recognize new kinds of problems in this inter-dependant universe of ours, and the need for new kinds of solutions. I think in that context, you know, the NATO role is an interesting one in  particular, but others may want to comment on that. 

Kovanda: Chris, I suppose that you certainly do want to comment on…? Do you have any comment Olda? 

Černý: I completely agree with Gareth that Forum 2000 is – I mean, not even a hundred conferences like Forum 2000 is going to change the world. It’s a concentrated effort on many fronts. 

Kovanda: Yes, I’m looking for further interventions? Yes sir, I thought it would be coming from there. 

Hudspeth: I’ll bring in an educational side.

One of the things we do with young people is, very much through debating societies, mirror the events of international conferences. For example, the Earth Summit and NATO are debated in schools amongst groups of young people. It’s very easy for young people to present speeches, presentations based upon things that are bad news because they get lots of it. They get lots of information about things that go wrong. I’m very concerned, as our speaker says, about the successes; small, perhaps significant, that nobody hears about. How do we get the success stories in conflict resolution, in development with poor countries, in international understanding, into the media, so that they can become part of the understanding of the young generation that there are ways of resolving conflicts other than through the gun? 

Kovanda: Well, can we have an answer to that? One I suggest is going to be the permanent plea for responsible journalism. 

Evans: It’s a very good question and it’s something that deeply troubles me; that inability to get that story out. I mean, they do want blood in the streets, they do want amputees to film. They do not want good news stories and without that the standard forms of media access are not going to be helpful. But what is interesting is the way – I mean, I think you’re right to point to those UNAA association-type mock debates and forums and negotiating things – because you do get into at least a small group of people’s heads. You know, some sense of the complexity of issues and the utility or particular approaches to them. And, you know, what can you do except go on multiplying that experience so more people have it. But you won’t get it through the main stream media. That’s just whistling Dixie I’m afraid. 

Kovanda: Chris, do you want to turn that microphone over to yourself?

Donnelly: I think it’s the tip of the iceberg you’ve identified. I think the growth of the information sphere is an issue which affects everything we do.

If you think of the image of the soldier preparing for a battle, he has certain environments in which the battle is going to be fought that he has to take into account: If it’s a ground battle, the key environment is the terrain; if it’s a naval battle, it’s the weather and the sea. Whenever we undertake either a military operation or a political operation nowadays, we face a totally new environment which, if we ignore it, will damage and maybe destroy our efforts. That new medium is the media. It’s now an order of magnitude more important than what it was, I think, even ten years ago, in that we have no control over this in democracies at all. Furthermore I think efforts to control the press are going to be futile and counterproductive. What I think it means is that everybody in institutions such as we are, now has to devote vastly more time than we currently do to dealing with and preparing for that new information environment. It means, perhaps, that as much as 25% of our effort should be an educational and information effort. Not simply PR, but an educational process.

Now to give an example that struck me recently; I used to sit on the UK’s official body which gives out grants to universities doing security studies issues. I noticed over the past few years how poor the applications had become. What had happened was that the university staff had become out of date, because they were working from written documents. The world’s moving so fast that a researcher can no longer be up to date even with reading articles. They have to talk to the guy doing the job. But they didn’t, because the guys doing the job – say in NATO – were so busy they no longer went out and talked to these people. So, what we have had to do is start bringing university staff members into NATO, in small groups, and trotting them around people’s offices to get to get up to date briefings and to restore the contacts. The fall in the quality of university research was partly our fault for not noticing what had happened; that things had got so busy. As Gareth was saying, the world’s got so involved that we no longer take the time. We – I – have to go and do more of that kind of work, to set the record straight, we can’t expect journalists to do it. 

(Černý?): ….I can only say from my own personal experience that NATO is very good at briefing young people but you have to bring those people to NATO, and don’t rely on NATO or preaching to young people.

Donnelly: We used to do, we used to send far more people out giving talks. But we – we just can’t find the time. 

(???): I’ve been a journalist twenty-five years and I represent Deutsche Presse now. And my response to your point about the media is that when it comes to a conflict resolution or some kind of conclusion; perhaps some kind of victory in a war against a terrorist, or some kind of peace agreement, the politicians tend to hijack the event. And then when it comes to your groups that are working behind the scenes there is no recognition or knowledge of exactly what’s going on. And the media has really nothing to go on other than to move with what the politicians are doing. They’re calling the news event, they’ve got the TV cameras. I’m a print journalist so I have to follow the TV cameras. I have no choice. I can do some reporting behind the scenes, like coming here and trying to look for a story here. I can – Deutsche Presse is good at providing background. For example, CNN takes our service so they read what all the background stories are about. But then, when it comes to the nuts and bolts of the actual news that reaches the millions and millions of people, they look for the names, the big events, and so on that attract attention. So that was my only observation.

Kovanda: I would add that from NATO’s point of view we see what catches the public’s interest in the Balkans. I mean, conflict resolution might yet get some press; notice Sri Lanka in recent months. But what will never get any press is conflict prevention, which is the stuff that Gareth is involved with. Which is the stuff that NATO was involved with in Macedonia. But who – there isn’t anybody in this world who would care that NATO and the EU managed to prevent a civil war. That’s a non-story. And the stuff that we’ve been doing in Bosnia and in Kosovo, that’s an old story. So are the Balkans altogether, even though it’s in many respects, it’s still one of the principle things that what we’re doing at NATO is out of the focus of media and the public. 

Further commentary on this or other issues? Please go ahead, Ted.

Ted Turnau: This is to go back to a point that Mr. Gareth Evans made:

 I found myself a little startled by your claim that there is, across the board, this foundation of respect for human rights, even if it means ceding national authority. I could see that on their best days – first of all I don’t know who you were asking; whether you were asking the people on the street, or Government Ministers, or whatever. But I can accept that on their better days people who are committed to good governments – good governance – no matter where they fall out, are going to respect human rights. However, the flash point: the really dangerous nations are exactly those governments that don’t – that are not on their best days, that are riddled with corruption. And it just seems, from a layman’s perspective, that it seems a little naïve perhaps? I don’t know. 

Evans: I wasn’t talking about respect for human rights generally, I mean, that would be far too naïve a claim to make. It was in the context of the traditional humanitarian intervention cases; those extreme catastrophic examples of genocide, ethnic cleansing, mass starvation caused by manifest government incompetence of inability to cope with a Somalia-type situation. Those extreme situations which have become sort of the test cases through the 90s. And the question that was put to these consultative meetings which consisted of Government Ministers and officials, key civil society leaders, including media and everybody else, are drawn from a very broad range of countries – we had meetings in sub-Saharan Africa, in Delhi, in Chile, as well as in Russia and in China and God knows wherever. And I was particularly struck by, in particular, in sub-Saharan Africa where we had a big group of seventy/eighty people drawn from a lot of the familiar suspects in this respect. What I was struck by was that – at least when the proposition was put to them in the abstract – do you regard sovereignty as an absolute in this day and age? Or, is it appropriate in any circumstances, and if so which, for the international community to intervene: physically, coercively, militarily, in a situation where the responsibility to protect a country’s own citizens has been abdicated? What I was struck by, and what all the members of our panel was struck by, a very representative group, was the unanimity of the willingness to acknowledge in principle that there were such limits. Now, that’s very important if you can translate that into some kind of new agreed set of ground rules for dealing with these things as they arise in the future, in the Security Council. And I’ve been on retreat over a weekend with the Security Council at Kofi Annan’s invitation to try and drum this stuff, and the appropriate criteria and so on, into the heads of those who will be decision makers in this respect. If we can take it an extra step and actually get, as we’re trying to, a General Assembly resolution embracing this principle of the responsibility to protect, and defining the parameters, and the criteria, and the conditions under which, you know, intervention is appropriate. I think you have moved the debate a hell of a long way further forward from the relatively mindless missile throwing from deeply dug trenches that we saw in the General Assembly debates in ’99 and 2000; when Kofi Annan, who was so troubled, you know, by Rwanda and Bosnia and all those things, actually challenged the General Assembly to help find a way through this dilemma and to articulate a set of principles. What he got for his trouble was no help at all from the General Assembly, just a lot of entrenched position digging and yelling. But what we found was coming out at a different way, and arguing it, and getting people to look at the issues in terms of the responsibilities associated with sovereignty and what would happen when that was advocated. We did find it possible to get some common ground. So without being – you know, I’ve been around enough not to be naïve about any damn thing. But what I was intrigued by was the possibility of building on something there and not just assuming, as the cynics among us – me included – so often, always do, that people are irretrievably stuck in a kind of a sovereignty mindset and that nothing can ever happen. I think we can make some progress but, you know, it takes a lot of effort, it takes a lot of debate, it takes a lot of Forum 2000 type discussions; bringing people together. A lot of things which seem to be a long haul and don’t bear immediate fruit, and you wonder why the hell you’re going to so many conferences. But, you know, bit by bit by bit as these ideas get around and circulate and permeate and get into the mindsets of decision makers across a broad spectrum, then progress does get made. You have to be an optimist about this stuff, if you’re not you’re just weak.

Václav Trojan: Maybe I would like to be a little provocative.

 I am all the time asking myself whether the internal security – the principle of internal security, the extension of NATO – whether it is a good idea or bad idea. Looking to the topic of this debate; the relationship between national states and international institutions, I am asking myself whether extending the role of such an organization like NATO, which was originally designed as a defense organization, an alliance of military forces of the Western world against a quite well defined enemy at that time – whether this extension is coming to, is bringing, new freedom, or whether it’s bringing more dependency, more limits of behavior of national states? We witnessed the operation of NATO which was – I don’t want to criticize it, but I think there still could be a debate about the Yugoslavia conflict solution – whether it was necessary to use military force to this extent or not? We already discussed it and I don’t want to reopen this debate. I am just asking whether the definition of internal freedom, whether the definition of political goals of NATO, whether we are not coming too far, and limiting this way, in fact, the membership, and bringing danger of being a member of such alliance. Whether – if I am member of an organization which is, let’s say, doing some operation in Afghanistan, again, I don’t want to criticize it, it’s another debate. I think it was quite important and necessary, but I am asking whether we are not losing a degree of freedom if we extend NATO, if we are members of such a very, very general political – more and more political and less and less defense – organization? 

Kovanda: You have to take this one Chris, because I’m not sure I got the thrust of Vašek’s question. Before you do answer, let me point out that after you field this question we’ll take a little coffee break. Is that all right?

Donnelly: First, I think it important to remember that international institutions are only the sum of the nations that make them up. It’s the nations that face the dilemma of what to do, and they use the tools they have at hand to deal with the problem.

In the case of NATO it is not a perfect tool because the functions it has to do now have changed quicker than we have been able to change the structure to carry those functions out. It’s as if we have traditionally used a hammer but now we need a screwdriver. But we’ve still got to use the hammer because we’ve only half converted it. That situation, I would suggest, is going to be around for some time because the rate of change of the international scene is faster than we can keep up with. So, the first element of trying to answer your question it that this is an imperfect world, NATO is an imperfect tool, but the international community hasn’t got very many tools in its toolbox. It would be advisable, indeed, to have had or to be able to create, a different tool. But by definition the nations don’t think they can do that. This is the reason for the extension of NATO, and NATO is only expanding because other countries want in. I would suggest that they want in most of all because of that first factor in the equation: i.e. it sorts out problems between members. What this extension creates, nowadays, is actually not a military bloc any more. It creates a cultural convergence of security thinking. It’s a conditioning of nations to think in a certain way. Does that in some way restrict their freedom of action? The answer is, yes. It does. It’s meant to do. They are volunteering to that self-imposed restriction because that’s the way to stop having problems with your neighbors in future. To get rid of long traditions of animosity between, say, Hungary and Romania or whatever. It’s only in subordinating, if you like, nationalist instincts, and accepting some restriction of freedom that we end up with that security convergence of thinking. Is it a good thing or a bad thing? Well, everything’s got good and bad points but the nations think that, on the whole, it’s better to do than not. 

Kovanda: Well here I thought that we’re breaking for a coffee break but Gareth wants to come in with two sentences. 

Evans: A very quick comment.

 I thought there is a bit of a case for having an outfit around that can do useful international jobs that have got a military sharp edge attached to them. I think there are so many checks and balances internal to NATO that the prospect of NATO using its muscle in an untoward way, internationally, is extremely unlikely. It really depends on your perspective, and to me, one of the biggest problems has been the unwillingness and incapacity of the international community to act in a number of situations which have been conscience-shocking and which have cried out for action: Rwanda, I suppose, most conspicuously among them, the Bosnia disaster as well earlier on. And if NATO does in fact prove to have the capacity to be a responsive outfit able to do these sorts of jobs when there’s international support for it, hopefully through the Security Council, then I think that’s wholly a good thing and I’m less worried about the new directions that you, I think, are troubled by in this respect. But it really just depends on which perspective you bring to bear and how much confidence you’ve got about the checks and balances. 

Kovanda: Thank you very much Gareth.

Coffee Break

Kovanda: We now have a whole plethora of speakers behind the table; everybody who has appeared this morning and this afternoon. And unfortunately I don’t know what you guys discussed this morning, but this afternoon we had a variety of discussions, a variety of questions examined concerning NGOs, concerning the relationship between the military, the police, financial institutions. We had a discussion about the role of NATO and by extension of one or two other possible international organizations. We had a broad discussion about a variety as some of you might yet remember; those of you who haven’t had too much coffee during the break.

So now let us use the opportunity of there being almost more participants behind the desks than are in the audience which means that everybody has a chance to talk. We’ve got a few minutes (about three) to explore the (about twenty) issues that we have been dealing with all day. So I’ll be happy for questions from the audience and indeed from the panel. Marc – 

Ellenbogen: One of the annoying things about being a moderator is that you can’t really express your point of view. And that generally isn’t my role in the Prague Society. I think the members are rather pleased of that, when I think about it. But I think, Gareth, you’ve talked about a few things that do make things complicated. I mean are titles ensuring security – we’ve all talked about the role of non-profits. Certainly my background is a mix. I started at the academy; took a military scholarship, took a PhD, was in business. It’s the sort of potpourri of North America. And I think that the reason I am involved in not-for-profits, as you are Gareth, and even you – maybe a good number of us on the panel, even in the room – is because you can create synergies that way. And when you have to work through a chain of command it becomes very difficult. Now having said that, the benefit of not being in the chain of command is you’ve got the freedom to do a lot of things. The weakness of it is you do not have a constant source of funding. You can either, therefore, choose to link yourself to governments; and you, therefore, do have a constant source of funding, to business; serve their interests, or to find a balance. So, I think one of the weaknesses amongst NGOs in interacting with governments is, in fact, that the problem of survival which governments really don’t have to worry about. Dictatorships just steal the money, Western nations are defending a lot of monarchies that don’t exactly treat their people well. And in other countries we have taxes that we can raise. So I think that that is, in fact, the primary problem in interacting and having us taken seriously. When you have an event like this where you try to be inclusive, and you don’t have a lot of paparazzi and you try to break down these, esprit du corps things, or as we as Fellows of Magdalen, as you well know Gareth, having been there yourself, taking away some of the pomp, you also lose some power in a bizarre way because societies like that distance. Jimmy Carter discovered this in Washington, by the way, when he said: ‘Just call me Jimmy.’ And people wanted to call him President. So I guess my point is simply: not-for-profits face this problem because they do not have the ability to have the smoke and mirrors in a way that other institutions can. And often the smoke and mirrors are simply not just smoke and mirrors, it’s actually a fire consuming the organization. So, I guess that’s my thought of the day and therefore it becomes very difficult to be an equal player. You, Gareth, have the unique ability as the International Crisis Group and also because you were a Foreign Minister. But I know it’s very hard work – I’m not underestimating – to have pulled together a rather remarkable organization. And even us, in our three years, but we’re constantly fighting for survival even as we sit here.  The next step isn’t just: ‘Oh, it’s been a great event and I’m happy everybody’s in the room.’ It’s: ‘Now how do we go on to plan the next event tomorrow, and to fund it?’ That gives us an instability and it’s an unfortunate thing, and therefore makes us a difficult player in this entire process. 

Kovanda: Gareth suggests that he agrees with everything you said.

 I think that was more a reflection and a comment than a question really. Wasn’t it?

Ellenbogen: Yes, I’m sorry but I felt that – I was trying to put together things that I wasn’t permitted to say as a moderator and I thought that would be my contribution. I ask the audience to respect that. 

Evans: The only thing that, in all honesty, I could not agree to is your opening proposition that there’s a kind of a preference for being in the non-government world as it’s seen from the government world. I’ll tell you what, if there’s a choice between being in government, and with some kind of capacity to move the levers and to be directly influential in a position of some kind of authority (even in a country like Australia) it beats the hell out of being a spectator on the side lines. Because everything else is a little bit secondary. So, I wouldn’t wish you to too many romantic illusions about that…

Ellenbogen: Well, having served some public officials and run their campaigns, and having presumed that I might be in the White House in 2000, which as we all know went wrong, I think you’re right. But I’m just saying it’s always a balance, Gareth, as you well know. 

Evans: Just one further footnote: I mean, being a has-been has great advantages if you’re in the conflict prevention business, because I’ve had more media than I ever want in my entire life. I’ve had my fifteen minutes of fame. So, I don’t mind in the slightest working in the back rooms and the side alleys in this area of non-recognition, and non-reward of conflict prevention. And I think that’s true in the sense of a lot of the people on my board; former, former, former, former people who know what this world is about and want to go on making a contribution, but are not particularly looking for ego-gratification. And that’s a very important core of good-will that NGOs can mobilize and stimulate, and one of the other reasons for our existence I think. Anyway, that’s just a personal footnote.

Kovanda: What was that now; you’ve had more media than you’ve ever wanted? Astonishing. 

Evans: Another camera up my nostril is not what I need. 

Dill: You’ve talked a lot today about various bodies that are supposed to be ensuring security for citizens across the world. How can we be sure that these individual players – be they NGOs, or not NGOs – can actually deliver what they promise and create a secure environment for citizens across the world who no longer always trust their governments in times of crisis, such as September the eleventh and into the future?

Kovanda: Do I understand the question correctly as being; even if perchance we don’t trust our government, how can we trust the NGOs?

Dill: No. That came outside the wrong way. What I meant to say was: there seem to be an awful lot of players that we’ve talked about today. Which ones should the international community trust? And how can we ensure that they’re doing the job that they talk about?

Kovanda: Now, who would wish to tackle this one? I see no takers. 

Ellenbogen: Well, I think Mr. Banerji is perfectly capable of doing that. 

Kovanda: Amitav, do you want to rise to the challenge? 

Banerji: That’s a very, very difficult challenge to rise to, I have to say. And you’ve put me on the spot.

It’s obviously not possible to say the international community should trust ‘x’ or ‘y’. By its very nature this requires a global approach and it means working together. It means working in synergy, it means finding common approaches. One of the things I wanted to leave as my thought of the day, is the extent to which international organizations, and I mean IGOs – Inter-Governmental Organizations – and non-governmental organizations of the type that Gareth Evans represents, which is not the conventional NGO, not – which is the hybrid that he described where it brings together people of tremendous eminence and practical experience in governance and other areas of endeavor together with the capacity for research, together with field knowledge of issues, together with a certain credibility. Whether there should be some institutionalized dialogue between those kinds of NGOs and IGOs, not in a very abstruse way, but focused on, say, particular problem areas or problem countries, I think the approach has to come from the NGOs concerned in this kind of situation. Simply because it becomes a little more invidious for the IGO to say: ‘I will have a dialogue with the International Crisis Group, because it is better than “y” or “z”’. But, I think that there is scope for greater synergy there.

 The telling comment in what was just said, I don’t know if I agree with it totally, is that governments are not trusted any more by their people. That is a very sweeping statement to make. But nevertheless there is an expression of a certain malaise there. I’ve given a very roundabout answer. The short answer is that I don’t think you can pinpoint in that situation, who you can trust. There is long way to go before there is a clearer answer to that. 

Kovanda: Thank you, Amitav.

 Let me add a couple of points. First of all, let’s not trust anybody because everybody is over thirty already.

Second of all, when I look at NATO, one of the astonishing things about NATO over the last ten years, and Chris no doubt would correct me and amplify what I say if he thinks it’s right, is the degree to which NATO has become an open organization. Open, not only in terms of membership and open, not only in terms of relationships with other non-NATO members, but also open vis-a-vis the public. It is truly stunning to realize that today, in addition to the nineteen NATO countries per se, there are no fewer than thirty-three countries with which NATO has a regular partnership or dialogue. And these countries span everybody from Ireland to Tajikistan, and from Mauritania to Kazakhstan. I’m just trying to think geographically. But also the openness toward the public of member and partner countries is quite stunning. Chris mentioned earlier how there has been an important shift in what NATO does. And I sense this shift in my everyday work where just by gauging the number of groups that come over from my own country and from other countries which I’m invited to address. And these groups invite anybody from local government leaders to students to journalists to scientists and so forth. It is probably – and in this process  I think there’s a two-way street operating, to mix my metaphors slightly. On the one hand NATO has an opportunity to explain – or NATO officials and diplomats have an opportunity to explain – what the hell they’re doing. And as Chris mentioned earlier: if you stick just to the published record, you’re behind the times by definition. And secondly, we get additional impulses and thought-provoking questions and so forth, from the public we address. I would just add that to what Amitav had to say. You’re going to go with the next question.

(Question): It’s actually also linked to NATO.

Which is I remember after September the eleventh that George Robertson said: ‘An attack on one member state is an attack on all of them,’ I think it came from NATO. And the formula which Chris Donnelly showed earlier about the three elements of NATO being problem solving, I think I got it right in saying: collective collaboration on conflicts, and the last one was collective defense. With the now enlarged NATO – and you also made a comment that with an enlarged NATO it’s easier to manage, perhaps, than a smaller NATO.

I have a question: collective defense is easy to understand for the incoming countries, and I agree with you that I think they’ve joined predominantly for that, and also for the problem-solving amongst themselves. But collective attack is something which you might find difficult to persuade them to do in trying to resolve conflicts. And I’m not so sure myself whether it will be easier in an enlarged NATO to manage that, than you described. I would just like to maybe understand why you think it should be easier.

Donnelly: Firstly, I was trying to point out that an enlarged NATO in terms of  decision-making is not going to be significantly more difficult to handle that the current one. In actual fact, however, the previous round of enlargements that took in this country, Hungary and Poland, did indeed, in my perspective, so rejuvenate the alliance, that it became, if not easier to manage, more lively, more active, more capable of change. Enlargement, bringing new countries in, precipitates change. It will force us to change, because we can’t cope with seven new members without changing the internal workings to maintain efficiency. So, in that sense enlargement forces us to streamline ourselves and to become more efficient in the way we do things.

Your point about the need to get on the collective military tack, from my experience of going around the new applicants, is that there is going to be far less reticence amongst the new members in joining in than amongst the old. The issue here, now, alas, isn’t an issue of  ‘do we want to do it’. It is: ‘Can we do it?’ If so, how are we going to restructure ourselves to do it? The fact is that a lot of European countries simply waste much of their defense budgets. They still tie up a massive amount of what they spend on unnecessary World War III style infrastructure. It is not just within NATO, it’s throughout Europe. Sweden’s a good example of a country outside NATO that spends four and a half billion dollars a year on defense but can only muster one battalion of active troops to send abroad. Even given a year’s notice Sweden can’t generate a second battalion. The country with the biggest problem of all is Russia, whose Cold War infrastructure has effectively destroyed its armed forces, as it destroyed the Soviet economy. This is an issue that countries have to resolve. Whether or not there’s a NATO, whether or not there’s ESDP. And this is an issue that European members of NATO have to resolve if they are going to keep the US engaged with Europe. And I think the real issue isn’t: ‘Are they going to be with us if we think there’s a need to launch a pre-emptive attack?’ It is far more difficult than that. It is: ‘Can we get the governments today, when there is no immediate crisis, to take the immensely painful political step of turning their defense budgets from being part of the social security structure (job creation structure of the country) into something which produces not only a passive defense capability but rather an active security capacity?’ This is not just an issue for arms but for policing systems, intelligence services and so on.

Every fifty years or so – I speak now as an amateur military historian –we see a paradigm shift; a revolution in the nature of conflict. Look at the early 1800s: the 1850s, 1914, 1945. We’re right in the middle of a similar revolution today. Are we going to end up preparing for the future? Or will we be caught short because we failed to do it? Back to Olda Černý’s question; how is it so often we’ve seen the problem coming but not done anything to stop it?

 Kovanda: Well, thank you, Chris for that.

 Now that we’re getting into an interesting debate we have to end it. Isn’t that always the case? Because believe it or not, some of us have planes to catch and stuff. But it is completely impossible to end this conference without giving the word to Minister Pavel Bratinka who will make some concluding remarks.

Bratinka: Mr. Chairman.

 The hurry with which many of the panelists left does not preclude how overworked the people are.

Let me just finish by quoting some of the very valuable ideas or facts which might serve as a scene for our security debate. Each of them is, of course, worthy of a separate conference. But we will do out best next year. So I will now just read these ideas as I noted them down with a final battle cry.

First, we have agreed that the world has not become a more secure place after the Cold War. One hundred and seventy border conflicts were mentioned, fifty internal civil wars etc. Second: the peace dividend, which was much expected and much wanted hasn’t been distributed equally. The fact is that security is no more regarded as a question of purely military and police, or carabineri means or bodies. Today we cannot name enemies – or cannot define our enemies clearly – what we can define are the challenges. And the challenges are now very much interlocked and interdependent. We were also told that the new NATO/Russia relationship is in high demand because of the fight against terrorists and terrorism and also the fight against the nuclear proliferation. Very interesting also the almost overseen remark was made by, I think, Deputy Minister Füle who mentioned so-called ‘non-article five’ – ‘the non-article five’ threats. Article five being the article of the NATO Treaty. And this is a point, I think, which should be also developed and debated. We were also reminded of the fact that issues which were formally termed in a little condescending way as ‘soft issues’ of international and security politics now moved to the category of ‘hard issues’. As far as the NGOs are concerned; many speakers stressed or underlined their importance. And we also were told or given a very useful division of NGOs in three types: ‘think tanks’. Second: ‘educational institutions’ which should educate journalists, which is almost inhuman task. And thirdly: the ‘operational NGOs’. I think there was essential agreement that the role of NGOs is first in the educational information area and also in the area of supplying fresh ideas to (sometimes) jaded governments. We all also got an excellent picture of the development of the NATO character, which is not resigning or obliterating or completely leaving for good the old tasks of NATO, but rather changing the relative weight. I was also struck by the mention that the difficulties of reaching agreement in organizations leveled off after the membership reaches the number eight. Because in my old – under Communism – we had many discussion groups and we always observed the same phenomenon. It was ever more difficult to debate when the numbers were growing to seven and then somehow it settled. The mention was also made that it’s no more a question of Ministries of Defense and Ministries of Foreign Affairs, the security, but also many other ministries and that the task is how to get them involved. Also, we heard about the paradox of intense cutting of budgets of various ministries exactly the time when security risks were multiplying and becoming more diverse and less capable of being huddled or given together under one category. And finally I think we have stated clearly the fact that various – in the past thousand years –environment for battles to be fought were related to, let’s say, to the area where the battle was fought. Whereas today we have to face the completely artificial environment or artificial theater that is that created by the media. Therefore this observation brought back the basic tasks for not only governments, but also for NGOs. That is that security will not be improved if there is not a strong and sustained activity in education and information.

So let us depart from this room with a war cry: “Inform and Educate ourselves and others!” Thank you. I want to thank everybody for attention and of course also our distinguished guests.

Ellenbogen: I’d like to thank the entire panel on behalf of the Prague Society as well. Amitav Banerji, General Clauss, who had to leave, Jindřich Tomáš, Pavel Bratinka, Karel Kovanda, Gareth Evans, Chris Donnelly, Marek Szczygiel, and our sponsors as well today who are on the board. Two of whom are still here: Desmond Mullan from Volvo and Daniel Biguine from CTVB, and Pavel you have the last word.

Bratinka: And please sign the book, we have a book… So please don’t leave without signing. 

Applause   

