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Jifi Pehe

Ladies and gentlemen,

Welcome, we have met here to discuss a topic that certainly for the Czech Republic will be extremely
topical and that is NATO. And it is not only the future of NATO, existence of NATO and whether NATO
should be or not, but certainly we will experience NATO full blast next week and this is one of the first
events that are organised under the auspices of Forum 2000. Just briefly, Forum 2000 was founded about
6 or 7 years ago. We organised 5 large conferences on topic of globalization at the Prague castle. In spring
of this year we switched to a new model which is called Bridging Global Gaps and we are organising
smaller seminars and conferences where we are trying to feature people who are against globalisation and
people who are, let's say proponents of globalization, people from large economic institutions and their
opponents. We had a conference in July this year where we had people representing different religions.
And now we have a panel on NATO. | hope that this discussion will, at least, help people who are in favour
of NATO and see it as an important institution and people who are against NATO or who are critical of
NATO to some kind of if not agreement, then to understanding. This is why we are doing this and before
we start | should say a few things about the programme. It is a long panel. We will go until 1.30. The first
half will end at 11 and until then the panellists will be discussing various issues concerning NATO. Then in
the afternoon after the break at 11.30 we will involve you. You can ask questions and make comments.
Hopefully that will make you feel that you have contributed something to this discussion. Now, let me
introduce our panelists. From the right Jifi Sedivy who is a director of Institute for International Relations in
Prague, a professor at Charles University in Prague and also teaches at New York University in Prague
and he is an expert on security issues and international policy. Petr Uhl, a journalist, former dissident, in
fact | should mention that Petr Uhl just recieved a Major International Price in Vienna for his journalism and
he is currently a commentator of Pravo one of the Czech dailies. Chris Donnelly, of course | don’t have to
introduce him, an advisor to secretary general of NATO, a person who has been crucial to NATO
enlargement and one of the biggest experts on this particular issue. Miloslav Ransdorf on my left is a
communist party deputee, also an author of many books, articles, a person who has contributed to public
discourse in this country and who belongs, | guess we will see it during this discussion, to the people who
are more critical of NATO. John Shattuck, former Ambassador of the USA to the Czech Republic who is
now a director of JFK Library at Harvard University and before he became the Ambassador here he had
been under secretary of state in charge of human rights in the Clinton administration. Finally, we have Mr.
Ondrej Slacalek, an editor of an anarchist magazine “A-KONTRA”, certainly someone who will represent
the views from the other side, which | believe, is against NATO. But as | said, we can come to some kind of
agreement. Mr. Slacalek is also a student at the Charles University and represents younger generation of
Czechs.

Now, | would start our discussion by asking each of the participants to make five-minute presentation telling
us how you see NATO, what you think about the role of NATO after the fall of communism and especially
since 11th September last year. And then we can go from there. | will start with Mr. Sedivy.

Jiti Sedivy

Good morning ladies and gentlemen, Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. It is a great pleasure and
privilege for me to be here. | will be speaking Czech.

V péti minutach se pokusim zodpovédét otazku jak vidim sou€asnou situaci NATO po 11. zafi 2001 a pred
prazskym summitem. Pfedevsim, vyvoj po 11. zafi pfivedl NATO do jisté krize smyslu, na jedné strané tady
hned 12. zafi 2001 staty Severoatlantické aliance poprvé v historii aktivovaly ¢lanek 5, coz bylo velké
symbolické gesto, poté nasledoval pfiblizné mésic intenzivniho multilateralismu na strané USA, kde se
vytvofily koalici a ziskaly mandaty pro nasledujici operaci, kterou v Afghanistanu jiz v podstaté podnikaly
mimo planovaci a velitelské struktury NATO a pouze se symbolickou pfimou G&asti spojenct s vyjimkou
Britd. To samozifejmé vyvolalo velké debaty o tom, na kolik je Atlanticka aliance relevantni pro Spojené
staty a sou€asné bezpecnostni prostfedi zejména ve vztahu k terorismu. Ddvod, pro¢ Spojené staty
postupovaly samy je zaprvé technicky, protoze technicka a technologicka propast mezi evropskymi
spojenci a USA v podstaté nedovoluji homogenni soucinnost ve vojenskych akcich. Také to souvisi s
politickou kontrolou samotné operace. Tady se spojenecké staty poucily z kosovskeé krize, kdy nutnost
dosahovat konsensus 19 brzdila v urcitych fazich tuto operaci. A nyni, co z toho vyplyva pro
Severoatlantickou alianci: Zda se, jakoby v 90. letech Severoatlanticka aliance ziskavala novy smysl své
existence v mnohovrstevnatém rozsifovani. RozSifuje svoje role, rozSifuje spektrum svych vojenskych
nastrojl, rozsifuje se teritorialni zabér, ve kterém operuje tzn. od poloviny 90. let vystupuje ze smluvné



definovaného teritoria a pusobi na Balkané a rozsifuje pochopitelné také pocet ¢lenll. To vyvolava problém
managementu takto rozsahlé a velice heterogenni organizace a Atlanticka aliance na rozdil od Evropské
unie nemUze balancovat to mnohovrstevnaté rozSifovani prohlubovanim integrace. A to je myslim zakladni
otazka, kterou bude fesit prazsky summit kromé relevance vojenskych nastrojl pro boj proti terorismu.
Domnivam se, Ze i pfesto, ze zde neni mozné integrovat zpisobem evropskym komunitarnim tzn.
presouvanim casti suverenity na vysSi autoritu, existuji zde urcité nastroje prohlubovani integrace NATO a
posilovani homogenity a o téch se bude jednat na prazském summitu. Je to pfedevsim otazka délby
¢innosti mezi jednotlivymi ¢lenskymi staty a otazka specializace jednotlivych statll. V nasem pfipadé
nabizime specializaci zejména v ochrané a obrané proti zbranim hromadného niceni. Je to dale cesta
hlubSi mnohonarodni spoluprace tzn. vytvareni mnohonarodnich jednotek a velitelstvi a tady je velice
silnou vyzvou navrh amerického ministra Rumsfelda na vytvofeni NATO Response Force, coz by méla byt
skute€né integrovana 20ti tisicova sila slozena ze vSech tfi zbrani tzn. pozemni, letecké a namorni
kapacity nasaditelna do 7mi dnu od aktivace. To je velice kratka doba na politické rozhodovani statd, které
se této aktivity zuc€astni. Méla by to byt také sila, ktera by byla schopna se samostatné udrzet v jakékoliv
situaci po dobu nejméné jednoho roku. Je to tedy velice ambiciézni projekt, ktery bude v Praze také
diskutovan. DalSim takovym krokem k integraci je, domnivam se, vytvareni vétSiho mnozstvi spoleénych
kapacit ve vlastnictvi Atlantické aliance. V souCasné dobé jsou to jen systémy IVEX. Nevyhnutelné budeme
také svédky vétsiho tlaku ze strany samotné organizace na jednotlivé ¢leny v tom smyslu, aby plnily
zavazky, ke kterym se upiSi mj. také na prazském summitu v ramci dalSi iniciativy, ktera konkretizuje
doposud pomérné roztfisténé spektrum cilu vystavby vojsk jednotlivych ¢len. My jsme byli svédky
takového tlaku, myslim ze pomérné ucinného béhem navstévy generalniho tajemnika Robertsona na jafe r.
2001, po které byl odvolan ministr obrany. Po této explicitni kritice byla provedena reforma nasich
ozbrojenych sil. Proto se domnivam, Ze prazsky summit bude jeden z nejvyznamnéjSich summit(i z historie
NATO. Jeho agenda je skute¢né velice ambiciézni a kontroverzni a nékteré véci budou zfejmé
dojednavany at na samotném summitu, coz také nebyva pravidlem. Pfedpokladam, ze tento summit jako
takovy bude Uspésny, to znamena, Ze cile, které maji byt dosazeny, budou dosazZeny, ovSem pak je otazka
nakolik budou v praxi realizovany. Dékuiji.

Jifi Pehe
Dékuiji, nyni pozadam Petra Uhla.
Petr Uhl

Dobry den, damy a panové, ja zneuziji téch péti minut k tomu, abych prezentoval své osobni stanovisko k
Severoatlantickému paktu, k NATO. Je to stanovisko kritické, ambivalentni a ma historické kofeny. Ja jsem
pusobil od r. 1977 v Charté 77, ktera byla velmi kritické jak k VarSavské smlouvé, tak k Severoatlantickému
paktu. Zdalo se mi, Ze v té kritinosti nebyl pfili§ velky rozdil. Podle nas, nasich nazorl, zadna raketa
nebyla mirova, ani ta vychodni, ani ta zapadni. A nebyli jsme sami ani v Ceskoslovensku ani ve vychodni
Evropé. Tyto nazory zastavalo Nezavislé sdruZeni u nas, ale také v Polsku atd. JestliZze jsme v PraZské
vyzveé predvidali sjednoceni Némecka a volali po ném, tak zaroven jsme se vyjadfovali v tomto a dalSich
dokumentech Charty za rozpusténi obou vojenskych paktd. V roce 1990 pfisla urcitd zména, Vaclav Havel
také zmeénil svij postoj - do té doby jesté jako Ceskoslovensky prezident zastaval nazor, ze by NATO mélo
byt rozpusténo zaroven s rozpusténim VarSavské smlouvy. Ja jsem az do dneska a vlastné celych téch 12
let povazoval tento obrat za ne$tastny a upevriovani a rozsifovani NATO za krok nespravnym smérem. Byl
jsem proto odptircem vstupu Ceské republiky do NATO. | kdyz jsem stoupencem kolektivni bezpeénosti a
nezastavam nazor Svycarska a Rakouska, Ze kazdy stat by se mél hajit vlastni armadou, nejvice mi na
vstupu CR do NATO vadilo to, Ze nejen &eska, ale i dalsi narodni pfislusnosti v NATO brzdi vybudovani
evropské armady a evropskych vojenskych sil. Dale mi vadi posileni hegemonie USA, protoZe po padu
Zelezné opony a po prekonani bipolarniho svéta vznika svét trochu monopolarni, kde je supervelmoc
jedind, a sice USA. Jejich role v Alianci je znacna a to je pfedmétem mych obav. Vzhledem k tomu, ze
jsme spojeni s vychodoevropskymi staty a zejména proto, Ze mi hodné zalezi na dobrych stycich a sepjeti
CR se Slovenskem, nejsem v sou¢asné dobé stoupencem vystoupeni CR z NATO. Nefadim se tedy mezi
odplrce NATO a myslim si, Ze je tteba NATO reformovat, Ze se jeho rozsifenim rozfedi a hegemonicka
pozice USA, tak jak poroste vaha Evropské unie, bude slabnout. Velmi se mi ale nelibi, Ze rozSifovanim
NATO vznikaji urcité prvky, byt v naznaku, nové Zelezné opony, protoze Evropa nekonci ani na hranicich
slovensko-&eskych, ale ani na hranicich Slovenska a Polska s Ukrajinou a s Bilou Rusi, a Ze proces
integrace by mél, byt ve vyhledu mnoha dalS$ich let, pokraovat. Posledni poznamkou skon¢im svych pét
minut. Myslim si, Ze takové setkani jako je summit NATO v Praze je dobrou pfilezitosti pro ob&any této
zemé Evropy, aby formulovali své obCanské postoje, kritické postoje, jako mam tfeba ja, nebo dokonce
odmitavé postoje, jako maji radikalnéjsi obcané vaci NATO, aby vysli do ulic a pokojnym zplsobem
manifestovali svoje nazory, protoze to je pravé demokracie. Paradoxné tedy to, co vytykame NATO vlastné
slouzi k tomu, aby se tato spolecnost dostala do debaty a aby byla svobodné&;si. Timto paradoxnim



zpusobem tedy NATO pfispiva k rozsifeni toho, co se kdysi nazyvalo (pan Ransdorf tomu rozumi) fisi
svobody. Dékuiji.

Jifi Pehe
Thank you, | will ask Chris Donnelly for his remarks.
Chris Donnely

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Aproximately twice a century we see a revolution in the changing nature of
conflict, the warfare. In the 1800 we saw the introduction of massive conscript armies by the French
revolution. In the 1853 we saw warfare change by the introductory of rapid firing riffled weapons to rill away
the telegraph. At the turn of the last century we saw the industrialization of warfare. Airpower, missiles,
nuclear weapons. We are now right in the middle of just such historical changing of the nature of conflict.
The old idea of warfare, the old idea of conflict and the old idea of what NATO was we now have to forget.
And we have to come to terms with the future not sitting in the past. The nature of security has changed.
When | first came to this city 13 years ago and talked to people, security and defence were two words
whichwords, which meant the same in everyone’s mind. We felt more secure if we had more weapons.
Today, security is no longer measure just in military terms, and the threats to security in no longer the cold
war or invasion or east-west conflict, it is a whole load of other things. And you can characterise them by
things like government incompetence, organised crime, corruption, insecure boarders, ethnic strive,
religious extremism, terrorism. Second point. NATO has no guarantee of existence. NATO will only exist as
long as its member nations want to keep it there. And are prepared to pay for it. NATO is not a
supranational body. NATO is nothing more than are some of its members and NATO capabilities are
nothing more than the capabilities of its member states. And NATO is in the middle of an evolution just as
the member states are evolving to meet new security threats. NATO is half way evolved between a defence
organisation, something which simply was and a security organisation, something which does an active
security organisation. And it will continue to evolve as long as its members want it to and its members will
keep it in existence only as long as NATO can give them a return on their investments. So the future of
NATO is not in the hands of Brussels, it’s in the hands of Prague and Washington and London and Paris
and Berlin and so on. Do not see NATO as some kind of independent player. Thirdly, what does NATO
actually do? How does it achieve its security value? And the answer is: it does three things. Its first function
is to stop its members fighting one another. To defuse conflict, provide a forum where members can pursue
competition without it becoming conflict. We don’t normally say it that way, we say things like you prevent
the re-nationalization of defence, but that's what we mean. And if you come to Brussels, | can take you for
a drive around the city to the graves of about 3 million soldiers who died in the 20th century. None of them
fighting Russians, all of them fighting one another. Second thing NATO does is that it gets countries to
work together in a common course. The third thing it does is that it creates a culture for security. It makes
arm forces interoperable, it makes defence cheaper, it makes security more certain. It is not an alternative
to a European army. NATO has mechanisms for getting army forces and security to evolve to meet the new
challenges of future, we see the EU doesn’t have. If NATO does not succeed in helping European
countries to adapt and change, than the European ESDP security defence policy will never come into
existence. Thank you

Jifi Pehe
Thank you, now we go to the left, Mr. Ransdorf.
Miloslav Ransdorf

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen,

Gererally spoken, | would share many issues as expressed by Mr. Uhl. But | think that now the key issue,
the key problem of the further development and survival of the NATO is whether European identity will be
developed in coincidence with the USA or in divergence with the USA or even in conflict with the USA.
Therefore, in my view, the biggest danger for further existence of NATO is the present shift in American
policy. The policy of enforced steps and measures and the policy of high risk. It can be compared with the
German policy before WW1 as depictedly described by a famous German historian Fritz Fischer. It is from
Bismarkian “real politik” with the conscience of clear and given limits to Wilhelmian “welt politik” which was
hardly calculable. And it led to the feeling of uncertainty for the partners on international scene. It can also
lead to the denial of the principles of international law. And to the danger of legal nihilism and twice in the
history of the 20th century this legal nihilism led European and world community to world conflagration. As
to the doctrine of humanitarian intervention as adapted in the time of the Washington summit in 1999, |
mean, that this principle of legitimacy turned upside down. And for the further existence of NATO, | am



convinced that the NATO cannot function as the new holy alliance. I'm deeply convinced that soft sources
of power and control also in the case of international terrorism are better than hard sources of power and
control, so NATO should also deal with the questions of the culture. We have now a debate on which
concept of the future is better and more correspondent to facts, whether the concept of Mr. Huntington or
Mr. Fukuyama. | mean that in the battlefields of Balkans we have seen the end of postmodernity which
shared the idea that all forms of public discourse are equal. Now, we can see that this point of view is not
generally accepted and many times the acceptance of some kind of public discourse is given by the
guantity of military units. | can mention one idea expressed by Mr. Bush senior in the time of the early 90’s
when he said about Mr. Milosevi¢ that he was Abraham Lincoln of the Balkans. Now, at the time of Mr.
Bush junior, the former president Milosevi¢ is under the trial in the Hague. | would say that now we have
the choice which has been expressed for the first time by the president of International Federation of
Philosophical Societies in early 80’s, who said that the choice is between the world culture and the world of
culture. So I'm convinced that the question of culture and the dialogue of cultures and civilisations cannot
be beyond the scope of NATO. NATO should also take into account these problems for further survival.
Humanitarian intervention can lead to global commitment and global commitment could be beyond the
possibilities and capabilities of this military alliance. And we have a very good study from Mr. Kennedy “The
rise and fall of great powers” where he demonstrated in clear way that the problem for all great powers in
the past was that the power claims went beyond real economic and social possibilities. As to dealing with
these crazy states, we can speak about them as crazy, | mean that engagement is better than isolation. In
case of Iraq, for example, the pressure in the formal sanctions led to great humanitarian costs. | recently
visited Iraq and | can tell you that six to seven thousand children die every month in the consequence of the
sanctions. And practically as a consequence of the sanctions middle class disappeared completely. For the
transition to normal functioning society, for developing democratic elements in the society, for enlarging the
space for freedom of the society it is very important that the structure of this society is more structured and
sophisticated. | would say that to enlarge the space of freedom the use of soft sources of power and
control, the use the symbolic capital as expressed in the form of Mr. Pierre Bourdieu is better for solving the
conflicts in the future than to rely only on military force. Thank you.

Jifi Pehe
Thank you, now | ask Mr. Shattuck.
John Shattuck

Thank you very much. It's an honour and priviledge to be back in this wonderful city of Prague and among
many people whom | have had an opportunity to meet over the years. | will be very brief, but | think I will
draw some lines between position | would like to outline and that which Mr. Ransdorf and Mr. Uhl have
already outlined. Mr. Uhl raises the question of whether abolition of NATO as abolition of the Warsaw pact
should have been the policy at the time that the Czech Republic came into being as Czechoslovakia. And |
would put to the panel the question of whether under the circumstances of the world since 1989 it is
possible to consider the abolition or significant transformation of the very concept of collective security. Mr.
Ransdorf has raised issues regarding humanitarian intervention, as he puts it, or the use of security in
addition to soft power to address the questions that bedevil the world today regarding the threats we all
face. Let me outline those threats and answer those questions. First, there are really three threads. First
there is what | would call the threat of human rights war. We have seen it brake out throughout the world in
the period since 1989 and | thing other panellists have referred to it. Certainly mass attack on civilians, the
manipulation of ethnic and religious differences by cynical leaders, Slobodan Milosevi¢ being perhaps
classic example in this region, but we have seen it elsewhere, we have seen it in Rwanda, in Sudan and
many, many parts of the world. And these are serious dangerous destabilising forces in failed states.
Second, we have seen the issue of international terrorism begin to emerge as a primary international
security concern and not by any means just because of or since September 11th , but before that as well.
Terrorism in many respect arises out of failed states, out of situations of regional conflict, it is no accident
that terrorism emerged from Afghanistan and it has found very secure home in Sudan. There are states
that are in great danger constantly of exploding. We have seen a third threat and that is developmnet and
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and particulary the interaction between weapons of mass
destruction and those engaged in terrorist activity. And these are real threats, there are threats that the
world faces. How to deal with them is the question before us, obviously. How to deal with them? NATO is
one answer to that question. NATO, | would pose it, is both, security power and soft power. And NATO, |
would agree with Mr. Donnelly, is not a supranational organisation or an organisation that reflects the views
of any one state most importantly. It is an organization of collective security of democracies. It was born as
such, it came out of that struggle, it has always been intended to be a collective security for democracy and
now it needs to exercise those collective security activities. It needs, | would argue, to extend not simply by
geographic determination, but by determination of those states that are interested in defending the



principles of openess and freedom. NATO should automately include states such as Russia and there is no
reason why geographically it cannot include states well beyond this region. NATO needs to operate within
a multilateral framework. It is not and should not be the instrument of any one state. The USA being
perhaps the best example of that. It should be functioning within the United Nations framework wherever
possible, but | would draw one distinction there and that is under the international convention to end
genocide. Those states that sign the treaty on genocide commit themselves not only to punish but also to
prevent genocide. So when the UN is unwilling or unable as it was in the case of Kosovo to agree about the
ways and means of adressing a genocide, member states who have in fact sighed the genocide convention
should be authorised to go forward. So those are my preliminary views about this subject and | think we
have certainly room for plenty of discussion on this panel about it. | hope we could all agree that the world
in which we live this is not a world in which we can afford to eliminate the very concept of collective security
and NATO, which is perhaps the greatest collective security organization of democracies in the world ever
seen. This instrument needs to be reformed and needs to be used and it is the instrument that will be
discussed when the NATO summit takes place here next week. Thank you very much.

Jifi Pehe
Thank you, Mr. Slacalek, please.
Ondiej Slacalek

Dékuji za udéleni slova a za to, Zze mi zde byla umoznéna ucast. Rad bych se trochu ohradil proti tomu, co
tady Fikal pan Pehe. Rozhodné tu nereprezentuji odplirce NATO ani lidi, ktefi proti nému budou za par dni
protestovat, rozhodné zde nemluvim za nikoho jiného nez sam za sebe. Dlivod toho je prosty. Vétsina
téchto lidi by sem patrné ani nesla, vzhledem k tomu, Ze toto setkani je organizovano pod titulem Mosty
pres globalni propasti. Ani ja nevéfim, zZe takovéto mosty Ize postavit a ze v podobé v jaké to je
prezentovano by to bylo néjakym zplsobem ucelné. Domnivam se, Ze dlleZité neni jestli se spolu dokazi
dorozumét pfiznivci a odpurci globalizace, coz je beztak dosti vagni a mnohdy zinterpretizovany pojem, ale
Ze je dulezité, zda se budou fesit globalni problémy a zda budou vyfeSeny, zda budou vyfeSeny pFiciny
toho, Ze denné umira nékolik tisic lidi diky nedostatku zakladnich potfeb, zda budou vyfedeny neudrzZitelné
trendy smérujici k destrukci zivotniho prostifedi. M{j osobni nazor je, Ze toto nelze fesit dokud bude trvat
systém zalozeny na konkurenci a systém, ktery nyni existuje a jehoz je NATO soucasti. Nechci proto
precefovat jeho vyznam. Je to pouze nastroj tohoto systému, je to pouze jeho sluha a jeho role se riizné
promériuje. Staci se podivat na posledni vyvoj, kdy NATO nebylo dost dobré k vedeni valky proti terorismu
nez papez a snazi se tuto agendu pfevzit. Podle mého nazoru na vyznamu bude spiSe ubyvat a stane se
spiSe nastrojem pro integraci dalSich a dalSich statl k paralyzaci jejich eventualnich samostatnych aktivit,
které by jindy mohly vyustit pro dominantni zapadni staty nepfijemnym zptsobem. Vfele bych souhlasil s
Johnem Shattuckem, ktery hovofil pfede mnou, pokud se jedna o rizika, ve kterych se nachazime. Ano, po
celém svété probihaji utoky na lidsta prava, je tu skute€¢né hrozba mezinarodniho terorismu a je tu
skute¢né hrozba rozvoje a Sifeni zbrani hromadného ni¢eni, zejména jadernych zbrani. Pokud se ale
podivdme na NATO tak mi pfijde hovofit o ném jako o zaruce Celeni t€émto rizikim jako naprosty vysméch.
Hovofilo se tu o porusovani lidskych prav. Nebyly to ale ¢lenské staty NATO, kdo podporoval napfiklad
Pinochetovo Chile nebo Suhartovu Indonésii? NeporuSuje velmi brutalné a cynicky lidska prava Kurdu
Clensky stat NATO Turecko? Hovofilo se tu o podpofe mezinarodniho terorismu. Nebyly to ale pravé USA,
kdo zaplatil vycvik dneSnimu arcizloduchovi Usamu bin Ladinovi a jeho kolegim? Nebyly to pravé ony, kdo
podporovaly celou fadu zlo¢innych statd napf. Irak, kde jim vibec nevadily rozsahlé masakry Kurdu, které
si vyzadaly desetitisice nejspi$ statisice mrtvych? A konec¢né, hovofi se tu o hrozbé zbrani hromadného
ni¢eni. Nebyly to ale pravé USA, které tyto zbran& hromadného ni€eni jako prvni vyvinuly a jejich pouzitim
proménily HiroSimu a Nagasaki v jaderné hrbitovy? Dle mého soudu hovofit o NATO jako o garanci
bezpecnosti, dokonce jako o nékom, kdo je povolan vést humanitarni valky je naprosto cynické. Domnivam
se, ze za vSi tou rétorikou o boji za lidska prava v humanitarnich intervencich se v dnesni dobé skryva
pfedevsim rozsahly stfet mezi elitou vazanou na nadnarodni kapital a jakousi kontraelitou, ktera je vazana
na jednotlivé narodni staty. O tom byla také valka v Jugoslavii, ne o lidskych pravech kosovskych Albancu.
Vypravovat o tom, Ze mosty v Bélehradé nebo konvoj uprchlikt byly legitimni cile sice, Ize, dle mého soudu
to ale byly spiSe doklady toho, Ze se jednalo o vale¢ny zloCin a jeho pachatelé by méli byt postaveni pred
tribunal pro vale¢né zlocCince a to, i kdyz by se nemélo hovofit o provaze v domé obé&Sencove, vcetné
hostitele tohoto setkani. Navzdory tomu, Ze se hovofi o rizicich, navzdory tomu, Ze se NATO tvafFi, ze jim
bude Celit, je spiSe soucasti problému nez jeho feSenim. To, Ceho jsme nyni svédky, pfedevsim velmi
Castého ucelového nafukovani téchto rizik také vytvareni urcité ideologie vylu€nosti zapadu jejimz
prorokem byl jiz zmifiovany Samuel Huntington je velmi nebezpe¢na snaha, ktera miize vést ke
skute€nému ohrozZeni bezpecnosti, mnohem vétSimu nez kterému se NATO tvafFi ¢elit. Domnivam se proto,
Ze jakykoliv kompromis, jakakoliv dohoda, jakakoliv reforma ve skute€nosti tento problém nevyiesi. Co je



nutné, je zasadni zména systému, ktera se bohuzel v dnesni dobé patrné neobejde bez revoluénich zmén.
Vim, Zze pojem revoluce je nékdy bran témeér jako sprosté slovo, ovsem podle mého jsou v historii situace,
kdy je nutné ucinit urcity pokrok a etablované instituce mu brani. Kdyby nedoslo k nasilnym a krvavym
revolucim, napfiklad v Americe v 18. stoleti a Francii na konci téhoz stoleti, neméli bychom tu dnes patrné
ani demokracii ani lidska prava. Dékuji za pozornost.

Jifi PEHE

Now | would go to a few questions that | have in my mind after these first presentations. Firstly, Mr.
Donnelly spoke about new notion of security. He said that concept of security has changed and some of
the other remarks were actually related to it. We have heard about terrorism and about proliferation of
nuclear weapons that John Shattuck mentioned, Mr. Donnelly himself mentioned drug trafficking and other
possible threats. If we talk about this new notion of security, | wonder whether NATO can actually serve in
the role of preventing all of these threats or dealing with them. Drug trafficking, of course, is something that
functions on the international scene but it's also a domestic affair just like many of those other threats.
Another question | wanted to ask is a question to Petr Uhl. When he speaks about a paneuropean security
alliance or mechanism, he would include states that are not democratic. We have heard that NATO is a
community of democracies. We can doubt it; we can say that Turkey certainly doesn’t meet some of those
criteria. Basically all states that are now members of NATO have democratic regime, at least formally. So
would you include states such as Belarus, for example, that certainly don’t meet those criteria? And finally
one question | would like to ask Mr. Ransdorf. He started with a very interesting proposition saying that we
will have to wait to see whether the European identity will be formed in conflict with the USA or in
coincidence. And this is very interesting question that goes to the core of the current conflict within the
Transatlantic Alliance and and maybe we should elaborate a bit on that, but to bridge all of these questions
| would ask our panelists to, of course you can comment on each other’s remarks as well, but | would also
ask you to answer these questions and a broader question: in the future, should NATO in its changing role
act beyond the scope that it has acted so far? We know, for example, that NATO intervened in former
Yugoslavia outside these borders, but should we be prepared for NATO to act in situations when, let’s say,
a terrorist attack comes from an Asian country? Should NATO be prepared to intervene in such country, to
go outside Europe? So these are my questions. There will be more, but now let's start again with Mr.
Sedivy

Jifi SEDIVY

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. To the notion of paneuropean collective security system NATO is
actually now becoming something like that by means of its robust enlargement it is going to cover the
majority of European states. And by means of its functions it has already provided a number of collective
security functions both in terms of setting conditions for the future members: that we should put in order our
houses in terms of protection of minorities, military relations and democratic control of our military, that the
states that want to get in NATO must settle their issues with their neighbours etc. This really has had an
immense impact on the improvement of democracy and on the stabilization of the region. There was a
debate on new dividing lines before the first enlargement. The reality is that the first enlargement was
accompanied by intensification of relations with those that were left out and the same is going on now.
Look at the NATO-Russia Council, which is step further and we will see, it's now upon Russia, how Russia
will use that. Concerning humanitarian intervention doctrine there is nothing like that explicitly in
Washington’s materials or communiqué on one hand, on the other hand NATO is regional organization
according to the chapter 8, | guess, of the United Nations and according to this NATO can be asked
actually to act in the situations that are threatening an international peace and therefore the potential of its
global activity is here. But what is most important to keep in mind is that NATO is now more of a collective
security with its traditional collective defense core preserved.

Jifi PEHE
Thank you, Mr. Uhl.

Petr UHL

Ano, o tom se Spatné hovofi, protoZe ve sporu je vize, pfedstava o jednoté svéta, kterou by neméla
narusovat ani evropska integrace a realita svéta, ktery je rozdélen na urcité sféry zajmu - mozna tak, jak o
tom hovofil pan Slacalek, i kdyz nejenom on. Ja osobné se domnivam, Ze vyjdeme-li z reality, existuje
Evropsk& unie a vedle ni existuje nikoliv zcela totozna, ale zhruba odpovidajici zapadoevropska unie jako
vojenské seskupeni nékterych evropskych statll. A ja se domnivam se, Ze tato zapadoevropska unie by se
meéla transformovat ve vojenskou silu Evropské unie s tim, Ze by Unie spolupracovala jak s USA v ramci
transformujiciho se Severoatlantického paktu NATO, tak i s Ruskem. Postupné by tedy tato kolektivni
bezpecnost evropska ve spolupraci s USA a Ruskem méla prevazit roli NATO. Co se ty¢e demokratickych
a nedemokratickych statli, povazuji Turecko pfes velmi tvrdé poruSovani lidskych prav za stat



demokraticky, i kdyz 10% volebni klauzule mé zveda ze zidle. Povazuji vSechny balkanské staty za staty
demokratické (nemam zadné zpravy z Albanie, proto ji ponechavam stranou) stejné jako Rusko a Ukrajinu.
Jediny stat v Evropé, kde mam vazné pochyby o tom, zda zbytky demokracie nebyly zcela potlaceny
diktaturou je Bélorusko. Domnivam se, Zze Evropa zvladne i nedemokratické diktatorské Bélorusko a ze
pomuze jinym statim balkanskym a evropskym, kde se demokracie teprve rozviji a kde dochazi k vétsSimu
porusovani lidskych prav nez v Ceské republice nebo ve Francii (ale i tam k nému dochazi, neméli bychom
se tedy vydélovat). To, co Fikal pan Pehe na mé pusobilo velmi nepfijemné jako uznani toho, ze tady prece
jen je néjaka zelezna opona mezi demokracii a nedemokracii a my to jen konstatujeme a musime se
branit. Tak to prosté neni. Namitky na adresu USA byly nékdy nespravedlivé a mazeme o nich diskutovat.
Pfesto nikdo nepochybuje, mozna ani pan Slacalek - ta zavére€na slova o tom svédcila - ze USA jsou
demokratickou zemi, i pfesto jak si poCinaly napf. v Sudanu nebo v Somalsku. Neni to tak, ze USA chtégji
USA monopolizovaly tento boj. Cili ten, kdo se dere kupfedu, aby také kolektivn& proti terorismu pasobil, je
podle mého nazoru pritel demokracie a nasi civilizace a USA v tom bohuzel hraji negativni roli tim, Ze tento
boj monopolizuji. Podle mého nézoru je tu v prvni fadé Rada bezpecnosti, ktera je systematicky obchazena
pravé USA. Jeji roli proto musime posilit ve spolupraci s NATO a EU a jeji ¢lenové v ramci NATO musi
dosahnout urcité zmény mocenského postaveni o rozhodovani a pouzivani této vojenské sily proti tém
tfem nebezpecim, ktera je uznavam. Bélorusko zvladneme, pane Pehe.

Jifi PEHE

Ja doufam. Pozdéji se mUzeme vratit k otazce, o kterou jste zavadil, a sice k roli USA. Moje otazka je, zdali
bychom tu Vasi otazku nemohli obratit a zeptat se, zda-li to, ze Evropa nema svoiji vlastni obranu, neni do
té miry zasluhou hegemonie a jakéhosi tlaku USA, ale neochotou Evropy investovat do své vlastni obrany.
Myslim, ze tuto otazku bychom si méli také zodpovédét. Ja osobné jsem velmi skepticky k tomu, ze bude
kdy vytvorena ze zapadoevropské unie nova evropska obranna aliance.

Nyni pozadam Chrise Donnellyho. Please, Mr. Donnelly.

Chris DONNELLY

| would just like to pick up two points, as | listened to the commentary. Firstly, it's important to think of
NATO as a tool of its members and not to overestimate what NATO is or what it can do. And to understand
that it was a tool designed for a specific function at the time of the cold war and that now the requirements
changed and therefore the member nations have to amend the tool to amend NATO so it fulfills the new
function that they want. And we are in the process of that change. The second point | would like to pick up
on chairman’s last statement that NATO is a collective agency. If the evolution of the world and the
collapse of the Soviet Union’s super power has left the USA as the only super power and when there is a
gap between US military and defense capabilities and European capabilities then it is ludicrous to blame
that on the USA. If there is a security gap, if there is a gap between capabilities, and if Europe hasn’t got
the capabilities then it is Europe’s fault, it's our fault for not investing in capability because we are perfectly
able to do so in Europe if we wish. And that leads me on the third point raised by another of the panelists.
One of the issues for the future is: will European identity as it develops develop in convergence with or in
conflict with the USA and that is a key issue. At the moment NATO is the only organization, which brings
together, in the security arena, Europe and the USA on equal bases to prevent the arising of differences of
opinion into conflict. That is the prime function of NATO. Finally, few issues: the first issue is not to confuse
what NATO is and does and what its members are and do. NATO does not control its members; it has, if
you like, a cultural influence. It provides a forum to the members to influence one another, but in doesn’t
come straight to a nation, it does not tell to the USA or the Czech Republic or Turkey and any other country
how to run its own affairs. It has an influence, it has a collectivizing influence, but that is all. And to say that
it in some ways supported Chile or Indonesia — again, | would categorically state that this is not and has not
been the case. Can NATO deal with these new security threats as the chairman asked? The answer is it
cannot. Most certainly, it cannot adequately deal with all of them. It is a tool, which will only be usable for
certain elements of the security problem. It cannot be the only show in town. We have to develop other
tools including with the EU including with the US and OSCE which deals with the security environment.
NATO, just as it is not perfect is also most super powerful.

Thank you.

Jifi PEHE
Thank you. Mr. Ransdorf.

Miloslav RANSDORF

There are two key issues: The future of NATO and the enlargement of NATO, which will be discussed now
at the forthcoming Prague summit. First, to the future of NATO. | can mention a parallel from the world
literature, a famous novel by Robert Mussele “I!l Der....". In this novel one group formed a society for the
celebration of the 7th anniversary of the peaceful rule of the emperor Franz Josef and they looked for a



new idea for Austria, for the monarchy. The war began so the peaceful rule was over and the emperor died.
However, the society worked for further times.

The situation now is relevant to this. After the end of a cold war, NATO is looking in vain for a new identity.
It was a very good tool for the time of the cold war. It functioned very effectively, but now the
representatives of NATO are looking in vain for a new identity because new threats and challenges require
other responses, other answers, other options and solutions.

As to the enlargement of NATO, | can mention another parallel from literature. A Czech writer Karel Capek
wrote a brilliant collection of stories and in one story the physicist Archimedes is speaking with Roman
soldiers. They say that it is urgent for the Romans to have broader frontiers, broader boarders, new
boarders, larger boarders, new areas, new territories and Archimedes says: “I do not deal with the politics,
but | know as a physicist that strength is being bound, these boarders are beyond your possibilities,” and |
mean that new and new commitments can lead to a situation which will not be transparent and
manageable. And to the threats of terrorism, many times terrorism appears in the countries where broader
strata of population are losing soil under their feet. For example Indonesia: Indonesia was famous for
having very tolerant Islam. It has been imported by merchants not by warriors. After the collapse of
Indonesian economy, after the decay of middle strata when local currency lost 80% of its value, Islam
became militant. And new militant groups emerged at this time. Therefore it is necessary to stabilise these
societies to deprive terrorists also the possibility to use symbolic capital, moral legitimisation and it is
necessary to promote rationalisation potential in these societies. In Islamic countries there is great social
critical potential, but | cannot mention any economic doctrine which has been created in these countries.
And economic rationality is very important for the present world.

Thank you.

Jifi PEHE
Thank you. John Shattuck, please.

John SHATTUCK

Well, | thing | escaped the first round of your withering question, Jifi Pehe, but | won’t pass; | will take
advantage of being given the floor again. Let me get one point at the outset. | am here, of course,
representing myself; | am not representing any particular organization or government. So | hope whatever |
say is treated in that spirit. On the other hand | do represent the USA as well. My personal views on the
subject of NATO are strong. Let me make a few very quick points.

First, on the question of working with countries that are not completely democratic of which there are
certainly several in the context of NATO, as several panelists have pointed out. Indeed, developing strong
relations amongst countries to defend against the threats that I've outlined and that other panelists seem to
agree with, clearly, that is something that needs to be done whether formally, in the context of NATO or
somewhat more informally, or in new ways as being done at the moment between NATO and Russia.
Clearly, that does need to occur and needs to occur on a regular basis and not simply in a military security
fashion, but it needs to occur in this very complicated unstable world. Democratic and non-democratic
countries need to work together wherever they possibly can, so | have no question if that is something that
should occur.

Secondly, let me make a caution, however, in the case of the collaboration with non-democratic countries
on the subject of terrorism. Here | think there are dangers and there are also necessities and certainly one
has to find alliances around the world to be able to deal with the threats of terrorism. But | think there is the
danger from time to time in striking alliances with authoritarian regimes which may choose to define
terrorism broadly and to include within that definition those who are in fact fighting for freedom within their
own countries. There is a potential danger that that kind of alliance can encourage an authoritarian regimes
in to crack down even more strongly on those who are trying to exercise their human rights within those
countries. As | say, this is something that is a challenge right now because there has to be some degree of
interaction between democratic and non-demaocratic countries. But we need to be very cautious of the
dangers that lie in working with authoritarian regimes in “cracking down on terrorism.”

A third, on the question of US-European relations and particularly in the context of security, | agree with
Chris Donnelly who said that NATO is in fact the framework, and | think Mr. éédivy said this as well, for
addressing whatever conflict there may be and it's a good framework and it is a framework that needs to be
strengthened in that regard. One would be concerned about the further development of potential conflict,
particularly as Europe perhaps chooses to go its own way and not develop a security capacity that is
sufficient to be able to address the threats that are going on. And in that sense | do think it is absurd to say
that the USA is somehow responsible for an unwillingness of some European governments to invest in
those kinds of security measures. And then finally, can NATO deal with security threats alone? The answer
is: clearly not and nor these threats need to be addressed entirely within a military framework. They need to
be addressed in a much broader diplomatic framework; they need to be addressed by foreign assistance,
they need to be addressed by finding ways of expressing common cause with reformers in countries like
Indonesia, for example, who are trying to bring about change within their own countries and that is not a



military matter, it is a matter of expressing solidarity with those who are trying to pursue democratic means.
So NATO is by no means the only or even perhaps the principle mechanism for addressing the security
threats we have in the world, but it is a very important one and it is one that needs to be strengthened in
the ways that we have been talking about. Thank you.

Jifi PEHE
Thank you. Pan Slacalek.

Ondrej SLACALEK

Ja bych si na Gvod dovolil zareagovat na tu vytku, kterd nevim jestli vznikla nepochopenim nebo chybou v
pfekladu. Neobvifioval jsem NATO jako organizaci, ktera podporovala Indonésii nebo Chile, pouze jsem
prohlasil, Ze ¢lensky stat NATO, tedy USA, Suhartovu Indonésii a Pinochetovo Chile podporovaly, coz je
fakt. Hovofi se zde o boji proti terorismu a mam dojem, Ze rozdil mezi mnou a v podstaté asi vSemi
ostatnimi panelisty je, Ze oni tento boj proti terorismu berou vazné. Berete jej jako fakt, jako dlivod k valce.
Mym osobnim nazorem je, Ze je z velké Easti spiSe nez skutecnym divodem zaminkou. Zaminkou, ktera je
nyni pouzivana k upevnéni hegemonie jak bloku zapadnich statd, tak USA v jejich ramci. Samoziejmé, ze
tady hrozba terorismu existuje. Je ale v ramci valky proti terorismu fe$ena? Velka ¢ast atentatnikd na
Svétové obchodni centrum pochazela ze Saudské Arabie. Ze stejné zemé, z mistniho milionafského
prostfedi pochazi i udajny a patrné i pravy inspirator tohoto Utoku Usédma bin Ladin. Tento stat je
absolutistickd monarchie a s n&jakymi lidskymi pravy bychom tam asi pfili§ nepofidili. Pfesto, dopadly na
Saudskou Arabii néjaké sankce v ramci boje proti terorismu? Byla jakkoliv postizena? Kdyz to srovhame s
Irakem, jehoz GcCast na téchto utocich se hledaly velice Spatné a pokud vim, tak se jednoznacné diikazy
nenasly, a ktery stale ¢eli embargu, jez mélo rozsahlé nasledky na lidskych Zivotech. MiZeme uvést dalsi
priklad. Mluvilo se tu o humanitarnich intervencich a jako jejich prototyp bylo uvadéno Kosovo. V Kosovu
ale byla podpofena Kosovska osvobozenecka armada, coz je teroristicka organizace financovana z
prodeje drog. Jak vazné se tedy bere valka proti terorismu? Nebere se velmi selektivné? Jesté mne velmi
zaujala jedna véc. Pfevazné z levicovych fad tu padala slova o civilizaci, slova o povinnostech nasi
civilizace a padla tu velmi zajimava véta, Ze na bitevnich polich Jugoslavie skoncila postmoderna.
Neskoncila ale ona pro velkou ¢ast svéta jesté dfive nez zacala? Neskondcila v etnickych konfliktech v
Africe davno pfed Jugoslavii? Za¢inam se obavat, ze skute¢né podléhame tomu evropocentrickému nebo
euroatlantskocentrickému vidéni svéta a domnivam se, Ze to je velmi nezdravé a pfesné to, jak mozna
chtéji propagatofi NATO, abychom vidéli svét. Ja jej ale tak vidét odmitam a domnivam se, Ze mam blize
afghanskému rolnikovi, jemuz padaly na hlavu bomby nez tém, ktefi vydali pfikaz k tomu, aby mu ty bomby
na hlavu padaly. Dékuji za pozornost.

Jifi PEHE

Dékuiji. Ja bych jen pfipomnél, ze kdybych byl afghanskym rolnikem, tak by pro mé tyto bomby byly
stejnym nebezpedim jako napfiklad Taliban, pokud bych s nim ndhodou nesouhlasil. K tomu se ale
muzeme vratit.

I would like to open the panel to discussion, so if you feel sort of need to react to some of the things that
have been said, please do so and in the last half an hour maybe we should also go back to the question
asked before, which is whether NATO can legitimately act outside its borders. Whether this is legitimate
and if yes, what is the role of Russia in all of that? Is it something that is a good thing or is it going to dilute
NATO? Maybe we can start with Petr Uhl.

Petr UHL

Ja bych chtél fici, Zze NATO, pokud operuje mimo své hranice, tak by to mélo byt zasadné a vyhradné na
zakladé rezoluce Rady bezpecnosti OSN. Jakékoliv operovani mimo tento mandat je narusenim svétového
systému bezpecnosti a proti tomu bychom se méli zasadné stavét. Pokud se tyka Ruska, ja se domnivam,
Ze kooperace je nezbytné nutna a tato ruska paralela mé napadla, kdyz mluvil pan Sla¢alek. Samoziejmée,
Ze je pravda, Ze se boje proti terorismu zneuziva pro posileni vlastni hegemonie, Ze to délaji USA, s tim s
Vami naprosto souhlasim. Vyznat se tedy v tom klubku mocenskych zajmu je velmi obtizné. To nas
samoziejmé nezbavuje povinnosti udélat vSechno proti terorismu a to v€etné vojenskych operaci. Ja bych
to uvedl na druhou stranu. Samozfejmé, ze Putinova vlada v Rusku zneuziva boje proti CeCenskym
teroristim pro upevnéni své moci, pro upevnéni viady pevné ruky, pro potlacovani lidskych prav v
samotném Rusku a Ze vznikaji xenofobni nalady vi¢i Kavkazanim na moskevskych ulicich. Samozrejmé,
Ze toho Rusko vyuziva, aby diskreditovalo onu ideu, Zze Cedensko by snad mohlo byt nezavislé, pokud by
si to CeCensky lid pral. To ale neznamena, Zze budeme zavirat o€i pfed zlo€innym a banditskym systémem,
ktery nastolili ti, které svét, Evropa a Ceska republika zvlasté povaZuje za jakousi politickou reprezentaci.
Tento systém byl zlo€inny stejné jako UCK a je tfeba proti nému bojovat silou a jednat je tfeba s témi, ktefi
se terorismu nedopoustéji. Vim, Ze ta situace je komplikovana, ale i Rusko zneuziva boje proti terorismu,
ktery v Cedensku opravdu je, je tam od roku 1990-91, bez ohledu na to, Ze kazdy narod, kazda ¢ast zemé
ma pravo na odtrzeni a na samostatnost. Tohoto boje je zkratka zneuzivano, ale to neznamena, ze se



pfidame na jednu nebo na druhou stranu. Na jakou stranu jsme se pfidali v konfliktech ve Rwandé a
Burundi? Samoziejmeé, ze jsme byli vzdy proti t&m, ktefi nejvice porusovali lidska prava, ktefi se dopoustéli
masovych vrazd atd. To ale neznamena, ze bychom méli podporovat hegemonii USA nebo putinovské
tendence pfitvrzeni rezimu.

Jifi PEHE
Dé&kuji, myslim, Ze je to slovo do diskuze, i kdyZ je to trochu stranou nageho tématu. Jiti S&divy se hlasil.

Jifi SEDIVY

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a bit ironic, | would say, that Mr. Uhl uses very similar legalistic arguments
that the communist authorities were using when he was in prison and when there were attempts at
intervening into the internal affairs of the communist regime from several western governments. And now
you are calling for very strict adherence to those concepts like a state of non-intervention. It is not true that
the USA has been systematically bypassing the Security Council of the UN. And the very recent
development just disproves what you said. Now, you’ve got here unanimously supported resolution on Iraqg.
And concerning the whole issue of the legality of interventions: NATO did just one humanitarian
intervention, which was Kosovo and there was very large legalistic debate about it. The former
Ambassador Shattuck definitely knows a lot about that and it is by no means resolved or decided though
you’'ve got a number of indirect pre and ex post legalizations or steps that actually legalized, not directly in
terms of giving mandate, the NATO action. | would agree that using UCK as a ground force was a deep
mistake, but this was given by the situation within NATO by its refusal to use own ground force. | would like
to quote from Kofi Annan’s excellent speech in 1999 to the concept of sovereignty when he actually
compared the state sovereignty and the individual sovereignty concept defined in terms of human rights.
He said to those for whom the greatest threat to the future of the international order is the use of force in
the absence of the Security Council mandate. In the context of Rwanda: “If in those dark days and hours
leading to the genocide a coalition of states has been prepared to act in defense of the Tutsi population,
but did not received prompt Council’s authorization, should such coalition have stood aside and allow the
horror to unfold?” And | think that we are really in the middle of a debate and the principle of that debate is
a tension between legitimacy and legality. The concept of humanitarian intervention is not a part of the
international law. But | believe that it is a matter of perhaps 10 to 20 years when it will be introduced and
when there will be clear criteria for humanitarian intervention adopted by the international community. And
recognizing the character of the wars in 1990’s when about 8 million people were killed, 90% of them were
civilians and in 90-95% it was internal conflicts, we must deal with this issue and we also must transform
the whole legal system that was established after WW?2 for very different conditions and with very different
visions of the future. Thank you.

Jifi PEHE
Thank you, two panelists are raising their hands Mr. Ransdorf and Mr. Shattuck.

Miloslav RANSDORF

| would agree with Mr. Sedivy that the issue of legitimacy is the key issue of the international policy now
and not only in case of national states, but also on the international level. For example, should we take
seriously the claims of the American policy that their agenda No.1 are human rights when the USA does
refuse the Roman Protocol and the International Criminal Court? Should we take their claim seriously? |
can understand some legal criticisms, but it cannot correspond to the general position of the USA in this
key issue of human rights. Secondly, | would say that this humanitarian intervention led to double or
multiple standards and double and multiple standards are confusing the international political scene. It
leads to lack of transparency and to possible mistakes and conflagrations. For example, lack of
transparency led to the war in the Middle East in 1967; this war was not wished by all participants but all
states finally got involved in this conflict. Thirdly, the problem of dependence. Many European states are
criticizing the USA that they are dependent on the world power, but the problem is that we are now to do
not only with dependence, but also with interdependence. Many times we depend on local nationalisms, in
the case of the Balkan wars, for example. And there was also dependence on local nationalisms which led
great European powers to conflagration in 1914, to the conflict which was not expected in its extent, in its
depth and in its consequences. So please, take into account these questions of interdependence as well
and the risk that this type of policy can lead the whole world into an abyss, by the lack of transparency, by
the fact that this political environment may not be transparent and manageable.

Jifi PEHE
Thank you. Mr. Shattuck and Chris Donnelly.

John SHATTUCK
I would start from the basic proposition that intervention need not be of military nature. This is a



multidimensional issue involving what we have seen systematically since 1989 and the world, | would
argue, has failed to deal with since the change in the nature of world relations. And again we have seen
conflagrations against civilians. Massive numbers of civilians cut down, raped, systematically killed by
those who are actively trying to pursue their own political agendas for cynical reasons and fanning the
flames of religious and ethnic and racial divides. Most powerfully we’'ve seen it in Rwanda. And let me say
very clearly that we all failed, the USA, NATO, the African countries, there was no support for addressing
that humanitarian crisis and we must find a framework for being able to deal with that again. In the case of
the former Yugoslavia | think there was failure for several years until finally the part of NATO engaged in
that matter and stopped that systematic slaughter. How do we go about addressing these questions? |
think there is a number of strategies of which military intervention is only a small part and even when
military intervention is considered it needs to be considered very carefully. At first we need a better system
of early warning, of ways of engaging and we’ve talked earlier on this panel about engaging with countries
that are not democratic, and finding refugee crisis that begin to develop or severe repression that is
occurring in a country. And the world as a whole, not just any individual country like the USA to be sure,
need to begin to address these diplomatic and other means before they get out of control. In the case of
Yugoslavia it was a severe mistake, in my view, for European countries and then the USA to recognize a
number of the breakaway states in Yugoslavia and for those countries to fail to give signals to Milosevi¢
and Tudjman that there were going to be severe consequences if they pursued their ethic purge and
genocidal regimes. Those kinds of early warning should have taken place. When early warning fails there
needs to be a consideration of intervention, but very carefully, there need to be criteria for when
intervention is considered. Certainly, the existence of genocide or crimes against humanity is the threshold
consideration, but even beyond that we need to look to see whether there is regional destabilization,
whether the countries in the region are themselves willing to participate in that kind of humanitarian
intervention and finally we need to assure ourselves that the intervention itself will not lead to a wider war
and that the means used are consistent with the aims trying to save lives and are not simply broader
military means that may result in a greater loss of lives. And beyond intervention we need mechanisms of
justice and here | would agree with those who would argue that the USA has made a mistake in not joining
the International Criminal Court. | personally have long advocated USA membership in that organization, |
think the ICC is a flared instrument, and the USA and other countries should work within that framework to
try to improve it. If there is no justice when you have had genocide then you are going to continue to have
spiraling crimes, you'll have retributions; if those who started the process are not stopped the danger is that
the conflict will continue.

That is why justice is so important, that is why the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia
and for Rwanda are so important in The Hague. There also needs to be a forthcoming strategy, means and
ways of the international community coming together to assist countries that have collapsed as in the case
of Bosnia or in the case of Afghanistan or any country, which is a failed state. Nation building is an
international responsibility and the EU, the USA and other various regional organizations can very actively
participate in that and are doing so, | think, in many instances today. That is a very important part of this, it
is not a military aspect of humanitarian intervention, but it is a crucial part.

Finally | would put forth the proposition that the international community needs to find ways and means of
addressing repression and some references made earlier to Saudi Arabia. | would agree that Saudi Arabia
certainly needs to find ways of changing some of the very repressive mechanisms that are working in that
country and friendly countries working with Saudi Arabia need to find ways of helping in that regard
because repression is in many cases the way in which terrorism and failed states can occur. So these are a
variety of mechanisms that need to be considered. They are not just military nature and they are not just
NATO nature. And one final point | would make about Kosovo and the question of genocide and acting
outside of the UN Security Council. As | said earlier, there is a convention which some one hundred
countries in the world have signed, the convention to prevent and punish the crime of genocide, and that
convention obligates those countries that have signed it to take steps not only to punish, but also to prevent
acts of genocide. And it is under that convention when the UN Security Council is unable to agree as to an
intervention, then I think the intervention in Rwanda should have been completely authorized and
unfortunately was not, and | argue should have been very much. Thank you.

Miloslav RANSDORF
Mr. Shattuck, when is the USA going to sign the International Convention against Torture?

John SHATTUCK
The USA has signed the International Convention against Torture and it has also been ratified.

Chris DONNELLY

One or two comments on what has gone before. Firstly, | think we have to recognize that the international
system such as it is is not perfect, it is not without fault. And we should also recognize it in the real world.
States often face the choice of the less of two evils. And it is easy with them to hindsight the level of



criticism. But it is often much more difficult at the time to decide what is the right thing to do. We often and
will in the future often face the dilemma: do we stand back or do we intervene and which of the two evils is
the lesser one and do we have the capability to do anything? May | remind you of the quotation which is
from the late 18th century that “for evil to flourish it only requires that good men do nothing”. For that |
would firstly say that it is perhaps the motto for the future. Second point. Yes, terrorism is a symptom not
the cause and the cause is poverty, lack of democracy and so on. These created bases for terrorism. Yes,
we do need to help these societies, this is a new world, security is no longer just an issue for the military
diplomacy, it brings in agencies for international development and so on. Let us work and try to resolve the
problems before they come to us. That is in no way in contradiction to the idea that we should also maintain
defense and security shields to protect our societies against people such as terrorists. The two are now two
pieces of the same part, part and part of a new security. Third point. There is an idea that NATO is looking
for a new job, NATO is looking for something to do to keep it in business. This is, believe me, not so. At the
December 1999 summit the member nations decided to keep NATO going after the end of the cold war
simply because of its capacity to provide a mechanism to resolve conflicts between the members and that
is one of the main functions. And the problem since than has been that the member nations have kept
giving NATO tasks to do in the changing security environment for which NATO was not originally designed
and for which NATO has now to try to develop the capability. Our problem is not finding new job for NATO,
our problem is providing NATO, evolving NATO to do all the jobs that now need to be done, for which there
are no other international institutions capable of doing.

Jifi PEHE

Thank you. Well, | think that one of the arguments that | heard before was basically that NATO is an
alliance that was created to protect states and therefore it will find it very difficult to deal with these new
challenges. Maybe you can come back to it later or if you want to answer it now.

Chris DONNELLY

Indeed, NATO is an organization which was designed to protect states 50 years ago and the fact is that
NATO has to evolve to meet the new challenges. This is not criticism of the organization or the states that
keep it being, this is just the essence of the world we live in.

Miloslav RANSDORF
Before the founding of NATO there were three tasks for NATO: to keep Russia out of Europe, to keep US
in Europe and to keep Germans down. It was the first formulation of the task for NATO.

Chris DONNELLY
Yes, but it is not a current task.

Ondiej SLACALEK

Ja bych chtél zareagovat na to, co fikal pan Uhl. J& s nim naprosto souhlasim, Ze proti terorismu je nutno
vystupovat a to tfeba i nasilim, tfeba i ozbrojenou silou. OvSem ani ja ani pan Uhl nejsme v pozici lidi, ktefi
by rozhodovali o tom jak bude tato vojenska sila pouzita. Mame proto v nasi pozici podporovat vojenské
zasahy statu u nichz jsme mnohokrat v minulosti vidéli, Ze dany problém spiSe akceleruji nez jej fesi a to
navic s velmi citelnymi ,vedlejSimi“ ztratami na Zivotech a ekologickymi a dalSimi dopady? Domnivam se
proto, ze uloze obycejnych lidi, fadovych ob&anu spiSe odpovida to, Ze budou kritizovat zlo€iny své vlastni
vlady a ne ji podporovat v téch &i onéch aktivitach. Kritizovat zlo€iny jejich oficialnich nepfatel sice
muzeme, ale zda se mi to ponékud laciné. Dale bych si dovolil zareagovat na to co fekl pan Shattuck.
Nechci ho néjak napadat, ale na druhou stranu se mi zdalo, Ze tim, co fikal o Saudské Arabii zde predved|
nazornou ukazku toho dvojiho metru, o kterém jsme zde také hovofili. Kdyz mluvil o Saudské Arabii,
pouzival takové pojmy jako pomoc pratelskych statd pfi feSeni problému s lidskymi pravy. Divim se tady,
Ze se podobné pratelské staty nenasly v pfipadé Iraku, Afghanistanu apod. DalSi véc, ktera se mi zda
vhodna do diskuze je ureni definice terorismu. Musim se pfiznat, Ze jsem se po relevantni definici dosti
pidil a vlastné jedina, ktera mé napadla byla, Ze terorismus je pouziti nasili, které ten, kdo je oznacuje za
terorismus nepoklada za legitimni. Proto bych se rad zeptal kolegll panelistd jaky na to maji nazor oni.
Dékuiji.

Jifi PEHE
I think that John Shattuck could probably answer these questions.

John SHATTUCK

Saudi Arabia needs to reform. We certainly hope that Iraq will reform. Iraq is being given an opportunity to
do that right now. And Saudi Arabia issue, the Egyptian issue, the issue indeed worldwide is how those
who are engaged in the struggle for reform within their own countries can best be supported from the



outside. | think this is not a question of double standards. I think in the case of Saudi Arabia that probably is
very difficult. | can assure you as an Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights who worked on the
issue globally, Saudi Arabia was certainly not the most malleable when it came to human rights. But the
world needs to find way of addressing these questions and it needs to find them urgently. The UN Security
Council is one such mechanism. There is no question about it and probably the most important
mechanism. It is now being implemented very clearly and | would hope effectively in the case of Iraq.

Jifi SEDIVY

Thank you. On the question of double standard, indeed it is quite relevant and it is quite legitimate
argument, but | think it was Karl Marx who said that we try to shape our histories in our lives and we cannot
be successful to do it completely because we live in conditions that are not of our choice. So we are sort of
being burdened by the past. Just pointing to what the USA did 20 years ago and whoever did 50 years ago
and 300 years ago etc. leads us nowhere. We are here with certain problems and just being in a circle of
mutual recrimination and invoking the past leads us nowhere. Concerning the choices we should intervene
everywhere, ideally, because there are universal norms and values. But we cannot do that because we
don’t have means etc. The other option various realists suggest is, that if we cannot do and act everywhere
and anytime, we should do nothing. This is also impossible, therefore we must be selective, because we’ve
got selective interests, limited means and therefore we will always be accused of double standard. That is
inevitable, but it is better than doing nothing or pointing to the past and passing crimes etc.

Jifi PEHE
Thank you, | think we have to finish now and have a brake. After the break all of you in the audience are
welcome to participate in our debate.



