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Preface

This policy paper focuses on the role of parliamentarians in Europe as a stake-
holder group. The paper seeks to evaluate the positive contribution that parlia-
mentarians make today (and there are many examples from which to choose),
and suggests ways to improve the impact and effectiveness of their work.

This should not be interpreted to mean that institutions are not important.
None of the complex and interconnected problems currently on the agenda of
European decision makers can be solved quickly or easily. Sustaining engagement
over the period needed to make significant change is not possible without insti-
tutional capacity. While ‘coalitions of the willing’ can provide momentum and
initiate actions, they lack staying power. As political priorities change, and
attention moves elsewhere, informal initiatives cannot be sustained, and unless
resources are embedded in more permanent structures they shift to other
priorities.

The dense web of laws, institutions, instruments and capacities developed over
decades failed to prevent major armed conflict breaking out in Ukraine in 2014,
and there is an obvious need to enhance effectiveness of all parts of the European
security system. Effectiveness might be based on statutory powers and legal
authority, but the appetite for major institutional reform initiatives in present
conditions is very low.

Institutions can best increase their effectiveness by being catalysts for change,
whether through multilateral normative action—what John Ruggie, the former
United Nation’s Special Representative for Business and Human Rights, once
called principles that specify appropriate conduct for a class of actions—or
through projects and initiatives that bring together diverse resources to address
issues of great current concern. This paper focuses first and foremost on the
second approach that could, if successful, feed back into new interpretations of
existing European security norms and principles (which remain fundamentally
sound).

In preparing this project, STPRI would like to acknowledge the invaluable sup-
port of different kinds.

The project would not have been possible without the generous financial
support of the Swedish Parliament, and the personal engagement of key parlia-
mentarians—in particular Swedish representatives to the Organization for Secur-
ity and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) Parliamentary Assembly, Kent Hirstedt,
Walburga Habsburg Douglas and Margareta Cederfelt.

The Swiss Chairmanship was extremely helpful in facilitating a range of con-
tacts in Vienna and elsewhere across the different parts of the OSCE. SIPRI
would particularly like to thank Ambassador Fred Tanner for opening a number
of important pathways, and thanks are also due to many OSCE officers who were
generous with their time.
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With great patience and considerable diplomatic skill, Maria Chepurina of the
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly Secretariat played an essential role in helping to
convene two meetings in Stockholm to discuss issues of relevance to the paper.

Members of the OSCE Network of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions
facilitated participation in several meetings in Vienna, as well as engaging SIPRI
in projects that were beneficial to the preparation of the paper. SIPRI would
particularly like to thank network partners Wolfgang Zellner, Frank Evers and
Kari Mottola.

SIPRI Governing Board member Wolfgang Ischinger was instrumental in
helping to convene a meeting on the sidelines of the Munich Security Conference
to discuss issues of direct relevance to the paper.

Last, but not least, the contributions of SIPRI staff and Distinguished Associate
Fellows (Goran Lennmarker, Lars-Erik Lundin and Tarja Cronberg) were decisive
in framing issues and developing the thinking behind the paper.

While all of those mentioned above made positive and constructive contri-
butions, full responsibility for the content of the paper—including its flaws and
weaknesses—rests with the author.

Dr Ian Anthony

Programme Director
European Security Programme
Stockholm, December 2015



Summary

At the end of the first quarter of 2015, the conflict in Ukraine, in the heart of
Europe, was responsible for the deaths of over 6000 people and had forced more
than a million people from their homes. Few believe that the conflict has been
contained. There are signs that the demilitarization of European politics
(previously seen as a major achievement) is increasingly seen as a mistake that
should be at least partly reversed. Citizens were murdered in terrorist attacks in
Belgium, Denmark and France, and the linked, politically motivated attacks
raised fears of a campaign of violence, rather than isolated attacks by individuals.
Violent manifestations of prejudice and intolerance remain a pervasive problem
across Europe.

The web of legal conventions, political agreements, institutions and instru-
ments in place in Europe could not prevent any of the above events, which
underlined that Europe is still very far from achieving a security system worth
the name. This is not a reason to abandon the cooperative approach to security,
since a more convincing model has not yet been presented. Instead, it is
necessary to think about how to build the acquis of agreement on how to cope
with current threats, along with the capacities needed to implement it.

The understanding of how security is built in Europe has changed funda-
mentally in a world where commerce, communications, finance and human
mobility are increasingly integrated and internationalized. Nevertheless, states
are introducing intrusive, tighter and more restrictive controls, some of which
challenge the current understanding of how to protect and promote human
rights and civil liberties. Parties and groups that advocate reducing openness,
reversing integration and re-imposing national controls of different kinds have
gained political support.

The necessary reassessment of European security cannot be limited to inter-
governmental consultation. State authorities, historically seen as ‘security pro-
viders’, are one actor among many now that security challenges require a more
complex response that goes beyond the use of executive powers of the state, and
the forces and resources under their direct control. Security building has to be a
common and shared endeavour, and parliamentarians will be expected to play
their part in a new phase of building security in, and for, Europe—and to play that
part more effectively. What is expected from parliamentarians?

*  To make their voices heard in the debate and discussion over what Euro-
pean security means in current conditions and how it can be achieved.

*  To carry out their traditional tasks of legislation, resource allocation and
budget preparation, oversight and accountability in security-related
fields—all of which will become more important in the coming years.

*  To make a constructive contribution in security-related issue areas based
on specific, and probably unique, parliamentary skills and capacities.
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This policy paper pinpoints parliamentary capacities, identifies useful instru-
ments, and recommends approaches and actions for consideration. The paper
presents brief case studies that illustrate the powerful influence that parlia-
mentarians can exert. The cases are intended to be indicative, and not in any
sense comprehensive. However, they do bring out some of the key elements that
contribute to the impact of actions by parliamentarians.

Key capacities of parliamentarians:

e Statutory powers within national constitutional systems;
* Influence over resource allocations;

* Local, national, regional and international networks;

e Direct contact with citizens; and

*  Communication and media skills.

Key instruments available to parliamentarians:

* Convening power;

* Intellectual leadership;

*  Mobilizing resources; and

* Investigations and monitoring.

Recommendations to increase impact and effectiveness:

*  Take a problem-solving approach; do not emphasize institution-building.
Effective action is the most convincing way to increase influence;

*  Share ownership of good ideas; emphasize the inclusive use of the
available instruments;

* Highlight, publicize and promote cases where parliamentarians have
made a powerful impact on problems of current concern. There are
many such cases, but too little is known about them; and

*  Use existing frameworks and integrate available instruments; there are
already many networks and institutions, and more are not needed.

Three specific proposals

Three specific projects are proposed, because they have both a value per se and
would be instrumental in further developing high-impact parliamentary contri-
butions to building cooperative security in, and for, Europe.

The proposals are deliberately generic, rather than proposed as projects to be
taken forward by an identified parliamentary body. Many parliamentary frame-
works could promote the projects, but they need not be ‘owned’ by any single
institution. A more appropriate and future-oriented approach is to see them as
broad and inclusive activities, in which many different kinds of participants could
find arole.

The approach rests on the proposition that in current circumstances it is better
to avoid efforts that seek comprehensive solutions to the very complex web of
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problems that Europe faces. More is likely to be accomplished by promoting
relatively modest projects that can produce tangible (and ideally measurable)
results. Success in projects of this kind might subsequently provide some of the
methodologies, momentum and confidence that could lead to a more ambitious
agenda.

While addressing discrete problems, the projects in themselves are nonetheless
ambitious and large-scale. They should be designed in a way that makes them
difficult to block, by focusing on issues that are recognized to be in the common
interest. To implement them there is a need for some structure and capacity. A
Special Coordinator for each project should draw on administrative and logistical
capacities in an existing body. However, the mandate and terms of reference of
the Special Coordinators would be deliberately designed to bring together a wide
range of diverse partners to achieve project objectives.

1. Design and implement counter-extremism communications strategies to
address the toxic ideas and imagery that violent extremist groups promote.

2. Establish an integrated monitoring and support mechanism to support
anti-corruption reform initiatives in Ukraine.

3. Organize and convene a multi-stakeholder evaluation of the rules that
apply to the deployment and actions of soldiers and the use of lethal force
on national territory.
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1. The European threat environment

Few, if any, would argue with the proposition that security threats can no longer
be defined strictly in terms of geography or limited to one functional area—such
as security against the risk of attack by the armed forces of another state. It is
beyond dispute that the way in which security threats are framed and discussed
has changed irrevocably during the 25 years since the cold war ended. However,
capturing the full scope of what European security is remains a difficult exercise.

In April 2014, the OSCE (Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe) Network of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions produced its first
report on the subject of threat perceptions in the OSCE area.! The OSCE Net-
work was created in 2013, and the background research on which the report is
based was completed before the end of that year. The results highlighted
concerns about ‘domestic threats combined with questions about the efficiency
and legitimacy of governance. The common denominator is concern about weak,
insufficient and/or worsening governance capacities. This concern is shared by
all kinds of countries’.2

By early 2015, by conservative estimates, over 6000 people had been killed in
fighting in Ukraine, and well over 1 million people had been displaced from their
homes. Despite the dense web of legal conventions, political agreements,
institutions of different kinds and other instruments in place in Europe, it took
only a few months for the political crisis in Ukraine to escalate into major
conflict. It could be predicted that if a project on threat perceptions was
conducted in 2015, more traditional politico-military security threats would have
greater prominence.

It is too soon to make a definitive assessment of the likely future course of
events, but whether Europe is returning, step-by-step, to a concept of security
based on traditional forms of power politics has become a legitimate and widely
asked question. In the past, when providing security was predominantly seen as
an executive function, parliaments and parliamentarians had important, defined
functions in many European states. Parliamentarians have played an essential
role in the fields of legislation, budget development, oversight and accountability.

In the coming years this traditional role of parliamentarians is likely to become
more prominent once again. What is the appropriate level of resources that
European states should devote to their defence in conditions where economies
remain under strain but the public feel a need for reassurance in the face of
potential military threats? What types of security assurances should states seek
from each other, and what kind of assurances should states offer to others?

1 0SCE Network of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions, Threat Perceptions in the OSCE Area (OSCE
Network of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions: Vienna, Apr. 2014).
2 OSCE Network of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions (note 1), p. 5.
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These are questions on which parliaments will expect to be consulted and they
have a responsibility to take a view. There should also be an international
dimension to the dialogue on ‘how much is enough’ in defence. Historically, if the
views of other international stakeholders are not taken into account, national
approaches about resource allocation, military force generation and military doc-
trine have led to ‘action-reaction’ decision making and arms races.

The role of states as security providers

While parliamentarians now need to focus more attention on traditional security
tasks, which have taken on a renewed salience, they will also increasingly be
compelled to engage with new debates and take on new security-related tasks.

The OSCE Network report referred to above was based on national surveys in
18 OSCE countries, and the conclusions indicate that citizens in a significant
number of European states are losing confidence in the capacity of national
authorities to manage a mounting set of interconnected problems.? Groups and
populations that lose confidence in the capacity of states or state institutions may
develop other affiliations—religious, national or ethnic—in the hope that their
needs can be met more effectively. The serious breakdown in security both
regionally and within several European states has led to a reassessment of the
role of the state as a security provider.

The incorporation of Crimea into Russia against the wishes of Ukraine
triggered widespread fears that the consensus around the sovereign equality and
territorial integrity of states (on which a great deal of the thinking about Euro-
pean security is based) is an illusion. However, the crisis that preceded the
conflict also demonstrated that Ukraine had not succeeded in building a resilient
and successful state that could meet the needs of all its citizens in the 25 years
since becoming a sovereign entity. When the moment of truth arrived, it became
clear that Ukraine was suffering from serious deficits in most of the areas where a
state is expected to perform (including the economic, judicial, military and social
spheres).

In terms of Russian policy towards Ukraine, a number of observers highlighted
the domestic dimension as a factor, including a perceived need to solidify support
for the current Russian regime in the aftermath of mass domestic protests in
2011-12.* From this perspective, Russian external action not only appears to have
reduced the risk of spillover from developments in Ukraine, but it also seems to
have increased public support for Russian President Vladimir Putin.

Other observers have pointed to the importance of another factor: a graduated
approach to sovereignty in Russian thinking—something that has been evolving

3 OSCE Network of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions (note 1).

4 Makarychev, A. and Yatsyk, A., A New Russian Conservatism: Domestic Roots and Repercussions for
Europe, Notes Internacionals no. 93 (Barcelona Centre for International Affairs, CIDOB: Barcelona, June
2014).
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over an extended period.’ According to this view, the principle of the sovereignty
and territorial integrity of states is fundamental but requires interpretation.
Moreover, the mechanisms that ensure respect for these principles should be
reviewed and revised. In this context, Ukraine (and other states that can be seen
as having limited sovereignty) would need the support and oversight of outside
guarantors in order to preserve stability, but this support should be provided in
the framework of what Russian leaders have called in the past ‘equal security’—
ideally under the auspices of a European security system in which the OSCE is
recognized as the primary authority, rather than through participation in military
alliances where (in the Russian view) some states ensure their own security at
the expense of others.°

While Russia has consistently advocated versions of this proposal in different
forms since 2007-2008, it has equally consistently been rejected by other states
that stress the right of states to choose their forms of association freely, including
the right to be (or not to be) a party to treaties of alliance or a right to neutrality—
which are specific elements of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act.”

An intensified discussion of state resilience, fragility, weakness and failure—
including the meaning of these terms, and how they are used—is now needed in
Europe to help determine the proper relationship between sovereign obligations
and collective solidarity. Identifying fragile states could be an essential element in
understanding where future threats lie and preparing appropriate kinds of inter-
vention. Conversely, identifying the elements that make states resilient could be
an important contribution to reducing security risk.

Classifying ‘weak’ and ‘resilient’ states can also be seen as a pragmatic recog-
nition of reality—since states with the same status de jure have very different cap-
acities de facto. Moreover, the performance of a state is not static over time, and
there have been efforts to measure both the decay of institutions and also the
strengthening of their capacity.®

The notion of degrees of statehood is challenging when international institutions
are based on the principle of sovereign equality, and equal rights and responsi-
bilities. However, the United Nations World Summit Outcome document issued in
2005, which was adopted by heads of state and government by consensus, accepted
the principle that if a government were unable to meet its obligations, it could
forfeit its legitimate authority in the eyes of the international community.’

5 The evolution of this thinking is traced in Zagorski, A., ‘The Russian proposal for a treaty on European
security: from the Medvedev Initiative to the Corfu Process’, Institute for Peace Research and Security
Policy at the University of Hamburg, OSCE Yearbook 2009, vol. 15 (Nomos: Baden-Baden, 2010).

6 Russian Government, ‘Russian initiative regarding a treaty on European security’, OSCE Document
MC/DEL/44/08, 5 Dec. 2008.

7 Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe Final Act (Helsinki Final Act), Helsinki, signed
1Aug. 1975.

8 Ezrow, N. and Frantz, E., ‘Revisiting the concept of the Failed State: bringing the state back in’, Third
World Quarterly, vol. 34, no. 8 (2013), pp. 1323-38.

% UN General Assembly Resolution, 2005 World Summit Outcome, A/RES/60/1, 24 Oct. 2005.
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The suspicion, or allegation, that in reality this principle has been a thin cover
for unacceptable forms of interference in the internal affairs of states (in extreme
cases leading to regime change), has been one factor reducing trust and con-
fidence. However, this perspective on sovereignty, a key element in statehood, is
perhaps undergoing a reinterpretation in the current conditions.

When it was assumed that states were moving towards a common destination—
albeit at different speeds and via different routes—there was no conceptual
inconsistency between ideas based on human security and promoting a global civil
society, on the one hand, and efforts to create order in a state through direct
action by outside powers, on the other. However, where external actors are
reluctant to assume responsibility for the internal security of other states, or are
uncertain about which kinds of intervention can play a constructive role, a
reassessment is called for. It is debatable whether international action to strip
authority from governments would be seen as a constructive approach today, even
in cases where behaviour falls far short of the standards considered acceptable
internationally.

Whether or not there is a basis for a new agreement on how to balance the
responsibility of states to manage their affairs competently and the right of other
states to be safeguarded against the impact of poor performance should be explored.
This is a debate in which parliamentarians should play an active and prominent role.

The Helsinki Final Act also underlines that frontiers can be changed ‘in accord-
ance with international law, by peaceful means and by agreement’, and there are
examples where borders have been adjusted in this way.!? After the end of the
cold war the consolidation of the Federal Republic of Germany and the German
Democratic Republic into one state and the division of Czechoslovakia into two
separate states were accomplished peacefully.

In different parts of Europe there are active debates among various populations
about whether or not the current constitutional arrangements of sovereign states
can meet their needs. In 2014 a referendum was held in Scotland under a process
agreed by all parties in the United Kingdom. The majority of voters in Scotland
decided to remain as part of the UK, but it is clear that large numbers of people
living in Scotland have lost confidence in current constitutional arrangements. In
Spain, procedures that would have allowed voters in Catalonia to express a view
on whether or not to establish an independent state could not be agreed. How-
ever, Catalan political groups are actively exploring other mechanisms to
promote a debate over whether the future of Catalonia lies within Spain, or
whether the needs of the population would be better served in a separate state.

In Crimea, the events of 2014 illustrated that the failure to find a satisfactory
framework in which to decide whether or not borders should change can not
only create serious security problems at the local level but can also have an
impact on the wider European security environment. There is a need for a new

10 Helsinki Final Act (note 7), Article 1(a)(I).
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assessment of how to reconcile and make consistent the principle that borders
may be modified peacefully with the principle of territorial integrity of states,
and here too parliamentarians should play a prominent and active role.

Organizing for success: multi-stakeholder security building

As the definition of what it means to be secure has changed in Europe, it has
become increasingly clear that the question of whom or what is a ‘security
provider’ has also evolved. Citizens (and private businesses) have traditionally
relied on the state to provide security, but as the concept of what constitutes a
security threat has widened, non-state actors of various kinds have been called on
to contribute solutions.

Many of the things on which people rely for what they now see as a normal
standard and quality of life are increasingly outside government ownership and
control. If organized criminals or politically motivated extremists target elec-
tronic banking systems, compromise internet-based communications or attack
critical infrastructure such as power plants or energy grids, the ‘first responders’
are likely to be private companies that own and operate the relevant assets. From
another perspective, governments can legislate and set rules, but many of the
tools of modern statecraft—such as ‘smart sanctions’, anti-money laundering
measures or non-proliferation and counter-proliferation instruments like export
controls—are easily defeated unless private actors take a leading role in enforce-
ment. In a world where urbanization is a strong tendency everywhere (including
in Europe), building and maintaining social cohesion in fast-changing cities can
only be achieved if municipal and local government takes the lead.

It would seem to be beyond dispute that security responses can only be
effective if an integrated approach that includes sub-national, national, regional
and global elements is applied. Under those conditions it is natural that there
should also be a focus on how parliamentarians can maximize the effectiveness of
their contribution to security building.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows:

Section 2 examines parliamentarian capacities in a generic way and briefly out-
lines the instruments that are at the disposal of parliamentarians.

Section 3 uses several brief case studies to illustrate parliamentary actions that
have had a major impact on specific security challenges in the past and tries to
identify the factors that contributed to success.

Section 4 focuses on a number of generic recommendations aimed at maximizing
the contributions of parliamentarians in security building and proposes some spe-
cific actions to be taken. These actions have a value per se, in that they address
three key contemporary security issues and are also intended to be illustrative—
offering ideas about how parliamentarians could increase the effectiveness of their
actions and maximize their impact.



2. The key capacities of parliamentarians

Scrutiny and oversight of the security sector

Scrutinizing national security policies, plans and budgets is an important task for
national parliaments. In many countries it is a statutory obligation. Democratic
oversight involves oversight and review of defence policies, military budgets and
spending, and equipment procurement decisions in the executive, the military
and other statutory authorities. International cooperation to help parlia-
mentarians carry out their security-related tasks will become a more important
priority in coming years.

SIPRI has monitored the trends in military spending of states since the 1960s
and maintains the most comprehensive military expenditure data set in the
world. The data on military spending for recent years indicates variable
approaches in different parts of Europe. Spending in central and western Europe
has consistently declined since 2011, in contrast to most world regions, where
military spending is increasing. In 2014, decisions taken by the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) included a Readiness Action Plan that provides for
the creation of a new Spearhead Force—a joint task force available for rapid
deployment to NATO’s outer perimeters at short notice—follow-on forces based
on the existing NATO Response Force, and planning for the regeneration of large
military forces configured for territorial defence. The decisions taken in 2014 also
included a defence investment pledge that could lead to a concerted attempt to
first arrest the recent decline in military spending and then begin to increase the
resources devoted to defence.

In the same period (i.e. since 2011), military spending in the eastern part of
Europe has been increasing rapidly. The pressures on the Russian state budget
caused by falling prices of oil and gas have required a modification to the pace of
implementation of ambitious military reform and equipment modernization
programmes in Russia. However, the Russian leadership has emphasized that
reform and modernization plans will be implemented in full, albeit over a longer
period.

As these decisions are developed in detail and then implemented, it is the
responsibility of elected representatives to assess national security policies,
defence budgets and arms procurement decisions against security needs, and to
consider their impact on broader societal priorities. In conditions where Euro-
pean economies are fragile, with either low levels of growth or no growth at all,
the need to ensure that resources are not being misapplied is even greater.

Several different dimensions of national security require scrutiny. First, in the
field of broad military and politico-security issues the threat assessments on
which military planning is based should be evaluated and tested, for example, in
systematic analyses of the content of long-term planning guidelines or White
Papers. This is not only to reassure the public that the policies and plans for the
armed forces are based on a solid foundation, but also to assess the relative return
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in terms of enhanced security from investment in the military with regard to
other, non-military investments.

Second, defence budgets and defence budget planning processes need to be
assessed to try to ensure the maximum return on invested resources. Increases in
military spending are an input measure, but parliamentarians