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General Pavel:  -- the issue with the [inaudible] and [we] are aware that [inaudible].  
We learned that a Russian [inaudible], that there were some Russian Nationals who were [inaudible].  And we also learned that [inaudible].  We [inaudible] discuss the case, or if this is an official policy of using contractors in support of official mission.  But there were no clear evidence and there was no detailed discussion about this issue.
So I also believe that this incident was to demonstrate where are the dividing lines, because it was quite clear that the level of the use of force was indicative to demonstrate their willingness to defend some pre-agreed positions.

DWG:  Let me turn to others now, but before I do just mention that General Pavel’s, I believe I’m right, winding up your duty as Chairman later this year, in summer?

General Pavel:  In summer, yes.

DWG:  You have a British officer who’ll be replacing you.  So if you want to ask questions, I guess he might be in a summing up mood or in a what have I learned from my experiences mood a little bit, right?  This will be one of your last visits to Washington as the Chairman, I suppose.  Is that right?

General Pavel:  Most probably the last.  Thank you.

DWG:  When you took office it was the beginning, really of the hybrid war or the realization through the rest of the world about hybrid war that the Russians are engaged in.
To go along with David’s question, how is that, how has your understanding of that changed over your term as the Chairman?

General Pavel:  Let me first say that Russia usually doesn’t use the word hybrid.  It’s our expression.  What comes out of the military doctrine, they don’t distinguish the categories as we do of peace, crisis and conflict.  The Russian doctrine sees a continuum of conflict where all these activities that we call hybrid considered low end of continuous conflict.
It is information warfare.  There are some activities that are well below the threshold of the conflict that are being used as a way of influence development in a number of countries.

It is a new reality that we have to learn from, and then we have to adjust to it.  Because Russia is using a number of opportunities given by new technologies, by some gaps in international norms to their benefit, and we have to not only get ready for it but also to work together with Russia on addressing these issues.
For example, by defining the rules of behavior in cyberspace.  That’s a big question today, how we will address it, how we will create similar regulatory framework as in the conventional or nuclear.  The same framework has to be developed in cyber.  The rules of good behavior in cyberspace.

To develop that to, I wouldn’t say satisfaction of all, but to involve all actors, we will probably have to work on these issues not only with Russia, but also with China and the other big actors in cyberspace.

DWG:  Is there an initiative moving?  Because right now the NATO/Russia Council is not really very active.  Is there an initiative to address that with them?
General Pavel:  NATO/Russia Council last met last year when we had three meetings.  Another one is in the pipeline, so we’ll probably have one soon after the elections in Russia.  And we will also continue in our mil/mil communication.  Obviously, that has been a little bit stalled now with regard to the elections.  I believe that things will move forward once the elections are over.  But we need probably more and more [impulse] to move the dialogue forward.  Because up to now the standard agenda is quite vague, and we need to get more into the substance, to move ahead.  Including, including the issues related to what we call hybrid, which is quite broad area.  Cyber and other issues will have to be addressed.
DWG:  -- Air Force Magazine.

You mentioned cyber a couple of times.  Now that NATO kind of made the decision to authorize both offensive and defensive cyber operations, can you talk about how that will work specifically from a command and control perspective, and how that compares to other NATO capabilities?
General Pavel:  NATO doesn’t have a policy for what can be called offensive cyber, so NATO is an institution that deals with cyber defense.  While some allies have an offensive cyber capability, and these allies are willing to operate to the benefit of the alliance.  If placed in such a situation, then Secretariat will coordinate use of all elements of cyber including those who are let’s say active, because obviously they are all needed.  But NATO as an institution doesn’t consider developing NATO-wide offensive cyber.

DWG:  Okay.  Can you give us an update on the standup of the Cyber Operation Center?
General Pavel:  It’s part of a NATO Command Structure [adaptation].  The general design has been agreed by Ministers of Defense in February.  We are now in the implementation phase where the structure will be further refined in terms of exact numbers.  And this phase will be ready to provide the results by Defense Ministerial in June and then to the Summit in July.  So by this summer we will learn more about all these elements including Cyber Center.

DWG:  [Inaudible]?

General Pavel:  No.  It’s, this will be part of NATO Command Structure Estonia, in Estonia.  It’s a Center of Excellence.

DWG:  Okay.

General Pavel:  Center of Excellence is a non-NATO entity, even though it is administered by ACT, but it’s a national center that provides more expert network and advice than a direct command and control.

DWG:  Dmitry?

DWG:  Thank you for doing this.  

General, last time we met -- Dmitry [Inaudible], the Russian Newswire Service.
Last time we met, you said, General Gerasimov and General Scaparrotti were about to meet by the end of the year.  That obviously didn’t take place.  I was told by a source here that the meeting was postponed three times.  What happened?  Why?
General Pavel:  Well, I think you should probably address this question to Moscow, because as far as I know, General Scaparrotti was ready to meet General Gerasimov as we agreed.  And I don’t know the reason.  I only know that the meeting was postponed and that there is the plan to meet sometime in future, but we still don’t have the date.

I also believe that we will have to continue our mil/mil communication at the level of General Gerasimov and Chairman of the Military Committee and not necessarily with me, but also with my successor.  Because all these, both these channels are important and can bring substantial level of detail to NATO/Russia Council.

DWG:  Can I follow-up on Gene’s question?  I think you said that NATO/Russia Council needs an impulse?  You meant on a political level?  Because --

General Pavel:  Up to now the standard agenda is fixed to a situation in Ukraine and then risk reduction and transparency.  It is natural.  But I believe we will have to go a little bit more into the depth because without addressing concrete measures, concrete numbers, concrete actions, it is difficult to proceed.  I’m aware of several assessments from both sides that NATO/Russia Council is probably not meeting the expectations, and I believe that we simply need the will on both sides to move ahead with a concrete agenda, to set up the progress in terms of concrete [deliverables].
DWG:  Thank you.  Sandra Irwin, with Space News.

I wanted to ask you about the NATO satellite communications capacity.  That’s been a conversation for a long time, and there are many countries that believe that the contracting is not very fair.  And anyway, I wanted to ask you, what do you foresee happening in terms of expanding your communications capacity?  There is a new satellite now that was launched by Luxemburg that they want to fly NATO.  So what thoughts do you have on how that’s going to be moving forward?  Thank you.

General Pavel:  I’m afraid that I don’t have many details on that, but I will refer to NATO Command Structure notation where both strategic commanders address all existing gaps and [positions] within their area of responsibility.

Obviously, satellite communication and the satellite [inaudible] has very important aspect of command and control, and I’m sure that [Special Strategy] Commander for Europe addressed these issues within the range of measures that he sees important and that they will be addressed within this bigger package.  But I don’t have details at this moment.
DWG:  What about the security, cyber security for protected communications?  Is there going to be a new requirement?  Do you foresee that point will be increasing?

General Pavel:  I’m afraid that I don’t have enough details to give you any answer on that.

DWG:  Thank you.

DWG:  Dan Wasserby from Janes.  Just two follow-ups, really.

On the NATO/Russia Council meetings, I think the last time you were here we discussed a little bit Russia actions in Afghanistan and how NATO is handling that through the NRC.  Has that progressed any?  Did that come up in the October meetings or has it come up since?
General Pavel:  There was a discussion about some [inaudible] influence by Russia in Afghanistan.  Russia on the other hand suggested they are ready for open discussion with NATO on how to proceed with Afghanistan.
There were some allegations, mostly in the media, about Russia providing weapons to Taliban.  But up to now, we don’t see any significant progress in that between NATO and Russia on how to handle the situation in Afghanistan.  We were calling on all the factors in Afghanistan, including Russia, to take responsible stance and to contribute to the stabilization and to the peaceful resolution of the [problem].

So Russia, China, India, Pakistan, all should be part of this solution.  Up to now, we don’t see any significant problem with Russia when it comes to Afghanistan.  Even though we cannot speak about harmony in our approach.

DWG:  Then if I could follow up on the NATO Command Structure changes.  You discussed the cyber portion.  I know that came out at a previous meeting, but there was also some talk of adding a sort of Logistics Command to handle some of the Trans-Atlantic and on the continent logistics, that emerges as a possible shortfall.  Is that being considered as adding a new command?  Or how is that being addressed?
General Pavel:  The design that has been agreed by Defense Ministers suggests that there will be two new entities created.  One will be a third Joint Force Commander for the Atlantic; and another one will be, the working term is Rear Area Command, but it will probably be named in another process of requirements.  But the rear area or support command will be not only logistics but also movement across Europe and in fact all support to the Operation Commander including links to host nations and the provision of the host nation support to the troops on that [category].

So it will be that the command will cover the whole area of responsibility of SACEUR and will provide support to troops involved in operations.

DWG:  Thank you for doing this.  [Lenny] [Inaudible] from [BTS] [Inaudible] of India and India [Inaudible].
What is your assessment on the situation in Afghanistan, and do you think [inaudible] Kabul Process?  What is your take on it?  What [inaudible]?   Three questions.

DWG:  In terms of the situation in Afghanistan, the last assessment we provided was about strategic stalemate which was between the Afghan Defense Forces supported by the Coalition on one hand; and all opposing forces mostly led by Taliban on the other.

The aim of the Commander of Resolute Support Mission is to switch this stalemate into success by providing more assistance to Afghan Defense Forces, but also to bring Taliban to the understanding that there is no solution through military means.  And the effort is now not so much focused on defeating Taliban, but rather bringing Taliban to table and instead of a focus on military operations, to focus on a peaceful resolution and taking part in the peace process.

We have seen a couple of positive moves, but still there is no credible force on Taliban side to take part in negotiations.

We see the role of countries, as I mentioned before, Russia, China, India, Pakistan, in supporting this process.  That means creating the conditions where all opposing forces will see their chance at the negotiating table rather than on the battlefield.  That is what they would like to achieve.  Whatever differences there are between Central Government and the Taliban, they will be better handled at the negotiating table than in continuing conflict and prolonging the suffering of Afghan population.
DWG:  Do you see role of Pakistan is aiding that condition?  Or is it [inaudible]?

General Pavel:  Pakistan has a crucial role, because there is an apparent link between the Haqqani Network in operating in Afghanistan and Pakistan.  And this is the issue that creates some tension between crucial allies, especially United States and Pakistan, that were addressed several times, and during my visit in Pakistan we discussed the issue.  I was visiting this tribal area and the border with Afghanistan.

There is some positive moves in Pakistani operations specific to Afghanistan, but still from Pakistan we see closed border questions between Pakistan and Afghan forces.  And we still see that there is significant support for at least provision of safe haven to Haqqani Network.  

And Haqqani Network, having now second in command in Taliban today, is effectively driving the Taliban.  Number of high profile attacks in Afghanistan in the last couple of months were delivered by Haqqani Network.
So Pakistan has a very important role to play.

DWG:  [Inaudible] with Aviation Week.

Last week Vladimir Putin gave quite a remarkable presentation about hypersonic and nuclear missiles, some of which are in production now.  How does that change NATO’s strategic calculus?  How does it change how you personally see the strategy of deterrence?

General Pavel:  What we saw in President Putin’s presentation was not so much address on the state of the country but rather it rests on the state of the military.  It’s about [50] percent of his speech was focused on the military.
On one hand, we can understand that it is to raise awareness of the Russian public about the state of Russian military.  And even when we heard President Putin speaking, getting the argument now people have to listen to us. 

I think it is not exactly what we would expect as the foundation for a dialogue.  It should be probably based on something else than on military strength.  But it is for us a serious reason for concern to have a very detailed point of view on the developments in Russian military capabilities because we have to address them in our own [deterrence].

Where it leads primarily, it’s a reconsideration of NATO’s nuclear deterrent where we were in, I would call it a calm period for almost two decades and now where nuclear deterrence becomes again an agenda item as an integral part of overall NATO deterrence.

I wouldn’t overestimate the message.  We can also understand this address to the nation as part of a pre-election campaign and focusing on traditional Russian patriotism.  But we also have to stay vigilant and follow all these developments.
It also clearly indicates the need for extensive dialogue with Russia on disarmament and especially in the nuclear area.  All these developments may turn dangerous if they are not handled carefully from the very beginning.

DWG:  And what do you make of the U.S. Nuclear Posture where we’ve added a couple of low-yield nuclear weapons.  Is that something that’s positive for NATO?  Or something that increases the threat of misunderstanding?

General Pavel:  What we heard after the announcement of the Nuclear Posture Review from the United States was that the announcement of this low-yield and missiles launched from naval platforms, that it lowers the nuclear threshold.  We were assured by the United States that its exactly the opposite. In fact that it’s a reaction to development of Russian missiles that are exceeding the limits.
But it is exactly the reason why I believe that we need extensive dialogue with Russia.  Because both sides are now blaming each other from reaching provision of the Nuclear Proliferation Treaty.

I think the only way out of it is simply to sit down and clarify what these new elements mean with regard to the treaty and open new chapters of negotiation to address these new nuclear weapons so that they become [freely] regulated.  Otherwise we will be in the risk of getting into a new round of a race in developing new weapons which is obviously not the objective on both sides.
DWG:  Just one more follow-up.  It’s about the U.S.’ missile defense shield.  These missiles can [inaudible] that.  So does it cause you to rethink --

General Pavel:  I wouldn’t speak about U.S. missile defense, I will speak about NATO missile defense.  The allegations that NATO missile defense is changing the strategic balance in Europe is unfounded.  If you just look technically on the capabilities of NATO missile defense, they cannot provide any credible wall against nuclear strategic, sorry Russian nuclear strategic arsenal.  

So I think talking about the changing strategic balance in Europe is probably exaggerated.  But again, we can only come to common understanding when we discuss the issue, and so far missile defense has been always discussed as a [inaudible], not in terms of content.

DWG:  Paul [McBarry] with Breaking Defense.

If we can go back to Afghanistan for a minute.  [Inaudible] American troops will be playing a somewhat different role on the ground, [meeting] [inaudible] bases and helping [inaudible].  What does that do for the NATO troops on the ground?  Will they be taking on new roles?  What exactly will they be doing?
General Pavel:  I think it’s not just the U.S.  I think the changes in approach which were agreed by the Chiefs of Defense and then by the Ministers was to extend the level of support we were giving to Afghan Defense Forces below the corps level.  This was quite clear that not all the corps, but also not all the brigades and not even [inaudible] were at the same level of training, same level of capacity to lead the operations.  That’s why the decision was to be more flexible, to allow training and advising at lower than corps level and wherever needed.

It was also about giving the commander in Afghanistan more flexibility in the use of [enablers].  Not only for the protection of [armed troops] but also wherever necessary also to support Afghan Forces in their mission, wherever they have the gaps in capabilities, especially in the Air Force and Medevac and logistics support and fire support.
So far we will not talk about any change of mission or change of O plan because it’s just the adjustment, it’s not a change of O plan.  The basic parameters are still the same.

DWG:  So NATO troops also work on the lower levels with [inaudible] and battalions as American troops?  What’s the role generally?

General Pavel:  These deployable packages within, for regional commands.  And these deployable packages are multinational coalition, so we may see even some coalition soldiers deployed to below a corps level.

DWG:  And do you expect more NATO allies to take part in that air campaign in Afghanistan as well?

General Pavel:  We do not expect more countries to bring their Air Force resources to Afghanistan.

DWG:  Ariana [inaudible] with Military.Com.

In your tenure from observing Russian aggression in the Baltics and especially in Eastern Ukraine the last few years, what do you believe that NATO absolutely needs from the United States in say the next two to five years to have any sort of competitive edge?

General Pavel:  I would be probably more cautious in using the term aggression in the Baltics, because we actually haven’t seen an open aggression against Baltic countries.  We have seen increased tension in the region.  We heard some narrative.  But there was no violation of Baltic countries territory, not even the airspace.  All we had in the region is increased military presence, more exercises, more flights of long-range aviation, more use of intelligence.  But I wouldn’t call it aggression.
But of course all these activities, including the build-up and the modernization of Russian equipment leads to increased concerns and fear in population in the Baltics, and that’s why NATO retaliated in creating this enhanced forward presence with rotational [inaudible] groups that are to demonstrate NATO resolve and willingness to act if necessary.

But we were doing our best to keep the level of this military presence below being threatening to Russia.  We didn’t want to create any competition, who will bring more forces to the region.  And we wanted to demonstrate at a proportionate level that most of NATO allies are present and that commitment to Article 5 is solid.  And whenever there is any even limited aggression, that all NATO alliance will act as it is written in our NATO treaty.

But we didn’t want to create escalatory atmosphere or breaking the agreements made within the NATO Russia Founding Act which speaks about substantial military forces.  I think although the agreement does not specify what substantial military force means, it is understood by both sides [what it’s really] about.  That’s why the decision was to keep it at battalion level.  
DWG:  Just a quick follow-up.  You said with no violation of the airspace.  No violations recently?  Because you always hear officials in the Pentagon saying that the Baltics is one of the most vulnerable parts of airspace.  That’s why they have the Baltic Air Policing Mission.  And there was a spike of seeing some violations in that airspace a couple of years back.  So are you saying there’s no violations recently?  Or has it toned down or --
General Pavel:  Sometimes we don’t distinguish between airspace violations and the need to call what is called in Air Force jargon, [alpha] scramble.  So most of these so-called violations are caused by a loss of communication or a human or technical mistake.

So the aircraft that are on duty, they have to take off, approach the aircraft, make official contact, and usually I would say 90 percent of these so-called violations come to a technical or human mistake.  Very few violations are deliberate or provocative.  We discussed that issue within the Baltic Sea, BSPT, Baltic Sea [Project Team], where Russia was part of this arrangement.  It was about good airmanship, behavior in the air, how to avoid unnecessary incidents.  It’s fair to say that mostly Russia is within the agreed parameters.
So from time to time we can see some measures as provocative, especially in the areas where we exercise closer than safe engagements, both to the ships and in the air.  They may be seen provocative.  They are obviously dangerous because if an aircraft crosses the safe line or overflying a cruiser, of course it’s up to the captain to judge if the situation is dangerous or not, and it may result in an unwanted incident.  So we should avoid these by responsible behavior.  But up to now we don’t wee any real signs of aggressive behavior against either Baltic countries or to the countries in the Black Sea region.
DWG:  And just a quick follow-up.  Human error on both sides?  Or on the Baltic side or --

General Pavel:  Human errors occur almost every day, and we have these [alpha] scramble flights even in the central part of NATO, the Czech Republic, [inaudible] of them.  It’s a friendly aircraft, it’s a civilian aircraft [inaudible].  They don’t switch the frequency, then they do not respond to the calls of air traffic controllers, and if it takes some time then the CAOC, the command center that runs all the military traffic above Europe, they send the aircraft to just check the situation.  So it’s quite routine.

DWG:  Bob Ackerman with [Inaudible] Magazine.  Thank you, sir.

In 2014 at the Wales Summit, each member nation agreed to the goal of spending two percent of their gross domestic product on defense by 2024.  That was an aim, not fixed in stone.  And right now, according to some assessments, only about half, slightly more than half, are on track to meet that aim.

Suppose we have this shortfall.  There’s no predicting where our economies will go, even though the U.S. is over three percent right now.  How will that affect NATO’s modernization plans with regard to cyber and communications and information systems?  Especially since most nations take care of their own defense and then look to help fund NATO?

General Pavel:  I would divide the answer to this question in two parts.  One is obviously meeting the commitment made by heads of state and government in Wales, but it’s most about the figure.  It’s about, it doesn’t speak anything about what we get out of that money.  So I think we have to see it in the slightly bigger picture.  That means, and Secretary General Stoltenberg calls it the three Cs.  Cash, contributions and commitment.  Where we have to see this money translated into capabilities and the capabilities then to contributions and commitments.  So I think we have to address all of these aspects.

As a military, I will obviously be much more focused on delivery, on capability, and the respective quality and quantity and time, rather than on the figures.  But the figures obviously are important for delivery of capabilities.

What is positive, that within the NATO Defense Planning Process, where all the capabilities are addressed, last year’s cycle apportioned 100 percent of capability targets to nations, and nations agreed to these targets.

I would focus our attention on how nations meet these capability targets.  Meeting capability targets will fill the capability gaps.  This is what we are talking about when it comes to both conventional capabilities as well as new capabilities in cyber and others.

Nations will come up with their refined national plans to meet the commitments made in Wales for the Summit in July, but I would advocate strongly that we asses it in the bigger picture and not just stay focused on 2/20 because it doesn’t speak about what do we get out.
A number of nations are doing their best to meet all their capability targets, to contribute to operations, to NATO command structure, to all the activities including forward presence to meet the requirements in terms of military mobility across Europe.  So the big picture is what matters, not just focus on [input].

DWG:  Is that modernization which of course focuses on capabilities, looking good right now?  Or do you see potential minefields?

General Pavel:  Well, there are always minefields and all of this defense spending is dependent on public support.  Public support will only be achieved when politicians are able to explain the security situation to their respective publics.

Up to now I believe there is strong support to meeting these commitments.  And if you look at a number of nations, the curve of reductions has been turned a couple of years ago and now it’s steady growth.  But obviously, we shouldn’t be really too much focused on growing defense spending, but rather on achieving the capabilities.  Because if we maintain the argument that we have to, we have to reach at minimum, some people say that we should go at the worst two percent, and some nations are using two percent as a minimum.  It’s a bottom that we should achieve.  But I would say what we want to achieve is a credible capability for defense, because NATO is a defensive alliance, and if we perceive that there are some gaps in our defense capabilities, let’s address it.  That’s what I would see as important.

DWG:  Let me ask a couple of questions, then it looks like we have a little time for a few more, possibly, if you can stay until the top of the hour.

I’m interested in the alliance itself.  The alliance is an alliance to defend a group of nations that state that they have similar values.  I wonder how concerned you are that some of the nations may be wandering away from that.  I’m not just thinking about Turkey, but I would like you to address Turkey as a question.  But I think some of the other nations even one might argue their politicians, their leaders, are wandering into worrying territory, a point of view in the alliance that is a values-based effort.  How concerned are you by that?  
And as a corollary, and maybe this is part of what you might also, this is a second question, but as you think about winding up your work as Chairman, what are the issues, the sort of top maybe three issues that you think you’re handing to your successor and you’re going to want to stress to him, you know, how these are front burner issues for the Chairman of the committee?
General Pavel:  Okay, so let me start with the values.  We keep saying that values is the glue that holds the alliance together.  We always refer to shared values.  But you are right, that not always we make the values the first thing to consider, especially when it comes to details of implementation of NATO policies in [other] areas.  We see that the interests differ and the values are not necessarily stressed as a common denominator.

When you mentioned Turkey, there are obviously different views on a number of situations such as the situation in Syria, handling regional security, provision of assurances and assurance measures from the alliance to Turkey.  And there are some other potentially hot issues.  But again, I would argue the value of the alliance was always an open engagement, open dialogue.  And I would encourage to always start our debate from the principles.

So when it comes to Turkey, Turkey is an important ally.  Turkey needs the alliance in the same way as NATO needs Turkey.  So whatever differences are, I think we should sit to the table and discuss the issues in an open way, and to find a solution that will be based on a common understanding of these core values. 
And it’s the same with every other ally who may have different views on a number of things.

It is increasingly difficult in Europe with the growth of some populistic movements and parties, take an important role in internal European policies, the more I believe it is important that we stress the values on which Western democracies are built.  If we lose track of these values, then it will be very difficult to keep us together.
DWG:  U.S. officials have expressed concern about its depleted munitions stockpile with multiple air wars in Libya and ISIS and Afghanistan, and they’re working now to replenish that stockpile to the max, to the maximum capacity.  I wonder if you have similar concerns at NATO and if there are similar efforts underway to replenish the NATO munition stockpiles.

General Pavel:  I think the issue in a number of European countries is not that their stocks would be depleted because of operational engagement, but rather it was not filled to the level required.  As part of the restrictive measures in the past, the stocks were reduced sometimes even to the lowest acceptable minimum.

So one part of addressing the gaps is filling the stocks up to the required level, including in all these communities where we were flying the principle of a delayed need, a delayed requirement because of long warning time.
We all know that there is no more luxury of a long warning time, so some levels of equipment and material simply have to be ready for action at any time.  But it will not go beyond these levels.

DWG:  Just to clarify, the last NATO/Russia Council meeting, that was October 2017?  There’s been no NRC meetings since then but the next one is planned for after the election.

General Pavel:  The problem is, there is no one to discuss the next NRC with at this point.  Russia called off the ambassador, Ambassador Grushko, became in the mean time Deputy Foreign Minister.  Russia called off Russian military representative, or shall I say acting military representative.  So at this point there is no official representative of Russia in Brussels.  We’re waiting for a new ambassador to come in order to engage with him on a new date for next NATO/Russia Council.,

DWG:  General, based on your experience, based on what you have seen and are seeing at the moment, do you think it’s even remotely possible for Russia and the West to overcome all the baggage and to have an actual détente?  To have an actual warming up of relations and building up of something completely different, completely new, leaving Cold War and its legacy behind and move to a completely new world.  Is it even remotely possible?  Or do you think it’s -- 
General Pavel:  If I believed that it is not possible it would be very bad, so I’m always cautiously optimistic.  So I believe there is a chance to have better relations between NATO and Russia.
But what we need is more willingness on the Russian side to make steps that would assure the alliance that Russia has serious interests in making these relations better.

It is difficult to sit at the table knowing that there are occupied territories in Georgia, that there is direct support from Russia to separatists in Donbas, and that there is the Crimea that was occupied illegally, and that there are a number of not only concrete measures, but also [narratives] that are creating tension.

I’m not saying that there is everything right on the NATO side, but we need to have more common will, common will to engage in a constructive dialogue.  Now that constructive dialogue has to be supported by concrete acts.

So for example, the biggest problem that now lies between NATO and alliance is Ukraine.  Before we resolve the situation in Ukraine it will be hardly any improvement in relations.  And to achieve at least some progress in Ukraine we should start with Donbas.  One concrete step in the right direction would be allowing either UN or OSCE mission to monitor the situation in Donbas and bringing the situation in Donbas to normal.  That would be a clear sign of a constructive approach.

And since that point, we can start thinking about other steps to successfully improve mutual coordination and dialogue.
DWG:  Back briefly to the issue of the resurging nationalist movements [inaudible].  Have you seen any effect on the alliance yet?  And what’s your advice to the chief who’s going to follow you for how to handle this issue and how to approach this issue and what effects this might have on the alliance?  This really cuts to the very core values, as you were saying, of the alliance right?  

General Pavel:  We can see some nationalistic tendencies in a number of countries.  There were always in history ups and downs, so I think there is nothing that should be too much worrying.

But of course we have to be very cautious how far does it go.  And we should spare no effort to be clear that only together we can achieve something. 

I think the United States [might experience] isolationism [inaudible] lead to a better position in the world.  And also apparently not too much optimism [inaudible].  So I think there is always a need for some balance.
I understand there are some voices in the United States who are now calling, even asking European allies to be more autonomous, which is fine.  I believe that Europe needs to mature and grow up and be more responsible for its own defense and provide all the capabilities to handle a regional crisis without American engagement if the United States does not wish to get engaged.

But at the same time, when it comes to collective defense, when it comes to the very foundation of NATO, then it’s apparent that we have to stay together, because only then we can provide sufficient power, as well as legal environment for engagement.

In a number of European countries we can see that nationalism in some countries, they call it patriotism, but it’s difficult to say what is what.  And there’s always a substitute for [inaudible] policies.  Whenever the government gest into trouble, it turns to nationalism because it’s easy to generate support.  But I believe that these tendencies will not be [inaudible].
DWG:  Could I build on that please, sir, in asking Europe to develop more of its capabilities?  You’ve spent a lot of time with the NATO/EU cooperation.  Where do you see that going?

General Pavel:  There is always, it’s a dilemma.  Two autonomous institutions and the competition or non-competition complementarity.  We are now, the European Union wants to have a strong defense identity.  But at the same time, EU leaders maintain that they don’t have ambition to compete with NATO when it comes to collective defense.  They all agree that collective defense is clearly the domain for NATO.  Which leads to the EU mostly crisis management and cooperative security.  European Union doesn’t have any convention to create the command structure to handle bigger operations such as NATO.

So the issue is how to best arrange the relationship between the two organizations, but they really do not compete, and they complement each other.

I see to the value of new initiatives such as PESCO or European Defense Fund in developing capabilities because there is a great potential.  If European nations are able to find a solution and a sharing arrangement, bringing national industries together, reduce the number of military equipment, bring together resources for research and development with regard to greater efficiency.  That’s all fine.  And NATO will always support it.
The conditions that the Secretary General set for cooperation between NATO and EU and also with regard to PESCO was first, complementarity.  That means avoiding duplication and competition.  Second, availability.  So whichever capability is developed under this arrangement will be available to both EU and NATO.  And third is principal inclusion.  So no EU/NATO allies are left away.  Turkey, Norway, the United States, Canada, will be part of that arrangement.
It’s easier to say than to achieve.  But I think without meeting these conditions, it will be difficult to proceed because it will not get enough support.

Up to now we have the assurances from the EU side that they are going to meet these conditions.  They are focused on developing and delivering jointly the capabilities with a focus on greater efficiency, both in terms of resources and the outcome.

DWG:  You pointed out when we last spoke to you, we pointed out some difficulties that the Turks would have if they bought Russian missiles in terms of integrating the technology with the technology that the NATO alliances uses more generally.  Can you give us an update on that topic?  Where is that now?

General Pavel:  What is the latest status, what we know is that the contract has been signed.  The time line is set for the delivery of the first two systems, and then potentially to others being built in Turkey.  There is still a military assessment that S-400 is not compatible with integrated NATO system.  So if the system is acquired in the end, it will have to stay as a stand-alone, and even as a stand-alone, will provide a great challenge to all the NATO assets on Turkish territory.

So obviously Turkey is free to pick up any equipment, but as with every decision, be it personal or state level, with every decision there are implications.
DWG:  And there is quite a lot of NATO equipment on Turkish territory.  Correct?  There’s U.S. air bases and so forth.  So.

DWG:  And what do you mean by challenge to those assets?  You said even if it’s going to be a stand-alone system it’s going to be, it’s going to present a challenge to NATO assets.  What kind of challenge?

General Pavel:  I will give you a very simple example.  S-400 is a highly sophisticated system.  Not only a domicile but also a target acquisition radar and then a radar that leads the missile to the target.  The value of the system is the database.  The database will be collected on the territory of NATO allies with all allies’ assets present in Turkey.  You cannot sell the system as you sell collection [inaudible].  You can sell collection [inaudible] which can be used the next day or even next hour by even untrained individuals.

With a system like S-400, [inaudible] Russian experts will have to come to help it to install the system and in fact make it aligned to feet the database.  And as it is, it’s hard to imagine that NATO experts would be sitting in Russia for a couple of months and feeding the database.  It is hard to imagine that Russian experts will be sitting in Turkey and feeding the Russian system with NATO data.
So there is a big challenge.

DWG:  Thank you.

DWG:  I think maybe we should, unless there’s a very pressing question, we should say thank you very, very much for coming twice to our Defense Writers Group.

DWG:  Actually, I just have one.  Sir, what are you going to do after you leave the job?

General Pavel:  I will relax and ride my motorbike.  [Laughter.]

DWG:  In [Czechia] or are you going broader than that?

General Pavel:  Everywhere.

DWG:  The whole NATO alliance.

General Pavel:  Eventually [inaudible]. 

DWG:  What kind of bike do you have?

General Pavel:  I have a BMW GS.  

DWG:  Very nice.  

General Pavel:  Thank you very much for having me.

DWG:  It’s a great pleasure.  So your work now is basically towards July, and --

General Pavel:  I will hand over 29 of July, sorry, June.  And then my successor will jump straight into the Summit.  But of course he will come out two weeks earlier and he’s already now being fed with lots and lots of data so that he will have a full understanding of the status of all documents being prepared for the Summit.  But I believe it will be important for him to sit at the Summit and to listen to guidance from the leaders who will set the stage for him for the next one or two years.
DWG:  Great.  Thank you.  Thanks, everyone, for coming.
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