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[bookmark: _GoBack]Ms KATRIVANOU (Greece, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left) – I thank the rapporteurs for their excellent work. I will focus specifically on the EU-Turkey agreement because it marks a change in European Union policy from reception to refoulement of refugees.

      It has been said that the main purpose of the agreement is to fight trafficking, but we know that trafficking can be fought only by providing safe access and safe roads for refugees. The main purpose of the agreement is to cut the flow of immigrants and refugees. The agreement refers to irregular immigrants, but UNHCR says that 90% of the people coming across are refugees, with 45% coming from Syria, 28% from Afghanistan and 18% from Iraq. Some 65% are children and women. The people to whom we in Europe are denying access and sending back to Turkey are not irregular immigrants, but refugees. Europe has decided on the refoulement of refugees. This is the first time that this has become legal since the Second World War. We have to recognise that and we have to change it. 

      The agreement explicitly states that for every Syrian who is sent back from Greece to Turkey, another will go to Europe. The agreement implies that Turkey is a safe country for asylum seekers. That is not accurate. Turkey has not ratified the New York protocol and it does not provide asylum for anybody other than Europeans. Syrians are given temporary asylum, but this is not complete asylum in accordance with EU legal standards. We do not know what will happen to the other refugees. What will happen to Afghans, Iraqis and Eritreans?

      There have been reports of the refoulement of refugees back to Syria, and of Afghans sent back to Kabul. On 1 April, The Guardian published an article saying that 14 Syrians, including four children had been killed trying to cross the border. I do not want to demonise Turkey, because it has received 3 million people; I want us – Europe – to take responsibility. The agreement is against international law, the Geneva Convention and the EU acquis. We really have to challenge it. Europe should take responsibility and not try to push it to outside its border. We need broad resettlement from Turkey of more than 500 000 people. The relocation system should be applied in accordance with the solidarity principle and with our responsibilities. Europe should keep the human rights standards and handle the situation wisely, realistically and according to international conventions and law. 
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10. Progress report of the Bureau and the Standing Committee          The PRESIDENT  –   The next item on the agenda is the debate on the progress  report of the Bureau and Standing Committee, Document 14016 and Addenda I & II,  and Doc. 14018, presented by Ms  Ioanneta Kavvadia. I remind all members that  speaking time in this debate will be limited to three minutes. The sitting must conclude  at 1 p.m., so I propose to interrupt the list of speakers at about 12.55 p.m.           I will suspend the list of speakers a t 1 p.m. and we will resume the debate at this  afternoon’s sitting.           I call Ms Kavvadia to present the progress report. You have 13 minutes in total,  which you may divide between presentation of the report and reply to the debate. Ms  Kavvadia, you ha ve the floor.          Ms KAVVADIA  (Greece)   –   The dramatic events of the past few months have made  it quite clear that Europe is facing major challenges. Barbaric terrorist acts have caused  death and suffering in Brussels, further undermining the feeling of s ecurity of Europeans  on the one hand and, on the other, exacerbating manifestations of Islamophobic hate  speech by extremist groups and individuals. War has continued to rage in eastern  Ukraine, while the country finds it difficult to progress towards nece ssary reforms. An  escalation of violence in Nagorno - Karabakh has involved several victims and  highlighted once again the inherent volatility of any frozen conflict. Scores of people  fleeing Syria and other countries have continued to arrive in Europe, whil e many others  are stranded at closed borders on European soil. The European Union and Turkey have  concluded an agreement on the return of refugees to Turkey, but both the substance of  the agreement and its implementation raise human rights and humanitarian   concerns.           It is hard to report on progress in such circumstances. I would like, however, to  highlight what members of parliament can and should do, and what actions the  Assembly has taken since the end of January. Terrorism will never advance the c ause  of those who use it unless we ourselves choose to limit the freedoms that constitute the  foundation of our democracy. Of course, every State has the sovereign right to  consider, decide and implement measures that are necessary for the security of its  citizens. What we need to consider is how that legitimate and necessary defence can be  compatible with the values of European legal culture. However huge the death toll,  however enormous the psychological impact on Europeans and however imminent and  seriou s the threat, European governments should make sure that the counter - measures  they introduce do not lead to abusive restrictions on individual freedoms and rights, as  enshrined in the European Convention on Human Rights. Indeed, respect of human  rights is  the bottom line under which no responsible politician should go, as that would  risk undermining the foundations on which European democracies are built and could  betray the values we proclaim.           In that context, I would like to mention the wise decisi on taken by the President of  France to withdraw the proposal to introduce the deprivation of nationality for citizens 
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10. Progress report of the Bureau and the Standing Committee

      The PRESIDENT – The next item on the agenda is the debate on the progress report of the Bureau and Standing Committee, Document 14016 and Addenda I & II, and Doc. 14018, presented by Ms Ioanneta Kavvadia. I remind all members that speaking time in this debate will be limited to three minutes. The sitting must conclude at 1 p.m., so I propose to interrupt the list of speakers at about 12.55 p.m. 

      I will suspend the list of speakers at 1 p.m. and we will resume the debate at this afternoon’s sitting. 

      I call Ms Kavvadia to present the progress report. You have 13 minutes in total, which you may divide between presentation of the report and reply to the debate. Ms Kavvadia, you have the floor.

      Ms KAVVADIA (Greece) – The dramatic events of the past few months have made it quite clear that Europe is facing major challenges. Barbaric terrorist acts have caused death and suffering in Brussels, further undermining the feeling of security of Europeans on the one hand and, on the other, exacerbating manifestations of Islamophobic hate speech by extremist groups and individuals. War has continued to rage in eastern Ukraine, while the country finds it difficult to progress towards necessary reforms. An escalation of violence in Nagorno-Karabakh has involved several victims and highlighted once again the inherent volatility of any frozen conflict. Scores of people fleeing Syria and other countries have continued to arrive in Europe, while many others are stranded at closed borders on European soil. The European Union and Turkey have concluded an agreement on the return of refugees to Turkey, but both the substance of the agreement and its implementation raise human rights and humanitarian concerns. 

      It is hard to report on progress in such circumstances. I would like, however, to highlight what members of parliament can and should do, and what actions the Assembly has taken since the end of January. Terrorism will never advance the cause of those who use it unless we ourselves choose to limit the freedoms that constitute the foundation of our democracy. Of course, every State has the sovereign right to consider, decide and implement measures that are necessary for the security of its citizens. What we need to consider is how that legitimate and necessary defence can be compatible with the values of European legal culture. However huge the death toll, however enormous the psychological impact on Europeans and however imminent and serious the threat, European governments should make sure that the counter-measures they introduce do not lead to abusive restrictions on individual freedoms and rights, as enshrined in the European Convention on Human Rights. Indeed, respect of human rights is the bottom line under which no responsible politician should go, as that would risk undermining the foundations on which European democracies are built and could betray the values we proclaim. 

      In that context, I would like to mention the wise decision taken by the President of France to withdraw the proposal to introduce the deprivation of nationality for citizens convicted of terrorism who hold dual nationality, which followed the opinion of the Venice Commission requested by the Assembly in Resolution 2090 on combating international terrorism while protecting the Council of Europe’s standards and values. The rapporteur was Mr Tiny Kox. 

      Serious concerns remain, however, especially in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks in Brussels. With the constant threat of terrorism, there is a risk that a state of emergency, which by definition is unnatural and temporary, could become a permanent, nearly normal state of affairs built into legislation, which would drastically restrict human rights and freedoms. Equally real is the risk of abuse of emergency measures to suppress activities and prosecute people who do not have the slightest connection with terrorism. An appropriate legal arsenal, in line with Council of Europe standards, is a necessary but not sufficient condition to defeat terrorism. Repression is not an alternative to prevention. 

      Stronger measures are needed to prevent radicalisation and to promote the values of democracy, human rights and the rule of law in our member States. In a timely manner, the Assembly will address those issues on Tuesday in the joint debate on “Preventing the radicalisation of children by fighting the root causes” and “Towards a framework of competences for democratic citizenship”. When we look at the situation in Europe now, it is easy to see that the security threat comes not only from terrorism but from frozen conflicts, covered or open inter-state conflicts and widespread human rights violations. We need to take urgent actions to prevent the escalation of tensions and the reignition of frozen conflicts. In a recent statement, you, President Agramunt, recalled that both Armenia and Azerbaijan committed themselves, when joining the Council of Europe in 2001, to use only peaceful means for settling their conflict.

      Finally, allow me to offer my support – I am certain that I speak on behalf of the entire Assembly in this regard – to the ongoing peace talks in Cyprus and to express my hope and conviction that a comprehensive, just and viable solution to that long dispute will be reached very soon. As regards Eastern Ukraine, I should like to mention the visit of Marieluise Beck and Kristýna Zelienková to Kiev and Mariupol from 4 to 7 April, in the context of the preparation of their reports, which focus respectively on the legal remedies to human rights violations on the Ukrainian territories outside the control of the Ukrainian authorities and on the Political consequences of the crisis in Ukraine. The two committees will hold a joint hearing on Wednesday afternoon to give the rapporteurs the opportunity to debrief them about their impressions. I also welcome the recent mission to Crimea by the Special Representative of the Secretary General, Ambassador Stoudmann, assisted by members of the Council of Europe’s Secretariat, which aimed to assess the human rights situation in the region. I look forward to the main findings of the report being shared with members of the Assembly.

      I remind all honourable members of the Assembly that unfortunately during the past months we have had to work without our Russian colleagues. The causes for that have been discussed, but we should do our best, in Strasbourg as well as in Moscow, to work towards the normalisation of relations. The power of the Council of Europe to fulfil its mission to promote peace and democracy in Europe lies in the participation of all member States and in all the activities of the Organisation.

[bookmark: _GoBack]      As regards human rights, I encourage the Secretary General to find pragmatic ways to ensure that those Europeans who live in areas of frozen conflicts can exercise their right to have access to the European Convention on Human Rights and benefit from the full range of human rights instruments and monitoring mechanisms operating under the aegis of the Council of Europe. I also welcome the release from prison of 149 people in Azerbaijan. I hope their freedom is guaranteed by law and in practice. I regret, however, that others, including Khadija Ismayilova and Ilgar Mammadov, remain in detention for having expressed their views. I hope they are freed as soon as possible. Anar Mammadli, the winner of the Václav Havel human rights prize, is one of those who was released from prison. 

      Colleagues, I take this opportunity to remind you that the nominations for the 2016 edition of the Vaclav Havel human rights prize are open until 30 April. You can sponsor the candidatures of individuals or organisations that you consider worthy of the prize. Furthermore, let me note with great satisfaction and joy the release from prison of the former honourable member of PACE, Grigore Petrenco, the former vice-chairman of the Group of the Unified European Left. Thanks to our co-rapporteurs and all others who worked for his release from prison. That marks a victory for democracy and the human rights movement.

      I would like to conclude my speech with a few words on migration. My country, Greece, because of its geography, is at the forefront of the reception of migrants and refugees fleeing the conflict in Syria and Iraq. Those people are in need of international protection. Their rights must be guaranteed and their lives must be saved. Migration has proved to be not only a challenge but a test of the capacity of European States to uphold their values and principles, of their willingness to practise what they preach and to help each other share the responsibility of respecting human rights. The recent EU-Turkey agreement raises concerns, especially regarding the violation of the European Convention on Human Rights and the Geneva Convention on refugees. All legal avenues contained in the agreement must be exhausted in order to remedy, as far as possible, those concerns. At the moment it is urgent that we seek common solutions instead of unilaterally closing European borders. It is now time for all European States to live up to their commitments in particular regarding the resettlement and relocation of refugees on the basis of a fair and proportionate quotas allocation system.

      United Europe was founded on values such as solidarity, democracy and equality between partners, but those values are now rapidly losing ground. During this session, migration will occupy an important part of our deliberations, with a joint debate on the reports on “Human rights of refugees and migrants – the situation in the Western Balkans”, by Tineke Strik, and on "A stronger European response to the Syrian refugee crisis”, by Annette Groth. I call on the Assembly as a whole to step up its work on migration and asylum, and I hope that this debate will help achieve long-overdue progress in this area. Allow me to close my presentation with a special thank you to the members of the Parliamentary Assembly’s staff and with my compliments for their excellent work in preparing the report. Their contribution is indeed invaluable to our work as parliamentarians and members of the Assembly.
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Ms KAVVADIA  (Greece, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left) *  –   Mr  Prime Minister, you have committed yourself on several occasions to undertaking the necessary  reforms to electoral law before the parliamentary elections in Georgia in  October. Indeed, the  most recent announcement was on 15 April, just a few days ago. However, according to a  number of reports by all the opposition parties, no positive changes have been introduced to the  current legislation. Given that in March the Venice   Commission also made a rather negative  assessment of the changes in electoral law that were made last December, what measures do you  intend to take in the immediate future to align the electoral legislation with the Venice  Commission recommendations, and  can you give this Assembly a timeframe for their  introduction?          Mr KVIRIKASHVILI  –   First of all, there were several series of changes to electoral  legislation. On the very first day of my approval as Prime Minister by the parliament, I  immediately lau nched a negotiation process with the opposition parties. Two days ago we  proposed important changes to the electoral code to make the process more inclusive, to lower  the thresholds for political parties to win the election to become parliamentarians, and  to lower  the thresholds for financing the opposition parties from the State budget. There is a political  agreement between the ruling party and the opposition parties that in 2020 the system will  change from majoritarian to proportional representation. But   six months before the elections it  would be very difficult to readjust the electoral system to the entirely new proportional system.  This is why we partly disagree with the proposal from the opposition parties. This is where we  are right now. We are conti nuing the negotiations and this process is not over. Our proposal  should be appreciated by the opposition because it makes significant changes to the current  electoral system.    
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      Mr KVIRIKASHVILI – First of all, there were several series of changes to electoral legislation. On the very first day of my approval as Prime Minister by the parliament, I immediately launched a negotiation process with the opposition parties. Two days ago we proposed important changes to the electoral code to make the process more inclusive, to lower the thresholds for political parties to win the election to become parliamentarians, and to lower the thresholds for financing the opposition parties from the State budget. There is a political agreement between the ruling party and the opposition parties that in 2020 the system will change from majoritarian to proportional representation. But six months before the elections it would be very difficult to readjust the electoral system to the entirely new proportional system. This is why we partly disagree with the proposal from the opposition parties. This is where we are right now. We are continuing the negotiations and this process is not over. Our proposal should be appreciated by the opposition because it makes significant changes to the current electoral system.
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Mr KOX  (Netherlands, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)  –   I  congratulate Jordi Xuclà   on his excellent evaluation of the partnership that started four years ago.  I agree that we should congratulate the Palestinian delegation on their excellent conduct within  the structures of this Assembly ever since the partnership was agreed. Four years  of partnership  have proven to be fruitful, but there are still a lot of opportunities to be explored in respect of  what Partner for Democracy status offers to both parties. I support the resolution’s call to the  Secretary General to mobilise the Organisati on’s expertise to assist in further developments of  human rights, the rule of law and democracy in the Palestinian territories and to make more use  of the relevant instruments of the Council of Europe. There is still a lot to be explored and it  should be e xplored over the next two years.          As we said from the beginning, Partner for Democracy status is not for free. The Council of  Europe should deliver more and better, as the resolution states; and the Palestinian National  Council has not yet delivered o ne of the first commitments  –   for there to be parliamentary and  presidential elections as soon as possible. I understand all the great problems that Palestine faces  in organising such elections under occupation; it is a mission impossible. But it is known  that  Palestine is capable of dealing with missions impossible. I call on President Abbas to do his  utmost to call elections for the parliament and the presidency as soon as possible. Both the  executive and the parliament need new fresh air to function in a   better way. Postponing elections  will not help to improve the complex situation that Palestine is in. I put trust in the citizens of  Palestine when they are invited to go to the ballot box.          I again call on Israel finally to end its occupation, which   creates almost all the problems  confronting Palestine. This week Vice - President Biden said that even his government feels  overwhelmingly frustrated with the Israeli Government, and that should be a signal to the  government of Mr Netanyahu. It is really on   the wrong track with its land grabbing, settlement  expansion, legalisation of outposts and suppression and humiliation of Palestinian citizens. In the  end, recognising Palestine and setting the people of Palestine free would first and foremost also  be in  the interests of Israeli citizens. To put more pressure on Israel, all Council of Europe  member States should soon recognise the state of Palestine. Many have already, but many have  to follow. That would be a signal to Israel that it has to set the Palesti nians free.          Finally, we have called for the release of Nadia Savchenko, and from what I read in the  newspapers it seems that that call will be listened to. We should not have double standards,  however  –   there are members of the Palestine Parliament i n Israeli custody. If we support Nadia  Savchenko, we should also support members of the Palestinian Legislative Council delegation,  who should also be released. I hope that Mr Dişli’s amendment will be adopted.    
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Mr KOX (Netherlands, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left) – I congratulate Jordi Xuclà on his excellent evaluation of the partnership that started four years ago. I agree that we should congratulate the Palestinian delegation on their excellent conduct within the structures of this Assembly ever since the partnership was agreed. Four years of partnership have proven to be fruitful, but there are still a lot of opportunities to be explored in respect of what Partner for Democracy status offers to both parties. I support the resolution’s call to the Secretary General to mobilise the Organisation’s expertise to assist in further developments of human rights, the rule of law and democracy in the Palestinian territories and to make more use of the relevant instruments of the Council of Europe. There is still a lot to be explored and it should be explored over the next two years.

      As we said from the beginning, Partner for Democracy status is not for free. The Council of Europe should deliver more and better, as the resolution states; and the Palestinian National Council has not yet delivered one of the first commitments – for there to be parliamentary and presidential elections as soon as possible. I understand all the great problems that Palestine faces in organising such elections under occupation; it is a mission impossible. But it is known that Palestine is capable of dealing with missions impossible. I call on President Abbas to do his utmost to call elections for the parliament and the presidency as soon as possible. Both the executive and the parliament need new fresh air to function in a better way. Postponing elections will not help to improve the complex situation that Palestine is in. I put trust in the citizens of Palestine when they are invited to go to the ballot box.

      I again call on Israel finally to end its occupation, which creates almost all the problems confronting Palestine. This week Vice-President Biden said that even his government feels overwhelmingly frustrated with the Israeli Government, and that should be a signal to the government of Mr Netanyahu. It is really on the wrong track with its land grabbing, settlement expansion, legalisation of outposts and suppression and humiliation of Palestinian citizens. In the end, recognising Palestine and setting the people of Palestine free would first and foremost also be in the interests of Israeli citizens. To put more pressure on Israel, all Council of Europe member States should soon recognise the state of Palestine. Many have already, but many have to follow. That would be a signal to Israel that it has to set the Palestinians free.

      Finally, we have called for the release of Nadia Savchenko, and from what I read in the newspapers it seems that that call will be listened to. We should not have double standards, however – there are members of the Palestine Parliament in Israeli custody. If we support Nadia Savchenko, we should also support members of the Palestinian Legislative Council delegation, who should also be released. I hope that Mr Dişli’s amendment will be adopted.
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Mr KOX  (Netherlands, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)  –   I do not  have a question on Ms Savchenko , but I just got information that President Poroshenko has  announced that he has agreed with President Putin for her to be released shortly. That is good  news.           On the EU - Turkey deal  –   we will discuss it later in an urgent debate  –   this morning Prime   Minister Davutoğlu said that everything is fine except for the money, but on Monday we learned  that the Commissioner for Human Rights assessed that aspects of the deal might be immoral,  illegal and impossible. That is a contradiction. What do you think ab out the human rights aspects  of the deal? Might human rights be hurt by the deal?          Mr JAGLAND  –   Thank you for that important question. The Council of Europe is not party  to the deal between the European Union and Turkey, but we have an obligation on  i mplementation. For instance, now, when people are staying in the reception centres while their  applications are processed, it is important for us to look first at how they got there, whether they  had access to a lawyer and whether they could appeal a decis ion. After that, we must look into  the conditions and where they are staying. The Committee for the Prevention of Torture and  Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment has already paid a visit to some such places and  we will continue to watch what is go ing on there. I have appointed a special representative who  has also been there  –   he has also been to the border between Greece and “The former Yugoslav  Republic of Macedonia”  –   who has a mandate to stay in close contact with the other international  partne rs and the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees to co - ordinate  our actions with regard to those issues.           The people on the Greek islands and those in Turkey, as I said earlier, have the same rights as  everyone else under the Co nvention. From the minute they put their feet on European soil, they  are covered by the Convention, and that is why we have an obligation to look after how they are  treated, whether they have access to a lawyer and the conditions in the centres in which th ey are  located. That is our mandate, which we will continue to look after very carefully.    
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      The people on the Greek islands and those in Turkey, as I said earlier, have the same rights as everyone else under the Convention. From the minute they put their feet on European soil, they are covered by the Convention, and that is why we have an obligation to look after how they are treated, whether they have access to a lawyer and the conditions in the centres in which they are located. That is our mandate, which we will continue to look after very carefully.
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  Mr KOX  (Netherlands, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)   –   Mr  President, I remember how, 10 years ago, you said in this Assembly that both the Council of  Europe and the European Union shared the same spirit and ambition. You then presented your  valuable ideas, including membership of the European Convention on  Human Rights by the  European Union by 2010. Now we see an ever - growing number of citizens losing trust in the  idea that European co - operation is a solution to a problem. It is more often seen as part of the  problem. May I ask you to reflect, with some self - criticism too, on what we politicians did wrong  and why we are losing the trust of our citizens in what was, and I hope can still be, the great idea  of European co - operation?          Mr JUNCKER*  –   Two or three minutes ago, I confessed that we were wrong in  over - regulating and interfering too much in the daily lives of our fellow citizens, and we were wrong  in failing sufficiently to respect the principle of subsidiarity, but we would also be wrong if we  insufficiently respected the principle of solidarity. S o I take issue with the suggestions that in all  cases Europe should give priority to national solutions, to the detriment of European solutions.           It is true that we are not very popular when we advocate for Europe. We are no longer  respected in our c ountries when we emphasise the need to give priority to the European Union,  but we will eventually end up with the ruins of this ideal if people want more national decisions  at the expense of European principles. They will find themselves defenceless and t he European  Union will no longer be respected around the world. A hundred years ago, 20% of human beings  were Europeans. At the start of this century, 11% of the global population was European. At the  end of this century, 4% of 10 billion citizens will be  European. We are losing in economic clout  in a very visible way with our low birth rate. If that continues in the face of the major problems  that are emerging, that is not the sort of image I want of Europe. We want a strong, influential  Europe in the worl d, pushing our principles and values.    
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      Mr JUNCKER* – Two or three minutes ago, I confessed that we were wrong in over-regulating and interfering too much in the daily lives of our fellow citizens, and we were wrong in failing sufficiently to respect the principle of subsidiarity, but we would also be wrong if we insufficiently respected the principle of solidarity. So I take issue with the suggestions that in all cases Europe should give priority to national solutions, to the detriment of European solutions. 
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Mr KOX  (Netherlands, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)   –   Minister, I am glad  that you mentioned Spain’s ongoing attempts to organise   an international conference to find a solution  to the Palestinian - Israeli conflict. You said that France has now taken up this initiative. In this respect,  what role do you see for the European Union now that American attempts clearly have failed and the  situation is quickly deteriorating? Do you foresee that in the near future the member States of the  European Union will recognise the State of Palestine, as our parliament  –   and your parliament  –   have  asked?   Mr GARCÍA - MARGALLO*  –   The idea proposed by Spain , which has been picked up by France, is that  since the Madrid conference that gave rise to the Oslo process there have been negotiations between  the parties and many resolutions and decisions of the international community but the parties have  never sat t ogether in the presence of the international community. We think that this is now urgent  because if things continue on the current path, the two - state solution will not be possible even  physically if the West Bank continues to be split from the Gaza Strip.   To say that there is only one  possible alternative solution  –   a single multinational State  –   satisfies none of the parties; obviously not  the Palestinians, who have been fighting for their own State since 1948, but nor will it satisfy the Israelis,  who wo uld have their rights restricted and in the medium term would be a minority in this multinational  State. We have to get out of the impasse.           The European Union, which is the main donor in Palestine and has great influence in Israel, should  play its r ole. The United States should be present but the European Union has to be present as well, with  a greater role than now. It is in the Quartet and it has to play a greater role. The member States that  want to associate themselves with this initiative should   be welcomed. At the Congress of Deputies Spain  adopted  –   unanimously among all the political parties  –   a resolution with a view to recognising the State  of Palestine soon. This recognition would serve to resolve problems, not to create fresh problems. Tha t  is the position of Spain currently.    
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr KOX (Netherlands, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left) – Minister, I am glad that you mentioned Spain’s ongoing attempts to organise an international conference to find a solution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. You said that France has now taken up this initiative. In this respect, what role do you see for the European Union now that American attempts clearly have failed and the situation is quickly deteriorating? Do you foresee that in the near future the member States of the European Union will recognise the State of Palestine, as our parliament – and your parliament – have asked?

Mr GARCÍA-MARGALLO* – The idea proposed by Spain, which has been picked up by France, is that since the Madrid conference that gave rise to the Oslo process there have been negotiations between the parties and many resolutions and decisions of the international community but the parties have never sat together in the presence of the international community. We think that this is now urgent because if things continue on the current path, the two-state solution will not be possible even physically if the West Bank continues to be split from the Gaza Strip. To say that there is only one possible alternative solution – a single multinational State – satisfies none of the parties; obviously not the Palestinians, who have been fighting for their own State since 1948, but nor will it satisfy the Israelis, who would have their rights restricted and in the medium term would be a minority in this multinational State. We have to get out of the impasse. 

      The European Union, which is the main donor in Palestine and has great influence in Israel, should play its role. The United States should be present but the European Union has to be present as well, with a greater role than now. It is in the Quartet and it has to play a greater role. The member States that want to associate themselves with this initiative should be welcomed. At the Congress of Deputies Spain adopted – unanimously among all the political parties – a resolution with a view to recognising the State of Palestine soon. This recognition would serve to resolve problems, not to create fresh problems. That is the position of Spain currently.
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Mr KOX  (Netherlands, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left) *  –   As  everybody seems to be speaking German in the Chamber, I will follow suit.          I was delighted, President Fischer, to hear that you had a friendly meeting with President  Putin, and that you advocate the normalisation of relations between Russia and the European  Union as soon as possible. That is obviously in everybody’s interes ts, so what prospects do you  think there are for the lifting of economic sanctions? How soon do you think they will be brought  to an end?          Mr FISCHER  –   We do not have to speak German, so I will try to answer in English.          Austria has supported the   sanctions in the institutions of the European Union because it was  necessary not to remain without reaction after what happened in the Crimea and parts of the  Ukraine. It is our opinion that sanctions are not an end in themselves. Of course, it would be  g ood if we can create a situation where Europe, united, can decide to reduce or end the sanctions.  I believe, as the German Foreign Minister does, that we should think in a step - by - step way. It is  necessary to make progress on the Minsk agreement. My feelin g is that, perhaps in a year, the  process of reducing sanctions can start, but we are already further along than we were. That  would be fine, but both sides must contribute to such a development.    
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Mr KOX (Netherlands, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)* – As everybody seems to be speaking German in the Chamber, I will follow suit.

      I was delighted, President Fischer, to hear that you had a friendly meeting with President Putin, and that you advocate the normalisation of relations between Russia and the European Union as soon as possible. That is obviously in everybody’s interests, so what prospects do you think there are for the lifting of economic sanctions? How soon do you think they will be brought to an end?

      Mr FISCHER – We do not have to speak German, so I will try to answer in English.

      Austria has supported the sanctions in the institutions of the European Union because it was necessary not to remain without reaction after what happened in the Crimea and parts of the Ukraine. It is our opinion that sanctions are not an end in themselves. Of course, it would be good if we can create a situation where Europe, united, can decide to reduce or end the sanctions. I believe, as the German Foreign Minister does, that we should think in a step-by-step way. It is necessary to make progress on the Minsk agreement. My feeling is that, perhaps in a year, the process of reducing sanctions can start, but we are already further along than we were. That would be fine, but both sides must contribute to such a development.
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  Mr KÜRKÇÜ  (Turkey, Spokesperson for Group of the Unified European Left)  –   Since July  2015, the resumption of armed conflict between the guerrilla PKK and the Turkish forces has  cost the lives of 874 people, of whom 202 were children and women, and 300 were security  officials. Three hundred thousand people are internally displa ced. Recent EU and US reports  sharply criticise your government for countless violations of the rights and freedoms of civilians  during security operations. Do you still believe that Turkey is a safe country for refugees leaving  the Syrian war, and is your   government considering means other than war of resolving the  Kurdish question and the conflict in Syria?          Mr DAVUTOĞLU*  –   We have Mr Kürkçü, a Turkish representative of the Turkish  Parliament. I wish that he had asked his question in Turkish because  Turkish is a working  language here. I am sure that his voters would have been more pleased if he had spoken Turkish.          First and foremost, governments have duties vis - à - vis their citizens and the most important  are security and freedom. If you cannot e nsure security, people cannot enjoy freedom. If you talk  about human dignity, you must ensure that people live in a safe, free and prosperous  environment.          Secondly, in modern societies, including those of the Council of Europe member States, we  need  public order. I am not talking about State authority, which implies a separation between  what constitutes a State and what constitutes the people. Mr Kürkçü called the PKK guerrillas,  but they are not; they are terrorists. If he had a child who had to walk   along the road where the  terrorists laid the mines to go to school or if his relatives were taken to hospital, wounded in a  missile attack by the terrorists, or if he had been a relative of one of the people who were  violently killed in Kızılay, Ankara, h e would have called them heinous terrorists, not guerrillas.          In the last election, I was elected with a majority of 49.5% by my people. I promised them  that there would be security everywhere in Turkey and that everyone would have their freedoms.  If  the DHKP/C, PKK or ISIS lay landmines on the road or have snipers on the roofs or organise  suicide attacks on my citizens, it is my responsibility to stop them. Like it or not, that will  continue until each citizen in Turkey feels safe and secure.          In   May 2013, when we announced the settlement process, people could have laid down their  arms as in the commitment made in Nowruz, but the terrorist organisation organised suicide,  missile and bomb attacks, and now you ask me when I will stop the security op erations. They  will not be stopped until there is freedom and security everywhere in Turkey.          We can say anything in Turkey. You can use your seat in parliament to speak as you wish.  Are any limits imposed on you? Your question would have been better  answered if you learnt to  speak and listen in Turkish. Turkey is a democratic country governed by the rule of law.           Ask any refugee from Syria: they all feel at peace in Turkish territory. You do not know how  they feel. Not a single Syrian refugee fe els threatened or weak in Turkey. They come to Turkey  to find peace. No one can make Syria out of Turkey. Turkey will continue its fight with  determination and the Turkish Government and State will last forever.  
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 Mr KÜRKÇÜ (Turkey, Spokesperson for Group of the Unified European Left) – Since July 2015, the resumption of armed conflict between the guerrilla PKK and the Turkish forces has cost the lives of 874 people, of whom 202 were children and women, and 300 were security officials. Three hundred thousand people are internally displaced. Recent EU and US reports sharply criticise your government for countless violations of the rights and freedoms of civilians during security operations. Do you still believe that Turkey is a safe country for refugees leaving the Syrian war, and is your government considering means other than war of resolving the Kurdish question and the conflict in Syria?

      Mr DAVUTOĞLU* – We have Mr Kürkçü, a Turkish representative of the Turkish Parliament. I wish that he had asked his question in Turkish because Turkish is a working language here. I am sure that his voters would have been more pleased if he had spoken Turkish.

      First and foremost, governments have duties vis-à-vis their citizens and the most important are security and freedom. If you cannot ensure security, people cannot enjoy freedom. If you talk about human dignity, you must ensure that people live in a safe, free and prosperous environment.

      Secondly, in modern societies, including those of the Council of Europe member States, we need public order. I am not talking about State authority, which implies a separation between what constitutes a State and what constitutes the people. Mr Kürkçü called the PKK guerrillas, but they are not; they are terrorists. If he had a child who had to walk along the road where the terrorists laid the mines to go to school or if his relatives were taken to hospital, wounded in a missile attack by the terrorists, or if he had been a relative of one of the people who were violently killed in Kızılay, Ankara, he would have called them heinous terrorists, not guerrillas.

      In the last election, I was elected with a majority of 49.5% by my people. I promised them that there would be security everywhere in Turkey and that everyone would have their freedoms. If the DHKP/C, PKK or ISIS lay landmines on the road or have snipers on the roofs or organise suicide attacks on my citizens, it is my responsibility to stop them. Like it or not, that will continue until each citizen in Turkey feels safe and secure.

      In May 2013, when we announced the settlement process, people could have laid down their arms as in the commitment made in Nowruz, but the terrorist organisation organised suicide, missile and bomb attacks, and now you ask me when I will stop the security operations. They will not be stopped until there is freedom and security everywhere in Turkey.

      We can say anything in Turkey. You can use your seat in parliament to speak as you wish. Are any limits imposed on you? Your question would have been better answered if you learnt to speak and listen in Turkish. Turkey is a democratic country governed by the rule of law. 

      Ask any refugee from Syria: they all feel at peace in Turkish territory. You do not know how they feel. Not a single Syrian refugee feels threatened or weak in Turkey. They come to Turkey to find peace. No one can make Syria out of Turkey. Turkey will continue its fight with determination and the Turkish Government and State will last forever.
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Mr KÜRKÇÜ  (Turkey, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)   –   I thank Ms  Fataliyeva for the report, but I am going to criticise   it. I regret that I was not able to attend the  meeting of the Committee on Social Affairs, Health and Sustainable Development during the  preparation of the report, so that I could at least try to help it to develop in the direction I would  like.          Fir st, we have a problem with the title of the report. What is wrong with radical? What is  wrong with radicalism or radical ideas? At the root of the Council of Europe, there is something  very radical  –   the French Revolution. Without revolution and without ra dical thinking, there is  no human progress. There is no need to defame the idea of radicalism, radical thought or radical  politics in order to exclude extremism, fundamentalism and fascism from our political sphere.  “Radicalisation” is therefore the worst  choice for defining what is happening among European  youth vis - à - vis Islamic fundamentalism.          Secondly, the real threat to Europe is not the rise of radical Islamic thought but the rise of  fascism across the continent, which is now crossing the Atlant ic and reaching the shores of the  United States. If we look at Trump, at the Front National in France or at Austria and Hungary,  we see how fascism is rising everywhere. The root cause of that fascist development is the  capitalist crisis. If we are to tack le the root causes of radicalism, we must look critically at  capitalism. Some measures that Ms Fataliyeva proposes might help, but they will not tackle the  root causes.          Finally, the rise of IS and al - Qaeda are not European phenomena. They cannot be c ountered  inside Europe. However, there is a European dimension to the rise of Islamic radicalism:  imperialism and the search for domination in the Middle East, Asia and elsewhere through  occupation and means other than politics  –   that is, war and aggressio n. There is a reaction to  every aggression, and that now takes the form of Islamic radicalism. In order to tackle the root  causes, European countries and States should go back to their basic economic and political  choices.          The PRESIDENT  –   This is a f inal reminder that the vote is in progress to elect a judge to the  European Court of Human Rights. The ballot will close at 5 p.m. Those who have not yet voted  may do so by going to the area behind the President’s chair. We now return to the debate.    
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Mr KÜRKÇÜ (Turkey, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left) – I thank Ms Fataliyeva for the report, but I am going to criticise it. I regret that I was not able to attend the meeting of the Committee on Social Affairs, Health and Sustainable Development during the preparation of the report, so that I could at least try to help it to develop in the direction I would like.

      First, we have a problem with the title of the report. What is wrong with radical? What is wrong with radicalism or radical ideas? At the root of the Council of Europe, there is something very radical – the French Revolution. Without revolution and without radical thinking, there is no human progress. There is no need to defame the idea of radicalism, radical thought or radical politics in order to exclude extremism, fundamentalism and fascism from our political sphere. “Radicalisation” is therefore the worst choice for defining what is happening among European youth vis-à-vis Islamic fundamentalism.

      Secondly, the real threat to Europe is not the rise of radical Islamic thought but the rise of fascism across the continent, which is now crossing the Atlantic and reaching the shores of the United States. If we look at Trump, at the Front National in France or at Austria and Hungary, we see how fascism is rising everywhere. The root cause of that fascist development is the capitalist crisis. If we are to tackle the root causes of radicalism, we must look critically at capitalism. Some measures that Ms Fataliyeva proposes might help, but they will not tackle the root causes.

      Finally, the rise of IS and al-Qaeda are not European phenomena. They cannot be countered inside Europe. However, there is a European dimension to the rise of Islamic radicalism: imperialism and the search for domination in the Middle East, Asia and elsewhere through occupation and means other than politics – that is, war and aggression. There is a reaction to every aggression, and that now takes the form of Islamic radicalism. In order to tackle the root causes, European countries and States should go back to their basic economic and political choices.

      The PRESIDENT – This is a final reminder that the vote is in progress to elect a judge to the European Court of Human Rights. The ballot will close at 5 p.m. Those who have not yet voted may do so by going to the area behind the President’s chair. We now return to the debate.
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  Mr MICHELOTTI  (San Marino, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)*  –   I  congratulate Ms Kleinberga   on her very good work that allows us to understand the seriousness  of the situation in Ukraine. The Group of the Unified European Left supports the exchange of  prisoners, and the release of hostages and all persons illegally detained in the context of the   conflict in Ukraine, as it is a crucial cornerstone of the Minsk Agreement. The situation is urgent  because, if war does not stop definitely and weapons do not surrender to dialogue, we will not  find a final peaceful solution to the conflict or achieve th e release of captured prisoners and  hostages.          The situation concerns not only people who were taken hostage by insurgents on both sides,  but people who were arrested by the Ukrainian authorities and should be released. In order to  protect and give fr eedom to all those who became victims of the ongoing conflict, demands must  be made of both sides, including Ukraine. We learned that 20 more prisoners were released and  that Nadia Savchenko is waiting for the conclusion of the negotiations about her relea se in  exchange for two Russian prisoners. However, we must not let down our guard and the Council  of Europe must not request: it should expect the release of all people who are still illegally  detained  –   not only military prisoners, but civilians who just  happened to be in the wrong place  at the wrong time.          Amnesty International has declared that on both sides of the conflicting parties, cruel  violations of human rights were committed, including war crimes. The exchange of persons  captured during the  conflict in Ukraine should not lead us to forget what has happened there. We  call on both sides to stop the ongoing violence. When all the international conventions are  ignored and disregarded, including those that regulate and recognise a kind of ethics w ithin an  armed conflict, it means that civil society is losing one more challenge. This is why we must  react strongly to prevent prevarication overrunning the democratic rules that hold us together.  Thank you for your attention.     
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 Mr MICHELOTTI (San Marino, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)* – I congratulate Ms Kleinberga on her very good work that allows us to understand the seriousness of the situation in Ukraine. The Group of the Unified European Left supports the exchange of prisoners, and the release of hostages and all persons illegally detained in the context of the conflict in Ukraine, as it is a crucial cornerstone of the Minsk Agreement. The situation is urgent because, if war does not stop definitely and weapons do not surrender to dialogue, we will not find a final peaceful solution to the conflict or achieve the release of captured prisoners and hostages.

      The situation concerns not only people who were taken hostage by insurgents on both sides, but people who were arrested by the Ukrainian authorities and should be released. In order to protect and give freedom to all those who became victims of the ongoing conflict, demands must be made of both sides, including Ukraine. We learned that 20 more prisoners were released and that Nadia Savchenko is waiting for the conclusion of the negotiations about her release in exchange for two Russian prisoners. However, we must not let down our guard and the Council of Europe must not request: it should expect the release of all people who are still illegally detained – not only military prisoners, but civilians who just happened to be in the wrong place at the wrong time.

      Amnesty International has declared that on both sides of the conflicting parties, cruel violations of human rights were committed, including war crimes. The exchange of persons captured during the conflict in Ukraine should not lead us to forget what has happened there. We call on both sides to stop the ongoing violence. When all the international conventions are ignored and disregarded, including those that regulate and recognise a kind of ethics within an armed conflict, it means that civil society is losing one more challenge. This is why we must react strongly to prevent prevarication overrunning the democratic rules that hold us together. Thank you for your attention. 
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The PRESIDENT  –   Thank you. I call Mr Jónasson.           Mr JÓNASSON (Iceland, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)  –   The revelations of the Panama papers do not come as a surprise in the sense that we  were all aware that there was a financial world hidden away, and we knew, more or  les s, where it was located. This has been a concern for many governments and  organisations, most notably the OECD. Concerted efforts have been made, with some  success  –   or so we thought  –   to eliminate tax havens and hidden financial transactions.  In Europe, t he spotlight was originally on Switzerland, Luxembourg, the Channel Islands  and the City of London, which of course has long been surrounded by secrecy. What is  surprising and shocking in the Panama revelations is the enormity of these practices.           Th e Panama papers, 11.5 million financial and legal leaked records, are only the tip  of the iceberg  –   or probably a little more than that  –   but they are based on the records of  only one particular firm, Mossack Fonseca, which appears to have provided the  fra mework for individuals and companies to hide their assets. The importance of these  revelations is that they expose a secretive system that facilitates crime and corruption. I  want to emphasise that the reasons and motivations of the individuals and compani es  involved may be very different  –   we should be careful not to generalise.           In my country of Iceland, the leaks have already had great repercussions. Our Prime  Minister, who was personally involved, has had to resign from office. Other Ministers  who   have apparently been involved in debatable financial transactions are now under  fire. It should be said that our former Prime Minister is, in fact, a man of very good  qualities  –   to this I can testify. His defence and moral justification was that he had  a lways paid taxes on his assets according to the law of the land, but which land and  which assets? That, of course, is the crucial question, as well as the problem of  verification. The crux of the matter is tax evasion and secrecy. Recent developments  and e vents in Iceland and elsewhere, with mass demonstrations and calls for the  resignation of politicians in the wake of the revelations of the Panama papers, reflect the  public outrage over the realities: one world for us, the general public, and another for  the millionaires who do not contribute to our welfare system as they should. It reminds  us of the aggressive neo - liberalism that was rampant towards to the close of 20th  century and during the first years of this century, when people advocated public cuts  and paved the way for competition between States by offering lower taxes. That, in turn,  meant cuts in public expenditure and was, in effect, an assault on the welfare state. This  primarily explains the public outrage, which is a healthy sign of democracy.          I am speaking on behalf of the Group of the Unified European Left, which is indeed  united in demanding more revelations, more transparency, more accountability and, not  least, a higher standard of morality in politics and in the business world.    
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The PRESIDENT – Thank you. I call Mr Jónasson. 

      Mr JÓNASSON (Iceland, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left) – The revelations of the Panama papers do not come as a surprise in the sense that we were all aware that there was a financial world hidden away, and we knew, more or less, where it was located. This has been a concern for many governments and organisations, most notably the OECD. Concerted efforts have been made, with some success – or so we thought – to eliminate tax havens and hidden financial transactions. In Europe, the spotlight was originally on Switzerland, Luxembourg, the Channel Islands and the City of London, which of course has long been surrounded by secrecy. What is surprising and shocking in the Panama revelations is the enormity of these practices. 

      The Panama papers, 11.5 million financial and legal leaked records, are only the tip of the iceberg – or probably a little more than that – but they are based on the records of only one particular firm, Mossack Fonseca, which appears to have provided the framework for individuals and companies to hide their assets. The importance of these revelations is that they expose a secretive system that facilitates crime and corruption. I want to emphasise that the reasons and motivations of the individuals and companies involved may be very different – we should be careful not to generalise. 

      In my country of Iceland, the leaks have already had great repercussions. Our Prime Minister, who was personally involved, has had to resign from office. Other Ministers who have apparently been involved in debatable financial transactions are now under fire. It should be said that our former Prime Minister is, in fact, a man of very good qualities – to this I can testify. His defence and moral justification was that he had always paid taxes on his assets according to the law of the land, but which land and which assets? That, of course, is the crucial question, as well as the problem of verification. The crux of the matter is tax evasion and secrecy. Recent developments and events in Iceland and elsewhere, with mass demonstrations and calls for the resignation of politicians in the wake of the revelations of the Panama papers, reflect the public outrage over the realities: one world for us, the general public, and another for the millionaires who do not contribute to our welfare system as they should. It reminds us of the aggressive neo-liberalism that was rampant towards to the close of 20th century and during the first years of this century, when people advocated public cuts and paved the way for competition between States by offering lower taxes. That, in turn, meant cuts in public expenditure and was, in effect, an assault on the welfare state. This primarily explains the public outrage, which is a healthy sign of democracy.

      I am speaking on behalf of the Group of the Unified European Left, which is indeed united in demanding more revelations, more transparency, more accountability and, not least, a higher standard of morality in politics and in the business world.
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Mr NORDQVIST  (Denmark, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)  –   First,  I congratulate the rapporteur on his work. The report is very good and raises some important  questions, which demand that we dare to talk about something that we do  not fully understand  –   that is what the Internet is.          The time in which we live has created this new form of communication, meeting and sharing.  It has not happened slowly and incrementally, giving us the opportunity to adjust our behaviour  and our la ws. It has been a revolution that has happened so fast that, every time we try to act, we  are a little bit behind. That demands that we do not rush new measures through, but that we dare  to take our time to understand the new challenge with which the new r eality presents us. We  need to meet these new technologies with an open mind. We need to be careful not to look at a  new world with old glasses.          As the report states, it is important to stress that human rights are not only for the real world,  but fo r virtual reality. That goes for intellectual property rights and for freedom of speech. Why  are the questions that the report asks so important? There are numerous reasons.          First, an author or a creator, and even each one of us, has a right to make  decisions about  what we create and what we want to share. Secondly, as the report also states, that is important  for our creative industries, which distribute online, and people who make their livelihoods  through their creations.          We need to be sure t hat the huge multinational companies do not hide from paying fees for  the creations that they put online.          The report highlights the important aspect that we need to help the users because we cannot  expect them to understand the complex laws of intell ectual properties. It is good that report states  that we need to make things clear for the user.          However, we need to be careful when we make new laws because the control that we can put  in place must not kill what is so beautiful about the Internet:  it gives everyone a chance to speak  up and engage in a dialogue. The freedom of the Internet is also crucial.           Let us keep an open mind and continue this discussion even after voting for this very good  report so that we can continue to find answers t o new challenges.    
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Mr NORDQVIST (Denmark, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left) – First, I congratulate the rapporteur on his work. The report is very good and raises some important questions, which demand that we dare to talk about something that we do not fully understand – that is what the Internet is.

      The time in which we live has created this new form of communication, meeting and sharing. It has not happened slowly and incrementally, giving us the opportunity to adjust our behaviour and our laws. It has been a revolution that has happened so fast that, every time we try to act, we are a little bit behind. That demands that we do not rush new measures through, but that we dare to take our time to understand the new challenge with which the new reality presents us. We need to meet these new technologies with an open mind. We need to be careful not to look at a new world with old glasses.

      As the report states, it is important to stress that human rights are not only for the real world, but for virtual reality. That goes for intellectual property rights and for freedom of speech. Why are the questions that the report asks so important? There are numerous reasons.

      First, an author or a creator, and even each one of us, has a right to make decisions about what we create and what we want to share. Secondly, as the report also states, that is important for our creative industries, which distribute online, and people who make their livelihoods through their creations.

      We need to be sure that the huge multinational companies do not hide from paying fees for the creations that they put online.

      The report highlights the important aspect that we need to help the users because we cannot expect them to understand the complex laws of intellectual properties. It is good that report states that we need to make things clear for the user.

      However, we need to be careful when we make new laws because the control that we can put in place must not kill what is so beautiful about the Internet: it gives everyone a chance to speak up and engage in a dialogue. The freedom of the Internet is also crucial. 

      Let us keep an open mind and continue this discussion even after voting for this very good report so that we can continue to find answers to new challenges.
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  Mr VALEN  (Norway, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)   –   In one third  of the Council of Europe’s member States, the share of women in parliament is less than 20%. It  is impossible to talk about equal societies when political power is so skewed to the benefit of  men. To achieve true equality, we need to do muc h more than simply remove formal hindrances  and restrictions that apply to women only  –   that is only half the job. As long as social, economic  and political power is unevenly distributed, the differences will translate into male - dominated  parliaments. That   applies to this day, more or less, to all Council of Europe member States,  including my own parliament, which is heavily male dominated.          More than 100 years after women fought to gain the right to vote in my country, women are  still under - represente d in almost every elected body. There cannot be any equality between  genders in political representation unless mechanisms are put in place to ensure it. First and  foremost, women must be given the same real opportunities in life as men. The right to vote  or to  participate in public office makes less of a difference if your opportunities in life are limited  owing to cultural or economic hindrances.          Secondly, the parties that nominate politicians carry a big responsibility. Many political  parties have  strict rules in place to ensure equal representation as a minimum. We know that it  works, and I wholeheartedly recommend it. Thirdly, female politicians in many countries are met  with a barrage of hateful language and threats on the Internet and in social  media. The way in  which many female politicians are treated by the public is, in itself, a threat to freedom of  expression, with its chilling effects spreading to all those who want to be heard but are afraid to  speak up because they are worried about the  abuse they will face.          Lastly, if the under - representation of women persists in member States  –   most facts point  towards exactly that  –   we must implement legislation that ensures equal representation. On that, I  respectfully disagree with the previous   speaker from Turkey. I think “quota” is a beautiful word.  It does not express the exclusion of qualified men. On the contrary, it ensures that men and  women have the same real opportunities in representation. The question is whether we are  willing actuall y to ensure that equality, but the answer is not clear at a time when champions of  equality are on the defensive in many countries, including in Council of Europe member States.          The equality that Europeans are so proud of is not a given, and it is no t timeless. The best  way to ensure it is to keep pushing back against the reactionary and conservative forces that are  on the rise in not only other parts of the world but here in Europe as well.    
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 Mr VALEN (Norway, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left) – In one third of the Council of Europe’s member States, the share of women in parliament is less than 20%. It is impossible to talk about equal societies when political power is so skewed to the benefit of men. To achieve true equality, we need to do much more than simply remove formal hindrances and restrictions that apply to women only – that is only half the job. As long as social, economic and political power is unevenly distributed, the differences will translate into male-dominated parliaments. That applies to this day, more or less, to all Council of Europe member States, including my own parliament, which is heavily male dominated.

      More than 100 years after women fought to gain the right to vote in my country, women are still under-represented in almost every elected body. There cannot be any equality between genders in political representation unless mechanisms are put in place to ensure it. First and foremost, women must be given the same real opportunities in life as men. The right to vote or to participate in public office makes less of a difference if your opportunities in life are limited owing to cultural or economic hindrances.

      Secondly, the parties that nominate politicians carry a big responsibility. Many political parties have strict rules in place to ensure equal representation as a minimum. We know that it works, and I wholeheartedly recommend it. Thirdly, female politicians in many countries are met with a barrage of hateful language and threats on the Internet and in social media. The way in which many female politicians are treated by the public is, in itself, a threat to freedom of expression, with its chilling effects spreading to all those who want to be heard but are afraid to speak up because they are worried about the abuse they will face.

      Lastly, if the under-representation of women persists in member States – most facts point towards exactly that – we must implement legislation that ensures equal representation. On that, I respectfully disagree with the previous speaker from Turkey. I think “quota” is a beautiful word. It does not express the exclusion of qualified men. On the contrary, it ensures that men and women have the same real opportunities in representation. The question is whether we are willing actually to ensure that equality, but the answer is not clear at a time when champions of equality are on the defensive in many countries, including in Council of Europe member States.

      The equality that Europeans are so proud of is not a given, and it is not timeless. The best way to ensure it is to keep pushing back against the reactionary and conservative forces that are on the rise in not only other parts of the world but here in Europe as well.
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  Mr VORONIN  (Republic of Moldova, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European  Left) *  –   Twenty - five years ago, the Republic of Moldova became independent. None the less,  many issues remain unresolved in my country. In fact, we really have not  understood where we  are supposed to go from here and how we are going to develop in future.          The problem with signing the agreement is not that Moldova wants to hold up on certain  issues but that the European Union does not seem to be holding out its  hand to Moldova. Life is  becoming worse and worse for people in my country, and the standard of living is clearly  plummeting. In such a context, criminal elements have been able to come to the fore. We have  seen the very parliament of our country in many w ays being held hostage by criminal forces in  the country, and the results of recent elections have not been respected. People are able simply to  do what they like. The very constitution has been overhauled and reformulated in the interests of  certain group s.          The whole parliamentary and institutional system is simply paralysed at present. We do not  have the kind of bodies we were supposed to have. We find that even the Venice Commission is  not able to work with us in the way it ought to, despite the fa ct that for 25 years we have been  monitored by that commission and have been a member of the Council of Europe. The mass  media in our country cannot tell people the truth about what is happening. They give people the  impression that they are part of the in ternational community, but they are not talking about the  corruption and arbitrary abuse of power in our country. One TV channel has for many years  simply not been telling people the truth about what is happening. We have experienced all those  problems for   many years. Indeed, four years ago we informed the European Court of Human  Rights that one of our TV channels had been shut down for no good reason, and yet we are told  there has not been enough time to consider that issue.          I do not have enough time   to go into the details of why the situation has arisen, but for some  reason the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe is not monitoring Moldova in the  way it ought to, meaning that people who have taken Moldova hostage are able to do what they  l ike. Our country has been captured and is being held hostage.   .    
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Mr HANŽEK  (Slovenia, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)   –   The  Unified European Left condemns all hostility, whether on the basis of religion, nationality,  gender, sexual orientation, disability or any other personal characteristic of an individual. It  opposes most vigorously the abuse of freedom of speech that   sows hatred towards others who are  different, humiliates the individual or attacks human dignity. In the Council of Europe, we  adopted a number of resolutions and other documents that set out our fundamental values and  outlined the boundaries of permissib le conduct. At the same time, we are aware that the changing  social and political circumstances require us to top up our commitments. Our renewed  commitment to fighting antisemitism in Europe is one such commitment.           In recent years, we have seen an  escalation of intolerance. This has manifested itself in hate  speech, xenophobia and racism, which have become worse with the refugee crisis. History  teaches us that if such events are not stopped efficiently and in a timely manner they can end  horrificall y. If we want to stop these negative trends, parliaments and governments of all States  of the Council of Europe must take decisive measures against the spread of hatred. They must re - examine the adequacy of their laws and amend them where necessary.          The Group of the Unified European Left supports the efforts of member States to legislate  and act on the new realities of society. The report is an adequate response to one of the pressing  chapters in the history of hatred  –   antisemitism. However, we also  need more answers to the  other types of discrimination, which are also very problematic. The burning issue is primarily an  increase in hostility towards refugees and Islamophobia.           We must also note the wrong thinking that says warning about Israeli  human rights violations  of Palestinians is antisemitism. This thinking equates antisemitism with critics of human rights  violations by the Israeli Government. Number three in the current Simon Wiesenthal Center list  of the top 10 antisemitic slurs is the E U, because of its decision to label settlement products from  the occupied territories. Such thinking hides the essence of the problem and prevents the  detection of a real antisemitism.    
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Mr HUNKO  (Germany, Spokesperson of the Group of the United European Left)*   –   I,  too, would like to congratulate our rapporteur on having picked out the most salient and  important   points and addressing them in her report. This is called a “Progress report” for  the Parliamentary Assembly, and we deal with human rights and the rule of law. We  attempt to develop those rights further, but unfortunately there has been a step  backwards i n some important areas. Mr Schennach spoke of that in regard to the so - called refugee crisis, and the reactions that it has triggered.           I think I speak on behalf of many when I say that Europe is building increasing  numbers of fences and walls, but t hat is not the way that we want to go. The EU - Turkey  deal is highly problematic, and I do not think it can be the solution to the refugee crisis.  The solution can lie only on combatting the causes behind the refugees  –   for example,  the civil war in Syria a nd the prospects for a peaceful solution to that conflict  –   and we  need to discuss that much more. We need to spend more energy on that, instead of  building walls.          Unfortunately, member States are also experiencing military conflict, as addressed  by  the rapporteur  –   the escalation in Nagorno - Karabakh, the revival of the conflict in  Donbass and what is happening in Turkey at the moment. The resurgence of violence  between the Turkish State, and the PKK and the Kurdish population is very worrying  and we  should address it clearly.          We have referred to the situation of political prisoners. I was able to visit Petrenko in  Moldova. He is no longer in prison but is, none the less, under house arrest. In Ukraine,  there is the Savchenko case, as we have hea rd, but I would also like to mention the  journalists in Ukraine who have been threatened with 12 to 15 years of imprisonment for  speaking out against the war in Ukraine. We should cover all of them. We are talking  about a campaign of fear, and we need a ne w campaign against fear because people in  Europe are increasingly fearful.    
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  Mr JÓNASSON  (Iceland, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)  –   At the  beginning of the session, the President asked us to stand in silence and show our respect and  condolences for those who were brutally murdered in the terrorist  attacks in Brussels. That was a  good gesture to show our solidarity and resolve to prevent barbaric atrocities of this kind. Soon  afterwards, we heard from Nils Muižnieks, the Council of Europe’s Commissioner for Human  Rights, who reminded us of who we are   and that the Council of Europe is the guardian of human  rights, social justice and individual liberties.           The report intends to do exactly that, because terrorism is an assault on those basic rights and  principles. In that spirit, there is a referen ce to former declarations by the Assembly on the  balance between increased policing and security measures on one hand and defending individual  liberties on the other. Here again I would like to refer to the words of Nils Muižnieks, the Human  Rights Commiss ioner. He said that when it comes to strengthening security services, we should  move slowly. But we are not doing that by preparing proposals over a few days, mostly to the  effect of giving more consideration to security measures. There are references to t he importance  of increased social cohesion, and I welcome that, but I would have preferred a much more in - depth discussion and recommendations in that direction.           The report says that our societies must be ready to pay a much higher price for securit y. In  1986, as a television journalist, I covered the Reagan - Gorbachev summit in Reykjavik. We  noticed how the Soviets were more relaxed about the security around their leaders than were the  Americans. Some wise people observed that it was because in the S oviet Union people who  posed a threat to authority had all been locked up. In the United States, that was not the case.  That was the weakness of western democracies, but also their strength.          We are urged to fight terrorism in all its forms: let us do   that whether it is terrorism by  individuals and groups or by states. Here, a mirror could be a useful tool.    
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      We are urged to fight terrorism in all its forms: let us do that whether it is terrorism by individuals and groups or by states. Here, a mirror could be a useful tool.
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Mr JÓNASSON  (Iceland, the Group of the Unified European Left)   –   We welcome the report. I  thank the rapporteur for the initiative and the thought - provoking information provided. All the  recommendations are to be commended. The crux of the matter is that, despite the alarming  statistics on forced migration due to clim ate change and other conditions that make migration  inevitable, international conventions governing migration only cover political, security - related  situations. There is no agreement on a comprehensive definition of forced migration. The report  identifies  this and explores possible remedies.           The report refers to international studies which indicate that the biggest single impact of  climate change in the coming years could be the movement of people. It is estimated that the  flow of environmental migra nts could reach 150 million people by 2050, or even 200 million.  We do not know what will happen, but these estimates are alarming.           I come from Iceland, where we would welcome a little warming, but this could boomerang.  If the Greenland ice melts, t hat would cool the sea around us. Even more important is what  impact climate change might have on the Gulf stream, which brings warmth from the Gulf of  Mexico to make Iceland and north - western Europe at all habitable.           This is all interconnected. The   international community must be on its toes. In particular, it  must look to the poorest parts of the world where the biggest vulnerable groups are to be found. I  commend the emphasis the report places on this issue. I reiterate our thanks and our support  for  the recommendations to make provisions to protect vulnerable groups in the world.     
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The PRESIDENT*  –   Thank you very much, Ms Bonet. You have slightly more than one minute  left to respond to what speakers say during the discussion. I open the general debate, starting  with Mr Jónasson.          Mr JÓNASSON  (Iceland, Spokesperson for the Group   of the Unified European Left)   –   My  group supports the report and its recommendations. I thank the rapporteur for her work and her  initiative. In essence, the report says that global epidemics and health emergencies are, indeed,  global and require a global   approach as well as a national effort. I agree with the rapporteur that  international health regulations should be strengthened and better implemented and monitored,  while the World Health Organisation’s rapid response mechanism must be reinforced.          Furthermore, the report says that any action must be community - centred, and it rightly  emphasises that national health systems must be strengthened and open to all. In particular,  paragraph 4.10 of the draft resolution says that it is important to “promote   research and  development of medicines, diagnostic kits and vaccines, in a spirit of solidarity, with adequate  research ready to be tested during an epidemic, with a view to fast - track authorisation procedures  and ensuring that any medicines or vaccines so   developed are accessible and affordable, in  particular to vulnerable groups, and keeping a reasonable stock following strict security  conditions”. That calls attention to the powerful and often lucrative pharmaceutical industry,  which, through patents and   monopolies, is in a position to hold the world to ransom, particularly  at times of global epidemics.          Strong global defence mechanisms need to be developed, and authorisation procedures  should be highly critical. Who wants to say “No” when pharmaceut ical companies say that  buying their product is a matter of life or death? I welcome the emphasis on solidarity and on  making vaccines available to all. The pharmaceutical companies need to be held at bay in all  countries, not least in the poorer parts of  the world.     
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Ms   KATRIVANOU (Greece, Spokesperson for Group of the Unified European Left)  –   Thank you for all your work and thank you for answering our questions. What do you  think about the EU - Turkey deal? Does it comply with the European Convention on  Human Rights, the  EU acquis and the Geneva convention? What do you think about  considering Turkey a safe third country, given that it has not ratified the New York  protocol and that it keeps its geographical limitation? What do you think about all the  reports on its not bei ng a safe third country by Amnesty International, Pro Asyl and  other organisations? What are your thoughts and what action will you take?          Mr MUIŽNIEKS  –   I have expressed my views several times on the EU - Turkey deal  during and after its conclusion. Th e concerns that I expressed at the time remain valid. I  am concerned about the legality of returning individuals whose cases have not been  properly assessed. I am concerned that that is being done collectively, in violation of the  prohibition on collective   expulsions. I am concerned by the fact that only Syrians and  not other groups in need of protection are mentioned in the deal. I have concerns about  the detention of vulnerable people in need of protection in Greece and elsewhere, but  also in Turkey on th eir return. Clearly, there is a need for safe venues for people’s  arrival in Europe. Is Turkey a safe third country? I have not assessed that question. I  was in Turkey for nine days and we looked at media freedom, the situation in the south - east and balanc ing security and human rights, and we considered the justice system.  The geographical limitation in Turkey is clearly a problem in the European context. It is  also clear that Turkey has been incredibly generous in receiving refugees and other  persons on th e move and that it needs our assistance. It needs our help and to work  closely with all of us to ensure that all in need of protection in Turkey get it. We should  also help ease the burden on Turkey of hosting and receiving millions of people. It is by  far   the largest refugee - receiving country in Europe and it probably has more refugees  and others needing protection than all the other Council of Europe member States  combined. When I criticise the EU - Turkey deal, I primarily criticise the EU and not  Turkey.  My fear is that the EU might be incentivising problematic practices in Turkey by  providing money and detention facilities and urging pullbacks of people when they try to  leave the coast. I find that difficult. The EU should not incentivise problematic huma n  rights practices in neighbouring countries.    
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Ms KATRIVANOU  (Greece, Spokesperson for the Group of the Unified European Left)   –   I  thank the rapporteurs for their excellent work. I will focus specifically on the EU - Turkey  agreement because it marks a change in European Union policy from reception to  refoulement of  refugees.          It has been said that the main purpose of the agreement is to fight trafficking, but we know  that trafficking can be fought only by providing safe access and safe roads for refugees. The  main purpose of the agreement is to cu t the flow of immigrants and refugees. The agreement  refers to irregular immigrants, but UNHCR says that 90% of the people coming across are  refugees, with 45% coming from Syria, 28% from Afghanistan and 18% from Iraq. Some 65%  are children and women. The  people to whom we in Europe are denying access and sending back  to Turkey are not irregular immigrants, but refugees. Europe has decided on the refoulement of  refugees. This is the first time that this has become legal since the Second World War. We have  t o recognise that and we have to change it.           The agreement explicitly states that for every Syrian who is sent back from Greece to  Turkey, another will go to Europe. The agreement implies that Turkey is a safe country for  asylum seekers. That is not a ccurate. Turkey has not ratified the New York protocol and it does  not provide asylum for anybody other than Europeans. Syrians are given temporary asylum, but  this is not complete asylum in accordance with EU legal standards. We do not know what will  happ en to the other refugees. What will happen to Afghans, Iraqis and Eritreans?          There have been reports of the refoulement of refugees back to Syria, and of Afghans sent  back to Kabul. On 1 April,  The Guardian   published an article saying that 14 Syrians , including  four children had been killed trying to cross the border. I do not want to demonise Turkey,  because it has received 3 million people; I want us  –   Europe  –   to take responsibility. The  agreement is against international law, the Geneva Convention   and the EU  acquis . We really  have to challenge it. Europe should take responsibility and not try to push it to outside its border.  We need broad resettlement from Turkey of more than 500   000 people. The relocation system  should be applied in accordance wi th the solidarity principle and with our responsibilities.  Europe should keep the human rights standards and handle the situation wisely, realistically and  according to international conventions and law.     


