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H. E.  Mr MA ZHENGANG, 

AMBASSADOR OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA 

On: 

‘CHINA AND THE WEST’ 

18th October 2001 

  

It is a really great honor for me to be speaking to the European Atlantic Group 
today.  After taking the kind advice of Mrs. Dangerfield, I changed the name of my 
talk.  To be frank, I felt a bit hesitant at first and have some reasons for this: 

Number one:  Prime Minister Tony Blair launched a net debate on his web site 
immediately after his visit to China in October 1998 and his title was “China and the 
West.”.  So it may seem like a clone of his idea. 

Number two:  It is true that the west as a geopolitical term has long been accepted 
generally but, judging it from a strictly academic view, it is rather ambiguous.  The 
‘West’ normally refers to countries in Western Europe and North America, yet these 
countries are by no means a unilateral entity and are not even an informal block.  They 
share a lot in common but their differences from one another are just as great.  Each 
has its own individual character and no one can represent the others.  In most cases 
they have to be dealt with one by one. 

Number three:  When talking about relations between China and the West you have 
to touch upon some history.  As a matter of fact, this is not a very pleasant part of our 
relations.  China has suffered a great deal in the hands of many of the western 
countries.  Since the mid 19th century, China has not been treated well over a long 
period of time.  But China’s people are, of course, very broad minded and have never 
indulged in the past bitterness in conducting these relations with other countries.  They 
are always grateful to those that have done some good to China. There is a well known 
phrase in China:  ‘Never forget old friends’.   We have taken a positive attitude of 
looking forward and not backward and have not required them to pay us back in their 
own coin.  Nevertheless, history should serve us a good lesson.  These old practices 
should not be repeated today. 

When the People’s Republic of China was formed in October 1949, we expressed our 
desire to form relations with all countries in the world based on mutual respect and 
equality.  But this idea was ignored by most countries in the west until the early 
1970s.  By then the west began to unfreeze their relations with China sincerely 
because they, as well as China, were deeply concerned about the expansionist threat 
of the former Soviet Union.  China was somewhat regarded by the west as a kind of 
strategic partner and there was a period of development of relations between the west 
and China.  From the 1970s most western countries established diplomatic relations 
with China and both Britain and the Netherlands upgraded their relationships to 
ambassadorial levels. 
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Since China’s adoption of a policy of open reform in late 1978, the relationships 
between China and the western countries have grown to a new height.  Again there 
are changes taking place in the world situation with the conclusion of the cold 
war.  Some people in the west began to wonder if there were any strategic reasons 
but some people even view China as a potential rival or enemy.  This has caused a 
lot of ups and downs in the relationship.  Such suspicions and allegations are a 
complete blunder. 

The general trend of the world today is that the world needs peace and peoples want 
co-operation. 

Like the people in the rest of the world, Chinese people are not afraid; and have paid 
the heavy price for the cold war and the confrontations of the last century. In the 
Second World War, China fought against fascist forces for as long as eight years and 
over 30 million people lost their lives. 

We hate to see any hot war or cold war break out in any part of the world.  We hate to 
see any county or group of countries pushing against others with politics.  We hate to 
see any more widening of the gap between the North and the South, the rich and the 
poor.  We honestly long for lasting peace for a new and more fair international political 
and economic order and a real democracy in international relations. 

It is true that we have made tremendous progress in the last 20 years and our people’s 
lives have improved dramatically but we are soberly aware that we have a long way 
to go.  It will take us at least 50 years or even a century or more for China to be really 
built up.  Stability at home and peace abroad are the prerequisites for the further 
development because no country can engage in serious construction in a chaotic 
situation, domestically, regionally or in the world. 

The person of China account for 20% of the world’s total.  The fact that this is such a 
big part of the world’s population could lead a peaceful and comfortable life and 
beyond any doubt to a great contribution to mankind itself.  Chinese people do not 
only think of themselves and their own interest.  We strongly aspire for common 
development and prosperity for people all over the world and we are willing to work 
together for that in the future. 

I believe we can have a correct assessment of the relations between China and the 
west only against such a background. 

As you know,         I have served in both Canada and the US and looked after our 
relations in North America for over ten years.  Sino-US relations have been one of the 
most important in Chinese foreign affairs and, from my own experience; it has been 
one of our most complicated.  In truth it is much more complicated than our relations 
with Western Europe. 

When I worked in the office of foreign affairs for America, my colleagues would often 
joke with one another that they were lucky to do the job because we experienced 
happiness, bitterness, soreness and hardship alternately in a short period of time. 
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The development of US-Chinese relations shows that there are no insurmountable 
barriers.  It is clear that further development of relations between the US and China 
would benefit the whole world. A former leader Mao Tsetung told British Field Marshall 
Bernard Montgomery in 1960 that China does not view Britain and France as a threat 
to China.  “We hope to see Britain and France grow in strength.”   In January 1965 he 
told a visiting French Parliamentary delegation there are two fundamental points in 
common between us. 

1.  Neither of us allows any big power to play the bully with us nor do we let ourselves 
be controlled or hurt by anything capitalist of socialist. 

2.  Our two countries hope to enhance our economic cultural context.  The relations 
between Western Europe and China have changed dramatically 

Now both China and Western Europe are rising forces in the world and their common 
interests have grown stronger.  China has also become a member of the UN Security 
Council and is the 7th largest economy in the world.  If you combined the population of 
the two sides it would count for 27% of the world’s total, of course 22% are Chinese 
people. 

All this has put a heavy responsibility on our shoulders and has called us to play a big 
role in maintaining world peace and permitting common development. I think the solid 
foundation has been laid down and for the future development. 

1.  Neither China nor Europe regards the other as a threat, rather as a sound partner 
in co-operation.  In December 1995, the EU adopted a document of long term policy 
on China and EU relations.  In November 1996 the EU Commission put forward a 
strategy for China.  On the 29th of June 1998, the EU Council of Foreign Ministers 
debated and adopted a new document on the establishment of a comprehensive 
partnership with China, deciding to elevate the level of China to equal importance to 
that of Japan, the United States and Russia. In April this year, a document addressing 
the relationship between China and the EU was developed. In April 1998, the first 
meeting between the Chinese and the EU leaders was held in London and the two 
sides issued a joint document stating the need for improved relations between China 
and the EU. 

Since 1994, the two sides have maintained frequent mutual visits.  There have been 
eight high level meetings, ten dialogues on human rights, five forums on justice and 
two conferences on women’s rights by the end of last year.  All these have developed 
depth and maturity of the political relationship between China and the EU. 

2.  The EU is China’s third largest trading partner next to the US and Japan and the 
trade value between China and the EU has increased vastly.  In 1997 it was 44 billion 
US dollars, $48.86 billion in 1998, $55.68 billion in 1999 and $72.9 billion in the year 
2000.  The first six months of this year has registered a further increase of 15%.  The 
EU countries are also important investors in China. 

3.  Both the EU and China boast a splendid cultural heritage and a fine tradition of 
civilization. They can learn from one another in order to further social growth and 
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enrich their spiritual lives.  Our world is rich and colorful, the basic feature of human 
society and also the driving force behind the progress of any civilization. 

I for one strongly oppose the doctrine of clashing civilizations.  I think promoting 
harmony of all civilization will benefit all and provoking conflicts among different 
civilizations will cause severe problems. 

4.  There are differences between China and the EU owing to differences in history, 
cultural, society and a different level of development, and we are trying to find a 
constructive way to handle our differences.  That is through consultative dialogue on 
an equal basis. Friendly consultation will promote mutual understanding, a helpful, 
informal solution to our differences. Conflict as history has taught us will lead to 
nothing. 

The coming 10 to 20 years are a crucial period for China.  The Chinese people are 
facing the very difficult task of developing China.  In the year 2010 the GDP will have 
doubled from the 2000 figure.  In 2000, the GDP was around $1 trillion so in 2010 the 
GDP will be something like $2 trillion. 

We hope that by the year 2050 China will realize it’s basic modernization program - 
that is one year ahead of 2049 the one hundred year anniversary of the People’s 
Republic of China. 

For this we need to complete several tasks. 

1.  Completely restructure our economy. 

2.  More effort on development of the west of China 

3.  The gradual urbanization of China’s vast countryside. 

All of that is not easy.  The world situation is a bit difficult right now.  The world 
eeconomy has slowed down, particularly after the tragedy in New York and 
Washington on the 11th of September.  These events have had a very negative effect 
on the world.  But still China has maintained the vigor of developing because mainly 
we put our efforts in domestic markets.  But still we need help and support from the 
world community and we have seen some opportunities.  Most recently is the 
possibility that in November, China will be admitted to the WTO, this of course will give 
numerous opportunities and challenges as well. 

Another important opportunity is Beijing’s winning of the Olympic Games in 
2008.  Although we will not receive any benefit from the games themselves, preparing 
for the games could be a great boost for China’s economy.  According to expert 
analysis this could help China’s GDP to grow by 03% annually. 

And so China has great opportunities in the future and we hope the Western European 
Countries will join China in its development.  Our door will open wider and our reform 
will continue through to the end.  Let us work together for a better and more beautiful 
future. 
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THE RT.  HON.  FRANCIS MAUDE, MP 
On: 

‘CURRENT FOREIGN POLICY ISSUES’ 
30th October 2000 
  
Introduction 
It is a notable achievement that this Group is approaching its fiftieth anniversary. 
Within that time similar organisations have appeared and disappeared, so it has been 
a pleasure this evening to see, in such a large attendance, the outward signs of inner 
vigour and health. Long may you continue to provide a broad forum for the discussion 
of the issues which affect us all. 
  
1.         Shape of the world - goodbye blocs, hello networks 
  
During the last ten of those fifty years, the shape of the world has changed 
dramatically. 
States have disappeared, the Berlin Wall, which was put up overnight, was demolished 
just as suddenly. 
It was as if it could no longer withstand the pressure of the forces it had tried to dam, 
the great ideas, of freedom, enterprise, the defeat of socialism. 
These same potent forces also unleashed a swirling tide of discovery, market-driven 
innovation and enterprise which has given us today’s astounding globalisation. 
To some that tide seems threatening. 
In truth it has already revealed itself as the most potent force for progress. 
The biggest issue in foreign policy is getting to grips with this change. What is clear is 
that the world of the Cold War, the world dominated by blocs (and superpowers) has 
ended, and a new, much more complicated web of networks has taken its place. 
My case tonight is that in this world the nation state is more, not less, important than 
before: this is a world in which this unique nation state, this United Kingdom, if we 
understand our strengths and develop them, can be an extraordinarily powerful force 
for good. And it is a world in many ways designed for a country like our own, as our 
global outlook and networks come into their own. 
Just look at Britain’s international assets: 
  
The EU, 
  

• The transatlantic relationship 

• The Commonwealth. 

• NATO. 

• The G8. 

• The fourth largest economy and the second biggest international investor. 

• Superb armed forces and a highly professional Diplomatic Service giving Britain 

real global reach. 

  
In this new world, in which physical geography matters less and less, we should not 
think of Britain as being on the periphery of anything -not on the edge of some core 
Europe, not the fifty-first state of the USA, and not just an offshore island. 
On the contrary the network world places us -as never before -at the heart of the global 
system. 
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We can be at the centre of everything. 
The rigid stability of the world of blocs has given way to greater instability, yes, but 
also greater opportunities. 
Through technology and detente, networks between nations and individuals have 
flourished- forming and dissolving daily. 
It has been a good decade for the customer. Helped by the EU and the WTO, 
international trade has grown significantly, and intense competition has provided 
customers with greater choice. 
And not surprisingly, consumers have got more choosy. As in commerce, so in politics. 
Political attitudes are changing. Growing international trade has provided people with 
greater choice. Voters will increasingly demand greater political choices. Voters, like 
those in Denmark, are increasingly unwilling to accept that one size fits all model of 
European Union. 
National politicians find electorates much less easily satisfied, and the EU’s working 
assumption to date, that one size must fit all must have to change. It is every bit as 
out of date as Henry Ford’s saying that ‘you can have any colour you like so long as 
it’s black’. 
Instead of the need there used to be in foreign policy, impelled on us by the need to 
keep closed ranks, we will be able to take greater choices. 
Our greatest choice exists in how we respond to the developments outlined. 
The unfamiliarity of this new landscape tends to produce two responses. One is that 
we should shape the new landscape to fit our existing thinking and habits. The other 
demands new thinking and a new vision to fit the new landscape. 
  
2.         Self-government is our priority 
  
I have no doubt that the second is right. 
In this new world, nations and groups of nations can choose whether succeed or fail. 
No longer first, second or third world. 
Today every country is by choice in the fast world or the slow; future or past. 
Countries that choose the rule of law and the open economy will succeed. Those that 
eschew either will fail to thrive. 
But that implies having the ability to choose; the ability of a nation to govern itself. 
In this new network age, control and agility are everything. 
Our ability to shape our future, to ensure this necessary flexibility matters more than 
ever. 
That is why a Conservative Government would keep the pound. 
Control of monetary and fiscal policies, regulation and taxation are the keys to success 
in the business of winning business and investment, and thereby earning success. 
In the world of globalisation the nation state matters more, not less, than before. 
Boutros Boutros Ghali, former Secretary-General of the United Nations, put it well: 
“The globalisation now taking place requires a profoundly renewed concept of the 
State. Between the isolated individual and the world there must be an intermediate 
element. This element is the State and national sovereignty. They respond to the 
needs of all human beings for identification. In a world both impersonal and 
fragmented such a need is greater than it has ever been in history”. 
  
3.         The British contribution to global stability 
  
Not only is the world more competitive today. It is also far less stable. 
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The pressures of the Cold War suppressed deep-seated ethnic disputes across the 
world. 
You have only to look at the Balkans and the Caucasus to see how, when the Soviet 
Union had disintegrated, ancient hatreds returned from the grave. 
These regional conflicts are deeply destabilising. 
Free trade 
Where we can help to resolve them, we should. 
We have a deep vested interest in stability, as all trading nations do. 
As a country with a long history of global trade and investment, we must continue, in 
the face of ever better co-ordinated opposition, to put the arguments for free trade. We 
cannot let the scenes at Seattle or in Prague to halt the free trade impetus which is all 
countries’ best hope for the future. 
That is not just because free trade brings prosperity but because the mutual interest 
in peace it generates ensures that nations which trade together tend to stay together. 
William Hague has already said that he wants this country to lead the call for global 
free trade. And he has set a target date of2020. A Conservative Government will 
reinforce that commitment by tailoring our foreign and aid policies to help those 
countries willing to help themselves by committing to the rule of law, free trade and the 
open economy. 
Consistency in our diplomacy abroad 
And we should be clear that there is a real relationship between freedom and 
prosperity. The rule of law that stands between the state and the citizen to protect civil 
liberties is the same rule of law that protects private property and enforces commercial 
contracts. Its absence not only compromises human rights; it deters the investment 
that is essential for economic growth. 
So it is not just ethical, it is in our interest to promote these values. 
It is our duty to make our concerns known, day in day out, about the practices which 
go on in these countries. A Conservative Government would restore the annual motion 
at the UN’s Convention on Human Rights drawing attention to China’s miserable 
record in human rights and we would back 
this up with constant pressure. It was a bad day for Britain’s influence for good when 
the Metropolitan Police were encouraged to arrest lawful protestors during President 
Jiang Zemin’ s state visit to London. Of course we owe a duty of courtesy to our 
distinguished visitors. But we do no favours to anyone when we convey the impression 
that these matters are as stage-managed here as they would be in Beijing.  
The test of an ethical foreign policy is not how you treat small countries, is how you 
treat the large and strong ones. 
Intervention when? 
And of course there are today endless demands and opportunities for Britain to 
intervene around the world. 
Inevitably, the networks we belong to, the historic links we share, make us sensitive 
to developments all over the world. The more global the media network becomes, the 
more we can expect the pressures to act to increase. 
As a highly responsible power we will always be sensitive to concerns about human 
rights and their abuse. 
But the doctrine of the ‘humanitarian war’ is novel and ambiguous, even contradictory. 
We can, and will continue, to play our full role in the new global order but this role must 
always be tempered with profound caution and humility about what in practice can be 
achieved by the outside intervention of the international community. 



791 
 

The remedies for the ills of most nations and most societies have throughout history, 
and always will in the future, come from within. There will sometimes be a role for 
international intervention to establish the conditions in which those nations can take 
control of their own destiny. But that role will be limited and generally temporary. 
When it arises, it raises a fourth issue: the extent to which we should exercise our 
foreign policy alone. Splendid isolation never has been Britain’s path. I guarantee that 
under the Conservatives it never will. 
I utterly reject the notion that Britain maximises its global influence by subsuming itself 
in a single European foreign policy. Of course there will be many occasions, even 
perhaps most, when we want to act jointly with our partners, whether European, 
transatlantic or Commonwealth. Half way through this year we set up a Commission 
on the Commonwealth to look at ways in which this network can be of greater benefit 
to all its members in the future. 
But the idea that we gain influence by giving up power is inherently absurd. 
Defence Policy 
Before I finish, I would like to say a few words about this issue which is very pertinent 
to this gathering tonight. 
When we have acted in concert with other countries in the recent past, we have done 
so most effectively through NATO. 
In three weeks’ time European Union governments will meet to discuss what forces 
they can commit to the Common European Security and Defence Policy. What is, in 
short, the beginning of an EU army? 
I say at the outset that I am and have always been for a greater European contribution 
to our own defence. 
F or too long we have expected the United States to foot the lion’s share of the bill for 
keeping the peace first in central Europe during the Cold War, and now in South 
Eastern Europe in the successive tragedies which have wrecked the peace in the 
Balkans. 
I also favour an intensification of defence co-operation between the nations of Europe. 
But I am highly sceptical about this latest move. 
There is a crying need for European nations to share more of the burden of ensuring 
our security. But this doesn’t do that. Defence spending on the continent is falling, not 
rising. All this does is to construct new institutional architectures, autonomous from 
NATO and within the EU, which threaten to encase European defence in committees, 
bureaucracy and the creeping embrace of the EU institutions. 
There is absolutely no military case for giving the EU a role in Europe’s defence. The 
case is purely political -a challenge to supposed American dominance of NATO, the 
establishment of rival power bloc, and the move towards what Romano Prodi 
habitually calls a European army. 
It is designed by people who are concerned first with endowing the EU with another of 
the trappings of statehood. Earlier this year M. Jospin talked of a “single European 
defence structure”, of the “pooling” of Europe’s armies. If this were done the EU would 
have “crossed a milestone towards the creation of a united political Europe”. 
Even Mr Blair seems to be echoing this rhetoric with his speech in Warsaw in which 
he proclaimed his wish to see the EU become a ‘superpower’ 
It would be folly to lock Europe’s defence forces into a single structure when it is 
inconceivable that Europe will have a single foreign policy. 
NATO already provide the ideal flexible structure for different combinations of 
European nations to move together on a particular mission. Look at KFOR, in Kosovo. 
A NATO force, but including contingents from several non-NA TO countries. 
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Supporters of the single currency already look forward to the day when it becomes a 
rival to the dollar - a somewhat remote contingency just now. I am concerned that the 
supporters want this separate common defence policy for a similar and just as 
unwelcome reason. 
At its worst ESDP is a visible expression of a chilling, and growing, anti- Americanism 
from some parts of Europe. 
This mindset is worse than simply being unrealistic and vain. It is actively harmful not 
least to those countries inside NATO, but for the time being outside the EU, whose 
security is compromised by this arrangement. If it encourages America to turn its eyes 
further westward to the powerful allure of Asia, we will have inflicted a devastating 
blow at the basis of our security, the Atlantic Alliance. Yes we should take on more 
responsibility for our defence, but not through the overtly political process of creating 
competing bureaucracies. It is exactly this sort of pointless response which has lost 
the EU the faith of the people who pay for it -the taxpayers and voters. 
If only for this reason it is essential that Britain should lead Europe in making the case 
for National Missile Defence. There may be resistance to it, but that is what leadership 
is about. Just as in the eighties the Conservative Government took on the one-sided 
disarmers of CND, and won the 
argument with the public, Mr Blair today must be prepared to do the same. It shouldn’t 
be too unfamiliar; after all in the eighties he and all his colleagues were all engaged in 
the argument, albeit on the other side. 
A Conservative Government’s foreign policy 
This Government came to office claiming that its foreign policy would be ethical -
contrasting presumably with the unbending commitment to the national interest that 
had gone before. It was a simple contrast, though a false one. 
A British Government, if confident in itself, can wield considerable moral force. 
When we promote democracy and the rule of law, when we promote prosperity 
abroad, we act ethically and honourably, for sure. But we also act in our own national 
interest. 
To elevate this approach into a grand, gesture-ridden, and simplistic strategy is absurd 
and dangerous. It raises expectations only to dash them down. It can make us 
misjudge world situations and can lead others to misjudge us - as in the past they have 
done with fatal consequences. The forthright adoption of the national interest, 
honourably espoused and ethically discharged, is the nest course, not just for Britain, 
but for the world. I hope it may not be too long before I have the chance to put it into 
practice. 
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 McKinnon Asks “What Can Be Done Tomorrow?” 

  The Commonwealth’s Secretary General and The Institution’s 

Future   

 

 Summary by  GRAHAM  JARVIS, MA   

   

 

Lord Limerick is seated (right) next to Donald McKinnon at the St Ermin’s Hotel 

“The question is not what was done yesterday, but what can be done tomorrow”, said Commonwealth 
Secretary General Rt. Hon. Donald McKinnon. He was speaking at a European-Atlantic Group meeting 
in London on 28th February 2001 to celebrate the Commonwealth’s 50th year. Delegates warmly 
welcomed his speech entitled, “Tomorrow’s Commonwealth.” Yet he trod diplomatically over issues 
relating to rogue member states such as Sierra Leone and Zimbabwe. 

Overall he espoused a positive image of the Commonwealth as an international institution. Donald 
McKinnon presented a bright future, even though he admitted that the Commonwealth has limited 
powers to “actually make a difference.” He believes that the “resurgence of interest” by its 1.5 billion 
citizens within the 54 member states is “a very good sign.” Otherwise his views were much in line with 
British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s vision – very New Labour. 

So would anyone miss the ‘club’ if it withered away? Of course, he argued, adding that even Manchester 
would miss it, “because if there is no Commonwealth, then there’s no Commonwealth games.” 
Manchester is the next venue for the 17th games, and will be held next year in 2002. Donald McKinnon 
hopes that the games will continue to unite the Commonwealth’s “programme of consensus” within its 
core values of democracy, human rights, the rule of law, and good government. 

The Harare Declaration expressed these principles in 1991. Yet not all of the signatories seem so keen 
on them. President Mugabe of Zimbabwe, for example, was not only accused of vote-rigging in the 
country’s last presidential election, but also of human rights’ abuses through encouraging violence 
against white farmers, rollercoasting over its legal framework, and limiting the freedom of the press. In 
essence he runs his regime contrary to the democratic values laid down by the 1991 declaration. 
Through this action he limits opposition to his 21-year rule. 
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Nevertheless, he agreed that something must be done to enforce the Commonwealth key rules for 
membership. He argued that measures such as the expulsion of rogue member states should be 
enforced. Other than Zimbabwe and Sierra Leone these states include Pakistan, the Gambia and 
Nigeria. The threat of expulsion should be used as a deterrent. “They don’t wish to be suspended”, he 
insisted, “because the Commonwealth matters.” He added that even the United Nations should suspend 
member countries “who come to power by the barrel of a gun.” 

Expulsion though is the last resort. Donald McKinnon presented a preferred alternative to help 
Commonwealth countries in trouble, whatever that be. He believes that diplomacy should be used, and 
the development of democracy should be encouraged. Often, he revealed, action and support is 
undertaken quietly to avoid embarrassing a Commonwealth member state. Backing up his view he 
believes that “democracy and an open economy diminish the problems” within member states. At the 
end of the day he feels that “it’s all about persuasion.” 

The key he suggested, and supported by British Chancellor of the Exchequer Gordon Brown and 
overseas development minister Clare Short, is education. He revealed that 70 million Commonwealth 
citizens are illiterate. The institution faces other challenges in the 21st Century: the HIV epidemic 
particularly in Africa, debt management – even outside the Commonwealth, and conflict resolution and 
peacekeeping. Donald McKinnon stated that such programmes should present “an umbrella to other 
organisations,” and that the Commonwealth is not “just about heads of Government.” 

Some measured criticism for the past governance of the institution was given. Donald McKinnon has 
held office as secretary general for the last 11 months or so. When he began his job he noticed that 
“there was no clear mission statement, and therefore no cohesive force about what we are trying to do.” 
At the heads of government meeting in Durban, South Africa, this question was at the forefront of 
everyone’s mind. 

The problem, he thinks, is to find the “right objectives” and “to progress at the right speed.” Furthermore 
the role of the Commonwealth, and indeed his own, was clarified after he wrote to 70 academics who’d 
written theses about the way forward. That, it was concluded, would involve working with the United 
Nations, other international and national institutions, as well as a broad range of non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs). The main purpose of its programme is to help form a bastion against the “many 
people in the world, who are suffering from the effects of globalisation,” explained Donald McKinnon. 

Now globalisation, he admitted, is not going to disappear. It isn’t necessarily a bad thing either for the 
developing countries. Rightly or wrongly because of cheaper manufacturing and labour costs, Western 
companies will often favour a Third World country to produce its goods for sale in the West. However, 
this can also attract unscrupulous employment practices and exploitation of poor workforces. Donald 
McKinnon recognised that technology is accelerating the effects of globalisation. With technology 
proving to be the key to stay ahead in the modern global economy, many Third world countries are left 
behind. The reason is simple: they do not have the infrastructure in place, and lack the appropriate 
investment capital. 

In order to help developing Commonwealth nations, and sometimes other non-member countries in 
need, a budget of £20m is set aside. McKinnon described this sum as being “small – a third of 1% of 
the whole aid programme.” He posed the questions: “How can the Commonwealth have such relevance 
with such as small budget?” and “How do you improve people’s skills?” The solution, he believes, is to 
encourage initiative rather that to create a state of dependency on external aid. Essentially this leads 
to a less paternalistic approach than under colonial times. It is designed to get Commonwealth members 
to ask for assistance when Commonwealth support is warranted. 

He cited the Solomon Islands as a prime example. The islands have suffered internal problems since 
independence from the U.K 25 years ago. Without its own familiar structure and institutions in place 
“the new government fell flat on its face,” said Donald McKinnon. Therefore he believes that democracy 
should be “home grown,” and economic development of developing Commonwealth member is formed 
through partnership. The policy aims to move developing member states towards a capacity of self-
reliance. In turn this will cultivate, it is believed, an open economy and further the cause of democracy 
through the creation of accountable government institutions. 
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The Commonwealth welcomes new members. So what would be the benefits? Donald McKinnon 
suggested several possible reasons why non-Commonwealth countries would like to join the ‘club.’ 
Primarily he said that it is because members are allowed to have different interests, but with “a common 
cause.” Some countries he admitted would never be allowed to join. The United States was among 
them because it is “too big to fit into the Commonwealth,” he argued. That might pose the question: 
what if the US hadn’t gained independence from Britain, and had walked the same path as Canada? If 
the United States had become independent in the 20th Century, but wielded its present global economic 
and political power, would it still have been excluded? Yet there was no sign of anti-American sentiment 
in the secretary general’s comments. He very much believes in the special relationship between the US 
and the Commonwealth. 

Secretary General Donald McKinnon emphasised that the Commonwealth is more than an English-
speaking club. He believes that there are clear benefits for both large and small member states. For 
example the Indian Ocean states, he explained, acquire a ”greater voice internationally” through the 
Commonwealth. Even though the United Kingdom pays 30% of the institution’s bills, McKinnon revealed 
that it gains the option of seeking Commonwealth support in the United Nations, and within other 
international bodies. He compared Britain’s position with the Nordic states. In comparison the envoys 
of that region stand alone. 

So what is the future of the Commonwealth in the 21st Century and beyond? The Commonwealth’s 
future, he concluded, lies “within its unique network of 54 countries.” A speech by British prime minister 
Tony Blair, which is published on the Foreign and Commonwealth Office’s Web site, sums up the future 
in a 50th anniversary speech. His views reflect those presented to the European-Atlantic Group by 
Secretary General Donald McKinnon: 

“Although we have achieved much together, there is still a lot for us to do. There are still too many 
countries suffering under repressive regimes. There are still too many individuals excluded from the 
benefits of the global economy. Together, we must continue to stand up for the values on which the 
Commonwealth is based. We must ensure that we translate our unique ties of friendship into shared 
prosperity.” 

Indeed its future is within a framework of cultural and racial diversity, shared principles, its goal of shared 
prosperity within a structure of co-operating independent states. The Commonwealth has many 
challenges ahead. The foremost is to demonstrate its own values and importance. Donald McKinnon 
illustrated this point. Upon a school visit to Malta its pupils told him that they knew nothing about the 
Commonwealth. After all since Britain joined the European Union (EU), formerly the European 
Economic Community (EEC), they have only learnt about the EU. 

Therefore what can be done, and what has to be done, is synonymous. More has to be done to make 
future generations realise the institution’s future worth, and the relevance of its exchange and aid 
programmes. Many Britons can’t even answer questions about the European Union, in spite of the 
millions of pounds spent by the European Commission on ‘informing’ the British public. Yet there is 
more chance of the British public knowing about EU exchange programmes than a Commonwealth 
counterpart. 

So Donald McKinnon has an uphill struggle. Managing the interests of “54 sovereign countries is not 
easy,” he admitted. Yet clearly the Commonwealth’s future relies on promoting its importance and 
relevance in the 21st Century. It cannot exist without the support of its citizens. The future depends upon 
the younger generation. This generation has been taught to decry the Commonwealth as an 
imperialistic legacy. Surely though it is a more effectively positive than a negative institution. The 
unconstructive impression must be changed for a Commonwealth future. So as McKinnon realised, 
although diplomatically, it is time to catch up with the EU in the classroo 
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RADIOACTIVE NUCLEAR WASTE 
  

By 
  

Sir Richard Morris, CBE 
Chairman, UK Nirex Ltd 

  
  
My Company, Nirex, is responsible for the safe disposal of intermediate-level radioactive waste 

arising in the UK.  This includes the substantial volumes that result from nuclear power generation 

and from the use of radioactive techniques in medicine, in agriculture, in industry, in defence and 

in environmental monitoring.  The bulk of radioactive waste arises from the nuclear power 

business. 
  
The UN estimates that by 2020 the world population will exceed eight billion, compared with 5 

billion at present.  There is no doubt that energy supply will have to grow rapidly, over the next 

half-century or so, even with all feasible measures on energy efficiency.  The World Energy 

Council predicts global energy usage up 50% by 2020.  
  
At present, 90% of the world’s energy needs are supplied by fossil fuels.  By definition, their use 

cannot be sustainable in the very long run. 
  
Uranium, the fuel for nuclear power, is plentiful and work done here and round the world has 

pointed to the ability to squeeze yet more energy from it by recycling plutonium and, eventually, 

from fast reactors.   Nuclear power has the distinct advantage that it does not burden the 

atmosphere with CO2 or other greenhouse gases, or with the gases which contribute to acid rain. 

The issue of radioactive waste is not going to be a barrier to fresh investment in nuclear power 

when the time comes for that.  The UK government has concluded that such investment is not 

required in the immediate future to meet this country’s commitment on greenhouse gases.  But 

personally I do believe that the need will come forward next century. 
  
Waste not, want not ... What a waste ... He’s a right waster.  Waste has always had a bad 
press!  And radioactive waste has even a worse press.  All of which makes my job an interesting 

one. 
  
Nirex is responsible for the safe disposal of this country’s intermediate-level radioactive 

waste.  This includes the substantial volumes that result from nuclear power generation and from 

the use of radioactive materials in medicine, in agriculture, in industry, in defence and in 

environmental monitoring.  All of these activities produce waste, and those who would have the 

public believe that there is no satisfactory solution to ‘nuclear’ waste would presumably have us 

stop radiation treatment for cancer or use of radioactive tracers in medicine and environmental 

science. 
  
The bulk of radioactive waste arises from the nuclear power business.  So to provide a context, I 

would like to comment on the place of nuclear power.  We must start with the concept of 

“sustainable development” which, we all know, has to be much more than a buzzword.  What does 

it mean in the energy field? 
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To paraphrase the Brundtland Report of 1986, sustainable development ‘caters for the needs of the 

world’s people today, while not compromising the ability of future generations to satisfy their 

needs’. 
  
But are we to do nothing which has an effect on future peoples?  What if we are not sure - if science 

is unable to predict with accuracy the results of a particular industrial or human activity?  And how 

far into the future should we look?  Do we owe the same duty to the people of the thirty-first 

century as to those of the twenty-first?  What about 100,000 years from now?  At Nirex, 

we do have to take a 100,000 year perspective. 
  
Coming to my rescue is last year’s White Paper on Sustainable Development.  It says that a 

sustainable energy framework will ‘ensure secure supplies of energy at competitive prices, while 

minimising adverse environmental impacts of energy use’. 
  
Supplies of Energy 
  
Now that’s pretty clear.  But what energy supply do we need? 
  
The UN estimates that by 2020 there will be eight billion of us on the planet.  Even with all feasible 

conservation measures, huge increases in energy supply will be essential if the population - 

particularly in developing countries - is to have any sort of life worth living.  The World Energy 

council predicts global energy use up 50% by 2020. 
  
At present the world appears to have the very model of a diversified energy policy.  In 1993, it 

used energy equivalent to 7.8 billion tonnes of oil.  40% came from oil, 23% from gas, 27% from 

coal, 7% from nuclear power and 2.5% from hydropower. 
  
Note, though, that this means that 90% of our energy comes from fossil fuels.  There are differing 

views about fossil fuel reserves.  But by definition, they are finite. 
  
Sir John Houghton, the distinguished scientist who has done much work at international level on 

global warming, has suggested that at current rates of use recoverable reserves of oil and gas might 

last 100 years. For coal, the figure may be 1000 years. He suggests that in terms of energy value, 
reserves of uranium are at least as great and probably substantially bigger. The fact it that over the 

long run, we shall need both. 
  
Uranium has no significant uses aside from energy production.  Oil, gas and coal, by contrast, 

provide raw materials for the world’s petrochemical industry.  All our plastics and man-made 

fibres, many of our manufactured medicines and fertilisers are based on hydrocarbon inputs.  By 

using uranium for energy today we do not deprive future generations of feedstock for those 

essential products.  In terms of ‘intergenerational equity’, another substainability buzzphrase, 

using uranium clearly has attractions. 
  
Environmental Impacts 
  
But what of the environmental impact of different fuels? 
  
It is widely accepted that nuclear power, alongside renewable sources of energy, has a vital role to 

play in protecting the atmosphere.  As the Government’s Nuclear Review White Paper pointed out 

just a fortnight ago, nuclear stations release no significant quantities of “acid rain” gases - such as 

sulphur dioxide and oxides of nitrogen - or of greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide or methane. 
  



891 
 

Nuclear power - like any other energy source - does of course bring risks and environmental 

impacts.  
  
The possibility of large accidents - however remote - is perhaps the most publicised.  In the West, 
modern safety systems have ensured that nuclear reactors meet the high safety standards demanded 

of them.  And the great improvements in international co-operation which followed Chernobyl and 

the fall of the Iron Curtain, have opened the way to improved safety standards around the world.  In 

the interests of balance, it is only fair to note that the chemical and oil industries have had crisis 

events - at Bhopal and Prudhoe Bay, for example. 
  
The public, and many legislators, generally come back to one key question.  What about the nuclear 

waste?  It is sometimes argued that nuclear power creates uniquely long-lived wastes.  I 

disagree.  Every industry produces waste.  Some of these wastes are highly dangerous.  For 

example, some heavy metals and chlorinated hydrocarbons retain their toxicity, and need to be 
kept from the human environment, effectively forever.  Whilst carrying potential dangers, 

radioactive material is different, its activity does decay through time. 
  
In addition, the safety standards to which nuclear waste must be managed are extremely high.  For 

disposal in this country, our target is that the annual risk of death from a repository to an individual 

living now or in the future will not exceed 1 in a million.  As Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of 

Pollution have pointed out, this is about 1 per cent. of the risk theoretically implied by average 

natural background radiation in the UK.  In other words, about one hundredth of the radiation in 

this room. 
  
I believe that the technology does exist to dispose of radioactive wastes to this kind of high safety 

standard, for now and the future.  Closing the nuclear fuel cycle with safe waste disposal will 

ensure that the industry, in marked contrast to fossil-fuelled power, safeguards the environment 

rather than dumping potentially serious external costs onto society. 
  
The first point to make is that the quantity of waste generated by the nuclear industry is not 

necessarily in proportion to the press coverage it receives.  Uranium is a remarkably efficient fuel; 

in today’s reactors a tonne of uranium produces as much energy as 20,000 tonnes of coal.  In a fast 

reactor the ratio is more than one to a million.  This means that we don’t have to mine much 
uranium. 
  
It also means we don’t produce much waste, by industrial standards.  In Britain, the first nation 

with commercial nuclear power, all the radioactive waste arising from all sources by 2030 will be 

equivalent, in bulk, to about three weeks worth of domestic rubbish.  Nine-tenths of this is low-

level waste such as gloves and protective clothing.  The industry has been disposing of that safely 

and uncontroversially at BNFL’s Drigg site in Cumbria, for more than 35 years. 
  
Most intermediate-level waste is fuel rod cladding and contaminated materials from day to day 

reactor operations.  This is the prime responsibility of my Company and to date there is held, at 
surface sites up and down the country, the equivalent of 90,000 cubic metres.  That’s enough to 

cover a football pitch to a height of about 40ft.  Quite a pile and rising by about 4,000 cubic metres 

each year.  Note however that toxic wastes volumes from other industries are generated at a 

thousand times that rate. 
  
The quantities of high-level radioactive waste are tiny.  The UK produces, from its current 

generating activities, about the volume of a London taxi cab each year.  After a cooling period of 

at least 50 years, it is planned to dispose of this material in a separate deep repository.  It forms no 

part of Nirex’s responsibility. 
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Before I pass on, let me remind you that fly ash from coal burning in power stations - which has 

run at 7 million cubic metres a year - is itself mildly radioactive.  It is used in a variety of 

applications, the largest of which is the manufacture of cement and concrete.  The radioactive 
component of fly ash gives rise to a collective dose of perhaps 375 radiation units [man-Sieverts] 

per year to the UK population.  That is tiny out of a total - from natural and artificial sources - of 

around 150,000 units.  Tinier still is the collective dose from BNFL’s THORP plant: about 6 units 

per year.  In fact, many coal-burning power stations release more radiation to the environment than 

their nuclear counterparts. 
  
Why Deep Disposal? 
  
But why not simply store radioactive waste indefinitely on the surface?  
  
Why has the nuclear industry adopted a sustainable development approach to waste management, 

even before that approach came to such prominence? 
  
Radioactive waste is indeed stored, at sites up and down the country, behind suitable barriers.  It 

could be kept like this for many more years.  But that could not be the final answer.  Societies can 

change and change quickly.  Just 50 years ago, there was world war. The industrial revolution is 

just 200 years old.  And the glories of Rome were followed by the centuries of the Dark Ages.  The 

deep rocks we are investigating for a repository site were formed more than 450,000,000 years ago 

- the human presence is but a blink in time. 
  
While the waste is stored on the surface there is always a possibility, however small, of accidental 

or deliberate damage. Storage on the surface also means higher doses of radiation - particularly for 

the staff overseeing the storage.  Those are doses which are avoidable through underground 

disposal, as Greenpeace have publicly acknowledged. 
  
But there is more to it than that.  The principle of sustainability dictates, in effect, that each 

generation should clean up as it goes along.  As a responsible company, acting on behalf of 

responsible customers, we want to deal with this matter today, and not leave it to our 

grandchildren.  The overriding commitment has to be to deliver safety with 
confidence, without requiring future generations to intervene, or even to monitor, unless they wish. 
  
Therefore, it was not surprising that, simultaneously with announcement of the Nuclear Review 

conclusions, the Secretary of State for the Environment has re-affirmed, following a process of 

wide consultation, the UK’s commitment to deep disposal.  A repository is to be developed without 

unnecessary delay.  That does not foreclose any options for the future.  Rather it gives a live option 

for a future generation - late next century - to seal the repository as a final means of disposal. 
  
The Disposal Concept 
  
At first sight, disposal might seem pretty straightforward. 
  
After all, intermediate level waste will typically have been set in concrete within stainless steel 

drums, and then placed in the caverns half a mile underground.  There is no new technology 

involved in this operation.  Specially formulated cement - which extends the life of the containers 

- will be pumped in as a ‘backfill’ before each cavern is sealed. 
  
Some 99% of the radioactivity that is put into the deep repository will decay within the first 300 

years or so.  During this time we expect that it will be firmly locked up within the stainless steel 
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containers.  And more than 99% of what’s left should decay away before the backfill loses its 

chemical effectiveness.  Our research is suggesting that only 0.004% of the radioactivity will ever 

reach the rocks surrounding a repository. 
  
One of the most likely ways in which very small amounts of radioactivity could then get back to 

the surface is by radionuclides travelling in solution in the groundwater in the rocks.  It could thus 

eventually make its way to the surface over thousands of years.  The results of our site 

investigations at Sellafield are however suggesting that the impermeability of the rocks is such that 

flow will be small and sluggish.  So small that the very demanding safety requirements should be 

attainable. 
  
Commonsense suggests that the barriers of steel, cement and a half a mile of rock should 

suffice.  But believing is one thing, proving it is quite a different matter.  Nirex will have to 

demonstrate both to a full scale public inquiry and to the Safety Regulators - the Nuclear 
Installations Inspectorate and HMIP - that a repository will meet the safety requirements not just 

for now, but for tens of thousands of years.  For example, we need to allow for the possibility of 

several Ice Ages through that time - the next one is forecast within perhaps 30,000 years. 
  
Our approach to radwaste disposal in Britain is very similar to programmes in other OECD 

countries.  I am delighted that Monsieur Allegre, Chairman of ANDRA - our sister organisation in 

France - is able to be here.  In his Country, a shallow facility for low-level wastes has been in 

operation for many years.  That is now full and a new facility has been commissioned. 
  
French work on deep disposal of long-lived wastes is governed by special legislation adopted in 

1991.  There is now a focus on three potential areas, which volunteered and were judged to have 

adequate geology.  Underground laboratories are planned to follow at two locations.  Depending 

on the results, and legislative sanction to move formally to final disposal, one of these would be 

chosen as the repository site.  The disposal concept is similar to our own, with the waste grouted 

in cement. 
  
In Sweden, a Final Repository for low-level and short-lived intermediate-level waste has been in 

operation since 1988.  Located near the Forsmark nuclear power station, it is built in bedrock 

beneath the Baltic, about 50 metres below the seabed.  By 2010 about 90,000m3 of waste will have 
to be accommodated and when the repository has been filled, the tunnels will be sealed. 
  
The Swedes have a programme to provide a deep repository for spent nuclear fuel and the target is 

to commence disposal by about 2008.  We, with our French colleagues and others, are working 

with the Swedes in an underground rock laboratory near the Oskarshamn nuclear plant. 
  
In the US, spent fuel, high level waste and some civil intermediate-level waste is expected to go to 

a deep repository at Yucca Mountain in Nevada.  The target operating date is 2010.  Site 

characterisation studies and the driving of access tunnels for an underground laboratory - the 

“Experimental Studies Facility” - are now well under way. 
  
In the UK, as I have mentioned, we are focussing our investigations on a site near Sellafield, 

alongside BNFL’s reprocessing plant.  Some 60% of the intermediate-level waste arises at 

Sellafield and, of course, the long association between the industry and the local community has 

resulted in a degree of understanding, acceptance and support for the industry.  So far we have 

drilled 25 deep boreholes, which have shown that the site holds ‘good promise’ of being 

suitable.  Our research programme is showing that the very small quantities of water, at depth, are 

very old - at least 30,000 years and one test has given the age at 1,000,000 years.  That suggests 

the water is not going anywhere very fast! 
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The next stage, we hope, will be to build a Rock Characterisation Facility some 700 metres 

underground. A Public Inquiry into our proposal will begin in September of this year.  I must say 

that I find the opposition to this proposal from the anti-nuclear movement quite extraordinary.  We 
simply wish to gather the facts by careful scientific investigation in situ below ground.  If the Rock 

Laboratory shows that the site is suitable then yet another Public Inquiry will be held into any 

application we make to develop a repository. 
Conclusion 
  
To conclude, as an engineer, I believe we are seeing that radioactive waste disposal is presenting 

no insuperable technical problems.  But as Chairman of the Company responsible for building the 

UK repository, I am very well aware that the safety case we present must be absolutely watertight, 

in all senses of the word. 
  
Nirex - like many of its sister organisations throughout the world - is well on its way to building 

that case.  Careful engineering will enable us to lock up the wastes in a long-lived natural 

system.  There they will pose no significant threat. And the world will not be dependent on man’s 

frail will and abilities to sustain that happy state of affairs for thousands of years: A sustainable 

solution, indeed. 
  
I hope I have assured you that waste will not be a stumbling block to the future development of 

nuclear power.  This generation - which has exploited nuclear technology so successfully can and 

will discharge its obligation to future generations to dispose safely of its waste products. 
  
The Government, in its Nuclear Review, has decided that there is no case at present for public 

subsidy for fresh nuclear power investment.  It has concluded that our present portfolio of reactors 

will ensure the UK can meet its international commitments on CO2 emissions without the need for 

new nuclear investment now.  But there was welcome recognition that the arithmetic may look 

very different after 2010.  I am personally convinced that we will see commitment to new reactors 

in this country early next century.  Certainly there will, in my view, be no waste management 

reason to hold back. 
  
Nirex - like many of its sister organisations throughout the world - is looking to careful engineering 
to enable us to lock up the wastes in a long-lived natural system.  There they will pose no 

significant threat and the world will not be dependent on man's frail  will and abilities to sustain 

that happy state of affairs for thousands of years - a sustainable solution, indeed. 
  
But the splitting of the atom has not just led to sustainable development.  As the European Atlantic 

Group well knows, it has contributed to 50 years of peace at world level.  The announcement last 

month by Douglas Hurd, the UK's Foreign Secretary, that Britain is to end the production of fissile 

materials for explosive purposes is most welcome.  The international context and advances on arms 

reduction have permitted that important step. 
  
I hope we can now focus on the long term role of nuclear technology for peaceful 

purposes.  Certainly, I hope we have assured you that waste will not be a stumbling block to the 

future development of nuclear power.  This generation - which has exploited nuclear technology 

so successfully - will discharge its obligation to future generations to dispose safely of its waste 

products.  Nuclear power will have earned its - in my view deserved - place in a  world energy mix 

designed to be sustainable. 
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From an address in a Committee Room of the House of Commons to the European-Atlantic 

Group on  22nd May 1995. 
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  AFRICA  TODAY  AND  TOMORROW 

By 

THE  HON.  JULIUS  NYERERE 

 Former President of Tanzania 

  

  

I will preface my speech with two stories, one authentic, the other of whose 

veracity I am not quite so sure. First, the authentic story. One of my duties as Head 

of State of my country was to receive Ambassadors.  The Portuguese Ambassador 

to Tanzania was resident in Maputo, and accredited to Tanzania. He had come to 

Dar Es Salaam to present his credentials. After the formal exchange we sat down 

to far more relaxed talks. He was extremely fluent in English; he had been an exile 

teaching at Oxford in the UK until the wars of liberation in the Portuguese 

colonies in Africa succeeded in liberating Portugal itself from fascist dictatorship. 

In the course of our informal discussion, I asked him whether Mozambique had 

begun to attract investors from abroad. His answer is the point of this story: 

“Countries like Mozambique”, he said, “…attract only missionaries and 

mercenaries”. That is the authentic story 

Now the one whose authenticity I doubt. A South African white who had emigrated 

to Northern Rhodesia had not returned to South Africa for many years. Eventually, 

having made some money in Northern Rhodesia, which was then independent 

Zambia, he decided to visit South Africa. While there he sought out and met a former 

classmate of his who was then State President of Apartheid South Africa. The 

President said boastingly to his former classmate: “As you can see since we parted, 

I have done very well; I am President of the Republic.” The answer of the visiting 

white Zambian is the point of this story: “In Zambia” he said “…your kind of job 

we leave to the natives. We make money!” I repeat, I cannot vouch for the 

authenticity of that story. 

  

Three phases 

  

Since independence Africa has gone through three phases. The phase of the 1960s 

could be called the phase of Visionary Africa. I was one of the Visionaries. We had 

great ideas for our continent and its peoples. Complete liberation from colonialism 
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and white minority rule; a fight against poverty; diseases and ignorance; and a united 

continent; working together with the rest of humanity on the basis of equality to 

build a just and peaceful world. 

The euphoria did not last very long. Mobotu became the strong man of the Congo 

in I960, months after the independence of that country. Sylvanus Olympio of Togo, 

an able man and a successful business man and a democrat, was assassinated in I963 

just before the Summit that established the OAU. That assassination had a great 

impact on the Charter. Country after country fell to military rule. This ushered in the 

phase of neo-colonialism in Africa. Today words like exploitation of neo-

colonialism are regarded as being old fashioned; but neo-colonialism correctly 

describes the phase in Africa when authentic leaders were destroyed and a bunch of 

African puppets were installed for the purposes of presiding over the looting of our 

continent. This was a phase when few African leaders could have claimed with 

pride: ‘I was not elected by the people of my country in order to preside over the 

looting of their wealth by foreign mercenaries.’ (I am paraphrasing Churchill. 

Churchill has been quoted to have reacted to a question: ‘Why Britain was against 

the independence of India?’ He said: ‘I did not become the Chief Minister of the 

government of His Majesty to oversee the dissolution of the King’s Empire!’ For 

this was a phase when few African leaders could claim that they had been elected 

by the peoples of their countries. They were mostly military leaders who had come 

to power through the support of former colonial powers or their allies to eliminate a 

popularly elected leader like Patrice Lumumba or Louis Rwagasore or Kwame 

Nkrumah. Their job was precisely to preside over the looting of their countries.   

That phase is still alive in Africa. It has produced African millionaires, even 

billionaires. Their loot is rarely invested in Africa, it is invested or hidden abroad; 

for the African looters have no more confidence in the future of our continent than 

their foreign friends and masters. 

This phase of Africa, I repeat, is still alive. But it is dying. It is a dying phase. A 

New Africa is in process of being born. It is still weak; but it is alive and kicking; it 

has pride; it has confidence; it is building competence: and it is not corrupt. Its 

leaders will not enrich themselves by looting Africa. Some of them will not even 

want to enrich themselves at all. But those who decide to enrich themselves will do 

so while and through developing Africa; not by looting and bleeding Africa and 

sending its wealth abroad. 

When the television screens show the sufferings of our people in Rwanda and 

Burundi, and Zaire, and Sudan, and Liberia, and Somalia; they show what is real in 

Africa. They do not invent or imagine what they show. But those pictures do not 

represent the whole of Africa; any more than pictures from Bosnia or Chechnya or 

Northern Ireland represent the whole of Europe and, what is more, those pictures 

are depicting an Africa which is dying; in Rwanda, and Burundi, and Congo, and 

Sudan and hopefully in Liberia arid in Somalia. 
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It is true, there are forces in Africa trying desperately to prevent this New Africa 

from being born. These are forces whose glory lies in a neo-colonial and 

marginalised Africa with its shame and misery. They would like to preserve or 

resuscitate that Africa. They are trying hard to give that Africa some artificial 

respiration to that Africa of our shame and disgrace. 

Africa is entering the phase of democracy and development, a phase of new Africa, 

The meeting of mercenaries and missionaries and looters at Kisangani a while ago 

was a desperate attempt by the mercenaries and looters to preserve the Africa of our 

shame. They were driven out by the Force of a New Africa. The missionaries are 

still there. They will still be needed for a long to come. 

The visit to Lumumbashi by a number of potential investors in the New Congo to 

meet the new leaders of that country, did, I hope indicate a discernment by a new 

kind of investors of the opportunities for development of New Africa. 

The departure of Mobuto from Zaire and the entry of the forces of the Alliance in 

Kimsbasa was a power symbol of the beginning of the end of that corrupt Africa, 

Mobutu more than anybody else; and the consolidation of a New Africa. 

A self-respecting and democratic Europe should want to welcome the birth of that 

New Africa, and build a new relationship with its peoples. Those who genuinely 

believe in democracy should now let the people of Africa make their own mistakes 

in electing their own leaders. 

Foundation established 

  

The Mwalimu Nyerere Foundation was established with this New Africa in mind 

end was launched in London in 1997 by the Africa European Union Economic 

Forum, which shares our objectives. We have one loaded objective: the promotion 

of peace, unity and people-centred development in Africa. Peace, because without 

peace there can be no development in African unity, because most African States 

are too small and vulnerable. They are not viable. People-centred development, 

because without it you cannot have unity or peace in or between African States. To 

promote development one must promote justice.  

I want to use Rurundi to illustrate what I mean. 

  

The strife in Burundi (and Rwanda) is cast in ethnic terms. In my view it is not; it is 

really about resources. The struggle for political power by the excluded majority, 

and the clinging to power by the minority through military means is about resources. 
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Those with the political power have access to land, jobs, in government and the 

private sector and business. If a miracle were to take place and Burundi or Rwanda 

became a Singapore, one would not hear anything about ethnic strife. Singapore is 

ethnically divided. You have the Malays, the Chinese and the Indians. If Singapore 

had not made it economically, one would be hearing about the strife among the three 

groups. You do not hear about it at all. The same ethnic groups found in Singapore 

can also be found in Malaysia. I think the Federation with Malaysia broke up for 

fear that the Chinese who are economically powerful, both in Singapore and in 

Malaysia, would have dominated the economy. But Malaysia also made it 

economically; you do not hear about ethnic strife. 

I said no miracle is going to take place. The next best thing is unity and regional co-

operation. If the East Africa co-operation movement could enlarge itself by 

admitting Rwanda and Burundi that would give those countries some space. They 

would feel that they belong to a wide community and they would gradually stop 

looking inwards and blaming poverty on their ethnic divisions. 

The purpose of the Mwalimu Nyerere foundation is to try to play a modest role in 

bringing peace, unity and development to Africa. In carrying out that task we will 

need partners - genuine partners - from outside Africa, including Europe. 

From an Address at  a Dinner-Discussion in St. Ermin’s Hotel to The European-

Atlantic Group on the 3rd June 1997. 
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GERMANY  AND  EUROPE 

by  

His Excellency Dr Jurgen  Oesterhelt 

The German Ambassador in London 

  

It gives me great pleasure to speak to you tonight about "Germany and Europe" Today is, indeed, 

an appropriate date to give a lecture to the distinguished Euro-Atlantic Group as an EU-USA 

summit is taking place at this very same moment in Washington. 

The topic is, however, definitely not  the by-product of coincidence. Recent and upcoming events 

in the month of June  provide a certain framework: On 3rd and 4th of June Foreign Ministers of 
the 16 NATO-member-countries and 24 further Foreign Ministers within the North Atlantic Co-

operation-Council met in Berlin to secure peace and security in Europe. On 21st and 22nd June the 

European Summit will take place in Florence and hopefully not be taken hostage by the beef issue. 

Berlin, capital of Germany, was well chosen as the venue for the NATO-meeting. No city better 

reflects the fundamental changes which have taken place in Europe in recent years with wide-

ranging implications for my country. The city was for many years the painful symbol of Germany's 

partition. It epitomised the division of Europe as a whole and was often a barometer of the East-

West conflict. Today it is the capital of a reunited Germany at the centre of a free and democratic 

Europe growing ever more closely together. 

When I arrived in London about a year ago I had the feeling that British perceptions of the German 
attitude towards the European Union were a bit one-sided. It seemed to me that there was a lot of 

doubt here about Germany's motives and also a lot of misunderstanding. Why should a country of 

the size and importance of Germany try to integrate into a unified Europe? Why should it put its 

resources at the disposal of other European states, deciding more and more often on the basis of a 

majority rule? Was this some kind of new German romanticism, a kind of mysterious europhilia 

that had befallen my countrymen? 

I explained to people at the time that it was in Germany's own best interest to strive for more 

integration. That this national interest was as solid and as well-considered as British national 

interest. That Germany was not again in an unreliable way romantic, but rather pursuing soberly 

what it thought most fitting to its situation in Europe. 

Which elements define this situation? We are surrounded by nine neighbours big and small, more 

neighbours than any other European state, with whom we have to live in peace and partnership. 

Fortunately for us, we no longer have border problems, nor have we minority problems. 

We have proven partnerships with our western friends and indeed new partnerships with the new 

democracies in the East. We want this situation to be permanent. 

For anyone living in the British Isles, it may be a bit hard to understand, but for a German at the 

very heart of Europe it is a matter of vital interest to make this harmonious development 

irreversible. 
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To this it must be added that Germany depends to a much higher degree than other European states 

on free commercial exchange with its neighbours. Every third job in my country is secured by 

exports. Germany is a workshop, a workshop that depends on deliveries of goods and materials. 

A third element must also be briefly mentioned. Germany after its re-unification has become the 
country with the largest population in Europe, 80 million people. Its economic power is 

considerable and I must stress that it is our wish to integrate this power as best we can in Europe. 

We fear misapprehensions and possible distrust could develop in less favourable times in which 

the states of Europe again compete with one another. Let the other European states have a say in 

German affairs just as we Germans with the voting power conferred on us by a European system 

would have a - limited - say in their affairs. 

Looking back on my first year in London I remember using these arguments quite a number of 

times. I must have been quite convincing because I am now presented with a new question: "Why 

should we in Britain integrate any further only because you Germans have a problem?" Isn't it 

again a typical German problem that is surfacing? 

To this my reply is that we have not only to consider the short term but also the long term. It is in 

the interest of all European states that a situation is brought about in Europe in which through 

integrated structures, through reliable patterns of co-operation, through a spirit of friendship and 

long acquaintance with each other, any falling back into the nationalistic attitudes of former times 

is excluded. That is what Chancellor Kohl meant when he said "The policy of European integration 

is in reality a question of war and peace in the 21st century. The great problems of the next century 

cannot be solved by the nation states of old". 

When one has come so far in discussing how the British see Germany's attitude to Europe and 

integration, a third question sometimes arises. "Do you want to threaten us?", as some newspapers 
asked. As they seem to put it, does Germany want to depict itself as a helpless giant unable to 

control the fear it may engender, and then force us against our interest into integration when we 

never had such problems with ourselves? This, by the way, is already a watered-down version of 

the headline I saw: "EMU or war, says Kohl." 

That, of course, is nonsense. Douglas Hurd in a recent speech rightly said there were "acres of 

gossip" in the press "but hardly enough facts". 

The facts are: We all, Germans and Britons, and all the other Europeans, share the common interest 

in finding structures of co-operation that will for all time prevent repetition of the dreadful events 

of the first half of this century. It is my deep conviction that Europe in these decades has now an 

unparalleled opportunity to create structures that will hold it together in the centuries ahead. It 

would be a tragedy to miss this chance. 

So what do we want more in particular? 

  

We want: 

  

            1. a more unified Europe confident of itself and capable of competing in our modern world 

with political centres of gravity of similar magnitude 
            2. strong transatlantic relations between EU and North-America 
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3. a lean, flexible, and efficient NATO, 

  

            I. NATO 

  

Allow me to start with a few remarks referring to the last point since it is topical: In Berlin, the 

meeting of the foreign ministers of the Atlantic Alliance reflected the radical transformation 

which our continent is undergoing. It underscored the willingness of NATO to contribute to 

security in Europe in changed conditions. The message was clear. Founded on close transatlantic 

partnership NATO is to be an anchor of stability for the whole of Europe in the 21st century. 

The Alliance's success lies in the fact that from the very outset it regarded itself not only as a 

military alliance, but also and in, particular, as a group of free nations founded on common values 

and convictions 

NATO has undergone sweeping changes over the past few years. In Berlin the foreign ministers 

took fundamental decisions to adapt its structures to the new situation. The willingness of France 

to reintregate into the new NATO structures is of great importance. 

Nato and EU: 

  

For us it is essential to strengthen the capacity of the European Union in the field of security and 

defence. Our goal is a substantial European security and defence identity. NATO´s new structures 

must allow Europe to fulfil in specific cases military tasks within the framework of the Atlantic 

Alliance, wherever genuine European interests prevail. 

  

II.  EU 

This brings me to the forthcoming European summit in Florence , particularly to 

the Intergovernmental Conference, the "IGC". 

  

When, more than four years ago at Maastricht, in December 1991 EU-member-states signed the 

Treaty on the European Union they knew that their task had not been completed, and agreed on the 

need to come together for another intergovernmental conference in 1996 to look for ways in which 

the union could be made more capable of effective action, more transparent and more democratic. 

Above all, to prepare the Union to be fit to receive new members. 

Before entering into the heart of the IGC I would, however, in the light of Sunday's declaration of 

EU-President Santer very much like to express the wish that the current European debate may be 
carried on with more coolness and less acrimony than we have seen during the past two months. 

Regardless of the merits of the case which has led to the British Government's policy of non-co-
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operation, I hold the view it sets a bad precedent with potentially disruptive consequences and will 

prove to be counterproductive. 

  

But let me share with you some of the German government's basic positions on the IGC: 

  

The overriding principle for us is: "As much integration as necessary within the limits of the 

possible." We do not seek integration for its own sake. We believe it is needed in areas where a 

united Europe adds value, i.e. we should seek European solutions wherever national approaches 

no longer suffice. In our view, this applies to the following four points: 

  

1. A common European Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) 

  

Yugoslavia was a European tragedy. There are some voices which have asserted that the conflict 

could have been avoided, or at least stopped, if the European Union had already had an effective 
common foreign and security policy at that time. This view may be challenged  - but it is certainly 

true that we would all have been better off, if we had had such a framework for joint action from 

the very outset. 

In order to meet challenges lying ahead us, we have further to develop a common European foreign 

and security policy worthy of the name. That would serve the objectives of the Maastricht Treaty 

better than it has done up to now. In the long run, a common foreign and security policy will have 

to be completed by a European security and defence identity. We have to make the union more 

capable of effective action. We need instruments and structures for a real common action of EU-

member-states in the foreign- and security policy. Only if Europe speaks with one voice will it be 
able to compete with other political centres of gravity in the world. To achieve this, we regard the 

following steps as necessary: 

  

       We favour - and so does Britain - a joint analysis and planning centre for the common foreign 

and security policy, or as we now call it CFSP, in order to define the Union's common foreign 
policy interests and to prepare the Council's decisions. 

  

       The appointment of a high-profile figure to head the CFSP to be attached to the Council of 

Ministers and report to the so-called Monsieur PESC. I will tell you what that stands for - politique 
étrangère et de securité commune - and I must say Monsieur PESC sounds like a really good 

diplomat to me! 
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       He would have the principal administrative responsibility for the CFSP Analysis and Planning 

Centre and could make  the Union's foreign policy more effective and visible and thus answer Mr 

Kissinger's famous question : "Who is Mr. Europe? Give me his Telephone Number!" 

  

       We should break the taboo against qualified majority decision-making in CFSP. Time and 

again we have seen that the requirement for consensus means that the EU can only make decisions 

based on the lowest common denominator. This is even more valid given the enlargement of the 

EU to 15 and, in the near future, even more partners. Of course, questions of national interest to 

member-states have to be taken into consideration . Definitely, we will have to define the areas 

where we will have to retain the principle of unanimity (particularly in the area of security) but we 

should also consider possibilities of "constructive opt-outs". 

  

       As I mentioned before, we want to develop a substantial European security- and defence 

identity. At its Berlin meeting NATO members agreed upon the necessary steps. It remains our 

objective to make the WEU in the medium-term perspective an integral part of the European Union. 

I know ,of course, that our British friends have a different view. In accordance with our views, we 

should also consider giving the European Council the power to define general political guidelines 
for the WEU. 

  

2. Review the European institutions and their decision-making processes 

  

Today's framework was created for the European Common Market of Six, and has merely been 

extended arithmetically as the EU expanded. In many ways it is just no longer appropriate for 

today's European Union with 15 members. In the foreseeable future the Union could have up to 27 

members. Therefore institutional reform with the aim of fairer representation, stronger scope for 

action and more effectiveness will be even more urgently needed. 

The decisive issues include in our view : 

  

       A new system for the rotating EU-presidency 
  

       Reduction in the number of Commissioners (maximum 20 or less) 
  

       Greater involvement of the European Parliament but also a ceiling for the size of the 

European Parliament (ca. 700 members). 
  

       Extension of qualified majority voting in the Council 
  

       the introduction of double-majority decision-making, i.e. basing Council decisions on a 

qualified majority vote combined with a qualified majority (85 % of the EU-population) of the 
overall population. 
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       And finally flexible integration: 

  

You will ask what this flexible integration means. 

  

The notion of "flexibility" means the process of integration should not be delayed or blocked by 

member states which do not want to participate in certain areas. Procedural rules for the so called 

flexibility would have to ensure on the one hand, that those member states who want to progress 

towards integration more quickly should be able to do so, and no member should have the right to 
veto such progress. On the other hand, of course, we wish to avoid a Europe " à la carte", 

interlocking circles of varying numbers of member states pursuing limited goals, a patchwork, pick 

and choose. It is an enormous task which lies ahead of us. We know what we want but we have to 

find out how we can achieve it. So you will hear indeed a lot more about "flexibility". 

  

3. Home Affairs and Justice 

  

Our primary objective is to guarantee the EU's internal security in the interests of all our citizens. 

So far progess has been limited. That's why my Government favours 

       a joint visa policy, a joint policy on asylum as well as customs co-operation. 
  

       Speedy implementation of the Europol Convention. 
  

       Harmonization of our national penal and civil legal systems 

  

4. Subsidiarity, transparency and more rights for the citizens: 
  

Subsidiarity might seem to be just another of these very abstract European notions. In fact, nothing 

could be plainer. It means member states do what they can do best and the Community does only 

what it can do best. In the European Union we have to avoid the creation of a bureaucratic 

superstate and thus prevent more antipathy against "Brussels". My Government therefore favours: 

  

       clear definition of the principle of subsidiarity by incorporating a protocol into the Treaty to 

make clearer how this principle will apply. 
  

       More transparency in the legislative process, simplifying and streamlining the procedures for 

EP participation of the European Parliament in the legislative process. Co-decision, co-
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operation, hearings. Increase in areas of community legislation subject to co-decision. But no 

changes with respect to budget procedures are envisaged. 
  

       Strengthening of the right of the individual citizen. The EEC/EU should be able to join the 

Convention on Human Rights. 
  

       Efficient legal protection for the citizens guaranteed by an effective European Court of Justice 

  

III.  Transatlantic Relations 

  

The process of European integration does not mean transatlantic relations can ever be neglected. 

Therefore, intensifying the relations between Europe and North-America remains a long-standing 

goal of German foreign policy. The EU-USA-Summit in Madrid on 3rd December 1995 decided 
on "a new transatlantic agenda" as well as a "joint action plan". During the Cold War the main 

focus of the transatlantic relations was on security. Today our co-operation takes in global issues 

such as: United Nations, Human Rights issues, the Middle East, Central and East European 

countries, the former Soviet states, Turkey, Bosnia etc.  In all these fields the EU and USA are 

close partners which need each other. Therefore, the transatlantic dialogue not only remains on the 

agenda but has to be reinforced, intensified. 

It is no secret that there are some differences of opinion between Germany and Britain on what 

precise steps are necessary to make the European Union fit to meet the challenges for Europe in 

the 21st century. We do hope that they will be of a passing nature. 

Germany believes European integration is in the well-considered self interest of all European 

nations. It is also a historic necessity. 

  

From an address in a Committee Room of the House of Commons to the European-Atlantic 

Group on June 12th 1996. 
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THE REFUGEE SITUATION: 

A  STRATEGY FOR A SOLUTION  

by 

Mrs. Sadako Ogata  
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 

  
House of Lords Ladies Luncheon, Cholmandeley Room.  

  
March 16, 1992 

You have invited me to speak about the Refugee problem and strategies for its solution. It 

is an appropriate topic at a time when daily, the media reminds us graphically and movingly 

of the tragic plight of millions of human beings who have been compelled to flee war, 

violence and persecution. It is particularly fitting that Refugees should be the subject of 

concern for this Women's Committee, since the vast majority of them are Women and Girls 

who find themselves in extremely precarious situation in exile. 

Just over nine months ago, when I last spoke in this Parliament House, the Kurdish Refugee 

problem was on the front page of the news. The Persian Gulf war is now history, but for 

many of the victims, the misery of the conflict and confrontation continues. Of the 

approximately 1.7 million persons who fled Iraq in March and April 1991, the great majority 

have returned to their country of origin, though many remain internally displaced, while 

others endure conditions of widespread devastation, insecurity and economic deprivation, 

aggravated by a severe winter and ongoing economic blockade. UNHCR has been providing 

protection and assistance to the returnees now for a year and, with the successful completion 

of a major shelter project, the first step of the resettlement process is now complete. 

Therefore, we are examining together with UNICEF and other Agencies how best to share 

the responsibility of assisting those still in need. 

In the public mind, the Persian Gulf crisis has already been superimposed by more urgent 

Refugee emergencies. In Yugoslavia ethnic conflict has unleashed massive displacement on a 

scale unfamiliar in Europe since World War II. Working in conflict zones, side by side with 

UN Peacekeeping forces, EEC monitors and the ICRC, UNHCR is treading new ground in 

international protection of citizens in their own country. In addition to providing assistance 

through family parcels, we are seeking ways to build confidence, defuse tensions and 

facilitate intercommunal contacts and dialogue. For instance, we have established Tripartite 

Commissions involving the Republics of origin and refuge to assist those who wish to return 

home. UNHCR has a significant role to play within the United Nations Peacekeeping 

operations, having been entrusted with the 'repatriation* of internally displaced people into 

U.N.-protected zones, as an integral part of the operation. 

Moving away from Europe, we continue to be confronted with humanitarian crises on an 

appalling scale in Africa. In particular, the countries in the Horn of Africa, long familiar with 

refugee emergencies, are experiencing returnee emergencies as Refugees prematurely return 

to their home countries to escape conflict and insecurity in their countries of asylum. In 

recent months, 21 some 125, 000 Ethiopian and Somali have also spilled into Kenya as a 

result of the rapid deterioration of the security situation in parts of southern Ethiopia and 

Somalia. Political instability and economic decline hold the potential for more outflows on 

this Continent. For instance, just lately, there were reports of more than 10, 000 Zaireans who 

have sought refuge in Western Uganda. 
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Even as we grapple with these difficult situations in Africa, we are having to deal with a new 

emergency in one of the poorest and most disaster-prone areas of the world. I speak of the 

recent exodus of Myanmese into Bangladesh. When, after the Government response to my 

offer of help, we sent in our emergency team three weeks ago, the Refugees numbered 60, 

000, today it is close to 170, 000. Just last week UNHCR launched an appeal for 27.5 million 

dollars to meet the most basic and urgent needs of the Refugees in Bangladesh and I have 

offered the humanitarian services of my Office to seek an early solution to the plight of the 

Refugees. 

The situations I have just mentioned are all recent emergencies, they do not include the more 

long-standing Refugee situations, such as that of 3 million Afghans in Pakistan or about a 

million Mozambicans in Malawi, which I visited last month. When UNHCR was created in 

1951 to protect and assist Refugees, the Refugee problem was essentially confined to Europe. 

Today it has spread to all parts of the globe. In 1951 the Refugee population was in the region 

of two million, today it is over 17 million and the numbers are increasing at an alarming rate. 

The picture is certainly grim and one of my first priorities on taking office was to strengthen 

UNHCR's emergency preparedness and response capacity. 

Yet, I do not believe that the situation is without hope. Indeed, to the contrary, prospects for 

solutions have never been better. The Comprehensive Plan of Action which was adopted in 

1989 to address the problem of Vietnamese refugees and in which the United Kingdom has 

played a key role was one of early examples of this changing climate. Today, I am pleased to 

say that the outflow from Vietnam has been reduced to a trickle and the return movement is 

gathering momentum. The UN Plan for Namibia in the context of which 40, 000 Namibian 

exiles returned home was another successful example, as was the International Conference on 

Central American refugees (CIREFCA) which helped to end the Nicaraguan Refugee 

problem. The demise of the Cold War may have unleashed new threats of displacement, both 

in the East and the South, but it has also ushered in a new spirit of multilaterism which is 

helping to resolve many of conflicts which were at the root of Refugee problems. In places as 

far apart as Cambodia, South Africa, El Salvador, Angola, Afghanistan and Mozambique 

political settlements are paving the way for peace. With peace many of the Refugees will be 

able to return home. 

For UNHCR voluntary repatriation of Refugees is not only the most feasible solution but also 

the most desirable. In a world where most Refugees are confined to over-crowded, makeshift 

camps in conditions as dismal as the situation they have fled, the right to return to one's 

homeland is as important as the right to seek asylum abroad. UNHCR's role is to ensure that 

such return is voluntary, and accompanied by certain safeguards and guarantees for the 

security and well-being of the individuals concerned. 

I intend to seize every opportunity for voluntary repatriation. I am particularly pleased that 

after 501 days of difficult negotiations UNHCR was able to establish an official presence in 

South Africa last October and our voluntary repatriation programme for South African exiles 

is already under way. Just before Christmas last year I had the privilege of leading the United 

Nations delegation to the historic Convention for a Democratic South Africa (CODESA) in 

Johannesburg. I hope that the open, constructive and democratic debate that characterised the 

Conference will continue to gain momentum. Needless to say, I await the outcome of 

tomorrow's referendum in South Africa with great concern. 
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Early in. the New Year I visited Cambodia to get a first-hand impression of one of most 

challenging operations facing my Office: the repatriation of some 360, 000 Cambodian 

Refugees from Thailand to Cambodia. Although preparations to receive the returning 

Refugees in Cambodia have been fraught with difficulty, I nevertheless remain very hopeful 

that the first movements will begin in late March. 

In another part of the world, opportunities for voluntary repatriation have redrawn the 

Refugee map in that region. I am speaking of Central America, where I had the opportunity 

last autumn to visit seven countries. I was greatly encouraged to witness the closure of 

Refugee camps and I attended the closing down of the very last one in Costa Rica. The last of 

the Nicaraguan Refugees have gone home. 40, 000 Salvadoreans have also returned to El 

Salvador and the recent peace agreement brokered by the UN will be an important element in 

stabilising their situation at home. 

My optimism is tempered however by the knowledge that the road home is not going to be 

an easy one for Refugees. First, there is the physical obstacle of mines endangering the lives 

of returnees as well as the local population. Demining cannot be a responsibility of UNHCR. 

Yet, the prevalence of mines in areas to which Refugees are expected to return is such a 

widespread problem, that I have taken up the matter strongly with the members of the 

Security Council to ensure such a capacity for demining in the UN Peacekeeping Operations. 

Then there is the security aspect. Many of the countries to which Refugees are returning or 

will return are conflict-ridden or at best enjoying a fragile peace. In Cambodia for example, 

the political future is far from certain in a society deeply divided by suspicion and hostility. 

In such a situation, the presence of UN peace-keeping forces will be essential. In fact, I have 

asked for the early deployment of the UN forces in Cambodia before the repatriation 

movement begins. 

Almost all of the countries of repatriation have been devastated by war, burdened by large 

numbers of internally displaced persons and with little or no economic capacity to reabsorb 

those who left. What kind of life are the Refugees going to face on return? I have already 

mentioned the emergency situation we are facing as a result of premature and unplanned 

return of Refugees in the Horn of Africa. One of my first visits as High Commissioner was to 

Ethiopia last July, just after the new Government had been installed in Addis Ababa. When I 

saw the Ethiopian Refugees who had returned from Somalia, I was struck by the emptiness of 

the principle of voluntary return in conditions of safety and dignity which we always 

advocate. Their return was hardly voluntary as they had come back in order to avoid the war 

in Somalia. On return they found themselves hungry and homeless, because the lack of 

security in that part of Ethiopia made it difficult to distribute international relief. Repatriation, 

far from being a solution, can actually aggravate the problem if it only shifts the burden of 

displacement from one side of the border to the other. 

It is evident that voluntary repatriation on a massive scale is only possible once a political 

settlement has been found to the underlying conflict which caused Refugees to flee in the first 

place. It should be equally recognised that voluntary repatriation can be a lasting solution 

only if it is accompanied by efforts to create proper conditions for reintegration. If the process 

of political reconciliation in these countries is to be sustained, it must be accompanied by a 

comprehensive programme of social and economic development. Returning Refugees will be 

properly reintegrated only if they are made part of the national reconstruction effort. 

Repatriation therefore becomes more than a matter of moving people across borders, and 
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assistance to returnees more than simple distribution of relief. Reintegration assistance must 

be seen as the bridge spanning the abyss between short-term relief and long-term 

development. As the organisation mandated to find solutions to Refugee problems, UNHCR 

has an important role to play in sensitising, encouraging and cooperating with bilateral and 

multilateral donors, development agencies, 1 the Governments concerned and NGOs to ensure 

that returnees are fully incorporated into the rehabilitation process, and their needs are taken 

into :account together with those who were internally displaced and those who never 

left.                                                             

We have attempted to put this theory into action in Nicaragua, where in the context of the 

International Conference on Refugees in Central America (CIREFCA), UNHCR is working 

closely with UNDP, the Government and NGOs, to implement a range of Quick-impact 

projects in returnee communities to improve infrastructure and support economic activities. 

The lessons we have learnt in the process have been invaluable in showing us the strengths 

and weaknesses of this approach: the problems of how to dovetail a relief-oriented 

organisation like UNHCR with development-oriented agencies like UNDP; how to ensure 

that short-term reintegration projects are in harmony with the longer-term poverty eradication 

programmes for the population as 

a whole; how to wean those who have lived on international aid in the "protected" 

environments of Refugee camps back into self-reliance. Most importantly, how to 

ensure the necessary financial and material resources for such activities. We are 

now translating the experience which we have gained in Central America into 

concrete proposals for Refugees and displaced persons in Cambodia. 

Such activities, however, will require very large sums of money. Despite teething 

problems, I am confident that this concept of returnee aid and development will 

attract much interest and support because in the long run, it will be money well 

spent and much less costly than maintaining Refugee camps. It is my firm belief 

that, given the necessary resources, the repatriation of Refugees can be an 

instrument for consolidating peace and promoting stability and economic progress. 

Donors should be encouraged by the opportunity to direct their resources towards 

the consolidation of lasting solutions, rather than protracted relief in Refugee 

camps, while by contributing towards humanitarian solutions, lending institutions 

and development agencies can help to realise the stability necessary for long-term 

economic development. Furthermore, the country to which repatriation takes place 

would have an interest in seeing its citizens return and in the process act as a 

dynamo for local, national and regional development efforts. 

So far I have spoken of the link between development and Refugee solutions, but 

economic development can also have a preventive impact on displacement and 

Refugee movements. Let me just state the obvious, that poverty and under-

development contribute to political and social tensions which lead to Refugee 

outflows and measures such as well-targeted official development assistance, 

investment, debt relief and favourable terms of trade have a role to play in reducing 

Refugee problems, just as they have in reducing migratory pressure. "People-

oriented" development policies which help to promote human rights and make a 
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real difference in the lives of individuals can be a powerful factor in preempting as 

well as solving Refugee problems. 

Let me conclude by saying that the time is ripe for solutions to the Refugee 

problem, but the two political and economic facets must be addressed equally 

forcefully by all concerned, including the countries to which Refugees return, the 

countries of asylum as well as the International Community. The importance of 

political initiatives in resolving the underlying causes of Refugee problems cannot 

be overstated in my view. Humanitarian assistance to Refugees and Returnees can 

be an important contribution to the reduction of tensions and to the promotion of 

reconciliation but it cannot substitute for political solutions. I am equally 

convinced however that the socio-economic situation prevailing in the Refugee's 

country of origin cannot be disregarded when contemplating solutions to a Refugee 

problem. Just as political settlement lifts the barriers on the way home for a 

Refugee, development assistance helps to anchor her back into her community. 

I believe that the post Cold War world has presented us with unique opportunities for 

resolving the Refugee problem. But as the leading nations of the world preoccupy 

themselves with economic recession and domestic considerations, the question which 

looms large is: will we have the courage and foresight to commit the political will and 

the resources that these opportunities demand? 
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WORLD REFUGEES 

by 

The Rt. Hon. The Baroness Chalker of Wallasey 

Minister for Overseas Development 

  

March 16th. 1992 

It is a great pleasure to respond to the stimulating words we have just heard from Mrs Ogata. I do 

not have to tell you that she is a remarkable person, and the only female head of a UN Agency. Not 

only that: she holds her post with distinction. We have heard how well she has mastered the work 

involved in a little over a year: and in a year which none of us in the humanitarian aid business will 

ever forget. 

Early in 1991, Mrs Ogata set her organisation to work on three priority tasks: improving 

preparedness for emergencies, organising the voluntary repatriation of millions of refugees, and 

tackling potential refugee situations before the misery begins. 

The first of these mirrored what we in the Overseas Development Administration were doing with 

our own emergency response procedures. This grew into the Disaster Relief Initiative I launched last 

August. 

Mrs Ogata's second priority was and is a most important one. It is a new approach: not seeking to 

drive people back across the borders they cross to escape from persecution, but looking for 

solutions, so that they can return home in peace and dignity. I very much hope we shall see a drastic 

reduction this year, in the worldwide total of 17 million refugees. 

The third priority was probably the most difficult of all. There has often been a fear - however 

irrational - of outside interference. A fear that it hid a hostile intention. And it may therefore be 

tempting to dismiss the idea of acting to prevent refugee crises as wishful thinking. But if only one 

such crisis could be avoided every year, the overall toll of human misery might be significantly 

reduced. 

I am glad to say that Britain has been a major supporter of UNHCR for many years. This year we are 

providing some £25 million: to UNHCR General Funds and in responses to specific appeals. If I 

include funds which go via the European Community, the total is £40 million. That puts us about 

fourth in the list of donors, something of which I think we can be proud. We have a good 

humanitarian tradition in Britain, and it is alive and well. 

Our two organisations have worked together recently in many of the World's trouble spots: in the 

Horn of Africa; in Malawi - where there are over 1 million Mozambican refugees; in South East Asia; 

and with the millions of Afghans in Pakistan. I must mention Iraq. The Kurds have rightly occupied a 

lot of our attention. I congratulate UNHCR on the way in which the displaced Iraqi Kurds' urgent 

humanitarian needs were met. We did our share, and we shall continue to do so. 
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I want to turn now to the wider developmental issues, on which Mrs Ogata touched. A large flow of 

Refugees into a poor developing country puts a serious load on an economy which is probably 

unable to cope. There will also be very serious environmental consequences. Reserve food and 

water stocks may be seriously depleted. 

It is difficult for a poor receiving country to look kindly on a huge extra influx of people. But to have a 

large foreign population making no contribution to their own situation or to the local economy is a 

waste. There are many skills available in a refugee population. A very positive approach is therefore 

needed, to make use of this resource. Of course this already happens. The British Aid Programme 

supports a considerable number of NGO projects, for example, which may develop small business 

initiatives or agriculture, or provide education and health care from which both refugees and the 

local population are able to benefit. 

But a great deal remains to be done. With Sadako at the helm of UNHCR I have confidence that 

much will be achieved; that this will be done with an eye to value for our money; that the rising toll 

of Refugees worldwide can be stemmed; and that longer-term Refugees can be given the 

opportunity to make a real contribution to the countries which have provided refuge. 
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ANOTHER WAY FOR NIGERIA 

Dele Ogun presentation for 

European Atlantic Group at the House of Commons on 18th May 2009 

January 2014, a little under five years from now, will be one-hundred years since an Act of this 

Parliament created  Nigeria, as we know it,  by the merger of the mainly Islamic protectorate of 

Northern Nigeria with the predominantly Christian protectorate of Southern Nigeria. October 2010, 

just  over  a year away, will be 50 years since the unified Nigeria was declared independent by this 

Parliament and began to chart its way in the world.  It is fitting then that it is in the committee 

rooms of the very same Parliament, which created Nigeria, that we are gathered to discuss the 

journey so far and to consider the need for another way. Three reports, this month, together explain 

the pressing need for this exercise.   

The first report was that of the US Commission on International Religious Freedom that came out on 

1st May 2009 from which it emerged that for the first time in its history, the Commission has 

recommended that the President  of that  country should designate Nigeria as one of the group of 13 

countries which are “of particular concern” in terms of respect for religious freedom,  as opposed to 

countries that should simply be kept on the “watch list” (which is where we were in last year’s 

report.  According to the report, ” countries of particular concern” are countries whose governments 

have engaged in or tolerated “particularly severe” violations of religious freedom i.e. violations 

which are “systematic, ongoing and egregious”. The report notes that not less than 12 of the 19 

Northern States have adopted the Sharia criminal code with some having gone further to form 

Hisbah or religious police to enforce some of the sharia laws.  

The second report , as if to confirm or to spite the first,  was  a report that the Governor of Kano 

State, one of the lead shariah states in Nigeria, used his Hisbah to stop the hosting of a fashion show 

by a young female fashion designer, Zainab Hamza. That she was an indigene of the State and  a 

daughter of a former military governor simply underlines how strictly the new laws are being 

applied. 

The third report was on the conduct of this month’s run-off  elections for the office of the Governor 

of Ekiti State. The outcome of the original elections, in 2007, had been challenged in court by the 

losing party, the Action Congress, on the grounds of vote rigging. The court ordered  a re-run of the 

elections in sixty-five electoral wards. The implication of the court’s ruling was that there should be 

no repeat of the malpractices that had tainted the original elections.  

It is the responsibility of the Independent National Elections Commission (INEC) to conduct free and 

fair elections throughout the 36 States of the Federation. The task before the body now was to 

conduct such elections  in a few wards of just one of the 36 states. The election was a defining 

election because it was a straight head to head contest between the ruling People’s Democratic 

Party which controls the Presidency and all but a handful of the 36 States and the Action Congress 

which controls Lagos State alone. The outcome was a farce with lethal consequences for some 

unfortunates as INEC announced that the re-run elections in one of the wards had to go to extra 
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time. When that time came, having done the arithmetic necessary to produce a victorious outcome 

for the ruling party, the magic numbers were conjured up as the polling station developed wheels  

and became relocated in a police station. The Regional Election Commissioner,  a 74 year old 

woman, initially announced that her Christian values would not allow her to act unconscionably  by 

announcing  the results that she had been given to announce. Instead, she handed in her resignation 

and fled for her life. The President announced that he was not accepting her resignation while the 

Inspector General of Police threatened that she would be declared wanted  for treason if she did not 

surrender herself and return to her post. In the end  Mrs Adebayo was made to defile her faith and 

her conscience by proclaiming the PDP candidate as the people’s choice. 

The episode was not only a contempt of court but a demonstration of contempt for the rule of law, 

for democracy and for Mrs Adebayo’s Christian faith. It bodes ill for the country-wide elections less 

than two years from now. 

How Nigeria got to this state 

To understand how this culture of impunity and intolerance on issues of faith and governance has 

taken hold in Nigeria we must go back to the beginning. 

The Nigerian state having been conceived as it was, it was to be expected that the country would be 

positioned to meet the challenges ahead as seen through the eyes of the mother country. The 

internal challenge was unity. The external challenge was seen as  the threat posed to the post-

independence relationship with the mother country by the potential embrace of international 

communism by militant nationalists: the level of poverty in the country was such as to make the 

communist alternative more than plausible. The constitutional arrangements with which Nigeria set 

to sail in 1960 were configured to meet these twin challenges. 

The external challenge was met as the colonial government ensured that those who led the 

campaign for the end to imperial rule were not the ones to whom the keys were handed over.  

However this has been at the expense of the internal agenda of unity. The story of the negotiations 

for Nigeria’s independence, and of the nearly 50 years since the attainment of independence, has 

been a pre-occupation with the internal challenge of keeping Nigeria one.  

The first challenge to the survival of the project came from the Islamic North in the course of the 

negotiations for independence. Fearing domination in an independent Nigeria by the, then, more 

educationally advantaged southerners, they found common cause with the then Colonial 

government’s opposition to the South’s campaign for freedom from British rule. In this way a “them” 

and “us” culture was built into the system from the outset at independence. The second challenge to 

the unity of Nigeria was to come from the East in the form of the Biafra war of secession which was 

fought from 1967 to January 1970 in which several million Igbo’s died. The third challenge came 

from the West in the form of the cold war that prevailed from 1993 until 1999 and which resulted 

from the cancellation of the June 12th 1993 Presidential elections which Chief Moshood Abiola had 

won. The most recent challenge is the ongoing armed-struggle in the Niger-Delta spearheaded by 

the Movement for the Emancipation of the Niger Delta. 

It is against this background of eternal internal strife that the Economist magazine in their June 25th 

2001 issue said: 
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“The task before Mr Obasanjo is nothing less than the reconstruction of Nigeria. It cannot be resolved 

by gestures. Nigerians have no common vision of a nation state called Nigeria, no sense of 

citizenship. The name and the footballers are about the only things that unite them. Even the 

footballers, though brilliant individual players, do not work as a team.” 

That  Nigeria has not been able to move forward from the primordial challenge of unity is not for 

want of trying. In the nearly 50 years since independence in 1960 we have tried the British 

Parliamentary system and the American Presidential formula; we have tried multi-party and two-

party democracy; we have had 8 constitutional reviews; we have tried civilian rule, military rule as 

well as ex-military rule. We have even tried re-cycling past Presidents and our latest effort is re-

branding. Once more the Economist magazine was on the ball in its May 2009 edition when it 

quipped that Nigeria’s new approach to problem solving was “Don’t fix it, Re-brand it”. What is 

required of course is not re-branding but re-thinking and, and once more the need is two-

dimensional: internal and external. 

The Need for Another Way 

The domestic imperative for rethinking Nigeria is simple. Nigeria is not working. Though the corporal 

body is still identifiable, the internal organs have ceased to function. The symptons of the internal 

decay are well known: systemic corruption, lawlessness, collapse of education, decay in societal 

value systems, mass unemployment, mass poverty, mass emigration, mass sense of hopelessness, 

kidnappings, recurrent ethnic and religious clashes. The more worrying development is that the 

avenues for peaceful change have become severely undermined: the judicial system has become 

politicised, the political system has become monetised and civil society has become militarised. The 

recent violent rigging of the elections in Ekiti state are but a carry-on from the 2007 elections and a 

warning of what is to come in the 2011 elections. The inevitable result will be even more recourse by 

communities to vigilante solutions. 

It is against this background, of things falling apart internally, that the international imperative of re-

thinking Nigeria falls to be considered. 

Nigeria may be far from realising the proclaimed objective of becoming one of the G20 group of 

developed  countries by the year 2020 but as I said earlier it is now in the G13 of religiously troubled 

states. As the US Commission report says, it is not simply because “over 12,000 people have died in 

sectarian violence in Nigeria since 1999” but more because of the attitude of the government to the 

growing crisis: 

“The government of Nigeria continues to respond in an inadequate and ineffectual way to persistent 

religious freedom violations and violent sectarian and communal conflicts along religious lines. The 

toleration by Nigeria’s federal, state and local governments of systematic, ongoing and egregious 

violations of religious freedom has created a climate of impunity resulting in thousands of deaths. In 

late November 2008, hundreds of people were killed and at least 10,000 displaced when ethnic and 

sectarian violence erupted in Jos, where the number of deaths reached the greatest level in over four 

years. Other concerns include an ongoing series of violent communal and sectarian conflicts along 

religious lines; the expansion of sharia (Islamic law) into the criminal codes of several northern 

Nigerian states; and discrimination against minority communities of Christians and Muslims”. 
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The trouble has of course been brewing for quite some time. It was almost as a quid pro quo for the 

concession of the Presidency to the South in 1999, in settlement of the June 12th Crisis, that 

Zamafara State led the way in January 2000 to introduce Sharia law. The following year in 2001 

Nigeria showed its beautiful face when it won the Miss World contest for the first time only for the 

ugly face of Nigeria, in the form of deadly religious clashes, to force Nigeria’s efforts to host the 

contest for the first time to be hurriedly abandoned. 

Religious intolerance is not new; it is as old as religion itself. However,  when it escalates into murder 

and arson it is the responsibility of the state whose laws have been violated to show its own 

intolerance. Where the state is itself sponsoring or condoning  the criminal acts being committed in 

the name of religion then there is reason to be concerned.  The US report shows that the attitude of 

the Nigerian government has been to investigate and reconcile rather than to investigate and punish 

the offenders which has led to a culture of impunity amongst the offenders. 

That there is a link between international religious extremism and the recurring incidents of religious 

extremism in Nigeria is obvious. When a Dutch newspaper was said to have insulted Prophet 

Muhammad in a cartoon sketch, Nigerian Christians were the first to be made to pay with their lives. 

That Islamic extremism, inflamed as it has been by the unjust war on Iraq, has taken the place of 

communism as the new ideological challenge  for the world was made explicit, if it was not already 

obvious, in a recent speech given by former Prime Minister Tony Blair  on 22nd April 2009, when he 

called for a war on militant Islam: 

“Our job is simple: it is to support and partner those Muslims who believe deeply in Islam but also 

who believe in peaceful coexistence, in taking on and defeating the extremists who don’t” 

The task is simply stated but not so simply achieved as already the fire that started in Iraq has 

become conflated with the one raging in Afghanistan and it has now spread into Pakistan. Tony Blair 

is not alone in identifying the challenge as both the Pope and the President of the United States of 

America are on a bridge building exercise with moderate Islam in an attempt to build a firewall 

against extremist Islam. 

As with communism the new ideology of Islamic extremism is committed to the overthrow of the 

prevailing world order. It’s message is global and its ambitions are territorial. Again like communism, 

it achieves maximum penetration in countries where poverty is highest as it dangles new hope 

before the vast majority who have been betrayed by the prevailing orthodoxies.  Just as communism 

did, militant Islam finds fertile ground in disorder and political vacuums of the kind that has set in 

Nigeria. Deception of course is the principal tool of statecraft and so the assault of the new ideology 

on prospective converts is never full frontal. Again the concentration of poverty and ignorance in 

Nigeria offers the very fertiliser that the growth of the new radical ideology needs. 

Should it come as a surprise that a state that ranks high on the scale of religious intolerance will also 

score high in political intolerance? The violent suppression of minority positions and viewpoints is 

the currency of such a state. In March 2009, an investigation by a Committee of the House of 

Representatives reported that the sectarian conflicts in Jos were the direct result of rigging in local 

government elections. Just as the cycle of electoral rigging and violence has intensified with each 

incident as a result of government indulgence to the practice, so too the level of religious violence 

has been feeding upon itself for the same reasons. 
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What is obvious is that the culture of impunity with which elections were rigged in 1999, 2003 and 

2007 and which has escalated to the recent events in Ekiti State, is the same culture of impunity that 

is evident in the failure of the Nigerian government to investigate and punish those behind the 

repeated incidents of religious extremism. As with political violence and rigging so with religious 

extremism; in each case the approach of the government has been simply to move on without the 

offenders being flushed out and punished so as to prevent recurrence. 

The Genesis Project 

The Genesis Project was formed as a think-tank shortly after the Presidential elections in 2007 that 

took the long record of electoral rigging in Nigeria to new highs.  We saw then the danger that 

Nigeria faces from the combination of the destructive forces of unbridled corruption, the growing 

threat of religious intolerance and the twin culture of democratic  impunity. Increasingly the 

sentiment is taking hold amongst the people of Nigeria that if this is all that Nigeria offers, then they 

would rather have No-Nigeria. It is this loss of faith in the Nigeria project that has led many to 

retreat to their ethnic camps mentally, if not yet physically. I know this because I have been down 

this path myself. 

As more and more are driven by events from the centre ground of Nigeria to their ethnic camps, the 

critical power balance that is needed for a culture of tolerance in a multi-ethnic and multi-religious 

society becomes undermined leaving the powerful centre open to be captured by extremists. As the 

events in the Swat Valley of Pakistan have highlighted, you concede territory to extremists but that 

does not mean that is where they will stop. It was of course the moral decay that decades of 

irresponsible leadership  had created that led shariah law replacing the moderate form of Islam that 

was observed in Northern Nigeria  that had made the North the preferred destination of many a 

colonial administrator in the past.  

The evidence is plain to see that the lines of Islam in Nigeria are hardening and there is a pressing 

need for initiatives to keep the faithful committed to the model of Nigeria that embraces diversity 

and to pull them away from the extremists. 

The Genesis Project takes the view that the vision of an all-inclusive and, therefore, tolerant and 

moderate Nigeria must be revived to bring all those who have opted out mentally back into the fold. 

The restoration of faith in the Nigeria project is in the interests of all Nigerians and is, at the same 

time, a vital contribution to the global struggle against extremist Islam. For faith in Nigeria to be 

renewed we must urgently restore faith in democracy. Beyond that we must promote tolerance as 

the first article of faith for all true believers.  

The Genesis Project has identified the faith challenge as the biggest challenge confronting Nigeria. 

The Genesis Project’s new way for Nigeria is rooted in inter-faith understanding and the belief that 

the choice for the people of Nigeria is not simply between Nigeria as it, on the one hand, and ‘no -

Nigeria’. It believes fervently that there is another way for Nigeria: a way in which all faith and ethnic 

groups feel an equal, and shared, sense of ownership and belonging based on a more disciplined 

practice of matters of faith and spirituality. 

The position of the Genesis Project is that all abuses of faith in Nigeria must be eradicated: Pastors 

practising deception in the name of God damage the moral fabric of the country as much as Imams 
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who incite or permit their wards to kill and maim fellow citizens. Religion being a defining feature of 

the Nigerian society, ordinary Nigerians must be helped to resist those who are prone to abuse their 

faith in this way. The best defence that the people can be given is the form of civic education that 

will strengthen their mental capacity to distinguish right from wrong and the false prophets and 

imams from the true leaders of men. With such civic education we begin to roll back the culture of 

impunity that sustains not just religious abuses but also the abuses of the civic rights of the people 

by the political leadership which presently stands in the way of a Nigeria that all Nigerians can 

believe in. 

I leave you with the joyful thought that there is Another Way for Nigeria. 

Dele Ogun is the head of the Genesis Project, a political think tank on Nigerian affairs 

 www.genesis-1.org 

 

http://www.genesis-1.org/
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NIGERIA CANNOT BE SAVED BY ELECTIONS 

 

The historical dimension:  It could have been, and arguably was, foreseen from the 

start that Nigeria would fail as a self-propelling, independent state: 

• The Amalgamation in1914 of a predominantly Islamic Northern Nigeria with an 

almost wholly Christian Southern Nigeria was a huge barrier to the proper 

development of the peoples of both countries.  It inter alia infused into Nigeria 

a culture of domination. 

 

• The partition of Southern Nigeria in 1939, and further divisions of that entity in 

the run-up to the grant of independence in 1960, created a politically 

unbalanced union that further bred a culture of ill-advised and partisan 

domination. 

 

• The formation of a state with universal suffrage in 1960 took place within a 

setting of high levels of poverty and illiteracy. This added to the toxic mix by 

almost inevitably producing a form of nationhood where any genuine 

democratic experience would be subverted by vote buying and other variants, 

some extreme, of electoral rigging. 

The current state of play: Nigeria is hurtling towards meltdown. The local face of global 

terrorism already is destroying the country from within, mainly through the exploitation 

of the many cracks, divides and fault lines built into the body politic. The current state 

of affairs is unsustainable if Nigeria is not to take a spectacular place of dishonor at 

the head of the global list of Failed States. 

 

The Fatherland Group prognosis: THE WAY FORWARD FOR NIGERIA 

The tide of terrorism must be rolled back allowing the country to go from 

strength to strength, as by rights and resources it should. 

The existential threat to our beloved Nigeria cannot be solved by papering over 

the cracks with more elections in the current setting. The underlying issues of 

the problem must be made comprehensible to all, as must the solutions.  There 

is still time, but not much. 

A root-and-branch restructure of the current political architecture of Nigeria 

must be found, one wherever possible that evolves peaceably out of present 

conditions and with consent of both the people and the well-intentioned elites.  

Urgent effective intervention should be sought from all the stakeholders, 

national and international.  The clear, many and profitable advantages of so 

doing must be made manifest.   
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ADMIRAL SIR JULIAN OSWALD, KCB 
On 

‘THE CHANNEL COMMAND 

ATLANTIC HINGEPOINT’ 

12th February 2003 

  

(From an Address by Admiral Oswald to the European Atlantic Group in his NATO 
capacities as Allied Commander-in-Chief Channel and Commander-in-Chief Eastern 
Atlantic.  He was not speaking in his national capacity as Commander-in-Chief Fleet, 
and the views expressed are not necessarily those of HM Government.) 

  

Allied Commander-in-Chief Channel and Eastern Atlantic 

I would like to say how nice it is to return to St. Ermin’s Hotel for the occasion.  St. 
Ermin himself, of course, was no stranger to maritime affairs; born in Wales during the 
12th century he emigrated across the Channel Command (as it then was!) to Brittany 
and thence to Normandy, Anjou and Touraine.  His’ cult was further encouraged by 
King Henry VII, who believed he was saved from a shipwreck off the coast of Brittany 
by Ermin’s intercession.  So convinced was the King that he ordered a statue of Ermin 
to be built in Westminster Abbey where it stands to this day.  Since canonization, Ermin 
has been invoked to cure headaches, fever, colic, gout and rheumatism.  Records do 
not reveal whether or not he has yet been called upon to halt the decline in maritime 
force levels! 

The Case for CINCHAN 

Having already heard from SACEUR and SACLANT, some of you may wonder what 
else I, as the other major NATO Commander, can find by way of something different 
to interest you.  You may even be asking why we have three major NATO 
Commanders - surely an area as small as the Channel Command could easily be 
absorbed by SACLANT or SACEUR.  Furthermore, would it not rationalise command 
boundaries and result in considerable savings in manpower and more cohesion 
militarily? Isn’t it something of a culture shock formally to include a mere Commander-
in-Chief of such a small area as an equal member of a highly select club of three?  Isn’t 
it also surprising that, in a different capacity, he is also a subordinate commander to 
SACLANT? 

These are all perfectly fair questions and I will counter them with both military and 
political justifications.  Firstly, military; our predecessors, who had much experience of 
war and particularly the problem of reinforcement and re-supply, decided that this 
hinge between the Atlantic and Europe was so complicated to manage in a crisis that 
there should be one man responsible for it. Furthermore, the area was of such military 
importance that its commander must have the same weight in the formal military 
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structure as the two Supreme Allied Commanders, to be able to insist on 
arrangements which he believed would best suit the military requirement. 

Having decided this, it became clear that the Eastern Atlantic Area should be 
commanded by the same man - as a sub-ordinate commander of SACLANT.  This 
man would therefore have the duty of channelling all the shipping and handling the 
military arrangements in the approaches to the choke point - the Channel 
Command.  This EASTLANT requirement is indeed important and the link with 
SACLANT is valuable - I am formally in his business, as it were. 

Politically it is essential that Europe should be represented in its own right at the 
highest military command level in NATO; after all, the European countries are as 
important to the Alliance as America and it would be unacceptable to those fourteen 
countries if they were not to have a man in the club.  There is another, lesser, point; it 
is often easier for CINCHAN to handle the maritime case in Europe, not only because 
he is a European, but because he is, unlike SACLANT, readily available in Europe.  He 
lives and works there and also commands the largest European NATO fleet. 

Having argued the case for a European major NATO Commander, examination makes 
it clear that it should be a British sailor.  No one else amongst the European countries 
sits astride this focal point; no other country is as strong in maritime terms; in practical 
terms no-one else is better placed to do the job - and 1 am not aware that anyone else 
wants to! 

1 hope you will recognise, therefore, that whilst CINCHAN commands a small area, 
he is the representative of a large and important European constituency.  He has the 
opportunity to present a case at the highest level and, in certain circumstances, would 
wield important influence. 

NATO Strategy 

I would now like to address NATO’s strategy of deterrence through flexible response, 
using its triad of conventional, theatre nuclear and strategic nuclear forces; it is a basic 
philosophy, applicable as much in the Channel as elsewhere.  I see no alternative to 
this strategy at present.  The Tripwire philosophy, proposed by some, lacks credibility 
- the concept of deterring minor incidents by the threat of a full scale nuclear exchange 
is simply not plausible.  Likewise, those who propose deterrence by only conventional 
forces can find no counter to the Soviet nuclear capability.  Furthermore, such a 
philosophy would be cripplingly expensive both in financial and manpower terms; the 
manpower resources required are simply not available, and the financial penalties 
would be unacceptable to most NATO publics.  So flexible response - the ability to 
display a manifest determination to resist aggression at any level - is, I believe, the 
only viable option. 

Forces Required 

To fulfil its strategy of flexible response NATO requires two categories of forces - In 
Place Forces and Reinforcement Forces.  In Place Forces show a day by day political 
and military resolve; politically they demonstrate the Alliance’s commitment, solidarity 
and the member nations’ willingness to share the burden.  Militarily, these forces 
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provide an immediate capability.  They allow NATO forces to train alongside each 
other in peace on a day by day basis and, thereby, become familiar with the 
battleground and also provide the wherewithal to contain any incidents 
early.  Reinforcement Forces, on the other hand, enable NATO to counter more 
substantial incidents and to sustain operations for a longer period.  The reinforcement 
forces from UK will triple our contribution in mainland Europe; even this appears 
insignificant compared to the scale of reinforcement from the United States 2 million 
men, 9 million tons of equipment and 14 billion barrels of oil.  In passing I should also 
say that other nations also contribute to this reinforcement, Particularly Canada.  Fifty-
rive per cent of the land and 90% of the air reinforcements will be in place in thirty 
days.  Although most of the men involved in this massive transatlantic reinforcement 
will come by air, the equipment and oil must come by sea; it will require 800 shiploads 
and 15 major UK/ European ports.  Coordinating this enormous reinforcement 
programme is my responsibility as Commander-in-Chief Channel. 

Peace 

In peace NATO must train to ensure that we can operate and co-operate to achieve 
our wartime needs.  Individual nations are responsible for providing trained and ready 
forces to NATO.  We conduct regular joint training - for example during the three Joint 
Maritime Courses held each year (two weeks of exercises off the north coast of 
Scotland) and, weekly, in the Portland exercise areas (UK national areas and facilities 
used by a number of NATO navies).  We also conduct a number of major exercises 
each year which not only benefit sea going units but also provide invaluable training 
for Headquarters Units in their war role.  Although these exercises should ideally 
involve the whole command, limitations of time and assets dictate that only one 
campaign is exercised each year.  Over any four year period the Norwegian Sea 
Campaign (TEAMWORK) is exercised twice, and the ‘Shallow Seas 
Campaign’ (SHARPSPEAR) and Atlantic Reinforcement (OCEAN SAFARI) are 
exercised once each.  Typically these major exercises involve 150 ships, 300 aircraft, 
30,000 men and will include participation by eleven nations including France and 
Spain.  In addition to these live exercises (LIVEX), three or four command and control 
exercises and several more smaller maritime LIVEX are programmed annually. 

Beyond the exercise scenario, NATO displays its solidarity on a day to day basis with 
its two full time squadrons.  Standing Naval Force Atlantic (SNFL), which has now 
operated continuously for twenty years, is not only a constant and visible reminder of 
NATO’s resolve, but also provides NATO commanders with an immediate reaction 
force to deploy as and when required.  Five countries (Canada, Germany, Holland, 
United States and UK) provide a full time input to this Squadron, and they are 
occasionally supplemented by Belgian, Portuguese and Norwegian elements.  Until 
recently, the Danes also provided a part time contribution.  In 1987 this Squadron 
spent 214 days at sea which compares well with the average of 108 days that 
individual ships spend at sea on national operations. 

The Standing Naval Force Channel (SNFC) is celebrating fifteen years of continuous 
activation, and enjoys a full time contribution of MCM forces from the United Kingdom, 
the Netherlands and Belgium and occasional participation from Germany, Denmark 
and Norway.  The visibility of this force of small ships has been greatly increased by 
recent events in the Gulf. 
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Tension 

During periods of tension, NATO must not only demonstrate its resolve, but also its 
ability to either escalate or deter as it chooses.  To do so there are a number of 
established contingency Operations Plans (Oplans), which only require DPC approval 
for activation.  Initially NATO would respond to an increase in tension by establishing 
greater presence and surveillance; subsequently, if the initial response failed to reduce 
tension, Oplans would be introduced to counter Warsaw Pact operations, including the 
deployment of Standing Naval Force Atlantic.  If this failed to stabilise the situation, 
then more robust Oplans may be initiated.  Maritime operations are, by their nature, 
flexible, and can be tailored to the demands of any situation. 

Maritime Operations 

NATO has developed a formal Concept of Maritime Operations, covering the whole 
NATO region to counter a variety of threats.  There are five maritime campaigns which 
support this concept of operations - the Norwegian Sea, the Atlantic Sea Lines of 
Communications (SLOCS), the Shallow Seas, the Eastern Mediterranean, and the 
Mediterranean Lifelines.  I have already mentioned the vital importance of the Atlantic 
SLOCs and would now like to touch on the other two campaigns which directly affect 
me as the Commander-in-Chief Channel and as the Commander-in-Chief Eastern 
Atlantic.  

Firstly, the Norwegian Sea campaign is an essential element of NATO’s strategy of 
forward defence and is, in itself, part of the distant protection of the reinforcement and 
re-supply routes across the Atlantic.  It is in the far north that we must bottle up the 
Soviets in their bastions, using geography to our maximum advantage.  The inter-
relation between the Norwegian Sea campaign, the Northern Flank and the Central 
Region is well known.  General Lawson recently stated “the battles for the Norwegian 
Sea are inter-dependent, and the loss of one would crucially affect the outcome of the 
other.  Success or failure in Norway and the Norwegian Sea could well determine the 
battle for the Atlantic, and subsequently have a major effect on the defence of Central 
Europe”.  It is clear that the success of the Norwegian Sea campaign is heavily 
dependent upon the early and timely arrival of the Strike Fleet, who must quickly assert 
sea control, and can greatly influence the conditions for war fighting on land, sea and 
in the air. 

In the Shallow Seas campaign the threat is primarily two-fold; the Soviets could deploy 
either their diesel powered submarines, or they could choose to use some of their 
formidable mine stocks to restrict our operations in the area.  Our ability to conduct 
operations, especially MCM and ASW, in the Shallow Seas will greatly affect our ability 
to get reinforcements safely into receiving ports. 

If we are successful in these two campaigns, then the gains for NATO are 
considerable; firstly, we could hold the Northern Flank; secondly, we would reduce the 
pressure on reinforcement and re-supply shipping; thirdly, we would case the way for 
our Channel/ North Sea operations; and fourthly we would guard the Northern flank of 
the Central Front. 
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How does all this affect my two NATO commands?  In the Eastern Atlantic the 
Norwegian Sea campaign will put the Soviet Navy on the defensive.  Striking Fleet 
operations in this area will involve 3 or 4 United States carrier battle groups with up to 
360 aircraft; its logistical support will come through the United Kingdom.  Additionally, 
the Striking Fleet’s ASW protection is provided by the non United States nations, and 
some SSN support is drawn from the UK; its non-organic MPA/AAW/ Air Defence will 
be based in the UK, Norway and Iceland.  As CINCEASTLANT, all these forces will 
fall under my command and I must co-ordinate their employment and support to 
ensure the Strike Fleet’s safe arrival and continuing operation. 

Secondly, to operations in the Channel, the world’s busiest waterway and an 
absolutely crucial link between the United States, the Atlantic and mainland Europe.  I 
mentioned the massive scale of the trans-Atlantic reinforcement earlier and it will 
virtually all come to the UK or through the Channel or North Sea.  This reinforcement 
shipping will, however, only be about 15% of the total; the remaining 85% - economic 
shipping - will be important to the continuing survival of the NATO countries.  If all this 
shipping is to get through safely, we must clear and defend the routes and ports 
through which it passes.  Here I have a number of concerns; firstly, 800 merchant 
ships will be required for the reinforcement and re-supply, 400 of which should come 
from European countries.  At present not enough suitable ships are 
available.  Secondly, there are limited MCM assets available; in 1979 my predecessor 
was able to call on 112 MCMVs in the Channel Command - next year 1 can call on 
only 80.  Thirdly, escort numbers are declining yearly - in 1979 there were 27, by next 
year there will only be 17; they have a limited shallow water capability and will be 
supported by insufficient MPA and shore based helicopters.  Finally, NATO has a 
limited defensive mining capability, and within the Channel area we will be hard 
pressed to lay sufficient mines to protect our reinforcement routes. 

The Future 

Predicting the future can be a dangerous occupation.  Rather than making firm 
predictions, I will just examine one or two of the trends which are likely to affect NATO 
and its thinking in the years to come.  Most striking of late has been the relative thawing 
of East/ West relations, best illustrated by the recent success in arms control.  This is, 
of course, welcome, but we must now address Warsaw Pact conventional and 
chemical weapon superiority. We must also accept that the INF Treaty and the 
proposed 50% cut in strategic nuclear weapons will have little direct effect on maritime 
operations, but we can soon expect the Soviets to press for such maritime cuts; we 
must be prepared for this challenge. 

We must also be aware of Mr. Gorbachev’s - literally and metaphorically - disarming 
manner.  His Murmansk proposals in 1987 - an effective Nordic free zone, including 
restricted military activity at sea and no ballistic missile submarines in the Baltic - may 
sound generous, but in effect would only result in his cutting 6 elderly Golf class 
submarines (18 Missiles) - and the Kola would be apparently unaffected.  Despite its 
obvious public appeal, this is a very one sided Warsaw Pact offer, and NATO must 
develop a coherent response and educate its public.  The requirement for 
reinforcement will, I predict, be undiminished.  Indeed, replacing Cruise and Pershing 
with dual role aircraft is likely to increase the requirement. 



945 
 

Having looked at trends let me predict a few concerns. I see the present 

shortages of ships -both merchant, escorts and MCM - continuing, and,  perhaps more 
seriously, some 

countries abandoning their maritime capabilities altogether.  I see no ready cures, but 
perhaps we might encourage merchant ships to reflag back to NATO nations, and 
develop agreements to use neutral flagged ships in time of crisis.  We might also 
introduce procedures, which enable a tighter control on Warsaw Pact merchant 
shipping.  On any given day there are approximately 70 Warsaw Pact merchant ships 
in western ports, centrally controlled by Moscow and undoubtedly acting as 
intelligence collectors.  They could, in tension, be agents for sabotage, scuttling-or 
mining. 

Those are concerns; but hope springs eternal.  There are signs that NATO countries 
will continue to make appropriate cost effective contributions.  Joint procurement is 
surely a thing of the future, together with an acceptance that existing force structures 
are not sacrosanct, and that specialisation by nations might be carefully explored.  But 
above all else, we must remember that our Alliance is, by nature, a defensive one, in 
which we must be not only careful to keep the front door shut - to keep the enemy out 
- but also to keep the back do-or open, to allow our friends to come in to help. 
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There were three important tests by which the European Defence Initiative, launched 
by Prime Minister Tony Blair at an Anglo-French Summit at St Malo in December 1998, 
was always going to be judged. 
First and foremost, would it have the full hearted support of the US military and 
Congressional opinion or would it lead to a reduction in their commitment and even 
eventually an end to their on-the-ground military commitment to the defence of Europe 
through NATO? 
Secondly, would its character emerge as owing more to the UK’s longstanding 
commitment to the primacy of NATO integrated command structure or to the 
longstanding French refusal to play a part in the integrated command structure of 
NATO? 
Thirdly, was it a military driven project whose primary purpose was to strengthen 
NATO or a politically driven project with the objective of moving from a rapid reaction 
force for peacekeeping purposes into an EU Defence Force boosting the 
integrationists wish for a Federal State of Europe? 
  
I have supported the concept of a European Defence Identity ever since I was Minister 
for the Royal Navy in the late 1960s working on developing an Anglo-Dutch Frigate; 
through my time as Foreign Secretary wanting closer Anglo-French cooperation on 
nuclear defence; to my frustration in the former Yugoslavia as EU negotiator when 
there was no distinctive European defence capability to support the EU’s Common 
Foreign and Security Policy when the US did not wish to commit their troops on the 
ground in support of either the Vance Owen Peace Plan in May 1993 or the EU Action 
Plan in December 1993[1].  At the time I saw the close working relationship between 
the French and British armed forces in Bosnia and I felt that this could be built on. In 
1996 I watched with interest the move by John Major’s government in NATO to 
earmark resources for a European defence capability and I then supported the St Malo 
Declaration two years later under Tony Blair’s government. 
Sadly, I conclude that as yet, with only two weeks to go before the Nice IGC that the 
European Defence Initiative has failed to meet these three tests.  Firstly, while the US 
Administration nominally supports the European Defence Initiative there are growing 
doubts amongst many of the key US military and political decision-makers.  Secondly, 
its character is more that of a political, than a military, driven project. Thirdly, the EU 
integrationists have been given a locus on military matters for the first time. The 
European Commission and European Parliament by having a Treaty-endorsed 
involvement in defence and military decisions will push to widen their position with a 
view to re-establishing the European Defence Community that they nearly achieved in 
the early 1950s. 
It was clearly a complex and delicate negotiation that was going to have to be 
conducted.  Some people I respected felt that the pass was sold on the key question 
back at Maastricht which called for ‘the progressive framing of a common defence 
policy… which might lead to a common defence’.  This language was a bridge too far 
for some and a very dangerous hostage to fortune in that it implied that Europe did not 
already have a common defence, and thus contradicted generations of NATO 

https://www.eag.org.uk/www.eag.org.uk/content/rthon-lord-owen-ch-%e2%80%98-foreign-and-security-policy-implications-euro%e2%80%99-22nd-november-2000.html#_ftn1
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Summits where Ministers had always stated that NATO provided the security and 
‘common defence’ of the allies which is ‘one and indivisible’.  
  
As so often happens in EU negotiations it was felt at Maastricht that the UK could only 
dig in on two or three key drafting points and that other UK European Monetary Union 
demands outscored this defence question in urgency. The Amsterdam Treaty moved 
the common defence policy further up the political agenda.  The problem is that though 
the British Government, in particular, claims that the EU is only really talking about 
‘crisis management’ and peacekeeping, not the Article 5 commitment of the 
Washington Treaty, that, however, is not the obvious meaning of the words ‘common 
defence’, and the Americans have always insisted that they will not support a NATO 
which is reduced merely to an alliance of the last resort. 
 
The logical reconciliation of a sensible European Defence Initiative with a reformed 
NATO was that the EU would concentrate its political energies on making CFSP work 
properly and the ‘common defence policy’ element would be interpreted as seeking, 
within any EU defence grouping, as much prior convergence as possible on all 
defence agenda issues, including national initiatives and multinational initiatives, like 
euro corps, heavy lift capacity and common procurement issues, which would be up 
for normal discussion and/or decision within various NATO forums.  Where CFSP 
discussions in any given case lead toward a consensus that some kind of actual 
deployment of military force by Europeans jointly might be indicated, the EU members 
of NATO would look to the reformed NATO framework as the proper arena for 
action.  Following Berlin, NATO assets are held by SHAPE on an assured and ready 
basis, for release under European-only NATO planning options in any case where in 
the North Atlantic Council the US had, by agreement, indicated a wish not to take 
part.  Such Europe-only options would provide for participation ad hoc by any other 
member of the EU not part of NATO’s military structure if they wished.  General 
oversight of such an operation would remain on the NAC agenda, but with a de facto 
primacy for the views of troop-contributing nations.  In all of this the coordinating and 
leadership role of the European appointed Deputy SACEUR would be crucial. 
  
Over a longer timescale NATO might evolve naturally toward a more overtly twin pillar 
architecture between the two sides of the Atlantic but that would be a function of many 
factors, including proof that the Europeans had taken defence seriously enough to pay 
for better forces and equipment and were not just playing politics. 
 
Who can tell the ifs of history.  Maybe historians will say the UK made a mistake in 
1955 and 1956 in not joining the Common Market.  I myself doubt it and what is more 
I argued[2] against that view publicly when Foreign Secretary, saying that I did not 
believe Britain could have been guided to Messina by any politician. We only just 
managed to make the decision to join the European Community in the 1970s. Britain 
was not psychologically ready for such a decision in the 1950s. Even if we had gone 
to Messina, I doubt very much whether the European Community would have then 
ever developed into more than a loose alliance.  It initially needed the cohesion of the 
six continental Europeans.  It probably could not in its early years have withstood more 
than one founder member like France with a thousand years of deep-seated historical 
and national traditions. The actual balance, developed over all these years in the 
Common Market, European Community and now EU, has not worked against British, 
US or European interests.  Perhaps de Gaulle was right.  France had to go her own 

https://www.eag.org.uk/www.eag.org.uk/content/rthon-lord-owen-ch-%e2%80%98-foreign-and-security-policy-implications-euro%e2%80%99-22nd-november-2000.html#_ftn2


949 
 

way and build up her own independence, at the expense of the federalist dream of the 
founders of the EEC.  Britain had to retain UK-US links and keep NATO 
together.  Germany and France had to come together through the EEC, and Germany 
had to reunify and build up close links with the US. 
  
In February 1966 under General de Gaulle France withdrew from the integrated 
military command structure of NATO and have stayed formally outside ever since, 
despite coming at times quite close to rejoining.  President Chirac gave the impression 
a few years ago that France would return if they had the NATO command in the 
Southern Mediterranean instead of the Americans.  Sadly, that proved too big a 
political price for the US to pay. 
 
Two enlargements of the European Community from six to nine in the early 1980s and 
from nine to twelve in the early 1990s also altered its early integrationist 
character.  However in order to counter this two politicians, President Mitterrand and 
Chancellor Kohl, resolved to act to both preserve Franco-German leadership and to 
move the European Union towards a more integrationist stance.  Their vehicle for 
doing that was European Monetary Union and the introduction of the single currency, 
the euro.  
 
The question that has dominated British politics since 1989 was whether the British 
would challenge this new integrationist direction.  The new Labour Government, not 
áready to call a euro referendum in 1998, but wanting to appear more pro-EU, looked 
around for an initiative to redress their loss of a leadership role in the EU over the 
euro.  Despite their profound scepticism of any European defence identity, expressed 
around the Cabinet soon after taking office, they decided to come up with a defence 
initiative.  At the time in late 1998, through briefing from Downing Street, we were 
promised that any European Defence Initiative would be purely intergovernmental and 
that there would be no place for the European Commission or the European 
Parliament.  
 
As for the NATO implications although the phrase “the capacity for autonomous action” 
which appeared in the St Malo Declaration raised some worrying questions about what 
was exactly envisaged, particularly when accompanied by the phrase “the European 
Union will also need to have recourse to suitable military means outside the NATO 
framework”, later redefined as “our backyard”, I supported the St Malo Declaration.  I, 
like many people, believed that this initiative would develop into a Fourth 
Intergovernmental Pillar and as such could be a buttress for holding back the 
integrationist tide then starting to flow.  I was alerted to an alternative pattern when the 
Report to the European Commission of 18 October, 1999 on The Institutional 
Implications of Enlargement, by Jean-Luc Dehaene, David Simon and Richard von 
Weizsacker said in their section on Defence, “New institutional arrangements will be 
needed; they should fit into the single institutional framework of the Union and not lead 
to the creation of a fourth pillar”.  Those three would not have written this unless the 
integrationists in Brussels were becoming worried and were planning an alternative 
route of incorporating defence into the existing Treaty language devoted to CFSP. 
  
By the Helsinki European Council in December 1999, the four pillar idea had been 
dropped and the new defence arrangements were now to fall within the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy, as part of the Second Pillar of the Union.  I had become 
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very concerned by this development and in reply to my letter the Prime Minister Tony 
Blair argued in defence of this arrangement that “For the sake of coherent activity 
across all Pillars of the Union, it is helpful for the Commission to be present when 
responses to crises, including responses over which the Commission has a role (such 
as economic or trade sanctions), are being considered”. 
I then argued to Tony Blair that amendments were now vital to Title V of the Treaty on 
European Union in order to limit the role of the Commission in relation to defence and 
military matters. Sir Malcolm Rifkind, who  shared my concerns, and I made public our 
views on 9 February, 2000 and argued that there needed to be a clear distinction made 
between the role of High Representative of CFSP in relation to defence and that of the 
External Commissioner or President of the Commission neither of whom we believed 
should have any responsibilities, either direct or indirect, for defence matters.  Since 
then we have had President Prodi arguing that the High Representative appointed 
only by the Heads of Government should be “double hatted” and held by the person 
who is appointed External Commissioner.  You cannot have a more integrationist step 
than this and yet we will hear more of this in the next few years. 
  
Title V fortunately does make clear in Article 23 that Qualified Majority Voting in the 
Council “should not apply to decisions having military or defence 
implications”.  Malcolm Rifkind and I believed that an amended Title V should make it 
clear in future that neither the European Commission, nor the European Parliament 
should have any formal role in decisions having military or defence implications and in 
order for this to be done  we believed that it was necessary to make clear under Article 
18 that the Commission would not be associated in tasks with military or defence 
implications and they would not be associated with any Troika arrangement with 
military or defence implications.  We also believed that that might need to be made 
clear in Article 27 also. 
 
In Article 21, we believed it should be made clear that the European Parliament would 
not have the right to be kept regularly informed by the Commission in the development 
of policy with military or defence implications and that there was a case for making it 
clear that in this sensitive aspect of policy that the Presidency would only keep the 
Parliament informed as and when it seemed appropriate.  In regard to membership of 
all military committees and, in particular, in the area of intelligence, we believed the 
Commission should not be represented. 
 
We were concerned that unless these vitally important matters of detail were 
established very clearly from the outset a situation would develop in later years where 
defence and military matters could be edged into the orbit of the Commission and the 
Parliament.  Experience indicated to us that it was not enough to rely on vague wording 
in the Treaties and a general belief that decisions would remain intergovernmental but 
rather the UK government had to insist on delineating very clearly those areas which 
were to be reserved for intergovernmental involvement and decision.  Already we have 
seen the Parliament challenging the Council’s decision to classify military documents 
and thereby jeopardise the all important intelligence link between NATO and the 
EU.  They can now claim that they have a status and that this is not just an 
intergovernmental Ministerial decision.  This is just a start of the process of bringing 
military and intelligence issues into the European Parliament and soon, despite the 
ban on the European Court of Justice involving themselves in Title V, the Parliament 
will try and involve the Court. 
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On 17 December, 1999, after the announcement of the Helsinki defence 
arrangements, Javier Solana, the EU’s Foreign Policy Representative, gave a speech 
in Berlin entitled “The Development of a Common European Security and Defence 
Policy – The Integration Project of the Next Decade”.  He said, “If the current 
momentum is sustained, we shall need much less than a decade before we begin to 
see real results”.  Next day on 18 December, he also called for the EU to be given a 
seat on the UN Security Council.  He is a man I have considerable respect for but 
those statements make clear that he will need to be checked politically if the 
intergovernmental nature of defence is to be retained and we are not to see defence 
as part of another step towards a European federalist state. 
 
The same goes for the EU President.  On 4 February, 2000 in an interview with The 
Independent Romano Prodi declared his plans for a European army and said, “When 
I was talking about the European Army, I was not joking.  If you don’t want to call it a 
European army, don’t call it a European army.  You can call it “Margaret”, you can call 
it “Mary-Ann”, you can find any name, but it is a joint effort for peacekeeping missions 
– the first time you have a joint, not bilateral, effort at European level.”  The President 
of the Commission should not be involved in this area if it is truly intergovernmental.  In 
the General Affairs/Defence Military Capabilities Commitment Declaration issued in 
Brussels on 20 November it states, “This process, without unnecessary duplication, 
does not involve the establishment of a European army” and while that is welcome it 
will not be long before the integrationists return to that design. 
  
It is, however, still not too late for the UK government to table amendments to the 
Treaties and propose wording for the communique at Nice which will make George 
Robertson’s role as NATO Secretary General much easier.  He, unlike almost all the 
other Labour Cabinet Ministers, never played around with unilateralism or 
compromised his support for NATO.  He has said that “The EU plans are, in my view, 
no danger to NATO’s future”[3].  I hope profoundly he is right and I am wrong.  
 
At Nice the British government should propose in Title V Provisions on a Common 
Foreign and Security Policy Article 17, Section 3, last paragraph, the following words: 
 
“Decisions having defence and military implications dealt with under this paragraph 
shall be taken without prejudice to the policies and obligations referred to in paragraph 
1, third subparagraph and the President, assisted by the Secretary General of the 
Council, High Representative for the Common and Security Foreign Policy shall be 
solely responsible for submitting to the Council proposals with defence and military 
implications, and, when they consider appropriate, for keeping the European 
Parliament informed on developments with defence and military implications.” 
In Article 43 which deals with closer cooperation, it is being proposed at Nice to add 
the words “at promoting its integration”.  Also, and more importantly, the deletion of 
the words “and interests” after the word “obligations”.  This omission of “interests” is 
one of the most far reaching of all the proposals. In effect, by accepting this, the British 
Government would be depriving itself of the right to make a political judgement about 
the damage to national interests in an area like defence that a particular form of closer 
co-operation might involve.  It might be impossible also without “interests” to protect 
NATO or a specific British foreign policy commitment.  This must not be dismissed by 
the Prime Minister as a minor issue.  He needs to oppose any such change. 

https://www.eag.org.uk/www.eag.org.uk/content/rthon-lord-owen-ch-%e2%80%98-foreign-and-security-policy-implications-euro%e2%80%99-22nd-november-2000.html#_ftn3
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As to specifically protecting NATO interests, at Nice a communiqué will be issued on 
defence and here the key question will relate to Deputy SACEUR who is the European 
military figure who should play the key role in resolving how forces can be allocated 
between NATO and the EU.  The forces of the member states are finite in number and 
come out of the same NATO pool.  At present the language under discussion talks 
only of a liaison role for the Deputy SACEUR whereas the bare minimum is that he 
should have a specific coordinating function and leadership role.  Again it is not too 
late for second thoughts.  The German and Dutch governments will support the UK if 
we are prepared to take the lead.  The French may not like it but they want this defence 
initiative and cannot resist those three countries acting together. 
  
We hear much about leadership from the British government.  To date they have 
shown all too little attention to these crucial questions of detail and time is running 
out.  A new Administration in the US may not be as accommodating as President 
Clinton.  
NATO is too precious to even risk putting it in jeopardy.  As Lord Carrington, Lord 
Healey, Sir Malcolm Rifkind and myself have warned.  We need “the utmost caution 
in proceeding with this openly political project”[4]. 
  
ANNEX A 
At Nice the Treaty on European Union, as amended in 1997, will make three explicit 
references to the European Commission’s specific role in the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP) and which will thereafter apply to defence and military matters. 

• Title V, Article 14: “The Council may request the Commission to submit to it any 

appropriate proposals relating to the Common Foreign and Security Policy to 

ensure the implementation of a joint action”. 

• Title V, Article 18: “The Presidency shall represent the Union in matters coming 

within the common foreign and security policy.” (Paragraph 1)  “The Presidency 

shall be responsible for the implementation of decisions taken under this Title; in 

that capacity it shall in principle express the position of the Union in international 

organisations and international conferences.” (Paragraph 2).  “The Commission 

shall be fully associated in the tasks referred to in paragraphs 1 and 2.” 

• Title V, Article 27: “The Commission shall be fully associated with the work 

carried out in the common foreign and security policy field.” 

  
The suggested amendments to Article 17, with additions in bold type, would counter 
Article 14 and Article18 (detailing the EU Presidency’s involvement in CSFP), also 
Article 27 (detailing the European Commission’s involvement). 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
  
  
  
  

 

  

https://www.eag.org.uk/www.eag.org.uk/content/rthon-lord-owen-ch-%e2%80%98-foreign-and-security-policy-implications-euro%e2%80%99-22nd-november-2000.html#_ftn4
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ZIMBABWE: THE FUTURE 

by 

The Baroness Park of Monmouth CMG, OBE 

Speech at the New Cavendish Club  

29 November 2006 

 

Many might query my title, Zimbabwe: the Future, and until recently I should have 
felt hard put to justify that title.  

Zimbabwe was, until six years ago, one of the most prosperous African countries, 
the breadbasket of Southern Africa, and enjoyed a highly professional, economic, 
social, commercial and legal infrastructure. This system included both black and 
white, excellent health and educational systems, and a respected and impartial 
judiciary. Zimbabwe had emerged from 13 years of UDI and internal war with a 
virtually self-sufficient economy. There was, however, one danger signal in the first 
few years, when the new regime, using the North Korean trained 5th Brigade, took 
violent and tragic vengeance on the Metabele lands from which ZAPU and Joshua 
Nkomo, Mugabe's original rival, had drawn their support. Apart from this, the country 
was peaceful, stable and prosperous. Under the Lancaster House Agreement, 
Britain and others had agreed to provide funds for the orderly and willing transfer of 
land owned by white farmers, so that the it could be farmed by black settlers from 
tribal lands. This was done on the basis of free negotiation between the government 
and the farmer through fair recompense, which included the cost of expensive and 
sophisticated infrastructures.  

Six years ago, Mugabe decided on a wholesale expropriation of land without 
compensation. Even those (80% of the total) who had bought their land freely from 
the state after Independence had their farms seized together with the valuable 
infrastructure. This was done without compensation and with considerable violence 
carried out by the so called 'veterans', a new and brutal youth militia. The police took 
no action and the courts proved powerless to implement the law and provide 
redress.  

Zimbabwe enjoyed, and still enjoys, good race relations. To this day, Zimbabweans 
are Zimbabweans first rather than whites and blacks. This is reflected in their 
excellent newspaper, the Zimbabwean, published in Britain since the destruction of 
the Daily News in Zimbabwe. It is still smuggled successfully into the country, and 
still the represents the authentic voice of that country.  

In the last six years, however, since the so called 'fast track' land reform programme, 
and the total manipulation of elections, compounded with the greed, arrogance and 
lust for power of Robert Mugabe and his ministers, Zimbabwe has become a disaster 
area. It has been looted systematically by its political leaders, and categorized by the 
UN this year as a Least Developed Country. GDP has dropped by 50% since 1998, 
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factory output is down by 45.6%, and agricultural production has dropped60-70% 
since 2000. Inflation was 1,184% in June 2006 and 90% of the remaining population 
(4 million of which have fled the country) are living in poverty, and in many cases are 
starving. Many are only kept live by remittances sent back to them from family 
members in the diaspora. Pensioners, some of whom fought in World War II (one of 
which was a VC), have also seen their monthly pensions depreciate, so much so that 
, they are only able to afford a postage stamp or an aspirin .  

To quote from the admirable Crisis Group Report of June this year, unemployment is 
over 85%, poverty over 90%, and foreign reserves are almost depleted. Over 4 
million persons are in desperate need of food. HIV/AIDS has left thousands of 
families headed by a child. Almost one in three children are orphans. Of the over 3 
million people infected with AIDS, 3000 a week are dying. Doctors are leaving the 
country because they no longer have essential drugs or instruments, or indeed 
electricity or water supplies in the hospitals. The cemeteries are full.  

 So what, you might say, is the point of talking about the future of Zimbabwe? The 
chief point is the courage, patience and steadfast will that could yet save the country. 
At present, thanks to a series of draconian laws, it is virtually impossible to meet in a 
group of more than 3 without police permission.   The police are there not to protect 
the public, as they once were, but to enforce the will of a dictatorship. The law can 
no longer protect citizens. There is no freedom of the press or of assembly, nor 
access to the media. There is no way to reach many of the people with a central call 
for action, even in terms of peaceful demonstrations. Because of the collapse of the 
economy, corruption, and state terror, political parties and civil society can barely 
operate. There is no petrol to travel, no money for publishing party, or civil liberty 
material, no money for teachers, no money to pay for children to go to school, no 
money for the most basic things, such as painkillers. With virtually no public 
transportation, because of lack of both petrol and vehicles, public gatherings are 
difficult to arrange, and attract violent interventions by the police, army, and/or the 
CIO--the hated security service. Once people could look to the courts for justice, 
and, while there are still honest judges and brave magistrates, they cannot prevent 
the state from carrying out arbitrary imprisonment and laying false charges. The 
police are so badly paid that even the money which should go to feeding prisoners is 
misappropriated. Families, even if they had food to bring, cannot make the long 
journey to a prison on foot. Activists involved with the trade unions or the brave 
women's movement, WOZA, are regularly beaten and threatened that a daughter, for 
instance, will be arrested and raped if they continue to demonstrate. While they are 
in jail, their medicines are withheld.  

Perhaps the most wicked aspect of the state's long and relentless persecution of all 
who do not conform, is the withholding of food provided by the World Food 
Organisation, which is distributed largely by the army. Those who do not support 
ZANU/PF get no food. In July 2005 the government carried out 'Operation 
Murambatsvina' in Harare, Bulawayo, and other cities, which destroyed the homes 
and livelihoods of 700,000 people overnight. 26,000 were aged 60 and over, over 
79,000 who suffered from AIDS were displaced, 40,800 families were headed by 
women, as many as 300,000 children were no longer at school, and many teachers 
were displaced. The operation had an impact on the lived of 2.4 million people. In the 
Mutari alone, 50,000 people were sleeping in the eviction sites. Mugabe's regime, 
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pledged to rebuild and re-house those who were evicted after the report made for the 
UN by the admirable Anna Tibauka detailed the events. . So far, a handful of badly 
built homes have been allocated to the deserving ZANU/PF members, mainly in the 
army and the police. Meanwhile, the army has been put in charge of agriculture and 
of the distribution of food. This ensures the troops get fed before anyone else, but 
soldiers know nothing about farming, and have forced the farmers to destroy their 
market gardens to grow maize, which it has been a disaster for the country.  

So what is the international community doing so far? The EU has imposed sanctions 
which consist only of preventing some 127 prominent political figures from travelling 
to Europe and of sequestering their assets where they can be found. Very few have 
any However, visits to UN sponsored events cannot be prevented, consequently 
Mugabe attended an FAO meeting in Rome last year while his people starved, and 
the food donated through the UN was being largely distributed as political largesse to 
ZANU/PF, which operates a calculated policy for food distribution directed against 
any possible opposition. There are no economic sanctions and there never have 
been. However, neither the IMF nor the World Bank will lend to Zimbabwe any more, 
and there is currently no prospect of commercial investment , given raging inflation 
and the breakdown of law. Zimbabwe nevertheless is building a special relationship 
with China, which has sold Mugabe military aircraft and buses, and is intent on 
acquiring platinum, cobalt and other precious metals in the mining sector.  

The African Union has thus far refused to recognize that successive elections in 
Zimbabwe have been neither free nor fair. Until Zimbabwe accepts the Union's 
voluntary peer review mechanism, the AU is unable to intervene, even in the face of 
the adverse economic and social consequences for the SADC countries as a result 
of what is happening in Zimbabwe. The AU has preferred to mandate South Africa to 
negotiate through so-called 'quiet diplomacy', first by Nigeria and South Africa, and 
latterly by South Africa alone, to persuade the Zimbabwe regime to rescind deeply 
repressive legislation and allow free elections. The AU's own humanitarian 
commission visited the country in 2002, and reported adversely on human rights . 
The judiciary, it said, had been tainted. Tthe government had failed to act against 
those guilty of gross criminal actsand new laws had been passed to unfairly control 
and manipulate public opinion and to limit civil liberties. Zimbabwe repeatedly failed 
to answer these charges. At the last AU summit this year, the AU Commission's 
report on the Murambatsvina was withdrawn. In the wake of the UN rapporteur's 
visit, the AU Commission's representative was expelled from Zimbabwe before he 
could make any observations.  

There are real problems surrounding any intervention, even those made by other 
African states. In the affairs of Zimbabwe there are problems because of Mugabe's 
status as the last so-called 'Liberation Hero' in Africa. South Africa has indeed quietly 
accepted brutal public rebuffs to COSATU (the South African trade unions) and to 
other tentative approaches, and indeed, no one believes there has been any but the 
most perfunctory quiet diplomacy until recently.. This political imperative in South 
Africa has been allowed to override the growing threat to the economy of both South 
Africa, and the SADC countries which Zimbabwe represents. Even though many 
consider the true Libertarian Hero to be Nelson Mandela, (who did not hesitate to call 
Mugabe a tyrant in the days before Mbeki succeeded him in South Africa), Mugabe 
is nonetheless invested with a peculiar status as the last Libertarian Hero, and is so 
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regarded even by his victims. Thus, Mugabe continues to have strong support in the 
AU, where he has been urging that Africademand two seats on the Security Council 
with veto power, and two non-permanent seats. He will undoubtedly claim to be 
speaking for Africa.  

The African countries have successfully prevented any discussion of Zimbabwe in 
the General Assembly of the UN and through their allies,notably China and Russia, 
have blocked all efforts for a resolution in the Security Council. The UN organs in 
Zimbabwe act only with the express permission of the government. For example, the 
morning after the Murambatsvina, a friend of mine, whohad worked with her husband 
among the people, attempted to take food and blankets to some families. They were 
turned back and beaten by the police. She telephoned each UN body in Zimbabwe 
to ask what they were doing. They unanimously replied that they could not act unless 
asked to do so by the government; the same government whichrefused offers of 
tents, food and medical help. 

The AU is also determined that NEPAD, the G8, the Commission for Africa and all 
international institutions, e.g. the IMF, the World Bank and the UN, shall not have 
any right to determine African policies, and shall not therefore have any standing in 
determining the course of events in Zimbabwe. The Commission for Africa went so 
far as to pander to this caveat. The the 461 pages of the Commission for Africa 
report do not once mention Zimbabwe Neither does the report on implementation. 
Nor do either mention possible human rights violations. In March 2006, the G8 
brought itself to recognise that there was a possible human rights problem in 
Zimbabwe. 

Equally, since Zimbabwe left the Commonwealth after the Abuja meeting in 2003, it 
seems to have gone off the map. This is in strong contrast to the regular and proper 
raising of the issue of South Africa in Commonwealth meetings during apartheid. 
Individual members, such as Australia and New Zealand, are fortunately supportive 
of the Zimbabwean's struggle. Our own government has largely, until recently, 
allowed Mugabe's to lie about sanctions. His rejection of every initiative by the UK, 
however low key, as a colonialist, imperialist interference, is to be taken as true. The 
immediate political effect of this position has been that Mugabe has been allowed to 
dictate the agenda.  

HMG, however, has given more aid to Zimbabwe through the UN agencies which 
can operate on the ground better than the rest of the world put together. A recent list 
of donors to the UN agencies which includes WHO, UNICEF, WFP, FAO and a few 
NGO's, shows that so far this year over US$221 million was given by the world, (US 
$73 of which was contributed by HMG). That is over one third of the world total, 
including the US, and it has also contributed separately through the EU. Of £38 
million spent by DIFD in Zimbabwe 2005-06 most of the money contributed went to 
HIV/AIDS, food aid and the support of orphans and vulnerable children. All this 
money, however, has to be channelled through the UN agencies and NGOs, and not 
directly to the Zimbabwe government. It is wrong that there has been a deafening 
official silence about what Britain is doing to help them. For the first time this year our 
giving has been publicized inside Zimbabwe, and that is the right course of action. 
The people, whose ties with Britain are extensive, are entitled to know they are not 
forgotten. I believe we should go further, and allow Zimbabwean exiles who are 
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doctors, teachers and other professionals living in Britain to work, and and thus to 
keep their skills so that they can contribute to Britain's needs. Someday they can 
return and help rebuild their country . The people of Zimbabwe have not been able to 
look for help from the EU, the UN and until now, could not turn to the African Union. 
The situation is becoming more explosive daily. Even though these forces have been 
heavily politicized, we cannot rule out a military takeover by the armed forces.. Ispent 
there years in the Congo, where most senior officers acquired valuable mining 
concessions and the various militias and paramilitary forces which the army 
encountered were both brutal and corrupt. These soldiers, given the choice, are not 
likely to promote free elections. 

Nevertheless, civil society in Zimbabwe is becoming more effective every day and is 
attracting more support for peaceful protest and real elections. The MDC, though it 
has split into two wings, is a legitimate political party and attracts real support in the 
face of intimidation. The trade unions have alreadybegun to act. Although their 
entirely peaceful demonstrations have brought arrest and brutal beatings upon them 
, they are working with the MDC and with the National Constitutional Assembly. The 
women's movement, WOZA, has gained a formidable reputation for peaceful but 
persistent protest on social, practical, and political issues. WOZA has paid for their 
actions through beatings, imprisonment(often with babies on their backs) and 
constant harassment. I have met a number of brave, principled, and articulate 
women from every walk of life who are protesting the ZANU/PF regieme. Tabitha 
Khumalo, a vice-president of the ZCTU, was recently honoured in England as 
Woman of the Year for her bravery. Guguleto Moyo, and Beatrice Mtetwa,--both 
courageous lawyers-- fought many cases in court, including that of the Daily Newsin 
the face of brutal intimidation. Lucia Mutibenga, another courageous vice president 
of the ZCTU, was badly assaulted sustaining a perforated eardrum only recently 
while in police custody for demonstrating. She says, rightly, that women bear the 
brunt of oppression and must play a major part in political reform.  

With the BBC and all print media banned, however, we only know what is being done 
on the rare occasions when these leaders come to the UK, or where brave members 
of our own Parliament, like Kate Hoey, take the serious risk of entering the country 
under cover. Kate Hoey went to Zimbabwe last year, and filmed the devastation 
aweek after Murambatsvina, which was later shown on Newsnight. She took the 
grave risk of another undercover visit last month, and was able to meet the trade 
union leaders to see their condition soon after Mugabe boasted that the police were 
right to deal sternly with the ZCTU leaders. Kate also met with lawyers, human rights 
campaigners and many other active members of civil society. Churches and 
humanitarian NGOs are playing a major role in succouring, inspiring,, sheltering and 
feeding the people, and trying to bring these disasterous events to the world's 
attention. There is, of course, one great man who fears nothing; who has spoken for 
the people in the face of every threat. He is the Catholic archbishop of Bulawayo, 
Pius Ncube, who has recently been here and is an inspiration to all. 

******************** 

The TUC is now actively engaging in support for the trade unionists in Zimbabwe, 
and links are also being forged with trade unions in Europe  
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A BBC interviewer asked the archbishop why the Zimbabweans did not do more for 
themselves . We need to understand that Zimbabwe is a vacuum flask: there are no 
foreign journalists, no BBC, an ever-present CIO, state terror ruthlessly exercised. 
Yet the women, the workers, the churches, the lawyers, are working together and 
keeping the flame of hope alive. There have been individual cases of successful 
intervention when, for instance, one of the last honest judges, after an energetic 
campaign by many members of the House of Lords and by the Bar Council to 
support him when he sought asylum here (which has however refused) was given 
asylum by New Zealand without question, and is now established in the University of 
Auckland with his family. 

All these largely unknown, but energetic and courageous people need only a very 
little practical help—bicycles, paper and printing facilities, a little money to keep key 
workers alive and mobile (Lucia Mutibenga can move about the country, for instance, 
only by hitch-hiking since no one has either petrol or vehicles) in order to succeed. 
They need to know they have friends on the outside. We did this for the ANC exiles, 
we should do it for Zimbabwe, where civil society remains multi-racial. For example, 
Roy Bennett was elected to parliament by his farm workers, despite orders to elect a 
ZANU/PF candidate by the government. Bennett was imprisoned for a year after 
pushing a ZANU/PF MP in parliament and, while in prison, his wife stood for the 
constituency, making them just two examples of many multi-racial unity in the face of 
tyranny (Bennet is now in South Africa because of trumped-up charges conspiring to 
kill Mugabe)., (Another of the many quiet but effective multi-racial initiatives in 
Blackfordby College, busily training young black farmers-to-be. I could list many 
more).  

The great Ghanaian, Robert Gardiner, once told me that Britain gave two great gifts 
to Africa: the English language, which crossed all tribal frontiers, and the rule of law. 
We should not allow cheap and baseless accusations of colonialism and racism to 
prevent us from letting the people of Zimbabwe know they have our wholehearted 
support, and from recognizing that black and white stand together. I am glad to say 
that important message is beginning to go out from the TUC, where there have been 
successful meetings, and from civil society in the United Kingdom. There is, , also 
new and hopeful sign from the African Union. The SADC countries (notably South 
Africa, Mozambique, Namibia, Botswana and Lesotho) have, at long last, recognized 
the damage that an implosion in Zimbabwe would do to the stability of the whole 
region, to its economy, and to its hopes of international investment. The Prime 
Minister of Lesotho, the new SADC chairman, has decided to send an action group 
to Harare (which will include South Africa, and has South African support) to report 
on the crisis there. SADC now recognises the severe economic damage already 
done to the region (most recently to the Rand) and these practical considerations 
may at last move the log-jam and persuade the AU to intervene where it has always 
refused to do so.  

 

I think that what you said in the end was perhaps the only encouraging part of a 
pretty discouraging talk. The realization by three or four of Zimbabwe's neighbor's of 
the damage that's being done to the region. . Mozambique is a neighbor of 
Zimbabwe and, although a Portuguese territory before independence, elected to join 
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the Commonwealth. I was told the other day by the Commonwealth Secretary 
General, that Mozambique is playing a very lively, and effective part in 
Commonwealth discussions. And I wonder to what extent one can hope that 
Mozambique, ,could enhance the pressure on this little group you were referring to, 
in order to bring about a measure of change. I personally don't believe that until the 
Grim Reaper does his work on Mugabe, there will be much change. But there can be 
pressure and change of various kinds. What do you think? 

 

Baroness Park: . Unfortunately, I absolutely agree with you. I think we only have a 
very small glimmer of hope to change the current conditions in Zimbabwe But it is a 
major glimmer, because for all these years the African countries have been 
obsessed by the need to support Mugabe . And they have been completely, even 
despite their own commissions, unable to bring themselves to appear critical and, as 
they see it, to be siding with the colonialists. I quite agree with you that, until Mugabe 
moves on to other pastures, the prospects are not good. But what is good, is that 
within the last year or so we have noticed a growing determination in the country to 
survive. In a sense it's not even a very political determination, it's ordinary people 
saying 'I'm not going to be done,' and that's true of white, and black alike. And the 
longer the small events can take place that give the Zimbabweans hope, the more 
they are likely to get together. But it is extraordinary difficult. Currently, conditions are 
worse than the in Soviet Union and that's something.  

 

Robert Side, E-AG: Thank you very much indeed. Lady Park, when, against all 
standards of natural justice, this man needs a safe exit, , have you any suggestions 
as to where we might put him? Or send him? 

 

What I hope is that, by universal consent of the African countries, Mugabe will be let 
into great state, China or Malaysia, both of which would probably happily receive 
him, particularly the latter. I think sadly we will have to gracefully fall back and see 
him fly off in the utmost comfort because it would set back any hope of regional 
reorganization, if it could be said that Mugabe was being punished for being the 
great war hero. Everyone will grind their teeth, including the people who have 
suffered. But I suspect that will have to happen, but nothing will be done by the 
African countries unless it can be assured that he will retire in the greatest honor and 
comfort. Sometimes it even seems that he thinks he's going to go on doing it in 
Harare. But I think we have got to face the fact that so long as he is alive, the 
chances are that he won't move away, but that if he were to move, it would have to 
be in great grandeur and respect. 

 

Dick Wallis, RN retired: Amongst the eight key challenges identified in the recent UK 
defence technology study, 'Be Safe' (Fostering a stable international environment, 
reducing the threat from failed and a failing states, operating within a sound legal 
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framework) to what extent is UK government reflecting this strategy in Zimbabwe? 
Do you think we should be more overtly or even covertly proactive?  

 

Baroness Park: I'll answer that one first, because it is the most complicated one. First 
of all, I am absolutely clear that it would be wholly wrong, let alone stupid, to do 
anything covert at all. It will play into Mugabe's hands, and it would be the wrong 
thing to do. Also, now that HMG has started to say we are going to take action and 
we are not going to be frightened off by accusations of colonialism, is a big step 
forward.  

 

All three questions are inaudible from the recording.  

 

Baroness Park: China in Africa is doing extremely well., The Chinese ares setting up 
missions everywhere, while we are closing ours. It approaches things from a point of 
view which African leaders like very much--they deal with the leaders on a straight 
business basis, and don't make any pretence about helping the people, or any sort of 
benevolent work. Its a perfectly straightforward: we want your oil, or we would like to 
sell you this or that. And the reason we are held up in Darfur is because the Chinese 
have strong relations with the Sudanese over oil, and the Russians have ties in 
sending aircraft to the Sudan. Neither China nor Russia is going to do anything that 
is going to upset the Sudanese. And the same would probably be true with a lot of 
countries in Africa. China is moving in in a very effective way, totally unsentimentally, 
and from the point of view of relations with African leaders probably successfully.  

 

Audience: About Zimbabwe and the projection 

 

Baroness Park: Yes. Well you are absolutely right, we do our damnedest on that, but 
we did manage to have this coup with Newsweek and Kate's program. I know 
Jeremy Paxton and he was very lucky to get this program, and I'm glad to say he 
agreed with me.wW do our best to put articles in Kate ___'s visit is the difference, 
and we managed to get a certain amount of coverage for that. But we have to face 
the fact that there is a kind of weariness. This has been going on for a long time.. 
Darfur has happened, and people are also very preoccupied with terror in this 
country as well. So I'm afraid we just , when i was writing the speech, I thought to 
myself, these poor people I'm going to be spending twenty minutes filling their ears 
with the most depressing statistics, and it's very difficult, because of course I could 
tell you some wonderful human stories, but it would take a long time and who has 
the patience nowadays. What's the third one?  
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Audience: What will happen after Mugabe? 

 

Baroness Park: It depends on the circumstances by which he goes. If he goes by 
negotiation (although I would hope that the people of Zimbabwe would accept him 
smartly, and arrest and punish a large part of his ministry) they'd have a general 
clean up of the country and start running it again. They've got plenty of skilled people 
to do it. And indeed,the more they are tempered by what's been happening, the 
better they will be at doing governing when the time comes. They've got the capacity, 
but they are going to need a lot of help I just hope that when the time comes, we 
help them bilaterally and do not sit back and let the UN do it all. The UN has a 
natural talent for spending half of the money on the administrative overhead, and not 
getting to grassroots. . And grassroots is what the country needs.  

 

 

 

Charles Cavenagh-Mainwaring, member E-AG: Question Inaudible  

 

Sir Bryan Thwaites, member E-AG: I'm increasingly interested by the idea that the 
problems of Zimbabwe, and many other nations are reflections in a way of the 
problems we have in our own country. I would like particularly to take up thepoint 
about the Zimbabwean Police acting more as the agents of the government, than as 
an agent of the population. I see this right here in central London every day, and I 
have a similar kind of fear that something like that may happen in Britain.. To give a 
specific example, I think our commissioner Ian Blair is taking on an inappropriate 
mission . In the last three or four weeks, I have had confrontations with individual 
police who have tried to tell me to do something which I thought to be quite 
inappropriate, and ignored them. One of these occasions was with a New Yorker and 
he said 'My golly if I had said that in New York ...' So my question is, do we have 
potential problems of that sort in the United Kingdom?  

 

Baroness Park: There was a question about the relationship between what is 
happening in South Africa on the issue of farms and what happened in Zimbabwe. 
The South Africans have learned lessons from Zimbabwe. One of them is when the 
Mugabe regime brought the black settlers from the tribal reserves, and settled them 
on the farms. Mugabe had split up commercial farms into little bits of ten hectares, 
and each person got ten hectares. But they didn't have any seeds, they didn't have 
any tools, and they didn't have any money. You cannot run a farm without any 
capital. The settlers no longer farm didn't know how to use the highly sophisticated 
machinery, and the farms were no longer able to support commercial growing. 
Therefore everything really collapsed. The South Africans learned the lesson that if 
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they are going to bring Africans back into former tribal lands, and take the land from 
the present occupants, they must set up cooperatives so that there can be some 
economic results from the change. I think politically they will find it very difficult not to 
make the change, but I think they will go as gradually as they can. About the police, 
as a country we are not suffering from a lot of people telling us what to do, including 
the people who won't let you call them 'love' because its insulting. I haven't had the 
same experience with the police, and I still believe in them. I think they are as 
afflicted as us by the enormous number of rules that are flooding out from the 
mysterious courtrooms of the country. And I don't think they like it very much, either. 

 

Ernest Mtubzi: I'm from Zimbabwe, in the UK from 1983 up to this year. So I have 
some idea of what is going on in Zimbabwe, but at this time I'm not welcome there. 
But I'm here, I'm still sort of [in touch?] . The outside world can help, but the outside 
world needs to know just what type of help is needed. Inside Zimbabwe look at the 
potential pressure points where they can sort of concentrate. People talk about 
Zimbabwe here as if the people were homogeneous. They're not. There are different 
individuals who any group classification. So you look at the situation and you 
observe what you can. You look at it and you see where you can put pressure that 
will affect Mugabe's actions. Mugabe has divided the people so that we are fighting 
each other. Even ordinary people also are divided against one another and Mugabe 
is having his own way. What I'm saying is that the west can help, but they must look 
at the potential pressure points where Mugabe is vounerable. It doesn't help just to 
say what has happened to Zimbabwe. Look at what has to be done. Mugabe is 
weaker than he has ever been,provided people are aware of what can be done. So 
what I'm asking is if the outside world is aware of the potential pressure points that 
can be used on Mugabe? 

 

Baroness Park: Frankly, the trouble is that there aren't that many people in the 
outside world who actually want to press the pressure points. We've got Darfur, 
we've got Iraq, we've got Afghanistan, we've got terrorism, and Zimbabwe is just one 
part of that. Because Zimbabweans are what they are, they are behaving peacefully 
and quietly and they are not creating mayhem, or murdering and killing. And 
therefore I'm afraid, that there won't be enough time for most of them. But I am glad 
to say that the government here is, at last, beginning to understand that it is right to 
make it clear that we care, we are helping, and we will help. But we haven't yet 
gotten to the stage where there is any serious hope that, if you knew the pressure 
points, you could use them. At the moment, Mugabe is alive, and the AU has still not 
brought itself to say, 'you've really got to let free elections to take place'. Until that 
happens I think it will be very difficult for many pressure points to be exercised, I'm 
sorry to say. 
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Dennis Walker, Formerly Cabinet Minister in Rhodesia, then Deputy Chairman of 
Committees for the Parliament under Mugabe:  

 

. I have been involved with Zimbabwe for the last thirty-seven years. And I don't think 
I have ever seen the facts drawn together as well as you have done. There are about 
20,000 Chinese in Zimbabwe today, and it is right that they are mainly interested in 
any minerals that may be available. Zimbabwe has about twenty-three different 
minerals that can be exported, and most of them were exported until 1980. The other 
important thing, you discussed was the future of Zimbabwe. The people of 
Zimbabwe deserve infinitely better than what they've had for the last quarter of a 
century. When I was talking with Douglas Home, I asked him a number of questions. 
He told me that in Rhodesia, there was a better relationship between black and 
white, than almost anywhere in the world between two different groups of people. 
And as my friend Ernest Mtubzi has just mentioned, the future is so important. 
Important that we see exactly what is required. The idea that Zimbabwe exactly the 
same throughout is not true. There are different languages, and they have different 
cultural motivations. One of the most important things for the future is that those 
people, those different groups should be given the opportunity to have their own 
future within their own hands. Europeans went to Africa and carved out great chunks 
of land, and when we left we said, 'well that was a particular country, and a particular 
people,' and that is not true. If we want to see peace and prosperity in the future of 
Zimbabwe, I believe it has a tremendous future. Children from Rhodesia, up until 
1980, had the highest pass marks of the Cambridge certificate of the whole of the 
Commonwealth. Those children today are adults. They know what they want, and all 
that's stopping them is the barrel of a gun from a dictator. Everything that we can do 
to help them in the future is absolutely paramount. For instance, in North [unclear on 
tape] there was enough irrigation and dams built to feed the whole nation. But 
without the benevolence and the expertise of the white man there is no hope for 
Zimbabwe. There is a partnership here that needs to continue, one which I believe 
will see it return to being the bread basket of Africa.  

 

Baroness Park: Unfortunately I think, as far as the outside world is concerned, the 
only simple thing we can, and must, go for, is absolutely free and fair elections. Then 
let the Zimbabwe people themselves start from there. That we've got to achieve. But 
until the African Union wants to achieve it, we can't force it to happen. And the U.S. 
neither can make it happen, nor wants to make it happen.  

 

Baroness Hooper: I think there's time for a story from Lady Park.  

 

Baroness Park: It's and African Story. When I was serving in Zambia, and I had to 
drive up to the extreme corner of the country, near Angola, in order to see what was 
going on there. And the Governor told me I had better take a letter to the Paraman 
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chief. He had just been ordered an MBE. I can take it to him as a credential. But he 
said, 'you will remember that you may not leave his presence until he has given you 
a present'. And I said yes, I had been in the Congo, same thing there. So I drove off 
in my little Vauxhall to the corner of Angola, and I called eventually on the Paraman 
chief. I delivered the message that he had to come to an investiture with her majesty 
and then we sat, and sat, and sat in the sun, surrounded by millions of people 
drinking the most appalling African beer. The time went by, and I began to get very 
anxious for all sorts of reasons you understand. There was no sign of a present, 
however, no sign of gathering breaking up, either. So just as I reached the point of 
real desperation, there was a sort of scuffling in the crowd, and a man wriggled his 
way towards the chief on his tummy and handed something up to him. The Paraman 
chief, with an expression of enormous relief said to me “As you know, it is the 
custom to give a messenger a present.” And I said “Yes, Paraman chief I did know 
that.” “Well,” he said, “We've never had a messenger who was a woman before.” So 
I said sternly, “the Queen is a woman, and your daughter is a chief.” “Oh yes,” he 
said, “That's not the problem.” He said “ How could we possibly give you any of the 
presents we had in store? How could we give you a spear? Or a shield? Or anything 
useful like that? We had to have a special present made for you, it has taken all day. 
But here it is.” And it was a hoe. It was the only time in my life I have ever been 
discriminated against. 

  



981 
 

Baroness Park of Monmouth CMG OBE 

30 November 2006 

What about Zimbabwe? 

New Cavendish Club 

 

(PLEASE NOTE: THERE IS A CONSIDERABLE OVERLAP WITH THE PRECEDING TRANSCRIPT) 

 

Baroness Hooper: Baroness Park, thank you very much, that was brilliant, a most comprehensive 

survey of the appalling state of affairs in Zimbabwe. A very black picture but with a glimmer of hope 

at the end of the tunnel. So this gives us an opportunity, no I imagine that they will wish to clear the 

tables and put down the coffee? Or we'll wait for coffee until afterwards, alright? We'll have the 

discussion first. I would ask anybody who, I'll remain standing so that people can catch my eye,  and I 

can see who wants to contribute to the discussion and I would be most grateful if everybody who 

speak would state their name and their provenance and then go ahead. But to embark upon the 

discussion I am very happy to be able to call on one of our long-standing and notable members, who 

also has great experience with Africa, Sir Michael Palliser.  

 

Michael Palliser: Thank you very much, I too propose to sit. Because it's rather like sardines here and 

I think if I try to rise everybody else would rise with me. It's a particular pleasure for me to be here to 

listen to Daphne Park today because she and I have been friends for seven years and we both were 

in Africa in the early 60's, she in the Congo and I in West Africa. And I had hoped she wouldn't mind 

my repeating a little thing that I had mentioned to her earlier, in an article written in the Observer, if 

I had gotten it from an article, about those who were serving in Africa. She was referred to, she was 

driving a Morris Minor at the time, no she wasn't, she was referred to as a very large lady in a very 

little motorcar. And that has remained with me over the years as an affectionate reminder of 

Daphne. She of course was in a service which nowadays is greatly talked about, but in those days, 

didn't exist. I was a conventional diplomat, but it didn't prevent us from getting together and 

learning a great deal together. Daphne I think that what you said in the end was perhaps the only 

encouraging part of a pretty discouraging talk. The getting together of three or four of Zimbabwe's 

neighbor's in a realization of damage that's being done to the region. And I think in particular of 

Mozambique. A neighbor, a country in which although a Portuguese territory, before independence, 

elected to join the Commonwealth, and I was told the other day by the Commonwealth Secretary 

General, is playing a very lively and effective part in Commonwealth discussions. And I wonder to 

what extent one can hope that Mozambique, whose President incidentally I think is going to be here 

quite shortly, could sort of, honestly I don't think they'll want to act sort of independently, but could 

enhance the pressure on this little group you were referring to. To try and bring about a measure of 

change. I personally don't believe that until the Grim Reaper does his work on Mugabe, there will be 

much change. But there can be pressure and change of various kinds. What do you think? 
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Baroness Park: Oh, sorry. Well unfortunately I absolutely agree with you. I think it is only a very small 

glimmer of hope we have. But it is a major one, because for all these years the African countries 

have been obsessed by the need to support Mugabe as a human being. And they have been 

completely, even despite their own commissions, unable to bring themselves to appear critical. And 

as they see it, to be siding with the colonialists. And I quite agree with you, until Mugabe moves on 

to other pastures, the prospects are not good. But what is good, is that within the last year or so I 

think, that we have noticed a growing in the country of a determination to survive. In a sense it's not 

even a very political determination, it's ordinary people saying 'I'm not going to be done' and that's 

true of the white ones and the black ones alike. And the longer the more small events can take place 

that give them hope, the more they are likely I think, to go on getting together. But it is 

extraordinary difficult, it's worse than the Soviet Union was to those in the Soviet Union and that's 

something.  

 

Baroness Hooper: My eye has not been caught. I would like to take two or three questions at a time. 

If that's possible. So the gentleman on my left and then the gentleman on my right and the third 

hand. If you'll hold your hand up so that Raymond knows where to go. With the roving mike.  

 

Robert Side, E-AG: Thank you very much indeed. Lady Park, when against all standards of natural 

justice this man needs a safe exit, as indeed does happen, have you any suggestions as to where we 

might put him? Or send him? 

 

Dick Wallis, RN retired: Amongst the eight key challenges identified in the recently released UK 

defense technology study 'Be Safe' : Fostering a stable international environment, reducing the 

threat from failed and a failing states, operating within a sound legal framework, to what extent is 

UK government reflecting this strategy, for example in Zimbabwe? Or do you think we should be 

more overtly or even covertly proactive?     

 

Baroness Park: I'll answer that one first, because it is the most complicated one. First of all, I am 

absolutely clear that it would be wholly wrong, let alone stupid, to do anything covert at all. It will 

play into Mugabe's hands, and it would be the wrong thing to do anyway. As well as that, quite 

frankly, now that HMG has started a lot to come out and say we are doing things and we are going to 

go on doing them and we are not going to be frightened off by accusations of colonialism. That is 

already a big step forward I think. I'm so sorry, I've forgotten the first question. Ahh Where to go.  

 That's the next point, what I hope is that by universal consent of the African countries, he 

will be led in great state, China or Malaysia, both of which would probably happily receive him. 

Malaysia particularly. And I think sadly we will have to gracefully fall back and see him fly off in the 

utmost comfort because I don't think, I think it would set back any real hope of real reorganization 
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of the region, if it could be said that Mugabe was being punished for being the great war hero. 

Everyone will grind their teeth, including the people who have suffered. But I suspect that  will be 

the deal, but nothing will be done by the African countries unless it can be assured that he will retire 

in the greatest honor and comfort, somewhere. Sometimes it even seems that he thinks he's going 

to go on doing it in Harare. That surprised me, I must say, although he has had a wonderful large 

house built by the Chinese. But I think we have got to face the fact that so long as he is alive,  the 

chances are that he won't move anyway, but that if he were to move it would have to be in great 

grandeur and respect. And only then would he be able to turn to and feel with his loathsome 

acolytes who do not enjoy the same, protection from the people.  

 

Baroness Hooper: Yes we have, I think we can say ten minutes? We were aiming to end promptly at 

half-past two, but I think we can run-over a little bit. There are some hand there. Let's take them 

three in a turn, one, two and three there on my right.     

 

All three questions are inaudible from the recording.  

 

Baroness Park: The last one. China in Africa. Well China in Africa is doing extremely well, it's setting 

up missions everywhere, while we are closing ours. It approaches things from a point of view which 

African leaders like very much. That is they deal with the leaders on a straight business  basis, they 

don't make any pretence about longing to help the people or any sort of benevolent work. Its a 

perfectly straightforward we want your oil, or we would like to sell you this or that. And the reason 

we are held up in Darfur is because the Chinese have their relations with the Sudanese over oil, and 

the Russians have their relations in sending them aircraft. Neither of them is going to do anything 

that is going to upset the Sudanese. And the same would probably be true with a lot of countries in 

Africa. China is moving in in a very effective way, totally unsentimentally, and from the point of view 

of relations with African leaders probably pretty successfully.  

 Then another question 

 

Audience: About Zimbabwe and the projection 

 

Baroness Park: Yes. Well you are absolutely right we do our damnedest on that but quite frankly we 

did manage to have this coup with Newsweek, and Kate's program because I know Jeremy Paxton 

and so he was very very lucky to get this program and he I'm glad to say agreed with me. And we do 

our best to put articles in Kate ___'s visit is the difference, we managed to get a certain amount of 

coverage for that. But we have to face the fact that there is a kind of weariness. This has been going 

on for a long time, it's a long way off. Darfur has happened, all sorts of other things are happening, 

and people are very preoccupied with terror in this country as well. So I'm afraid we just, when i was 

writing the speech, I thought to myself, these poor people I'm going to be spending twenty minutes 
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filling their ears with the most depressing statistics, and it's very difficult, because of course I could 

tell you some wonderful human stories, but it would take a long time and who has the patience 

nowadays. What's the third one?  

 

Audience: What will happen after Mugabe? 

 

Baroness Park: It depends on the circumstances by which he goes. If he goes by negotiation although 

I would hope that the people of Zimbabwe would accept him smartly and arrest and punish a large 

part of his ministry. And then I think they'd have a general clean up of the country and start running 

it again. They've got plenty of people to do it. And indeed I think that the more they are tempered by 

what's been happening, the better they will be at doing it when the time comes. They've got the 

capacity, but they are going to need a lot of help, and I have my own private anger. I just hope that 

when the time comes that we help them bilaterally. We do not sit back and let the UN do it all. The 

UN has a natural talent for spending half of the money on the administrative overhead, and not 

getting done the grassroots. They're not sort of grassroots. And grassroots is what the country 

needs.  

 

Baroness Hooper: Thank you. And presumably after Mugabe, a lot of exiles from Zimbabwe will 

return. And hopefully be able to put their shoulders to.. I think we only have time for three more 

questions. One is gentleman ahead of me, Sir Bryan Thwaites and Dennis Walker, and since we have 

a Zimbabwean with us, I'm going to allow four. Will the gentleman down there like to ask the first 

question?  

 

Charles Cavenagh-Mainwaring, member E-AG: Question Inaudible  

 

Sir Bryan Thwaites, member E-AG: I'm increasingly interested that the problems of Zimbabwe and 

many others have reflections in a way maybe in problems that we have in our own country. I would 

like particularly to take up your point Lady Park about the Zimbabwean Police acting more as the 

agents of the government rather than as an agent of the population as a whole. I see this right here 

today in central London hour by hour every day and I have a similar kind of fear in this country and if 

I may extrapolate more just for one moment. To give a specific example I think our commissioner Ian 

Blair is taking on an inappropriate mission role in time. In the last three or four weeks I have had 

confrontations with individual police who have tried to tell me to do something which I had thought 

quite inappropriate and I've ignored them. One of these occasions was with an American New 

Yorker and he said 'My golly if I had said that in New York ...'  So my question is and I think it would 

be admirable if you could answer it, in this country have we got potential problems of that sort?   
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Ernest Mtubzi: I'm from Zimbabwe, in the UK from 1983 up to this year. So I have some idea of what 

is going on in Zimbabwe, but at this time I'm not welcome there. But I'm here, I'm still sort of [in 

touch – note that the transcriber is not sure about the text in the brackets) 

. The outside world can help, but the help that is needed, the outside world needs to know. Inside 

Zimbabwe look at the potential pressure points where they can sort of concentrate. Now when we 

talk when people talk here they are talking about Zimbabwe and they are homogeneous. They're 

not. There are different individuals who are different than any group. So you look at it and you see 

where you can. You look at it and you see where you can perhaps put the pressure points that will 

affect what Mugabe is doing. What Mugabe has done is to divide people around so that we are 

fighting each other. Even ordinary people also. Now he is having his own way and... What I'm saying 

is that in the western world these places can help, but look at the potential pressure points where 

you can sort of affect him. It doesn't help just to say what has happened to Zimbabwe. Look at what 

___ has done. Mugabe hasn't this time anyway. He is  weaker than he has ever been. Provided 

people are aware of what can be done. So what I'm asking is ... the outside world here is aware of 

the potential pressure points that can be used to put pressure on Mugabe? 

 

Baroness Hooper: Thank you. And Dennis Walker will wrap up as a former politician in Rhodesia. 

 

Dennis Walker, Formerly Cabinet Minister in Rhodesia, then Deputy Chairman of Committees for the 

Parliament under Mugabe:  

 

 Baroness Park you have shown us your credentials in the incredible talk that you have given 

today. I have been involved day by day with Zimbabwe for the last thirty-seven years. And I don't 

think I have ever seen the facts drawn together as well as you have done. Here. Extremely quite 

extraordinary. And you mention about the Chinese. There are about 20,000 Chinese in Zimbabwe 

today. And it is absolutely right what we have heard today they are mainly interested in any minerals 

that may be available bearing in mind that Zimbabwe has something like twenty-three different 

minerals that can be exported. And most of it was exported up until 1980. The other important 

thing, and the one reason why this particular meeting was pointed to me by a friend, was that you 

were talking about the future of Zimbabwe. The people of Zimbabwe deserve infinitely better than 

what they've had for the last quarter of a century. When I was talking with Douglas Home at his 

home in Scotland I asked him a number of questions. And he told me one of the incredible things 

about what was then Rhodesia, was that there was a better relationship between black and white in 

the the Rhodesia than almost anywhere in the world between two totally different groups of people. 

And as my friend Ernest Mtubzi has just mentioned to you, the future is so important. Important 

that we see exactly what is required. The idea that Zimbabwe is just one nation very much like I dare 

say the United Kingdom, but even that isn't so much a one nation. But the idea that it is exactly the 

same throughout is not true. They speak a different language, they have totally different cultural 

motivations and one of the most important things for the future is that those people, those different 

groups among for instance particularly the Macabee should be given the opportunity to have their 
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own future within their own hands. The evolution if you like of government, but very, very important 

for the future. We Europeans went to Africa and we carved out great chunks of land, and often 

when we left we said well that was a particular country and a particular people and that is not true. 

And if we want to see peace and prosperity in the future of Zimbabwe, and since we are talking here 

of the future, I believe it has a tremendous future. You know that the children up until 1980 within 

our Commonwealth they had the highest pass marks of the Cambridge certificate of the whole of the 

Commonwealth. This gives you some idea, those children today are the adults. They know what they 

want all that's stopping them is the barrel of a gun from a dictator. And everything that we can do to 

help them in the future is absolutely paramount. And the future as I said for instance in North 

Mbatiland?? there was enough irrigation and dams built to feed the whole nation. And what we 

need, and I said to my friend Ernest about a year ago, what hope is there for Zimbabwe? And he said 

this 'without the benevolence and the expertise of the white man there is no hope for Zimbabwe.' 

There is a partnership here that needs to continue, one which I believe will see it return to being the 

bread basket of Africa. Thank you Baroness for tremendous, in fact I'm hoping you're going to let me 

have your address later, because many many people will be interested and I'm delighted that so 

many of you turned up today to consider the future of Zimbabwe. Thank you very much.  

 

Baroness Park: There was a question about the relationship between what is happening in South 

Africa on the issue of farms and what happened in Zimbabwe. I think the South Africans have 

learned lessons one of them is that when the Mugabe regime brought the black settlers from the 

tribal reserves and settled them on the farms, they'd split up commercial farms into little bits of ten 

hectares and each person got ten hectares and they didn't have any seeds, they didn't have any 

tools   , they didn't have any money. And you cannot run a farm without at any rate a certain 

amount of capital. They no longer farm it as a commercial farm. They didn't know how to use the 

highly sophisticated machinery, which those who were driven off the farms did know. And therefore 

everything really collapsed. And I think the South Africans learned that lesson, that if they are going 

to bring Africans back into what used to be their tribal lands, and take the land from the present 

occupants regardless of what settlements they make, at any rate of setting up cooperatives so that 

there can be some economic results from the change. I think politically they will find it very difficult 

not to make the change, but I think they will go as gradually as they can. The point about the police, 

well I don't think as a country we are suffering from an awful lot of people telling us what to do. 

Right down to the people who won't let you call them 'love' because in some ways that's insulting. 

But I don't, I honestly don't, fortunately I haven't had the same experience of the police and I still 

believe in our police. I think they are as afflicted as any of us by the enormous number of rules that 

are flooding out from mysterious courtrooms of the country. And I don't think they like it very much. 

Thank you. What was the other one?  

 

Baroness Hooper: Potential Pressure Points.  

 

Baroness Park: That's a very important one indeed. Well frankly the trouble is that there aren't that 

many people in the outside world at the moment who are actually wanting to press the pressure 
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points. That's the difficulty, we've got Darfur, we've got Iraq, we've got Afghanistan, we've got 

terrorism, and Zimbabwe is alas just one part of that. And because Zimbabwean's are what they are,  

they are behaving peacefully and quietly and they are not creating mayhem, they are not murdering 

and killing. And therefore I'm afraid, that they'll always get, there won't be enough time 

unfortunately for most of them, it will be something that people will think about, and they will be 

obviously, I'm glad to say that the government here is at last beginning to understand that it is right 

to make it clear that we do care and we are helping and we will help. But I think we haven't yet 

gotten to the stage where there is any serious hope that if you knew the pressure points you could 

use them. At the moment while Mugabe is alive and the AU has still not quite brought itself to say to 

him you've really got to let free elections to take place. Until that happens I think it will be very 

difficult for many pressure points to be exercised, I'm sorry to say.  

 

Baroness Hooper: And I think Dennis Walker's comments were more comments than questions so.  

 

Baroness Park: Oh yes. I greatly admire him. A man I met many years ago. And I was very glad to 

hear another Zimbabwean telling us. You're probably right about the complicated tribal issue. But 

they unfortunately I think as far as the outside world is concerned, at this stage the only simple thing 

we can and must go for is absolutely free and fair elections. And let the Zimbabwe people 

themselves start from there. That we've got to achieve. But until the African Union wants to achieve 

it we can't make it happen. And the U.S. neither can make it happen, nor wants to make it happen.  

 

Baroness Hooper: Thank you very much. As always time is the enemy, but we've had a very thorough 

discussion and I thought it was worth overrunning a little on our timing. I'm sure for those who wish 

to stay for coffee that it will be served. But for the moment I will call on the Viscount Montgomery of 

Alamein to give the official vote of thanks. 

 

Viscount Montgomery of Alamein: There's very little I can add to what has been said. To a very 

fascinating meeting. When the colonial powers went to Africa they forgot about the geographical 

natural boundaries like watersheds. They divided up Africa on straight lines without any recognition 

which has been done by the two speakers with the fact that Africa is tribal. And that is why they 

remain a factor and it's very interesting very few politicians here recognize that certainly within our 

government who don't seem to allow them any history. What we have heard today, and Africa is not 

the continent I normally deal with, as many of you know I normally deal with the other side of the 

Atlantic, South America. But what we've heard today has been a fascinating up the learning curve 

and nobody could be better qualified to do that than Lady Park. And I think I go away hugely 

appalled, somewhat depressed about what's going to happen. Most to a certain extent to think that 

Mugabe is going to enjoy luxuries, a luxurious life in Malaysia. I spent four years in Malaysia in the 

early 50's and I think it's much too good for him. Personally I think he should rot in hell, but I 

understand the political realities of why that is not the right solution. Perhaps the French understand 

this very well, when they put these wicked leaders in rather luxurious houses in the South of France. 
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But there we are, that's not the real reality in what Lady Park has said and I think we really owe her 

an enormous vote of thanks for what she's done today.... Thank you 

 

Baroness Hooper: I think there's time for a story from Lady Park.  

 

Baroness Park: It's and African Story. When I was serving in Zambia, and I had to drive up to the 

extreme corner of the country with Angola, in order to see what was going on there. And the 

Governor said to me you had better take this letter to the Paraman chief. He has just been ordered 

an MBE. And you can take it to him, and that will give you credential. But he said, you will remember 

won't you that you may not leave his presence until he has given you a present. And I said yes, I had 

been in the Congo, same thing there. So I drove off in my little Vauxhall and I went to the corner of 

Angola and I called eventually on the Paraman chief. And delivered the message that he had to come 

to an investiture with her majesty. And then we sat, and we sat, and we sat in the sun. Surrounded 

by millions of people drinking the most appalling African beer and the time went by and the day 

went by and I began to get very anxious for all sorts of reasons you will understand. And however, 

there was no sign of a present, no sign of this breaking up either. So just as I reached the point of 

real desperation, there was a sort of scuffling in the crowd, and a man wriggled his way towards the 

chief on his tummy and handed something up to him. And gave it to him. And the Paraman chief 

with and expression of enormous relief said to me “As you know, it is the custom to give a 

messenger a present.” And I said “Yes Paraman chief I did know that.” Well he said “We've never 

had a messenger who was a woman before.”  So I said sternly, “the Queen is a woman, and your 

daughter is a chief.” “Oh yes” he said “That's not the problem.” He said “ How could we possibly give 

you any of the presents we had in store? How could we give you a spear? Or a shield? Or anything 

useful like that? We had to have a special present made for you, it has taken all day. But here it is.” 

And it was a hoe. The only time in my life I have ever been discriminated against.  
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LATEST DEVELOPMENTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST      

                                  by                                        

Sir Anthony Parsons, GCMG, LV0, MC  

(Former U.K. Ambassador to U.N. & Iran) 

December 10th. 1991 

Quite obviously, there is a great deal going on. That is not particularly surprising in the 

area which has known many major wars since 1948, and to which the majority of all 

United Nations Peace-keeping operations worldwide have been sent, in which there have 

been millions of casualties over the past 40 years, millions of permanent refugees have 

been created, and countries have been devastated. 

   I am not going to try to cover the whole waterfront. For example, I am not going to dwell 

on the self-determination exercise, which is now being supervised by the U.N. I only 

express the hope that, unlike other abandoned colonies - and I am thinking of West Iran and 

East Timor - the people of the Western Sahara will get whatever they want - whatever that 

may be-in the forthcoming referendum. Nor will I dwell on the two appalling civil wars, 

which are raging in the area. As the Lebanon returned to statehood after eight years of total 

anarchy, another state member of the Arab League - unnoticed by the world - collapsed into 

even greater anarchy. I am talking of course of Somalia. Equally unnoticed by the world, in 

the past few years, the people of the Sudan, in their civil war, have suffered 20 times the 

number of fatal casualties that the American suffered in the whole of the Vietnam War, 

quite apart from one million permanently displaced people within the country, and the total 

devastation of the agriculture of the Sudan. Every now and again, I wonder if the U.N. 

Security Council is going to address itself to those particular civil conflicts with the same 

zeal that it is showing in addressing itself to the civil war in Yugoslavia. I rather doubt it. I 

am working on a new mathematical theory; which I've called the 'Parsons Theory of 

International Relativity'. I've completed one or two initial equations. I'll give you two: 

  

    'Aggression plus Great Power interest equals U.N. mandatory action plus General 

Schwartzkopf. Aggression minus Great Power interest equals U.N. non-mandatory 

resolutions plus hand wringing. Civil War plus proximity of Western democracies equals 

strenuous regional and U.N. action. Civil War minus proximity to important Western 

democracies does not even warrant the mildest of hand-wringing. That is as far as I've got so 

far. But I won't concentrate on those matters. I will concentrate on two issues only: the 

Palestine problem - that is, the Arab-Israeli dispute; and the future of the Eastern part of the 

region - in a word, Iraq. 

Both these problems lie in an area, which is suffering from an endemic and deeply-rooted 

disease. We hear a lot about medical affairs these days. In fact, I believe it is disallowed by 

the T.V. authorities to have a single news programme without a medical item. We hear a lot 

about Post-traumatic Stress Syndrome. Well, this area that I am talking about, which we used 

to call The Levant - the area between the Eastern Mediterranean and the borders of Iran is 

suffering from what I call Post-Ottoman Stress Syndrome. This is a disease, which originated 
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in the non-acceptance by the people in the region of the geo- political structure devised for it 

after the First World War by foreigners mainly the British, at the Cairo Conference in 1921. 

It's symptoms include the following: a permanent restlessness which turns towards 

militarism, which turns towards expansionism, with periodic outbursts of aggression. Another 

set of symptoms concerns a multiplicity of visions and dreams; dreams of a Fertile Crescent, 

that is to say, a Union of what is now Iraq with Syria and other neighboring countries; 

Dreams of a Greater Syria; Dreams of a greater Israel; Dreams of the renaissance of the great 

Islamic Empire, centred on Baghdad; even of the great Arab Abbasid Umayyad Empire, 

centred on Damascus. As far as I can see, there is no cure for post-Ottoman Stress Syndrome, 

except Time. Evidently, 70 years of time has not been enough. In practice, the disease has got 

worse, as the states in the area have become much stronger with the massive and 

unprecedented transfer to them of high technology armament and military technology from 

the industrialized world. 

There is no doubt there would be a great amelioration of the worst symptoms of the disease 

were there to be, first of all, a peaceful settlement of the Arab-Israeli dispute and of the 

Palestine problem. And also, if there could be the advent of governments in the main Arab 

states in the area which were responsive to the peaceful aspirations of their people, rather 

than the ambitions of individual dictators. Curiously enough, for perhaps the first time since 

1948, the former seems to be rather less unlikely than the latter. We are all aware that, in 

recent months in the last year there has been a qualitative change in the international relations 

of the Middle East. In my submission, this is a consequence not so much of the defeat of Iraq, 

although that was a contributory factor, but rather of the collapse of Soviet power and the 

subsequent disintegration of the Soviet Union. Why do I say that? Because it has ended an 

international game which has dominated relationships throughout the Middle East ever since 

Napoleon landed in Egypt in the year 1798.1 am talking of course about the Playing Off 

Game. Ever since 1798, the principal feature of Middle East politics, internationally, has been 

the playing off by the regional powers of competing external Great Powers. 

In the nineteenth century, and up to the First World War, the three competitors were Great 

Britain, France and Tsarist Russia. From the end of the First World War until roughly the 

nineteen-fifties, they were Britain and France. And from the nineteen-fifties until the late 

nineteen-eighties, they were, obviously enough, the Soviet Union and the United States. In 

the process, the regional powers gained a genetically inherited expertise in how to play off 

one outside power against another. We can now see how that particular game has exacerbated 

rather than ameliorated regional disputes. We can now see of course that that game is over. It 

is as dead as the dodo. Because there is only one significant external power in so far as the 

region is concerned, in so far as the world is concerned, and that is the United States of 

America. The effect has been the same, not just in the Middle East, but all the way from the 

two Koreas through Cambodia and Afghanistan, via South Africa to Central America. 

 Reverting to the Middle East, let us just take one or two evolutions from this new 

configuration. Israel is no longer a strategic asset against the penetration of the Middle East 

by Russian-led Communism. Russian-led Communism no longer exists. Western policies 

based on the notion of a Soviet thrust towards the warm water ports of the Persian Gulf, 

aimed at Saudi and Persian Gulf oil, is no longer relevant because there is no Soviet Union 

and what is left is not capable of thrusting in any direction whatsoever. The states of the 

region are no longer in a position to threaten to change sides if their requirements are not 

met, whether their requirements be arms, or political support, or whatever they may be. 

There is no other side to move to. I vividly recall in 1972 when Anwar Sadat decided to 
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change sides by booting out the 15, 000 Russian advisers in his country. In December 1969 

when I participated in the four-power talks on the Middle East in New York at the Trecall 

U.N., how the Americans acted as the lawyer to Israel, and how the so as not to apsetlene 

Russians, the Soviet Union, acted as the lawyer to Egypt, on the other side. All that is now 

in the past. 

  

Now, Saddam Hussein, a brilliant tactician but a strategic cretin, obviously had not realised 

that the world had changed in this sense when he invaded Kuwait. In doing so, he threatened 

the only two American interests which require more than a diplomatic response from the 

USA. I am talking of course - about the security of Israel, and the status quo in Saudi Arabia. 

He paid the price of offering that challenge when he had no friendly Superpower of his own, 

as he must have thought he had, to support him. The world as a whole had no choice but to 

fall in behind the United States in its' initiative at the United Nations and eventually in the 

Coalition action. 

Turning now, if I may, to the Palestine problem, which in itself is now for the first time since 

1955 unencumbered by all this Cold War baggage. The parties are having to face each other 

without being able to turn to this Power, or that Power, for support, just in the same way as 

the parties are in South Africa, between the two Koreas, Cambodia, Vietnam. . . . you name 

it, across the whole hoary agenda of the United Nations. The Press and the Public Media 

expended a great deal of print and hot air on the unique break-through of the Madrid 

Conference a few weeks ago. It certainly was unique, in that it took a Homeric effort on the 

part of Secretary Baker to bring all the parties round the same table. It was not of course the 

first time that this has happened. I am sure many of you will remember the fiasco at Lausanne 

in 1949 when the parties did all briefly come round the same table after the first Palestine 

War. In Geneva, in December 1973, after the October war, Egypt and Jordan came round the 

same table with the Co-Chairmanship of the Soviet Union and the United States. And I have 

spent some of the most deadly hours of my life - hundreds of them, in fact - sitting round the 

small table of the Security Council in New York, listening to the Arabs and the Israelis 

hurling abuse at each other across it. So that in itself is nothing new, that they have actually 

collected round the same table. However, I see three break-throughs, and I think they are 

pretty obvious to everybody. But perhaps they are worth rehearsing.          

First of all, it is the first time that the Arab states have agreed to negotiate directly and bi-

laterally with Israel. If they had done so at any time in the first ten years after the June war of 

1967, that it to say up to the moment when the Likud Government won power in Israel, I 

believe there would by now be a peace agreement. But it is no good wringing hands about 

the past. It is done now: direct negotiations have been agreed. The second break-through was 

to me the biggest surprise of all. That is that the Palestinian delegation accepted to negotiate 

about transitory autonomy pending negotiations for a definitive solution to the problem. 

Hitherto, all the Arab states including the P.L.O. have always insisted, on immediate and 

total Israeli withdrawal and immediate establishment of Palestinian statehood. By agreeing to 

negotiate local autonomy, the Palestinians talked the language of Camp David, which was so 

bitterly rejected in 1978 and 1979, and indeed talked the same language that Prime Minster 

Yitzhak Shamir talked in the Spring of 1989. So you have a situation at last that, for the first 

time since 1917, the Palestinians and the Israelis are prepared to sit round the same table - 

and talk, even if temporarily, about the same thing. That is my second break-through. My 

third breakthrough is the acceptance by the Israeli Government of the Palestinians as a 

people with rights - by accepting to negotiate with them as a delegation, albeit as part of a 

Jordanian delegation. I don't want to sound crude, but there has been a tendency in Israel - 
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one has seen it in the press and from governmental statements going right back to Mrs Meir - 

to regard the Palestinians as (how can I put it?) inconvenient, itinerant campers on the 

Promised Land, who happened to be there when the Trustees returned after a long absence'. 

This I think, if I am right in this interpretation, has been a major obstacle to any meaningful 

dialogue between the two sides. The fact that Israel has agreed to talk to a Palestinian 

delegation has changed all that. I hope that these three break-throughs are, whatever else may 

happen irreversible. 

May I look briefly at the future in a public relations sense, something has happened that I 

never thought I would live to see. We are all familiar with Abba Eban's famous epigram: 'The 

Arabs have never missed an opportunity to miss an opportunity!'. The Israelis have walked 

away with game, set and match in the wrong-footing game without even losing a point over 

the past 30 to 40 years, save for that one occasion when President Sadat made his dramatic 

flight to Jerusalem. But now, the wrong-footing game has changed, and the Palestinians have, 

from Madrid onwards, become adept at wrong-footing the Israelis. That of course is only 

Public Relations. It does not address substance. I believe that, if there is progress of any kind 

between the Palestinians and the Israelis on autonomy as an intermediate step towards an 

definitive solution, this will create enormous pressure on the other parties to make progress 

on their fronts; Israel - Syria-Israel - Lebanon, and easiest of all, Israel - Jordan. However, I 

cannot see that progress being made unless certain preconditions are fulfilled. Israel must 

freeze during negotiations the expansion of existing settlements, and the building of new 

ones. Israel must freeze further acquisition from the West Bank aquifer. Israel, which has 

already, I believe appropriated 61% of the land area of the West Bank, must freeze further 

acquisitions there. Finally, if negotiations are to get anywhere at all, the Israelis must drop the 

idea of separating personal autonomy from autonomy over natural resources such as land and 

water, as I understood it, Mr Menachem Begin, when he was Prime Minister, believed you 

could give people individual autonomy without giving them autonomy over anything except 

their individual lives. 

    Now, unless those preconditions are met, I cannot help believing that the Palestinian 

delegation will judge that, at the end of this transitional period, there will be nothing left 

to negotiate about; they are pretty well bound to walk out and return to confrontation. 

Having said that, let us assume for a moment that there is progress down the road 

towards local autonomy; all the time both sides are going to have their notions of the 

definitive solution in mind. The Israeli notion, I think, is bound to be that Israeli 

sovereignty should stretch to the Jordan river, and that the Palestinians should simply 

become a semi-autonomous community within the state of Greater Israel. I do not believe 

that that will be in any sense acceptable to the Palestinians. The Palestinians, on the other 

hand, are going to have in mind total Israeli withdrawal, including the settlements, and 

the establishment of an independent Palestine State alongside the State of Israel. I do not 

believe for a moment that any Israeli Government is going to go down that road. All I 

would say at the moment is that a solution has got to be found somewhere between those 

two poles, which satisfies basic Palestinian aspirations, and does not endanger Israel's 

genuine preoccupation with security. I am not too worried that at the moment the 

Washington talks appear to be bogged down in procedural wrangling. All this is going to 

go on for ever. And, with the Middle East, there has long been a convergence between 

procedure and substance. What we think of as a procedural wrangle is in fact cloaking a 

wrangle about substance. So, as each procedural problem is sorted out, you can guarantee 

that this represents progress on substance. 

  



994 
 

Turning to the future of Iraq: perhaps it is worth trying to draw up something of a balance 

sheet about whether or not Operation Desert Storm and all that went with it, was worth while. 

A lot of people are saying that it was not. Saddam Hussein is still sitting on his throne in 

Baghdad giving George Bush the two fingers'. And the Kuwaitis, after being liberated, did 

not behave to their Palestinian guest community 100% in accordance with the Universal 

Declaration on Human Rights. O.K. But I do believe there are far more marks on the. plus 

side than there are on the minus. To start with, Kuwait was liberated; that was the essential 

object of the whole exercise. The effectiveness of the United Nations Security Council in a 

world where the Five Permanent       Members are cooperating was unambiguously 

demonstrated. The threat to Saudi Arabia was, at least for the time being, eliminated. Even 

more important than that, it was clarified to the Arabs, and to the outside world, that the 

threat came from Iraq, and from nowhere else. It did not come from the Soviet Union, as the 

United States had tried to make the inhabitants believe for so many years. It did not come 

from Syria or Egypt. And it did not come from Iran. I do not myself believe that even in the 

first ardour of the Iranian Revolution, there was ever any intention on the Iranian side 

actually to commit physical aggression against the Arab side of the Gulf. Subversion of ideas, 

certainly. The spread of the revolutionary ideal, certainly. Maybe, an element of domination. 

But not physical aggression. I do not say this with hindsight, I have believed ever since 1968 

that the aggressive threat to the peninsula has come from Ba'athist Iraq. So, now we know 

that for the future. There have also been some rather curious side-benefits of the war which 

are factitious in their nature, but important in their content. If we had simply kept sanctions 

on, and if Saddam Hussein had eventually withdrawn because of them, (I don't believe for a 

moment he would have, in the light of what we now know) we would not have known how 

much progress Iraq had made towards the construction of a nuclear weapon. It was through 

the physical occupation of Iraq that this fact became apparent, just in time. Next, Resolution 

598 of the Security Council, which brought about the Cease Fire between Iran and Iraq is 

now on the way towards full implementation, not just a cease fire. In the first days of the 

Kuwait invasion, Saddam Hussein, realising that he needed to eliminate any threat on his 

eastern front, gave the Iranians all their war aims, with the exception of his head: The 

division down the middle of the Shatt-El-Arab waterway, the land frontier that the Iranians 

wanted, Iraqi withdrawal from all bits and pieces of Iranian territory, and so on. Now, again 

rather unnoticed by the world, the United Nations is negotiating the final paragraphs of 

Resolution 598 to bring about a full Peace Treaty between Iran and Iraq. That would not have 

happened if it had not have been for Saddam's invasion of Kuwait. It has also brought about a 

reconciliation between revolutionary Iran and the Countries of the G.C.C., Saudi Arabia and 

the Gulf States. And perhaps most important of all, in today's terms, it has eliminated Iraq for 

the moment from the Palestine equation. Just imagine if the Madrid Conference and all these 

things were going on, with Saddam Hussein in full flow, bouncing up and down on the 

touchline. . . 

So those are a lot of major plusses, some not anticipated. Minuses of course are that 

Saddam is still in power, and that 75% of his people, who hate his guts, are suffering 

appallingly because of it. What about the future? There will be no Gulf NATO, as people 

talked about during it the crisis; by which I mean, a Defence Agreement between the Gulf 

States and Saudi Arabia, plus the United States, Britain, and maybe France. It is not going 

to happen. There will be no Six Plus Two', the next idea, that the Gulf States and Saudi 

Arabic would provide the real estate and the cash, and Egypt and Syria would provide the 

troops. That is not going to happen either. Historic inhibitions about foreign forces on those 

territories are already reasserting themselves. On the other hand there is going to be no 

genuine security, nor genuine tranquility for the area, so long as not only Saddam Hussein 
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but the whole Ba'athist regime is in power in Iraq. That threat has been eliminated for the 

moment, but only for the moments long as we all keep our guard up. So the best we can do 

for the time being, in my judgement, is to keep in place the whole cluster of measures 

under Security Council Resolution 687, the Cease Fire Resolution, until the regime in Iraq 

changes. 

That is to say U.N. monitoring of the destruction of weapons of mass destruction, the arms 

embargo, economic sanctions subject to some humanitarian considerations the Peace Keeping 

Force in the de-militarised Zone between Iraq and Kuwait, all these structures must be kept in 

place, as well as the U.N. humanitarian presence, there are more than 1000 U.N. personnel at 

the moment deployed throughout Iraq. The more the better. I wish it was 100, 000, so they 

could keep an eye on what Saddam Hussein is up to. The Coalition must keep their aircraft 

and their additional forces in Turkey, in case he reaches out again at his Kurdish population. 

Already he is doing so bit by bit. He is doing a little push here, and a little push there, and 

maybe,, fairly soon, the Coalition are going to have to show they have not lost their bottle and 

reply to his little pushing with a little shove. 

The Over-the-horizon presence must be maintained; the American Middle East 

Force, re-inforced by aircraft and extra ships, the British Armilla patrol, and 

everything else that there is in the area. That I think is the best we can do right now 

because I do not believe, as I said before, that there is any hope of some kind of 

tidy future defence structure for the Arabian peninsula. We are getting a lot of 

reports that Saudi Arabia is on the point of expanding its' armed forces to 200, 000, 

the numbers of Desert Shield, rather than Desert Storm, that Oman has proposed a 

Gulf Co-operation Council mixed Force of 100, 000. Fine, all that is great - if it 

happens. I would like to make two points, assuming a rather improbable character 

as adviser to President Bush. It seems to me that two things must be done. First of 

all the major powers, led by the Americans, must put the machinery of pre-emptive 

diplomacy in place for the future, not just for the Middle East, but particularly for 

the Middle East. Any damned-fool who could read a newspaper knew from May 

1990 that Saddam Hussein was planning to do something nasty to Kuwait. It wasn't 

certain what, but it was certain he was going to do something. The world sat 

quietly on its backside; the Arab League and the Great Powers did nothing, until he 

actually invaded. If the Five Permanent Members had sent a high level delegation 

to him at any time up till August 1st, and told him that he was living in an new 

world, and that they were co-operating and not competing, and that, if he got out of 

line, they were going to throw the book at him, (all of them, and he had no support 

from anywhere), I don't think there would have been a war. 

The same is true of Yugoslavia. We have all seen this coming for a year or so. But 

we do nothing, until it is too late. Governments must learn that preemptive 

diplomacy is possible, not all that difficult, and put some machinery in place, 

preferably, I think, in the context of the U.N. Security Council. My second point is 

about arms; here I become a bit impassioned. The arms sales spree the  Middle 

East with the oil price rise of the 1970s is something that the world has never seen 

before. When I left the Embassy in Baghdad nearly 38 years ago, the Iraqis had 12 

obsolete British tanks, the 'Churchill Tank a large, clumsy vehicle with a maximum 
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speed of about seven miles an hour, and a very small pop-gun mounted on the 

turret. They had 12 piston engined aeroplanes as well. In 1990, without any 

industrial capability of their own, the Iraqis had twice as many main battle tanks as 

Britain and France clr together, not to speak of comparable numbers of combat 

aircraft ballistic missiles, chemical weapons, you name it, everything except 

nuclear,'and they were close to that. And everything had been either bought from 

the industrialised world, or the technology transferred. No-body can teach me 

anything about the attractions of arms sales. When I was Ambassador to Tehran, 

36% of Britain's global arms exports went to that country alone. I was very proud 

of the fact. But I think that, after this business of the Gulf, when it took half the 

world in arms to face down the dictator of an unindustrialised country with a 

population of only 18 millions, surely we must realise that a halt has got to be 

called. 

A start has been made, at least on paper. The British and E.C. motion for a U.N. 

Register of Arms Transfers has been agreed by the General Assembly. The Five 

Permanent Members have agreed to meet for a third time (twice already in Paris in 

July and October) to draw up guidelines for restraint not only in weapons of mass 

destruction but also in conventional arms. I hope they are not overcome by the 

temptations of resuming the spree with the restocking boom which is going on at 

the moment in the area. There is a curious equation -1 go back to my original 

mathematical thesis - which I must say I can no longer take. The U.N. Charter 

delegates to the Five Permanent Members of the Security Council the principal 

responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security. The same 

five Members are responsible for the export of 90% of all military equipment, 

world-wide. I find that difficult to reconcile. 
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THE  MIDDLE  EAST:  THE  CURRENT  SITUATION 

By 

MR  SHIMON  PERES, MK 

Former Prime Minister of Israel 

  

  

  

The Middle East is feeling the impact of a new history, of a new age.  

  

Historically, when one looks at the annals of the Middle East, it has served as an 

attraction to practically every empire over the past 4000 years. After the end of the 

Second World War, it again became a place of contention between the two 

mightiest empires of our time: the United States of America and the Soviet 

Union.  Then, of a sudden, the whole structure collapsed.   We were unprepared to 

see the collapse of the Soviet Union.  The literature about the Soviet Union was 

probably the most brilliant in the world.  I know of none better; but it had provided 

no forecast of what was imminent.  As if Kremlinologists were too brilliant 

apparently to understand what was happening!  At all events, they did not realise 

in time.  They did not predict the future.  It came as a real shock. The Soviet Union 

did not fall as a result of military intervention or internal revolution.  It simply 

collapsed; and without us understanding fully what happened.  Mr Gorbachev in 

his memoirs says that only communism could have pulled down 

communism.  That is a matter of fact, but not enough of an explanation.  It was 

then discovered that the Middle East was no longer a battlefield between or among 

empires.  It was caught in a time of change, in the middle between two different 

histories, two different ages.  

  

The mighty empires of land, or raw material, or numbers are disappearing from 

history.  A new commonwealth of science, technology, information and 

democracy is arriving to play a major role in the future of our lives.  And for all of 

us blessed with an ability to remember the past, we are surprised by these big 

changes. For as long as there was a competition between the Soviet Union and the 

US their clients in the Middle East got arms, money.  For their wars, and their 

hatreds.  With the disappearance of the empires, we all had to stand on our own 

feet; and to ask what sort of a Middle East we want to start.  
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The significance of the Middle East remains strong and even powerful.  It is the 

most important source of energy for the rest of the world.  70% of the known 

sources of oil and gas are in the Middle East.  The Moslem World is one of the 

most powerful worlds in numerical terms – equal to the Chinese.  There are one 

billion 300 million Moslems.  We can see here too the struggle and the clash 

between two different ages; between two different intentions: one the modern one, 

maybe represented by Turkey, the other, the old one, maybe represented by Iran. 

This will very much affect the political future of the world.  Who will win in this 

struggle which takes place in the Moslem world?  Then again, even if the Moslem 

world, the Arab world of the Middle East does not adopt - immediately - the 

market economy, the new potentials which exist before us in a positive way, they 

can adopt them on the negative side.   They can remain poor and backward 

countries, but have missiles, and biological chemical and maybe eventually 

nuclear strengths. That is a dis-balance between the modernity of the weapons and 

the backwardness of the economy and the minds of the people.  This is a very 

worrying combination.  Throughout history we did have extreme movements, 

militaristic movements, but never did they possess this type of weapons, or pose 

this sort of threat, and in this sort of combination. Whoever wants to face the 

situation must understand that we have different forms.  One form is obviously of 

fundamentalism.  But fundamentalism cannot be fought with tanks and guns and 

planes.  The weapons are totally different.  You have to turn to the economies, to 

the reactions of the people.  They consume the food of extremism and the food of 

disappointment.  Then you turn to the weaponry of the Modern Age, and see what 

will be the consequences for example of Iraq holding a store of biological 

weapons, or Iran building a store of nuclear weapons.  What to do about it?  And 

then again how to introduce a new hope, a new code to peoples who have been 

through so many disappointments, wars and suffering.  

  

We decided to work for the Oslo Agreement for two reasons. 

  

 (I) We felt that the world of enemies is disappearing.  They are disappearing not 

just by chance, but because of very profound reasons.  The fall of the Soviet Union 

was basically because the Soviet Union was no longer in tune with the Modern 

Age.  The Modern Age is characterised, in my judgement, above all by the fact 

that the sources of wealth and the sources of strength are no longer territorial or 

material or numerical.  They come primarily from science, information, 

technology, education.  Japan does not have much land, neither do they have oil or 

any raw material.  The main thing they have is Japanese; and look what one can do 

with people!  They have built the second most important economy in our 
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time.  We can see other countries, including the Soviet Union, who base 

themselves so much upon on heavy industries, upon the size of their lands, upon 

the wealth of their minerals, that they ignored the tremendous potential of science 

and technology.  

  

(2) It is not just a change in kind, it also is a change in nature.  Because if the 

sources of wealth are material or territorial, you have sovereignties, you have 

borders, you have flags, you have armies to defend them.   But if the sources are 

more intellectual, you do not have any borders, any sovereignties.  Technology 

does not have a visa to move from one place to another place; and science has no 

need of a passport.  And information is blowing like a wind.  Nobody can stop it. 

The silver curtain of television  has overcome the iron curtain of 

communism.  And when a dictatorial system can no longer lie to the people, it is 

very hard for a dictator to remain in power.  If one wants to say a nice thing or a 

bad thing about television, one can say ‘It made dictatorship almost impossible as 

it has made democracy intolerable.’ We all have to kill our old habits of looking at 

maps and watching for frontiers and nationalities and definitions which are almost 

meaningless.  Would Disraeli come again to Queen Victoria and say ‘My 

Queen!  I have bought you a gift: Bangladesh!  Pakistan!  Ghana!’  I do not know 

what sort of a reception he would have at Court.  Probably she would tell him ‘Go 

back and find me a good internet!  Who needs today another land, another 

country?’ Armies have lost a great deal of their importance.  Armies can defend 

land.  They cannot defend wisdom.  Armies can acquire maybe natural resources 

or markets, but not intelligence or information.  It is not their task.  Furthermore, 

the armies themselves have lost the old definitions of spaces and time and frontiers 

and superiority.  What is the importance in military terms of space when a missile 

does not pay any attention either to mountains or to lakes nor to seas nor to 

deserts?  It is totally unimpressed either by frontiers or by fortifications, uses it’s 

own orbit - decided not by territorial measurement but by ballistic capacities. 

Space looks pale, irrelevant to modern weaponry.  What is the importance of time 

if a missile can negotiate the distance between Moscow and Washington in six 

minutes?  And what is the importance of superiority?  Three weeks ago, I was in 

Hiroshima.  There I felt: ‘This is the end of superiority!’  All of us are too 

vulnerable to try and have ‘superiority’ again.  Unless, that is, the potential is 

border-less, distance-less.  We have to move to a new world.  We are moving from 

a world of enemies to a world of neighbours.  I do not say that the world has 

become single.  Not at all.   The nature of the dangers has been decided.  As with 

the dangers, so with the potentials: Without borders, without flags, without 

armies.  
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Fundamentalism is not confined to one country.  Terrorism is not limited to one 

place.  It may arrive unexpectedly in Tokyo or in Paris or in Tel Aviv, or 

wherever.  That is not the end of the story; terrorists did not just become more 

mobile.  They can equip themselves with very dangerous weapons as well.  Our 

problem is really how to face a new situation.  All our concepts, strategies and 

coalitions were of value at a different time; but today they are almost 

meaningless.  We have Institutions and concepts for a world that no longer 

exists.  And we do not have answers to questions that have arrived in a new form.   

  

Take NATO: What is the basis of NATO?  It has lost an enemy.  How can you 

keep a military organisation if you do not have an enemy?  So, they want to 

incorporate into NATO, East Europe, and maybe Russia.  All the enemies will be 

in NATO.  So, who will NATO fight?  You have to ask some very logical 

questions.  But if NATO were to fight, for instance, poverty or fundamentalism, or 

the spread of dangerous arms, that I could understand.  That would not be a fight 

against countries, but a fight against dangers.  

  

In the Middle East, the old animosities are irrelevant to our future.  And 

Fundamentalism is not just a danger to the Jewish State, it is a danger to the Arab 

States.  What happened in Egypt three weeks ago is a tragedy for the Egyptians, 

and for all of us.  For whoever wants to see tourism playing an important role in 

our life?  I know that King Hussein feels the same way, and that Arafat feels the 

same way.  They would not like to fall under the spell of the Ayatollahs who are 

leading their people backward without any promise for the younger 

generation.  We went actually to Oslo to bring an end to the old enemy-lines and to 

introduce a common denominator with which to face the new dangers which are 

more threatening, and more serious, and more immediate, than past ones.   

  

We also went to Oslo for a different reason, one which has very much to do with 

the nature of our people.  We became so realpolitic-oriented, and cynical, but we 

should never forget that the strength of a nation depends on the morale of the 

people, from their ethic code, and not necessarily from their military strategies.  In 

the case of the Jewish people, in our 4000 years of existence, we have never 

dominated another people, and we have never occupied another land.  To the 

contrary, whoever has occupied us, disappeared from history.  Why should we 

follow them?  The time has come for us to stop being a dominating nation.  Out of 

our free choice, and out of our loyalty to our own tradition.   I know it is said you 

should never negotiate until and unless you establish a position of strength.  The 

problem is, when you establish a position of strength, you forget to negotiate.  You 
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fall in love with the strength.   We have found ourselves now in a position of 

strength; but we negotiate now not because we have suffered a military defeat or 

because we are under international pressure.  We think we have reached maybe the 

summit of our strength just as our opponents reached the lowest point of their 

weakness; and we felt this was the right time to negotiate, not wait.  

  

I must say that this is easier said than done.  Because, first of all, you have to 

negotiate with a demonised enemy.  For all of us, it was a sensation to meet Arafat 

for the first time, face to face.  We thought that he is a terrible person, a killer; and 

maybe he felt the same thing about us.  And, if you watch the ceremony on the 

lawn of the White House you would have seen the expression on the face of our 

late Prime Minister, Yitzhak Rabin.  He was totally revolted that he had to shake 

the hand of Arafat; and after he did so, he turned to me and he whispered in my 

ear, ‘Now its’ your turn! Now you have to do it!’  And then when you are at war, 

or in a dispute, you really have to argue with yourself.  And, believe me, when you 

argue with yourself, you are so brilliant!  You win all the points.  The people are 

united!  The enemy unites you!  But then when you are to negotiate all of a sudden 

in earnest you discover that there is another aspect, with its’ own expectations and 

demands and logic, and you cannot ignore it.  The art of negotiation is not the art 

of arguing, it is the art of creating partners, the art of establishing positions which 

were previously unknown because all the positions, until peace comes, were 

positions adopted by one party, and for that reason rejected by the other party. And 

not only that, when you begin to negotiate, you discover that your people are 

unhappy about it. Most people, I am afraid, feel that peace is singing a song.  Why 

not sing a song, and then you have peace!  But Peace is not about singing a 

song!  Peace is a very difficult way of decision-making, most of the way is made 

up of concessions and compromises.  Many people feel that you have over-paid, or 

that you over-bid, or you were in a hurry, and they criticise you.  Before you know 

it, you are actually negotiating with your own people more than you are 

negotiating with your former enemy.  And this is the very difficult task of 

negotiations.   Because if another party comes in, as has happened in my own case, 

and says ‘We are for peace, but we shall move the goalposts, we shall make it at a 

slower pace, we shall have security before peace!’ Some people say, ‘Why not? 

That is right.’ There is a tendency to wait for the end of the season - when the 

prices are going down.  So maybe we are waiting also for the end of the season for 

a Peace, contrary to commercial life where you get first the commodities and then 

you pay even with a credit card.  In peace, you pay first; and you hope that you 

will get the commodities later.  Heaven knows, you hope that they will arrive 

unharmed and in a good shape.  
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For Peace you need a majority, and it can be upturned by a tiny little group of 

terrorists. And when our Party puts a sense of security before Peace, it is in fact a 

strange thing. It means that the majority is hanging its fate and future in the hands 

of a small minority; who can interrupt this; and, it is the fact that they surely can 

do so.  I got 95% of support from some quarters in Israel but then four bombs in 

Jerusalem, Tel Aviv and Ashkalon had a greater impact on the outcome of the 

elections than the support of 95% of the people.  

  

We then come to ask what is the answer to terror, threats, to accusations, and to the 

complications of negotiation, the doubts of the people. My answer basically is that 

you have to bow to the economic reality.  When I see Europe since the Second 

World War, which is a united Europe in economic terms, I can say in a broad 

manner that every place where economics replaces politics, then peace replaces 

war.  The last 52 years in Europe have been the brightest years in terms of the least 

terror and war save for a civil war in Bosnia - which, by the way, is not a member 

of the Common Market.  Europe did not have wars, and Europe did not have any 

dictators. Not a Stalin, not a Hitler, not a Mussolini.  The two princesses of our 

time are Princess Diana and Mother Theresa.  Neither of them went to war, neither 

commanded an army, neither of them ran a State; but both of them have shown a 

care for people. To embrace a sick person who has aids, to embrace a person that 

has lost his leg.  It is very moving.  The message is that we would like to see a 

leadership of care, not a leadership of strength.  

  

Politics is for politicians who seek law, and economy is for people who seek 

food.  Economy is more in reference to the people, less in reference to the leaders. 

In an age when each of our children is blessed with two windows, not just one 

window - not just a window of your own home through which you can watch you 

landscape, your neighbours, but a second window, television.  A child can open it 

and see the globe, and see different peoples.  He can see that distance does not 

justify completely our prejudices.  They can compare themselves daily with other 

peoples, other circumstances.  

  

We have to change priorities.  May I say that the same is happening today in 

America – with the America market, NAFTA, and the South American Market. 

We see yet again all the skirmishes disappearing.  Generals are being pushed from 

the centre of our lives. New hopes of democracy are beginning to take place in that 

vast and complicated land.  The same goes for Asia.  And the same, in my mind, 

should happen in the Middle East.  
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It is because of this that we started not only with the Oslo Agreement, but with the 

Economic conferences which serve in a very beneficial way many 

countries.  Since the conference in Casablanca, the Moroccan economy has 

changed, the Jordanian economy has changed, the Egyptian economy has 

changed.  For me, this is the best news.  When I see a nation move from the 

political track to the economic orbit, I know that this is a major change that all of 

the people will like.  May I also say that when I look today to the superpowers, and 

elsewhere – because this is not just a clash between big powers - you can see 

another tendency which calls for repair and balance.  The modern superpower – I 

hope I do not insult anybody - is America.  The great thing about America is not 

the size of its continent, but the depth of its Constitution.  If the Founding Fathers 

who came with a sense of protest from Europe to establish a different 

commonwealth also went somewhere else, maybe something else there would 

have happened?  I am speaking out of respect for America, but the United States 

too is very limited in her own part.  She has hardly has a stick any more with 

which to beat people with because no democratic leader wants to take the risk of 

sending his boys to a foreign war.  The minute a drop of blood appears on the 

television, you have immediately the mobilisation of the largest army in the world: 

the mothers.  Whether it is in Chechenia, or Vietnam.  Nowadays, who wants to 

complicate their lives in a Vietnamise-like or a Korean-like war.  We have to be 

very pragmatic.  On the other hand, there is not much of a carrot available, for a 

different reason.  Privatisation, which is such a big success, also creates new 

problems.  What do I mean by privatisation?  Everything which produces money, 

you hand over to private people; and everything that costs money, you keep under 

the responsibility of the government!  Governments have to struggle with the 

increase of the costs of the services they are rendering; for instance, education, 

health and welfare goes up every year.  I do not know of any democratic country in 

the world today where the government is not engaged in a terrible fight against 

deficits, because of the increase in the cost of services and the reluctance to raise 

tax.  Who was the politician who said ‘Watch my lips!’  Because they may say 

‘Raise Tax!’  So politicians are cutting expenditure and they are cutting down in 

very sensitive areas, ones that are not represented in the regular system of 

democracy.  Like Foreign Aid.  Peace does not have a representation in 

Government, like many of the social needs.  

  

We should ask ourselves how are we going to support this approach because we 

cannot order Peace. There is no command of ‘Peace!’ Peace cannot be imposed.  It 

must be encouraged.  That leads me to one of the new ideas I am trying to 

introduce. I say ‘You have privatised so many things.  Could you not privatise 

Peace as well?  Why won’t you?  The people who have extra money because the 

governments are struggling with their deficits, and the companies that are 
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considering what to do with their profits, why don’t you come and take all your 

talents and initiative and bring it to regions which are in need of them?’  The 

bringing of hope to the people, I do not think this should be done on a 

philanthropic basis.  I think it should be an industrial and constructive base.  

  

I believe investing in Peace may be even more economic than spending money to 

pay for unemployment.  Because unemployment costs money as well.  To better 

the world, and the life we live.  Right now, in Israel, the Peace is suffering from a 

crisis on the political side, but this is not a reason not to try and move further and 

faster on the economic side of things.  

  

I believe with a full heart that the task of we Israelis is to help in every possible 

way Palestinians to build an industry, and to build an economy, of their own so 

that they can enjoy respect not only in political terms but in economic terms.  They 

can introduce high technology like anybody else.  The understanding is that, the 

better off the Palestinians, the better the Peace that we will all be able to enjoy.  

  

We are in a period of great transitions.  I believe that the future is not going to be a 

continuation of the past but a departure from it.  I feel with a pang of regret that 

maybe the 21st century has already arrived in our midst only to discover that we 

are still in the 19th century.  New opportunities are meeting old minds and old 

hates.  I am saying this not to correct the march of history.  There is no need for 

wars.  We can offer a young generation an improved future.  We should not 

postpone it before, again, because some people are charmed by the potential of 

modern arms.  We have to take Peace in our hands, to open our eyes, to see a 

future that does not force us to become peaceful but enables us to make peace.  It 

is the best weaponry of the future.  It is with this hope that we are acting to further 

the Peace Process in the Middle East. 

  

From an Address at a Dinner-Discussion to The European-Atlantic Group on December 

2nd 1997. 
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GENERAL JOSEPH W.  RALSTON 
On: 

US-EUROPEAN COMMAND CHALLENGES 

16th April 2002 

  

I would like to give you a quick summary of our area of responsibility; about what 
NATO is doing and what US-European command is doing.   

This is a very busy alliance. I am not sure that all of us realise all of the operations that 
are ongoing.  I have five ongoing combat operations in the theatre right now. I don’t 
believe that any of my predecessors have ever been ‘blessed with’ five combat 
operations at one time.  That is on top of other things that we do, for instance, in terms 
of NATO enlargement and our relationship with the European Union. 

The first combat operation is called Operation Northern Watch.  This is the 
enforcement of the ‘No-fly zone’ over Northern Iraq. It is done not as a NATO operation 
- I wear my US hat and there are UK, US and Turkish pilots flying on a daily basis. 
Sometimes we forget the magnitude of this effort. In the year 2001, we flew 6000 
sorties enforcing this no-fly zone.  That is 500 sorties a month. That is almost 20 a 
day.  We have been doing this, by the way, for the past 11 years.  It is a very real 
combat situation.  Last year, our pilots were fired at over 300 times that we know 
of.  These are missile firings or Triple A firings that were recorded. It is a very busy 
operation. 

The next operation is in Bosnia-Herzegovina. To give you an idea of the situation on 
the ground: it has improved dramatically from six years ago but it is still not what we 
want it to be. Six years ago, we had 60,000 troops in Bosnia.  Every six months, we 
review the situation on the ground and make changes to our force structure.  Those 
changes in the force structure are one measure of merit, if you will, on how things are 
moving.  This morning, we had slightly less than 16000 troops.  So it has come down 
from 60,000 to 16,000 troops. By October, if the Northern Atlantic Council accepts my 
recommendation, it will be less than 12,000.  That is a significant improvement on the 
situation on the ground.  I must stress again, that’s not what we want it to be; there is 
still too much tension, too much corruption, and not enough economic opportunity. 
There is still a developing political structure. But by enlarge they are not killing each 
other as we are here tonight. 

The situation is Kosovo is remarkably good.  Every time I go to Kosovo, which is a 
couple of times a month, I come back more optimistic than the time before.  There is 
energy.  The people are in the fields.  They are working.  They have repaired their 
houses.  They are in the markets. They are not always doing things in the markets that 
we would like them to do but at least they are in the markets.  Our force structure when 
we started out was 54000 troops in June 1999; this morning we are about 34,000. So 
once again an improvement.  I think that, if my recommendation is accepted, we will 
be at less than 30,000 by October. 
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The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia: here is a situation where NATO took a 
different approach than it had done in the past and where, if there is a criticism; people 
would say that we waited too long.  I think we acted responsibly early on and with a 
minimum of force. This has been a true partnership between NATO, the European 
Union and the OSCE in trying to work with the Macedonian Government to get them 
to make changes to the constitution and pass some laws that gives some hope of 
getting through this without a civil war.  We are not where we need to be in Macedonia 
yet. We have elections approaching this Sept.  But with a little more luck, we will be 
able to get through that process and continue to move forward 

Global war on terrorism:  To show how inadequate we are at human beings in 
predicting the future, for 52 years it was ‘a given’ - a fact, and no-one ever disputed it 
- that if NATO ever invoked Article 5, American forces would flow from the US to 
Europe to defend Europe.  On Sept 12 when for the first time in 52 years NATO 
invoked Article 5, it was European forces in the form of AWACS that flew westwards 
to the United States.   Tonight, as we speak, NATO AWACS are flying over the cities 
of North America, protecting them. 

We have the Standing Naval Forces Mediterranean.  It changed yesterday to Standing 
Naval Forces Atlantic.  This is a NATO flotilla made up of eight or nine nations in the 
Eastern Med that are tracking ships that are associated with terrorist activities. They 
are keeping track of them and at the appropriate time they are being boarded.  It is a 
very active operation. 

It is a very busy time for the forces that I have talked about. I have left out a lot of other 
things. For instance: 

We had a horrible disaster in Africa about 3 months ago. In Nigeria, an ammunition 
depot exploded.  In a four kilometre radius around this ammunition depot, all of which 
was in the city, 1000 people were killed. In all of the housing areas, where children 
were playing, there were unexploded bombs and shells.  I made a special trip back to 
Washington and met with my boss Secretary Rumsfeld on this, saying this is a very 
important thing for us to do: we have the capability; we have the explosive ordinance 
disposal troop. They are practicing their trade in Germany.  Why not send them to 
Nigeria and do it for real? He asked if I could get any of the NATO allies to help and, 
after he talked to the President, told me I could go ahead and send troops if I had 
some allied support. I came to my good friends in the UK and was able to put UK EOD 
troops with my US EOD troops. For the past two months, they have been collecting 
and destroying unexploded ordinance.  As of this week, they had blown up over 36,000 
pieces of unexploded ordinance.  Each one of these was a potential killer to the 
children in the housing areas. You don’t read a lot about that but that’s part of your 
military - the UK military and the US military - trying to do the right thing in Nigeria. 

I mentioned NATO enlargement.  We have a very important decision coming up later 
this year. The NATO heads of State will gather in Prague in the latter part of November 
where a decision will be made on the invitation for NATO membership. There are nine 
nations that are aspiring members of NATO membership. That means that they have 
a formal membership action plan they are working through this with the Member 
countries.  In no particular, order, the aspirant members are: Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Slovenia Slovakia Romania Bulgaria Albania and Macedonia.  We are actively working 
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with each of these countries to try and make sure that they doing all the things that are 
required for NATO membership. 

There were five things that NATO said that if you want to be a member of NATO that 
you need to do: 

1. You need to have a democratically elected government 

2. You need to have Free market economy 

3. You need to have Civilian control of military 

4. You need to make peace with your neighbours.  No border disputes 

5. You need to demonstrate that you can Inter-operable with NATO 

This has had a remarkable impact on countries that want to be members of 
NATO.  Countries like Hungary and Romania had border disputes for decades.  It is 
amazing how the border disputes got solved.  

The European Union.  We are working very hard to try and work out our procedures 
with the rapid reaction corps.  I have tried to be supportive of what the EU is trying to 
do.  But I would need to put one caveat on that.  We need to do it in a way that does 
not adversely affect NATO. I think that will all work if we don’t duplicate - or don’t have 
the EU duplicate - the planning mechanism of NATO.  This would be wrong for three 
reasons 

1. It would require thousands of officers and a huge headquarters.  Those resources 

can only come from one place, from the squadrons, battalions and ships that we 

need for our defence. 

2. Military planners in terms of crisis come up with options.  Options ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’ 

that we give to our political masters.  Option ‘A’ has a set of forces and a certain 

risk factor and a certain chance of success.  Option ‘B’ has a different set of these 

from Option ‘A’.  If the EU does this independently they will come up with Options 

‘1’ ‘2’ & ‘3’  And then when it gets to the two political bodies, there will be more 

confusion  because one body with be talking about Option ‘2’ and the other about 

Option ‘B’ and there will be no basis for communication 

3. The EU may say: ‘I want Battalion X to go on a given operation’ but Battalion X 

will be committed to a NATO operation. 

There is a simple solution. Do the planning under a deputy SACEUR which will always 
be from a European nation.  They are all good nations: Finland Sweden Austria, 
Ireland.  Let their planners at SHAPE participate in the Option development.  You 
haven’t wasted resources, duplication, you haven’t introduced undue confusion into 
the process, and you haven’t double-counted forces. 

A comment (In response to a question from the floor before the ‘off-the-record’ part of 
the proceedings) on the view advanced in some quarters that NATO is in some form 
of ‘crisis’ and might be marginalised by the US:   

There has never been a time in the alliance some pundit or other has not predicted 
that the alliance was about to ‘come apart’. It is remarkable that the Alliance has been 



1030 
 

resilient enough to survive 53 years.  It has evolved during that time period and I feel 
very confident that it will continue to evolve and meet the requirements that the 
members have for it. Regarding the view that the US marginalized NATO, I strongly 
counter that.  

I believe, first of all, we need to look back at what happened. US came to NATO and 
asked for the following things which NATO granted:  

Intelligence sharing  
Over-flight rights 
Basing rights  
Bringing US ships into ports 
NATO AWACs  
Standing naval forces Mediterranean 

Sometimes these contributions are minimised.  Let me talk about NATO AWACs.  The 
US has 11 deployable AWACs.  It has 33 airplanes in total. But you have to have test 
airplanes, and so forth, and you wind up with 11 that you can actually use at any given 
time.  NATO gave the US seven AWACs.  That is significant.  It is a real combat 
capability.  It is not a mere symbolic contribution or a political statement. It is true that 
at the very beginning that, as the US tried to work its way through what to do in this 
new situation, there were many nations that came forward and said ‘We would like to 
contribute ‘ X’ ‘Y’ or ‘Z’.’  The US said ‘Thank you very much; let us sort this out and 
we’ll get back to you.’  It took a little time but we have not been in this very long, 
altogether slightly over six months.  Out of 16 nations that are involved in Afghanistan 
tonight, 13 of them are NATO members. There is a lot more contribution from NATO 
members than generally given credit for. 

There is another side to this story; some things we need to work on.  The US, or any 
nation for that matter, when trying to make a decision on who their allies are in war, 
have to weigh up all the factors. On the right hand side of the scale, they have to 
ask. ‘What kind of capabilities am I going to get if I join up with this country?’  On the 
left hand side of the scale ‘What is it going to cost me in terms of slowness of decision-
making if its longer to co-ordinate things and so forth?’  There is no question that there 
is a quantifiable left side of the scale.  Now if the potential allied nations can only add 
a marginal increase on the right hand side then any nation is going to say ‘Thank you 
very much but that is not really worth all of the down side that I have over here.’  The 
NATO members in my personal view need to increase their capabilities on the right 
hand side of the scale.  

Lets talk about Defence Budgets: The President has asked our Congress for an 
increase in defence spending for the fiscal year 2003.  He has asked for a $48b dollar 
increase. This is the bump up.  It is a 14% increase.  Take out inflation, it is probably 
11%, rounding up at about a 10% increase. That is not huge, given the magnitude of 
the task; but then on the other side of the ledger, how much is $48b, this one year 
bump-up (by the way, that will be in subsequent years as well):  It is 150% of the 
annual defence budget of the UK and 150% of the annual defence budget of 
France.  That $48b plus-up is greater than the combined defence budgets of 12 of the 
19 nations.  
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That $48b is not going to be spent on more people and bases.   It is going to be 
invested in research and development and procurement and training. That is because 
we do not need it for tomorrow.  We need it for 15 years downstream.  I want my 
successor to have the capabilities to meet whatever threat is out there.  If the 
European nations do not make an equivalent investment in research and development 
and procurement, then they will not be able to add as much to this right hand side of 
the scale as they should to off-set the downsides on the left. 
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TRANS-ATLANTIC RELATIONSHIPS IN THE 1990's 

by 

H.E. Sir Robin Renwick, KCMG   
British Ambassador in Washington 

  

July 10th, 1992 

  

About three weeks ago I attended the Joint Session of Congress which was addressed by 

Boris Yeltsin. It was an extraordinary occasion. Here was the first elected leader of Russia, 

denouncing the entire history of the Communist system to the Senate and the House of 

Representatives. Yeltsin is no mean rhetorician and he held them spell-bound when he said 

that the United States and Russia for most of the past half century had looked at one another 

through their gun-sights: now they must start to regard each other as, in effect, allies. 

Now that of course, obviously, is still to play for. The US Administration understand as well 

as we do the potentially precarious position of the new leadership in Russia. They see the 

tensions between Russia, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia and the Baltics. They have heard 

Russian military leaders issue minatory statements about the protection of Russian Minorities 

outside the Russian Federation. But agreement was reached with Yeltsin on by far the most 

important strategic nuclear reductions ever contemplated. If by the year 2003 or 2000 

multiple-warhead land-based inter-continental ballistic missiles are in fact eliminated, then 

the world will indeed be a safer place. 

That is a long way off and enormous efforts are going to have to be made by the West as a 

whole to hold the Russians to the agreements now entered into. Those efforts are unlikely to 

succeed unless we are able to help the new Russian leadership through the enormous 

difficulties that lie ahead. When General Marshall, egged on by Bevin, came forward with his 

great plan to help restore economic prosperity and consolidate freedom in Western Europe, 

the structures into which that assistance could be poured - the framework of a free economy - 

already existed. That framework does not exist in the former Soviet Republics; and the 

United States alone is not in a position to offer help on anything like that scale. 

With the US we have pressed the IMF to come forward with the phased programme of reform 

and assistance which is now being implemented - recognising, on the other hand, that Yeltsin 

and Gaidar simply cannot be asked to do everything at once but, that if hyper-inflation is 

permitted to take hold, and real conditionality is not maintained, the chances of success will 

be prejudiced anyway. 

If I start with the US/Russian relationship, that is because it is on its evolution that so much 

else will depend. The Americans have maintained over 300, 000 men in Western Europe very 

much longer than almost any experts would have predicted twenty or thirty years ago, and 

there has been solid support for that in the United States so long as a clear potentially mortal 

threat existed. Today that threat seems to Americans, more than it does to us in Europe, to 

have largely evaporated. Of course that perception could very sharply be shaken if there were 

some further sudden change in Moscow, or crisis with the Baltics, and a colder wind started 

blowing from the East again. 
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And of course Americans are just as concerned as we are about the horrifying events in 

Yugoslavia. The civil war there does not constitute a threat to the United States. With the 

decline of the Soviet threat, the US is not prepared to take on the role of world policeman, 

though it will continue to keep the pressure on Qadhafi and Saddam Hussein. In the case of 

Yugoslavia the United States very deliberately left it to the Europeans to try to take the 

leading role in seeking to resolve, or at any rate contain, the appalling crisis there. But the 

United States recently has been playing a more active role in pressing for and participating in 

the air-lift to get supplies through to Sarajevo. We have succeeded in establishing an airlift. 

But the difficulties are enormous, as we all realise, the Americans are determined that we 

must not abandon the people of Sarajevo. But they are just as concerned as we are about 

getting ground forces caught up in a messy and uncertain situation. We have, therefore, to 

plan and think through very carefully what precisely we propose to do and how to cope with 

the attendant risks. From that point of view it seems to me very much better to have the 

Americans participating and involved in helping to deal with those risks than for the 

Europeans to try to do it all on their own. 

Does the collapse of the Soviet Union mean that the Americans are about to withdraw from 

Western Europe? I have spent much of the past year travelling to nearly all the major cities in 

the United States, addressing meetings, and meeting the members of the editorial boards of 

the main newspapers across the country. There is pretty solid support for the continuing US 

commitment to the Alliance and a military presence in Europe. So far at any rate as the 

Republican and Democratic contenders for the Presidency are concerned, the argument is 

about how large that presence should be in these changed circumstances - not whether it 

should be maintained at all. But even on the Administration's present plans, US forces are 

being reduced by half and there will be continuing pressure for reductions to go beyond that. 

The draw-down will take time and if there were some adverse development in Russia, it 

could and would be halted. But it does mean that the Europeans are going to have to do more 

to fend for themselves. That is fair enough, in my view. But a great deal will depend on the 

way we do it. If we do it in the right way, we shall maintain the essential trans-Atlantic 

security linkage. If we permitted ourselves to be enticed down some neo-Gaullist road, we 

should certainly end up weakening it. 

This is why the current debate about European defence is important. The Franco-German 

corps will not exist until 1995, while the NATO Rapid Reaction Corps will be formed and 

conducting exercises later this year. What: 

matters is to establish the: precise relationship of these forces with NATO. For if the 

Europeans created the impression that they can henceforth organise their own defence 

without the United States, this would rapidly increase Congressional pressures for much more 

drastic US troop withdrawals. That is avoidable. Chancellor Kohl is a staunch supporter of 

the Alliance. As Malcolm Rifkind has pointed out, the WEU provides a framework within 

which the Europeans can organise more effective defence cooperation in harmony with 

NATO. 

  

This is also relevant to the question of EC enlargement, which we strongly support. If an 

acceding country wishes to join the defence association represented by the WEU, should it 

join NATO too? At present the WEU does not have any non-NATO members. 
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The trans-Atlantic relationship also depends on economics. The United States complains 

bitterly about its trade deficit with Japan. But at present it has a seventeen billion dollar 

surplus on trade with the European Community. Yet there still is serious trade friction, with 

the Americans threatening retaliation for the losses their exporters have suffered from the 

increase in oil-seeds production in Europe and the perennial argument about EC agricultural 

export subsidies. The prospects have now been improved by the really deep cuts in internal 

prices agreed in the Community. This was an enormously important breakthrough. It does 

mean that a GATT agreement ought now to be within our grasp, as the Community should be 

able to get close to achieving the sort of cuts in subsidized agricultural exports envisaged in 

the Dunkel proposals. The gap between the two sides now is narrow, but even in Munich it 

could not be bridged because of the intense domestic political pressures on both sides of the 

Atlantic. The Europeans protest that having agreed dramatic CAP reforms, they can do no 

more. The Americans display similar rigidities in an election year, including in areas like 

shipping, telecommunications and financial services. And Congress, meanwhile, has resumed 

its normal habit of trying to push through protectionist legislation, including discriminatory 

tax measures, in an election year. Achieving a GATT agreement is pretty much an imperative 

if we are not to fall into a sequence of retaliation and counter-retaliation which could only 

harm the prospects for recovery in all our economies. Hence the efforts the Prime Minister 

has just been making at the G7 Summit and the effort we are going to have to go on making 

throughout our Presidency of the European Community. 

What about US/UK relations - the so called special relationship? These, I have to say, at 

present are in excellent shape. Not many Americans realise that we are very "much larger 

investors in the United States than the Japanese. In fact the value of our investments there (at 

over 120 billion dollars) is nearly twice that of the Japanese. 

I have amused myself asking audiences across the United States if they know who owns such 

all-American favourites as Holiday Inn, Pillsbury, Haagen Dazs, Hilton Hotels (outside the 

US), Brooks Brothers, Burger King and Dr Pepper; or Dunkin'Donuts, Baskin Robbins, 

Smith and Weston, Elizabeth Arden, Jacuzzi or Faberge. The answer, of course, is that we do. 

It is fashionable to decry the "special relationship" or to suggest that it no longer exists. That, 

however, is not President Bush's view, nor is it that of the five Rhodes scholars in the Senate. 

Another Rhodes scholar this year is running for the Presidency. Two more are members of 

the Supreme Court. Cooperation in defence remains at the heart of the relationship. Each time 

it is suggested that it no longer exists, something tends to happen to put the sceptics rather 

firmly in their place - most recently, of course, the Gulf War. General de la Billiere shared a 

desk with General Schwarzkopt; they planned the operation together. The crisis was a 

reminder, for Britons and Americans alike, that they and we are dependable allies. That sort 

of experience does make an impact, not just on legislators and diplomats but on ordinary 

people in America, as it does in Britain. 

Precisely because of the remarkable victory won in the Cold War, America now is in a more 

introspective mood. Growth in the economy, by US standards, has been very sluggish over 

the past three years. In the United States, as in Britain, there was very rapid credit expansion 

in the late 1980s. Since then companies and individuals alike have been concerned to reduce 

their exposure. In the US there are now signs of a very slow and halting recovery. But living 

standards are not increasing as rapidly as they have done in the past. There is a feeling that 

America's energies must be turned inwards to try to deal more effectively with the sort of 
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problems we all face in our societies - in the inner cities, education, health-care, the war 

against crime and drugs. 

And some of the statistics are horrifying. Last year in Northern Ireland, ninety people were 

killed, mainly in sectarian violence. In the same period four hundred and ninety people were 

killed in Washington DC. The Los Angeles riots were a grim reminder of the alienation of an 

uneducated, unemployed under-class in the inner cities. 

Beyond the problems of the economy and the minorities, there is a lot of dissatisfaction with 

the political process. The founding fathers deliberately created divided government, checks 

and balances. The grid-lock at present in Washington, however, between the Administration 

and Congress is worse than many people can remember. The result of this apparent deadlock 

and the related inability of either side to bring forward really convincing proposals to deal 

with the budget deficit, plus some recent acts by Congress itself, has been to increase the anti-

Washington sentiment which is never far below the surface in the United States. This in turn 

leads electors to start supporting the sort of candidate who represents, or is believed to 

represent, "none of the above". 

And that is why this is an unusually dramatic and volatile year in US politics. Twenty 

Senators came to dinner at the Embassy recently with the Prime Minister. All were frankly 

envious of the fact that we have our elections behind us. For the next four months in the 

United States you can expect our American friends to be thinking of little else. That does not 

mean that they are. turning their backs on the world or relapsing into the isolationism of the 

1920s. 

But they have some of their own problems to sort out and are going to have to devote more 

energy to those. 

Perhaps I could conclude by giving you another recent impression from Washington - or 

rather from the world's largest naval dockyard at Norfolk, Virginia. There I was entertained 

to lunch recently on the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, USS Eisenhower. The Eisenhower 

has four and a half acres of flight deck. It carries eighty aircraft - including its own airborne 

early warning. It is tempting to think what difference that might have made in the Falklands. 

When the 25% cuts in the US defence budget have been made, the United States will still 

have twelve such carriers and their accompanying battle groups. I make this point not 

because I am a militarist, but to emphasise that the ability of the United States effectively to 

contribute to the defence of its allies will continue to outweigh that of all the other allies 

combined. And it is a reminder also of the immense economic and industrial power that 

continues to underlie that reality. We hear much of the United States' relative decline, but the 

fact is that the United States still accounts for 25% of total world output and that is a figure 

that is never likely to be matched by any other country. 

Unlike one or two of my predecessors in Washington - though certainly not my recent 

predecessors - I have never believed that there is for Britain some sort of a choice to be made 

between Europe and the United States. The greatest mistake of Britain and foreign policies 

since the war, in my view, was not joining the European Community at a time when we could 

have moulded it in the way we wanted. We might then have been able to avoid some of its 

bureaucratic excesses and the distortions of the CAP. Dean Acheson advised us to join and 

we ignored his advice. Certainly today the US Administration, from the President down, have 
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made clear their belief that our role in Europe is vital to the trans-Atlantic relationship. The 

Americans are not interested in Britain operating in the margins of Europe and unable to 

influence its decisions. Our influence in Washington, which at present is considerable, 

depends on the influence we can exert elsewhere. America would like to see us take the lead 

in the enlargement of the Community. They understand that we have an important role to 

play in Europe and they want to see us play it - while leaving what they regard as the bizarre 

and arcane institutional arguments to be sorted out among the Europeans. 

It will be obvious that we are going to have to work hard over the next few years to avoid the 

trans-Atlantic gulf widening. There is in the United States no longer the same disposition to 

"bear any burden" in support of the allies. There is on the part of some of the Europeans a 

tendency to feel that they need the United States less than they did at the height of the Cold 

War. On both sides of the Atlantic the old certainties have gone. Far from the end of the 

history, what we are witnessing in the Balkans and in what was the Soviet Union, looks to us 

in Europe more like the return of history - and with a vengeance. In the new world, the 

mistakes to be avoided are there for all of us to see in the history of the 1920s and 1930s. 

Having won the Cold War, it still remains to win the peace; and that in this new but still 

pretty volatile and dangerous world, real security can only be found in an alliance that 

continues to link the defence of Europe to that of the United States. 
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YUGOSLAVIA AND THE BALKAN SITUATION  
 

by 

H.E. Mr Svetozar Rikanovic  

Former Yugoslav Ambassador in London 

16 October 1991 

I am here today with the mixed feelings of love for my country and of great sadness for it 

being mortally endangered by fratricidal war, unsure whether I will be able to convey to you 

what I feel and what I believe in, concerning the tragic developments in Yugoslavia and the 

situation in the Balkans. 

The Balkans, and Yugoslavia in particular, are the real-life theatre in which, today, 

unfortunately, as before in history, a brutal drama is being played, in front of the world, a 

drama of sharply conflicting interests - national, economic, religious and ideological. 

The storms of history left in the relatively small Balkan area three religions: 

Orthodoxy, Catholicism and Islam, throwing parts of the same peoples on different sides of 

religious divides. Nowhere is that more the case than in Yugoslavia. Historic experience has 

taught the Balkan peoples religious tolerance. There are many wonderful examples of such 

conduct in everyday life and in its rich history and literature. But there are also many 

examples of the abuse of religions for political purposes, and this is today partly a cause of 

the high tension in everyday life in the Balkans, particularly in an ever-present trend, now on 

the increase, of defining a Nation by Religion. 

Partly, the Balkans and Yugoslav drama is, however, a result of devastation, left behind, by 

conflicts and wrong-doings of certain ideologies. The Balkans have been, in this century, the 

stage for three ideologies: Capitalism, Fascism and Communism. Fascist Germany tore up 

Yugoslavia in 1941. It governed over a part of Slovenia and Serbia, while other parts were 

given to its Allies -Italians, Hungarians and Bulgarians. In the territory of today's Croatia and 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, the so-called Independent State of Croatia was formed under the 

umbrella of Hitler and Mussolini, ruled by the Ustashas, i.e. the Croatian Fascist movement. 

It ended in a dustbin of history, but it seems that it has remained as a dear memory of many 

of today's Croatian Nationalists, and understandably, as the saddest memory of the Serbian 

people in Croatia. 

Ustashas had the official Programme for solving the Serbian Question in Croatia: one third of 

Serbs should be converted to Catholicism, a second third to be expelled from Croatia, and the 

last third to be simply liquidated. The first two parts of the plan were partly implemented, 

while the third was exceeded in Concentration Camps, among which Jasenovac was the 

worst, Croatian fascists killed, according to differing estimates, between 400, 000 and 750, 

000 Serbs. According to many authorities, the Ustashas killed more Serbs than the total 

number now living in Croatia. Together with them, Jews, Gipsies and some Croats hostile to 

the Ustasha regime were also killed. 
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The Balkans emerged from World War II with Communists as the ruling party, with the 

exception of Greece, where the civil war ended with the defeat of Communists. I am deeply 

confident that Communism as an ideology has now suffered a final defeat in other Balkan 

countries as well. Its vestiges in political life will be certainly felt, but the peoples of the 

Balkans will never again accept the monopoly of one party in political life and the monopoly 

of state or social ownership. 

In the relatively small Balkan space eleven Nations live. In the even smaller space of 

Yugoslavia, six nations and peoples of over 20 various national minorities find themselves. 

No Republic, except to a certain degree Slovenia, is nationally homogenous. In the centre of 

Yugoslavia, in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the national situation is very complicated. Moslems, 

Serbs and Croats there are almost indivisibly mixed, together with people of many other 

nations. 

Finally, one of the most complex problems of the contemporary world - the relationship 

between developed and developing regions - has been sharply manifested in the Balkans. The 

Balkans as a whole has not only been clearly lagging behind the rest of Europe in its 

development and standard of living, but has had similar problems within itself: Albania is the 

most underdeveloped European country: Yugoslavia also has had its developed North 

(Slovenia and Croatia) and underdeveloped South (Macedonia and Montenegro). Similar 

problems have existed in even narrower territories, within some Republics: in Serbia; Kosovo 

is a very undeveloped region, while in Croatia it is the area of Krajina. 

Although we are living in the time of profound and rapid historical changes, holding out 

much hope for the future, almost all have overlooked that the Balkans have been, and 

remained, a genuine and not only the proverbial powder-keg. Because of current social, 

political and religious frictions, in the Balkans, sparks are flowing, which can easily set off an 

explosion of European proportions. For the time being, there is a inter-ethnic war in Croatia. 

We pray that it ends rapidly and that it may be the last we see of the conflict. 

What are the direct causes of this war which has already taken many precious lives? The 

collapse of the Communist system created an enormous vacuum of power in East European 

countries, including Yugoslavia. That vacuum was first filled, particularly in Yugoslavia, by 

the most aggressive people, among whom were many, with good reason, dissatisfied people, 

many persecuted and penalized by the previous regime, or by frustrated individuals. At the 

same time, many truly democratically - oriented people, determined to engage themselves in 

their profession, freed from politics, waited for the arrival of Democracy with joy, but 

passively, almost politely, believing naively that nothing could prevent its arrival. 

The historical inevitable collapse of the old system in Yugoslavia was marked by the 

disintegration of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia into Republican, that is. National 

Parties, many of which changed their name and 30 their programme. Nationalism was 

frequently for them the last political means they could use for holding power, in preparation 

for the first free elections.  

Nationalism became, at the same time, the most popular platform and the means of political 

struggle by new parties and movements. On the eve of free elections on the republican level, 

over 150 such parties and movements exerted their maximum efforts to convince their 
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Nations that they were the most exploited ones by other nations, not only in the last 50 years, 

but since the very establishment of Yugoslavia. 

In the course of last year, free elections were held in all Yugoslav Republics. The results of 

the elections are well known: parties with nationalistic programmes, which promised their 

voters the sovereignty of their Republics and eventually full independence, won. In Serbia 

and Montenegro, the winners were Socialist Parties which emerged from the transformed 

League of Communists, also with strong national overtones. The awakened Nationalism of 

one nation became simultaneously the impulse, the justification, and the excuse for, the 

Nationalism and jingoism of others. 

New Republican Constitutions were adopted in practically all Republics, but the proposed 

changes of the Federal Constitution were blocked, above all by Slovenia, so that a number of 

parallel legal and constitutional systems were established in Yugoslavia. The creation of the 

paramilitary units had begun in the meantime, above all in Croatia and Slovenia. 

In Croatia, the process started with the distribution of imported arms, above all, to the 

members of the ruling Party, so that the only Party Army in Europe was created. Some 

neighbouring countries took part in arms deals. Slovenia and Croatia ceased to give their 

share of the federal budget. The Federation was deprived of its revenue in the territories of 

the two Republics, while all of those funds were primarily used for arms imports. Serbia, and 

some other Republics started appropriating much greater sums of money from the country's 

monetary system than was their due. 

The exceptionally successful programme of the Federal Government which should have 

transformed the Yugoslav economy into a modern market economy was crushed in the 

general legal chaos and retraction from the programme by the Republics. Foreign exchange 

reserves, after having more than doubled, reaching the level of 10 billion dollars, fell to a 

catastrophically low level. Dinar convertibility, successfully introduced after almost 60 years, 

lasted only something over six months. During that time, almost 60 thousand small private 

firms were formed with almost 300 thousand employees. 

However with the collapse of the reform programme, the economic situation has drastically 

deteriorated everywhere. In parallel, the international financial institutions were less and less 

prepared to support the programme of the Federal Government, thus giving it a final blow. 

Many Yugoslav Republics, by the process of selecting new national symbols - the anthem, 

the coat of arms, the flag - are turning to their past traditions, which is understandable after 

the great historic failure with Communism. However, the new Croatian flag with 

checkerboard reminded Serbs in Croatia that, under the very similar symbol, Ustashas carried 

out genocide against the Serbian people, and refused to accept such a flag. 

Also, Serbs in Croatia were suspicious of the ideological leanings of the new Croatian 

Government. In spite of the protests of many Serbs and Croats, the government changed the 

45 years old name of one large square in Zagreb -"The Square of the Victims of Fascism". 

Also in one year alone, about 200 monuments marking the struggle against Fascism were 

destroyed. 

In addition to that, already in the first month of the new rule, the new Croatian Assembly 

radically changed the Constitutional position of Serbs in Croatia. Under the previous Croatian 

Constitution, Serbs had been in an equal position with Croats, constituting, with them and 
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others, the population of Croatia. However, the new Constitution turned Serbs into a National 

Minority, giving the status of a Nation exclusively to Croats. 

The six Yugoslav Nations, under the Constitution of Yugoslavia, cannot be National 

Minorities, no matter where they live in Yugoslavia, simply because Yugoslavia is their only 

State, while over 20 National Minorities have their States elsewhere, most frequently in the 

neighbourhood of Yugoslavia. 

One question could really be raised: why should Serbs, as the largest South Slav Nation, 

scattered all over Yugoslavia, but living now in one country, accept voluntarily to be, in 

future, a National Minority in several new small Independent Balkan States? 

The new Croatian Government has continued with wrong moves in regard to Serbs in 

Croatia: Serbs started being removed from the Police Force, and only those Croats who could 

prove their Croatian origin for several generations were employed. This again brought 

historic reminiscences. The Serbs' response to that was the forming of their own Police Force 

in those parts of Croatia where they constituted the majority. After that, the selective 

dismissal of Serbs from the media and the management of large firms started. In some towns, 

even ordinary workers of Serbian origin were requested to sign the declaration of loyalty to 

the Croatian leadership as the condition for retaining their jobs. Nevertheless about 120, 000 

Serbs lost their jobs. In Zadar, in one day alone, about 90 private shops owned by Serbs were 

plundered. All of this data was supplied by the Organization of War Veterans in Croatia and 

published in the "Borba" Newspaper. 

On the basis of all that, after the referendum on the possibility of Croatia's secession from 

Yugoslavia, Serbs practically rebelled, showing that no one could take them away from 

Yugoslavia by force. Instead of by statesmanship, the Croatian Government tried to establish 

control over the parts of Croatian territory in which Serbs constituted the majority, by force. 

Serbs in Croatia answered with arms to arms. That was how the inter-ethnic war began in 

Croatia, that is in Yugoslavia. 

What is going to happen? Can the war be stopped after six abortive ceasefires? Or, will the 

situation further deteriorate by the spreading of war flames to Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 

then Kosovo and Macedonia, where a national Albanian Minority lives? Will the 

internationalization of peacemaking attempts be turned into the internationalization of armed 

conflicts? I would say that Europe is doing its best to calm down the conflict and to help find 

a solution to the Yugoslav crisis. 

However, I cannot but mention that Europe has also made certain mistakes without which the 

Yugoslav crisis could have been, if not altogether avoided, then at least alleviated. First of all, 

Europe neglected the Balkans, and Yugoslavia particularly, in its euphoric pleasure over 

events in East Germany, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia. The Yugoslav Government and 

its excellent programme were not given any adequate material support, nor were Europe's 

doors sufficiently and timely opened to Yugoslavia as a whole, even under specific terms, so 

that its integrity could be saved, above all in the interest of Europe itself. 

Europe has constantly warned the Yugoslav Army not to take recourse to force, or perform 

any coup d'etat, which was not their intention at all. Under that umbrella, the process of the 

creation of Republican Armies in Slovenia and Croatia went unhindered, and that apparently 

worried no one in Europe. The European Community did not address a serious warning to 
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any country, including Yugoslavia's neighbours, not to participate in a chain of arms 

supplies to the most unstable European region. 

  

By imposing a moratorium on further steps towards the Independence of Slovenia and 

Croatia for the duration of three months instead of reaching a comprehensive political 

solution of the Yugoslav crisis, the impression was created that Slovenia and Croatia have 

just to wait for its expiration to become independent. They behaved accordingly and 

objectively, the aggravation of the situation, rather than negotiations, suited them better. 

  

Constant threat by some European countries that they will recognize the independence of 

Slovenia and Croatia if clashes continue, have been a direct incitement and encouragement 

first to Slovenian, and then much more to Croatian, forces to continue with provocations and 

clashes with the Army, always attempting to attribute cease-fire violations to the Army. 

Finally, and this is of vital importance, Europe has not for a long time given Serbs 

in Croatia any guarantees that their right to stay in Yugoslavia is at least equal to 

the right of Croats to leave Yugoslavia. Some European countries are actively 

supporting Slovenia's and Croatia's secession, in disregard of the fact that it means 

a change of the International Borders of Yugoslavia. Equally actively they insist on 

the immutability of Internal Frontiers in Yugoslavia. 

I am not sure that such principles in international relations are conducive to peace in the 

Balkans. What happens in Yugoslavia is sufficiently convincing  proof of that. The situation 

has been created in which all Balkan quarrels, old grudges and new old aspirations are 

coming to the surface. The centrifugal processes in Yugoslavia are strengthening the hidden 

appetites, most often territorial, of some quarters in neighbouring countries, more restrained 

in the beginning, more and more open as time passes. Other interests readily infiltrate that 

space; the tacit alliances of interest already seen in Europe, with tragic consequences, seem 

to be forming again. 

  
The shifts in inter-European relations because of Yugoslavia are already influencing the 

process of creating future European architecture. I believe that such trends must be arrested 

before they get out of control, in the interest of all of us, the entire Europe. On that, I base my 

argument in favour of the preservation of Yugoslavia, certainly different and, therefore, 

possible; such a Yugoslavia which would be in the interest of all of its peoples and of the 

peace in Europe. It seems logical to me that Europe, as a whole, should be primarily 

interested in the preservation of the territorial integrity of Yugoslavia. It would not be natural 

that Europe, in the process of its own economic and political integration, supports the 

disintegration of a European country, which is done unconstitutionally, unilaterally, 

undemocratically, violently and on the basis of artificially created hatred between Nations in 

that country. An eventual disintegration of Yugoslavia, caused by nationalistic virus, would 

cause an early epidemic of Nationalism and Separatism throughout the entire European area. 

I am certain that Europe, in spite of its satisfaction over the demise of Communism, sees the 

forebodings of growing evil: in parts of Yugoslavia, but also in some other countries, all 

those ingredients from whose mixture inevitably grows Fascism, are ready: Nationalism 

flourishes; wild Hatred between peoples is spreading; Social misery in Eastern Europe is 

growing; 
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Chauvinism and xenofobia is on the increase. Is such a future of Europe promising? 

In respect of Yugoslavia, the European Community has taken the only constructive and 

principal position possible, by insisting, parallel and simultaneously, on the observance of the 

two basic principles accepted by the CSCE Member States at Helsinki: the principle of the 

protection of territorial integrity of European states and of the rights of peoples to self-

determination. That can prevent the uncontrolled disintegration of Yugoslavia, and bring 

sufficient autonomy to every Yugoslav Nation, in any part of Yugoslavia. This fact was 

pointed out only ten days ago in The Hague and is of crucial importance for peace in 

Yugoslavia: every Yugoslav Nation must have equal right to self-determination. I would add 

that each National Minority in Yugoslavia as well, should have all these rights which are 

guaranteed to Minorities by international law and practice. 

Should Europe, under the pressure of events in Yugoslavia and of some of its Members, 

change its position, and should Yugoslavia disintegrate into six small States - instability, 

unrest, and wars in the Balkans would be the only logical and tragic historical outcome. 

Newly Created mini-states would be constantly 

either at war or preparing for war some would defend their compatriots living as a 

National Minority in a neighbouring country, while the others would defend their 

territory against neighbours' threats or aggression. Danger would be frequently 

provoked or fabricated in order to rally the people and block the Opposition before 

some elections. The national revenue of such States would be permanently making 

war preparations and not economic progress. Such small quasi-national States 

would soon become the targets for diverse interests. 

I believe that a peace, created by the eventual disintegration of Yugoslavia, 

would only be an introduction to new wars in the Balkans and wider only in 

Europe. I am deeply confident that only the existence of a Common State of 

Yugoslav Nations, possibly now in a very loose form, if another is not possible, 

can guarantee a lasting peace and stability for them and for Europe. 

It is clear that the historic interests of the Yugoslav peoples have now been 

brushed aside by the intentionally created mutual chauvinistic hatred. Let us be 

sensible: nothing that is erected on the foundation of hatred can remain permanent 

among peoples. Those who have sown it will disappear from the historic scene. 

The peoples will soon recognize again their true interests: they will recognize the 

simple fact that, by their ethnic origin, they belong more together than with other 

neighbouring nations; that their national identity and culture can best be preserved 

if they are in a common state of whatever form is possible at a given time; they 

will remember that almost 70 per cent of them speak the same language, while they 

can understand the other two even without learning them; they will realize by their 

low standard of life that their economies would be better functioning within a 

unified market, using the joint infrastructure built for 70 years; they will 

understand that it is cheaper to have a common defence, together with some of 

their own army (if necessary for national pride); that it is cheaper to support 

jointly, say 50 Embassies in the world, than each of then having the same number. 
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And, may be the most important of all, they will learn how to keep away from 

the seductive Nationalistic programs capable of destroying, within one year, the 

innumerable links between them, built through centuries, and not only during the 

existence of Yugoslavia. Even in this most tragic moment for the Yugoslav 

peoples, I sincerely believe in the future of Yugoslavia. Even if it does not happen 

now, it will happen when the peoples recover from the hatred they are now 

poisoned with. I wish such a Yugoslavia to be a truly democratic one, a country of 

equal and free Individuals and Nations, a country of free initiative which would 

rapidly recover and join other forward-looking European countries. It must be 

possible, for there must be a hope for all of us. If Europe grows united, if the world 

gradually comes closer together, so will the Yugoslav peoples, now or later. 
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THE RT.HON. LORD ROBERTSON OF PORT ELLEN 
On: 

‘Developments in NATO’ 
23RD March 2001 

  

“NATO: Shaping Security in the 21st Century” 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

It is a pleasure to be here with you this evening. Indeed, as Secretary General of 
NATO, I could hardly feel more at home than at a meeting of the European- Atlantic 
Group. Since 1954, this Group has followed a principle which guides my own 
organization as well—the fundamental requirement for strong cooperation between 
Europe and North America on the full range of economic, political and military issues. 
And through your efforts, you have helped forge that relationship into the strongest, 
most effective partnership possible. So let me begin by congratulating you on the work 
you have done, and continue to do, to further transatlantic cooperation. 

Now, if one reads the headlines today, one might get the feeling that that cooperation 
is under threat. The news is full of disagreements over airplane subsidies, or beef 
hormones, or genetically modified corn flakes. Editorials suggest that new 
developments, such as improving European defence capabilities or US missile 
defence plans, are undermining the common perspective on security that has kept the 
transatlantic community together for over five decades. And as a result, there are more 
than a few doom Sayers predicting that the sky will soon fall on the Euro-Atlantic area. 

My message to them is simple: relax. Over the past five decades, the transatlantic 
relationship has seen more supposedly disastrous moments than a Hollywood 
thriller—over Suez, over Euro-missiles, over Bosnia and countless other 
disagreements. Each time, some observers predicted NATO’s demise. And each time, 
NATO not only survived—but emerged stronger, more cohesive, and more relevant. 

This pattern has not changed. Indeed, two recent issues serve to prove once again 
that our ability to agree, and to do the right thing, has not diminished. I am speaking, 
of course, of missile defence and the European Security and Defence Identity. 

When these two issues entered our transatlantic agenda in earnest some time ago, 
they both seemed to carry the potential for major transatlantic controversy. Both 
projects implied the notion of “distance”. For some observers, missile defence seemed 
to imply a US desire to look after its own security, regardless of Allied concerns. For 
others, ESDI seemed to suggest an exercise in European self-assertion - -ganging up 
on “the only remaining superpower”, the United States. 

To be sure, much of this controversy was the result of oversimplifications of which 
parts of our media are so fond. Still, for a while, NATO seemed to be stuck between 
the proverbial rock and the hard place—between an American siege mentality and a 
European ego-trip. And mutual recriminations were flying back and forth across the 
Atlantic. 
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As I have said on other occasions, as someone who straddles the Atlantic, if Europe 
and America were moving apart, no one would feel the pain more acutely than I would. 
But, luckily, I didn’t have to be !22 flexible. Because, as is customary in the long history 
of our transatlantic community, whenever we seem to be at loggerheads, a unique 
mechanism kicks in—a mechanism called “common sense”. This common sense has 
gotten us out of trouble more than once. And it has enabled us to surmount seemingly 
insurmountable challenges. 

In the specific case of missile defence and ESDI, transatlantic common sense has led 
us to realise three fundamental points: 

First, ESDI is as inevitable as is missile defence. The United States cannot impose 
permanent military abstinence on the EU, just as Europeans cannot impose a policy 
of permanent vulnerability on the US. Both issues are thus going to remain on our 
transatlantic agenda, and, hence, we need to deal with them in a pragmatic way. 

Second, those willing to take a closer look will realise that both issues can be made 
fully compatible with Alliance interests. Once we deprive these issues of their novelty 
value and of their surrounding hype, we will find that a large part of the alleged 
“controversy” is more about process than it is about substance. This means that there 
is much room for skilful management—and for political leadership. 

And this brings us to the third and most important fundamental: when it comes to skilful 
management and political leadership on transatlantic issues, NA TO is key. Yes, 
missile defence may seem like an issue largely driven by Washington. And, yes, 
ESDI—or ESDP—is in large part an EU-driven project. 

But the key to the success of these projects lies with NA TO. Because NA TO is the 
crucial “transmission belt” for transatlantic defence cooperation, and policy 
coordination. It is the framework that more than any other enjoys the trust and 
confidence of Europeans and North Americans alike. This gives NA TO a unique 
opportunity to coordinate, harmonise, and shape events. And we are determined to 
make full use of these opportunities. 

I indeed, the last few weeks offered some very instructive examples for NATO’s 
tremendous ability to push things in the right direction. As you know, I have recently 
visited Russia and the US. In the discussions we have had in both the White House 
and the Kremlin, I could see that things are moving—and in the right direction. 

On missile defence, my recent meetings in Washington made pretty clear that our 
transatlantic discussions in NATO have had a very beneficial effect. The US 
Administration not only displayed understanding for legitimate European concerns, but 
it also highlighted the need for including the Allies in this endeavour. The fact that the 
word “National” has been dropped from “National Missile Defence” is thus more than 
a mere shift in rhetoric. It indicates a desire to make this an Atlantic project. 

This new common ground on missile defence is not confined to NA TO Allies. Indeed, 
in my meetings in Russia I could also detect some movement. Of course, the Russians 
are still sceptical about US plans, but they, too, admitted their serious concern about 
proliferation. They spoke about “rogue states” and about the dangerous leakage of 
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missile technology and the threat to countries close to the “rogue states”. What’s more 
they proposed a military response, in the form of a shield against such missile attacks. 
So there was a joint diagnosis of the disease, and even a developing common ground 
as a possible prescription. 

Quite obviously, the efforts by the US and its NATO Allies to work towards a new 
consensus on missile defence did not go unnoticed in Russia. At worst, this signalled 
to Russia that wedge-driving would be futile. At best, this suggested that the time might 
have come for doing serious business together on a commonly perceived threat. 

Regarding ESDI, our very intense discussions within NATO, and between NATO and 
the EU, have also changed the atmospherics of the debate. In particular, we have 
reassured the US that the project of ESDI will remain an Atlantic project. The gist of 
the message I received in Washington is simple and straightforward: As long as NATO 
is not harmed, ESDI should go ahead. As long as NATO is not harmed—well, I think 
this is a condition we shouldn’t have trouble meeting. Because no one wants to harm 
NATO. On the contrary, ESDI will strengthen it. 

In a nutshell, these past weeks have revealed that when it comes to solving problems, 
NATO is indispensable. On missile defence and on ESDI, we have buried any notion 
of splitting the Alliance. What once was a dispute over theory has now been boiled 
down to a matter of practical implementation; what once seemed like a fundamental 
difference over substance has been boiled down to discussions over process. All this 
has vindicated that wonderful German saying: “The soup won’t be eaten as hot as it 
is cooked”. 

So how will this process now move along? Regarding missile defence, it means that 
the US will continue to brief Allies on their plans. It means that some European NATO 
members will continue to explore bilaterally how to co-operate with the US on missile 
defence technologies. It means that NA TO as a whole will remain engaged in studying 
proposals for theatre missile defence. 

And, it means that we will look at the proliferation challenge in more depth. To this 
end, our newly created Weapons of Mass Destruction Centre—a mouthful, I admit—
will play an important role. By establishing a database on proliferation, it will lay the 
groundwork for a joint transatlantic approach towards this challenge. 

And that is not all. Should Russia’s proposals about co-operation in theatre missile 
defence become a bit more concrete, we would also have in place the appropriate 
forum to deal with such prospective cooperation: our NATO-Russia Permanent Joint 
Council. 

On ESDI, the way ahead is equally clear. Two issues, in particular, must be managed 
correctly. First, we must ensure that the non-EU members of NATO are not excluded 
from satisfactory participation in EU-Ied operations. Over the past few months, we 
have made real progress on this issue, and I am confident we will very soon have an 
agreement between the EU and NATO that satisfies all concerned. That will let us get 
on with flushing out the important detail. 
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Second, we have to ensure that defence planning between the two organizations does 
not diverge. EU and NA TO forces must be capable of handling the full range of 
operations they are assigned: NATO and EU, not either-or. That is why the Alliance is 
preparing to offer access to the EU to NATO’s defence planning. This will prevent any 
unnecessary duplication, and ensure that we have the most effective pool of forces. 

Once again, we are close to a deal. And once the deal is struck, we will have a stronger 
NATO and a stronger EU. In European crisis management, our option will no longer 
simply be “NATO or nothing”. Instead, we will have a broad array of options, tailored 
to the situation. 

ESDI and missile defence both are examples of the unique transatlantic culture of 
pragmatic problem-solving. We have reassured a sometimes sceptical US about the 
strategic necessity of ESDI. And we have gracefully defused a “national” missile 
defence question that could have alienated the Europeans. In short, we have defused 
potential problems, because we relied on the common sense that is so firmly ingrained 
in our transatlantic community. 

Today, our transatlantic community faces another challenge in the Balkans. A handful 
of extremists are trying to destabilise the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, in 
pursuit of a nationalist pipe dream. They will not succeed. Why? Because we have 
learned the importance, and the power, of transatlantic unity. 

Some years ago, the Balkans were pulling us apart. Some years ago, when the war in 
Bosnia raged, the US and its Allies did not see eye to eye. As a result, we were unable 
to have a decisive influence on the situation. But when we finally saw eye to eye, we 
ended the war. Common sense should have told us much sooner what was so 
obvious: that there can be no progress in the Balkans without transatlantic unity. We 
learned our lesson late, but, as the saying goes, better late than never. 

And we internalised that lesson. So when the Kosovo crisis heated up, we did not let 
it divide us. On the contrary: we stood firm, even in the most challenging of 
circumstances. And, in the end, over a million refugees could return to their homes. 

In managing the current crisis, this unique transatlantic solidarity will prevail yet again. 
We are increasing security measures along the border in Kosovo, primarily by working 
to interdict any rebels or arms from attempting to cross into the country. This should 
allow the government in Skopje to handle the crisis largely by its own means. The 
rebels will not be allowed to destabilise a country that is an example to the region that 
different ethnic communities can live alongside and amongst each other. All the 
governments of the region, in the EU, in NATO, and across Europe are determined to 
see this crisis resolved as it should be—peacefully, and with no further destabilisation 
in a region that has already suffered too much. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

In reflecting about our transatlantic community, I sometimes feel that it resembles a 
self-regulating currency market. There’s frantic activity, euphoria, gloom and doom, 
and then euphoria again. Yet, at the end of the day, after all the ups and downs, 
transatlantic relations always find back to a natural balance. 
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Let me be clear: I do not want to suggest that NATO can be left on “autopilot”, because 
things will always set themselves right by default. What I would like to suggest, though, 
is a little more calm and cool judgement in dealing with the issues at hand. Whether it 
is missile defence, ESDI, or the perennial issue of the Balkans—we can work things 
out. We have the political will, we have a deeply ingrained habit of co- operation, and 
we have a toolbox to help us solve whatever the problem at hand. Most of all, we have 
NATO—our best-ever investment in a safer world tomorrow, and a stable international 
order for our grandkids. 
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THE FORMER COMMANDER OF BOSNIA 
On: 

‘General Writes Own Statement for Peace’ 
20th December 2000 

  
General Sir Michael Rose, and the role of peacekeeping in the Balkans 

 
 
United Nations officials told General Sir Michael Rose during the Bosnian crisis in the 
early 1990s to “just do something.” The former UN peacekeeping force commander in 
Bosnia said on 20th December 2000 that this “is not a mission statement for a General.” 
He reminded the European Atlantic Group’s attentive members that Generals expect 
to receive orders. General Sir Michael therefore, he explained, went on to write his 
own job statement. 
The conflict in Bosnia by the end of 1992 had claimed 130,000 lives. Therefore 
General Sir Michael aimed to cut the death toll. He set about his task even though the 
UN peacekeeping mission had collapsed by 1994. Britain’s involvement to restore 
stability in the Balkans was initially dismissed. According to him Lady Thatcher was 
told, when asked what Britain should do: “We should send them some blankets and 
beans!” 
  
Many others thought that British involvement was not in the national interest. After all, 
unlike during the Falklands conflict, British sovereign territory had not been invaded. 
The Iron Lady, Lady Thatcher, took a more hard-line view, and backed a bombing 
campaign. “The answer lies in between using force and providing humanitarian aid,” 
commented General Sir Michael Rose. 
  
Force was therefore backed up with humanitarian aid in Bosnia. With this aid and a 
25,000 strong UN peacekeeping force under his command, the death toll dwindled to 
30,000. He also added that too much attention was paid to what was broadcast on 
CNN. The General went so far as to accuse CNN of distorting the facts. “The turning 
of the truth in favour of political ends is wrong,” he argued. 
“The UN peacekeeping force created windows of opportunity,” he added. It effectively 
challenged the right of sovereignty for the sake of peace. The Gulf War repelled 
Saddam Hussein, and under international law there was a legitimate cause. Saddam 
had invaded another country, Kuwait. 
  
The conflict in the Balkans was different. It firstly stood on the backdoor of the 
European Union, and secondly it is a traditional hot spot. Some historians argue that 
WWI began as a Balkan war. Therefore it was subsequently feared in the early 1990s 
that the crisis could spread in a similar way to the crises that sparked war at the 
beginning of the 20th Century. With UN backing a peacekeeping force in Bosnia 
became a vital component for restoring stability, and preventing a wider European 
conflict. A similar rationale was used in Kosovo a couple of years later. 
  
However, he criticised NATO actions in Serbia and Kosovo. He said that in contrast to 
the UN force in Bosnia NATO acted illegally. His reasoning lay behind the fact, he 
explained, that NATO did not have the necessary UN backing. Therefore the Alliance 
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did not have the right to intervene in an internal conflict on sovereign territory. The 
intervention also broke and rewrote NATO’s own charter, under which the Alliance 
was created as a defence force. As a result NATO gave a certain amount of legitimacy 
to Serbian defiance during the Kosovo crisis. 
  
Rather than writing the epitaph of the now deposed President Milosevic, NATO’s 
actions made him more popular than ever. It allowed Milosevic to claim victory in the 
propaganda war. General Sir Michael Rose also believes that NATO’s bombing of the 
Serbs in 1995 did not make much difference. 
  
“The [Bosnian] war was not won by NATO bombing,” he said. Instead the Serbs and 
Croats made the difference. The use of troops should also have been considered more 
seriously during both conflicts. In 1999 the bombing left the image of a half-hearted 
attempt to repel the Serbs from Kosovo. It also failed to topple Milosevic who only fell 
from grace last year. The irony is that Milosevic helped to broker a peace settlement 
during the Bosnian crisis. 
Moving onto the question of a European Rapid Reaction Force, he said that under the 
“US leadership of NATO reflects the better instincts of the American people.” General 
Sir Michael welcomes the advent of such a force, while maintaining that its leadership 
should remain under the Supreme Allied Command In Europe (SACEUR). He also 
feels that George W. Bush will be a more robust president that Bill Clinton. 
  
General Sir Michael’s comments prompted a member of the audience, Iain Lee of the 
Ministry Of Defence to dismiss speculation in the press that a European force, which 
Euro sceptics call a European Army, would be separated from NATO’s command 
structure, support, logistics, and contingency plans. Lady Limerick also posed the 
question about what the criteria are for intervention into future regional conflicts. 
  
General Sir Michael Rose said, “There should be a clear set of priorities, and the UN 
should be the authority of deployment.” The UN, he said, is the only international body 
that can legitimise interventions into internal conflicts for the maintenance of peace 
and stability. 
He then briefly referred to his previous comments about CNN’s coverage of the 
campaigns in Bosnia and Kosovo. The priorities should not, he argued, be set by what 
is viewed or shown by CNN on television. General Sir Michael stated that the priorities 
should consider the humanitarian impact, and the potential dispersive dangers of such 
Balkan conflicts as those of Bosnia and Kosovo. General Sir Michael Rose otherwise 
believes that NATO fought the wrong war in the wrong way in Kosovo. 
Graham Jarvis 

 

gajarvis@media-insert.com 
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