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H. E.  Mr MA ZHENGANG, 

AMBASSADOR OF THE PEOPLEôS REPUBLIC OF CHINA 

On: 

óCHINA AND THE WESTô 

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 ñChina and the 
West.ò.  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 
óWestô 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 Chinaôs 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:  óNever forget old friendsô.   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 Peopleôs 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 Chinaôs 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 peopleôs 
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 worldôs total.  The fact that this is such a 
big part of the worldôs 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.  ñWe hope to see Britain and France grow in strength.ò   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 worldôs 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 womenôs 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 Chinaôs 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 itôs basic modernization program - 
that is one year ahead of 2049 the one hundred year anniversary of the Peopleôs 
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 Chinaôs 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 Beijingôs 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 Chinaôs economy.  According to expert 
analysis this could help Chinaôs 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: 

óCURRENT FOREIGN POLICY ISSUESô 
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 todayôs 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 Britainôs 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 EUôs working 
assumption to date, that one size must fit all must have to change. It is every bit as 
out of date as Henry Fordôs saying that óyou can have any colour you like so long as 
itôs blackô. 
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: 
ñThe 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 historyò. 
  
3.         The British contribution to global stability 
  
Not only is the world more competitive today. It is also far less stable. 



790 
 

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 
countriesô 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 UNôs Convention on Human Rights drawing attention to Chinaôs miserable 
record in human rights and we would back 
this up with constant pressure. It was a bad day for Britainôs influence for good when 
the Metropolitan Police were encouraged to arrest lawful protestors during President 
Jiang Zeminô 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 óhumanitarian warô 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. 
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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 Britainôs 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 weeksô 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 lionôs 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 doesnôt 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 Europeôs 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 ñsingle European 
defence structureò, of the ñpoolingò of Europeôs armies. If this were done the EU would 
have ñcrossed a milestone towards the creation of a united political Europeò. 
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 ósuperpowerô 
It would be folly to lock Europeôs 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 shouldnôt 
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 Governmentôs 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 ñWhat Can Be Done Tomorrow?ò 

  The Commonwealthôs Secretary General and The Institutionôs 
Future   

 

 Summary by  GRAHAM  JARVIS, MA   

   

 

Lord Limerick is seated όǊƛƎƘǘύ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ 5ƻƴŀƭŘ aŎYƛƴƴƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ {ǘ 9ǊƳƛƴΩǎ IƻǘŜƭ 

ñThe question is not what was done yesterday, but what can be done tomorrowò, 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 Commonwealthôs 50th year. Delegates warmly 
welcomed his speech entitled, ñTomorrowôs Commonwealth.ò 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 ñactually make a difference.ò He believes that the ñresurgence of interestò by its 1.5 billion 
citizens within the 54 member states is ña very good sign.ò Otherwise his views were much in line with 
British Prime Minister Tony Blairôs vision ï very New Labour. 

So would anyone miss the óclubô if it withered away? Of course, he argued, adding that even Manchester 
would miss it, ñbecause if there is no Commonwealth, then thereôs no Commonwealth games.ò 
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 Commonwealthôs ñprogramme of consensusò 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 
countryôs last presidential election, but also of human rightsô 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. ñThey donôt wish to be suspendedò, he 
insisted, ñbecause the Commonwealth matters.ò He added that even the United Nations should suspend 
member countries ñwho come to power by the barrel of a gun.ò 

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 ñdemocracy and an open economy diminish the problemsò within member states. At the 
end of the day he feels that ñitôs all about persuasion.ò 

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 ï even outside the Commonwealth, and conflict resolution and 
peacekeeping. Donald McKinnon stated that such programmes should present ñan umbrella to other 
organisations,ò and that the Commonwealth is not ñjust about heads of Government.ò 

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 
ñthere was no clear mission statement, and therefore no cohesive force about what we are trying to do.ò 
At the heads of government meeting in Durban, South Africa, this question was at the forefront of 
everyoneôs mind. 

The problem, he thinks, is to find the ñright objectivesò and ñto progress at the right speed.ò Furthermore 
the role of the Commonwealth, and indeed his own, was clarified after he wrote to 70 academics whoôd 
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 ñmany 
people in the world, who are suffering from the effects of globalisation,ò explained Donald McKinnon. 

Now globalisation, he admitted, is not going to disappear. It isnôt 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 Ã20m is set aside. McKinnon described this sum as being ñsmall ï a third of 1% of 
the whole aid programme.ò He posed the questions: ñHow can the Commonwealth have such relevance 
with such as small budget?ò and ñHow do you improve peopleôs skills?ò 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 
ñthe new government fell flat on its face,ò said Donald McKinnon. Therefore he believes that democracy 
should be ñhome grown,ò 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 óclub.ô 
Primarily he said that it is because members are allowed to have different interests, but with ña common 
cause.ò Some countries he admitted would never be allowed to join. The United States was among 
them because it is ñtoo big to fit into the Commonwealth,ò he argued. That might pose the question: 
what if the US hadnôt 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 generalôs 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 ògreater voice internationallyò through the 
Commonwealth. Even though the United Kingdom pays 30% of the institutionôs bills, McKinnon revealed 
that it gains the option of seeking Commonwealth support in the United Nations, and within other 
international bodies. He compared Britainôs 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 Commonwealthôs 
future, he concluded, lies ñwithin its unique network of 54 countries.ò A speech by British prime minister 
Tony Blair, which is published on the Foreign and Commonwealth Officeôs 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: 

ñAlthough 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.ò 

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 institutionôs future worth, and the relevance of its exchange and aid 
programmes. Many Britons canôt even answer questions about the European Union, in spite of the 
millions of pounds spent by the European Commission on óinformingô 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 ñ54 sovereign countries is not 
easy,ò he admitted. Yet clearly the Commonwealthôs 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 

 

Graham Jarvis 

www.europolls.co.uk, gajarvis@media-insert.com  
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Speech by 

Ambassador William J. Middendorf 11 

The American Ambassador to the UK 

 

On:  THE CURRENT STATE OF US RELATIONS WITH THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY 

 

Delivered to the European-Atlantic Group on March 10th 1986  
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Speech by 

Sir John Moberly, KBE., CMG 

Former British Ambassador to Iraq 

 

On: THE GULF WAR 

 

Delivered to the European-Atlantic Group on September 29th 1987 
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Speech and Hand-out by 

Ahmed M. El-Mokadem 

Lecturer, Author, Activist; Vice Chairman, British-Egyptian Society 

 

On:  EGYPT 

 

Delivered to the European-Atlantic Group on February 23rd 2011 
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