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GENERAL THE LORD GUTHRIE OF CRAIGIEBANK, GCB LVO OBE 

On: 

‘DEFENCE AND SECURITY:  THE FUTURE THREAT’ 
 17th January 2002 

  

You’re Excellencies, my Lords, and gentlemen.  Thank you so much for your invitation; thank you very much for 
your introduction although it wasn’t completely accurate.  I’m not an official advisor to the Prime Minister, and 
I had good relations with two Prime Ministers, not just one.  

I was asked to say something about what happened on the 11th of September, what the implications were, and 
then to talk about Europe and the Atlantic relationship.  I think it would be quite wrong for someone like me to 
stand in front of you and not actually say what difference the 11th of September has made.  I would like to start 
by talking about whether we were taken by surprise.  Was it, as Natanyahu said when he was in Washington on 
the Hill, that ‘We received a wake-up call from Hell’?  Should we have woken up before and done something 
about it, even though it was really difficult?  

I think it is a bit unfair to say the British should mend the world but I think that a lot of our political leaders 
were very coy about the situation.  A lot of work had gone on in Ministry of Defence and foreign ministries 
amongst academia about the possibility of what we called asymmetrical warfare, weapons of mass destruction, 
and what terrorism may do.  And, governments barely listened.  They really didn’t do much about it.  I think 
that the intelligence services may not have come up with the answers that we wanted.  I don’t think it was 
altogether their fault.  After the cold war a lot of money was taken out of intelligence.  Priorities were re-
ordered.  The British took their spies probably out of Afghanistan and put them into Brussels (Laughter).  And I 
think that another reason, particularly in the United States, was that political correctness crept into 
spying.  Spies and agents are never really nice people.  And the Americans had a disaster in Guatemala when 
one of their agents behaved extremely badly.  That really made certain people of the administration feel that 
they had to be very careful of who they recruited as agents.  It doesn’t take me to tell you that the best agents 
are not sisters of charity.  They are people who are probably reprehensible themselves.  I was very interested 
when I said goodbye to my Russian opposite number, who was not a man with who I had particularly good 
relations, because he usually belaboured me about enlargement of NATO or missile defence.  But what he did 
say was that he felt the United Kingdom, United States and most of the countries of Europe had no idea about 
what the terroristic menace really was and that we should wake-up.  

If you look at the soft under belly of Russia - the former Soviet Republic and Muslim ones - he was really worried 
about it.  At the time, I suspected he was making an excuse about Chehiniy, but you know he had a point.  A 
point in which we I‘m afraid our country didn’t realise.  We were harbouring people in our country that were 
causing, and could cause, trouble.  And when I was Chief of Staff, I was always interested how, when I went to 
Turkey, Egypt or other countries, what admittance was made in their choices to harbour people who were 
terrorists.  

Now what else should we have taken seriously?  From what happened in Tokyo, we should have seen from some 
religious sects that danger could lurk and what the terrorists could do very cheaply.  Also I think we should have 
learned a bit more about Al Qaeda then we did.  The message was there.  Al Qaeda had been committing murder 
in different countries all over the world and it didn’t go unnoticed.  Al Qaeda blew up the U.S. embassies in 
Saudi Arabia.  Al Qaeda blew up the U.S.S. Cole and Al Qaeda was well known to have its main base in 
Afghanistan; its main training camps were in Afghanistan.  They have trainees in thirty-four different countries 
throughout the world and people of Al Qaeda are in seventy-two different countries and yet we didn’t seem to 
do much about it.  Now I really do feel we can be criticised. I am not just saying just us but the international 
community also for not taking more notice of what happened.  We knew that Al Qaeda operated in small cells 
of about four or five people, one of who was a commander, one of who was in intelligence, one of who planned 
operations.  They were sent to other countries and they slept there until they were activated.  So the writing 
was on the wall and we were a bit complacent.  I say again I think our government, all governments, probably 
were rather coy perhaps about doing anything about it.  

Now how has it gone so far since September 11th?  September 11th was a well-correlated and clever operation by 
Al Qaeda whether we like it or not.  It was a long executed plan.  I think the United States has done extremely 
well so far.  I think that the fears of the Europeans and many others around the world was that Americans would 
have some knee jerk reaction and quickly attack something.  It was the right move because the Bush 
Administration listened, made a careful analysis and it took them four weeks before they struck.  However, 
when they struck, they struck very effectively.  

I think what has happened so far is perhaps the easy bit.  The last bit is much harder. How do you actually rid 
the hearts and minds of many people in the world of anti-American and ‘anti-us’ views?  How do you win their 
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minds?  Who will recall the Gulf war and the most decisive defeat of Saddam Hussein who killed over one million 
Muslims - probably more than any other person has ever done - and yet he remains a hero to some of the young 
in the Muslim world?  How do you win that battle?  I think it is very difficult if you really want to eradicate 
terrorism.  I don’t personally think you can eradicate terrorism in the world, But you can drive the amount of 
terrorism down.  

How do you do that?  Terrorism is always inexcusable but if you really want to drive terrorism down, it takes a 
lot of money, a lot of aid.  It takes encouraging good governance, and reducing the reasons for discontent.  Many 
countries have uneducated people who have no chance of having their voice heard. There is Bin Laden - and you 
have to recognise that Bin Laden’s surname is from the government, the Royal Family of Saudi Arabia.  So, it is 
extremely difficult. You have to ask, who has the energy, who has the money, who has the will to go on and on 
year after year?  That I think is a question that remains unanswered.  I am not going to say that I am sceptical, 
that we can’t do it, but I am worried about it.  

Now, I have said that the United States has done extremely well.  I actually think our Prime Minister has done 
extremely well to rally the coalition and to support the United States.   I was visited by two eminent ambassadors 
who remonstrated with me, and introduced me as being close to the Prime Minister, not particularly close to a 
Prime Minister, but then to the Ministry of Defence.  ‘Why has the British Prime minister gone right ahead to 
associate with the President of the United States?  Why can’t he wait until the European Union gets its act 
together?’  Well, the reason was, we would probably still be waiting.  I think that he has been terribly 
impressive.  I also feel that the Americans are quite happy to have the British to be there, but they don’t really 
want a lot of Allies milling around Afghanistan.  I think they learned this lesson the hard way with NATO in 
Kosovo.  Now when I was brought up in Germany it was very clear what our role was.  We relied on American 
leadership.  Have we got American leadership?  Are we all frightened?  We weren’t really frightened in Kosovo; 
we are not really frightened in Afghanistan.  Our national survival is not threatened.  In Kosovo it wasn’t 
threatened and then19 nations had a point of view.  I think it must have been maddening for all of them to 
define everything clearly; one great nation wouldn’t allow them to bomb something; domestic politics took a 
part, and so forth. I don’t blame them for wanting to ‘drone’ on this occasion.  I think they are happy for us to 
be there.  I think there are some people - apart from the ones at the airport - doing certain things.  But they 
are not really involved in the main operations.  

I believe in NATO and I believe in the Trans-Atlantic alliance.  I believe passionately in America being involved 
in the security of Europe and I think the Europeans have to pay their bit.  When it comes to European defence, 
I am very clear, the European capability is very poor and we need to do more so that we can show the world and 
the Americans.  Now that costs money and we have to be prepared to put our money where our mouth is.  I 
don’t see much evidence of the Europeans increasing their capability and that I find very worrying indeed.  The 
Germans are setting a bad example and the French are in disarray; we don’t get more money and other people 
in Europe are hiding behind the example we are setting.  We do need to play a better part in what the Americans 
are investing. When I was the Chief of Defence Staff, military defence was not just our role or capability and I 
could just see a time when the Europeans have to do something just like the Americans.  I worry what they could 
actually do.  Very little I think.  The differences between us are tremendous.  What I didn’t want is the European 
Defence force, which actually weakened NATO.  I didn’t want more headquarters, I didn’t want more flags, I 
suppose I didn’t want more generals.  I think we should spend more money on defence and the sad thing was, 
the biggest debate in our country was actually a game of political football between Euro sceptics and Euro 
followers.  I thought the defence was far too important for that to happen.  I was certainty not against a separate 
European defence but I do think we all need to do more and play our part.  

Sir Michael (Burton) talked about 1990 and how the world has changed since then.  I was privileged to have been 
a commander in Germany and I remember the wall coming down.  That brought absolutely huge changes.  The 
‘something must be done’ school is alive and well.  In June 1990 it was very rare for countries to become involved 
in domestic affairs of other countries.  In those days, it was called interference.  It very rarely happened and 
peacekeeping didn’t happen much either.  Between June 1986 and 1990 there were 40 UN operations.  Since 
1990, there have been 1345. So the world has changed and the ‘something must be done’ school of foreign policy 
is alive and well.  I think we have to be very careful about that.  

The other huge change, more recently, is between our nation and Russia.  Russia is now an ally.  Russia has 
actually been enormously helpful as far as the Balkans are concerned, as far as Kosovo is concerned.  It would 
be very dangerous, I think, for Russia not to be treated as a proper partner and not to give her the respect she 
deserves.  Some people find that difficult.  I don’t.  I always was amazed at what happened at the airport at 
Pristina.  Whatever some people thought about the arrival of the Russians, I thought it was part of the solution, 
and I would like to think I was proved right.  
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POLITICAL, 

INDUSTRIAL  AND  MONETARY  ISSUES  -  SCANDINAVIA  AND  EURO

PE 

  

By   

Dr Pehr  Gyllenhammar   

  

  
The great traditions of this House, and the eloquence of its members make me feel shy. But I am 

also encouraged by the presence of your Chairman - and my friend - Lord Dahrendorf He is a 

great European - a political and academic Leader of extraordinary proportions. A Leader who has 

served his old country, Germany, in prominent political positions, Europe as Commissioner of the 

EEC, and his new country - Britain - as legendary Director of LSE, Warden of St. Antony's, and 

- now - as a brilliant Liberal in the House of Lords. 
  
I will speak on Scandinavia in Europe, hoping to shed some light over the "Dark North" and to 

provoke a discussion afterwards. 
  
For me, the idea of having peace in Europe, is the most commanding reason behind a European 

Union. 
  
Jean Monnet was one of the last European Statesmen, who was not a politician. Son of a Cognac 

wine merchant, he had not come up through party ranks. When World War II had started, Monnet 

approached Churchill and suggested a monetary union between Britain and France, to link the two 

countries closely together. Churchill accepted the idea, but German troops broke into France 

before a Treaty was ratified. And now we stand before another monetary union. 
  
Years ago, I was reading Jean Monnet's memoirs on a flight from Europe to Washington, D.C. 

Monnet gave his account of subsequent conversations with Churchill in London where Monnet 

insisted that the United States had to enter the war. Churchill gave Monnet a letter of introduction 

to Franklin Roosevelt to continue his efforts of persuasion there. Monnet was referred to a young 

staff member - Robert Nathan who had been assigned the responsibility of making a blueprint for 

converting a peace economy to a war machine. My first meeting, when arriving in Washington, 

was with my friend Nathan, who had never told me the story, but confirmed it. Monnet and Nathan 

became close friends during the war years. After the war, Monnet was asked to assist in rebuilding 

France as Planning Minister. He asked Nathan over to help him. From then on, Monnet devoted 

his life to safeguarding peace in Europe. 
  
His first design to that end, was the Coal and Steel Union in 1952. France, Germany, Italy, the 

Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg agreed to cede Supremacy over their strategic resources 

- coal and steel - the basic components for armaments. The Six expanded their co-operation to a 

whole range of issues and formed the EEC in 1957. Their Charter was the Treaty of Rome. It is 

quite a beautiful Charter with substance before form  Perhaps that was the reason for its simplicity. 

The Maastricht Treaty illustrates the opposite. Civil Servants who have been instructed to draft an 

ill-conceived compromise. I find that very few have read any of the two important documents. 
  
If the creation of the EEC was a peace project, the founding fathers were convinced that economic 

growth, through open and integrated markets, would be the driving force to forge a Union. Today 

many tend to forget the passion to preserve peace, and only regard the European Union as a Free 

Trade area. 
  
Charles de Gaulle, who saw political and economic motives as intertwined, suspected that other 

European countries - first and foremost Britain - would not, and therefore vetoed the entry of 

Britain, Denmark and Ireland twice - in 1967 and in 1971.  Perhaps he was right.  Values and 
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perspectives vary significantly between member countries. For Britain, Denmark and Ireland, the 

European Union was mainly an economic project, while for Germany and France it was indeed 
political. 
  
My interest in European and World affairs has always been there.  My involvement with Europe 

started seriously with the Round Table of European Industrialists - the ERT. The year was 1983. 

Europe was suffering recession and stagflation.  Ailing industries were given subsidies to stay 

afloat and preserve employment. Industrialists were lobbying to get more. Europe had lost 

whatever competitive edge it had.  I presented the idea of a Club of Industrialists to a few 

colleagues. 
  
Europe would have to reform and Industry change its practices to be competitive and take on 
world markets. Only in open markets would we create efficiency, growth and employment. The 

two Vice Presidents of the European Commission at the time - Davignon and Ortoli liked the idea, 

promised co-operation to stop subsidies and to build an open market. They participated shortly 

thereafter in the first meeting of "'The Seventeen". The Roundtable of European Industrialists - 

the ERT - had started. Early members from Britain included Baxendell of Shell and Harvey-Jones 

from ICI. There was also the Chairmen of Unilever and Philips, and Agnelli from Italy. 
  
Objectives: Create the Single Market that never was. Make Europe - EEC -competitive 

through:  Infrastructure - Road and Rail, Fixed Links, "make Europe rounder, faster and cleaner", 

De-regulation (simpler, cheaper), Privatisations (more efficient), Education and Training (value 
added) and Environmental Protection (forward - looking). 
  
The ERT has today as its members more than 40 active Chairmen, and represents a large share of 

Europe's biggest and best known industries. 
  
Let me now switch to the Nordic environment. It exists, not only in climate but also in 

mentality.  Although it is true that a Dane will waste no time to introduce you to all the pleasures 

of Copenhagen, while the Finn barely can bring himself to say "Good Morning", there are many 

similarities. In the 1960's the Nordic Governments worked out a plan for a Nordic Union, with an 
Economic Structure at its core.  Together we would be stronger and not ignored. In a Union we 

would - some 20 million of us - promote our values and our interests. But it never materialized. It 

collapsed amidst accusations and bitterness. By the way, the Finnish language is something all by 

itself and not understandable by anyone. That does not facilitate communications with neighbours, 

but the effort is being made and it works. 
  
Finland was ruled by Sweden until early last century, and then fell to Russia. Independence was 

achieved early this century. The relationship with Russia is not simple. There is not only awe, but 

also affection and admiration. Marshal Mannerheim, like many Finnish aristocrats, was proud to 

serve in the Tsar's army before he became the President of Finland. 
  
Finland's Foreign and Security Policy has been marked by the Soviet Union and Russia - a guarded 

neutrality. Trade with the SU grew after World War II to an impressive 30% in total.  The Finns 

are a pragmatic, hard-working, resilient people who are used to suffering. Lately they have lived 

with a right -left coalition, if only to get things done. The Economy has grown to approach GDP 

per capita in neighbouring Nordic countries. Defense expenditure has been modest, but consistent. 

When Finland, three years ago decided on new combat aircraft, neutral Sweden was abandoned 

as the traditional supplier. 
  
Finland chose instead F.18s from the United States. That is a subtle way of moving into the US 

camp without being member of NATO. 
The Nordic countries have similar economic profiles. Richest is Norway with the highest GNP 

per capita.. Some $28,000 per head is rather competitive. The country has no net debt, is the 

second biggest oil exporter in the world and is now accumulating a cash surplus of some $10 
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billion per year, and quickly rising. Interestingly, the service sector is smaller than that of both 

Denmark and Sweden, Denmark's being the largest and Finland's the smallest. Finland's exports 
go to Germany, Sweden and United Kingdom, in that order. Russia is nowhere to be seen, although 

the Soviet Union took such a large share of Finland's exports as late as 1989. 
  
Denmark's is the best managed economy among the Nordic countries, although it was notoriously 

the sick man of the region as late as 1980. But the Danes are agile, creative and smart. The big 

decline in the region is that of Sweden. From number one in consumer wealth in 1976, Sweden is 

now number twenty (according to World Bank statistics). 
  
If Finland was always ruled by Sweden and Russia, Norway was under Denmark and Sweden 

until 1905, when the Union with Sweden was peacefully dissolved. Norway is today a proud, 
independent member of the international community. Denmark and Sweden are, of course 

thousand year old Kingdoms, having fought numerous wars against each other, but now living 

peacefully together for more than two hundred years. (My family got its name conquering 

Denmark and getting the whole south and west coasts of our country). 
  
Finland, Norway and Denmark have all been occupied - latest during World War II. Sweden has 

never suffered an occupation. It may therefore be logical that Denmark and Norway decided to 

become members of NATO, whereas Finland had no choice but to stay neutral and sign a 

friendship pact with the Soviet Union. Sweden - having stayed outside war and hostilities for 

175 years - remained neutral by choice. During many post-war years, Sweden paid the price for 
armed neutrality and had one of the highest per capita defense expenditures in the affluent world. 

Those days are long gone. Today's defense spending is modest. The welfare expenditure has taken 

its toll. Sweden's neutrality used to be a pragmatic policy, but developed after World War II into 

a doctrine of pompous proportions. Sweden still claims neutrality. 
  
The EEC and the Nordic region has been a story of wide variations in policy. Denmark sided early 

with Britain - already in the 1960's. The sympathy was reinforced by important exports of bacon, 

butter and cheese to the UK, but was also a reflection of Denmark's cosmopolitan character. 
  
Sweden and Finland had their timing - to apply for membership in the European Union - decided 

for them by the collapse of the Soviet Union. Norway opted out in a referendum, where the date 

was picked to coincide with predictable positive results from the same exercises in Sweden and 

Finland. But to no avail. The Norwegian resistance to membership of the European Union 

triumphed - and the Prime Minister survived the ordeal.  Thus, the Nordic countries are, for the 

first time in modern history, thoroughly divided in their foreign policy. 
  
The Welfare State is gradually being dismantled in three of the four countries, not by conviction 

but by necessity. The money is no longer there. The Danes started early, the Finns followed, and 

last the Swedes. The efforts have taken their toll. Unemployment is highest in Finland, with close 
to 20%, followed by Sweden with 14 % and Denmark with around 10%. The Norwegians never 

started to cut back on welfare. They have also generous subsidies for one of the most ambitious 

regional policies in the world. A single island farm is virtually assured its own fixed link with the 

mainland. 
  
So where do the Nordic countries stand in their attitudes towards the European Union? The Danes 

- early as they were in their choice - are sceptical. They said 'no' to the Maastricht Treaty in their 

infamous referendum and almost caused the French to do the same. The Danish Government had 

the audacity (or the bad judgment) of making the Maastricht Treaty text available to the voters, 
and that automatically spells disaster. As a consequence of the vote, Denmark obtained opt-out 

clauses, not dissimilar to those of Britain.  The Swedes are grossly disappointed with the European 

Union, whereas the Finns are content. They are probably still amazed by the speed and the ease 

with which they got out from under the pressure of the former Soviet Union. 
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So where is it going? 
The European Monetary Union is a strange political act. The logic would demand that 
harmonization of fiscal, judiciary, social and de-regulation policies preceded a monetary union. 

But it is being forced the other way. The reason probably being that leading members have given 

up hope that the political will exists to do it the proper way. Germany and France are leading the 

effort in their forced alliance. France has tied her destiny to Germany’s. The French would never 

take the risk of letting the Germans loose to find their own foreign policy orientation. History has 

taught expensive lessons. Chancellor Kohl, as the only remaining political Leader to have 

experienced World War II, does not ask his own countrymen to conduct a responsible, 

independent foreign policy. It is in his interest to establish his country firmly in an institutional 

framework. Thus the alliance is firmly based. 
  
So, where is Britain in all this? Although Mrs. Thatcher did not appear to have any supporters in 

her fight against the efforts to give the EEC more powers, she certainly had sympathies from 

several who tacitly accepted that she took it upon herself to represent their doubts. But she was 

probably not interested in them or willing to listen to their concerns. It seems to me that the British 

debate on Europe is the liveliest and most profound of discussions on this subject in the Union. 

But it is also true that Britain's relations with other member states are at an all time low. 

Destructive infighting among Tories and inability to agree on any European policy across party 

lines has reduced British influence to a minimum. I think this is a tragedy. Britain is needed in the 

European Union. British democracy and spirit of freedom are indispensable. But where are the 

allies? With typical British indifference - or is it arrogance? - there are no partners. Britain is 
standing alone - unnecessarily. A high-ranking British official in Brussels told me recently that 

his country had completely marginalized itself lately through a series of clumsy initiatives, notably 

the handling of the BSE matter. 
  
Not everything is bad about the European Union. Freedom to move, to work, to study, to bank, to 

do business anywhere, is something we have not had since 1910 on our continent. Many of the 

Brussels regulations are the results of member initiatives in their eagerness to protect their own 

interests. 
  
It would be so natural to see joint action - within the Union - from Britain, Denmark, Sweden and 

Finland. It is also obvious that there are areas for co-operation between Britain and Italy, where a 

surrender to the Franco-German alliance is not always the preferred alternative. Even France has, 

from time-to-time, showed an interest in a rapprochement to Britain. 
  
As it now stands, I have been told by two Nordic Prime Ministers that they may well share this 

view, but that they see little choice.  Britain has chosen to obstruct, whereas Germany is 

helpful.  Helmut Kohl puts his aim around colleagues and tries to accommodate them. Thus, it is 

a self-fulfilling prophecy that Germany’s power increases further, while Britain’s is being 

reduced. 
  
In our time, Liberal ideas (not conservative) are victorious, but Liberal parties die slowly. 

Similarly, everything is going Britain's way: a dynamic economy, shrinking unemployment, new 

investments, a trendsetting mode, London reinforced as Europe's financial centre, and cultural 

activities and vitality second to none. 
  
It seems to me that there is no excuse to further delay a positive diplomatic offensive to find 

partners interested to shape the European Union into an open, competitive and pluralistic 

Community. 
  
The EMU could well develop into a drama. First of all, accidents could occur -political or 

economical - to throw the whole effort off balance. Tensions will be high if Italy and Spain are 

not admitted in the first round. But if they were, the criteria would have to be softened at the 

expense of the credibility of the whole project. But were it to happen, new problems would arise. 
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Flexible exchange rates are a recognized way for countries to adjust. If that road were to be closed, 

we could well witness regions in Europe which would be uncompetitive and suffer unemployment 
and deflationary conditions. As a consequence, political tensions could provoke crisis. 
  
Finland has chosen to join the Exchange Rate Mechanism as a preparation for entering the 

Monetary Union. The Swedish Government is more cautious and the Danes remain sceptical. 

Norway is totally outside the whole game. Again, in this climate of tension, concern and waiting, 

there are plenty of opportunities to seize the initiative.  Not to destroy, but to scrutinize the 

alternatives, to hammer out a Union structure that is open, dynamic and pluralistic. And where 

Britain plays a meaningful role. 
  
  
  

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

  European-Atlantic Group on 17th December 1996. 
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THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT 

By 
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From an Address at a banquet of the European-Atlantic Group in the Banqueting House, Whitehall, 

on November 2nd 1990.  Dr. Otto Von Habsburg is a Bavarian Member of the European Parliament 

in Strasburg, and was born Archduke of Habsburg. 

  

For all of us who believe in a European future the European Parliament is of great appropriateness, 
especially at this time.  Sometimes, when thinking over the situation, one will always remember what 
happened exactly a year ago.  But it is only then that we realise the incredible speed at which we 
have gone this last year.  When you look back on History, you will find that there are always certain 
hours of grace which take place.  We had some that were a blessing, and some were a curse, such 
as the hour of Yalta.' But on the other hand, we are now obviously in an hour of grace when many 
things can de decided, if only the Europeans reach the level of the challenge which is coming to meet 
them. 

In this perspective, I think we should first look a little at how this situation arose, because the situation 
was not an accident, and was not even the achievement of one single great person.  Because it would 
be a great error to believe that we owe this development to only one person.  We owe it to a number 
of circumstances, and to certain persons who were able to use these circumstances.  In fact, what we 
see now is the total collapse of the Yalta system.  That is to say, of that artificial order which existed 
only forty years, because we had the Atom Bomb.  Without the Atom Bomb it is quite certain that a 
third World War in a military sense would have started, either in the Korean War, or during the 
blockade of Berlin,, and it is only thanks to the enormous destructive capability of the Atom Bomb that 
we did not get into a shooting war, but carried out the conflict in a political sense. 

That is the end which we have reached now.  We have reached it for a number of reasons.  It all 
started in 1965, with the Intercontinental Ballistic Missile when the French thinker, Louis Armand, said 
this was a great political Revolution, because everybody could be seen and killed in every place and 
at any time.  Then, in fact, in 1965, one of the great notions under which we have lived, in the course 
of the whole history of humanity, namely, that Space had disappeared and gave no more Security, as 
it had given in the 2nd World War, to the United States, which could hit their enemies, but could not 
be hit by them. 

The second step was the explosion of the Mass Media.  The fact that news now penetrates into every 
-country, because of the tremendous technical developments, has as a consequence that the 
technique of Josef Stalin (which was one of the secrets of his political success, namely that he could 
cut off from his nation the news of the world) ensured they could only learn what their Government 
wanted to say to them. This was no longer possible. At this speed of information it changed not only 
to a much larger degree our fives in our democratic countries, but also changed fundamentally the 
basis on which totalitarian systems were built.  We do not realise to what extent this explosion of the 
Mass Media had changed even our lives. 

Few people note one simple fact, that with our well-organised National Terrorism, we have now for 
those persons who are the potential victims of terroristic aggression, each week some safe days, and 
some less safe days.  The safe days are Friday, Saturday, and Sunday.  The dangerous days are 
Monday and Thursday.  For a very simple reason, that on Friday, Saturday and Sunday, at least on 
the European Continent, these are the days of great sporting events, and since our Terrorists are now 
organising their operations according to their T.V. coverage, Sports are beating even the Bomb.  So 
people are not so greatly interested; while, on Monday and Thursday, generally, there are no great 
sporting events, and consequently the Terrorists are using these days.  If you look back at the great 
terroristic actions, you will find that this is indeed an accurate picture. 
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Then, fundamentally, there is the third fact, and I think it is the most important: that Marxism and 
modern technology cannot co-exist.  Marxism is incapable of coping with modem technology for the 
very simple reason that it is based on a 5-year, or 4-year, or six-year plan - a planned economy, with 
the speed and acceleration of our modern technology; that in this decrease of the distance between 
the invention and its' practical application there is no more possibility to keep up the Marxist 
system.  That is true, even for Russia.  There are some people - even in our European Community - 
(and I have a lot to do with them) - who feel that the Russians are incapable of coping with modern 
technology.  I challenge this opinion since, for instance, we know perfectly well that in aeronautics, at 
the beginning of our century, the Russians were the leading nation.  But the greatest technical genius 
cannot survive in the straitjacket of Marxist planned economy, and consequently we have this inner 
collapse which I had the opportunity of seeing very much in my activities in the European Parliament, 
(since in my function with the Political Committee in the last three years when we began to negotiate 
with the Comecon countries,) I spoke in my official capacity infinitely more with Communists than with 
other people.  But the reality is that those Communists I talked to with one single exception - (a 
perfect imbecile, the President of the Peoples Chamber of East Germany) did not believe any more in 
the System, and since their whole policy was exclusively with protecting their own advantages, their 
wealth, their position in the State, and they had no longer any vision for the future. 

A political party which has no vision for the future is a dead party.  And to these objective facts came 
the tremendous resistance of the Central European Nations against the Communist system.  I want to 
remind you only of the uprising in Berlin, the tremendous popular uprising in Hungary, and what 
happened in Poland and in Czechoslovakia.  But there were also certain persons who in the.  West 
helped tremendously to advance this policy of Liberation.  I want to mention here two who are rarely 
mentioned.  One is a man to whom the Central Europeans owe very much, the German Chancellor, 
Helmut Kohl, a man who was disregarded for many years, and has now shown he was one of those 
few people who were right throughout. 

And the second, is the former American President, Ronald Reagan; because of his courageous 
Policy, although he is so often forgotten.  The surprising thing is that now, as we are celebrating the 
one year Jubilee of the events which took place during the liberation -of Central Europe, we are 
always surprised to find people crowning themselves on the Liberation, (who were completely 
different only a year ago,) with tremendously brazen insolence which we note in many politicians, who 
hope always that people will forget what happened twelve months ago. 

The resistance of the nation, the objective facts, and the actions of certain leading politicians were 
decisive.  I want only to add one thought to this, and that is that some people are afraid whether some 
changes in the Soviet Union, the replacement of one leader by another, would change fundamentally 
the evolution. I don't think we need be afraid of that, because the evolution is not due to one single 
person in the Soviet Union, but has been the consequence of- objective facts which are now no 
longer to be changed.  So we can look back as Europeans on tremendous successes in our dealing 
with the main problem, namely the East-West tensions. 

But we must also clearly realise that the victory has not yet been won.  That, first of all, in the Soviet 
Union itself, we can go through an explosion which, in the political field, might remind us very much of 
the explosion of Chernobyl in the nuclear field, because it might affect us all if we are not prepared for 
this.  Then the second fact is that we are living through events in the Gulf, which are affecting us 
greatly, and may also still affect us in the future.  Under these conditions, the main task for us 
Europeans is even in this present situation to strengthen our Community, and to give it a vision for the 
Future and the tasks which are coming to us.  This strengthening of the Community is, in my opinion, 
being counteracted by two forces within the Community. 

We have first of all what I would call the Euro-fundamentalists.  That is to say, a number of people 
who think of the Community as a very happy Club, now unfortunately of only 12 persons.  They would 
have liked it less.  A Club of 12 rich nations who want to exclude everybody else and to live happily 
ever after, without including any others.  And here, let me tell you frankly, as a Member of the 
European Parliament, that I have felt terribly let down by the President of the Commission, Jacques 
Delors, is beginning to enter the Community of the European fundamentals His recent speech 
concerning the possibility of enlargement was, in my opinion, something which a European will not 
easily swallow, if he states that, henceforth, the accession Of new nations like Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia and Poland should not be directly into the Community, but through the CSCE 
Conferences, namely the Helsinki system. This is contrary to my conception of Europe.  I want to say 
frankly, because let us not forget that CSCE and Europe are two very different things. Our European 



507 
 

Community is now a democratically acknowledged body - political and economic -which is the future 
of our Continent. 

The CSCE has not a democratic foundation, it is an organisation on the level of Governments; and is 
not European.  Since we have a number of non-European Members in the CSCE, America, Canada 
and The U.S.S.R. -so that to say these nations are European is simply contrary to the principles of our 
European Community, and I only hope that Monsieur Delors, who has been very meritorious on some 
occasions, would perhaps reconsider this. 

If we look now ahead at what we have to do in this Community, there is a second point.  There are 
some politicians, here in Europe, who say to us that we should now establish special relationships 
with the Soviet Union.  I think that the notion of the Soviet Union and Europe exclude each other.  The 
Soviet Union has no part in Europe, for a very simple reason, that the Soviet Union is an Imperialistic, 
Colonialistic body.  It is something totally different from Russia.  Russia and the Soviet Union are not 
one nation.  They are two completely different nations.  Once the decolonialisation of the Soviet Union 
has taken place, and Russia has become again what it used to be, then all relations can be different 
between the -Russians and the European Community, but not as the Soviet Union.  That is what is 
often sold under the guise of the 'Home of Europe',. then we can easily be dragged into the last great 
Colonial war of humanity, and I don't think we can desire that our young people should die for colonial 
interests which are not ours. 

We must therefore judge the situation very clearly and see the differences; we must keep ourselves 
outside the decolonial process which is not our issue which is completely alien to us, and which only 
after it has run its course can then lead to a reconsideration on our part.  We must also realise that we 
need as a foundation of this European Community, the right of the self-determination of Nations.  It is 
not in our interests that Nations should be dragged into something against their will.  They should be 
given a chance to determine their own future, before acceding to the Community.  Of course, there 
are many areas where this is not possible, because there are many nations which are 
intertwined.  For them, we need a European status of nationalities which gives all of them their basic 
rights, - in culture, and language - because we as Europeans are absolutely interested in keeping the 
diversity of our cultures.  This is one of the greatest elements of our wealth, and that is why it is 
preposterous when some people seem to suggest we have some linguistic problems in Europe.  They 
say we should have one or two languages.  This would be one of the greatest errors we could make 
because, on the contrary, the wealth of our Spirit depends on the multiplicity of Nations, of Languages 
and Cultures. 

Apart from the fact that in the future when international trade will become of decisive importance, 
those who speak many languages will always have an advantage over those who speak only one 
language. because they are mentally more flexible. 

We must decide this right of self-determination and recognise one thing which I submit is very 
important.  We are now discussing in the Community the question of the conditions for accession to 
the Community.  This is a good idea.  We should establish a clear catalogue of the conditions which 
are being put down before a Nation can apply for Membership of the Community.  But, by the same 
token, we should recognise the right to join of every nation as soon as it has fulfilled the conditions 
which have been laid down for accession to Europe.  There are some forces now in the Community 
who say we should put down the conditions, but that we should always keep for ourselves the right, 
even if they have fulfilled these conditions, to enter the Community after having fulfilled these 
conditions. 

Now I consider this contrary to our Spirit of Europe.  These European nations have a right to join the 
Community as long as they are Europeans, and if they fulfill the conditions they have a right to accede 
whether it pleases certain bureaucrats in Brussels, or not.  There is another point which I would like to 
underline, and that is that we should try to create areas Europe.  That is to say, a Europe which 
corresponds to our Spirit.  We cannot want a Europe that is centralised Centralisation and Europe are 
two notions which exclude each other, because centralisation is the greatest threat to Human 
Freedom.  The further away the decision is, from those it affects, the further and greater the danger 
for Freedom.  It is also shown in the Electoral Law, for instance. 

I have now many colleagues in the European Parliament (and I know the majority of them).  I am 
always filled with envy for my British colleagues.  They at least know the Constituency which elected 
them.  My French Colleagues, who are elected on a National List, do not know who voted for 
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them.  They have absolutely no contact with their grass roots.  Consequently, as a Parliamentarian, I 
want to say that one of the most important things is that we realise that Democracy does not consist 
in just dropping a piece of paper - an anonymous letter-into a box every fourth or fifth year.  That is 
just the beginning of it.  The Elected Parliamentarian has every interest to keep in close touch with 
those who delegated him, because they very often know those important problems on the level of the 
citizen but which the Parliamentarians (especially those who are elected under proportional 
representation cannot know) because they do not have that lively contact. 

We should therefore try in every way to build up the Europe of tomorrow on a Federalist basis.  That 
is to say, on the principle that the bigger should never take over a task which a smaller entity can fulfill 
in a satisfactory manner.  This will be the great issue of 1992.  We are going to have this Inner 
Market.  This Inner Market will give us an absolutely new and tremendous dimension in World-wide 
affairs.  Our Institutions, without exception, are no longer able to cope with the tasks which are 
approaching us.  I want to give you three examples.  Our Council has a Presidency which rotates 
every six months.  If a Corporation was run as is our Council in the Community, it would be bankrupt 
in two years,  because if they changed their President every six months, it would be a 
catastrophe.  The President has a great deal of influence on the operations of the Council.  We need 
in the European Community after 1992 a permanent Presidency of three or four or five years, or at 
least something which gives the Council a certain sense of stability. 

In the second place, we also need a reform of the Commission, which is composed today on the basis 
of domestic speculation in the individual Countries.  The Commissioners are appointed according to 
the local interests of the States, which often have nothing to do with the interests. of the 
Community.  We need, therefore, a Commission which is indeed effective and united and more 
directly responsible to Parliament, so that it can then act as a genuine Executive which we absolutely 
need. 

Thirdly, we need also a deep reform of the European Parliament.  Because we have one tremendous 
weakness; that is, that we have a one-chamber system.  I have now worked for 11 years intensively in 
such a system, and it is absolutely the worst one imaginable. 1 have gained a tremendous respect for 
the British House of Lords, since I have been in the European Parliament, for the very simple reason 
that-it has one decisive advantage over the House of Commons.  It permits them from time to time to 
think over any bad decisions they have taken.  While we, in the European Parliament, in our fits of 
demagoguery, and which an elected body does not have, especially when it approaches the period of 
Elections.  If we decide something, it remains.  Nobody is going to stop us.  While, if we had a Higher 
Chamber, or Senate, or a House of Lords, then it gives us time, and after three months, 
Demagoguery is forgotten, and we have the possibility of being somewhat more rational. 

I wanted to make these three points, because I think they are indispensable to the political decisions 
we will have to take in the European Community.  Besides these inner tasks, (and I come again to the 
problems of those Europeans who are not yet Free) we should also have a certain grave 
responsibility towards these Nations, and we should do everything henceforth to help them on their 
road to freedom. 

I especially want to think here of the Baltic States, which have been excellent Europeans from the 
start.  They have therefore the right, out of simple issues of loyalty, that we stand by them at a time 
when they are still not completely Free, but when their Freedom is of course of decisive interest for all 
of us if we want to have a really operating European Community. 

Of course there are other Nations which are not yet on the same level, and other Nations which are 
advancing very fast.  Here I think we ought to do everything as good Europeans to accelerate the 
process of the entry of these Nations into the Community as fast as possible. 

On this road the Council of Europe, of course, is of importance.  It is today much more important than 
people realised even a few years ago.  And I can only say it is great thing that before the end of this 
month, (November) 

Hungary will already be a Member of the Council of Europe.  I only hope that the other Nations of 
Eastern Europe are going to follow suit.  But that depends on whether they are fulfilling the conditions, 
which are indispensable.  They should do everything which they can not to stop there, but they should 
progress. and this is going to be in the interests of everybody. 
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Now there are those - I see them in Germany quite a lot - (which, as you know, is in the midst of an 
Election campaign where all the problems of German Unification are being discussed) and where 
there are so many problems that it will cost us a great deal of money.  Of course it is going to be an 
expensive operation, whether it is the reunification of Germany or the reunification of Europe, but let 
us not forget when we are talking about money in this connection, that there is a wonderful French 
proverb which is so very true, and which says 'Plet d'argent n'est jamais mortel ' ("A Wound in the 
Wallet has never been fatal").  So we should not forget the political aspects of these expenses, quite 
apart from anything else.  I am utterly convinced that, in a relatively short period of time, we shall have 
a second European Economic Miracle, and this will come from those Central European Countries 
which have now come into freedom.   

I will give you an example from what used to be East Germany.  Of course their factories are 
bankrupt. 80% of their factories have to be razed because they cannot be used any more, but let us 
not forget after the Second World War when the Allies, in order to destroy Germany even more, 
organised the dismantling of German factories.  As a result the Germans were compelled to buy the 
most modem equipment which existed, while the Allies were sitting on old equipment which was 
useless.  This was one of the great elements of the German economic miracle, and I do believe that 
we are going to see something very similar happening in Central and Eastern Europe, so that here 
too there will be economic events which we cannot foresee at present. 

Let me make one last remark.  Let us not forget when we think of the Europe of tomorrow 
- that Europe is not only a Market.  It is not only a great potential power - Super-power indeed - , 
because in the year 2000, our European Community will be one of the three Super-Powers which are 
left, besides the United States of America and Japan.  But we are also a cultured and a spiritual 
entity.  Our countries are still marked by cultural monuments.  I have lived a lot outside of Europe, and 
I can tell you only when you return to Europe the greatest happiness it is to see finally again towns 
which are dominated by great Cathedrals, and not by big Banks or big Prisons.  That is Cultural 
Europe, of which the very stones are speaking.  We should stand with that cultural Europe which has, 
however, lost a lot of its' substance, 

Let us al so protect our own languages.  You see, I very much fear for European ones when I see the 
strange sort of Pidgin-English which is now coming to us through our Mass Media.  Ibis language, 
which threatens English ERR even more than the Continental languages, is, leading to a dangerous 
impoverishment of our minds.  Because even a Shakespeare could not have written his great works in 
that language which our Mass Media are now offering to us in their publicity.  If we want to think of the 
future of Europe ' and if we realise that language is the very foundation of culture, we must do 
everything to defend our languages against this infiltration, which is only leading to an 
impoverishment which will be very dangerous for our Continent. 

I want to make one last remark - and that is that we have so many pessimists now.  When we listen in 
the morning to the radio we hear there are the illnesses of the day, the poison of the week, and the 
catastrophe of the months, as if things must go from bad to worse.  When we look at our history of the 
last decades, we should only Thank God we are living in this period.  We have had tremendous 
successes and tremendous realisations.  It was a 1 tough time, of course, but it was a time of which 
we can now say already, it was worthwhile.  Because, when I, (who am probably one of the oldest 
present), remember my own life, when I was young, for every German, the French was the Hereditary 
Enemy, and vice versa.  Everybody knew that at some time in his life he would have to fight in a war 
between Europeans.  When today you say that to the happy young people of our times, it is 
something which does not touch their minds any longer.  It is totally out of their conception, and I think 
that it is a tremendous realisation which we have had in our times to lead to that reconciliation of our 
Old Nations and, consequently, also one other thing: We have done that in the West, and I don't see 
why we should not realise the same thing as successfully in the Eastern-part of our Continent. 

In other words, we can, I think, be optimistic as to our Future.  We can realise that we have fulfilled an 

enormous task, and this is only a challenge for the future in the clear realisation that if we are really 

working hard towards our European goals, success will certainly be ours, and it will be a blessing for 

all the generations to come on our Old Continent. 
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Osama bin Laden could never have calculated that the events of 11 September 

would unite the whole world in horror and bring together an unprecedented 

international coalition against terror. New prominence has been given to the role of 

international bodies – not least the European Union. 

Co-operation with our European partners, under the EU umbrella, is a key element in 

guaranteeing our security against terrorism. The EU allows us, uniquely, to combine 

and co-ordinate a joint response to terrorism in fields as varied as foreign affairs, law 

enforcement, terrorist financing and aviation security. In future, the EU will also 

assume a limited military role, complementary to NATO, too.  

On 11 September, all of our European partners - not just Britain – stood up to be 

counted and gave their immediate and unconditional support to the US. NATO 

invoked Article 5, its collective defence Article, for the first time in its history. And this 

unwavering support has been maintained ever since and throughout the campaign in 

Afghanistan - despite doom-mongers’ predictions to the contrary. 

Many of our European partners, alongside Britain, have offered military contributions 

and others practical back up. Britain already has troops on the ground in Afghanistan, 

with another 6,000 ready to go. France, Spain, Italy and Belgium have all made 
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substantial offers of support. And Germany is also mobilising its forces – a truly 

historic decision and the first deployment of German troops outside Europe since 

1945. 

The EU will also be contributing 320 million Euros (about £200 million) of humanitarian 

aid in and around Afghanistan. This will help both those in immediate need as a result 

of the conflict, and build a new Afghanistan once the conflict is over.  

Through its unwavering solidarity with the US since 11 September, the European 

Union is emerging through this crisis as a force to be reckoned with on the global 

diplomatic stage. It has earned the right to be taken seriously in Washington and the 

rest of the world. 

The transatlantic alliance has thus risen to the challenge and proved itself, once again, 

to be a fundamental cornerstone of international security. 

It is all too easy to take Europe’s freedom for granted. But that freedom would not exist 

today without America’s support throughout the last century. It was the US that helped 

defend European democracy in two World Wars. It was the US that, through the 

Marshall Plan, saved Europe from post-War collapse. It was the US that encouraged 

European reconciliation and integration. And it is successive US administrations that 

have given Europe unwavering support ever since. 

As President Bush said in Poland in June this year, “When Europe and America are 

divided, history tends to tragedy. When Europe and America are partners, no trouble 

or tyranny can stand against us”. We showed this lesson to be true in the darkest years 

of the 20th century. And it remains true in the 21st. The transatlantic alliance remains 

strong. 

We and our European allies are working to ensure that, in future, the EU can offer a 

greater military contribution to global security than it can at present.  

The UK, together with France, has taken the lead in developing a new EU defence 

capability under the European Security and Defence Policy – ESDP for short. This 

will allow the EU to perform crisis management operations such as peacekeeping, 

humanitarian and rescue missions in future, where NATO as a whole is not engaged. 

The headline goal is for EU Member States to be able to deploy collectively, by 

2003, up to 60,000 troops within 60 days and keep them so deployed for at least a 

year. We are making progress already. ESDP is now able to take on some 

operations, as the Laeken summit will confirm this week. 
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ESDP is not, as some critics have claimed, a threat to NATO. It is designed only for 

crisis management operations. NATO will remain the basis of our collective and 

territorial defence, and will also retain a significant crisis management role of its own 

– as it is performing today in the Balkans, for example. 

Nor will it divide Europe and the US. President Bush has welcomed ESDP, saying 

recently that it will make Europe “a stronger, more capable partner in deterring and 

managing crises affecting the security of the transatlantic community”. 

Nor is it a European army. It will, like NATO, be made up of national contingents, and 

national Governments alone will decide whether to commit forces on a case-by-case 

basis. 

A stronger European defence policy will allow Europe to pull its weight in military 

terms and make a greater concrete contribution to global security. 

It should stimulate a significant improvement in European defence capabilities, which 

is urgently needed. The EU, although one-third bigger than the US in terms of 

population, spends less than two-thirds than America on defence. Furthermore, 

European defence spending could be better targeted. That is why, in Helsinki in 

1999, EU leaders agreed a list of military capabilities required to meet the headline 

goal, where Europe currently falls short and which EU countries now plan to make 

up. 

A stronger European defence policy should also ensure that, in future, we are better 

able to remove the kind of instability – either on Europe’s borders or further afield – 

in which terrorists can hide or thrive. 

Following 11 September, the EU has acted with unprecedented speed to ensure that 

neither terrorists nor their funds can find any hiding place in Europe, and to ensure the 

safety of Europe’s airlines. 

Within 10 days of the attacks in the US, EU leaders had agreed an action plan to fight 

terror across Europe and beyond. That plan is based on closer co-operation among 

the EU’s Member States themselves and closer co-operation with the US. The EU 

candidate countries are also keen to associate themselves with these measures too. 

We have made good progress on the key measures: 

·       EU Justice and Home Affairs Ministers last week agreed a common definition 

of terrorism in each Member State’s laws, which will put an end to the days 

when terrorists could avoid justice through legal loopholes; 
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·       We are working hard to get agreement on a European Arrest Warrant, which 

will ensure that there is nowhere for terrorists to hide in Europe; 

·       And we hope also shortly to agree arrangements for  quicker freezing of 

assets and seizure of evidence, through mutual recognition by each Member 

State of each others’ court orders. This will ensure terrorists will no longer be 

able to hide the funds that bankroll their campaigns, or the evidence that will 

convict them. 

Member States have also agreed further measures to chase terrorist funds. These 

include, for example, increased information exchange between financial intelligence 

units, and a commitment to sign and ratify as a matter of urgency the UN Convention 

for the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism.  

The EU is also seeking to improve intelligence sharing between Member States, so 

that all our eyes and ears are united in tracking and pre-empting any planned terrorist 

action. We’ve also moved to strengthen EU-US security co-operation, notably through 

a new proposed intelligence-sharing agreement between Europol (the EU’s police 

intelligence body) and American law enforcement authorities. 

We’ve also moved to improve aviation security and restore the confidence of the flying 

public. In October, EU transport Ministers initiated a package of measures to improve 

airline safety. These include common rules on banned weapons, improved crew 

training, stricter luggage checks, protected cockpit access and the introduction of ‘Sky 

Marshals’. These stringent measures - many of them already in place in the UK – will 

ensure a high level of security for passengers wherever they fly in Europe. 

But the war on terror will not be won just with troops and warplanes. Nor will it be 

won just with enhanced extradition arrangements. Nor will it be won just with 

improved airline security – important though all these elements are. 

No. The war on terror will be fought and won on numerous fronts, including 

diplomatic and military, security and judicial, political and humanitarian. And, like a 

game of three-dimensional chess, the challenge is to co-ordinate all these elements 

at once. 

By allowing the EU to undertake certain operations where NATO chooses not to, 

ESDP will mark a further move away from a declaratory EU foreign policy and 

strengthen the EU’s credibility in foreign affairs. 

Enlargement will, at long last, reunite Europe after the bitter divisions of World War 

Two and the Cold War. And it will extend stability right across Europe, cementing 
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transatlantic solidarity all the way from Los Angeles to Latvia – and possibly even 

further.   

This unwavering solidarity across the Atlantic Ocean has been our chief weapon in the 

war on terror. Its strength has proved irresistible thus far. It is crucial that it is 

maintained, and Britain – a transatlantic bridge between Europe and the US – has a 

powerful role to play.  

Another lesson I would draw from the European response to terrorism is the 

importance of Britain’s constructive engagement in Europe. 

I’m neither a Eurozealot nor a Eurosceptic. Rather, I describe myself as a practical 

European. I want Europe to deliver real things for real people. And, in the war on terror, 

Europe is delivering. Abroad, it is helping deliver military support and humanitarian 

aid. At home, it is helping deliver streets safe from terrorist attack, banks clean of 

terrorists’ funds, and airlines secure from hijackers. 

The war on terror has brought home to me many of the other benefits in our day-to-

day lives of Britain’s EU membership. Things that Britain could not achieve alone. 

Many of the measures the EU has taken to crack down on terrorists, for example, will 

also help crack down on wider organised crime too - such as drug trafficking, people 

smuggling and child pornography.  

And there are many other real benefits of EU membership for ordinary Britons day-to-

day. More jobs, more inward investment and more prosperity. More competition, 

greater choice and better prices for consumers. Freedom to travel, work and live 

anywhere in the EU. Cleaner rivers, beaches and skies. I could go on. 

Eurosceptics, obsessed with myths about daft Directives and bent bananas, are 

missing that fundamental point: being in the EU brings real benefits for Britain and its 

people. We did not join the (then) European Economic Community a quarter of a 

century ago because we had to, or for wishy-washy reasons of ideology. We joined 

because we recognised, and the British people recognised, that it was in our national 

interest to do so. We made a hard-headed calculation about where our interests lay, 

and we pursued them. And we still approach Europe in this hard-headed way, just as 

all other Member States do. 

Britain is, and always has been, a European country – indeed a European power. 

And, with 60% of our trade dependent on Europe, 3 million jobs tied up with Europe, 

much of our political weight engaged in Europe, it would be a fundamental denial of 

our true national interest to turn our backs on Europe. We can never let that happen. 
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There are those who say that these gains are outweighed by our supposed loss of 

sovereignty. But to believe that is to misunderstand the modern world we live in. 

The Prime Minister made a landmark speech a few weeks ago in Birmingham, where 

he addressed the issue of sovereignty. It is worth reiterating his key points here now. 

Like the Prime Minister, I do not see sovereignty merely as the ability of a single 

country to say no. I see it as something to be deployed for our national advantage. In 

today’s globalised world, where individual Governments count for less and less, our 

strength as an independent nation derives from the strength of the alliances and 

partnerships we make with others. By sharing some sovereignty within the EU, we 

gain more, not less, independence of action; more, not less, self-government; and 

more, not less, control over our lives. 

Of course, there are key areas of sovereignty which we will continue to retain, such 

as over immigration, tax, defence and foreign policy. But, elsewhere, in today’s 

global village, power shared is power regained. 

Sharing sovereignty is nothing new. In NATO, we have pooled sovereignty on military 

matters – a key element of sovereignty – with our European and North American 

partners since the 1950s. No one argued as NATO protected us throughout the Cold 

War, that the UK’s independence was thus undermined. Quite the opposite, NATO 

guaranteed our independence. 

Since 1945, we have also pooled varying degrees of sovereignty in the UN, the 

Commonwealth, the WTO, the G8, the IMF and numerous other international 

organisations. In doing so, we were helping create a safer, more stable world for 

Britain. The EU is no different. 

Have no fear, Britain is not heading for a European superstate. Europe is nothing to 

be scared of. We are, and will remain, a proud nation, proud of our own identity and 

of our alliances with Europe and America. Just as the transatlantic alliance has 

guaranteed Europe’s freedom since 1945, Europe does not undermine Britain’s 

freedom, it guarantees it. 

Conclusion 

Britain does not have to choose between either Europe or America, as some would 

have us believe. No. The war on terror has shown how Britain can play a pivotal role 

in our key strategic alliances with both. It has also displayed the immense added value 

both of EU co-operation between the Member States and of close co-operation 

between the EU and the US. 
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There’s no question of us choosing between the EU and the US. We don’t want to, we 

don’t have to, and we aren’t going to. Britain can be a leading member of the EU and 

be proud to be a European power, while still valuing and benefiting immensely from 

our special relationship with America. The more influence we have in Europe, the 

louder our voice is in America. And the closer our relations with Washington, the louder 

our voice becomes in Europe. Our influence in Washington since 11 September has 

been greatly strengthened by our position as a strong voice in the EU. And our 

friendship with the US has been an asset for our European partners too. 

And make no mistake. A strong united Europe that can stand on its own two feet is 

what American statesmen from Dean Acheson to George Bush have also wanted. As 

Colin Powell said recently, “A strong united Europe is good, indeed essential for the 

United States, for Europe and the world”. In the current war on terror, this is now more 

true than ever.  

*** 

Mr Hain was Energy Minister at the Department of Trade and Industry Jan-June 2001 and 
Minister of State, FCO July 1999-Jan 2001. He was Parliamentary Under Secretary of State 
at the Welsh Office 1997-1999.  He was Labour Foreign Affairs Whip, 1995-1997, Shadow 
Employment Minister 1996-1997.  He was Chairman of the Tribune Newspaper Board of 
Directors 1993-1997; a Parliamentary Election Observer in Nigeria in 1993 and in South Africa 
in 1994. He sat on the Labour Co-ordinating Committee 1979-1987.  He has been a notable 
Anti-Apartheid campaigner.  He is the author of 16 books including 'Sing The Beloved 
Country: the Struggle for the New South Africa'. He is a GMB Union Member. Peter Hain was 
educated at London and Sussex Universities. 
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Prince Hassan of Jordan has been at the centre of Middle East politics and diplomacy for many 

decades in the course of which he has won exceptional respect.  He is concerned inter alia with 

humanitarian and interfaith issues and the human dimension of conflicts. This is exemplified by his 

work with Partners in Humanity and his co-chairing of the Independent Commission on International 

Humanitarian Issues.  

 

Amongst the well-nigh innumerable positions of H.R.H. Prince Hassan of Jordan, he is President and 

Patron of the Arab Thought Forum and Moderator of the World Conference on Religion and Peace.  

His Royal Highness is a founder of the recently formed Parliament of Cultures, dedicated to fostering 

dialogue amongst philosophers, thinkers and those exercising power.   

 

Prince Hassan of Jordan is the author of seven books, which have been translated into several 

languages, inclusive of A Study on Jerusalem, Search for Peace, Palestinian Self-Determination and 

in 2003, The Iraqi Question. 
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FOREIGN  POLICY 

THE  RT.  HON.  GEOFF  HOON, MP 

Secretary of State for Defence 

4 April 2000 

Introduction 

A great deal has happened in the world since the European Atlantic Group was formed. But 

the Group remains as relevant today as it was in 1954. The end of the Cold War and 

subsequent developments have dramatically altered the strategic landscape. However, the 

need to promote closer co-operation between European and Atlantic countries has not 

changed. 

The anniversary of the Kosovo air campaign has once again raised interest in European 

Defence. The statistics concerning Europe's contribution to the campaign - to a problem in 

our own backyard - are well known. We Europeans flew only a third of the total number of 

aircraft sorties during the campaign. We had to rely heavily on the Americans to give 

credibility to the diplomatic campaign. While Europe has some two million troops available 

on paper, we collectively struggled to field even the few tens of thousands required when 

KFOR deployed. That is despite the fact that the force accounted for less than 2% of the 

military resources available to us. Europe needs to make a much more effective contribution 

to operations in the future. In particular, we need to look at the areas where we collectively 

lack the force-enabling capabilities which would allow us to make the best use of our forces. 

In short, there is a growing consensus that Europe must do better. 

Tonight, therefore would like to focus particularly on the question of the European 

contribution to the NATO effort and what it implies for the future of European Defence and 

for the Alliance. 

The Headline Goal 

There can be little doubt that most future conflict management operations will be conducted 

by forces acting in coalition. It is in everyone's best interest, and in the interests of 

international peace and stability, that Europe should become more engaged in crisis 

prevention and resolution. And we must have the capability to be engaged in a real and 

effective way. We are trying now to transform this vision into reality through work underway 

in both NA TO and the European Union. 

At the European Union Summit in Helsinki last December, European Union Heads of State 

and Government committed themselves to be able, by 2003, to deploy rapidly and sustain for 

at least a year, a force of up to 60,000 troops for crisis management tasks as a contribution to 

a NA TO-led operation, or for an European Union-led operation. This 'headline goal' is a 

challenging but realistic target. Meeting it will require the modernisation of Europe's armed 

forces. It will mean making them more readily deployable, and more sustainable in areas 

where local infrastructure may be very limited. By achieving the Headline Goal we will 

tackle many of those areas where Europe has proved itself to be the weakest. 
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This headline goal must now be defined in greater detail as a basis for military planning and 

expressed as a detailed list of required forces and capabilities. We also need to consider the 

question of national contributions to the goal and to devise a system for ensuring that these 

are equitable. And we need to design a process for reviewing progress against the goal, 

collectively and nationally. 

Our general approach to European defence is to build a capability for decision making in the 

European Union, while the bulk of the capability for implementing those decisions will come 

from NATO. 

This is true for force planning also. We should make as much use as possible of existing force 

planning mechanisms -adapted and improved as necessary. This means using NATO's force 

planning process, and, for non-Allies, the Planning and Review Process. We need to be able 

to generate the kind of shared planning targets that will encourage nations to improve their 

capabilities. 

There are many good reasons why we should draw on NA TO resources. 

First, it is practical. There is no need to duplicate assets and capabilities that already exist. 

Second, we want to be sure that the defence and security policies of the European Union and 

NATO do not diverge, or conflicting 

And third, NA TO and the European Union will need to have a good understanding of each 

other's priorities and interests. 

But there are also sound political reasons for using NATO. It will send an important signal 

that we are serious about building a credible European defence capability. And sharing 

common resources will promote transparency and co-operation between the two 

organisations. 

However, the European Union will need to retain political control. In terms of force planning, 

the European Union is best placed to produce real political pressure that can lead to genuine 

capability improvements. So we envisage that the European Union will set the political 

guidance, leave NATO to crunch the numbers, and then be able to carry forward the resulting 

decisions. 

In order to give effect to our approach, we also need to take forward work within the 

Alliance. The Washington Summit agreed arrangements through which NA TO assets and 

capabilities, including planning assets, could be made available for operations under 

European control and direction. 

We must now implement and build on these decisions. They will play a key role in 

developing effective links between the European Union and NATO. 

We must also take full advantage of NATO's Defence' Capabilities Initiative which can play 

a particular role in improving European Allies' capabilities. The UK is a strong supporter of 

the DCI; its underlying analysis is much the same as that of our own Strategic Defence 

Review. The objectives of the headline goal and the DCI must be fully complementary and 

mutually reinforcing. 
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The sort of capabilities that Europe will require for Petersberg missions - ranging from 

humanitarian and rescue tasks to peace enforcement - are just those capabilities that NATO 

will require. 

There is no difference between what Europe and NATO are trying to achieve WEU/Non-EU 

allies 

We must also build on the useful work carried out by the Western European Union. This 

includes work on crisis management procedures, the development of relationships with the 

European Union and with NATO and the identification of shortfalls in European capabilities. 

The Western European Union has also provided a wide forum for debate, ensuring that 

European security is inclusive in nature. 

The six non-EU European members of NATO will play a key role in future arrangements. 

We would welcome and expect to use their contribution to any future European Union-led 

operation. They have impressive track records of committing military forces to crisis 

management operations run by the UN and NATO. And, of course, should they choose to 

participate in an European Union-led operation, they will do so on an equal basis with those 

European Union Member States. 

The Helsinki Declaration is clear on this point, and also made a general commitment to 

working closely with the non-European Union Allies. We want the non-European Union 

Allies to be involved in discussions and consultations before the launch of any European 

Union-led crisis management operation, and also to be able to make a direct input into the 

preparation and planning of such an operation. 

Way forward 

All this demonstrates the central feature of our approach to the future of European defence. 

What we are doing is tying future European crisis management closely to the framework of 

the Alliance. For realistic large scale military operations, NATO is, and will remain, the only 

show in town. It will be the sole organisation for collective defence in Europe. It will be the 

organisation that we expect to turn to for significant crisis management operations. And, if 

the European Union leads where the Alliance as a whole is not engaged, it will be NATO that 

the European Union will turn to in most circumstances for support from the Alliance's 

unparalleled assets and capabilities. It is simply not sensible, practical, or affordable to 

duplicate NATO structures, assets or capabilities in some sort of European "Mini NATO". 

We are therefore determined to ensure maximum transparency and co-operation between 

NATO and the European Union. 

Any European intervention on a significant scale will require the active support of the whole 

Alliance. It is inconceivable, especially given the level of mutual consultation and 

transparency that this approach will require, that the interests of the European Union and the 

Alliance will diverge. Furthermore, it is unrealistic to believe that an European Union-led 

operation could draw on NA TO assets and capabilities without the support of all the 

members of the Alliance 

Conclusion 

So our vision is clear. Europe must prepare to do more -to pull its weight. And it must 

develop capabilities in ways that support action in NA TO as well as under European Union 



563 
 

leadership. The anniversary of action in Kosovo is a timely reminder of the need to make real 

progress. There is an expectation on both sides of the Atlantic that we will make real 

progress. The UK Government is committed to success. We cannot afford to fail.   
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THE BARONESS HOOPER 

‘BRITISH AND EUROPEAN EDUCATION’ 

22nd July 2003 

  

Education in Britain and Europe is a topic which goes very wide indeed.  In considering 
how to tackle it, I have decided to follow through some of my own ideas about the 
ways in which our Membership of the European Community might influence the 
education system in the UK, and about how we and the other Member States of the 
Community can work together to share our experience in education in a mutually 
enriching way. 

The Treaty setting up the European Economic Community does not refer significantly 
to education.  But important elements of the Treaty text are concerned with the closely 
related area of vocational training.  Borderline education and training are notoriously 
hard to define.  Vocational training is a narrower—or perhaps more specific—concept; 
but training has to build on the foundations of a young person’s education from its 
earliest stages.  Our people will not be economically effective if they do not have a 
broad understanding of the working of the society in which they live.  On 1 January, 
1973, the horizons of that society were extended to include the other countries of the 
European Community. 

Within the institutions of the EC itself, there is a strong drive to build up a sense 
of “European –ness”. This is not easy-as we are all accustomed~-and reasonably so-
to think first in terms of our own nationhood.  The Adonnino Report of 1985 on “The 
People’s Europe” resulted from the realisation that the development of “The Common 
Market” was becoming so technical a matter that the man on the European street had 
little sense of involvement in it.  “European–ness” can only grow slowly; there is an 
increasing realisation that the key lies with our young people. 

Despite no reference in the Treaty, both the European Parliament and the 
Governments of the Member States have clearly recognised the vital role which 
education has to play.  In 1975 the Community’s Economic and S~ Committee 
reminded us that “education is central to the full and healthy development of the 
Community”.  In February 1976, the Ministers of Education of the Community passed 
a very important Resolution which laid the foundations for a programme of cooperation 
in education; and set up an Education Committee of National and Commission 
Officials to advise them on the development of such co-operation. 

There is much for all of us to gain from this and a common interest in improving 
national education systems-the more elective the education of every individual, the 
more successfully can we hope to build the future: whether in our families, our local 
community, our nation, or in the European Community.  And a strong Community can 
contribute much to stability in the world as a whole. 

Here are some examples of the cooperation within the Community which is developing 
in the Education field.  The recent reports of an important agreement reached by 
European Education Ministers on 14th May, 1987, on what is called the ERASMUS 
programme.  This is a scheme to set up, with Community funding, support for a 
network of courses between Higher Education Institutions in the Member States to 
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promote the exchange of students.  The aim is that an increasing number of students 
should have the opportunity to undertake a period of study in another Member State 
as an integral part of their higher education course.  Students will receive grants 
towards the extra cost of study abroad.  We hope that this will lead also to the 
development of a European credit transfer system: increasing acceptance by higher 
education institutions of the validity of a period of study in another country as 
contributing towards their own qualifications -could make an important contribution to 
mobility of qualified manpower. 

Of particular importance in developing European awareness is a skill in a foreign 
language.  An official-level working group has been considering how to promote 
effective foreign language teaching and learning.  Based on the work of this group, the 
Commission intends before the end of this year to publish a proposal for cooperative 
action in this field.  The Government is actively encouraging new developments in the 
learning of foreign languages in this country.  The White Paper “Better 
Schools” published in March, 1985, set out the Government’s stance on the place of 
foreign languages in the school curriculum in the context of Britain’s Membership of 
the European Community. 

European Education Ministers have also identified a common interest in tackling the 
problem of illiteracy.  A working group has been exploring ways in which the varied 
experience of Member States can be shared in order to reduce the inhibiting effect of 
illiteracy on individuals and on their contribution to economic and social well-being.  A 
related subject is low achievement at school, with which the present Government has 
been much concerned for some years: here the discussion within the Community is 
just beginning.   I believe we shall have a good deal to contribute. 

As a final instance, I should mention that over the past year, the Member States have 
been looking at ways in which young people can be specifically educated to be more 
aware of the Community dimension in their lives.  Elements which can contribute to 
this include: a Schools’ competition organised each year under the Commission’s 
auspices on a European cultural theme, calling for the production of artwork or an 
essay.  Prizes are awarded at both national and European level.  The Commission 
also designates 1 week each year when schools are invited to concentrate their 
teaching on the European Community.  In June a Conference was held in the 
Netherlands to explore other ways in which an awareness of the European dimension 
could be developed during the period of compulsory education. 

These are just examples.  There is already activity at Community level in a number of 
other fields and further fields will certainly continue to be identified.  I am looking 
forward to participation as, a Member of the Government in future stages of this 
work.  In the mouths ahead the European Education Committee will be reviewing the 
medium-term objectives of the education cooperation programme; it will be 
considering what contribution sharing of experience within the Community can offer to 
the development of national Policies for the training—especially perhaps in- service 
training of teachers; it will be giving its attention to the progression from general 
education to education and training which are vocation-specific. 

All of these concerns will contribute to the fundamental goal set out in the first words 
of the EEC treaty: that is, “to lay. The foundations of an ever closer Union among the 
peoples of Europe”.  It is a long term goal; it may often seem to those most closely 
committed to it that progress is frustratingly slow.  I do not think we should be 
discouraged.  Long-standing national traditions, very different social and 



567 
 

administrative structures, differing modes of thought, all mean the process can only 
be a slow one.  But the gradual increase of insight into the ways of other European 
nations is a stimulating and rewarding experience.  Our young people will have work 
to do in carrying it forward over more than one generation to come.  Cooperation 
among the Member States of the Community in the field of education is a vital process 
in the achievement of the Treaty’s purpose. 
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THE  FUTURE  OF   NATO:  2000 and Beyond 

By 

Ambassador Robert E. Hunter 

U.S. Permanent Representative on the North Atlantic Council 

  

  

It's a particular pleasure to be here talking about NATO, an institution that a few years ago some 

people believed had breathed its last.  As Mark Twain once said about his own obituary, reports of 

the death of NATO were "greatly exaggerated."  In fact, today, we stand at a moment when we are 

confident, at NATO and among the 16 Allies, that the institution has a future serving all of us.  We 

believe we have found the method and the means and the willpower to carry into the future the 

commitment to security that sustained us so well in the last 47 years. 

  

We at NATO now denominate time in terms of references that might go back to D-Day some 52 

years ago.  Today is D-plus-149:  the 149th day since NATO took command in Bosnia, through 

the Implementation Force, which is all 16 Allies.  Before I get corrected, this does include Iceland, 
which has no military forces, but which sent a doctor and two nurses to underscore the fact that 

this is something we are doing all together for a common purpose.  IFOR includes 14 members of 

the Partnership for Peace, and, something I will come back to, which may seem most remarkable, 

it includes 1500 soldiers from the Russian Federation, operating within IFOR, side by side with 

American forces and Polish forces and forces of the Nordic Battalion, in that part of Bosnia, just 

like any other forces who are working in this NATO operation.  This is a truly stunning 

development, which 10 years ago could not have even been dreamed about, much less planned for. 

  

We undertook at NATO to do a job:  that we would, under the Dayton Accords, implement and 
enforce the military portions of that accord.  We undertook to do this for a year.  The mission will 

carry forward until December 20th.  We have this week taken certain basic decisions in regard to 

the force levels that will be there.  At the moment, we have 52,600 troops in-country.  We'll 

maintain a robust force through the elections in Bosnia, which should take place sometime in early 

September and which are fundamental to helping Bosnia develop the possibility of having a life in 

the future as a single, unified country.  We will maintain, all the way through the expiry of the 

mission on December 20, a robust force able to fulfil its responsibilities. 

  

We have been very fortunate, I believe, that FOR, the Implementation Force, has been immensely 

successful in what it has sought to do.  In part, it is because we have done it on a unified basis.  If 
we think back even 12 months to realise how divided NATO was at that time over Bosnia -- and 

yes, let's face it, how divided our two countries were at that time -- it is a truly stunning achievement 

that today we are doing this all together.  There have been some casualties.  This week, you lost 

another soldier, and we grieve with you.  But precious few people have been lost, in part because 

we are doing this under NATO command, by NATO rules of engagement, with no "two key" 

system.  It is being done by the book and with all corners squared. 
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All the parties have got the message that NATO is there for this period of time, and we hope they 
will also get another message:  that we will not be there forever.  We have given the parties a 

precious period of time to make a fundamental decision about whether they wish to move 

backwards to where they were before the cease-fire on November 16th, or whether they would 

rather try to move forward and see whether their country can enter, along with others in the region, 

into the amazing time of promise that we indeed now see developing in Central and Eastern Europe 

and beyond.  We will help give them that chance.  At the same time, perhaps the most important 

things that are being done, even more than what NATO is doing, fall not to our lot but to that of 

the civilian workers, the people who are being clustered together by Carl Bildt, who is the High 

Representative attempting to implement the civilian aspects of Dayton.  He has an extremely 

difficult task.  But it is in our interest at NATO to help Carl Bildt succeed, and thus the 

Implementation Force is being of considerable assistance in enabling him to do his job, as well. 

  

Now, many people ask why it took NATO so long to take effective action in Bosnia.  I think the 

more important question is how we got here at all.  Let us think about it.  When the Cold War came 

to an end, when the confrontation disappeared -- and, in fact, even the Soviet Union disappeared -

- the idea that 16 countries, which had gathered together for that single purpose, would remain 

together was unprecedented.  The fact that we are together after the end of the original purpose I 

do not believe has ever happened before with an Alliance in human history. 

  

I live 15 miles from a place called Waterloo.  On Monday morning, the 19th of June, 1815, the 
Duke of Wellington met General Blucher at a cross-roads named La Belle Alliance. Blucher 

thought that would be a great name for the battle.  Wellington had, let's say, a good eye on history, 

and decided to name the battle after his headquarters, but they had a glass of champagne and they 

went their separate ways, because that's what allies traditionally do when they have a victory. 

  

What happened at NATO the notional day after the end of the Cold War was quite 

different.  Everybody came to work as usual, because the impulse, the desire, and the value of 

keeping this Alliance together was stronger, at least at that point, than all of those traditional 

attitudes that would have driven it apart.  

  

We did find it difficult to deal with the most important crisis on the Continent, the worst fighting 

in Europe since the end of the Second World War.  But to think of 16 countries coming together 

to deal with that would require a great leap of imagination.  To borrow a phrase from history, for 

most of the countries of NATO, Bosnia was, indeed, "a far-away country...of which we know 

nothing."  Yet this time we came to the conclusion that we had to take Mr. Chamberlain's phrase 

and turn it on its head and do something about it.  We did so for a variety of reasons.  First, was 

the moral dimension.  What was happening in Bosnia was not at a great distance.  It was actually 

within the European family, as it were, or, more broadly, the trans-Atlantic family.  At the same 

time, however, we had managed, collectively, to deal with the Realpolitik of Bosnia -- to contain 
the conflict.  By about two years ago, it had become clear, with the participation of every major 

country in Europe, including Russia and America, that the chances that the war in Bosnia would 

spread beyond the confines of the former Yugoslavia were remote indeed.  
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Yet we discovered another reason to take this conflict seriously -- that it would not be possible for 

other thriving institutions, such as the European Union and NATO, to achieve their central 
purposes if they were not able to meet the task of Bosnia.  For the average person on the street, 

NATO is about security; there was a war going on in Europe; the war did not stop; NATO, 

therefore, must have failed.  Thus, I would argue that the most important reason why the NATO 

Allies at 16 finally buried very deep differences, why we finally were able to overcome the great 

distance and the relative lack of strategic interest in Bosnia, was because we understood that we 

had to act in Bosnia, not only for moral reasons but in order for us to have our institutions 

prosper.  In effect, we had turned the corner and discovered that there was a purpose for preserving 

NATO in the future. 

  

In fact, there are four grand purposes that, at 16, we are now fully devoted to achieving. 

  

Number one:  to keep America here in Europe.  We have come here in strength three times in this 

century, not just because there is the very special relationship across the Atlantic, but because it's 

been in our fundamental interest.  In fact, if one reflects upon it, if you look at the entire corpus of 

American history, except for our own Civil War 135 years ago, the American people have devoted 

more blood and more treasure to keeping Europe free and independent than anything else we've 

done in our history.  There is no reason to believe that we will not continue to maintain that 

fundamental interest into the distant future.  The place where we Americans do security in Europe 

is at NATO.  Yes, we belong to other institutions, but it is a strong and vibrant NATO that has the 

support of the American people, now and into the future.  I know that is true of my President.  I 
think it is also true of the opposition party.  A little over a year ago, I had a visit from a very 

prominent member of that party, who came to NATO because he was deeply concerned about "lift 

and strike," about Bosnia.  He had a very difficult day at NATO because he did not find a lot of 

sympathy among our European Allies for his position.  But when he left, before he spoke about his 

disagreements, he spoke about his personal and his party's fundamental commitment as Americans 

to the future of European security and the future of NATO.  This man used to be a United States 

Senator, or he may still be, he's about to resign.  He's Bob Dole, and he's running for 

President.  NATO is in safe hands.  You will appreciate my saying that Mr. Dole, of course, will 

be, as a private citizen next year, observing this while President Clinton continues the 

commitment!  But even if it doesn't transpire that way, NATO will still be in safe hands. 

  

Purpose number two of NATO:  to preserve what has been done the last 50 years.  This is not just 

to prevent the "renationalization" of defense -- that is, to keep all 16 countries thinking about 

NATO when they think about European security: a very profound purpose.  It is also to help 

preserve, if it were to need preserving, the set of attitudes that has been developed over the last 50 

years.  This, again, is without precedent.  Think about it.  The 15 countries which belong to the 

European Union, plus some others, have done nothing less in the last five decades than abolish war 

as an instrument of relations with one another.  The idea of a war between, let's say, France and 

Germany today is absurd.  Yes, we all want to keep those institutions that will guarantee in the 

future that it remains absurd.  

  

I recall being in Berlin the day when the first free elections were held in East Berlin in 1990, when 

the East German allies of West German Chancellor Kohl won an absolute majority.  At that 

moment, in effect Germany politically became unified.  I went to a speech the next morning by 

Chancellor Kohl, and that was the first time that a leader of West Germany could say anything he 
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wanted to say.  What did he say?  He quoted Thomas Mann.  He said, "We don't need a German 

Europe; we need a European Germany.  Let us get on with strengthening NATO and the European 
Union."  Well, we're equal to that challenge.  All of these countries have done nothing less than 

created what I call the European Civil Space a fundamental set of attitudes and ideas that draws 

inspiration from Immanual Kant down through the years.  For NATO to play a role in that is 

critical.  

  

But we know we can't stop there.  As purpose number three, we recognise at NATO that we also 

have to take major responsibility for moving security eastward into Central Europe.  It is not 

enough to say to those countries and those people, who were for so long behind the Iron Curtain, 

under Soviet domination, living in communist countries, "You are now free.  Have a nice 

day."  We also know that it is not enough for them simply to hold a single election in order to be 
democratic.  It is not enough to reach for the principles of a market economy in order to be 

prosperous, and it is not enough simply to be out from under the domination of the Soviet Union 

in order to be secure.  In order for us to validate our principles and our interests for the future, we 

in the West -- and that means principally and predominantly at NATO -- have a responsibility for 

security in Central Europe, as well. 

  

There is also a fourth purpose.  It is to recognise that one country, above all others -- will have a 

future which will determine for good or ill whether the fruits of the end of the Cold War will extend 

into the indefinite future or whether we will see some new confrontation or even worse - and that's 

Russia.  We have a fundamental stake in Russia's success as a democracy, as a market economy, 
and in playing a full and legitimate role in the compass of European security.  NATO has a role to 

play here, as well. 

  

These are the four grand purposes.  I think the 16 Allies came to the understanding that they were 

worth preserving an Alliance for, and worth becoming engaged in Bosnia, so that we would be 

able to preserve this Alliance and carry it into the future. 

  

We are engaged in an extraordinary number of efforts.  One of them, around which I'll cluster a 

few ideas, has to do with bringing new countries into the West and into NATO itself:  the 
enlargement of NATO.  These ideas and purposes derive from the Summit of January, 1994, and 

we are working assiduously now to carry them through to completion, in order to have countries 

come into NATO, and to have this strengthen rather than weaken the Alliance.  There is no point 

in having a NATO Alliance that becomes weaker.  The Foreign Minister of one country that is 

interested in joining, for example, said to me something that reminded me of Groucho Marx.  The 

minister said, "I wouldn't want to join an Alliance that becomes weaker because I joined it."  But 

he want on to say, "I'm going to do what I have to do to make sure that, when I join NATO, I will 

help strengthen the Alliance, not weaken it." 

  

We have, I think, five basic concerns to answer.  In the first place, if we take in new members it's 
not something Ambassadors do, it's not something Prime Ministers and Presidents do.  It's 

something Parliaments and peoples do.  You have your procedures here in the United 

Kingdom.  We have perhaps the most onerous; in order to take a new country into NATO, it 

requires a two-thirds vote of the United States Senate.  It's a treaty for us, requiring that kind of 
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commitment.  We are bound and determined that when we choose a country to join NATO, we're 

going to get it through the U.S. Senate as a fundamental commitment of the United States, as it 

will be of other Allies. 

  

Number two:  joining NATO is not a free lunch.  Countries which want to join have to be producers 

as well as consumers of security.  They have to commit themselves to our security just as much as 

we commit ourselves to theirs.  It's a "Three Musketeers'" Alliance:  one for all and all for one, and 

we're not going to take anyone in -- and frankly, we wouldn't be able to convince the Parliaments 

of the Alliance to take someone in -- unless they were prepared to do that. 

  

Number three:  some countries will be asked to join NATO, but many will not.  And some who 

will come in later may not come in on the first day.  Let me be clear:  we will take in countries as 
individuals; we will do it progressively; and we will not set an outer limit.  But no matter how 

many we take in at first, some will not make it, and we are bound and determined that, in that act, 

we will not push anyone away, we will not see grey areas or buffer states, and we will certainly 

not consign anyone to some other country's sphere of influence. 

  

Number four:  we want to enlarge NATO without redividing the Continent.  We don't need it.  It's 

not necessary.  It would be counterproductive.  And we are not engaging in this process of 

increasing security for some in order to see security for others diminished. 

  

Finally is the hardest test of all, perhaps, and one we may not be able to pass, but we're going to 
try.  We want to enlarge NATO without undercutting democrats anywhere, including democrats in 

Russia.  We know at NATO that what we are doing poses a threat to no one.  We also have an 

obligation to do what we can to convince the Russian people and the Russian government that what 

NATO is doing is also not posing a threat to it, and that, in fact, to the extent we are able to provide 

security, stability, confidence and predictability in Central Europe, this can also be in the Russian 

interest, as well. 

  

In order to fulfil the four purposes and to answer these five concerns, we have engaged in four 

great activities. 

  

The first is enlargement itself.  We are doing this on a very deliberate basis.  The decision to 

enlarge has been taken.  It's going to happen.  But we are going about it in a systematic way so 

that, when it does happen, it will increase security and new members will get the blessing of the 

16 Parliaments.  Last year we did a study on the "how" and the "why" of enlargement.  It was not 

an academic study at all.  It was designed first to tell countries which want to be NATO Allies what 

they must do:  "These are your rights, but here are your responsibilities, as well."  The study was 

also designed to tell us what we have to do to make sure that a larger Alliance is just as strong as 

it is now. 
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This year we are engaged in direct dialogues, deepening the relationship with some 14 countries 

that have said they're interested in going further, even though not all may want to join NATO.  Then 
we will move toward taking, when we are ready, those decisions about the "who" and the "when" 

-- which countries will be invited to join. 

  

Second, perhaps the most important thing NATO is doing, although it is not well appreciated, is 

called Partnership for Peace.  Twenty-seven countries have now signed the fundamental 

Framework Document, which commits them to certain principles of security and democracy to 

which all of our countries also subscribe.  But some countries are more actively engaged than 

others.  This is an opportunity, in fact, for countries to be extraordinarily well engaged with 

NATO.  Countries that have signed the Framework Agreement and want to be closely involved 

with the Partnership -- PFP, as we call it -- have representatives in our building at Brussels.  They 
have officers in a Partnership Co-ordination Cell at Mons, next door to Supreme Headquarters 

Allied Powers Europe.  They train with NATO.  They exercise with NATO.  They adopt our 

common standards.  They adopt our budget methods.  They learn the proper place of military 

forces in civil society.  They make their forces interoperable with NATO.  And, yes, they go to 

Bosnia with us.  Some 14 of them are with NATO in Bosnia today. 

  

We've undertaken PFP for two broad purposes.  We want to help countries get ready to be Allies, 

so that when we invite a particular country to join NATO and we come to this body -- and to the 

United States Senate -- and the tough questions are asked, then the right answers will come forth 

because these countries are taking the Partnership incredibly seriously.  In addition, PFP is 
designed for countries which do not join NATO on the first day.  The Partnership for Peace is a 

permanent association with us that enables them to have a strong measure of security.  They get, 

in fact, the right of consultation similar to that under Article IV of the North Atlantic Treaty.  But 

we are bound and determined to make the difference between being a Partner, if a country is serious 

about it, and being an Ally as small as possible.  In fact, what the Partner will not get is a seat at 

the table, full membership in Allied Command Europe, and a nuclear guarantee.  But everything 

else is on offer and, frankly, that is most of the stuff of security today. 

  

Third, we are trying to develop a direct relationship with Russia.  It belongs to the Partnership for 
Peace.  We have a very special consultation relationship with the Russians.  We have proposed a 

Framework Agreement which could lead toward a permanent relationship.  And there is something 

else that may speak more loudly even than what we hear in the Russian election campaign:  1,500 

Russian soldiers are in Bosnia.  U.S. Secretary of Defense Bill Perry worked with the Russian 

Minister of Defense, Marshall Grachev, to the moment when, last November 8th, they signed an 

agreement on Russian FOR participation in my Mission in Brussels.  We haven't engaged the 

Russians in FOR primarily for Bosnia, nor have the Russians come to Bosnia primarily because of 

an interest in the Former Yugoslavia.  This engagement does at least three things:  it shows the 

Russian military that there is something other than Chechnya; it shows that there is a real place in 

European security for Russia if it will play by the rules, if it will play a positive role; and it also 

shows Russians that President Yeltsin has been right to bet on a relationship with the West. 

  

We are engaging in everything we're doing openly and transparently with regard to the Russians, 

but let me be clear:  NATO takes NATO's decisions, and that includes NATO's decisions on 

enlargement. 
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Fourth, we are renovating the Alliance itself.  You may have noticed that I've been using the phrase 
"at 16."  Virtually everything we are now doing at NATO on a day-to-day basis re-engages our 

good friends the French.  They've rejoined the Military Committee.  They are full participants 

down in Bosnia.  They are working with us on the adaptation of the Alliance, much of which you 

will hear about in about three weeks' time at our Berlin ministerial meeting.  Yesterday, we took a 

very important step at the NATO Council:  We completed work on the concept for something 

called a Combined Joint Task Force Headquarters - a CJTF-HQ.  By this device we have created 

the framework for command systems that are lighter, more flexible, more responsive, better able 

to enable the 16 Allies to go places and do things than we ever did in the past, drawing on the 

experience of FOR and enlivening that experience, as well.  The CJTF concept will also permit 

something else.  If the 10 countries of the Western European Union decided they wanted to do 
something operational militarily, the CJTF would also enable them to utilise assets that come from 

NATO.  Let me underscore that:  if the 10 nations of the WEU want to undertake something that 

is purely European but find that they lack certain of the equipment that are required to do it -- large 

aircraft, intelligence, communications -- they will be able, with a CJTF, to use the facilities, the 

assets, of NATO.  These are primarily American assets.  We are prepared, as a nation, to support 

what WEU does.  Yesterday, NATO decided on the basic mechanism to let this happen.  This was 

an historic event, decided at 16. 

  

Mr. Chairman, I have sketched out a broad menu.  It will require a lot of effort.  But we believe 

that it is not only enabling us to step up to the requirements of the most serious fighting in Europe 
since 1945, but also that it has given us a picture and a perspective, if we will do it together, to 

build lasting security in Europe, broadly into the East, that can persevere and last for the indefinite 

future. 

  

There is one particular problem.  In order to achieve this grand design, we must have the support 

of 16 Parliaments and 16 peoples.  Unless we can have that underpinning, similar to that which we 

had in the last 50 years, we will not succeed.  I'm confident we will have it.  I'm confident that this 

generation will meet the requirements just as the last generation did in giving us the opportunity to 

make these decisions.  This is, indeed, a truly historic time, as we look at European security.  A 
generation from now, in 20 or 30 years, people will look back at what we are doing today, and they 

will judge us:  "You did well, or you did badly," because this is the time when the decisions are 

made and when the hard work has to be done.  I'm confident history will be kind to us because we 

will do what we have to do. 

  

  

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

on May 16th, 1996. 
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THE  RT.  HON.  LORD  IRVINE  OF  LAIRG 

The Lord Chancellor 

Constitutional Change:  The Regeneration of Democracy 

8 November 1999 

Lord Judd, My Lords, Ladies and Gentlemen, I am delighted to be 

here tonight with so distinguished an audience to speak about the 

reform of the constitution in the UK and the regeneration of 

democracy. 

Democracy is like any other mutual relationship - what you've got to 

do is to work at it. The success of any relationship turns on the spirit 

in which it is conducted, and not on the performance of its minimum 

obligations. And the relationship between Government and the 

people also turns on obligations. For its part, the Government is 

determined to increase the rights of people in their relation to the 

State itself. 

Of course - and I know I do not need to say this to this organisation - 

our democracy does not exist in isolation. Many of the issues facing 

us in the United Kingdom are problems shared with our European 

partners, with America and with our Commonwealth partners. Some 

of our most valuable constitutional projects, such as Freedom of 

Information, have been improved by insights drawn from our 

international experience. We are not complacent either about the 

strength of our democracy or about our democratic institutions. This 

year, I was able to travel to Rome, Munich and Leiden to speak 

about constitutional reform and learn about developments there. Last 

year, I visited Washington to explore the comparative ways that 

courts in our two nations uphold constitutional values. My 

involvement with the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association has 

involved me in the work being taken forward under the Harare 

Declaration: a pledge made by Heads of Government, in 1991, to 

work with renewed vigour to protect and promote the values of 

democracy; honest Government; the rule of law; and the 

independence of the judiciary throughout the Commonwealth. 

So, there is much to be gained from understanding the international 

context in which our democracy is placed. Groups like the 

European-Atlantic Group bring together many with an international 

perspective and insight. 

But, although the impetus for our project of constitutional and 

democratic renewal is a set of problems universal in character, the 
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solutions being adopted in the United Kingdom are, necessarily, 

tailored to the particular needs of the British constitution. 

And I think that everyone knows that the Government is committed 

to an unprecedented programme of major constitutional change. Our 

objective is to put in place an integrated programme of measures to 

decentralise power, renew democracy and enhance the rights of the 

individual within a more open society. And our radical programme I 

see as a powerful weapon in our battle against popular 

disillusionment with political and public life. We must make 

Government and politics more accessible, and more responsive to 

the aspirations of people. Unless we modernise in this way, we will 

never secure the levels of commitment, interest and trust among our 

citizens needed to develop and maintain real practising democracy in 

this country 

What we are actively setting out to do is to make Government more 

accountable - to give the people greater rights and a real voice in 

shaping their future. But, at the same time, a state which enhances 

the rights and powers of its citizens is especially entitled to ask them 

to participate fully in the life of the nation, so that the system is a 

democracy in practice as well as principle. People must be ready to 

fulfil their obligations to each other, both directly and through the 

mediation of the state's institutions. 

Now let me be more particular. I see four strands to this project. 

First, the promotion of greater understanding of the rights and 

responsibilities that underpin a civilised, democratic society. Second, 

education and training in the skills and knowledge needed by active 

citizens who are both willing and able to participate in their 

community and in wider social and political debate. Third, genuine 

opportunities for citizens to gain experience using the skills they 

need to be real, practising democrats. And last, the modernisation of 

our political system so that power is returned to the people. It is that 

fourth limb that I want to discuss in greater detail with you this 

evening. - 

This Government's commitment to constitutional reform and 

modernisation is self-evident. There have already been eleven Acts 

on a constitutional theme, with more Bills currently before 

Parliament and more to come next session. One of the reasons why 

progress has been so dramatic in these last two and a half years is 

that we had already carefully identified, and set out in our 

Manifesto, the range of problems that needed to be addressed, for 

the democratic health of the country. These problems included: 

a government that was over centralised, inefficient and bureaucratic; 

local government in need of reform; 

something approaching a national crisis of confidence in our 

political system; 

excessive secrecy that both encouraged and reflected the arrogance 

of power and a lack of accountability; 

a want of principled protection for human rights; 
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Parliament itself at risk of falling into disrepute, with the House of 

Commons in need of modernisation and the House of Lords - dare I 

say it - carrying an inbuilt Conservative majority from the hereditary 

peerage, something that was unsustainable at the end of the 

twentieth century; and 

a country that was in danger of being sidelined in Europe, for a 

perceived lack of decisive leadership. 

Now, our solutions are based on the incremental development of a 

mature democracy, where government is brought closer to the 

people. And where individuals can readily gain access to their basic 

rights. If I had in a word or two to describe the process, it is: 

pragmatism based on principle. 

Devolution is an excellent example of how we tailored our response 

to the specific nature of the problems we faced. Many countries have 

experienced a growing desire for greater local autonomy. Sometimes 

this has led to civil war and anarchy, not greater democracy. But this 

is not the inevitable consequence of pressure for greater local self-

determination. Strong democracies, such as Britain is, must respond 

to this pressure by modernising and reforming their political 

processes 

Our approach to decentralisation and devolution in the United 

Kingdom is different for each part of the United Kingdom. We are 

not promoting a federal style devolution of powers. Our differential 

approach to the arrangements for each country within the United 

Kingdom reflects the different histories and contemporary 

circumstances of England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. 

The devolved administrations of Scotland and Wales took power on 

the 1st of July this year. In Scotland, we established a Parliament 

and an Executive which can pursue a distinctive legislative and 

administrative agenda over an extensive range, including the legal 

system, economic development, industrial assistance, education, 

training, transport, the police and the penal system. By contract, the 

National Assembly for Wales is a single corporate body which has 

no power to enact primary legislation. Instead, it now exercises the 

executive powers previously exercised by the Secretary of State for 

Wales, and so provides a more transparent framework for the 

government of Wales. 

In Northern Ireland, the special relationship with the Irish Republic 

and the divided nature of the community dictated a different 

settlement again. The Belfast Agreement envisages a range of new 

institutions not just to govern Northern Ireland itself, but also to 

promote and enhance co-operation within the island of Ireland. It 

also provides for the establishment of a British-Irish Council, which 

will bring together not just the two sovereign Governments but also 

the devolved institutions in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales, as 

well as the Channel Islands and the Isle of Man, to discuss and co-

operate on matters of mutual interest. Although the Northern Ireland 

Assembly was elected some time ago, sadly - as we all know -we 
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have not yet reached a point at which devolution can take effect and 

the various other bodies for which the Belfast Agreement provides 

can be established. I hope we shall. But Senator Mitchell deserves 

tributes from us all. 

Next, England: we have begun to remedy the neglect of the English 

regions in recent years. We have established Regional Development 

Agencies, to improve competitiveness and to provide effective co-

ordination of economic development and regeneration.  We have 

designated regional chambers consisting of local councillors and 

other partners to provide a focused voice for each region. 

The Greater London Authority Bill will give London the voice it 

needs and deserves by creating a city-wide strategic authority, 

consisting of a powerful directly-elected Mayor and a separately 

elected Assembly by May 2000. And, in time, we will introduce 

legislation to enable people, region by region, to decide whether they 

want directly elected regional government elsewhere. We are ready 

to make this move where there is clear popular consent - we are 

ready, therefore, to offer change in response to popular demand. 

Our proposals for a Scottish Parliament; a Welsh Assembly; a 

Mayor and Authority for London; and the new political settlement in 

Northern Ireland were, in each case, put to the people of the Regions 

affected in separate referendums. In each case, the Government's 

proposals were endorsed. And any further proposals for regional 

government in England will be subject to approval in a referendum. 

We are also committed to have a referendum before we would join 

our European partners in Economic and Monetary Union. We would 

only join a single currency if the Government, Parliament and the 

British people agree we should. The wider use of referendums in the 

United Kingdom marks our insistence that people have a 

determinative say in major constitutional change. 

Nor did we think that Westminster itself could be immune from 

public scrutiny. It is vital to the health of our democracy that we 

reverse some of the ineffective and old-fashioned practices of 

Parliament. We have therefore begun the modernisation of 

procedures in the House of Commons, through a Select Committee 

established for this purpose. For example, we have introduced 

greater pre-legislative consultation and scrutiny to improve the 

quality of legislation: six draft bills have been subject to pre-

legislative scrutiny - detailed scrutiny - by Select 

Committees.  Fuller and clearer explanatory notes are now published 

with all government Bills, replacing the old-style notes on clauses. 

An experiment starts this autumn with parallel sittings in the Grand 

Committee Room off Westminster Hall - this will create nearly 200 

extra opportunities for back-bench MPs to introduce debates on 

subjects of their choice; for Select Committee reports to be debated; 

and for the Government to be held to account. 
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Now let me reach a particularly sensitive area. Our reform 

programme also - and very importantly - includes reforming the 

House of Lords. We introduced a Bill this session, as a self-

contained reform to remove the right of hereditary peers to sit and 

vote. It will pass into law at the end of this legislative session later 

this week. It is -1 think - extraordinary that, on the threshold of the 

millennium, the hereditary principle still applies in one part of the 

British legislature. And I say this to those who feel otherwise: the 

time of hereditary parliaments has long gone. We do not have 

hereditary poets, we do not have hereditary rocket scientists, or 

hereditary football managers. Why then should we have 750 

hereditary legislators? 

We have a Royal Commission on. the completion of Lords Reform 

due to report by the year end. 

But we have, however, made it clear that the role of the second 

chamber should continue to complement rather than duplicate the 

role of the House of Commons. The House of Lords provides a 

major function of scrutiny without which the burden on the House of 

Commons would be greater and the quality of legislation 

significantly diminished. Over the past ten years, for example, the 

House of Lords has made nearly 2, 000 amendments a year to 

government legislation. These are very often brought forward as 

government amendments, frequently in response to critical analysis 

made in both Houses. Legislative scrutiny will continue to be a 

major function of a reformed second chamber. Now whether a fully 

reformed House of Lords will remain wholly nominated, but become 

a House of all the talents of the nation fairly appointed through a 

new Appointments Commission, or become wholly elected, or 

remain nominated but part elected, perhaps in particular to represent 

the devolved institutions and regions of the nation, is within the 

remit of the Royal Commission. When it reports Parliament will 

decide. 

Then there is the Freedom of Information Bill. Openness is 

fundamental to good government and real democracy. Confidence 

has been undermined in the United Kingdom by a culture of secrecy 

which has created public alienation and 

disillusionment. The regeneration of democracy therefore required, 

and our Manifesto included, a commitment to introduce a Freedom 

of Information Act, to open up public organisations and make the 

whole of government more accountable to the people. 

Our predecessors had established a non-statutory Code of Practice 

on access to government information. Its coverage was limited to 

central government. Its exemptions were broad, tending to err in 

favour of protecting information from disclosure. The Code was 

simply not strong enough to guarantee genuine openness. And, most 

important of all, it conferred no legally enforceable rights. 
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When enacted, as it will be during the life of this Parliament, our 

Freedom of Information Act will provide a legal right to information 

of any data held by any public authority, including some private 

sector organisations in the areas where they carry out public 

functions. Most importantly, in most cases public bodies will only be 

able to withhold information if they can demonstrate that its 

disclosure would cause prejudice to one of a number of specified 

public interests - for example, law enforcement, national security or 

commercial confidentiality. Even where information is exempt, 

public bodies will be required to consider the exercise of their 

discretion to disclose information, in the light of the public interest 

in favour of disclosing. In other words, the system will be weighted 

as heavily as possible, and as is compatible with good government 

and the effective running of public affairs, in favour of openness. 

The right of access to information, and indeed the whole Freedom of 

Information regime, will be enforced by an independent Information 

Commissioner. The Commissioner will have very extensive powers 

to adjudicate on complaints, including the power to order a public 

authority to disclose information. There will be rights of appeal 

against decisions of the Commissioner to a new Information 

Tribunal, as well as a further appeal, on a point of law, to the 

ordinary courts. These proposals will deliver an accessible, a free 

and a relatively fast enforcement procedure. 

The Bill will also provide for more information held by government 

and other public bodies to be published as a matter of course. All 

public bodies will be required to adopt and to maintain a scheme for 

the publication of information about their work. These publication 

schemes, which must be approved by the Information 

Commissioner, should prove a catalyst for a real cultural change in 

the way that public authorities approach openness. 

Let me turn now to the Human Rights Act, which occupies a special 

place in our programme of reform. It incorporates the European 

Convention of Human Rights into our domestic law. Our guiding 

principle was our need to secure human rights protection, whilst 

respecting constitutional propriety generally, and the sovereignty of 

Parliament in particular. 

The Act will give to the courts the tools to uphold freedoms at the 

very time their infringement is threatened. Until now, the only 

remedy where a right or freedom guaranteed by the European 

Convention of Human Rights is infringed and where domestic law 

was deficient, had been expensive, slow proceedings in Strasbourg 

which could not be commenced until after all the domestic avenues 

of complaint and appeal had been exhausted. The courts will, after 

October 2000, when the 

Act comes into force, have the power to give effect to the 

Convention rights in the course of proceedings when they arise in 
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this country and grant relief against unlawful acts of a public 

authorities. 

The courts will be able to utilise what is a unique remedy - to be able 

to strike down primary legislation. And the higher courts will be able 

to make a declaration of incompatibility where a piece of primary 

legislation conflicts with a Convention right. This will trigger the 

ability to use in Parliament a special fast-track procedure to bring the 

law into line with the Convention. 

Now, if there are to be differences or departures from the principles 

of the Convention they should be conscious, reasoned departures, 

not the product of omission or accident. This will now be guaranteed 

by the powers given to the courts, and also by other provisions in the 

Act. In particular, where a Bill is introduced in either House, the 

responsible Minister must now make a written statement to the 

House that, either, in his view, the provisions are compatible with 

the Convention rights; or that he cannot make that statement but the 

Government nonetheless wishes to proceed with the Bill. In the 

latter case the Bill would inevitably be subject to close and critical 

scrutiny by Parliament. Human rights will not be and cannot be a 

matter of fudge. The responsible Minister must ensure that the 

legislation does not infringe guaranteed freedoms, or be prepared to 

justify his decision openly and in the full glare of Parliamentary and 

public opinion. Quite apart from the concentration on the 

Convention and its jurisprudence this will require, the process 

should produce better thought-out, clearer and more transparent 

administration. 

Despite the achievement of a heavy legislative programme, however, 

it is not enough simply to put measures reforming our constitution 

on to the statute book. We must work through a coherent programme 

of reform, based on sound principles, because only in this way can 

the benefits be lasting. That is why we have taken great care to 

consult widely, to encourage public debate, and to involve as many 

different groups and individuals in the process of policy making as 

possible. 

That, Lord Judd, is why I particularly welcome the invitation this 

evening. 

We have, in fact, set out to be an inclusive Government - a 

Government truly of the people, for the people, by the people. We 

have set out to be a Government which returns power to the people 

from whom it ultimately derives. We have set out to build an 

inclusive society. A strong, decent, outward-looking society that is 

well informed about the world outside our own borders. A society 

which gives people opportunities, and the confidence to use them. 

And we have set out to improve the future of Britain by modernising 

our institutions and renewing confidence in our constitution. 
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And I believe that each principled step takes us further, but safely 

and successfully, along a winning route to constitutional and 

democratic renewal, but in unity and in peace. 
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The Euro: Four Weeks 

After The Start 
 

By Professor Otmar Issing 

Member of the Executive Board of the 
European Central Bank (ECB) 

1. Introduction 

The birth of the euro on I January 1999 was an event of historic proportions. After months and years of 
practical preparations and testing, the new currency was delivered smoothly, if not entirely painlessly. 
The irrevocable euro conversion rates for the participating currencies had been adopted by the EU 
Council in the early afternoon of 31 December 1998. This was the starting shot for the “changeover 
weekend”. 

During this time, billions of electronic records had to be converted from national currencies to the euro 
and final tests for the new payments and securities settlement infrastructure were conducted. Several 
thousand staff members were at work or on call within the Eurosystem, which comprises the European 
Central Bank and the national central banks of the euro area. Tens of thousands more, not least in the 
City of London, laboured intensively in financial institutions across the globe. 

When the markets opened on the morning of 4 January 1999, the baptism of the new currency followed 
swiftly. In fact, trading in euro had already started in the Sydney market at 6 p.m. (Central European 
Time) on 3 January. A total of 944 banks participated in the first main refinancing operation of the 
Eurosystem at a fixed interest rate of 3%, which was successfully completed on 5 January and settled 
on 7 January. In order to assist the adaptation of financial institutions to the new environment of the euro 
area money market, a relatively narrow corridor for the ECIB’s standing facilities was set, as a transitional 
measure, for the period between 4 January and 21 January. 

The launch of the euro occurred in an environment of price stability that few observers would have 
imagined only a few years back. The year-on-year increase in the Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices 
stood at just below 1% (the last available figure for November 1998), which is consistent with our 
definition of price stability. 

Long-term interest rates have hit record lows, which points to a high level of confidence in the ability of 
the Eurosystem to maintain price stability in the future. At the same time according to current data - real 
activity in the euro area has, overall, held up reasonably well in the face of considerable turbulence in 
the global economy. 

The euro, which represents an economic area of 290 million people - in terms of the share of world GDP 
second only to the United States - will, from the very beginning, play an important international role. The 
health of the new-born currency will be under constant observation and critical scrutiny, both by global 
financial markets and by the public at large. Let me assure you that the euro’s immediate parents and 
guardians will do their utmost to see to it that the new currency will prosper and flourish and will not stray 
from the path of stability. 

With all the attention and apprehension surrounding the introduction of the euro on I January, it is easy 
to forget that this was just one, albeit very important, step on the long road of European integration. The 
first four weeks since the launch of the euro have made for a promising start, but this is evidently a far 
too short time span to assess its prospects for the future. 

In order to understand European Economic and Monetary Union, which has now become a reality, and 
in order to gauge its prospects, promises and risks, it is necessary to take a longer-term view and to 
look back in history. This perspective comes naturally in premises as illustrious as those in which we 
find ourselves this evening. Only future generations will be able to judge whether the newly born 
European Central Bank can pass the test of time even remotely as convincingly as the institutions of 
British democracy have done over the centuries. 

2. A look back in history 
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The long process of European integration started in the immediate aftermath of World War II. It has 
been characterised by a combination of grand political vision and a succession of small pragmatic 
steps to reap the concrete benefits of bringing the economies and the people in Europe closer 
together. The balance between vision and realism has not always remained constant and progress 
has not always been steady. 

British leaders over the decades have made substantial contributions to the process of European 
integration, frequently injecting healthy doses of realism, but also, at various times, providing new 
ideas and leadership for Europe. Indeed, it was none other than Sir Winston Churchill who first 
expressed the vision of “a United States of Europe” in his famous speech in Zurich on 19 September 
1946. As you know, however, he did not envisage that the United Kingdom, whose place would remain 
in the Commonwealth, would take part. 

As you will be equally aware, the process of integration unfolding on the continent later proved to develop 
a seemingly irresistible force of attraction for many countries not involved initially. This appears to 
confirm a general principle already noted by Aristotle. In his Politics (Book V, Chapter 6) he writes, “and 
constitutions of all forms are broken up sometimes from movements initiating from within themselves, 
but sometimes from outside, when there is an opposite form of constitution either nearby or a long way 
off, yet possessed of power.” (Aristotle’s Politics, Book V, Chapter 6, translated by 11. Rackain MA 
(Heinemann, 1932).) 

To avoid any misunderstandings: The mechanism described by Aristotle in general terms need not work 
only in one direction. Indeed, in the case of Europe, integration has been a process of mutual adaptation 
and reciprocal influences. The continuous process of integration has, moreover, been compatible to date 
with a considerable degree of variation in constitutional arrangements. It is not clear to me why this 
should not continue to be possible in the future, as long as sufficient common ground is guaranteed. 

2. At the time of Churchill’s speech, most of Europe still lay in ruins. Memories of the ferocious wars and 
destruction that have savaged our continent this century provided powerful political inspiration for closer 
European integration. This was particularly true for the immediate post-war years, but it appears to hold 
to this day. 

The long shadow of the past has, in fact, also been prominent on both sides of the debate over European 
Economic and Monetary Union. No doubt most of you will recall the arguments raised in some quarters 
about monetary union as a “question of war and peace”, on which opinions differ. The existence of such 
debates supports the view that monetary union cannot be understood in isolation. It must be seen in the 
context of the wider economic and political process of European integration. 

Having learned their lesson from history, Europeans - starting with the formation of the European Coal 
and Steel Community in 1952 - turned early to the creation of common, supranational institutions as an 
engine of integration. This was regarded as the best way to overcome national divisions in a lasting 
manner and to ensure that integration would be robust in the face of crises. 

Thus, from the inception of the ECSC to the present day, Europe has embraced a unique mixture of 
supranational characteristics and insistence on national sovereignty, which is perhaps quite 
adequately captured by the term ‘European Community’. Rather than pursuing grandiose political 
designs, European leaders quickly focused on concrete economic issues, especially after the 
agreement on a European Defence Community had to be abandoned when it was not ratified in the 
French National Assembly in 1954. 

The ideal of European integration as an “ever closer union” was nevertheless enshrined in the preamble 
to the Treaty of Rome in 1957, which created the European Economic Community (and also Euratom), 
with the objective of creating a customs union and a common market among Member States. 

After this had largely been achieved in the late1960s, the first attempt at monetary union was launched, 
culminating in the “Werner Report” of 1970, which envisaged that monetary union would be in place by 
1980. This first attempt at monetary union in Europe came to nothing in the face of the world-wide 
currency turmoil of the 1970s. 

As we now know, the next attempt met with success. It started with the foundation of the European 
Monetary System in 1979. The Single European Act and the single market programme then prompted 
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increasing calls for further monetary integration in the late 1980s following the logic of “one market - one 
money”. 

To a non-negligible number of observers, at the time, this logic appeared anything but compelling and a 
single currency anything but inevitable. Strong commitment on the part of leading European politicians 
brought this process, once set in place, finally to a successful conclusion. With the benefit of hindsight, 
the exchange rate crises of 1992-93, which for a moment had seemed set to derail the whole project, 
actually served to contribute to its success. In the aftermath of this experience, efforts to achieve greater 
economic convergence intensified and, in the end, allowed a timely launch of the single currency. 

The most fundamental precondition for European Economic and Monetary Union, however, was a broad 
consensus that monetary policy must be unambiguously focused on the objective of price stability and 
that this is best entrusted to a central bank that is independent from political interference. 

3.Price stability and central bank independence 

Central bank independence and an unequivocal commitment to price stability are the common tenets 
of both the monetary policy framework enshrined in the Maastricht Treaty and that currently in place in 
the United Kingdom. 

It is now widely accepted - in this country and around the world - that price stability is a common good 
that is best safeguarded by independent central banks, which are not subject to the usual short-term 
pressures that characterise the political process. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer, Gordon Brown, expressed this very eloquently in his statement on 6 
May 1997 when he announced that the Bank of England was to be granted independence. “A fully 
credible framework for monetary policy can only be built”, be said, “if the long-term needs of the 
economy, not short-term political considerations, guide monetary decision-making. 

We must remove the suspicion that short-term political considerations are influencing the setting of 
interest rates”. In the words of the Chancellor, “price stability is an essential precondition for the 
Government’s objectives of high and sustainable levels of growth and employment”. 

These two fundamental lessons reflect the experience in Britain and elsewhere over recent decades. In 
the case of Britain, like in many other countries, there had been growing disillusionment with the 
perpetuation of stop-and-go policies. A great number of British Chancellors have been associated with 
short-lived booms that later turned out to be unsustainable. 

As a consequence, Britain has now moved a long way towards the philosophy and institutional set-up 
underlying the Maastricht Treaty. In particular, it is now accepted that the appropriate objective for 
monetary policy is to maintain price stability over the medium term, rather than to attempt short-run 
macroeconomic fine-tuning. 

Both theoretical considerations and the empirical evidence accumulated over the years suggest that 
high rates of inflation are, on average, detrimental to growth and employment in the longer run. At the 
very least, nobody seems to be arguing that inflation is good for growth at any level. An environment of 
stable prices is a principal precondition for the efficient functioning of a free market economy and 
sustainable increases in both the standard of living and productive employment. 

The proposition that monetary policy should have price stability as its primary objective is not only 
enshrined in the Maastricht Treaty, but has become increasingly consensual across the industrial world 
and beyond. 

A substantial body of research also confirms that independent central banks tend to be more successful 
in the pursuit of price stability than dependent central banks, without any identifiable costs in terms of 
output growth or volatility. In the words of Nobel laureate Robert Lucas, “long-run price stability is one 
of the few legitimate ‘free lunches’ economics has discovered in 200 years of trying. It can be had for 
the asking.” 

The principle of central bank independence is firmly entrenched in the Statute of the European System 
of Central Banks and of the European Central Bank. It is an important precondition for the successful 
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pursuit of price stability in the euro area, but the task of the ECB will no doubt be greatly facilitated if 
other policy areas follow a stability-oriented course as well. 

The Maastricht Treaty provides for a clear division of responsibilities among policy makers in Europe. In 
this context, the ECB has been created as an independent supranational institution and given the 
unambiguous primary objective of maintaining price stability. This set-up reflects the well-founded view 
that, in this way, the ECB can best contribute to the shared broader objectives of the Community, 
including growth, employment and social cohesion. 

4.Central bank independence and accountability 

While the fundamental approach to monetary policy-making is now fairly similar in the United Kingdom 
and in the euro area, some notable differences remain. The British public, in keeping with its long and 
proud parliamentary tradition, has - understandably - been particularly concerned with the issue of 
democratic accountability in the context of central bank independence. From this perspective, some 
commentators have criticised the ECB as being “too powerful”, “undemocratic” and “accountable to no 
one”. You will not be surprised to hear that I should like to take issue with that characterisation. 

As explained above, it makes good economic sense to take the responsibility for the common good of 
price stability outside the direct, day-to-day influence of partisan politics. Moreover, it is perfectly 
democratically legitimate for society to delegate authority for a particular policy area to an institution 
outside the regular political process. 

Such an institution can and will only be held accountable effectively if it is given a clear and limited 
mandate. If monetary policy were instead to be called upon to serve a multitude of - usually competing 
- goals, the status of independence would be much harder to justify and the related accountability difficult 
to achieve. 

The economic rationale for the democratic act of granting independence to central banks is the 
recognition that monetary policy can and should only be held responsible for the single overriding 
objective of medium-term price stability. If (and only if) it is agreed that price stability is a common good 
that should and must not be subject to the normal kind of trade-offs and value judgements which are the 
domain of the regular political process, would such delegation of authority appear to be wise and 
democratically legitimate. 

In the case of the ECB, the primary objective of maintaining price stability is enshrined in an international 
Treaty, which would be rather difficult to change. Its quasi-constitutional character, while offering greater 
protection from political interference, does not mean that the ECB’s mandate carries less democratic 
legitimacy. 

On the contrary, a Treaty concluded by 15 national governments and ratified by 15 national parliaments, 
in some cases endorsed in addition by a popular referendum, confers a profound and robust degree of 
democratic legitimacy. Once it is accepted that price stability is a lasting value and not simply a short-
term objective, it appears quite legitimate to afford the ECB, as the institution entrusted with maintaining 
price stability, a high degree of legal protection. 

Accountability is the reverse side of the coin of independence. Accountability in a democracy must 
ultimately be achieved vis-a-vis the supreme sovereign, i.e. the people whose interests the institution 
must be seen to serve. The accountability of an independent institution that is not subject to the regular 
political process, as argued before, requires, in particular, that the institution’s mandate should be limited 
and clearly defined. 

Only under these circumstances can the performance of the central bank be monitored and evaluated 
effectively by the public. The Maastricht Treaty has assigned the ECB the single, overriding, primary 
goal of price stability as the basis for accountability. Moreover, the Governing Council of the ECB 
adopted in October 1998 a quantitative definition of price stability as “a year-on-year increase in the 
Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP) for the euro area of below 2%”. 

The clear definition of the ECB’s final objective provides the European public with a precise benchmark 
against which to judge its performance, for which it can and will be held accountable. 
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The issue of accountability for the ECB’s performance with respect to its clearly defined mandate needs 
to be logically separated from concerns over the transparency of the policy-making process itself (as 
opposed to the outcomes of this process). Transparency, openness and clarity about how the central 
bank sets out to achieve its mandate are also desirable, since they reduce the degree of uncertainty in 
the monetary policy process and help the public to understand and assess the central bank’s actions. 

Criticism that the ECB will not be accountable for, nor transparent about, its actions is misplaced, to my 
mind, in most cases arising purely from a lack of information. Clearly, the ECB will not and cannot be 
held formally and directly accountable by governments. This would contradict the very notion of full 
institutional independence embodied in the Treaty. Besides, of course, a European government does 
not exist. 

Given that the ECB has a clear European mandate, any formal accountability vis-à-
vis national governments and even national parliaments would run counter to the logic of a single and 
supranational European monetary policy. The ECB is, however, committed to a high degree of 
accountability for its monetary policy decisions and its performance in achieving price stability vis-à-vis 
the European public and its elected representatives. 

The Treaty mandates the ESCB to submit quarterly reports as well as an annual report to the European 
Parliament, the Council of Ministers and the European Commission. These reports will be debated by 
the European Parliament. Furthermore, the ECB’s President and Members of the Executive Board of 
the ECB can be questioned before the European Parliament’s Committees. 

In addition to the reporting requirements foreseen in the Maastricht Treaty, which are among the most 
stringent for any central bank, the ECB is committed to going even further in ensuring transparency and 
accountability. Most importantly, the President will hold an extensive press conference immediately 
following the first Governing Council meeting of every month. A thorough assessment of the economic 
environment together with special articles on topical issues are also provided in a Monthly Bulletin. The 
first issue of the Bulletin appeared last week. 

There will also be working papers and occasional papers presenting the analysis and research 
conducted by ECB staff for scientific review. The members of the Executive Board and other members 
of the Governing Council will further communicate with the public very actively through regular speeches 
and interviews.The decision by the Governing Council of the ECB not to publish the minutes of its 
meetings and not to make public the voting behaviour of its members has been criticised in some 
quarters as a lack of accountability and transparency. 

In this context, one should recall that, for the purpose of accountability, what matters most will be the 
ECB’s actual track record of stability performance. Moreover, the Governing Council will strive for a 
maximum degree of accountability and transparency regarding its operation as a collegiate/collective 
body and not with respect to individual members. 

For that purpose it is essential to convey to the public a sense of the reasoning behind the decisions of 
the Governing Council and a coherent summary of the information upon which decisions are based. On 
the occasions of the President’s press conferences, a detailed assessment of the economic situation 
and the outlook for price developments will be given every month followed by a question and answer 
session. 

A summary of all relevant information that would normally be expected to be contained in published 
minutes will therefore for all practical purposes be immediately available, together with an opportunity to 
pose further questions. This goes far beyond what most central banks are prepared to do in terms of 
communicating with the public. 

It is not quite obvious to my mind that the legitimate and important cause of transparency would be 
advanced if central banks were to make available to the public the maximum amount of information at 
their disposal. You could perhaps imagine all data and records continuously being put on the Internet. 
You could, in addition, imagine live broadcasts of all Governing Council meetings, committee meetings, 
perhaps including the coffee breaks and all words uttered in the halls and corridors of power. 

George Orwell in reverse, if you will. Apart from all practical difficulties, would such complete openness 
really enhance the general public’s (and even the specialists’) understanding of monetary policy? 
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Moreover, could the public ever be sure that some important information was not withheld, some ulterior 
motives hidden, some decisions not revealed? 

The Statute of the European System of Central Banks and of the European Central Bank stipulates that 
the proceedings of the meetings of the Governing Council shall be confidential, whereas the outcome of 
its deliberations may be made public. This is a wise decision both for reasons of internal efficiency of 
the decision-making process and the public’s perception of it. Efficient decision-making requires a frank 
and open discussion (and subsequent voting) based on maximum objectivity in judging the available 
information and policy options with respect to fulfilling the Treaty mandate. 

Experience shows that if individual statements during meetings are made public with the names 
attributed to them, a tendency simply to exchange carefully drafted - and possibly lengthy statements 
can emerge. Thereby the free flow of discussion is likely to be inhibited. Similarly, voting behaviour may 
become more heavily influenced by tactical considerations and peer pressure rather than be based on 
the best judgement of the situation at hand. 

Perhaps more importantly, the publication of individual votes would lead the public and financial markets 
to focus on individual voting patterns. The Maastricht Treaty prescribes that all members of the 
Governing Council serve in a personal capacity as representatives of the System as a whole and on a 
purely European mandate. National considerations must therefore play no role in the decision-making 
process. 

It would be unrealistic to assume, at least for the initial years, that there would not be a risk that, in the 
public’s perception, individual central bank governors would still be associated with their country of 
origin. This would inevitably invite pressures on individual members generated by national or local 
interests. Such pressures would be detrimental, even if they were firmly resisted. In fact, distortions in 
voting behaviour to “prove” that one was immune from national interests and pressures could be just as 
damaging... 

Neither a “personalisation” of monetary policy in general, nor the specific risks of its “renationalisation” 
in the perception of the public would be helpful for establishing the reputation of the ECB as an 
independent and genuinely European institution which is collectively responsible and accountable for 
the health and stability of the single currency. 

I can assure you that the ECB will continuously strive for the maximum possible degree of openness 
and transparency in its monetary policy. This is in the interest of accountability vis-à-vis the European 
public. This is also in the interest of the effectiveness of monetary policy itself, which should be clearly 
understood by the public and the financial markets. 

Transparency and the ECB’s stability-oriented Monetary policy strategy 

The ECB’s efforts to provide a high degree of both accountability and transparency are clearly 
reflected in its choice of monetary policy strategy. The importance of a precise definition of price 
stability as the basis for accountability with respect to the final goal of the ECB has already been 
discussed. 

I shall briefly review the other main aspects of the ECB’s strategy below. Let me first point out, 
however, why we feel that a central bank needs a monetary policy strategy at all. This has a lot to do 
with accountability and transparency, but it also concerns the internal decision-making process of a 
central bank. 

Monetary policy is not a simple task. The transmission from the monetary policy instruments through 
short-term interest rates and a variety of channels to the price level is complex and may vary over time. 
A monetary policy strategy provides a conceptual framework that structures the processing of the vast 
amount of information in order to provide guidance and decision criteria to policy-makers. In terms of 
communication with the public, the monetary policy strategy should help the public to understand and 
assess monetary policy actions. 

The simple point to be made in this context is that openness will always be a matter of degree. It need 
not by itself necessarily lead to greater transparency, let alone be helpful for clarity and understanding. 
In the present information age we are all too aware of this. Anyone having “surfed the Internet” knows 
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that the mere availability of information is not enough, the least that is required is a powerful “search 
engine” and then an ability to process and interpret the information properly. This is also a problem faced 
by central bankers when deciding on the appropriate stance of monetary policy, and this is why a 
monetary policy strategy is required. 

This is also the reason why thankfully - we central bankers (and human beings in general) cannot entirely 
be replaced by computers. The key for the degree of transparency and clarity is therefore not the amount 
of information made available to the public, but the degree to which the monetary policy strategy followed 
within central banks truthfully corresponds to what can be communicated intelligibly to the public. An 
old-fashioned word for this degree of correspondence would be “honesty”. 

The Governing Council of the ECB has adopted a monetary policy strategy which is neither conventional 
monetary targeting nor direct inflation targeting, nor a simple combination of the two. The manifold 
uncertainties in economic relationships accentuated by the very transition to a single currency pose 
substantial difficulties both for the stability of money demand as well as for the accuracy of inflation 
forecasts. 

Making a strict commitment to adjust monetary policy mechanistically in response to deviations from 
pre-announced monetary targets (or inflation targets at some particular horizon) in a situation of such 
great uncertainty would have been unwise, misleading and not credible. There would have been a great 
likelihood that targets would either have to be frequently missed or ignored. Despite the virtue of 
simplicity, it is, moreover, doubtful whether all relevant information can be usefully summarised in a 
single indicator like a monetary aggregate or a single inflation forecast. 

The “stability-oriented monetary policy strategy” decided by the Governing Council of the ECB comprises 
two pillars. First, a prominent role for money, in relation to which a quantitative reference value of 4½% 
for the growth rate of M3 was announced in December, and, second, a broadly based assessment of 
the outlook for price developments. 

Given that inflation is ultimately a monetary phenomenon, monetary aggregates are a natural first choice 
as a “nominal anchor” and guidepost for monetary policy. In the early years of monetary union, however, 
the relationships between money, prices and interest rates are likely to be subject to an exceptional 
degree of uncertainty. 

While the basic longer-run relationship between money and prices has been shown to be robust across 
a wide range of policy regimes, it would be risky for monetary policy, in such a situation, to respond to 
short-term developments of monetary aggregates in a mechanical way. The notion of a reference value 
for money, as distinct from a monetary target, will provide an important benchmark against which to 
assess monetary developments and to judge and explain policy actions. 

As the second pillar and in parallel with the analysis of monetary conditions, a comprehensive “broadly 
based assessment of the outlook for price developments and the risks to price stability” will be 
conducted. Some observers have wrongly taken this to be synonymous with an inflation forecast, which 
is customarily at the centre of direct inflation targeting strategies, and have called upon the ECB to 
publish such a forecast. 

However, the broadly based assessment undertaken under the second pillar of the strategy will comprise 
an analysis of a wide range of indicator variables as well as the use of various forecasts of the outlook 
for price developments. Publishing any single “official inflation forecast” would, therefore, not adequately 
reflect the actual decision-making process in the Governing Council of the ECB and rather than 
enhancing transparency and clarity would actually be confusing and mislead the public. Besides, the 
assumptions underlying various inflation forecasts may not be fully understood by the public and the 
markets and could, under those circumstances, actually undermine the central bank’s anti-inflation 
credibility. 

For all the manifold uncertainties associated with the transition to Monetary Union, it is paramount that 
the ECB is understood to be strongly committed to and very clear about the final objective of price 
stability. This is the basis for its accountability vis-à-vis the general public. At the same time, the ECB 
will need to retain the necessary flexibility in interpreting and reacting appropriately to the available 
economic data. As described before, the ECB will go to great lengths to explain its policy decisions and 
the reasoning behind them to the public and thus will also aspire to the highest standards of transparency 
upheld by any central bank. 
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6. Looking ahead 

The Maastricht Treaty provides the necessary foundations for a successful monetary policy. It has 
enshrined the principle of central bank independence, endowed with a high degree of political 
legitimacy, and it has assigned the ESCB the clear mandate of maintaining price stability. 

The Governing Council of the ECB has presented its stability-oriented monetary policy strategy, which 
provides a coherent framework for its policy decisions and together with the quantified definition of its 
overriding objective of price stability - furnishes a clear and “honest” basis for its accountability vis-à-
vis the European public. At the same time, it takes account of the unique challenges and uncertainties 
facing the euro area. One should add that, of course, the ECB also has at its disposal the necessary 
policy instruments to implement its strategy and to attain its primary objective of price stability over the 
medium term. 

The Governing Council of the ECB has already demonstrated that it can act decisively with the co-
ordinated interest rate move in early December even before the euro was born. This has reduced the 
uncertainty in the markets and cleared the way for a smooth start of the new currency. The past four 
weeks have made for a promising beginning. 

Thus, looking ahead, what will be the principal concerns regarding the longer-term health of the euro? 
There can be no doubt in anybody’s mind that the ECB is determined and well-equipped to maintain 
price stability successfully in the euro area over the medium term. It will thereby do its part in contributing 
to the wider objectives of the Community. 

In particular, safeguarding the value of the currency is a crucial precondition for long-term investment, 
sustainable growth and employment creation. The maintenance of price stability is a task that should 
never be underestimated. The appropriately forward-looking assessment of future risks of inflationary or 
deflationary pressures in the economy will tend to be finely balanced at any point in time. 

Those commentators who call for monetary policy to be simultaneously directed at objectives other than 
price stability often forget this. We always need to be clear about what monetary policy can do and 
equally what it cannot do. 

This brings me to the possible risks inside Monetary Union. The ECB will do its job, but can we be 
equally confident that everybody else will do theirs? Europe suffers intolerably high rates of 
unemployment. For the most part, this unemployment is structural in nature and needs to be addressed 
urgently through labour market reforms and increased flexibility in the wage-setting process. 

It is a dangerous and counterproductive illusion that any of this could be helped by printing money. Quite 
the contrary! Monetary Union should take away that illusion once and for all. National governments and 
that further integration in other policy areas would be required to make European Economic and 
Monetary Union work. 

I have always found the idea that a single currency could be used as a “pace-setter”, which would itself 
trigger further political integration, to be highly doubtful and extremely risky. The stability of the currency 
is too important a goal in itself and must not be overburdened with not strictly related political ambitions, 
however worthy these may be. 

Indeed, some commentators, such as the Berkeley economist Maurice Obstfeld, have warned that 
Europe “has taken a gamble in placing monetary unification so far ahead of political unification”. 
However, in this whole debate the precise meaning of political union and the link to monetary union often 
remain unclear. It is certainly hard to draw a direct line from monetary union to, say, a common foreign 
policy. 

What is required, to my mind, for a successful monetary union is a sufficient degree of political 
commitment by all participating countries, the leading economic actors and the wider public to accept 
fundamentally and genuinely the political and economic constraints that a single and stable currency 
represents. 

The deeper underlying commitment to make European integration a success even in the most difficult 
of times in history gives some general grounds for hope on this count. Some degree of political unity 
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(not necessarily union), or rather a sense of common responsibility would appear to be important for the 
long-run health of EMU. However, it is not a substitute for the right economic conditions for lasting 
success. 

The Maastricht Treaty, together with the Stability and Growth Pact adopted subsequently, provides the 
necessary foundations for stable money, sound economic policies and a flourishing free market 
economy in Europe. In particular, a single European monetary policy is compatible with responsibilities 
for many other policy areas, remaining firmly rooted at the national level, as long as the minimum set of 
common objectives, principles and rules established in the Treaty are followed in letter and in spirit. 

Most importantly, the delegation of monetary policy to an independent and European institution does 
not at all contradict the basic principles of democratic legitimacy. On the contrary, because the ECB is 
given a precise and limited mandate, ratified by all 15 national parliaments, it can and will be held 
accountable effectively for its performance by the European public and its elected representatives. 

My conviction that the Maastricht Treaty offers a sound and convincing framework for economic policy-
making in Europe, even with the presently very limited degree of political integration in other areas, does 
not mean that current institutions and structures in the European Union will and should be cast in stone. 
All durably successful institutions need to adapt as circumstances change, as has been the case for the 
institutions of British democracy. 

This has been and will continue to be true for the further evolution of social partners must shoulder their 
responsibilities and one can only hope that the introduction of the euro serves as a ‘catalyst for change’ 
and triggers the badly needed structural reforms at the national level. There have recently been calls for 
greater policy co-ordination among the euro area countries. Much has been made of the clear 
asymmetry in the Maastricht construction, i.e. the combination of a centralised single monetary policy 
alongside continued national responsibilities for most other areas of economic policy-making. 

While this may be a reflection of political realities and the requirements of subsidiarity, it would be 
premature to conclude that the Maastricht construction was devoid of economic logic. On the contrary, 
Monetary Union, above all, calls for a greater need for flexibility as well as discipline in wage-setting and 
budgetary policies and a better functioning of market adjustment mechanisms. 

Precisely because monetary policy can no longer respond to national conditions, the exact opposite of 
greater centralisation and harmonisation may be required in other areas. Talk of uniform European 
wage-setting or an ambitious social union is going in the wrong direction; different productivity and real 
economic conditions across the euro area must be taken into account more than ever. 

Following similar reasoning, there is a strong case for retaining and even strengthening national (and in 
some cases “sub-national”) responsibilities for fiscal policies. Indeed, one reason for the Stability and 
Growth Pact being aimed at budgets that are close to balance or in surplus in normal times is to recover 
the room for manoeuvre for fiscal policy required to let automatic stabilisers operate effectively to smooth 
out national and regional business cycles. 

As long as the letter and the spirit of the Stability and Growth Pact are respected, national fiscal 
policies are free to use the remaining room for manoeuvre as best fits national circumstances and 
preferences. 

This should also be sufficient to prevent gross imbalances in the aggregate monetary-fiscal policy mix. 
Beyond that, it is not quite clear to me what any further “co-ordination”, over and above the regular 
exchange of views and data, could possibly achieve. In particular, it would seem highly unrealistic, 
impractical and counterproductive if attempts were to be made at European-wide “Keynesian-style” 
fine-tuning and demand management among 11 Finance Ministers. Such attempts have proven a 
failure in the past, even at the national level, where the institutional preconditions would appear to be 
much more congenial. 

The Maastricht Treaty provides for a clear assign intent of responsibilities. Monetary policy is 
centralised at the European level and has been given the single overriding objective of price stability. 
Fiscal policy and most other areas of economic policy-making remain largely rooted at the national 
level. Nevertheless, it is obvious - and the Treaty recognises this - that monetary policy does not 
operate in a vacuum. Unfavourable developments in other policy areas, in particular wages and fiscal 
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polices, can place additional burdens on monetary policy and make the maintenance of price stability 
more difficult for the ECB. 

Therefore, it is natural that the ECB will participate in a continuous dialogue with European and 
national officials in a number of institutional settings, and we shall not hesitate to engage actively in the 
wider economic debate in Europe. However, this dialogue or any form of co-operation must not at any 
time blur the respective fundamental responsibilities.Without a clear assignment of responsibilities, 
policies are unlikely to be conducted in an effective and credible manner. Moreover, without it, there 
can be no meaningful accountability towards the ultimate sovereign - the people of Europe. 

7. Monetary Union and Political Union 

In European Economic and Monetary Union sovereignty, which in any democracy ultimately belongs to 
the people, is delegated to a new supranational European institution as far as monetary policy is 
concerned. At the same time, the Eurosystem has been assigned a clear and limited mandate, i.e. to 
maintain price stability in the euro area, which it is to pursue free of political interference. 

This “twin transfer of sovereignty” in the monetary field - pooled at the European level and exercised 
through an independent central bank - is at the heart of the Maastricht Treaty. To be successful over the 
longer term, the ECB as the guardian of the euro, like any institution in a democracy, will have to win 
and maintain the trust and support of the European public. 

Historically, currency jurisdictions and national borders have tended to coincide. This reflects the simple 
fact that the right to issue money has always been a key attribute of national sovereignty and therefore 
monetary union would not appear to be just a small and innocuous step of a primarily technical nature. 
One is indeed hard pressed to find any precedent in history, where sovereign nation states voluntarily 
ceded sovereignty in the monetary field to a genuinely supranational body. 

It is therefore clear that European Economic and Monetary Union has been and will continue to be not 
just an economic, but also a political project. Indeed, as I mentioned at the beginning of my speech, the 
European integration process as a whole has been characterised by an interplay of political and 
economic forces and motivations. 

Perhaps in no other Member State of the European Union is the political dimension of EMU debated as 
fiercely as in the United Kingdom. The perceived “loss of sovereignty” has raised fears that the single 
currency might open the floodgates to a centralised European “super state” run by un-elected and 
“faceless bureaucrats”. Baroness Thatcher has famously called the Maastricht Treaty a “treaty too far”. 
Others make no secret of their view that, on the contrary, it is a treaty “not far enough”. 

They believe that the single currency can be used as a vehicle towards the ultimate objective of greater 
political union and European integration. The birth of the euro four weeks ago, on I January 1999, is 
certainly not the end of history, nor is it the sudden dawn of an entirely new age. It is, however, an 
important milestone on the road of European integration. It is a vision that has become reality. But it is 
now a reality that requires a constant vigil against manifold risks and, more prosaically, continued plain 
hard work to turn it into a lasting success. The ECB is prepared to do its part. 

From an Address in a Committee Room of the House of Commons to The European-Atlantic Group 

on January 28th 1999.                                              
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General Sir Mike Jackson GCB CBE DSO DL 

Former Chief of the General Staff of the British Army 

 

On:  A CONTINENTAL COMMON MARKET 

 

Delivered to the European-Atlantic Group on February 26th 2008 

 

 

Summary by John Coleman 
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SOLDIER   

The Autobiography by GENERAL  SIR  MIKE  JACKSON 

 

In his account of his career, spanning nearly 45 years, he has exposed the weaknesses and 

failures that led to the challenges facing troops in Iraq and Afghanistan today. Why were 

lessons not learnt from the Balkan campaigns, he asks. He complained to his fellow service 

chiefs about the lack of planning for the post-conflict phase of the Iraq war and was 

bewildered when the Americans in charge in Baghdad disbanded the Iraqi Army and sacked 

any Iraqi official who had joined the hated Baathist Party of Saddam Hussein.  

Jackson, of course, is joining a long line of critics who have bewailed the short-sightedness 

of America’s strategy in Iraq. But his harsh comments will not go down well in Washington, 

coming as they do from one of Britain’s best-known military commanders, albeit 12 months 

into his retirement.  

On Iraq, he writes: “There is some substance in the Iraqi complaint that the Americans could 

put a man on the Moon but they couldn’t fix the Iraqi power supply.” However, Jackson was 

in charge when many of the British troops sent to fight Saddam in 2003 complained about 

the lack of proper desert boots, and insufficient stocks of personal body armour, nuclear, 

chemical and biological protection kits . . . and toilet rolls.  

Strangely, Jackson skims over his time as a battalion commander of 1st Battalion the 

Parachute Regiment – surely, the finest period of an officer’s career – but devotes much of 

his service recollection to his command of Nato’s Kosovo Force (Kfor), when he led 45,000 

troops into the former Yugoslav province to implement the peace deal under which the Serbs 

agreed to stop ethnically cleansing the majority Albanians and withdraw to Serbia.  

It was Jackson’s finest hour. Comforted by tumblers of whisky at the end of each long day, 

he won the hearts of the locals and, single-handedly, defused a potential confrontation with 

the Russians after they pre-empted Jackson’s military plan by sending troops to seize 

Kosovo’s Pristina airport.  

General Clark was all for sending in tanks to block the runway to prevent the Russians 

reinforcing their unit at the airport, but Jackson refused the order, cautioning his superior: 

“I’m not going to start World War Three for you.” Instead, he flew by helicopter to Pristina 

airport, and, in his reasonably fluent Russian, made friends with the incumbent Russian 

general and offered him a shot of whisky from his hip flask. This was Jackson at his best.  
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Speech by 

H.E. Mr Ji Chaozhu 

Ambassador of the People’s Republic of China 

 

On: CHINA’S FOREIGN POLICY AND PERSPECTIVES ON INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENTS 

 

Delivered to the European-Atlantic Group on October 27th 1988 
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Summary of the Speech by 

H.E. Mr Grigory B. Karasin 

Ambassador of the Russian Federation 

 

On: SEEKING A BETTER FUTURE: RUSSIA AND EUROPE 

 

Delivered to the European-Atlantic Group on May 24th 2001 
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H.E. Mr  GRIGORY  B.  KARASIN 

Ambassador of the Russian Federation 

On: 

Seeking A Better Future: Russia and Europe 

Thursday May 24th 2001 

A Summary of the Speech by 

Graham Jarvis MA  gajarvis@media-insert.com 

The Ambassador of the Russian Federation gave a positive speech that tackled a wide range of difficult 
problems and controversial subjects, including the conflict in Chechnya. His Excellency Mr Grigory 
Karasin gave his address, which was warmly received, to the European-Atlantic Group on May 
24th 2001. One delegate joked that he had a head start, compared to Germany, because of the Russian 
“sacrifice” as an ally to Britain during the Second World War. 

Referring to the more recent legacy of the Cold War, Karasin implored: “We have left it behind us.” Yet 
nobody reminded the delegates that World War II had in fact ended long ago too! 

The Ambassador looked at how Russia hopes to move forward with democracy to solve its own 
economic and political problems. Questions were also raised about the enlargement of NATO and 
European Union towards former Warsaw Pact states such as Poland and the Ukraine. The underlying 
themes covered international terrorism, the new Russian identity, human rights, defence and world 
peace and co-operation and the future roles international bodies like the United Nations. 

Russia, Chechnya, The Baltics and The Balkans 

With reference to the problems in the former Yugoslavian states and Chechnya, His Excellency said 
that we should apply “a law of logic in order not to replace one form of terrorism with another, and not 
to kill one people in place of another.” This statement, according to Karasin’s speech, underlines 
Russian foreign policy in the pursuit of new partnerships. Devolution was proffered as a possible means 
of fostering good relations with the newly independent republics of the former Soviet Union, and 
member countries of the Russian Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). 

Michael Shrimpton suggested that everyone applauded Russia’s actions in Chechnya. Yet the above 
principles seemed lost in the Chechen crisis. When has Britain ever adopted a policy of all out war in 
Northern Ireland? Russia on the other hand reacted in just that way against the Chechen rebels. The 
Ambassador admitted that mistakes had been made during the crisis. It was also inferred by the 
chairman of the Russo-British Chamber of Commerce that the British press “are a poor reporter of what 
is really happening in Russia.” With a new Chechen administration and fresh talks he hopes that peace 
will be restored to the region, in spite of labelling Chechnya as “a hot bed for terrorism.” 

 The chairman of the Latvian Council seemed surprised when H.E. Mr Grigory Karasin said that Russia 
could not explain to its own people why NATO wishes to expand. In order to find an answer, he 
suggested that the ambassador should read the history books dating back to both Tsarist and Soviet 
times. “The past is a link to the present, and future developments are linked,” he proclaimed. Demanding 
an apology he spoke about the legacy of the Soviet Union. This statement was in response to Russia’s 
accusations that ethnic Russians, living in the Baltic States, and their human rights are being abused 
by the Latvians. 

The Latvian Council representative explained: “During Tsarist times Russia always expanded to 
liberate people, but in the end it was a cruel occupation. The Baltic States were forcibly occupied in 
1940, but you refer to them as Soviet Republics because that was a charade put up for them. The 
Soviet Union deported, imprisoned and killed some 200,000 people in Latvia out of a population of 

http://www.europolls.co.uk/
mailto:gajarvis@media-insert.com
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one million. There’s neither restitution, nor an apology to these people, nor compensation for slave 
labour. The legacy of the Soviet Union was to Russify the Baltic States with the introduction of a 
million Russians.” 

Some 600,000 Russians remain in Latvia, which is “trying to do its best for them,” explained the 
Latvian Council’s chairman. He revealed that in conversation with a Russian ambassador he had 
uncovered some differences of opinion with the official line given by Moscow. The ambassador, not 
Ambassador H.E Karasin, said that it was not true that Latvia is abusing the human rights of the 
remaining Russian settlers in the country. 

Karasin reminded everyone that Russia has the right to raise issues over human rights abuses “in 
whatever part of Europe, because we are members of the Council of Europe.” His Excellency raised 
Russia’s concerns about the rise in pro-Nazi groups in the Baltic States. He feels that the treatment 
by “certain Baltic states,” by which many Russians faced punishment simply because they fought 
against fascism more than 50 years ago, “is not exactly the best way to introduce friendly relations 
between the Baltic States and Russia.” 

Karasin suggested that allowing veteran pro-Nazi groups to march in the streets of the Baltic States is 
“not a very good sign, and way for a young European state to introduce itself to the international 
community.” Whether we like neo-Nazis or not, surely though they have a democratic right to voice 
their opinions? The ambassador’s speech spoke much about instilling democracy into former Soviet 
states and improving Russia’s own standing. Yet H.E Grigory Karasin has a point, because of the 
European Union’s reaction to the election, albeit short-lived, of Jorg Haider to the Austrian presidency. 

Eurosceptics cried wolf against the EU’s “undemocratic” interference. Even so it is amazing that even 
after more than 50 years the voice of the far-right still chills our bones. The defeat of fascism surely 
marginalised it? Arguably it is also natural for an occupied state to support an opposing domestic or 
foreign regime, no matter how extreme. The former Soviet and Tsarist states have their own human 
rights’ abuses to answer for too. 

Moving on to the Balkans. EuroPolls asked the ambassador how he thinks a long-term and 
permanent peace can be achieved in the region. The Balkans have been a trouble hot spot for 
centuries in the guise of the Eastern Question. After World War II Tito at least created, even under a 
communist regime, some stability in the region in the form of Yugoslavia. 

Post-communism the quarrels re-awoke from their shallow graves, and led to the conflicts in Bosnia, 
Kosovo and now Macedonia. His Excellency exclaimed: “That’s a $2 million question!” The current 
peace in Kosovo is not absolute, even after the fall of Milosevic, because it depends on the presence 
of NATO troops. Karasin explained: 

“We have a number of proposals on the table, as well as our European partners. Generally what 
people are aimed at is a complex of measures that will put strategic stability arrangements to the 
Balkans. It is easy to say that, and easy to name the assessment paper, but it is really difficult to 
discuss and really hard to fix the acceptable arrangements. So if we go step by step, that is also an 
approach if those steps are taken thoughtfully together.” 

He said there needs to be some “long standing peaceful arrangements where all the people living 
there are happy and, you know, stability is the name of the game“ Diplomats as he underlined don’t 
always reveal what’s “up their sleeves” until they have approached the negotiating table. More than 
ever Karasin feels that the impetus for resolving the conflicts and potential differences within the 
Balkans should come from the public. 

Yet Russia’s insistence that its troops on June 12th 1999 should be the first to enter Russia also poses 
questions about its role. His Excellency repetitively emphasised that the “Cold War is over.” Russian 
involvement at the time seemed to play out an East versus West scenario. Russia perhaps pandered 
to public opinion at home. Russia, nevertheless, played an important role in ending the Kosovo 
conflict. 

Two years on Karasin believes that a solution to the problem is getting closer. In order to achieve the 
goal of peace and stability in the Balkans he concluded that there will be many meetings. Most would 
agree that the presence of Russian forces alongside their NATO counterparts is an important part of 
the strategy to maintain and achieve long-term peace in the Balkans. 
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Sir Neville Trotter, honorary adviser to the House of Lords Select Committee on defence, praised 
Russia for its involvement in Kosovo. “I think it is very important to involve your country as much as 
we can in international affairs, and I’m delighted to see the Russian army very much involved in the 
peacekeeping in Kosovo”; he said. 

He added that the Russian troops are doing an “excellent job”.  Sir Neville Trotter finds it hard to “find 
an easy answer to the problems” in the region, because the Kosovo-Albanians wrongly think that they 
have won independence. NATO and the United Nations never had the intention of dividing up what is 
left of what was Yugoslavia. Then again NATO didn’t initially have a UN mandate for its own actions 
in Kosovo, which temporarily divided the organisation. 

Russia apparently learned during the 1990’s that a strong state is required to move the country 
towards reform. He describes the economic reforms between 1990-2000 as being controversial and 
hard. Karasin suggests that Russia is now receiving the dividends of these policy changes. He said: “ 
The Russian economy showed results last year that had not been seen for at least 30 years.” 

Yet he rightly points out that this achievement, which Ambassador Karasin attributes to President 
Putin’s first year in office, is not enough. Russia has to look towards what it will do in the future. 
Russia’s next steps will include improving foreign investment, increasing employment, and the 
creation of a modern banking system. Russia also intends to reform customs and the judiciary, and to 
transform “what we call the natural monopolies,” he explained. 

Indeed the chairman of the Russo-British Chamber of Commerce highlighted Russia’s need for 
investment. He expressed deep disappointment over the pace of the reforms and the lack of domestic 
and foreign investment. “Russia can only exist as a major country if it gets its economy right,” he 
argued. Karasin agreed. The Ambassador added, speaking about Russo-British relations: 

“We have succeeded in getting to a really high level of political dialogue. Our two leaders met five 
times in the last year, which is unprecedented in itself and I think that is good for both of our 
countries.” This had led to the two countries co-operating in crisis zones, and an improved 
understanding of each countries’ own policies. Karasin blames the lagging economic relations 
between the two countries on the slow pace of Russia’s economic and political reforms. As a result 
British investors lack interest in investing in Russsia. 

A lecturer from the University College London stressed another problem facing Russia’s economy. 
The country is affected by both economic and political corruption, which it is trying hard to wipe out. 
Russia needs to get this under control to assure and attract foreign investors. The country itself, 
according to Karasin, loses “dozens of billions of dollars” because money is being laundered out of 
Russia. 

This money is placed into secret Swiss bank accounts. “There are some quite specific plans to stop 
the transfer of huge sum of dirty money to outside Russia,” he said. The Russian government has put 
the eradication of money laundering and corruption high on its list of priorities. Karasin points out that 
Russia is not the only country facing this problem, and blames Russia’s emerging capitalism. 

Russia, The European Union and NATO 

His Excellency Mr Grigory Karasin declared that Russia doesn’t have a “hidden agenda or aggressive 
thoughts.” Russia now seeks friendly and constructive relationships with all of its neighbours, major 
partners, Britain, and other European states. “The main distinction for Russia’s foreign policy for 
future decades is realism,” he revealed. 

A year ago he came across a magazine article questioning whether Britain is European. The article 
argued that there are two European countries that talk about Europe being elsewhere and “not too 
sure if they want to be there.” The article spoke of Russia and Britain. Karasin refuted these 
suggestions “on the part of Russia, because Russia is indeed a European country and after all we are 
not across the channel!” 

He stressed that Russia’s deep cultural, intellectual, political and historical roots are in Europe. 
Russia, added Karasin, has also been influenced to a degree by the East. Karasin went on to 
emphasise Europe’s economic importance to his country. He said that 40% of Russian external trade 
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is with the European Union. With an enlarged EU this trade would increase to around 60%. Therefore, 
he says, Europe is an important political and economic partner. He then quoted Samuel Johnson to 
demonstrate Russia policy towards Britain and the European Union: “One should keep one’s 
friendship in constant repair.” 

Karasin described a recent summit in Moscow, at which a number of practical issues were discussed, 
as being “productive.” He added that there is “a growing team approach” to the Russo-European 
Union relationship. Karasin argued that the individual Europe countries are not faceless, because they 
have their own history, character, priorities and traditions. Europe, he explained, cannot develop 
independently from the wider world. “It very much depends on constructive relationships with the 
United States and Asia-Pacific, he said. He added: “Accordingly Russia would not like to believe 
some conspiracy theories that someone is trying to separate us from this positive process.” 

He feels that the result of this process should be the elimination of any dividing lines, without 
replacing them with new ones. Karasin pointed out that the start of the 1990s provided a great 
opportunity for transforming “the international order on democratic principles.” He doesn’t accept that 
Russia may have been at fault for missing the historic opportunity to “re-design the world and the 
political mentality.” 

Russia hopes that the bi-polar axis between Russia and the United States will be replaced by “a 
broad partnership in the interests of international stability.” With new conflicts arising, and many on 
Russia’s doorstep, his country seeks international co-operation to minimise conflict. Can one though 
exclude Chechnya? If Russia is truly prepared to discuss the issue with its foreign partners, then 
surely there’s hope. 

His Excellency Mr Grigory Karasin concluded his speech by commenting on European Union and 
NATO enlargement. He said that an expanded European Union will divide the Russian territories in 
half, therefore there “is an obvious need to address the issues, and to negotiate guarantees for 
movement of people, goods and energy.” 

He admitted that there are practical problems to overcome by understanding each other’s positions 
and concerns. He believes that Russia “has more grounds to be optimistic about relations with Europe 
within Europe.” Russia, he said does not regard the European Union as a threat, and it therefore 
won’t attempt to limit its expansion. The new Russia, he said, is about pragmatism. 

This point was illustrated when Karasin was asked about whether Russia would oppose Ukrainian 
membership of the European Union. He replied: “If the European Union wishes to embrace other 
nations, I don’t see a negative side to that. If the Ukraine were invited to become an EU member, I 
think everyone will say ‘that’s a matter of life.’” 

Karasin also said: “The European Union is a serious and positive factor, so we are interested in doing 
business with it.” He disclosed that, “during last week’s summit there was even the proposal of 
changing the bi-polar financial arrangements over from the dollar to the euro.” Where should the 
European Union stop? He believes that there is no hurry, and that the EU should be given the time to 
develop in order to judge whether it is successful. In the meantime, he stated, that swapping the dollar 
for the euro isn’t practical. 

Karasin expressed some concerns about NATO’s expansion towards the East. Russia, in H.E Grigory 
Karasin’s words, feels that “this is a serious mistake.” Russia isn’t comfortable about NATO’s policy. 
“These plans do not tie in with objective security needs, and real strategic security is only achieved 
when all the major parties feel comfortable,” he argued. Yet Russia does not seek confrontation but 
“mutually acceptable solutions.” 

Karasin was later asked whether the “evolution of the United Nations” would provide a better solution 
for achieving international stability and whether it is possible. “We do understand that NATO is an 
existing reality, and we have relations with NATO.” The problem, as aforementioned, was that 
Russian politicians feel incapable of explaining why NATO as a military and political organisation “is 
moving closer and closer to Russian borders.” It is making Russia nervous. 

So what about the role of the UN? He believes that there is no simple solution, and that there is no 
perfect substitution. Its value, he argued, is that it has helped to solve many conflicts. Some though 
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feel that the UN is inefficient. Karasin supports the continuing presence and role of the United 
Nations, and that “we would have to think twice about substituting it with something quicker.” 

The UN provides, he argued, a democratic voice for all countries and works. He feels that the United 
Nations provides an appropriate forum for discussing differences, including Atomic Ballistic Missiles 
(ABMs). “The UN should be there, and I think we should increase the role of that organisation when 
we speak about international issues.” Yet he admits that there should be some reform of the Security 
Council.” 

Prompted by Russia’s policy of seeking and fostering partnerships, Patrick Emeck of the European-
Atlantic Group asked whether Europe and Russia should be joining the United States in partnership 
with the American Nuclear Missile Defence programme (NMD). “There are two observations, he 
replied. “One observation is that it was a very good sign that the American administration sent several 
political experts to the major capitals of the world to explain the thinking about NMD, the challenges 
from the rogue states, the details and what they planned to do,” he added. 

Grigory Karasin feels that this is an important step, and hopes that Russia’s European partners would 
react in the same manner. President Putin will be President George W. Bush on the 16th June to 
discuss the issue. Ambassador Karasin urged caution, and said “we can solve this problem by 
working together.” Russia would also accept it as a solution to counter terrorism, and the rogue 
states, if the case if proven for NMD. 

Relations with Russia have come along way since the fall of the Berlin Wall. This was highlighted by 
Ambassador Grigory Karasin’s speech, which demonstrated a new positive approach towards 
international relations that would have been unheard of about 20 years ago. Russia though still has a 
long way to go if it is truly to walk the path of democracy, economic prosperity and political stability. 

Dr. Elliot described Karasin’s revelations as “enlightening.” Indeed they were, but some of them also 
seemed to contradict the key principles of the Ambassador’s speech: democracy, partnership, mutual 
understanding and co-operation. I am referring to Russia’s actions in Chechnya, the takeover of NTV 
sanctioned by the Russian state, and even the bizarre Cold War scenario played out two years ago in 
Kosovo. 

From a Western European viewpoint, Russia doesn’t always seem to be co-operating. Yet no-one can 

deny that with Russia as a major partner, and with greater understanding through economic, political 

and perhaps military co-operation, the world has a safer future. Therefore Russia’s new positive 

approach should be welcomed by all. Yet not everyone will agree; so terrorists beware! 

  



637 
 

Speeches by and Debate with 

 

Sue Kelly (Republican) 

And 

Barbara Kennelly (Democrat) 

 

The Association of Former Congressmen 

 

 

On: AMERICA AT HOME AND ABROAD 

 

Delivered to the European-Atlantic Group on November 5th 2007 

 

 

 

 

        

(left)  Hon Sue Kelly; Hon Barbara Kennelly 

 

  



638 
 

Chairman The Viscount Montgomery of Alamein, CMG, CBE: 

 

Thank you very much. We’re here tonight with the Association of Former Members of 

Congress and also we have the Eccles Centre for American Studies at the British Library, 

Professor Davies is going to be opening the discussion in a minute, as well as the American 

Society in London. So we have a remarkable number of U.S. delegates here and I’m pleased 

to associate with the United States. On my part, I have been associated with the United States 

for some sixty years, since I made my landfall there as a student in 1949. Somebody asked 

me once how I got there and I said I went in a tanker and I went to a place called Port Arthur, 

Texas. (Inaudible) It was rather hot. But anyways that’s my association to the United States 

and I’ve been going there since and I think it’s a great country.  

 

We’re very privileged to have tonight two distinguished Congresswomen, both retired from 

Congress and therefore able to speak freely and give their views on subjects which we’re all 

interested in, America both at home and abroad. Of course America being the world super 

power, she is something which everybody around the world, including citizens of this 

country, as a long time ally of the United States, are very interested in. My father actually 

went to America for the first time when Eisenhower had just become president, invited by 

Eisenhower through his boss ( inaudible) and indeed the formation  of NATO.  (inaudible) he 

was asking if he had ever been to the White House before and he said, “No, I’ve never been 

here except in spirit.. (inaudible).”  

 

I think we’re going to start by having these two distinguished Congress ladies speak in turn 

and we’re going to start off, because they’re in office, with the Republicans. Over to Sue 

Kelly who is a Republican retired Congress lady. The title of this evening is America at 

Home and Abroad and because there is so much happening abroad we are going to talk about 

abroad first and then come to home, secondly, with Congressman Barbara Kennelly.  

 

So Sue Kelly you have the floor.  
 

 

 

The Honourable Sue Kelly: 

 

Can everybody hear? Good. I want to tell you that it’s been a long day, we’ve had an excellent 

dinner, some fine wine, so if you gentlemen want to loosen your ties, ladies kick off your shoes, if 

you all want to slump down, let your chins rest on your chest, so long as you don’t snore while I’m 

talking it’s perfectly okay to have a nap.  

 

I’m a New Yorker. I represented the district that is 50 miles due North of New York City. It’s a 

commuting area. On September 11th, 2001 I lost a number of friends. I went to many, many funerals. 

But I also, at the time, was vice chairman of the House Financial Services Committee and was also 

very senior on the Transportation and infrastructure committee. Within two weeks I put on jeans 

and a pair of boots and went with two other people in Congress and crawled down a handmade 

ladder. We walked from a subway station that had been closed down up underneath the burning 

http://www.bl.uk/ecclescentre
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towers to try to establish what kind of structural means had to be taken care of so that we could get 

the subways restarted under New York City. Once we had established what happened there we 

came out, went to Congress and we got the authorizing done and we got the appropriating done to 

get New Yorkers going again. I have to tell you that what I saw from wading through ashes knee 

deep was such destruction. It looked worse than anything I had ever seen in a war movie and I 

realized this was an act of war. I then was so angry. I thought somebody had to pay for this. 

Somebody paid to have those people in those airplanes to attack America and I wanted to know 

who. I wanted to know how they got that money. So because I was vice-chairman of the House 

Financial Services Committee, and I was chairman of the oversight sub-committee on that 

committee, I used that position to begin to track terrorism’s money, across and around America and 

I began to look at what terrorism was doing to America. Now we’ve had terrorists for years in 

America and everywhere else. Terrorism is not new. Terrorism has been in America for years. If you 

go back and think about the 70’s and about the fact that terrorists attacked our embassy in Lebanon, 

they had all these people trapped in Lebanon for a bunch of years, they took down the Khobar 

towers. Americans turned a blind eye. It took an act on American soil to make America wake up to 

the fact that everybody else in the world was having to face terrorism on their own soil. We joined 

the club. And, fortunately, after 9-11, the club let America in and we began to work together, 

especially in a very interesting and coherent financial way. 

 

I tracked down a lot of interesting things happening with the money laundering that I was doing and 

finding groups. One of the worst, most violent terrorist groups I found has been banned in Pakistan 

because it is so violent; it actually has its headquarters 60 miles north of my hometown and it’s been 

there for quite some time. They have enclaves in 15 states in the United States. And when I found 

them and began to track them I discovered that in 2004 they had a convention in Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania. Folks, Philadelphia is the city of brotherly love. I thought that was very funny. These 

jihadists found that the city of brotherly love opened its arms and welcomed them to have a 

convention. This is the most violent jihadist group in America. But they did and they are there. This is 

the same group that recently you may have heard about. They were the group that decided they 

would target the gas pipeline, the natural gas pipeline that was in New Jersey and went right under 

Brooklyn and went all the way out to try to blow up the John F. Kennedy Airport. They were going to 

kill 300,000 people with that gas pipeline. They got caught. At any rate, you have them, we have 

them, the world has them and it’s a world wide problem. They do money laundering. They’ve been 

doing money laundering for years. And when we were able to stop a lot of the electronic transfer I 

know we got it because we were able to pick up where they got into the headquarters at one of 

these places. This was because we had a letter that had been transferred saying, “We’re having 

trouble raising money, we can’t get it transferred.” So I know that we were being very effective. And 

thank you. I thank everybody in this room for backing their government because you helped put 

together a very interesting group. It’s non-governmental. It’s a group of cooperating governments. 

It’s called the Egmont Group. We who are involved in the Egmont Group are cooperating 

governments who do not want the terrorists to succeed and what we are doing is cooperating by 

sharing information on the primary people who are transferring money. When we shut them down 

electronically they go to high value goods: human traffic, drugs, diamonds, gold, art, high value items 

like that. These are all things that we are tracking which support terrorism. It’s a fight we have to 

keep fighting because it’s long term. 
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 One of the things I found was about charities. Money was being transferred into charities for the 

support of terrorism. One of the bank accounts was with an Arab bank in New York, amongst other 

banks. The Americans were not really doing their job; some of the agencies were not doing their job 

very well. So when I looked at the Arab bank we had some information from an Israeli raid. The 

Israelis had gone in and found a computer that held something that looked like a balance sheet. It 

was for the Committee for Palestinian Relief and on it was a thing that looked like a balance sheet. It 

was like accounting, the way you would have an accounting ledger and it read something like this for 

pages. I’ll read you one line and it’s not accurate names or amounts but close. To the Rashid family: 

for the death of Ahmed on March 1999 for 2 killing two Israelis in the market in Jerusalem: 

$46,800.00, one line after another. The money was being transferred from, let’s say, Saudi Arabia 

and it was given to the Committee for Palestinian Relief. It was then transferred into the Arab bank 

in New York, changed into dollars and sent back to Palestine. That bank was money laundering and it 

was money laundering for terrorism. 

 

Another incident I found was when I began surfing the internet and I found something called Ten 

Euros for the Resistance. Ten Euros for the Resistance was being run out of the Netherlands and we 

tracked it and we found a lot of information about it. Basically what they were doing was passing on 

money to the resistance fighters which were fighting against Holland’s troops, British troops and 

American troops in Iraq. They didn’t care what they did with the money, if they were buying arms to 

kill Americans that was fine. They didn’t care. I had been firing off letters to the Italian ambassador. I 

got very bland replies from the Italian ambassador. So, you’ve heard that Shakespearean line, “Hell 

hath no fury like a woman scorned.” I went to the floor of the house and I made a speech about this. 

Within two weeks there was a raid in Italy and this thing was shut down. It brought a price on my 

head. I’m not going to be visiting Italy soon. But, on the other hand, it stopped the group from 

collecting money to take out our troops.  

 

Another speech I made involved the fact that I had just received a letter from the Ambassador of 

Saudi Arabia, Prince Bandar, and it was absolutely condescending beyond belief. Well it’s true that I 

am a woman and it’s true that I am not a political entity. I never ran for office for anything in my life 

until I ran for Congress. I beat a bunch of political people and even my own party could not believe I 

had won. And so there I was in Congress standing up and trying to be an honest person doing my 

job. At any rate, after I got this letter back from Prince Bandar it happened to be I was going to a 

dinner to speak about economic issues and financial issues in New York. I mentioned this 

condescending letter from Prince Bandar and it turned out one of his good friends was in the 

audience and he said, “I can’t believe Prince Bandar would send such a letter.” I said, “Well I’m not 

so surprised because I’ve been arguing with them for three years about whether or not they had a 

Financial Intelligence Unit set up.” They said they did and I knew they didn’t. So, he said, “Well I’ll 

talk to Bandar.” Two days later a representative from Saudi Arabia came into my office and said 

“Madam you are so wrong, we definitely have a Financial Intelligence Unit.” And I said, “So tell me 

about it.” He started to tell me about it and I said, “I’m sorry but that is not a Financial Intelligence 

Unit, they’re not doing the job.” Finally he stood up and said, “Madam if you want to know what is 

going on in Saudi Arabia why don’t you come?” I said,”Fine, when?” I went alone with one of my 

staff to Saudi Arabia as a guest of the King of Saudi Arabia. He and I had a nice chat and the Saudis 

have a Financial Intelligence Unit. It is not fully functioning. They are not a member of the Egmont 

Group. They would like to be and they’re coming along. It’s very important to be a member of the 
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Egmont Group and they want to be a member of the Egmont Group. I think it’s very important that 

we put this kind of pressure on world bodies because we all, including Saudi Arabia, are affected by 

terrorism. 

 

I’m going to stop now but I want to just say that that’s really my point here tonight. Meetings like 

this, getting together and getting to know each other, talking with each other, sharing experience 

with each other is really what is going to make this world work. We’re in a whole different age. This 

is not the age of my father and mother. It’s not even the age I grew up in. This is the age of my 

children. This is a world community and we need to live that way. Thank you. 

 

Applause 

 

 

The Honourable Barbara Kennelly: 

 

I am delighted to be here also. And thank you for coming and thank you for this wonderful dinner. It 

has been very good. 

 

I was thinking about what Sue had to say and what I had to say and I’m going to have a little fun. Sue 

and I have been together all day and have been talking and have learned more and more about each 

other although we knew each other in the Congress and we went to China together. Many times 

during the day she said she was not a politician. I used to say that. But at my age I am a politician, I 

really am. I was born into a Democratic family. My father was the National Chairman of the 

Democratic Party during what I call the good years, the Kennedy-Johnson years. He was National 

Chairman for eight years and we had a wonderful life. He was State Chairman of the State of 

Connecticut for 35 years. The day he died he was State Chairman of the state of Connecticut. So I 

had a wonderful youth because he took us everywhere he went if we behaved and we knew enough 

to behave. I then went to a dance when I was in college and met my husband; it was a meet-the-

candidates dance. I met my husband Jim, who then went on and it was thought he would be the 

politician in the family. He was eventually Speaker of the House of the state of Connecticut. In the 

meantime, I had my four children, and as we did in those days I stayed home with them but I told my 

husband as soon as our youngest was in the first grade I was going to work; I had a wonderful 

education. I said that at a speech at Wesleyan University, my son was in the audience and he said, 

“She hasn’t been seen since”, which is not the truth. But I did go to work. I went for a job in the 70’s 

when there was a recession. I didn’t get the job and I asked the principal why not and he said, “Well 

you came in second, the person who came in first was a veteran.” I could not fit that in. I had never 

been able to fit that one in. But then I went downtown. There was a vacancy on the City Council and 

so I ran for City Council and I loved every minute of it. It was grassroots, it was my hometown and I 

had a wonderful time. Then the Coliseum roof fell in and I was appointed to investigate why and 

unfortunately the people at City Hall were the reason that the roof fell in. And so I had to leave City 
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Hall and I ran for Secretary of State for Connecticut which sounds wonderful but I was bored to 

death. Fortunately, I had an opportunity to run for Congress and I ran for Congress and won. I had 17 

very happy years. I knew leaving my children, one in grammar school, and two in high school and 

one in college that we would spend a lot of time in Washington DC in the Congress. I knew I wanted 

to be on a good committee. I spotted the Ways and Means Committee which raises all the money 

through taxation and then spends half of it and decided that’s where I wanted to be. I went on that 

committee and did taxation. I met a woman over here that does insurance. I did insurance. I was 

from Hartford, Connecticut, what else did I do? And then when I was looking around the Congress at 

the other committees and I realized that on the Intelligence Committee there had never been a 

woman. I was the third woman in history on the Ways and Means Committee, but no women on the 

Intelligence Committee, life and death, war and peace. So I went to Tip O’Neal and I said, “Tip, why 

isn’t there a woman on the Intelligence Committee? I would like to be on the Intelligence 

Committee.” He said to me, “Barbara, are you never satisfied? You’re on the Ways and Means 

Committee.” I waited and went with Jim Wright who then became speaker and said, “Life and death, 

war and peace,” and he appointed me. It was six of the most fascinating years of my life on the 

Intelligence Committee. I was on it during a time when Russia was still in Afghanistan, when many 

things happened, and many things that are happening today and in that area of the world are not 

terribly, terribly surprising.  

 

After I left Congress I went with the Clinton administration with social security and I went all over 

the country talking about social insurance and the need for social insurance. A lot of people would 

say, “Why did she do that?” Well a lot of people don’t agree with our social insurance in America. As 

you know, one President, George Bush, during his second campaign in 2004 said that, “I have a lot of 

political capital and I’m going to use it and I’m going to privatize social security.” So I was a very busy 

busy woman for three years fighting the president. I have, luckily now, about three and a half 

members in my organization. But I was told that you didn’t want to hear about social security so I 

said, “Can I talk about politics? I would love to talk about politics!” 

 I’m looking here at a woman that I met at the reception and she was not a very big fan of Hilary 

Clinton. And then I met a dentist who is in the audience and she was a great fan of Hilary Clinton and 

I think that’s the beauty of politics: that we can agree and disagree and have some fun with it. 

But this is a very serious election for so many reasons. But it also, for us who are involved, and 

everybody else, is a very, very interesting election. It’s the first time since 1952 that we do not have 

a president or a vice president who is an incumbent running for office. And I know how long that is 

because I was 15 at the 1952 convention at which I was at because I behaved. Adelaide Stevenson 

got the nomination and General Eisenhower got the Republican nomination. I went back four years 

later and Adelaide got it again and he couldn’t do it again. This election has nobody who has 

anything behind them. And when you are an incumbent president, and even when you are an 

incumbent vice president, as Vice President Gore was in 2000, you have a lot that goes with being 

the president or being the vice president. And you also have a record that people can run against. 

This time there is none of that and it is one of the reasons that we have so many viable candidates 

on both sides. Both sides have a number of candidates that aren’t really registering in the polls. One 

of them is my own senator, Senator Dodd. Magnificent man, great record, but his timing is pretty 

tough. I see the Professor shaking his head no. 
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The fact of the matter is this, as I said, is an interesting election. How I always wanted to see an 

African American run for President of the United States. How I always wanted to see a woman run 

for President of the United States. Did I need them in the same party in the same year? No, 

absolutely not. But that is what’s happening. John Edwards of course ran for vice president and is 

very articulate. So, really, on the Democratic side those three candidates are taking the attention 

right now. On the Republican side, who knows anymore than you know on the Democratic side? It 

looks like Romney or Giuliani, possibly Thompson but that has not shaken out very much. 

 

If you bothered to come tonight you are going to have some interest in American politics and the 

election. Hold your hat because we’re going to have quite a time. We have the Iowa caucus which is 

going to be January 3rd. Can you imagine that? We have the holidays and then you have the caucus 

and the attention on this caucus is unreal. Then you have the New Hampshire primaries. I’ve been 

out to Iowa twice this year. First, I went out for the first debate. You would have thought John 

Edwards was going to win in Iowa. You would have definitely thought that because there was all sort 

of activity after the debate. He had a huge crowd. Elizabeth, his wife, spoke, he spoke, it just looked 

like heavens, John Edwards is going to win Iowa. Then I went over three or four weeks later, Senator 

Tom Harkin had a steak roast and in an off year they have about 500 people at the steak roast. He 

had 10,000 because of the Iowa caucus.  We all sat on the ground in the fields and candidates just 

had a mike like this, none of the high tech stuff, and each of them spoke. Then Senator Barack 

Obama came in. He came in walking with 1,000 people. It was very impressive and you go home 

thinking I think Senator Obama is going to win this caucus. But John Edwards has lived there, literally 

lived there, so he could win that caucus. So what happens in Iowa is going to be very interesting. 

 

 Maybe I would be taken by what happened in Iowa except I went to the Iowa Caucus 4 years ago 

and I saw the small number of people that vote in the caucus who make this huge decision. They get 

all this media attention and the media doesn’t always get it right. I was there when Dr. Dean made 

the scream as some of you may have heard about. And they played the scream over and over and 

over again. Can I tell you something? He made the scream after he lost and he was trying to get his 

troops back up again but they reported that he was hysterical. But he was dead by then anyway. 

Congressman Gephardt had a huge union support, trucks going all over Iowa which is a very rural 

and very calm state; they did not like all these union members that Mr. Gephardt had with him. Dr. 

Dean had young people in orange hats, and a caucus is not an election and there’s really not much to 

do, and they basically went around stopping cars saying, “Vote for Dr. Dean,” and they didn’t like 

that so that’s how John Kerry got the nomination. He came in 6th in the polls at that moment but he 

got the bump from Iowa and the rest is history. I say get ready for what’s coming because with Iowa 

when it is and New Hampshire when it is you then have the April primary with half the states of the 

United States of America running, having primaries, and it’ll probably be over by then. And if it’s 

over in February, and with the history of our last couple of elections, I want to tell you something, 

you’ve not seen anything yet. What happened last time was Senator Kerry did not answer the swift 

boat ads. He thought that it was so outrageous that he was being attacked for his service, and he 

had certainly served well in Vietnam. He was attacked and he did not respond for the whole month 

of August. I think the Democrats have learned their lesson. You will see response on both sides. You 

will probably see one of the ugliest campaigns in the history of our campaigns except when you go 

back to the old days when they really had tough campaigns. Is it an important campaign? As a 
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Democrat I think it’s incredibly important. As a grandmother of ten grandchildren I think it’s 

incredibly important.  

 

I think we have gone too far in our country in a number of ways. Social insurance: I earn my living 

protecting social insurance. That’s what Roosevelt called what you have to have when the accidents 

and vicissitudes of life turn on you. I didn’t think I’d live to see the day when we saw a president 

leading the charge against social insurance. Every industrialized country has social insurance. Why 

then we’re talking about not having it, I don’t know.  

 

I’m sure most of you are wondering about Iraq. I can’t believe what’s happened in Iraq. I think 

Obama is in the best shape because he said, “I was against it!” because he wasn’t in the senate and 

didn’t have to vote. But the fact of the matter is that we do in our country have great regard for the 

Commander in Chief, great regard, and when he says he’s going to go to war, you think he might be 

right. Well this time he was wrong and we’ve been in a war now, longer than the Second World War, 

longer than Vietnam. People in America have had it but the campaign is still very much undecided 

because there is an opportunity for the Democrats to have a voice, there’s an opportunity for the 

Democrats to win. 

 

 People say that Hilary Clinton is going to win the nomination, that there’s no doubt about it. Hilary 

Clinton has 48% negative no matter where you go. You start with 48% negative and it’s very difficult 

to win that campaign. We don’t know who’s going to have the Democrat nomination, we don’t know 

who’s going to have the Republican nomination but I think there is a very definitive difference 

between the parties and I think that it has to be articulated. Why do I feel it’s important? I stand 

here as a proud Democrat, but I stand here as a proud American and I think some of the decisions 

that have been made that did not follow our Constitution in the last few years have been just 

unacceptable. 

 

 I was a political appointment in the Clinton administration, a political appointment on social 

security. You have political appointments after a presidential race. You know exactly where they are 

and then when the next president comes in those political appointments automatically go and a new 

group comes in. This administration has been absolutely brilliant. It came out during a situation with 

our attorney general that not only are there political appointments but one very Christian school had 

a couple of hundred graduates brought into the justice department. Those are not political 

appointments. 

 

A lot of things have changed in the last seven years. A lot of things have changed. Will the Democrats 

be able to articulate who they are and what they want to be and what they want our country to do 

and how it should be? I don’t know. I do know that we are not in the FDR period. That was the New 

Deal and for years the Republicans tried to get rid of the New Deal and they couldn’t and after 

Truman they gave up. Nixon brought in Medicare. But now those really Conservative Republicans, 

Libertarians have done a better job than Conservatives, have come back and have done a very well 
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job and I think it’s very important now that the Democrats get in. Will they? I don’t know. I hope 

they will. I’m sure Sue and many of you hope they won’t but you don’t have to care as much as we 

care because it’s our country but I know how much you’ve been such a wonderful ally to us, such a 

wonderful friend. And I know that I’m interested in your country and your government and I know 

you’re interested in my country and my government. But I promise you that you will not be bored in 

this election. 

 

Applause: 

 

Chairman Viscount Montgomery of Alamein, CMG, CBE: 

 

Thank you very much indeed. I can assure you, the both of you infact, that we in this country take 

very considerable interest in your own. You are the number one world power and we are very much 

committed to what is going to happen and we will follow with considerable interest this long 

election, nearly over the next year. Starting as you said, in January if it has not started already. So it’s 

already started and we’re in the action following right up to November next year, the very last day in 

a year’s time. So I can assure you that we are very interested in what you’re going to tell us and what 

you have told us, both of you, from different angles… (Inaudible)… so we know about that sort of 

thing. They’re persistent but they’re not comparable at all … (inaudible)… and now I’m going to ask 

Professor Davis who is responsible for this organization to open the discussion and then I shall come 

around the room and ask anyone who wants to ask a question to raise their hand. 

 

Professor Philip Davies: 

 

Thank you very much.  

One of the things that I can think about the United States at the moment is a country that has some 

of the most inordinately long election campaigns in the world has chosen this year to extend it by 

another year. We’ve already gone through debates, we’ve already gone through polls and we’ve 

already gone through an amount of media coverage. I’ve never seen this sort of election year before. 

Candidates this year have spent ten times more than the candidates in a similar position even four 

years ago. Why? Well partly because, as Barbara said, there is no incumbent who is going to be 

running, no incumbent president or vice president since 1952. It’s the first time the incumbent vice 

president or president has not even been running since 1938 (inaudible)… I’m sure you’ll remember 

him. So getting in early has become tremendously important. But in this long, I think it’s exciting but 

others might say it’s (inaudible) period in election (inaudible). It’s interesting also to speculate just 

where this range of issues is going to play. Can you really interest and engage a public with foreign 

policy issues, even foreign policy issues that are so significant, over such a length of time that they’re 

going to cast their votes on it? Does it actually matter if they have much difference between the 

parties on these foreign policy issues that they should become so significant? Quite honestly what 

people do tend to vote on, generally, are hot button domestic issues: immigration, taxes, Medicare, 
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social security, these kinds of issues. Now, there is something of a difference historically between 

voting in Congress, for Congress rather, and voting for President. People see the President as the 

representative of The United States internationally. And so foreign policy plays a part in it as it 

reflects the place of America in the world. Some of my colleagues in the academic world have used 

this to explain the situation where, in recent years, I think in the last generation, in fact the whole 

period, where the Republicans have held the presidency and Democrats have held the Congress. In 

fact some of them have gone so far as to say it’s boiled down to the American public seeing the 

Republican party as the “daddy party” and the Democratic party as the “mummy party” who will 

take care of them at home where as the “daddy party” will represent them abroad in all these places 

where they’ve got to look proud and look strong. That has been part of the reason why there has 

been a divided government in the United States for most of the period since 1968: government in 

the United States, the presidency and the two chambers of Congress, have been divided between 

the parties. During the whole time there has been a massive tension while both parties attempt to 

reassert their party control and we’re seeing it again where Republicans have had their chances two 

or three times to assert long term control over America as a whole and it has slipped between their 

fingers. It is strange to me that it seems that one of the reasons it seems to be slipping through their 

fingers now is actually because of actions in their area of strength which is foreign policy. The foreign 

policy that the public supported very strongly has been interpreted over the last few years by 

President Bush in a way that the public has gradually fallen out of favour with. This has moved them 

into a different sense of their satisfaction with their national government and given the Democrats 

an opportunity that I think many Republicans will feel wrongly chagrined about, to take control over 

the Executive and the Legislature. That’s not to say it’s a done deal. It’s going to be a very tight race. 

There are those viable candidates that she mentioned, at least three on the Democrat side, three on 

the Republican side and one we’ve been talking about during the day, Mayor Bloomberg of New 

York who is interested enough and rich enough to come in at a late stage as an independent and 

blow the whole stack of cards down. So the election is certainly going to be interesting. It’s certainly 

going to be tense and exciting. We were warned to expect quite a lot of nasty play in this election. It 

will count even though election advisors in the United States actually take a pledge not to engage in 

negative advertising. As one of them said to me, “nothing moves the polls like negative advertising.” 

So it’s certainly going to be out there too. All these things will be in play. I do though wonder how far 

that foreign policy issue can be retained as an engaging public issue in the face of all these things 

that effect people’s direct lives.  

 

 

 

Chairman Viscount Montgomery of Alamein, CMG, CBE: 

  

Thank you very much indeed. Now I’m going to take questions from the floor and if you just raise 

your hand and when I call you indicate who is speaking. I will just ask you to say your name, and the 

association that you are from, and if you could be very brief because we only have about half an 

hour for questions, so be very brief otherwise I may have to stop you. I’ll take one or two at a time. I 

was told by Justin that the acoustics in this room are so good that you don’t have to have the 

roaming mike. We have a rather curious situation because there is only one mike here altogether.  
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David Montagu-Corry: Good evening ladies and gentlemen. I would just like to give a vote of thanks 

to our chairman who has done so much for the society here. To Dame Dangerfield who gave most of 

her money and her house for this charity and organization and to Justin Glass who does so much for 

the society. And of course Lady Killearn who has been with us for so many years and also her Royal 

Highness who’s mentioned. Anyway, it’s just a thank you for all the hospitality you’ve all given the 

society. It’s a vote of thanks that I am saying tonight, not a question. Thank you very very much. 

 

Applause 

 

Viscount Montgomery: 

Thank you very very much I think we can all agree with that.  

 

 

Question 1: 

 

 …I’ll direct my question to the honourable Sue Kelly … It says that when you talk about ‘we,’ whom 

do we mean? Also, terrorism in the United States is not exclusively from outside the country. Let us 

not forget that there is a large portion of the United States outside of the big cities who are not 

white, middle class intellectuals. Not only am I thinking about the minority populations but the very 

large uneducated population in the country and the religious extremism which has formulated a fair 

amount of terrorists and anti-federalist activity. Should the United States not also try to address 

these problems? Would that not be a good way towards resolving other problems? 

 

Response from Sue Kelly:  

 

Well I think it’s a nice idea but it doesn’t exactly fly because we now have home grown terrorism in 

every country as well as people who are coming into America and other countries to take a step. So 

it’s a world problem. It has a lot less to do with people being unhappy because they’re not happy 

with their living circumstances. It simply has to do with people being affected by an education level 

that does not inform them enough to be able to evaluate quality. There are other ways to obtain 

information that will help them to make an informed judgment about what you’re hearing.  
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One of the problems that we have in America, and worldwide, is we must educate our children to 

understand what they’re facing. This is not yesterday’s world. We have to start teaching our children 

what they’re facing. In America recently, Time Magazine did a civics poll with the senior class at 

Harvard, Yale, Princeton, and Dartmouth, all the major universities. They asked the basic questions 

about American politics and about American geography and they failed. They failed! These seniors at 

college could not answer these questions. The highest grade came from someplace like Syracuse 

University where they got 69%+ of the test right. Everyone else failed. Now that’s wrong. You need 

to teach your children no matter what country you’re in. You need to teach your children about your 

country and why your country stands for what it does. De Tocqueville came to America and wrote a 

book years ago about what democracy was all about and it’s still valid. Democracy is about the 

freedom of people having the right to serenity, to choose their government and to do so in freedom, 

without pressure from that government. That buys you liberty. And it’s not surprising that in 1900 

there were ten democracies in the world and today there are one hundred and nineteen 

democracies out of a hundred and ninety-some countries. It’s because people can choose their lives. 

It has a lot to do with economics. It also keeps the government out of the way; they can handle their 

lives. So they have an unimpeachable judiciary and property rights. It’s a neat form of government, 

messy as all, but it works otherwise people wouldn’t keep emulating it. 

 

Mrs. Louisa Hutchinson, Member of E-AG, Property Developer, Artist:  

 

My name is Louisa Hutchinson. I have a question for Congresswoman Barbara Kennelly. The 

European Court has gone nowhere with Iran over the last four years. I wanted to know if you think 

that Iran is a serious threat to world peace and what you would want to do about that. Further 

negotiation or what?  

 

Barbara Kennelly:  

 

I don’t think there’s an “or” after negotiation issues. I think it certainly should happen and should be 

possible to contact, to have willingness to negotiate and when I say negotiate I mean have 

conversation with Iran. Iran is a very, very important country. There are other countries involved 

with proximity to Iraq and what’s happened there, we all know, but that’s no reason to shut Iran 

out. I think that it kind of went downhill when the President’s State of the Union talked about the 

axis of evil and Iran was mentioned and from then on it hasn’t been good. I know what happens with 

Iran and with the United States affects everybody, it’s very important. I have a daughter in the State 

Department and she says, “Negotiating” and I say, “That’s not the right word.” We should be talking 

and talking and listening and listening.  We don’t want another Iraq.  

 

Question 3: We just had a question about Iran. My question is about Pakistan. I would like to know 

from both of you how you plan to approach that topic…. 



649 
 

 

Sue Kelly: That’s a very good question. I think Pakistan is an issue. I am a republican. I’m against big 

government. I’m against our government actually going and messing with other people’s 

governments. I think we need leave people alone and let them solve their problems. I was not in 

favour of Bush trying to make the world become democratic. I don’t think this is a smart move. 

People need to make their own choices.  I think that it will work out in the end. That also is a 

republican tenet. I think we can help guide them, we can support them, and we have supported 

Musharaf. I think he’s got himself a mess over there. I agree. I don’t know about Barbara, maybe she 

has something better to say. There are some things I think Pakistan Government could do and some 

of them I think there’s no way that the present one can do. I read the Financial Times delivered 

every single day and I read the Economist because I get world news that way. I also download the 

BBC and some of the other world programs because there’s no way in the United States that you can 

listen to any US program and get anything but slanted news. I shouldn’t say that but it’s all 

editorializing and I’m trying to get some hard core facts. There’s somebody from Pakistan here and I 

wonder if he’d like to address that but I think Barbara has some words. I don’t know how it’s going 

to work out. Right now if I were Musharaf I’d clamp down on some things and try to work some 

things out. Hold on for a little bit until they can hold an election that can make some sense where 

people aren’t so fired up. Your go Barbara.  

 

Barbara Kennelly: 

 

As we were flying over here the state of emergency was declared. We’re all very aware that 

Musharaf had a military government and then it became a different kind but seems to be going 

back. The last time I was in Pakistan Abdullah was the Prime Minister and that was a trip. That was 

interesting also. Thank God she’s alive after what happened the other day. It is a very very 

dangerous world. … (Inaudible)… If there was ever a need for diplomacy it is right now. (Inaudible) 

This is a terrible time but it could get a lot worse and that’s why you have diplomacy at its very best. 

All we can do is reach out, we saw how Iraq went so bad, let’s not see anything else go so bad or at 

least let us, your country and my country, not be the reason that it goes so bad. 

 

 

Prince Mohsin Ali Khan of Hyderabad: (inaudible)  

 

Question 4:  

 

There are 6 million Americans living outside the United States, these are civilian citizens, not 

military. However, the question I’m going to pose to both Congresswomen relates to the US 

presidential election coming up, I believe it’s about one year from today. And some very important 

facts have been mentioned, one by Professor Davies who mentioned that quite often the elections 

for the President, there’s actually a great deal of talk about foreign affairs, but the elections 
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themselves tend to, for the large part, be decided on domestic issues. Many of these domestic issues 

probably have not yet emerged. But there is one that is emerging and it may have taken its first 

casualty last week. That is with regards to the governor of New York, Elliot Spitzer. We all may 

remember him as the US attorney who fought fraud and corruption with regard to various 

instruments and eventually he was elected Governor. The issue now is that Governor Spitzer has 

decided that New York has approximately five hundred thousand to one million undocumented 

aliens which are called illegal aliens and is topical in other areas of the world as well. What Governor 

Spitzer has proposed is that these aliens be given the right to obtain drivers licenses without Social 

Security numbers. That is an issue. The issue is that if he allows this to happen these unauthorised 

illegal immigrants will be given some type of respectability. With these drivers’ licenses they will be 

able to open bank accounts. They will be able to use these drivers’ licenses to get on airplanes. 

Republican State Majority Leader Bruno has come out very strongly against this saying that this 

might make New York an attractive place or a more attractive place for terrorists. On the other side, 

Governor Spitzer makes the argument that some five percent of all fatalities in driving… 

 

Viscount Montgomery: I think we’re quite clear what the issue is  

 

Questioner 4: 

 

… the issue is that this issue has been brought up to Senator Hilary Clinton in, I believe, the last 

debate. I believe there was some tooing and froing which they believe may have cost her politically. I 

want to ask each, Barbara Kennelly and Sue Kelly, their view on the granting of drivers’ licenses to 

undocumented individuals.  

 

Sue Kelly:  

 

Eliot Spitzer happens to be my governor. When I was in Congress, I wrote a bill that was going to 

curtail his powers because he was incurring on the federal investigative powers. Eliot called my 

office and I was the recipient of the very first of his line of temper tantrums during which he called 

me some very, very bad names. I can tell you that he called Bruno very, very bad names. Eliot’s 

agreed to a three step program. He’s probably not going to back off until he can save face. It’s a 

stupid idea because of just the reasons you pointed out. You can understand the rational. I am 

totally against it. I can tell you that the legal immigrants from all parts of the world that I have 

worked with over the course of twelve years helped me. Most of the people that I see on streets 

have looked at me and they shake their finger at me and say, ‘Don’t you let him do that. I had to 

wait. I had to wait. Make those people wait and don’t let them get drivers licenses.’ So there could 

be a war going on because many of the county clerks are not going to issue drivers licenses to those 

people anymore.  
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Barbara Kennelly: I’ve been around long enough to know when an issue is dead and yes this is 

absolutely dead. Hilary likes to be the student of all subjects so she knew that it was three levels of 

licenses and they couldn’t get on a plane with the license that they could get. But forget all that. This 

has become such an issue right now that this will not happen. This will not happen. We were talking 

about what were going to be some of the key issues in our presidential election and one of the very 

key issues is going to be immigration. Interestingly enough, it’s not the number one or two issue 

with either the Democrats or the Republicans but it is the number one issue with the people who are 

going to decide this election which are the unaffiliated so we’re going to hear an awful lot more 

about immigration. I know you’ve had the issue for years and we’re going to have the issue and it’s 

going to be complicated but it can be dealt with. But you’re not going to hear anymore about this 

license thing. 

 

Question 5:  

 

Thank you so much. We’re done with that issue for the time being. I just wanted to come back to the 

issue of terrorism and ask you ladies a question concerning Britain and how we are to bring terrorists 

to book when they are captured here. There’s the very strong counter lobby, the Human Rights 

Lobby. How do we reconcile the Human Rights Lobby with the importance of brining criminals to 

book?  

 

 

Sue Kelly:  

 

In law school they teach you a saying: ‘Your rights end at the end of my nose.’ ‘Your rights end at the 

end of my nose.’ Got it? 

 

Chairman Montgomery:  

 

I like it. We count that but it’s not what’s happening. 

 

Sue Kelly:  

 

That’s kind of what people are thinking but terrorism is bigger. We just had a couple of cases in the 

United States. It’s been seven years developing one case and when it comes to our law, under 

Constitutional law, the way the law is and the people who are clearly terrorists who have clearly 

harmed America have gotten either a tap on the wrist or gotten off and the juries can’t convict 
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them. They can’t get them convicted. And you can talk about human rights. You may be talking 

about Guantanamo but that’s been cleaned up. Fortunately it was exposed and it’s going to be 

closed up so it won’t exist. (Inaudible) It’s a problem when you have a possible terrorist who won’t 

say anything. How do you get the information that’s going to save lives? What do you do? When you 

know that someone has a key to open a lock that will open a door that will save many many lives. It’s 

very very hard question and I have no answer for that. So I think that in many ways the human rights 

concerns are very valid but I wish instead of demonstrating in the street, they would help us find 

some answers. 

 

Barbara Kennelly:  

 

Our country is very young in relation to your country but our Constitution has stood by us for over 

two hundred years and I know this is a very difficult question but I truly believe that we will get over 

this with our Constitution. Difficult, yes. But if we don’t follow our Constitution we’re not a 

democracy. 

 

Chairman:  

 

Very good. Very good answers. The lady over there, are you coming up here? Right. 

 

 

 

Question 6:  

 

I’ve lived in London for 45 years. I’m very proud to be an American. I believe as you do, and Sue 

Kelly, that democracy gives people the right to choose. I’ve been appalled to know during all of these 

years that less than half of the Americans who have the right to vote, actually vote. As both of you 

are experienced Congresswomen, I wonder what your opinion would be about having a change, 

perhaps, to the Constitution and making the right to vote compulsory, and if so, how would that 

impact this election?  

 

Sue Kelly: 

 

I think it’s an interesting idea but I doubt that we’d ever be able to get a change in the Constitution. 

If you realize what it takes to get a change in the Constitution, it’s not only passing it through 

Congress but then you’ve got to go out and get all of these states to agree. We couldn’t even get 
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women’s rights, the Equal Rights Amendment, to get through. So I don’t know if it’s feasible. The 

other thing is the old, ‘dog ate my homework’ excuse for not voting. I think it’s a great idea though. 

Thanks.  

 

Barbara Kennelly: I’m on the board of the International __ Sisters in the United States. It’s a group 

that focuses on elections all over the world so yes, it’s disgraceful. It is disgraceful. I believe one of 

the reasons is we’re spoiled. We take it for granted. It’s not that important. And I only hope that we 

don’t get to the point where we don’t take it for granted and we know we’d better get to the polls. 

And I think we should all watch out because that day might come. As I said I was Secretary of State 

and I would tell people day in and day out why they should vote. But unless people realize the 

importance of the vote, they’re not going to vote. But to get a Constitutional amendment, it isn’t 

going to happen, but I worry about our country at this point. 

 

 

Chairman:  

 

We don’t have a written Constitution but we have a very low turnout in elections here as well, I’m 

afraid. So I think we’ve both got something to learn. You sir.  

 

Question 7: Hi my name is Matthew Konieczny. I apologize that this is a very general question but 

today people use the term global leader and superpower to describe the US and I agree that it is 

true. I grew up in Canada admiring the US as a moral beacon and a country with the political clout 

that it had the inhibition to act as a guide on the international state, on pressing issues. My concern 

is that, today the US is no longer turned to as the moral beacon and that it perhaps alienates itself in 

some ways from international discussion and my question is whether or not my concern is valid, 

one, and what the US needs to address this? 

 

Barbara Kennelly: I think your concern is valid. It’s certainly a concern. We all can manipulate polls. 

We can all come up with a poll that says what we want to say. But if you look at the polls, and I’ve 

spent much of my life looking at polls, I give money to both Republicans and Democrats who agree 

with my association so I agree with that. One consistent thing in polls these days is that people do 

not think that their government is worrying about them, that they’re not prepared for globalisation 

and that we have got ourselves so caught up in the Iraq question with so much money going to the 

Iraq war that we are not looking to our future. You see across the board in polls, Democrats, 

Republicans and Independents, up to 70% say that the government is going the wrong way and that 

there’s something wrong. People know that the government is not addressing their needs and that’s 

what we’ve got to get back to. Our whole situation about wages, if you look at the wages of the 

average worker in the United States they haven’t gone up. And one of the reasons that it’s staying 

where it is is because women are working.  
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Sue Kelly:  

 

I think that Barbara is right. There are a ton of things that we need to do. We hear talking heads on 

TV saying, ‘the United States, nobody likes the United States, they’ve lost their … blah blah.’ In fact, if 

you’re going to have a group of heads of state that really means anything you’re going to include the 

United States. You’re going to include Great Britain. You’re going to include a few other people. But 

you’re always going to include the United States. And if you thought the United States was dying, it 

continues to reach out and doing other things in the world. This Egmont group for instance. Doing 

things like that: quiet, highly significant. These things go on but nobody is talking about them that is 

all. They’re there and they will continue to be there. Iraq is drowning out so much noise. Eventually 

something happens and they all calm down a little and we breathe a sigh of relief and so do you. 

That’s what’s happening right now. We’re all fine. And it is going to be fine. Everybody has got their 

heads in a knot because we’ve got this election coming up. As soon as it’s over people will take a 

deep breath. Iraq will still be there. 

 

It looks to me as though this thing is working. It looks to me as though things are calming down. I 

have great hope in the future of the world. You are young and I have great hope for what you will 

have when you get to be my age, I am 71 years old. I have lived a long time and I look at what I think 

you’re going to have. It’s going to be a great world.  

 

This is the last question I’m afraid to say.  

Question 8: (inaudible) … Will Al Gore be called in against the other three candidates in the 2008 

Presidential Race?  

 

Barbara Kennelly: 

 

 Will Al Gore get in? No! Because Al Gore is still Al Gore! I don’t think so. 2000 is a short enough time 

ago that we remember Al Gore. For two reasons: I don’t know what Al Gore thinks. I’ve known him 

all my life but  I think he went through a matter thinking that he was elected President and then that 

he wasn’t elected President. But for two reasons: I know Sue thinks that it’s possible that the mayor 

of New York might get in and I know there are people like yourself wondering about Al Gore. Why 

this is not going to happen, the one good reason, money! If you’ve been following these elections, 

leading up to these primaries, you will see the incredible amount of money being raised and being 

spent! Candidates are not following the limits. This is absolutely shocking that in 8 years we have not 

had federal limits being honoured. Spend as much as you want! As you know, George Bush was the 

first one to not accept the federal limitations and then Kerry decided not to accept the limitations 

and right now nobody is going to take the limitations. The amount of money that is made and the 

way this race is going, it’s going to be very difficult for a new candidate to get in. But anything could 

happen this year. I don’t think Al Gore is going to get in unless Hilary Clinton crashes there’s a 
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possibility that Al Gore could get in. But as long as Hilary is there, I don’t think you’re going to have 

that.  

 

Chairman: 

 

Thank you very much indeed. That’s a rather exciting situation in which to end: Hilary is going to 

crash. Hilary has got the war chest anyway. I think we’ve been treated this evening to a rather 

remarkable situation: two former Congresswomen who’ve retired and given us objective views 

about what’s going on in their great country. Everyone in this room, that’s why they’re here, takes 

enormous interest in what’s going on in the United States. You are the world leaders, we have 

interest in what happens in your country and some of us have been going there for many years and 

we love your country and we want to make sure it continues to work.  There’s no way that we’re not 

going to be following you with great interest because after all…(inaudible)… This is the way that 

things are going in the world today…(inaudible)… That’s another story but not for this evening. So I 

want to thank you two ladies and it’s customary of the European-Atlantic Group that we like to give 

our guests a small present. We have two books, one for each of them, which were written by 

members of the European-Atlantic Group. Some of them are very literary minded and have written 

lots of books and so we hope that you’ll find them interesting. One is about the Suez (inaudible) and 

so these are useful reading for you. I’m sure you get lots of reading materials in your life. I’d like to 

thank everybody for being here, I’d like to thank the audience for an extremely interesting and a 

wide range of questions because we have had a marvelous evening. The European Atlantic Group 

goes from strength to strength because of Justin and his team, the people who work with him. The 

next meeting is going to be on European-Atlantic relations which is exactly what we were talking 

about this evening but with a different angle. So that will be 10th of December. I’d like to close the 

session. I see the clock is actually at half past ten.  Thank you all very much for being here and thank 

our speakers above all for the marvelous thoughts on this variety of subjects. 
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THE ROLE OF INTERPOL IN A CHANGING EUROPE 

By 

         Raymond E. Kendall, Q.P.M.. M.A.     

                                                 Secretary-General, ICPO-Interpol 

 

Much has been happening within Interpol during recent years and it has been a source of 

some discomfort to me that the message regarding what has been achieved has not reached as 

many national policymakers as I would have liked. Whilst I hope, therefore, that what I shall 

say about the role of Interpol will be of interest to you, I would also take the opportunity of 

asking you to do what you can to ensure that the potential value of Interpol is brought to 

notice at the highest levels. 

The developments within and the potential for growth of the European Community, the 

increased personal and corporate freedom of the citizens of what we have come to know as 

Eastern Europe, the acceptance of the computer as an everyday piece of equipment available 

to all - these are just three factors that contribute to an indication of the potential for a 

growing internationalisation of crime. Police and Politicians must together face this challenge 

and ensure that we have the necessary systems and structures in place. We must ensure that 

neither crossing national frontiers after or in order to commit crime nor moving money or 

property from jurisdiction to jurisdiction are seen as the easy options to make crime pay. 

In that context, I will try to present the role of Interpol in Europe as I see it in the coming 

years. Before I attempt to do so, however, I must make three important qualifications: 

1. Whilst many of the developments I will mention mainly concern Europe, Interpol provides 

a service worldwide. There are now 158 Member States including almost every country in 

Europe and each member has the same rights. I would not want to lose sight of that fact 

during a discussion of our role in Europe. 

2. The speed of change both within and without the police service is such that it would be 

impossible to predict the long term future needs for international police co-operation. I 

will present the situation as I see it now. The future will continue to prove the requirement 

to be adaptable to changing needs. 

3. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, Interpol provides a service for the member 

countries. Whilst we have made substantial progress in modernizing our systems and we 

are prepared to make suggestions as to the services we could provide, the role of Interpol 

will be shaped by what the members want it to be. Within the European Community, for 

example, Trevi has grown as an important policy-making forum. Trevi was established in 

1976 as a forum for discussion of co-operation, at both ministerial and practical, 

operational level, among Member States of the 
 

 

European Community, particularly in relation to terrorism. Subjects for discussion include 

terrorism, drug trafficking, other serious crime1 scientific and technical matters and public 

order problems. Working groups of officials study problem areas and devise possible 

solutions reporting to a meeting of senior officials who in turn report to a meeting of 

ministers. The view Trevi officials take will undoubtedly influence the role of Interpol in 

Europe. What I can assure you is that, whatever developments may take place as a result of 
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political initiatives in groups of countries, it is our intention to remain in the front line of 

international police co-operation and play a full and active part in suppressing international 

crime, at the same time adapting ourselves to these developments. 

    

I should now like to review the developments within ICPO-Interpol in recent years    and 

then indicate the direction in which we are going. The starting point for any discussion of 

the role of Interpol must surely be the aims as set out in our written constitution. Put 

simply, these are to: 

       - Ensure and promote the widest possible co-operation between criminal police 

authorities and 

- Establish and develop institutions likely to contribute to the prevention and detection of 

crime. 

   In its classic role, Interpol provides a means of communication between the 

police   forces of member countries. To ensure that any request for action or information 

reaches the appropriate agency and is acted upon with the necessary authority, each 

member country has one office designated as its national central bureau through which 

such communications are directed. It must be stressed that the work of Interpol is very 

much the work of the NCBS and much of what is done at the General Secretariat in 

Lyons, France is done to support the NCBS in their efforts. 

         The relationship between Interpol and Europe is demonstrated by the 

following    facts: 

       - The European Community countries contribute 34% of the administrative 

costs of the organization; 

       - The European countries contribute 51% of these overall costs; 

       - About 47% of messages communicated over the telecommunications network involve 

European Community countries; 

      - Nearly 86% of the messages involve European countries; 

      - Of the 83 police officers posted at the General Secretariat, 43 are from European 

countries, 39 of them being from European Community countries. In all, 15 European 

countries and 9 Community countries are represented there. (I should add here that we are 

anxious to increase the spread of representation by European countries even further).  

Before I look forward, however, I should first like to look back and reflect on some of the 

changes which have taken place within Interpol during recent years. Indeed, the organization 

today is barely recognizable as that which existed as recently as 1985 when I took office as 

Secretary General. 

One area that needed a complete overhaul was the system at the General Secretariat for 

filing information about crimes and criminals. Material is received there in two ways. First, 

when case-related messages passing between NCBS are also sent to the General Secretariat 

for information, or secondly when a country recognizes the importance or interest of a case 

and communicates information directly to the General Secretariat. Until 1987, this data 

remained only on paper files, a records system that had survived almost forty years with very 
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few changes. There was always a wealth of information but retrieving those parts that could 

be useful in a given set of circumstances was a haphazard and time-consuming affair. 

The telecommunications network was also starting to creak. The facilities available were: 

- Radioteletype. This was the main method of communication but it is slow and there can be 

broadcasting problems, which affect the quality of transmission. Staff operating costs are 

high. (One advantage is that it can be encrypted). 

- Telex This is extremely slow and there is a very high transmission cost. It is, however, 

simple to use and widely available. (No encryption is available). 

- Finally, there was, and still is, morse. The only thing that can be said in favour of morse is 

that it is very inexpensive and that in certain parts of the world, it can be considered 

viable when all else fails. 

Relay operations via the regional stations on the different continents and the central station 

were performed manually and congestion was becoming more and more common and more 

and more intolerable. These problems of filing and communication contributed to a 

reputation forslowness and inefficiency. The reputation was deserved and the need for a 

complete overhaul was recognized. The organization set out on the path of change. What, 

then has been achieved? 

In 1987, a global strategy for the development of the telecommunications network was 

adopted by the General Assembly of Interpol. The aim was to enable NCBS to exchange 

messages in a permanent, rapid, reliable and secure manner, using a wide variety of methods. 

This involved discontinuing the use of radioteletype and replacing it by telex or 

microcomputers, reducing the use of telex as far as possible and phasing out the use of the 

morse. Central to the strategy was a gradual extension of the international message-handling 

standard laid down in the international telegraph and telephone consultative committee X400 

recommendations in order to automate the network. 

 

Modernization of the NCBS and integration of those not yet equipped was essential and a 

progressive extension of encryption to all communications media was foreseen. The final 

element of the strategy was the implementation of a policy of regular, well-planned 

equipment replacement. 

An automated message switching system was installed at the central station in mid-1987. 

Much progress has been made and in the near future the central station, regional stations and 

as many NCBS as possible will form the Interpol X400 network with a very large number of 

different methods of communication. This will provide an economic, highly reliable and 

secure system meeting all of Interpol's current user requirements. Communication was 

previously left to the countries individually but is now progressively being taken over by the 

organization. 

But what of our paper mountain, you may ask? In February 1987, the General Secretariat 

introduced a computerized criminal information system (CIS) in order to: 

- Improve methods of storing and retrieving information on crimes and criminals to increase 

our criminal intelligence and analysis capability; 

- Speed up replies to enquiries from member countries and 

- Provide immediate in-house access to files. 
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The CIS currently comprises the following six data-bases - nominal, case, drugs seizure, 

counterfeit currency, property and works of art. All files held by the General Secretariat are 

stored in an indexed form on this system in such a way as to provide sufficient detail to 

provide a satisfactory response to the bulk of requests for information. Back record 

conversion of the Interpol archives was carried out in accordance with our own deletion rules. 

Some 60 terminals are available to police officers at the General Secretariat to search the 

system. The overall result has been that the average time taken to respond to routine enquiries 

from NCBS has been reduced from perhaps two weeks to something like two hours. In really 

urgent cases, of course, the response can be given or sent almost immediately. 

As I said, however, these files are stored in an indexed form on CIS. Sometimes, there is a 

requirement to dig deeper for scraps of information and in such cases it is necessary to view 

the full file. In order to make the full file more accessible an electronic archiving system has 

been installed. Files that were originally held in paper form are now preserved electronically 

on optical disks. This has had the effect of reducing the delay in making files available for 

consultation by police officers to about 20 seconds once the file has been identified. Access 

to the systems is limited to those who have been allocated security passwords. 

I believe that this combination of CIS and electronic archiving places Interpol at the forefront 

of modem technology for the electronic retrieval of criminal files. The move to our brand 

new purpose-built headquarters at Lyons in 1989 from our previous building in Paris was 

symbolic in ushering in a new age of international police co-operation as far as Interpol is 

concerned 

The General Secretariat does not, however, simply house the central station for the 

telecommunications network and the filing system I have just described. Among the 

magnificent facilities are two conference rooms the larger of which seats up to 240 people 

and has interpretation booths of international standard for six languages. This enables us to 

provide a first-class conference centre which is already proving of immense value. Symposia 

have been organized there on a regular basis on a wide range of subjects including police 

training, forensic science, drugs, organised crime, crime prevention, international fraud, 

international terrorism, automated fingerprint identification systems and the theft of cultural 

property. Working meetings are also organised on case-related subjects, thus providing the 

opportunity for police to formulate a strategy to deal with particular cases and exchange 

information where appropriate. In particular, these symposia and meetings offer participants 

the opportunity to foster relationships with their counterparts in other countries, relationships 

that could prove crucial in circumstances where the "personal touch" adds that vital 

ingredient to a request for assistance. 

    The particular needs of Europe are considered at the annual European Regional Conference 

and at the European continental meeting of the Annual General Assembly. At the European 

Regional Conference, member countries attend in delegations which usually include very 

senior police and ministerial representations. 

    It is at these conferences and meetings that the major decisions concerning the functioning 

of Interpol are taken. This is a time to argue for change. This is a time to discuss new 

measures necessary to ensure efficient co-operation. It is • therefore, important, that member 

states ensure their delegations are properly briefed as to their needs in advance in order to 

take full advantage of the opportunities offered. In order to steer and support the conference, 

a permanent committee, the Interpol European Committee, has been set up to examine the 

strategic, policy and practical issues that arise from co-operation to combat crime. This 

committee, which was formerly known as the technical committee on co-operation in Europe, 

has recently been enhanced and is currently chaired by a British Officer, Assistant 
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Commissioner William Taylor of the Metropolitan Police. In its original form the TCE 

brought in a number of innovations such as: 

- The introduction of a contact officer in most European National Central Bureaus. This 

officer acts as a troubleshooter dealing with particular cases of difficulty and speeding up 

day-to-day communications as and when the need arises. Efforts are made to ensure that all 

the contact officers have an opportunity to meet and get to know each other so that, again, the 

personal touch can help to smooth out problems. This could, perhaps, be regarded as a logical 

development as opposed to something innovative but the fact that the concept was developed 

centrally has ensured mutual support from the countries, concerned. Currently, 26 countries 

of Europe have nominated contact officers, each with an ability in one or more foreign 

languages. 

       - Publication of a booklet describing the different police and judicial systems in Europe. 

One of the factors hindering close police co-operation within Europe is the wide variety of 

national systems. In order to enable greater understanding of what is required for a 

successful application for assistance, each member country was invited to submit a 

description of their own system. These were compiled into one booklet and disseminated, 

and are also being reproduced in the international criminal police review -the official 

publication of Interpol which is produced every other month. 

       - A third, and perhaps thus far the most far-reaching development brought about by the 

TCE, has been the introduction of a European Secretariat. Originally, the European 

Secretariat merely performed a supportive role for the TCE and the European Regional 

Conference. Recently, it was agreed that a programme of recruitment should be embarked 

upon so that each European member country would eventually be represented within the 

unit so as to perform a liaison function and to be able to offer direct assistance at an 

operational level. The purpose is to facilitate rapid contact between European law 

enforcement agencies in the course of urgent operations or investigations. The unit can 

also: 

* Advise on the legal and technical possibilities for investigations in European countries, 

* Assist exchanges of information relating to ongoing criminal investigations, 

* Monitor or coordinate complex cases, 

* Organise ad hoc working groups on specific cases. 

   As the need for closer and more immediate co-operation within Europe increases, the 

European Secretariat should prove invaluable. They work in close co-operation with the 

NCBS concerned and, of course, other units of the General Secretariat. Their contacts are 

not limited to Europe as they can call upon the many other member countries represented 

at Lyons in appropriate cases. Six officers, designated as Drugs Liaison Officers, between 

them provide a specialised liaison service for all the member countries of Europe. One of 

their most important functions is to analyse incoming messages relating to seizures of 

drugs and establish whether there are any links with other cases notified or subjects of 

information held within the criminal information system. Their role also includes the 

preparation of seminars and working meetings, dealing with a variety of telephone 

enquiries and maintaining regular contact with the drug enforcement authorities of their 

nominated countries. The liaison service offered by the European Secretariat and that 

offered by the Drugs Liaison Officers have grown out of different initiatives. There is 

some overlap in their responsibilities and I am currently examining ways to combine their 

activities and provide an enhanced liaison service to Europe. 
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Those are some of the more important recent developments within Interpol. I have not 

attempted to list all of the many services offered by the organization either at General 

Secretariat or National Central Bureau level. What I have endeavoured to demonstrate is that 

Interpol offers a service that meets the current needs of the members. So much for what we 

have done already. What of the future? 

One of the most important developments involves yet another upgrading of our capabilities 

through the installation of a computer at the General Secretariat which can be accessed 

directly by the police services of the member countries. This computer will hold selected 

information relating to international criminals who are: 

- Wanted or suspected for crime; 

- Subject of an international notice requesting arrest or information or containing a warning 

or description of a particular modus operandi, or 

- Of international importance and likely to commit further crime. 

This system will incorporate an image data base for the transmission of images 

such as notices, photographs, fingerprints and, in due course, stolen works of art, 

counterfeit currency, etc. 

It is not only NCBS that can have direct access to this data base. The NCBS can also grant 

direct access to other official services which have a police mission in the country. In the 

United Kingdom, for example, each port could be authorised to have a terminal. A practical 

example of its use would be in the 

case of a suspected drug trafficker. A search on the system might reveal that a person of the 

same name is wanted in Bulgaria for such an offence and that that person's extradition would 

be sought. Where available the fingerprints and photograph of the wanted person could be 

called up on the screen - and printed if necessary - to enable an immediate comparison to be 

made. 

There is a continued emphasis on developing the X400 norm as the main means of 

communication on the Interpol network, particularly for those countries linked directly to the 

General Secretariat. The X400 automatic message switch system (AMSS) will be taken into 

operational use in the next few months. The new system will give the NCBS the opportunity 

to upgrade their equipment to state-of-the-art computer to computer communications. The 

new system will reduce the cost of communications, due to the efficiency and speed of 

transmissions. It is not enough for the organization to have a permanent, rapid and reliable 

means of exchanging messages: The information must also remain confidential. Encryption 

of the network continues, therefore, to have a high priority. 

Having discussed the development of the support facilities at some length, I should now 

touch upon the work of the police division of the General Secretariat. This division has 

long been charged with collecting and processing information on crime and criminals, 

preparing reports on cases and the organization of the specialized meetings and symposia 

referred to earlier. Much of this work has been routine but computerization of the criminal 

files and the employment of civilian personnel to deal with the initial processing of data 

and response to enquiries has freed up a core of police personnel from what may be 

described as administrative tasks. This should enable a more efficient and effective use to 

be made of their expertise in order that they can make a more enlightening contribution to 

the efforts against international crime. A greater emphasis is now being placed on the 
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analysis of information and, with this in mind and with the welcome assistance of the 

American Drug Enforcement Agency, training in modem analytical techniques is currently 

being undertaken by the drugs sub-division of the police division. 

Ideally, a dedicated group of officers at the General Secretariat would possess or acquire such 

skills so that Interpol's old image as merely a communications network and a, dare I say, 

sealed depository of information may be cast aside forever. I should like to see Interpol 

feature more in providing analysis that can lead to the investigation of new lines of police 

enquiries. 

There is rapid growth in the field of international liaison officers, particularly within Europe. 

I have described the work of the European Secretariat and the Drugs Liaison Officers of 

Interpol. In addition, several countries have Drugs Liaison Officers posted to embassies in 

various cities of this continent. There have been international exchanges of liaison officers 

who have specialized knowledge of terrorist matters. Those countries bordering on the 

English Channel have set up The Cross Channel Intelligence Conference to ensure efficient 

co-operation in urgent matters. Representatives of various US law enforcement agencies, are 

also posted throughout Europe. In London, we have the European Liaison Section. In 

addition to these and other initiatives, all worthwhile in their own right, direct contact with 

old acquaintances is often made to secure co-operation in appropriate cases. 

All of these measures contribute in their own way to getting the job done. How much more 

efficient might the process be, I wonder, if we could find some way of harmonising the 

various liaison systems? If we could somehow coordinate their activities, I am sure that the 

potential for duplication or multiplication of enquiries could be considerably reduced. 

Furthermore, the information or intelligence emanating from an enquiry could, if properly 

processed, be analyzed and stored in a way that it could be retrieved later by others. I must 

stress, however, that the emphasis should be on co-ordination and not formality. I would not 

want to see liaison officers bogged down by a bureaucracy that would take-up an undue 

amount of their valuable time or inhibit the use of initiative in getting results. 

This leads naturally to a consideration of intelligence units, a concept currently of great 

interest to many policy makers including Trevi. The United Kingdom, for example, are a long 

way down the path of establishing a fully integrated intelligence system with a national unit 

at the head. The system is designed to ensure that information and intelligence is passed up or 

down the system to an appropriate level so that it may be properly acted upon. Such units 

have the potential not only to ensure efficient and effective use of material and resources but 

also to relieve some of the tensions that exist-between rival authorities by bringing them 

together as part of a team. 

If sufficient countries in Europe were able to establish such units then a combined European 

system would become a realistic prospect. If it became a reality, the co-ordination of liaison 

and intelligence should, in my view, be   linked. Within the structure of Trevi two such 

systems have been under consideration - the European Drugs Intelligence Unit (EDIU) and 

the European Information System (EIS). (The Trevi programme of action relating to the 

reinforcement of police co-operation and the endeavours to combat terrorism or other forms 

of organised crime (June 1990) set out the requirement to consider the systems and has been 

adopted by the competent ministers of the member states.) It would now appear that 

agreement has been reached by the ministers of the European Community to set up a body 

called Europol. It is reported that the first phase of this development will indeed be a drugs 

unit and that the General Secretariat of Interpol is one of the options being considered as the 

site for the unit. 
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   As I have said already, Interpol has the benefit of state-of-the-art communication and 

information technology which is already operational. The transformation that has taken 

place in a very short space of time has been little short of remarkable and the General 

Secretariat is now equipped to operate as the dynamic central unit that is so essential to co-

ordinate the activities of national services in countering international crime. Proposals of 

the role Interpol could play have been given to the Trevi working groups considering the 

above-mentioned systems. Much has been invested to put the organization in a position to 

be able to make these proposals. Much of this investment has been made by European 

Community countries. Despite this, the organization finds itself on the fringe of discussions 

concerning the future and risks standing by while the facilities created for it are recreated at 

enormous cost by its very own members with the attendent risks of duplication of effort 

and total confusion. 

   There has long been much talk of 1992, the abolition of frontier controls and completion of 

the internal market. What, though, do we mean when we talk of 1992? The European 

Community now consists of 12 member nations. Other countries have already indicated their 

intention to apply for membership. The 31st December 1992 is simply the date when a 

programme, which is already well under way, is due for completion. The programme is 

designed to remove the physical, technical and fiscal barriers to a genuine common market. 

However, there is, of course, already considerable freedom of movement of persons, capital 

and property between European Community countries. Without underestimating the size of 

the problem faced in dealing with crime of an international nature, therefore, it is fair to say 

that its complexion as far as cases involving EC countries are concerned, is unlikely to alter 

much on completion of the internal market between now and 31st December 1992. When 

considering policing problems in Europe we should not, therefore, be blinkered into looking 

just at the twelve countries of the community. The developments in the rest of Europe are 

bound, in my view, to have a significant impact on policing in the west. Criminals do not 

recognise geographical or political boundaries. 

Perhaps the changes are being felt most acutely in Germany which by the process of re-

unification has effectively introduced a new country into the European Community without 

increasing the number of member states. The former German democratic republic was faced 

with mass unemployment resulting from failing enterprises and a society rejecting previously 

enforced norms and values. People with a very low standard of living, where obtaining even 

food could be a struggle, have been united with those of a relatively affluent consumer 

society. You do not need to be a criminologist to recognize the potential for crime. These new 

community members now have, of course, ready access to other community countries, thus 

increasing the likelihood of a growth in international criminal activity. 

As individual and corporate freedom increases in the East. is it unreasonable to anticipate 

that there will be criminal elements ready to take advantage both from within and without the 

state frontiers? These developments are taking place in countries where up to now we have 

had only a very limited contact at a police level. How easy is it going to be to obtain 

information or evidence or secure the arrest of individuals in such cases with an international 

flavour? In the cases of fraud, for example, quick action can often prevent huge losses 

provided the necessary contacts are in place. How prepared are we for this? These are some 

of the issues that must be addressed. 

 

I am aware that my earlier reference to almost every country in Europe being a member of 

Interpol was somewhat loose. Until recently I was able to refer to every country in Europe 

except Albania being members. Albania was admitted last November. The Soviet Union 

was admitted to ICPO-Interpol as recently as 1990. Shortly afterwards, the three Baltic 

Republics, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia declared their independence and they became 

recognized as independent states by the United Nations. One consequence of this was that 
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these states ceased to be members of Interpol. (Lithuania became a member in its own right 

in 1991.) The question that must be addressed concerns the impact of recent developments 

within what was known as the Soviet Union on that state's membership of Interpol. The 

recent recognition of states in Yugoslavia renders the situation even more complex. 

  Much has been done to assist the Soviet Union's integration within the European      and, 

indeed, the world policing community. Membership of Interpol saw a National Central 

Bureau established in Moscow enabling daily communication at a police level. Incidentally, 

it is one of the best equipped in Europe. Many Soviet delegations have participated in 

specialist crime and regional conferences as well as our General Assembly since. The 

importance of close co-operation with the Soviet Union in combating drug trafficking for 

example, is becoming more and more apparent. Whilst Interpol must of course, abide by its 

own constitution, I am anxious that all the good work that has been done to assist this 

integration should not be neutralised by the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the 

establishment of the new commonwealth. 

We are all aware that changes are taking place very quickly and occasionally without notice. 

These changes will be closely monitored and may result in fresh applications for membership 

of Interpol. In the meantime, and particularly during this period of uncertainty, I believe that 

Interpol should, where possible, adopt the approach which seems to be emerging within other 

international organizations, of recognizing the membership of the state that takes on the 

responsibilities of the former regime. Leaving aside the issue of the Baltic states, we will 

need to address the issue of those republics, if any, that do not join the commonwealth and 

also the issue of whether Moscow will itself be entitled to continue to act on behalf of the 

other commonwealth states. The picture is far from clear but until it becomes so we will be 

compelled to make practical interim decisions in order to maintain an efficient level of co-

operation. (Similar issues arise in connection with Slovenia and Croatia and, needless to say, 

the situation there is being closely monitored as well.) The need for pragmatism is 

emphasised by the fact that Interpol's constitution requires decisions as to new membership to 

be taken by its General Assembly which only meets on an annual basis. 

But what of the new member states? They each have a National Central Bureau as a channel 

for police communications. The facility is there for direct police contact on a daily basis thus 

speeding up and improving the efficiency of the process of mutual co-operation. These 

countries have already started to participate in the many meetings and symposia organized by 

Interpol where delegates from other countries have the opportunity to meet and foster 

relationships with their counterparts. I have already described the role of contact officers and 

the European Secretariat. We hope to see the appointment of contact officers in these 

countries and the posting of their officers to the European Secretariat. In short, every effort 

will be made to ensure that the full integration of East European countries into one Europe 

that seems to be taking place politically is reflected in our relationships at a police level. It is 

clear that they are anxious to contribute positively and play their part in dealing with 

international crime. Generally speaking, their resources are very poor. They lack 

communications and information technology and have very limited funds for modernisation. I 

have no doubt, however, that there is a tremendous desire to learn from and even imitate the 

policing systems of the rest of Europe.                                               

As far as the non-members are concerned, we receive applications for admission to 

Interpol each year. In the meantime, Interpol can provide the channel of 

communication necessary to obtain co-operation at a police level with all non-

member countries. The difference in procedure is that such requests must be 

submitted through diplomatic channels and may therefore, take longer to 

process.                                               
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The closer co-operation that has developed in recent years between the Police, 

Banks, Industry, the Customs and International Organizations has to be built upon 

to take on a wider international dimension. No doubt, a number of bilateral 

initiatives and arrangements will emerge. Interpol hopes that with the 

modernization and computerization of its headquarters, together with its constantly 

improving telecommunications network, it will prove an effective tool at the 

service of its member countries. 

I should like to conclude with a few words about what might become later phases 

of the work of Trevi. I referred earlier to the development of a dedicated drugs unit 

to serve the European Community. According to press reports, Chancellor Kohl, of 

Germany, for one would go much further than just create a central authority for 

information exchange. He would like a Europol endowed with authority to act in 

member states. In my view, the idea of a (if I dare use the word) "Federal" police 

system has certain attractions in view of the perceived or potential growth in 

international crime. I seriously question, however, whether it could work when the 

nations it would serve use different languages, have fundamentally different 

judicial systems and whose levels of control and accountability vary enormously. 

The way forward in the immediate future is the practical approach of improved co-

operation between the agencies which already exist. Only when an appropriate 

legal infrastructure has been established would it be wise to go forward and create 

a supranational police force for the European Community. 

I hope that in this short talk I have managed to convey to you an idea of how 

Interpol is reacting to the demands placed upon the police in a world, and indeed in 

a continent, that is changing at a pace faster than anyone could have reasonably 

conceived. We offer sophisticated telecommunications and information 

technology, we offer a developing liaison service and we offer the means to bring 

foreign colleagues with common concerns together. In short, we are making every 

effort to improve international co-operation at a police level. I would remind you 

that Interpol should be what its member countries want it to be. This places a clear 

responsibility on the policy and decision makers in the various countries to 

articulate their requirements and make them known to the organization. If you 

recognise new possibilities for development or improvement, use the channels 

available to you to bring about change. Interpol is there to help in the fight against 

international crime. It is there for the benefit of citizens of its member states, not 

for its own sake. 

(From an Address to the European-Atlantic Group in the Grand Committee Room, 

House of Commons, on January 21st, 1992). 
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John Pugh MP (introducing Chief Khan and David Simpson) 

  

…David Simpson has been in Afghanistan for many years and has shown me 

photographs of some of the inaugurations of the Taliban movement. We discussed 

Afghanistan because his feelings about Afghanistan are very powerful and he has a great 

love for the Afghan people. He introduced me to Ajmal. He was sophisticated, well dressed, 

and an articulate intelligent man. I learned that he was a paramount chief of nine tribes, and 

his father and grandfather had a long history connected with Afghan politics. His father lost 

his life in a political cause, Ajmal is a paramount chief of the Pashtoon and has been 

educated in Canada; he has a public relations company and he is company director. But he 

is, more importantly, somebody who puts his life on the line in what I think is an entirely 

worthy cause. The reason why I brought Ajmal is because I feel a sense of despair about 

what’s currently going on in Afghanistan and I think he’s a credible component of an 

alternative (Afghan government), a coherent alternative.  

 

Chief Ajmal Khan  

 

I am a tribal man; I speak from my heart. It is time the West listened to us; the tribes are 

open for a dialogue with the international community to bring peace and stability to 

Afghanistan. In the past we have warned the West what could happen in Afghanistan - with 

all the training camps back in the 90s, but unfortunately no one listened; if the West had 

listened to my father in the 90s, we could have finished the al-Qaeda problems in 

Afghanistan in their infancy but unfortunately no one listened; then 9/11 happened and 7/7 

and many training camps continued.  

                

The world would have been a better place if the West would have listened; now the West 

must listen to us. Our country is slipping again into a dark age and we should prevent that 

from happening. Afghanistan is a wealthy country.  In the papers available this evening, you 

will see that Afghanistan has minerals.  If these minerals are brought to market and 

exploited, Afghanistan will be a rich country in the region.  To make things work at this stage, 

the tribes in Afghanistan are ready to work with the International community by all means 

possible.  

 

We have to ask the question from ourselves why young men are being killed and injured on 

both sides: why? The West is backing the present government; we are looking to strengthen 

the ingredients in that government to stand up to the warlords. These are the same warlords 

who are manipulating that government and manipulating the Afghan nation. The West does 

not understand how the people of Afghanistan feel. It is looking for comfort. It just does not 

want to see it is working very hard - and the return is little. We have a so-called democratic 

Afghan government but I have to say, unfortunately, it has failed. The West is not looking for 

alternatives.   
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The condition in the country is worse; some reports say in the West that 30 percent of the 

country is under government control. If lucky, in fact, it is 30 percent of just Kabul!  The 

government unfortunately is inefficient. It is certainly not doing what needs to be done. It is 

involved in widespread corruption, and in unlawful activities. Democracy does not mean only 

that people go to vote. Democracy has values. Those values have to be understood by the 

people and that only comes with education. Unfortunately, at present, 80-85 percent of all 

our people are uneducated. How would they know what democracy is all about? What 

democracy means on the ground - what democracy is delivering in Afghanistan, in the minds 

of the average citizen, and I say this with apologies to ladies present - is drinking alcohol, 

and womanising!  

 

We have a perfectly acceptable form of indigenous Afghan democracy.  People in the West 

have failed to understand this.  We elect our chief from our tribe then he goes to a local 

government. It is much the same thing as you have with a counsellor from your own region 

that you elect and then they go to local government. That Afghan democracy - the Loya 

Jurga - is a very ancient form of the democracy and it has worked for us for many centuries. 

This is not just in my opinion but in many, many opinions in Afghan society and around the 

world. It is the vital solution for the present in Afghanistan.  

 

We need to take the whole nation on board. What does that mean? It means that we have a 

population of 30 to 40 million Afghans population who at the moment are not on board! They 

do not have representation in the present government.  That is why the people are not siding 

with the present government. They are going against the government.  

 

We have warlords in the present government; this is an open secret. There are people who 

have committed atrocities against the same nation that they are representing in the 

government.   

 

Please do not to confuse a tribal chief with a warlord. A tribal chief makes his money in 

peace and warlords make their money in war! I think that this is the most simple and 

humorous way to explain this.  

 

Kathy Gannon, recipient in 2002 of the International Women’s Media Foundation Courage in 

Journalism Award, and who wrote ‘I for Infidel’, said that ‘when you look into the Afghan 

Government, you will see so many mass murderers all in one place!’ The Afghan people do 

not have the representation in this so-called democratic government. We gave the chance to 

President Karzai to come like a lion after the three years rule of the Northern Alliance and 

solve our problems; we voted for him, he got 54 percent of the votes from Pashtoons.  What 

then did he go and do?  Having an elected democratic government, he made compromises 

with the warlords. How could that happen?  If you have a democratic government, you have 

to bring in the people who want to work for the nation, for the country; he didn’t; instead he 

brought all the warlords back onto the stage.  
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When I say that we can work with the Taliban, I do not mean the hardliner Taliban. The 

hardliners and Al-Qaeda will continue to fight.  They will continue fighting you. They will 

continue fighting us until they get power. With Al-Qaeda, you can not discuss anything. The 

people who are against the government however, if they were somehow induced to join the 

Taliban for financial or other reasonable reason, these people we can talk to. We need open 

dialogue with them. Lord Ashdown said in his excellent book that ‘elections are better later 

than sooner but if elections are called before there is stability and law and order, all that you 

do is make it easy for the bad men and the corrupt ones to get to parliament.’ This is what 

happened in Afghanistan. These men have committed heinous crimes and atrocities against 

the Afghan nation.  

 

The Afghan Nation was looking to our elected President to get the bad men out from his 

government and send them to the Hague to face the music!. We, the Afghan people, the 

tribes in particular, do not believe in bloodshed but we believe in justice and that justice has 

to be served. We assure you that the President will get the backing of our nation and the 

support of all the tribes if this happens.  

 

The people must have their genuine voice heard.  How is it possible that we are having an 

election in 15-16 months in Afghanistan? Consider: there are 34 provinces in Afghanistan, 

out of those 34 provinces 12 of those provinces are completely insecure and in a state of 

warfare; 146 districts are under the constant attacks of the Taliban. How in the world are we 

going to have fair and clean elections? Suppose for a moment that in England, with half of 

the country insecure, how can you have a fair election?   We believe in democracy, but in a 

different form of democracy. We believe in the democratic elections for the nomination of the 

right people who are un-corrupt.  How are you going to have elections in a country like ours 

in which almost half of the country is insecure and there is no stability?  Provinces are 

controlled by the warlords and the drug barons.  

 

Millions of dollars are being poured into the Afghan economy and given to the government 

and they have not managed it properly. Most of this has been misused and wasted. The 

Afghan nation wants, and respects, uncorrupted, just and strong leaders. They certainly do 

not accept or respect brutal men.  

 

Before anything else, there is a pressing need to bring security and stability to Afghanistan, 

that is, if you want to achieve any development. There is no use in building a hospital that 

will be blown up tomorrow by the Taliban. We need to enforce law and order first and 

foremost in order to put the country on the right track. Then, not too far down the line, it will 

be followed with investment in the country and in the Afghan economy. A peaceful and 

prosperous Afghanistan is in everyone’s interest.  
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When there is peace and security in Afghanistan, our neighbours will flourish and the 

enterprise between these countries will come together the link with trade. This will mean 

prosperity for all of the countries involved as well as stability in the entire region.  

 

Allow me to correct a common misapprehension:  that the Pashtun tribes are only in the 

south, south east and the east of Afghanistan. This is not the case at all - or that the north of 

the country is peaceful. There are Pashtun Tribes living in the north, west and centre of the 

country. Tajiks and Hazaras are living among the Pashtun tribes in the east, southeast and 

the southern parts of the country. Through the long history of Afghanistan all tribes lived side 

by side. They had successful integration. Why, if there has been successful integration, are 

there so many problems now? All potential for order was all disrupted when the Russians 

invaded Afghanistan and in the long civil war. 

 

Three thousand years ago Alexander the Great tried to conquer Bactria, the then 

Afghanistan, but he was faced with severe resistance in the region, so his advisors, advised 

him that he should marry someone from the tribes. So he married Rokhsana, who was a 

daughter of a powerful Tribal Chief. By marrying her, he got the allegiances and the support 

of all of the tribes and this enabled him to conquer India. Of course, this option is not 

available for Mr Bush and Mr. Brown (laughter) but there are alternatives and the solution 

still lies within the tribes which will work, and bring stability and put the country in the right 

direction.  

 

We have many problems with Al-Qaeda  and the Taliban in Afghanistan. They are aiming at 

one thing, and that is to prolong this nonsensical war. They want to stretch it out. They don’t 

just fight, they lay suicide bombs and some are shooting from a distance at Coalition forces, 

but in sum all of these actions mean that they are prolonging the war. Their objective is to 

drain the wealth of the USA and of the other countries in the coalition and the ISAF and this 

ends in many casualties for military personnel. There will be domestic pressure on the 

governments in those countries to pull out of Afghanistan.  

 

If this happens, it is very, very dangerous for us Afghans. Our country will be divided among 

the warlords that are still there. The country will go back to a deadly civil war and all the 

hopes for the developing this country will be lost, possibly forever.  

 

I make mention of comments of General Sir David Richards who served as a major 

commander in Afghanistan. He said: “if conditions for ordinary Afghans do not improve soon 

the majority will switch their support to the Taliban.” The Afghans know the strict and 

unlawful and harsh way the Taliban rules, and yet they still may want to join it; why? General 

Richards says that as many as 70 percent of the population would prefer to return to Taliban 

rule if the US-led coalition fails to start achieving concrete visible improvement of the lives of 

ordinary people. General Richards’s worries have already started to turn into reality. 
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The tribes on both sides of the Durrand line are against Taliban and Al-Qaeda. Not all of the 

tribes that you hear about in the news are siding with the Taliban. That is not the case. I 

have just returned from the frontiers. The tribes in the Kurrum agency Tribal areas, the Ali 

Sheerzai, Orakzai and many other tribes who are very prominent and very strong tribes, had 

a big gathering in Sada (Kurrum agency) and they all condemned the rise of the Taliban in 

Pakistan and they condemned the Taliban’s brutality. The people of the tribes in the frontier 

are not siding with the Taliban. This is a good sign and this should be looked into very 

seriously by the international community, especially the Americans.  

 

There is another problem which the Kabul government didn’t fix. We were not expecting it to 

happen immediately but a four-to-five year time span represented a reasonable expectation.  

There are four million Afghan refugees living in Pakistan and Iran. These people now feel 

they have no future, and this situation should have been redressed.  

 

The drug problem: This poppy cultivation has affected the West. There are many families 

affected by these drugs. Poppy cultivation has brought a shameful name to my country. This 

is not a problem that cannot be solved. The poppy cultivation could be, and will be, 

eradicated if we are given our rightful chance to do this. In Paktia province - my province - 

we had poppy cultivation for three years, starting in 2002, so the tribal chiefs and councils 

decided to act and in three years we brought it to zero cultivation.   

 

We looked to the United Nations. I went to see the UNIMA. I saw the President, but no 

assistance was given to these people - but still they are not cultivating the poppy and this is 

without the help of anyone from the international community. With the removal of the drug 

barons, warlords in the government, and the corrupt officials, this trade could be stopped 

elsewhere - but again with the help of the tribes. It is much easier to do than people think. 

We get this image in the media in the West that if the poppy cultivation stops, Afghan 

farmers will starve. We didn’t starve; none of my people in my tribes starved. I invite you to 

think about this: the Afghan poppy crop, according to some figures, is generating four billion 

dollars a year and yet it is also said that 800 million dollars of that goes to the farmers….it 

has been seven years that they have been growing the poppy, so take 800million dollars and 

multiply that by six or seven. We are talking of a few billion dollars, maybe three and a half or 

four billion dollars. If that sum is divided by some two thousand farmers, the very people 

alleged to depend on this crop could have been millionaires now not farmers.  The figures 

don’t have to be exact but the principle is clear. 

 

I always hear people say that ‘we want to win the hearts and minds of the Afghan people.’ I 

am here and my heart is open - if you would like to try and win it?  What is true of me is true 

of us all. 

 

I thank Mr. David Simpson (referred to earlier by Mr Pugh) who is a true friend of 

Afghanistan, and who is a member of my family, who is very close to me and was very close 

to my father over thirty years. I also thank Dick Wallis, John Pugh, Brian Tomes, and all our 
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friends who supported us in our cause to bring peace security and stability to Afghanistan. I 

also thank the E-AG for their share of support and to Justin Glass, it’s Director.  

 

 

Questioner:  

 

How do we move from where we are now to where we wish to be in the future, given that 

there is a war going on, corruption is rampant and we have a holy unreliable government? 

How can the tribes help us to deliver a better solution and in any case are the tribes united 

with some spirit and one mind to do so?  

 

Ajmal Khan 

 

The problem is that a so called democratic government unfortunately failed. President Kazai 

might be a good man but the people surrounding him before the fledgling democracy 

properly opened its eyes, the warlords, hijacked the government and so the people’s hopes 

faded away. Now, as to what could be done? We need to give the Loya Jirga a chance. We 

need to give the people of Afghanistan a chance in order to make decisions. We need to 

bring these tribes, these Afghans, on board with this new government or any future 

government in order to solve the problem.  

 

The tribes, according to much information, are unfortunately supporting the Taliban. They 

are sheltering them, guiding them and protecting them. We have the same tribes as part of 

your government - but they will be the people who will fight these guys and we don’t have 

that many troops. We have 30,000 in the Afghan national army; then, lo and behold, two 

weeks later there are ten thousand. Some run away, and so forth. It is not a proper army. 

The international community are not contributing many troops to my country so you have to 

bring these people on board. If you bring these people on board, corruption must be fought, 

and we have to be very strict on this. We can’t just allow people who are corrupt and who 

are warlords to stay in the government. The Afghan nation knows that - they are aware of 

that - and then, to compound the present problem, you have virtually no one who is 

uncorrupt who wants to be a part of this present government, and you have no one wanting 

to accept that government. As I have said before the Afghans want to be uncorrupted. I’ll 

give you one example, at the time when the communist party took over they killed a lot of 

people, innocent people we have one man who was the of the communist party and served 

as an interior minister. He returned and now he is a member of the parliament; they 

accepted him. The only reason that the Afghan nation accepted and respected him was 

because he was not corrupted. The Afghans are just as civilized as you are, in the way that 

we accept these realities, as well as the practices of normal human beings. You respect 

good people, you respect uncorrupted people and you hate brutal ones.  
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David Simpson  

 

I have been working very closely with Ajmal and his father. We fought together against the 

Russians and against the Taliban. Ajmal`s father was a very great and wise man and was 

brutally murdered for his beliefs in a free and prosperous Afghanistan. I would like to ask 

Ajmal what you think that your father would do now?  

 

 

Hugh Leach OBE 

 

I am not at all surprised that Afghanistan is unhappy. It has taken us two thousand years to 

develop democracy since Athens and it has taken us three hundred years to do so in this 

country.   

 

In the West people vote politically. I understand from Ajmal about the elections in 

Afghanistan. You have one hundred and eleven political parties for a chamber of only three 

hundred and sixty five deputies! There are only 141 members - and the people don’t vote in 

favour of some political manifesto. There actually isn’t one to speak of. They vote because of 

the candidate is of their tribe, or their family, or their ethnic and moral and professional 

division. The result is a parliament formed along these lines. The Loya Jirga is actually far 

closer to democracy as an option than we recognised it to be from the start. The Loya Jirga 

is actually based on Islamic principles. The problem in the early days in having a relationship 

with the tribes was that it was through the tribal chief. The third caliph was elected through a 

tribal decision; the early political measures of these nations are very relevant. A Loya Jirga: 

that is the point. In Islam, a Shura consultancy is a fully acceptable form of democracy and 

indeed Rashid Ridder and Muhammad Abdul, two well-known, early 20th Century Islamic 

reformers, were trying to get a plan for an Islamic democracy on these lines. My question to 

Ajmal is that people may say, well the Loya Jirga are not elected. But if the tribal chiefs fail, 

they are removed. The questions then to Ajmal Khan is that,  how are you going to have the 

Loya Jirga based on Shura, and how you are going to reverse the present thinking? Also, 

how are women going to be represented?  

 

Mid-1988, I had been travelling in Morocco. Purely on my own initiative, I thought I would 

see how they sorted out class. I went to Afghanistan and met with many Pakistanis. I was 

talking to some local tribal members and they were surrounded by a whole lot of American 

arms. As I was talking to them, men flew over to me. I was startled. One of them grabbed me 

and said, “At the moment, the Russians are our enemies.” He then pointed to the American 

arms. “But I’ll tell you this; in the long term our real enemies are the Americans.” I really was 

shaken by that. But those who know Afghan history are aware that Afghanistan has been 

many times made un-Islamic because of Islam’s epitome (sic). In today’s newspaper Paddy 

Ashdown talked about the progress that the British soldiers have made there, but that he 

needs another 10,000 to finish the job.  
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How is it to be sure that with say nearly 60,000 troops, we will not be seen as an occupation 

force and at beck and call of the Americans? Obviously we must be seeing the transparently 

subservient performance by first-class military. I mention a mid-19th Century German - Wolff- 

who returning from his first visit to Marcarver, then returned to Afghanistan. He recounts how 

all the tribal leaders said to him, “We can not do rules. We are always with the strongest 

party.” That, I suspect, always has been, and always will be. My question to Chief Khan is, is 

that still the philosophy of the tribal leaders and how can we be sure we’re still with the 

strongest party?  

 

I might just add one thing. Like anyone else who has travelled to Afghanistan, you fall in love 

with the people and you fall in love with the country.  

 

 

Chief Khan  

 

Let me answer firstly the question about the women’s place in the hierarchy. If you look back 

to the Afghan history to the time when the King was convening the Loya Jirgas, there was - 

you will see very clearly - a representation of women. Women were not sidelined or 

undermined. At the present, after the first Loya Jirga with the agreement with President 

Karzai, we still have representation of women. Before that, in the government, we still had 

the representation of the woman. So women always played their role, not in big numbers, 

but there was a representation of the women.  

 

About the troops: we didn’t believe that in Afghanistan it was an occupying force in the 

beginning because the coalition were there in order to topple the Taliban government and 

then there was the United Nations umbrella and that agreement. But there were certain 

things that happened including misinformation was fed to the Americans and the coalition 

forces. Unfortunately innocent lives were lost. That really turned the whole thing upside 

down. The people’s sentiments against the foreign troops changed a bit. I agree that sending 

extra troops to Afghanistan is not the answer. Not 10,000, not 20,000, not 30,000. What I 

believe, and we believe this very strongly, that minds and hearts have to be won. But they 

have to be won very fairly and honestly, not just by words. We have to get the people on 

board.  I’m not saying a Loya Jirga is only comprised of the tribal chiefs. A Loya Jirga is 

comprised of intellectuals, tribal chiefs, pious men; the royal family always played a 

significant role in it. That’s how it’s done. And then when you have that and a fair 

government, then you can have the backing of the people. So in my opinion, sending extra 

troops is not the solution. We still have a chance. This is very important. Please look into 

this. We still have the chance to make a difference. That’s the point. That’s the point that I’m 

here today to make. We still have time; it’s not too late. In Iraq, it may be too late. But in 

Afghanistan, we still have a chance. If we do it right, I assure you, we are going to eliminate 

this war once and for all.   
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About the philosophy about the tribal chiefs: I don’t think that happened in Afghanistan. Not 

in a Loya Jirga. There is representation of all the tribes there. That’s exactly what we’re 

missing. We’re missing the reintegration of all the tribes. We’re missing the trust that they 

had before in the time of the King. We had a peaceful time in Afghanistan under the King for 

40 long years. The main thing was the tribes worked with each other; that’s what we’re 

missing now. Some say Pashtuns are 70 percent of the populoation but even if it is less than 

that, the majority is the majority, whether it is 50 percent or not. That is not important. What 

is important is that all these Afghan tribes work co-operatively with each other. That’s what I 

meant before with integration.  

 

I will answer David Simpson’s question about my father differently. As a young man I went to 

Canada back in 1990. I had my education there. I was not aware of what was happening in 

Afghanistan. It’s happened that because of my position that I’ve had to take the lead in the 

Shura and the Loya Jirga.   

 

I’ll tell you a joke, if you don’t mind. There was a picnic on a nice, sunny day by the side of 

the river. All the families were there, and the kids were playing. Then a kid fell in the river 

and started drowning. So a gentleman got into the water and saved the kid. When they got 

out, everybody said he was our hero. And do you know the first thing that kid said. He said 

(looking towards David Simpson), “Who pushed me?” (Laugher) What I’m carrying on is my 

father’s dream. I’m continuing to fight for it but he’s pushing me.  

 

David Simpson 

 

Having lived in Afghanistan, believe me, Afghan women are not suppressed. I actually saw a 

big man, 6 foot 4 tall, quiver when his wife shouted at him. I’ve seen men crying after their 

wives have seen them having a glass of vodka because they know they’re in deep trouble. 

You have to understand why they’re so protective of their wives. Before the Russian 

invasion, in Kabul there were discos, women wore mini skirts, women showed their hair. But 

with the invasion of the Russians, the tribes all came together against them. Millions lived 

together in huge refugee camps. Women were kidnapped and raped and many were forced 

into brothels by the Warlords). Afghans wanted to protect their women. So it changed things. 

But in Afghanistan, women have great respect.  

 

 

William Morris 

  

I am the Secretary-General of Next Century Foundation. We work on conflict resolution. And 

so Afghanistan. I had a word with a reporter from the Times and she said to me, “If NATO 

fails in Afghanistan is there any point to NATO?” I think the point is that - following up on 

Ajmal’s point- there is no point in having more NATO forces in Afghanistan. That is a major 
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error. We don’t have this government because we dismantled the Taliban. The Taliban still 

has a great influence, more so than NATO. The Taliban is in the areas around the borders of 

Afghanistan and Pakistan. The Taliban are commissioned and this form of democracy is not 

going to defeat them. Nor do we have the will to do what’s required to impose stability and 

we failed to get Paddy Ashdown in there. We didn’t come out strongly in having a senior 

figure going in and doing what’s needed in terms of peace making. So having utterly failed to 

do that, there’s no chance for this government to impose a Western style democracy in 

Afghanistan now. 

 

In the North, things have improved at a slow pace, but on the Western side, things have 

been very bad. The thing is that with what is going on in Afghanistan, compared with Iraq 

and Pakistan, all is not completely lost. But if the British and the UN merely left, we’d be 

back to where we were before 9/11. What we need is a Loya Jirga, very clearly. We need a 

conversation that brings in all the elements, all the Afghan elements, not the outside or 

foreign ones. I agree with everything Ajmal Khan has said. I have one particular point to add. 

I wonder whether that dialogue should include the Opium Poppy warlords who may be 

looking for a way out. Because in the long run, if Afghanistan goes on as it is, they would be 

facing the bullet. They may be good people. So I wonder if maybe that dialogue should 

include them. I would like to ask Ajmal, because my concern is that we will face a civil war if 

we don’t in some way bring them into the dialogue.  

 

And are the Afghans looking back to the past? I’d like to understand what your feeling are on 

a royal democracy, because I believe it’s important to understand where you’re coming from 

on that as well.  

 

Chief Khan 

 

I think you speak from my heart. This is exactly what the message is. First, I will come to the 

warlords. This is something which has been misrepresented in the West that the warlords 

are so powerful that they can wage a war against anyone! I think, if you look at reality, these 

guys are just paper lions, paper tigers, nothing else. If you have these warlords back in the 

Loya Jirga, you are corrupting it in the same that that it was initially corrupted after the 

agreement with Karzai was first drafted. No, we believe these people have to face the music. 

Whatever they have done, they have committed atrocities and crimes against the people of 

Afghanistan and they have to be held responsible in the same fashion that it happened in 

the Balkans in terms of Milosevic. 

 

The role of the Royal family: we believe this very strongly, not just the Pashtuns, but all the 

Afghans, that the Royal family is above politics and politicians. They have a very significant 

role in Afghanistan. Initially when Mr. Karzai came to Afghanistan after the Bonn Agreement, 

before he came to Kabul, he went to Rome. He met the King and received his prayers and 

backing. Then he came to Kabul. So when he came to Kabul everyone thought he ‘is a King 

man! Okay, we support him.’ But that was a different story. And when our king was sidelined, 

unfortunately, from playing an active part of the government, people were very much 



687 
 

disheartened and upset.  All the tribes - all the people and I’m talking about a very large 

majority of the people - intellectuals, politicians, Afghans, and the tribal chiefs felt like this. 

But it happened, unfortunately. The Royal family can play, of course, a significant role at this 

critical stage. Seeing your democracy, on the British lines, it is something that I like very 

much.  

 

I’ll tell you a story. I went to Southport to see John Pugh but he was not there at the office at 

four o’clock or four thirty. So we were waiting there at the office and then he came, in his 

jeans and just a jacket and he had leaflets in his hands. So when we asked him where John 

was, he said he was John Pugh, and that he was leafleting. And I wondered “He’s an MP. 

Why would he go?”  And then he explained to me your tribal chief system. I said to myself, 

that they are very honest people. An MP goes to the streets in his own constituency handing 

out leaflets! That doesn’t happen all over the world. It doesn’t happen in Saudi Arabia. It 

doesn’t happen in America. But it happens here. So the constitutional monarchy is 

something that the Afghan people will accept - and it will work for us.  

 

William Morris 

  

I’d like to clarify I haven’t misunderstood your views on what you’d like to see for the Afghan 

government and the conflict there. 

 

Chief Khan 

 

Let’s put it this way, it’s the views and the reality on the ground that we see. Sending more 

troops and not having a dialogue and not bringing the people on board, is not the answer. 

It’s not going to solve any of the problems. You solve the problem on the ground by having a 

dialogue with the people, bringing them into the government. Sending extra troops wouldn’t 

hurt but, in my opinion, I think this is the wrong move.  

 

Dick Wallis (Substitute Chairman while Geoffrey Clifton Brown MP is temporarily absent to 

vote in Parliament) 

 

To complete this round of introductions, I am an ex-naval officer with a second career in new 

technology, navy IT in telephone. I have a basic question on Afghan education. We’ve been 

reminded that it has taken us nearly 2,000 years to get to where we are today in this 

beautiful palace of democracy. I’d like to ask Ajmal where he sees the priorities for education 

in Afghanistan. Should it be at the primary level, or the secondary level, or at the graduate 

level, and what can we in the UK do to fast track that process bearing in mind that 85 

percent of the Afghan people are illiterate due to no fault of their own?  
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Chief Khan 

 

Without education, no country can prosper and move forward. Unfortunately, at the time of 

the Taliban, they banned schools for girls. With a new government, a lot of schools can open 

and girls can go to school. We accept that six million kids, or near that figure, should go to 

school. But is there education in the school? Are they teaching them manners? Are there 

enough qualified teachers? The answer is no, not at the moment. The other problem which 

we have: building schools. It is not a solution at this critical time, because when schools are 

built unfortunately the Taliban just brings them down. They burn them and then kill the 

teachers. Yes, we have to do a lot in the education sector when peace returns.  

  

When you go to Kabul - not to those famous schools which are built by Germans and French 

and Americans - if you go to an ordinary school in Kabul you will see overcrowded 

conditions. This is my son. (Ajmal Khan indicates his son) He’s 13 and half years old. We 

moved to Kabul in 2002. We built our house and lived there. I had to move back after living 

there for three years. After he would come home from school, he was always complaining, 

saying there was no education. I said, “Son, I went to the same schools and you have to go 

to the same school.” But when I went inside and I saw the overcrowded conditions with no 

teachers there, I felt that we had to move back to the frontiers for the better schools. That’s 

what the problem is. We don’t have enough teachers. We don’t have enough space and 

because of this, the kids do not get a proper education. 

 

 

Riad el Taher (Friendship across Frontiers) 

 

Don’t you feel that Afghanistan has been failed by the so-called government? The Afghan 

condition has to deal with the U.S. and British foreign policies. Wouldn’t it be better if the 

Western authorities pull out and the Arab neighbours were able to influence Afghanistan?  

 

Questioner 

 

How does Afghanistan hope to attain economic stability in the future? With as many 

resources in the nation as the countries to their left and right, what could be done to improve 

the lives for the people living in Afghanistan?  

 

 

Chief Khan 
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On the Taliban: I do not agree with what you say save that we need to get into dialogue with 

them. But we don’t believe that it’s about the government, because we elected the 

government. About the foreign invasion, we don’t believe it’s a foreign ‘invasion’ because 

there was a problem about the Taliban. There was a problem with al-Qaeda, and we couldn’t 

solve the problem. In its welcoming stage, at that time in 2001 when the American 

‘interfered’ in Afghanistan, we were thinking that Afghanistan is going to flourish and we 

were all happy. But, unfortunately, evil was replaced with evil. The same warlords who were 

involved in atrocities were empowered again. So that was something which was a big 

mistake. I hope that answer your question.  

 

About economics: unfortunately, nothing has been done to lift our economy. There is no 

infrastructure. We have no exports from Afghanistan. All our minerals are under the ground 

frozen. Some of them are stolen by the warlords. I’ll give you one example: the emerald 

mines that we have in the valleys. They were showing three million pounds worth of revenue 

per year. They were paying a tax to the government. A company just offered three hundred 

million per year for the mining rights. Now that’s money which can come to the Afghan 

government. In our mines, there was the gas which we supplied before the time of the 

Russians. Ninety percent of the natural gas in Russia came from Afghanistan. The people, 

the Afghans, are good in doing business also on a small scale. Afghan business men went 

to Afghanistan to invest. They were kidnapped for ransom. They all run away. We have no 

economic reforms there. There are many companies that want to go there, but there is no 

security.  

 

 

David Simpson 

 

I was in Peshawar for one of the very first Taliban rallies. The Taliban rose because after the 

civil war, and the brutality of the warlords who committed indescribable crimes, the warlords 

committed. Really something had to be done. So the Taliban arose to get rid of these evil 

warlords, and initially, what I was told.  

I asked one of the taliban leaders: “How are you going to do this?”  

He said, “We’re going to go in very, very strong. We’re going to disarm the country. 

We’re going to restore disciple and order.”  

I said, “What then?”  

“Oh, then we’ll ease up.” 

But they arose because of the need of the people. The need of the people was to get rid of 

the evil people who were ruining their lives. Now, the Taliban was hijacked. But, there were 

two Taliban’s. There’s the Afghan Taliban and there’s the Arab Taliban. The Arab Taliban 

hijacked the government. They tried to impose their strict form of Wahabism on the Taliban. 

There’s still two very different Taliban’s. There are young men who are fighting to feed their 

families. And we had a position with Ajmal’s father were we had 20,000 Taliban. We 

converted them to us to help to defeat the Taliban. These were young men, with chiefs like 
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Ajmal, who said we just want to feed our families. So we said to the West, we can pay these 

young people 40 dollars, the same as the Taliban, and Taliban will come over. But nobody 

listened to us. Nobody listened. 

 

There are good Taliban, and their commanders we should talk to. They want to talk to us. 

They’ve spoken to Ajmal. They’ve even been to the embassy and offered to surrender. The 

Taliban commander offered to surrender, and it was not accepted, when he had 600 men 

under him. Now he commands 10,000 men.  

 

 

Questioner 

 

Thank you for your wonderful speech. I have been in the same situation. How far do you 

assess we would actually engage the Taliban in dialogue? Also, we have the situation now 

with Pakistan where the incoming government also says they’re going to enter into a 

dialogue with the Taliban and recognize them. So we have a meeting on both sides of the 

border. The other problem I see is between Pakistan and Afghanistan there needs to be a 

decrease in the level of hostility and an increase in cooperation. With Musharraf on his way 

out and with a new government that seems to want greater dialogue between Kabul and 

Islamabad, how do you assess the two scenarios? The possibility of terrorism and the 

dialogue with the Taliban: where is it going? 

 

Chief Khan 

 

About the dialogue with the Taliban: We didn’t have so many problems in 2004 and the 

elections. There was not that insurgency which is now happening in Afghanistan or the so-

called “pocket resistance.” There were small bombings and small shootings, but not on such 

a large-scale. What exactly happened? After  President Karzai became the elected 

president, all these Taliban’s even voted for him. The reason they did so is because they 

thought this man is going to get rid of the warlords and bring the peace and stability and they 

felt that they were going to have a peaceful life, maybe even be part of that government. 

That hope was not realised. When the American strike happened in the North of Afghanistan 

in Marizharif, over 8,000Taliban members were apprehended and brutally killed by the 

warlords by horrendous means such as suffocation. We have the videos and the evidence. 

So that really sends a strong message. It’s like same thing, you have my enemies in your 

house, and would I come and sit down in your house? I don’t think so. So you have to get 

something done, you have to come and sit down and talk to me. So that dialogue for 

President Karzai is not working. It’s failed. The only reason it’s failed is because he’s got the 

enemies on the inside. The enemies are the Taliban. 
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About the tribes: war played a significant role in curbing this problem. I mean, we, yesterday, 

had a Taliban problem. Now Pakistan has a Taliban problem. So we see this as a mutual 

problem. Yesterday the Pakistan was sending Taliban; today the Afghan government is 

sending Taliban, whatever. So that sort of thing we don’t understand. But the tribes are fed 

up with this. If recently you’ve looked at the papers, in the Kurrum agency Tribal Areas there 

was a big gathering of all the tribes to condemn that, and they’re against that. I was talking to 

a lot of people in the area and they couldn’t believe the rise of the Taliban in Pakistan has 

been so strong, so overwhelming. Yes, if the governments in Pakistan are faithful and 

friendly, this problem could be solved. They have to work together.  

 

 

Colonel Philip Schofield MBE RGJ 

 

I would like to thank Ajmal Khan for having the courage to be here and to discuss this 

problem. (Applause). My question deals with strategy and re-establishing a stable 

Afghanistan. What should the role be of the military in Afghanistan after the Loya Jirga?  

 

Questioner 

 

Chief Khan, could you clarify the role of the tribe in Afghanistan? How big of a role it plays 

and how divisions could play a part?  

 

Chief Khan 

 

We’re all Afghans. We are Pashtuns, Persians, Tajiks, Hazaras or Uzbeks but we are all 

Afghans. This is the main point - thank you for bringing that up. The integration of the tribes: 

we lost it at the time of the Russian invasion and we lost it in the Civil War. That’s what we’re 

aiming for in order to get everybody back on the platform and they have to be one thing and 

that’s Afghans. Thank you for bringing that up. I do appreciate it.  

 

In regards to the previous question: I’ve spent some time with my father in the valleys. You 

asked about the intervention of the military for their own interests in Afghanistan? Well, I also 

think you’re serving the Afghan interest now. In a way because we had a problem with the 

Taliban and, yes indeed, there was a mistake that happened. But at this stage I can not 

reveal this. It’s not because its classified information but the pull-out of your soldiers from 

Afghanistan is going to leave that country without peace.  

 

I think, if you pull out, we’ve failed. I mean, up until now. Now, your role after bringing the 

people on board -  the people and the tribes which include the people of Afghanistan - is to 
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help establish a clean, uncorrupted government for which the Loya Jirga will pave the way. 

Your role will be training a new army and helping us build a new Afghanistan. Yes, you can 

play that role for 5, 10, 15 years, whatever we require, because we don’t have that specific 

army – and won’t have it until the army is recruited. You came there to stabilize the country 

and strengthen the Afghan government, but I’m afraid that didn’t happen.  

 

The pull-out should not happen now. You should enter into a dialogue with the Taliban - if 

the proper representation is there.  That will not happen now. If you stop fighting for us now, 

I don’t know what the strategy is. But in a later stage, when you have the same people that 

are fighting against you after this new government, that, I don’t think, will happen. Some 

fighting will continue. As I said before, there are hardliners and you cannot convince them. 

The fighting will continue, but it will move from the cities and the districts to the villages to the 

mountains. And we always have some sort of small wars in the mountains, or at least we 

have had it for long time.  

 

 

Chief Khan,  

 

The Durand Line: it’s a very touchy subject, extremely touchy. Not a single man, not a group 

of people, can solve the problem. It’s my opinion and I’ve been discussing it with other Tribal 

chiefs and other Afghans and even politicians from Pakistan, I think there is this choice that 

we’ve heard about for the last 50 or 60 years - the arguments over the Afghan border, 

somewhere in the Indes River, so that’s not really something that’s accurate - I believe the 

choice should be given to the people on the other side of the Durand line. I do not think this 

should be coming from the Afghans, claiming territories. It should be a choice of the people. 

If the Pakistani tribes which are on the other side are also Afghan, the same language, let’s 

say Pashtu, and they say they want to join Afghanistan, I think the international community 

and the United Nations should look into that. But if they say no, than I think it should be 

acceptable by the Afghans.  

 

Questioner 

 

The move of the Afghans was quite exceptional in terms of getting the government against 

the West in terms of their strictness about the poppy policy. In terms of the British 

government seeking to disband the drug trade in Afghanistan, which has been one of the 

sole sources for national income because of the constant wars. This has created a barrier 

between the West and Afghanistan. Can this be resolved? 

 

Chief Khan 
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I agree with you and think this is one of the points over which our president criticised British 

soldiers and the reason he criticized is because one of his governors, who is a drug baron, 

could do a better job. So probably he was producing more and that’s why the British tried to 

stop him. Yes, I agree there is no counter-narcotics that is effective. Basically, the police are 

involved in it. 

 

A Loya Jirga is a great event, a great council, and it will be a great asset to Afghanistan. The 

first Loya Jurga was convened to prolong President Karzai’s time because the Bonn 

agreement was drafted and the Jurga people voted for him to prolong his transition of 

government for another period.  When you invite all these representatives of the people, this 

is exactly what we are trying to put forward.  When you have representatives from the tribes 

– and then you send them away home, and then you have the election which is very costly 

for us, and then of all sudden send people in who have money, and who buy seats, and we 

have seen a lot of reports that corruption was seen in these elections.  We would like have 

representatives of the Loya Jurga to be part of that government. That means the rep goes to 

the district, how may tribes - five six ten, send reps to province, then they got to province. 

We screen 70% to 80% in order to have the real representation of the people. Once that 

happens, we would like this time to be part of the government that would form the 

transitional or temporary parliament, senate, control committees, and also they would work 

in their respective provinces with the Jurgas there.  This is the way forward in order to bring 

people on board and to be part of the government.  The same basis as it happened 40 or 50 

years ago.  I don’t want to mention names but D…. is not a representative of his tribes.  

They hate him!  Things are changing dramatically in Afghanistan. This is a country which you 

can’t predict.  In London you can’t predict three things – and one is the weather (laughter).  

In Afghanistan, you cannot predict things because so much changes.  The meeting of Akbar 

Boy (sic) is also a leader. There is a way forward – backed by the Americans and the British 

and the NATO; I guarantee that – and people then in Afghanistan are not going to side with 

these warlords.  This is a serious matter, and we have to take it very seriously.    

 

Recently I had a visit to the High Commission in Kabul.  It happened right after the expelling 

of two diplomats because they were accused of fuelling the war in Afghanistan.  I didn’t have 

the counsellors or the people from my tribe. I had people accompanying me from four other 

provinces.  I just wanted to show the FCO there that it is not just about one province or one 

tribe leading the others: it is about all the nation.  It is about Hazaaas, or Uzbeks, or Tajiks; 

its about everyone.  We have a list of people who are not Pashtuns, who are members of 

Parliament, the Senate, who are not Pashtuns, but they are supporting us.  This is a national 

movement. 

 

Without volunteer work, how would that be possible?  Volunteer work is so important.  Then 

investment in that country.  And skills and training.  I worked with NGOs; I worked with kids 

in Pakistan when I was 18 years old.  I know this can be. 

 

Lord Denman 
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Reading the papers we have in front of us, there is an article by Adam Holloway MP in which 

he says that the attitude of our Ministry is to pour money into administrative districts which 

are largely corrupt and do damn-all good.  Now this is a decision that is made in this 

building.  If we say that as a body, that our government might behave a bit more sensibly, 

that might be the best message to give you. 

 

Questioner from Amnesty International (asking about Women’s rights) 

 

Chief Khan 

 

The persecution of the Afghan woman Parliamentarian: Mali Joya is a brave woman, critical 

of the government. We admire her. The representation in the Loya Jurga has always been 

there for women.  When you have all the representatives of the nation present, they speak 

for and about the government - and then someone like that woman gets expelled! There are 

the rights of the people.  She was not criticising ministers for nothing; she had a point. This is 

a reality – and she was representing the people.  So if we in future have a Loya Jurga or a 

Parliament, and someone in that Parliament criticises it, I think its entirely up to that 

Parliament to correctly deal with it. The ten to fifteen percent of the people who are in the 

Parliament at the moment and who are representative of the people – are critical of the 

government.  But they don’t have any real voice because of who is in power.  The warlords 

control everything.  So when you have a system that is clean, fair and representative of the 

people – and we have a recent instance in history, 40 years ago, with the King in 

Afghanistan – then Afghanistan’s ills will be solved. 
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Paramount Chief Ajmal Khan Zazai 

November 2011 

 

Background 

 

Ajmal Khan Zazai is a Tribal Elder (41 years of age) in South East Afghanistan, like his late 

father.  He however was elected to the position by popular acclaim and has ‘paramountcy’ 

over nine tribes and affiliations with many others.  As such, he works full time as 

representative of many thousands of people, with burdensome responsibilities given the 

perilous situation in his country and the vicissitudes of the now more uncertain life in 

Afghanistan . He has been involved in humanitarian and aid projects as well as appearing on 

a public stage and in the media in the West.  This has necessitated reducing commitment to 

the family business and industrial interests.  Khan was educated at Sidq I Akbar High 

School, Peshawar and the Herzing Institute, Canada in Micro-computer management.  His 

first job was as Assistant Director for Public Relations at the Afghan Health and Social 

Assistance Organisation (AHSAO) in Pakistan, 1986-1989.  Notable expansion of this 

service, which included medical, farming and food distribution programs, took place under 

his aegis.  His leadership skills, however, were not to the taste of certain elements and he 

was taken to Canada under the United Nations protection Program, and received technical 

education before returning to fight for the causes of his country. 

 

The Zazai tribe.  This comprises nine united groups of Tribes, namely the: 

 

(i) Ada Khell 
(ii) Hashim Khell 
(iii) Lewanee 
(iv) Petla 
(v) Hasam Khell 
(vi) Ali Khell 
(vii) Muhammed Khell 
(viii) Medan Zazai, and 
(ix) Ali Sanghi 

 

Ajmal Khan has spoken at the House of Commons, debated on UK TV on a panel with 

Paddy Ashdown, lectured to assemblies in the USA including on one occasion an audience 

of 900 marines and was a researcher at John Hopkins. 

 

Ajmal Khan is currently helming development projects giving work to some ten thousand 

people in his province as well as forging trans-tribe alliances with a view to creating a One 

Afghanistan solution to problems that are increasingly in evidence as Western forces 

withdraw.  
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PUBLICITY ON AJMAL KHAN 

 

Some early video clips (See also Facebook for recent developments) 

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OWpN4iOnsZU&amp;feature=related 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-zKP2nNUUco&amp;feature=related 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uFI4-4L6dHg&amp;feature=related 

http://www.youtube.com/user/mrkhan999 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BtCchLMEg3w 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vUX_vPWB23Q 

 

« Because of the indiscriminate bombing of Afghan villages and the humiliation of the 

Pashtuns, a lot of people are now turning into Talibans! » 

- Chief Ajmal Khan, on BBC Today - 26 Feb 2007  

 

« How could we have fair and and clean elections where out of 34 provinces, 12 provinces 

are in a state of war, 146 districts are under constant attack from the taliban and even Mr 

President and the dignitaries are not safe? » 

 

- Chief Ajmal Khan, on 24 Hours, BBC World Service  - 28 April 2008 

_________________ 

  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OWpN4iOnsZU&amp;feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-zKP2nNUUco&amp;feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uFI4-4L6dHg&amp;feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/user/mrkhan999
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Summary of talk by 

General Sir David Richards KBE CBE DSO 

 

On:  THE ARMED FORCES: A PERSPECTOVE 

 

Delivered to the European-Atlantic Group on May 7th 2008  

 

 

 

 

 

Summary by John Coleman  



698 
 



699 
 



700 
 

 

 

 

 



701 
 



702 
 

 

 

A COMMENTARY/SUMMARY On the Speech by AJMAL KHAN 

In the Journal of the European-Atlantic Group 

By John Coleman 
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EVENT WITH  

Major General Patrick Cordingley, DSO, DSC, FRGS 

 

On:  AFGHANISTAN: THE USE OF FORCE 

 

23rd February.2007 

_______ 

STATEMENT BY Chief Khan 

Thank you very much for your time, You Excellencies.   

The problem which is happening in Afghanistan, it has roots.  The General will agree with 

me that Afghanistan is a historical country which goes back about 5,000 years.  It’s not a 

new country like some countries.  The problem which happened after the Taliban 

intervention in Afghanistan was the delegation of the Taliban, the movement which started in 

Afghanistan challenged to eliminate the warlords which were all over the country.  There was 

a civil war, literally, which was going on for five years.  The Taliban movement went into it, 

whoever sponsored it, Karzai, everybody else, was part of that movement.  The movement 

reached Kabul and eliminated most of the warlords.  Then some 100 political things 

happened and the movement changed, with the engagement of Osama bin Laden, the 

Arabs, and then obviously our neighbours got into that.  My family comes from Paktia, which 

is located in the south-eastern.  My father, who died in 2000, started a fight to bring 

prosperity, peace, and stability to Afghanistan.  He met, at the time, Margaret Thatcher who 

was the PM.  This goes on for the next 15 years.  He wanted to bring awareness to the West 

of what exactly should be happening there.  The extremists, or the fanatics, came of age 

during the Taliban era.  We brought a lot of awareness to the West that this was what’s 

happening and with some small help and assistance in backing, we can tackle those 

problems.  But nobody listened to these things.  So finally the American and the international 

community decide to intervene in Afghanistan.  But they replaced the evil with evil and that is 

the problem.  The same commanders who were engaged in a civil war, fighting for power, 

were being empowered again.  Three years went on and then we have the elections.  

Everybody was backing Karzai and the government so Karzai was elected as the president 

and he would come and tackle the issues.  During this era, the Pashtun tribes which are in 

the south and eastern parts of Afghanistan consisted the majority of Afghanistan.  David 

Richards, the general who’s commanding the forces in Afghanistan, literally said on the BBC 

that 70% or so of people are against you and have a lot of troubles.  The international 

community accepted the fact that Pashtuns were 70% or so.  We are coming to the problem 

of majority and whoever runs the country.  Now, the majority’s ignored and the reasons are 

very clear:  We have problems with the warlords.  Afghanistan is a country which is literally 

made of these warlords.  The warlords are powerful enough to make a lot of influence in the 

government.  We are both witnesses of the process which elected the government for 

Afghanistan.  Then the last government ruled for only three months.  After that, a Loya jirga, 

which is the mother of the sessions in Afghanistan and has always played a significant role 

in the Afghan political life, was convened in Kabul.  All the tribal chiefs were there and they 

gave another stage of transitional government to Mr Karzai.  The constitution was drawn and 
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put in the papers and approved by the Loya jirga.  But the Loya jirga is ineffective in 

introducing democracy, something that is very new to the country, very new to the tribes.  

The people seem not to accept that.  That’s something that the international community is 

urging.  All of sudden everybody was welcome, people whose hands were still dripping with 

the blood of innocent people, welcome to take part in elections, presidential elections and 

also parliamentary elections.  Right now in Afghanistan we have a parliament which is made 

of 88.8% warlords and criminals and thugs and people whose hands are still covered in the 

blood of innocent people.  The question is why do we not have problems in the north, why do 

we have problems in the south?  Because the south was suppressed so badly in the last five 

years by the international community, I would say the Americans, that literally all those 

villages are wiped out by the bombings, the indiscriminate bombings.  We don’t need that.  

We want to work with the international community very closely because we are the majority, 

the Pashtuns, in the country.  We don’t want all the government for this, or the power in the 

government.  At this stage if I go on criticizing this government it will take months, maybe 

years, but it will not do any good for any of us.  Your soldiers are involved and our country is 

in great, great danger.  When it comes to poppy cultivation, I’m sorry to say I do not agree 

with the General.  This is law, we have laws in the country, you shouldn’t have to buy it from 

the farmers.  The laws this is prohibited, that has to be prohibited.  If you let our farmers in 

Afghanistan do poppy cultivation, I would urge you leave farmers in the UK doing the same 

thing, if you buy it from them because it is widely used in medicine or whatever.  But there 

are problems.  We have to come up with a solution.  The present government is so weak 

and corrupted that it cannot address a tonne of problems.  The warlords are so powerful they 

literally control everything.  Those warlords are always in the pockets of, I would say 

Russians—you’re not a fan of the Russians, eh?—the Indians, the Iranians.  These are the 

same warlords that are trusted by the Americans and the international community in that part 

of the world.  Of course, we can talk to the Taliban.  But we do not want the British soldiers 

to go and speak to the Taliban, obviously not.  Let us do the job.  We are from the soil, we 

are from Afghanistan, the Taliban is the kind of problem that’s our problem.  It’s not the 

international community’s problem because they have problems there.  Now Afghanistan 

has become like a bustling place where everybody is testing there muscles, which is wrong.  

Believe me, the information which we have, there are lines of people waiting to become 

suicide bombers, and the General will agree with me that there are thousands and 

thousands of people.  Your soldiers lives are in danger.  But look at us!  There is no 

development.  There is so much corruption.  When you go to Kabul, it does not look like the 

capital of a country.  Literally, it looks like a ruined village of Mexico somewhere, which is a 

shame.  Billions of dollars have been brought into the country.  Where is the money?  We 

need 90% of our stuff, even milk, to be imported from our neighbours, which is a big shame 

for us.  We do not want to live on donations.  Literally, the country has to come up to the 

standards of a country.  We want a country which is not a rich country but a country to live 

in, like in the time of the King.  Unfortunately, the King’s family’s been sidelined, the tribes 

have been sidelined, and a new era of democracy has been introduced which is very 

unfamiliar.  Do you know what the Afghan thinks of the democracy going on in the UK?  I’ll 

tell you.  The Afghan thinks democracy’s all about drinking and womanizing—excuse me, 

Ladies, but this is what the truth is.  So when the people don’t know what democracy’s all 

about, you can’t just tell them we’re going to become a democratic state, alright.  Through 

the years, through development, through education, people will adopt it.  In my country, 

people are 95% uneducated.  My president goes on the television and he tells my people 

that he is bringing our GDP to $350.  For god’s sake, $350?  We are not even a poor 

country—Afghanistan is below the poverty line.  We have nothing to export.  We do not want 

to live on donations.  We want to be a prosperous nation.  That’s something that the 
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international community has to understand.  Now we have problem.  We came up with the 

solution that there has to be a change of the government.  We don’t want Karzai to be 

removed from the job, obviously not.  This isn’t something that you discuss too widely in my 

council, with some prominent members of the royal family that I talk to, some influential 

politicians in America and some that I speak to in the UK.  A change has to come in the 

constitution and it has to them a clause [sic] for a good Prime Minister.  To come back to the 

Parliament:  That so-called Parliament has to be dissolved overnight.  The thugs and the 

criminals that are there, involved with the warlords, should be apprehended by your soldiers 

and taken to the Hague and tried for crimes against humanity.  This is exactly what the 

Human Rights Office in Kabul is working on, collecting data on these people, these 

criminals.  Till the day you address these issues with the warlords and the criminals, you 

have insurgency.  Your families that are Pashtuns very widely [sic] thinks that Karzai is a 

Pashtun.  That doesn’t make any sense.  He can’t even invoke his village, not so much his 

troops, you know that General.  We have to have a Loya jirga for all the tribes and prominent 

members of the royal family which should empower a selected Prime Minister.  Then we can 

have some progress.  Now that’s something which we consider a life jacket.  Somebody 

swimming, drowning in the sea, and you throw him a spoon.  He can’t take a spoon – he will 

go down.  You throw him a life jacket maybe it will save his life.  That’s what we think about 

it.  What we are trying to say is there’s no use for us to criticize Kabul’s [sic] regime.  I’ll tell 

you something, if we had a strong government in Afghanistan, believe me, most of these 

issues that you’re speaking of about fighting and losing your soldiers will come to a very 

much smaller percentage.  If you get the 100% problem down to 50%, you get a lot of 

chances to work together.  But if you have a 100% problem how are you going to do it?  I’ll 

tell you a joke.  Somebody told our president, ‘Sir, can you fight the corruption?’  He said, 

‘When you give me something, I’ll fight the corruption’.  So when you have a situation like 

this where governors are appointed for half a million dollars and other governors are putting 

money in their pockets from the revenues, the drug lords are involved in this government.  

We have men who are in the top positions.  They are involved.  I was telling this in Kabul to 

a lot of my friends who are carrying these guns, who are soldiers.  I say to them ‘Why are 

you carrying these guns?’  ‘We want to fight.’  ‘Who are you going to fight?  I’ll show you an 

enemy:  The warlords are a big menace to the sovereignty of our country.’  It’s also 

something the international community has to look at very seriously.   

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
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AFGHANISTAN: A STRATEGIC PROPOSAL 

- April 2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: 

Several members of the E-AG collaborated on the paper below.   

The European-Atlantic Group is all-party and does not take sides in debates, in that 

one of its primary functions is to assist in the airing of legitimately held views.   

Many of the views expressed in this paper are espoused by Chief Ajmal Khan Zazi. 

Some months have elapsed since its composition and consequently some aspects, 

but not all, of the fluid situation described have moved on.  

***** 
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KHAN’S PLATFORM IN BRIEF 

2. A brief overview of the Khan’s thinking 
3. What Afghanistan might need in terms of a suitable leader 
4. A thumbnail biography 
5. A historical comment 

 

(1) A brief overview of Khan’s thinking 
  

1. Khan’s thinking, once radical, is becoming increasingly mainstream.  His own plans 
are far advanced if not in every last detail, the situation being fluid.  They are not 
given here. 

2. Karzai and democracy was the solution, now queried, to all-but-Failed Statehood, 
inclusive of endemic governmental and country-wide corruption and insecurity, a 
resurgent Taliban threat, and Eastern interference, not least from Iran and Russia.   

3. The Kleptocracy, even Gangstocracy, is irremediably tainted.  The system, however 
potentially or partly good, fails as the leaders and a whole tier of government (with 
very occasional honourable exceptions) - it emerges - cannot do the job and have 
been backed by the West. Their agenda is flawed. There is built-in dis-inclusion of 
too many Afghans.  

4. The answer lies in the Afghan people backing a strong leader who tackles problems 
at root and sets the right example from the top; with rulers oriented against 
fundamentalism and to the West.  Afghanistan, not any one sector, comes first. 

5. The Afghans have a traditional democracy and this way should be used to allow 
people a real say in who governs them, with representation to all the people, 
intellectuals and professionals, and particularly including the tribes, and with the 
minimum of perceived foreign interference.  Americans and the West are welcome if 
not as puppeteers.   Western-style democracy can be underpinned if attained on a 
more gradualist footing.   

6. Tackling warlord-ism, empathising with the right brand of Taliban-ism, and 
transparent and un-corrupt, efficient leaders are foremost among the keys to the 
solution.  

7. America can greatly help.  It is to America’s advantage.  Instability favours 
extremists.  

8. Khan’s methods of enabling the nation to speak, his tactics for dealing with Warlords, 
his advantages in dealing with the Taliban, his knowledge of what works ethically well 
in Afghanistan’s culture are drivers.  The biggest problems should be tackled first in 
the cause of a secure environment for investment, democracy and normalcy 
generally. 

9. Among subsidiary planks in Khan’s platform are empowerment of women, re-
establishment of a constitutional monarchy, and realignment with western-oriented 
allies. 

 

 

The platform above, and paper below, were written before events have shown so many of Khan’s 

predictions to be correct 

- 2011 
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European-Atlantic Newsletter – from Page 2 – May 2009 edition1 

 

 

 

Left: Ajmal Khan with Donald Rumsfelt, US Secretary for Defence, in Washington  

Right:   Ashraf Ghani with Ajmal Khan   

 
1 John Gouriet was a co-Founder of ‘The Freedom Association’ and author of ‘HEAR  HEAR!’ which 

won the Elma Dangerfield Prize for literature 
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AJMAL KHAN AT THE E-AG IN 2018 

 

Introduction is on the Guest List  

It is exactly ten years to the day since Chief Khan first addressed the European-Atlantic 

Group in London and shortly thereafter he spoke at the European-Atlantic Group in 

Washington DC where in 2009 he received a fellowship degree in the Silk Road studies 

program at SAIS sponsored by the Rumsfeld Foundation.   The paper he delivered at that 

time is a remarkable instance of accurate analysis and prediction. The E-AG has it available. 

A picture overleaf depicts Khan with the President after Khan ‘delivered’ one million votes in 

the election. 

In 2004, the Zazi tribes appointed Khan as the chief of the Zazi tribes. He continued with the 

vision of his late father, murdered by the Taliban. by uniting the Afghan tribes into the United 

Afghan Tribes Jirga and continued to unite the tribes in Paktia and across Afghanistan. In 

2008, he was elected as the paramount chief of all the tribes in Paktia province. From 2008 

till 2012, he channeled over $20 million US into community development projects through the 

Central Asia Development Group by building retaining walls, water canals, dams, girls’ 

schools, and bridges and roads in Paktia. These efforts provided employment for over 46,000 

people 

            

Paramount Chief Ajmal Khan Zazai spoke to the Group in the House of Commons on 2.4.2008, in Washington 
DC in 2009 and in 2018 (pictured above in the House of Lords with E-AG Trustees Mili Gottlieb and Justin Glass) 
where he unveiled a scroll on which were the signatures of most tribal chiefs in Afghanistan denoting their 
subscribing to his League of Afghan Tribes.  The Rt Hon Lord Hamilton of Epsom (Right) was the Chairman  

Ajmal Khan Zazai is the tribal leader and Paramount Chief of Paktia Province in Afghanistan.  
This eastern province has a 160 km border with Pakistan with its residents traditionally 
moving freely between the two countries.  Its capital, Gardez, lies in  the valley overlooked 
by the Spin Ghar mountain range containing the Tora Bora cave complex known to be the 
stronghold location of the Taliban and then the suspected hideout of the Al-Qaeda leader, 
Osama bin Laden.  With a rural population of around 550,000, Paktia is largely mountainous 
and the Pashtun tribes make up the majority of the population with a small scattering of 
Tajiks.   

Born on 25 August, 1968 in Kabul, he attended primary school in the Afghan Capital until the 
family were forced to emigrate in 1980 as the Soviet 40th Army had invaded the country the 
previous winter. Between 1984-6 he studied at Sidiq-i-Akbar High School in Peshawar, and 
whilst there at the age of sixteen, Ajmal continually made crossings over the border, with his 
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father’s blessings, to fight the Russian Forces.  Leaving school in 1986 his first role was one 
of Assistant Director for Public Relations, based in Peshawar, for the NGO Afghan Health 
and Social Assistants.  Here he saw for himself the benefits of providing steady employment 
that enabled his countrymen to earn enough for an honest loaf of bread.  Working amongst 
his own people he had little to fear until in 1989 when he survived an attempt on his life by 
extremists and was forced to immigrate to Canada for his own safety.  From 1990 for three 
years he studied microcomputer science at the Herzing Institute in Toronto. In a recent 
interview he recalls that ‘it was very boring stuff, I did not know what I was getting into and 
was not qualified for it but I studied it’!   

Prior to the deployment of Soviet troops Afghanistan’s communist party had staged a coup in 
1978 and seized power initiating unpopular and radical modernisation countrywide and 
ruthlessly suppressing opposition. Ordered massacres of unarmed civilians as well as 
thousands of political prisoners were executed leading to open rebellion and the rise of 
anticommunist Muslim guerrillas. Deteriorated relations with the Soviet Union cleared the 
way for the Soviet Invasion on Christmas Day 1979. The Soviet-Afghan War lasted some 
nine years and with casualties mounting and escalating unpopularity at home in the 
continued unwinnable activity, the Soviet troops finally pulled out in February 1989.  They 
had been fighting a guerrilla war with the local insurgent groups known collectively as the 
mujahedeen, who had primarily been backed by the United States, Saudi Arabia and 
Pakistan.  Tribal fighting in the vacuum that ensued after the Soviet withdrawal created 
chaos and gave rise to the Taliban’s totalitarian regime. 

Returning to Paktia in 1996 for two years Ajmal worked with his father who as Tribal Chief 
was head of a united front in organising tribes to revolt against the Taliban.  The attempts 
failed with the killing of prominent tribal leaders and his father’s assassination in 2000.  
During these times it was known that Osama bin Laden was expanding operations in the 
area.  Then through their resources it became clear that something big was being planned 
outside Afghanistan.  His father took the information to his Western contacts but sadly they 
were not believed or acted upon.  Several years after 9/11 Ajmal, encouraged and pushed 
by his fellow tribesmen, was appointed Chief of the Zazi Tribes.  This gave him the 
opportunity to bring his businessman father’s vision of building schools, canals and factories 
to reality.  During his lifetime his father had started working on this with the help of some 
small amount of aid from the UN.   Ajmal now started in a small way by building and shoring 
up retaining walls to save agricultural land from floods. 

Two papers from entirely different sections of the Afghan community are in this 

section.  A Few Proposals for Afghanistan Today and Tomorrow is by one of the 

foremost government figures of the Hazaras and was kindly written for the E-AG.  

The fact that there are so many similarities of approach between this paper and 

Afghanistan: A Strategic Proposal, which the E-AG helped prepare, may induce in 

some the thought that hands can be stretched across ethnic divides by Afghans who 

are anxious to mend the ills in their body politic.  There is much concurrence as to 

these.  Some time has elapsed since composition of these papers and consequently 

some aspects, but not all, of the fluid situations described have moved on. At the end 

of each paper appear comments that are contrary-wise to some contentions therein, 

the better to allow of objective consideration.  This approach, in turn, is open to 

questioning; in the papers for the E-AG event on Afghanistan at which Chief Khan 

spoke on April 2nd, for instance, an article in the Spectator by Adam Holloway MP 

inter alia advocated greater attention being accorded to the wishes of the Pashtun 

tribes. 
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______________________________________________ 
 

 

A few proposals for Afghanistan today and tomorrow 

 

Without any doubt the most important tasks and challenges that confront the people of 

Afghanistan and their government, the UN and the International community as a whole is to 

put an end to the war and bring peace and stability in Afghanistan. 

It has been realized that, there are three main obstacles that jeopardize the stability in the 

country. These are: insurgency, narcotics and corruption. These three evil elements are 

intertwined together and caused deep discontent among the people of Afghanistan and 

affected the process of establishing democracy, bringing in law and order and going towards 

peace and stability in the country. To end the conflicts and to reach to a lasting peace need to 

take courageous steps and approaches different from those currently in action. Those steps 

to be probably taken are proposed for consultation as follows: 

1) Afghanistan is a multinational, multiethnic society and need to be studied and considered 

each part of the country and its various nationalities separately and individually. There are four 

main nationalities living mainly in distinct parts of Afghanistan and they are: Pashtuns, Tajiks, 

Hazaras and Uzbek-Turkmen ethnic groups. 

Pashtuns which comprises around 32 to 35 percent of the population (NB But see comment 

on these statistics at the end of this piece) always practiced the dominant role in the 

government. Even the Talibans claim again to govern all over Afghanistan, not only the ten 

provinces in the south and east of the country bordering with Pakistan as it was pointed out in 

the Guardian on 15 October 2007. Nevertheless, such a move strongly rejected by the other 

nationalities, mostly represented by the previous “Northern Alliance”, as the Guardian has put 

it in this way: “There is controversy in the non-Pashtun community about something horrible 

coming in through the back door”. This community is a large one and very influential, 

comprises about 70 percent of the population and either are Persian (Farsi) speaking people 

(all Tajiks and Hazaras) or it is their literary language. 

Tajiks comporise 28 to 30 percent, Hazaras 20 to 21 percent and Uzbek-Turkmen 8 to 10 

percent of the population that they struggle for their national rights, their cultures and their fair 

shares in the government. The rest of the population are ethnical minorities. 

The ethnical conflicts are deep rooted in the Afghanistan society. The national and ethnical 

differences were the main cause for conflicts and unrests during the whole decade of 1990. 

However, the differences and the national desires of the people had been manipulated by the 

warlords during 1990,s and still such a mentality is prevailing. 

 

Thus, if a proper long term solution for this problem is not to be worked out; it might remain as 

a potential start point for repeated unrests in the country. 

It is known that, the best alternative for the war-torn Afghanistan is to adopt the federal system 

as it was accepted even for Iraq after the occupation war. It seems that it may serve as a main 

base for bringing stability there at last. A federal government, which is not in anyway against 

the unity of the people in a united country, is widely accepted by non-Pashtun nationalities in 
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Afghanistan, while the Pashtuns are reluctant to accept it. However, in reality it may reflect the 

interests of all nationalities of Afghanistan; especially it would be very important for Pashtuns 

too at this time that making peace with Taliban or with some of their fractions is in the agenda 

proposed by the government of Afghanistan and supported by Britain. In this case, they might 

make reconciliation deals in their own area, while in other parts of the country the people and 

their driving forces might not be willing to accept such deals. 

If the international community engaged in the Afghanistan affairs think that it is not the right 

time to bring such constitutional changes as to declare federalism in the country, it may be 

very essential to recommend at least that under a parliamentary system the local councils 

elected by the people to have the power to select or elect their own authorities and staff, 

including the governors. Such a practice is very popular everywhere, in the UK and any other 

democracy. 

The second important step to be taken in this concept is to distribute fairly and evenly the 

wealth, the investments, the national resources and the aids for reconstruction and 

development to all parts of Afghanistan under the supervision and care of the local authorities 

elected by their own people. 

The development programmes (through PRT that is in action, but at a very small scale) to be 

applied all over Afghanistan and one or several countries that are present in the country could 

take responsibility for applying a mini “Marshall Plan” in every province. In this case a type of 

competition will emerge among the participant countries. 

It is very important to promote and implement the development work wherever in the country 

which is peaceful and it is possible to carry on such programmes. In this case, a kind of 

competition may come forward among the provinces to end the war and to benefit from 

economic development. 

Applying new technology and motivation of economic development in peaceful areas could 

become a symbol of stimulation for other parts of the country. In this case the possibilities for 

expansion of the war will become limited and the warlords will not be able to recruit from 

among the people that have jobs and they could benefit from the fruits of culture and economic 

growth. 

A developed and prosperous Afghanistan, where the people could reach to social welfare and 

to have the opportunities to take advantage from education and health, from healthy drinking 

water and enough food, from jobs and social-cultural facilities, could become a symbol of 

development for its neighbours, especially in Central Asian Countries that have great 

economic potentials. 

2) To eradicate the opium cultivation in Afghanistan, it is to be proposed that a special fund to 

be established under the supervision of UNIMA. The fund to be used for purchasing in higher 

prices the surplus of wheat and other substitute cultivated products from the farmers all over 

the country whether they were cultivating opium or not. These products could be bought and 

saved by the government authorities and to be supplied to the market in reasonable prices. 

By this method, the farmers could be treated fairly all over the country and they will be 

encouraged to cultivate the replacement products instead of opium. In this case there would 

be no excuse for the farmers to grow opium anymore; otherwise the opium fields could be 

smashed by any possible mean. 

3) The third big problem in Afghanistan is the widespread corruption. There are two main 

categories: 
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a) The high ranking and influential political, narcotic and financial-economic mafia;  

b) The petty bribery, but widespread. 

To fight with the first category is the most difficult job, but it could be done if there are political 

will and determination. 

The central government administration is to be re-established and the very reliable, 

professional, honest, selfless and patriotic minded civil servants from among the various 

nationalities living in Afghanistan to be employed without any prejudice. 

It would be advisable to let the people to elect their own central government under a 

parliamentary system and to elect those in local governments that they trust upon them. 

To fight against widespread corruption that appears in the form of bribery it would be very 

necessary to help those with the low stable incomes, specially the low ranking civil servants 

with extra help in cash or kind. It would have been easy and convenient to pay the extras in 

cash, if inflation was really kept low (at present the exchange rate of Afghani is artificially kept 

stable against the other currencies by pumping of thousands of dollars every week) and the 

prices were under control. Now the prices of essential goods, specially food and fuel are 

soaring every day, week and month. In order to help the needy and low income families it may 

be advisable to re-introduce the old popular coupon (voucher) system to supply the essential 

goods to all public and private employees, the unemployed people, to widows and disables 

and the very deprived poor people. 

Conclusion: there are many specific proposals for every field of work, but it needs that some 

essential-constitutional changes take place in minds and attitudes of those who are in charge 

of the affairs in the country. First of all, they should consider bringing some changes in the 

structure of state administration. Since long time ago it was familiar that the President is to be 

at the top of the state administration and the armed forces, while the Prime Minister as the 

head of the government take care of finance and all socio-economic affairs. 

It would be necessary to think about the real distribution of power in central and local 

governments among the main ethnic groups that they are different in culture, religion, origin, 

territory and in some cases in language in order to maintain and preserve the committed 

and genuine unity among them. 

The current practice in regards the administration in provinces and districts all over the country 

does not seem watchfulness and precise. Now the Ministry of Interior in Afghanistan acts 

instead of the government as a whole and select the governors mostly according the personal 

wishes and feelings. That is why most of the governors are not received well in some provinces 

and they themselves do not realize the needs and the real feelings of the local people. It would 

be most advisable and convenient that the local authorities, including the governors, to be 

elected by the people through their local councils. 

The distribution of power and authorities between the ethnic groups and between the local 

and central governments, which may be a kind of devolution in current conditions of 

Afghanistan, should mean to distribute the responsibilities between them too. 

The local governments and their councils should take the most burdens of responsibilities to 

eradicate the three main disastrous misfortunes and dangers that were mentioned at the 

beginning of this paper and they are: insurgency, narcotics and corruption, in their own areas 

of operation with the help and guidance of the central government in Kabul.  
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SOME VIEWS ON AFGHANISTAN by JAMAL KHAN IN 2020 
 
 
ISIS or Daish in Afghanistan;  
 
The so called ISIS of Afghanistan has no connection with the one in Iraq or Syria; the 
Afghan ISIS which declares itself as the ISIS wing of Khorasan has been disguised 
into two parts, one is mainly based in the eastern parts of Afghanistan made of 
Pashtun tribes of Waziristan and Khyber and is run by the Pakistani ISI and only 
recently a widespread operations were carried by the US which much of this group 
was wiped out. The other part of Khorasan ISIS is based in the north and north 
eastern parts of Afghanistan made of Chechens, Daghistanis and Chinese muslims 
and this part is created by the FSB and according to some reports, some 35,000 of 
these fighters are inside Afghanistan living in remotest parts of Afghanistan and still 
waiting, they are like sleeping cells for the moment.  
 
Al Qaida;  
 
After the return of Al Qaida’s late leader son Hamza Bin Ladin a few years ago from 
Iran to the tribal administered Waziristan of Pakistan, the US carried a drone attack 
and claimed they have killed Hamza bin Ladin in Waziristan, but later through some 
reliable local contacts it is now proven that the Americans missed and Hamza Bin 
Ladin the new Al Qaida leader is alive. 
 
Hamza Bin Ladin is now running the refurbished and upgraded Al Qaida network in 
the north, north eastern and south eastern parts of Afghanistan, some Chechens, 
Arabs and Turks are in this group now.  
 
We can say that the resistance against the US forces in Afghanistan is divided in 
three parts,  
1. Taliban  
2. Al Qaida  
3. ISIS (Khorasan)  
 
1. The Pakistani (ISI) is running the Taliban and Haqani Network,  
2. The Russian FSB is running the ISIS  
3. Iranian Al Qudus is running Hamza bin Ladin or the upgraded Al Qaida.  
 
Even the US Intel are aware that the peace deal with Taliban will not guarantee a 
total peace or an end the war in Afghanistan which would require the US military 
presence in Afghanistan to fight ISIS and Al Qaida, but the regional powers believe 
the US needs an excuse to stay in Afghanistan and prolong military presence of US 
army in Afghanistan is absolutely not acceptable for Russia, China, Iran and 
Pakistan as mainly Russia, China and Iran are intimidated by the US military 
presence in Afghanistan, therefore these regional powers are doing anything in their 
power and capacity to make sure Afghanistan is turned into a second Vietnam for 
the US forces.  
 
The corrupt regime of Kabul and  Ashraf Ghani who is incompetent and very weak in 
every way is certainly not a good partner for the US, if America wish win this war 
then the President Trump administration should take a bold step by talking to the 
Afghan tribes who have throughout the history played a pivotal role in stabilizing 
Afghanistan or destabilizing, but if the US is not taking the bold of talking to the tribes  
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and just hoping for a peace deal with Taliban and expect Ashraf Ghani to strike a 
peace deal with Talban, then a freed advice for President Trump would be to “pack 
and leave that you still can”.  
 
President Trump wants to leave Afghanistan. I think his decision is the wise one but 
the question is, can he do that ? 
 
The real power on the ground in Afghanistan are the tribes, these very tribes 
fought  the Brits and the Russians’ Red Army and all world conquerors were 
defeated by these tribes, the only wise conqueror who won in Afghanistan was 
Alexander the Great, he won not by fighting these Afghan Tribes by wining them on 
his side and wining the tribes should be easy for President Trump as he believe in 
making deals and this is wots this wining is all about.  
 
The Taliban are in the pockets of the regional powers intels, it is impossible for 
President Trump to buy or win them over to his side, but the tribes are there, pure 
and with proper efforts they could be won. 
 
Frankly speaking, there isn’t much could be done as President Trump wants a 
window to escape from all this and when one have such a big problem on its hand 
and looking for a small solution then not always that works.  
 
As we all know that after the Second World War, Europe needed a Marshall plan in 
order to be revived, in the similar fashion Afghanistan needs a massive effort of US 
and NATO to get rid of these militants and at this time I doubt the US nor NATO 
would designate such huge efforts and massive resources just to win this war in 
Afghanistan. 
 
The peace deal with Taliban was seen by President Trump as a quick fix and a less 
costly a victory, but him and his team failed to understand what is really going on 
there on the ground and despite the warnings from CIA and US military Intel, 
President Trump went ahead and tried to strike this peace deal with the Taliban just 
to prove himself to the American public to win their votes, President Trump 
absolutely undermined the threats and its futuristic consequences which would come 
out of going into bed with the devil.  
 
I do not believe there is any congressman or a person to whom President Trump 
would listen as he is quite tuned on getting this victory at the lowest possible cost.  
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Chief Ajmal Khan in the House of Lords at the E-AG in 2018 
 

In foreground (Left to right): Rahela Sidiqi, David Isaacs. Geraldine Nkechi, Elizabeth Jones, Chief 

Khan, Justin Glass and colleague of Chief Khan  

------ 

POSTSCRIPTUM  -  January 18th 2021 

 
‘…Politics is an art, some might have it naturally in their blood and some might develop 
throughout the years, but those who are made politicians just to serve a purpose are often 
proven to use politics for power and for looting the wealth of a nation. In the case of 
Afghanistan it is clear that the West chose the wrong ppl and made them part of 
the  “democratization” of Afghanistan to serve their purpose which resulted in a huge failure 
for the very West which initially put them there and empowered them, if west had a better 
knowledge of how Afghanistan works, I am very sure they would have brought the correct 
Afghans instead in order to help in the implementation of western type of democracy in the 
Afghan ancient culture frame and avoid this very day where the West is begging Taliban for 
a truce ond a ceasefire!  
 
Anyway, what is done, is done and it is all too late now, but I am glad the West has learned a 
lesson which might help them in their future quests.  
 
You (Justin Glass) are referring to Donald Rumsfeld, well, after three years he realized I was 
correct, but three years is a long time and in three years a lot of damage was done.  
 
In 2009 I told Donald Rumsfeld to try and abort the 2010 presidential elections in 
Afghanistan and instead let’s work on a comprehensive plan, the very plan which I presented 
to him in 2012, but they (him+ masses in Washington) only believed in a (Voting) democracy 
and nothing else until they realized three years later that their democratic process is failing, 
among Washington based political ‘godfathers’, Donald Rumsfeld was the smartest who 
realized in just three years that there was a need for a radical action in order to put the 
derailed train back on the track; sadly, some in Washington still believe democracy works in 
Afghanistan!....’ 
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Rt. Hon. NEIL KINNOCK 

On: 
‘THE EURO IN RELATION TO THE EUROPEAN MOVEMENT’ 

18th February 2002 

  

Thank you my Lord (Lord Judd) for that lovely introduction.  It was so nice; I thought 
for a moment that I was dead. Not to be reading such praise in an obituary is especially 
pleasurable.  (laughter). 

The only attribute that you left out in your list of  ‘Qualities required by Leadership’ was 
the one I consider to be much the most important is the one recommended by 
Napoleon as being above all others: luck.  All of the other things can be present en 
masse but if you haven’t got the luck, they don’t really count in the end. 

Can I firstly congratulate this long-standing group for having the title, European-
Atlantic Group? I say that because one of the most irritating of absurdities - and there 
is a fair list of those - in the controversies that surround the relationships between the 
UK and the EU and the USA is the idea that they are alternatives.  It is of course 
particularly absurd in the case of the UK.  Due to the unfolding of history and 
connections of geography, culture and temperament in war and peace, we find 
ourselves uniquely placed to have huge opportunities by virtue of our extraordinary 
relationship on both sides of the Atlantic and both sides of the English Channel.  We 
should never be considering the two relationships as alternatives but should be 
celebrating and perpetually – in the very best sense - exploiting the massive potential 
that arises for the UK out of our unique situation. 

For brevity, I begin with three basic and raw points about the EU and Monetary 
Union.  They are: 

• The Euro will always be the currency of the EU and the Single Market 

• The UK will always be part of the EU and the Single Market. 

• The case for the UK being in monetary union is the same as the case for the UK 

being in the EU and the Single Market. 

Of course, absence from monetary union during its early years will not inflict any major 
or lasting disadvantage.  It is simply sensible for HMG to make a two-year analysis 
and to seek to gain the most favourable conditions for entry into the euro.  That is the 
least that could be expected of any responsible Government.  

Extended absence over a period of several years would however carry different 
prospects.  It would put Britain at a serious disadvantage in the Single Market in terms 
of currency competitiveness and economic stability, it would deter investors from both 
inside and outside the UK – investors who naturally want the least currency risk in, 
and the easiest and lowest cost access to, that Single Market – and it would exclude 
the UK from crucial policy making and from political powers that need to be exercised 
in the EU.  
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Whilst absence will inflict all those difficulties, absence would not however insulate the 
UK from the realities of being directly affected by the decisions, the activities, the 
interest rates and the strategy of the euro zone. In short, to be in the EU but not in the 
euro is to bear all of the obligations of membership and feel all the consequences of 
the currency decisions but without having any of the influence over monetary issues 
necessary to affect the policy effects flowing from that euro zone decisions.  

If that is ‘independence’, smoking is a health supplement and alcohol aids 
sobriety. (laughter).   

The basic fact is that our county lives, and will live, in the euro zone neighbourhood.  If 
the UK stays out of the euro for several years, the country might have fiscal and 
monetary separation but it would not have meaningful fiscal and monetary 
sovereignty.  There are obvious reasons for that: 

First, the monetary fact of life is that the UK outside the euro zone could not afford any 
great incongruity from euro zone interest rates simply because UK interest rates that 
were much higher than euro zone rates would push up the pound further and 
devastate British international competitiveness.  We have had some rehearsal of that 
in recent years.  Meanwhile UK interest rates that were much lower than euro zone 
rates would make the pound unstable and Britain would experience the all too familiar 
consequences of currency volatility.  The result of that reality is that outside the euro, 
the UK will have to conform organically with euro monetary zone policy without having 
authority in euro zone monetary policy. 

Those conditions would not be a product of anyone’s diktat or imposition but because 
of organic reasons.  I emphasise the word ‘organic’.  It arises from our neighbourhood 
relationship with the countries that will continue to be our largest trading partner by 
very large dimensions, and our nearest rivals for mobile investment capital by a large 
margin.  

Those conditions would continue, not least because of the relative scale of the 
exposure of the British economy to currency volatility.  Consider this: in the US 
economy, nearly 90% of all business is done in dollars.  Well over 80% of all the 
business of the new euro economy is done in euros.  In both cases, those huge 
economies, those huge currency areas, are much less prone to external currency 
volatility and speculation than is Britain, which conducts less than 70% of its business 
in pound sterling.  The UK currency will be much more prone to speculation.  The 
danger, as George Soros, Roy Denman and many others have pointed out, is that 
sterling could be expected to “bob up and down between the dollar and the euro like 
a small boat between two great ocean liners.”  To some, that might look like 
independence. It reality, it means persistent sensitivity to actions and decisions in the 
USA and in the euro zone over which no UK authority could be expected to have any 
influence, let alone any control.  The monetary fortunes of this economy are then 
decided much more by market sentiment than by sovereignty.  

Meanwhile it is clear to everyone on both sides of the single currency debate that 
sound fiscal policy requires government revenue and government expenditure to be 
in reasonable balance in or out of the euro.  And public borrowing (except in explicit 
conditions of recession) must be for investment not consumption in or out of the 
euro.  The UK could not therefore afford any great divergence from the euro zone 
fiscal standard without taking ruinous risks with credibility and with market confidence. 
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The result of that reality is that outside the euro, the UK will have to confirm with euro 
zone fiscal policy without having authority in euro zone fiscal policy.  

Now I know that recognising the need to accept those fiscal standards produces the 
strange idea that participation in the euro would be lethal for public services. Those 
claims are wrong and I will give you a few reasons why I say that. 

First, I think it clear to everyone  - it certainly is to Mr. Duncan-Smith - that no one can 
claim that public services are not at least as good or better in euro zone countries like 
the Netherlands, France, Germany, Austria, than they are in the UK.  No one can claim 
that the governments in those countries are willing to, or intending to, cut good 
standards of public provision.  Secondly, no one can show any decision, declaration 
or rule of the European Commission, or of any euro zone country, or of the ECB that 
asks or intends to ask any member state to cut or to postpone any investment in any 
public service or provision in order to meet euro requirements.  Thirdly, and absolutely 
vital in this whole debate: for decades, the economic roller coaster of currency 
fluctuations and instability has sabotaged sustained investment in public services in 
Britain and in essential infrastructure.  Under Conservative and Labour governments, 
we have repeatedly been told that economic conditions, particularly the state of the 
pound, were imposing constraints that forbade spending on public infrastructure at the 
levels needed, or over the time needed, or both. The claims from the Conservatives 
and Labour governments were basically true.   Currency volatility did prohibit public 
sector investment.  It gave an alibi to political and economic interests that didn’t want 
much public spending and it arrested the efforts of those who did want a higher 
standard of sustained investment in essential services.  Everyone here knows, and 
lives, with those results.  They left us starting this century with massive accumulated 
needs in public services and huge deficiencies of investment in essential 
infrastructure. That is the reality.  It is the story of our times. No one should forget 
it.  That is why I say that one of the best arguments for joining the euro is that it will 
effectively end currency instability.  Therefore it will enable successive governments 
of any kind to keep sustained investment and financing infrastructure for the public 
services particularly like health, education and transport.  

There are of course really serious arguments to be had about the management of the 
euro, the maintenance of levels of stability that will facilitate sustained growth, about 
the accountability of the money managers in the ECB, about the case for strengthening 
the economic and finance ministers Council in order to emphasise the ‘economic’ in 
Economic and Monetary Union, about fiscal transfers for regional development inside 
the currency union.  And there is a serious case to be put for requiring the ECB to 
emulate the US Federal Reserve and place the promotion of employment and growth 
as well as price stability as stated objectives; for giving ECB a target of 2.5% inflation 
like the Bank of England in place of the 0.2% target that is followed now; and of 
improving accountability by making the ECB publish monthly minutes like the Bank of 
England Monetary Committee.  There are serious debates to be had about those and 
many other items.  But there is no serious way of evading the reality that evolutionary 
reform in the system of Monetary Union can only be put with authority and 
effectiveness from inside the euro zone. To influence one has to be in, there is not 
such thing as ‘outfluence’. 

There is no serious argument to support the claim that joining the euro zone means 
exchanging independence for impotence. The UK does not have the former now and 
its not had it for many, many years.  Don’t you remember the decades in which we 
followed the Deutsch mark when the decisions directly influencing this country, and 
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our standards of economic performance, were not even from Europe as a whole but 
determined by the Bundesbank?  Doesn’t anyone want to replace that relationship if 
they have aspirations for independence in the modern sense - not in some antediluvian 
dream of what might have been decades ago, but living here and now for our children 
and grand-children?  Doesn’t anyone want to influence the direction of affairs so that 
stability, security and productivity are normal features of the conduct of affairs instead 
of occasional break-through when from time to time we get our sums right.  I think the 
patriot, someone fundamentally interested not just in saluting the flag, but in respecting 
the people who live under the flag, would want to respect the change that gave us the 
security, stability and opportunity by exercising the appropriate influence that is 
afforded in this international adventure that is without precedent or equal. 

Of course, I don’t argue that participation in the euro will mean there are no pressures, 
or possibility of downturn.  I’m advocating monetary union, not utopia.  But it is also 
true, in or out of the euro, that the UK will obviously have to continue to work for its 
living.  There is never any choice about that. There are however serious choices 
between two different courses:  

One course will require the continuous euro alignment of sterling and it will require 
alignment of UK interest and inflation rates. Any significant divergence will dissolve 
competitiveness and confidence. For the same reason, that course will demand that 
UK fiscal policy certainly in terms of spending policy, certainly in terms of borrowing, 
conforms to euro zone performance on borrowing and revenue.  That course will also 
need some magical strategy for anchoring investment that will otherwise be pulled 
away from the UK to the euro zone part of the Single Market where currency volatility 
has effectively been abolished.  And that stratagem will of course have to avoid 
transgressing against Single Market rules.  In practice, that course means accepting 
“one size fits all” policies without having any amount of influence over the size they 
have to fit.  

The other course is to join the euro and to have the advantages of stability, of 
increased trading with the rest of the Single Market because sharing currency 
multiplies trading three fold - as the US experience has amply shown over decades. It 
offers the advantages of productivity, choice, and price benefits that come with greater 
trade volume, of the extra growth that even conservative estimates put at £15B a year. 
It will mean access to a home market of 340m people that is not only free of trade 
barriers but free of £4.5B of annual transaction costs, it will mean avoiding currency 
disincentives to inward investment, and it will mean gaining Britain’s rightful share in 
decision-making on stability and growth strategies and on interest rates and on wider 
monetary issues of the market. 

My view of the best course for our country is obvious. When Britain is faced by choices 
in a euro referendum, I hope that is the course that will be taken. If the country decides 
on the basis of realism and if people focus on the future not on nostalgia, I believe that 
the course that people will democratically choose. 
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SWITZERLAND'S ROLE IN EUROPE  

by 

Federal Councillor Professor Dr. Arnold Koller  
Former President of Switzerland 

  

February 20, 1992 

At first glance, it may seem rather paradoxical to talk here on Switzerland's role in Europe. 

On the one hand, the geography, language, history, political traditions, foreign relations and 

economic structure of our two countries seem to have little in common. On the other hand, 

the UK and Switzerland are the oldest Democracies and proud of their centuries-old 

Sovereignty. Our two peoples share a positive penchant for pragmatism and a strong feeling 

for tradition. 

On top of that, the epoch-making upheavals on our Continent - the fall of the Berlin Wall on 

November 9th, 1989, German Unification on October 3rd, 1990 and the dissolution of the 

Soviet Union last December 31st - are reducing the differences between Western and Eastern 

European countries. What we share is being pushed into the foreground. It is of small 

importance whether these States are Continentally minded or - like my country - even cut off 

from the sea or whether they are - like your country - oriented more towards the United States 

of America and the Commonwealth countries. 

The European Vision Come True 

The way things are happening today one has the impression that the European Continent is 

about to wake up to realize the vision which Winston Churchill expressed more than 45 years 

ago on September 19th, 1946 in Zurich. I cannot resist the temptation to quote some excerpts 

from your great countryman's speech at Zurich University. In so doing I want to demonstrate 

that the reality of 1992 goes beyond Churchill's Utopia. 

"If Europe were once united in the sharing of its common inheritance, there would be no limit 

to the happiness, to the prosperity and the glory which its three or four hundred million 

people would enjoy.  

"Yet all the while there is a remedy which, if it were generally and spontaneously adopted by 

the great majority of people in many lands, would as if by a miracle transform the whole 

scene, and would in a few years make all Europe, or the greater part of it, as free and happy 

as Switzerland is today. What is this sovereign remedy? It is to create the European Family, 

or as much of it as we can, and to provide it with a structure under which it can dwell in 

peace, in safety and in freedom. We must build a kind of United States of Europe". 

Three Roads Towards European Integration 

Thus we are already at the core of the problem. Let us not forget that the founding Charter of 

the Council of Europe is based on common values, pluralistic Democracy, the rule of Law 

and Human Rights. In 1949 10 countries were party to this Charter of London. Finland, 

Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Poland having joined the Charter, there are 26 member 

countries today. Bulgaria and the three Baltic republics will probably join this year. And it is 

not excluded that by the new millennium membership of the Council of Europe may have 

grown to as many as 30 to 40 countries. 
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It is remarkable and encouraging that these cultural and political values, long a special and 

exclusive mark of Western Europe, have become the unifying point for all of Europe. This 

was highlighted by the signing of the Paris Charter for a new Europe on November 21st, 

1990, which was drawn up within the framework of the CSCE. This Charter which I, in my 

function as President of Switzerland, had the honour to sign, will be the cornerstone of a new 

age of democracy, peace and unity in Europe. Since the signing of the final act in Helsinki on 

August 1st, 1975, we have come a long way. 

Churchill himself stressed that the way to reestablish peace in Europe would be to build on 

German-French reconciliation. The decisive step in this direction was taken in 1951 and was 

put down in a legal form: the European Coal and Steel Community. Paying tribute to the 

merits of Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman, it is well worth remembering the language of the 

preface to the Paris Treaty of 1951. In this treaty the six founding States said the following: 

"Convinced that the contribution which an organized and vital Europe can make to 

civilization is indispensable to the maintenance of peaceful relations, recognising that Europe 

can be built only through practical achievement which will first of all create real solidarity, 

and through the establishment of a common basis for economic development: 

"Resolved to substitute for age-old rivalries the merging of their essential interests; to create 

by establishing an Economic Community the basis for a broader and deeper community 

among peoples long divided by bloody conflicts; and to lay the foundations for institutions 

which will give direction to a destiny henceforward shared, have decided to create a 

European Coal and Steel Community, etc." 

The well-known consequence of all this is the development of the European Community 

with its three enlargements and with the qualitative jump in integration illustrated by the 

uniform European Act of 1987 and the decisions of Maastricht last December. 

Aside from this there is a slower second movement towards European integration: the 

rapprochement of the EFTA countries towards those of the European Community: Your 

country played, as we all know, a key role in this process. As a matter of fact EFTA formed 

in 1960 around Great Britain through the Stockholm Covention which is still in force today. 

The development of free trade between the EFTA partners was followed from 1973 onwards 

(the date of the United Kingdom's entry into the EC) by a network of bilateral free trade 

agreements between the EC and the Member countries of EFTA. This development took 

place without much publicity, so one sometimes has a tendency to forget its importance. 

The importance of the economic and political ties between the EC and the EFTA countries 

led to the idea of creating a uniform and dynamic European Economic Area. I would like to 

mention this subject briefly, since it played a key role in public opinion in Switzerland and 

the other EFTA countries, whereas the EC countries are focused more on economic and 

financial union, the foundation having been laid in Maastricht. 

The idea of a European Economic Area was brought into play for the first time on April 

9th, 1984, during the meeting between the Ministers of the EFTA and the EC countries in 

Luxembourg. The Ministers had come together to analyse the fruitful cooperation on the 

basis of the Free Trade Agreement of 1972. They decided to extend their cooperation to areas 

other than industrial goods, namely services and more technical areas such as research, 

environment and statistics. The cooperation developed in the so-called Luxembourg process 

was on the whole pragmatic in its approach. Switzerland therefore felt at ease with it. 
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But the speech in Strasbourg by the President of the EC Commission, Jacques Delors, on 

January 17th, 1989, radically changed this slow procedure. Delors proposed to the EFTA 

countries that they create with the EC a new form of cooperation with joint decision-making 

and administrative bodies. This proposal found an immediate positive echo on the EFTA side 

during their summit in Oslo in March 1989. The exploratory talks lasted for more than a year 

and were followed by formal negotiations which opened in June 1990, and were concluded 

on October 22nd, 1991. As you know the final approval of this treaty by the European Court 

of Justice is still pending. 

I will come back to an evaluation of the results of these negotiations as seen from the Swiss 

point of view. But first I would like to mention a third contemporary integration 

Movement, that of the countries of Eastern and Central Europe. Last December the EC 

concluded a cooperation agreement with Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Poland which 

provides for asymetric free trade with these countries, with the aim of allowing them to 

switch to a system of free market economy as soon as possible. A similar agreement was also 

concluded by EFTA with the new democracies of Eastern and Central Europe in December. 

It is already possible to outline the subsequent stages of this cooperation: first, integral free 

trade in industrial goods; then an extension of the cooperation to the other three areas of 

freedom of movement (people, services and capital) and finally EC Membership. 

Consequently the EC is the main agent of the new European architecture. For two years now 

the media in my country have been reporting on all the political developments in the EC with 

great interest, and the Council of Ministers in Maastricht was given a lot of attention. 

This does not mean, however, that Switzerland would neglect relations with the Eastern and 

Central European nations. After 250 million francs were set aside in 1990 for cooperation with 

these countries, the Swiss Government asked Parliament at the end of 1991 for a further 800 million 

francs over a three-year period to continue this cooperation. It did so with the conviction that the 

support for Eastern and Central European countries is not merely altruistic, but also in the interests of 

our own security. In its bill for the continuation of this closer cooperation the Swiss Government 

argues it this way: 

Foreign policy is developing more and more into European internal policy. "This is the 

logical consequence of the insight that the growing interdependence in international relations 

leads to our sharing opportunities, risks and challenges in the area of security policy with all 

other European countries. Because of these developments we cannot ignore the expectations 

these countries place on Switzerland. As a small nation in the centre of Europe we cannot 

afford to do so and as one of the richest nations in the world even less". (BB1 1991 IV 572) 

"We are all Sitting in the Same Boat" 

This change of view seems to me important. Summing it up using a typical Swiss 

expression I would say that in Europe "we are all sitting in the same boat" - even more so in 

the future. The following underlines this: Switzerland has been a member of the OECD, the 

European Free Trade Association (1960), the Council of Europe (1963) and has been 

connected with the EC through a free trade agreement (1972). We have ratified the European 

Human Rights Convention (1974), an important step in the non economic area. Our country 

is presently playing an active role in the talks within the framework of the CSCE. At the 

present time our Parliament is discussing a trail-blazing insurance agreement with the EC. 

Last but not least, together with the EFTA countries, we have negotiated with the EC the 

creation of a European Economic Area. 

   "Sitting in the same boat" is most strongly felt by the Swiss because of our country's very 

advanced economic integration into the EC. Some figures may illustrate this. In 1990 more 
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than 58% of all Swiss exports were destined for the EC and more than 70% of all imports 

came from the EC countries. Switzerland, which has fewer than 7 million inhabitants, is the 

second most important client of the EC after the US, but more important than Japan, and it is 

the third most important external supplier. Within the 12 EC countries Switzerland would 

rank 7th with respect to economic power. 

On the human level, Swiss integration into the EC is just as spectacular. In August 1990 

more than 709, 000 EC citizens worked in Switzerland. Swiss companies employed more 

than 433, 000 people in EC countries. In other words, the Swiss economy creates work for 

more than one million EC citizens. Such figures led one observer to say that Switzerland is 

economically speaking better integrated into the EC on the human level than some of the EC 

Member countries. 

Why then did Switzerland not join the EC long ago? 

   Easy as it is to ask why Switzerland did not join the EC long ago, the answer remains 

difficult. Nevertheless I shall try to answer it. To do so I should make you familiar with 

five essential elements of the Swiss approach to Europe integration. 

1) Switzerland relies on the vision of a free, direct democracy, federalistic, social and 

permanently neutral in nature and ruled by law. In the past 700 years of its history, the People 

and the Government have managed to realize this vision to a high degree. A well meaning 

foreign observer. Professor Karl Deutsch, said: "In Switzerland something has been achieved 

through decisions, through history made by men, which shows that it is possible in a long-

shared time of great achievement, to keep together different regions and linguistic groups and 

to shape over the course of time a unique national character, a common political culture, a 

unified people who share the same values but speak four languages". 

Of course we Swiss are proud to have realized this vision of a democratic, federalistic, 

independent, open-minded Neutral small country. We are convinced champions of the adage: 

"Small is beautiful" and add, from experience: Small can also be efficient. Our country has 

enjoyed great political and economic success. The principle "never change a winning team" 

was the reason why Switzerland's role in the creation of a new Europe has on some issues 

been hesitant but on the whole consistent The political components of European integration 

have caused us particular difficulties. The readiness to participate has been greater in the 

economic and philosophical-humanitarian area. 

2) Our basic approach towards European integration is largely determined by the counter 

current of Swiss history. Our national identity originated 700 years ago out of the common 

will of three small communities (Uri, Schwyz and Unterwalden) not to tolerate "foreign 

judges" of the Habsburg Empire on their territory. This was the decisive act of self-

determination which has been repeated so often and to such an extent that the counter-

current opposition became the fundamental Swiss trait which really shaped our country very 

profoundly. The Europe of the Monarchies, the Unitary States, Mercantilism, the 

Nationalistic and Military blocs was countered by our Democracy, federalism, free trade, the 

multicultural Nation created by its own will and, of course. Neutrality. 

3) Swiss permanent armed neutrality was an internal necessity for our nation, which we 

like to call in German "eine Willensnation". We did not want to be torn apart by diverging 

sympathies and antipathies among parts of our population for other Nations involved in war. 

On the one hand, without our Neutrality the comparatively precarious Swiss cohesion might 

not have been secured. On the other hand, the Powers convened at the Vienna Congress of 

1815 agreed, that "the neutrality and invulnerability of Switzerland, her independence of any 

foreign influence, are in the true political interest of the whole of Europe". The consciousness 
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of the necessity of this armed neutrality and in particular the success it had (for example 

Switzerland stayed out of the two World Wars in this century) is rooted so deeply in our 

people that it has become mystified far beyond the character given to it officially as a means 

of foreign policy. It has become a goal and even the "raison d'etre" of our foreign 

policy.                                                     

The consequences of this were and are that in our foreign policy decisions we are ruled at 

times by comprehensible but strictly speaking unnecessary constraints, and that the 

complementary maxims of availability, universality and solidarity, have never had the same 

rank even though they legitimize our neutrality in the eyes of the World Community. For me 

there is no doubt therefore, as long as there are no sufficient new security structures 

Switzerland will maintain its neutrality. Given the choice between armed neutrality and 

NATO membership - and at this very moment there is no other choice - Switzerland will 

choose the instrument which has shown its usefulness throughout the centuries. 

4) Federalism is, according to the Swiss and German concept, a decentralisation of 

sovereignty. It contributes to Switzerland's hesitation to approach Europe. Let me 

demonstrate this with the Council of Europe and the Human Rights Convention. Switzerland 

did not join the Council of Europe until 1963, fourteen years after the signing of the Charter. 

The Human Rights Convention of 1950 was ratified by Switzerland in 1974. The mosaic of 

cantonal and national laws long seemed to be an insurmountable obstacle to the ratification of 

this instrument. In fact, all the 26 cantons have their own criminal and civil procedure 

statutes. Hence there are quite a few opportunities to violate the European Human Rights 

Convention. Nevertheless, our experiences have been very positive indeed. 

5) When I search for what has hindered Switzerland's fast political integration into Europe 

I must not forget the institutions of direct democracy: namely the right to launch an initiative 

and a referendum. Let me remind you that the referendum permits 50, 000 citizens to demand 

that a law passed by Parliament be submitted to popular vote. The initiative on the other hand 

gives 100, 000 citizens (or eight cantons) the right to ask for an amendment to the 

Constitution. For an amendment to the Constitution to come into force it needs approval of a 

majority of the voters and a majority of the 26 cantons. In that way the Swiss Constitution has 

been amended more than a 100 times since 1874. We see this as a proud democratic 

legitimation of our Constitution. Therefore Swiss membership of the European Economic 

Area, and even more so of the EC, depends on acceptance by the People and the 

Cantons. Switzerland's integration cannot be dictated by a Cabinet or decided by Parliament 

but must be accepted by the People and the Cantons. 

Switzerland at a Crossroads 

These five elements have characterized our foreign policy. They have led to a kind of 

double strategy: clear economic integration in the West but in foreign. policy reservation and 

avoidance of one-sided and firm ties. We have done well with this. This policy, however, has 

made Switzerland a special case in the eyes of others as well as our own. Given the changed 

conditions today, such a position in the long-term is no longer tenable or possible. One 

cannot be an island in the midst of the European Continent. As a country at the heart of 

Europe we are necessarily a part of the current dynamic integration. Thus many of us feel that 

we are standing at a Crossroads. 

1) Our success so far no longer seems a guaranteed and exclusive prerogative of 

Switzerland. More and more Swiss citizens are asking themselves whether our politically and 

economically successful vision up till now is also an answer for the future. They ask whether 

we are not running the risk of becoming increasingly a victim of our own national success in 
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the face of progressing European integration. Do we not have to be ready, therefore, to adapt 

beloved institutions such as direct democracy, neutrality and federalism to a changing 

environment and to share some decision-making power with a bigger Community? 

2) Secondly I have to warn against confusing going against the current with the facts of the 

political constellation which played an important role in keeping Switzerland out of all 

political rivalries between the great European Nations. Therefore the question is justified 

whether going against the trend still has a place in the Europe of cooperation and integration 

as it did in the Europe of confrontation. The question is all the more legitimate since our 

country already possesses today the most precious element of the "acquis communautaire". 

peace in Europe. 

3) Thirdly, armed neutrality is being discussed in Switzerland due to the end of the Cold 

War, the dramatic changes on our Continent and the proof that the UN Security Council is 

capable of action (Iraq sanctions). The Federal Council said in a report to Parliament: 

"The importance of the accepted maxims of our foreign policy is changing. Whereas 

neutrality as a guiding principle is increasingly being discussed in the current political 

environment, universality and flexibility, however, have become accepted. Total 

participation, co-decision-making and sharing of responsibility are becoming increasingly 

important in our foreign policy." 

While discussing Neutrality, it is sometimes forgotten that we are still a permanently 

neutral country responsible for our own defence. That is why my Government proposed to 

Parliament the acquisition of a rather expensive new combat aircraft. It cannot be excluded, 

however, that neutrality will one day be reduced to its core by being redefined in the sense of 

"back to basics", i. e. military non-participation in a war between other countries . But as I 

mentioned, our permanent neutrality is very deeply rooted in our people. Therefore, changes 

in our policy of neutrality need time and conviction. 

4) Our experience with federalism might serve as an example with respect to European 

integration. The Europeans founded a "solidarite de fait" as Jean Monnet called it. 

Switzerland has always realized that safeguarding our well defined interests can be 

compatible with a joint solution. The Cantons understood this well when trying to find a 

justification for remaining in the Swiss Confederation. They thereby - and this is important - 

kept their identity thanks to the Confederation. As a citizen of the small Canton of Appenzell 

Innerrhoden I know very well that the smaller ones have their chance to maintain their 

identity together with the bigger ones, provided there are appropriate institutional 

arrangements. In the context of European integration we should recall these experiences and 

reflect that handing over or sharing some of the Sovereignty with a higher entity is often a 

chance to keep Swiss traditions. 

5) Our direct democracy has been a lasting obstacle to integration. The initial difficulties 

proved to be surmountable as shown by our joining the Council of Europe and ratifying the 

Human Rights Convention. Our deeply rooted democratic tradition, including the instruments 

of direct democracy should sharpen our citizens' sense of the essentials of democracy: 

democracy means sharing of power. Again and again a handful of voters can make all the 

difference in votes and elections of national consequence. To share power, however, one has 

to participate. Those who do not go to vote are powerless and moreover lose the right to 

criticise. No wonder an old Swiss expression sums it up: "mit in dem Din sin" ("to be in 

it"). Not just standing on the sidelines and  keeping silent but also active participation and co-

decision are among our Swiss traditions and experience. I have already demonstrated this 

with figures: 
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Our Country is so closely intertwined with the EC that - Member or not - we have to take 

into account the effects of the EC laws. In the short or long term everyone will realize that 

"autonomous adaptation" is no solution as it has no place in a country proud of its democratic 

traditions. It would mean turning the country into a satellite. Such insights should inspire us 

to participate constructively in the shaping of Europe. 

I Trust all this has made you somewhat familiar with the way the Swiss feel when faced 

with the challenge of European integration. What conclusions does the Swiss Government 

draw from this conflicting situation? Let us talk now about the promised evaluation of the 

negotiations on the European Economic Area. The aim of Swiss European policy is to seek 

the best possible integration of our country into the new European architecture. Swiss 

integration policy is based on three pillars: the search for strong ties with Western Europe, 

intensifying cooperation with the countries of Eastern and Central Europe, as well 

as the search for pan-European values and structures within the framework of the Council of 

Europe and the CSCE. 

 The EEA - an Optimal Step on our Way to Europe 

For the development of the political and economic integration of Western Europe, the 

European Economic Area is a key factor. The Swiss government regards it - for the EC as 

well as for-EFTA - as a cornerstone of the developing Europe. This from several points of 

view: On the economic level the European Economic Area will bring us complete 

participation free of discrimination in a market of over 350 million people. Moreover, it 

opens up for us a far-reaching participation in the horizontal and supporting policies, 

particularly in areas as sensitive for our economy as research and development, education 

environmental protection, social policy, information processing and statistics, smaller and 

medium-sized enterprises, consumer protection, media and tourism. At the same time we are 

taking part in the solidarity between the richer and poorer States within the framework of the 

cohesion fund. From the points of view of the economy and economic policy we are thus to a 

large extent on the same level as a Member of the EC. There are, however, exceptions 

important for us: no joint customs and no common foreign trade competence, no acceptance 

of the EC agricultural, fiscal and currency policies, finally no inclusion in the process of 

political union. Our foreign policy, at least from the legal point of view, will not be affected. 

Thus we are not a part of the joint supranational legal framework. We do not transfer 

any legislative competences to the EC level. 

Regarding internal policy, these differences compared to EC Membership are a 

strength. The EEA agreement is a normal although very important agreement of 

international law which is terminable. We are engaged to the EC but we are not 

going to marry right away. An engagement is not forever. The Federal Council is 

therefore well aware that the EEA Treaty cannot be of • unlimited duration due to 

the lack of decision-making rights. For a limited time its institutional lack of 

balance can be accepted.  Nevertheless under the present day conditions it is the 

only meaningful and optimal solution which can be realized in the short term on 

the way to integration. An overall political judgement leads to the conclusion, 

however, that the goal of our integration efforts must be EC Membership. This aim 

has, then, clearly been set by the Federal Council. The EEA Treaty is an important 

step towards this goal. 

It is a step which will show us more clearly that we, too, have to make our 

imaginative contribution to Europe in the light of our historical experiences. This 

Europe has to be democratic, if it is going to last and to serve the People. It has to 
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guarantee the rights of the Minorities and the Individuals. It should respect the 

idiosyncracies of its parts; in other words it should rely on the principle of 

subsidiarity. This is our deeply felt conviction based on our own experiences as a 

nation formed by its own will and uniting four language groups. 

We want to participate actively in the great challenge of the coming Europe 

since we are deeply convinced that Switzerland has an important contribution to 

make, whose purpose is not just the promotion of economic well-being but also the 

preservation of peace and cultural heritage. This is certainly a challenging task, but 

a task which we have to tackle with determination. I would like to conclude with 

the wise words of George F. Kennan: "The future fate of Europe depends on the 

ability of its politicians, on respect and clearsightedness, and on a correct balance 

between prudence and courage." 
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HE Dr Stanisław Komorowski 

Ambassador of Poland, 

On 

“Poland in the enlarged European Union” 

16 December 2002 

  

 Ladies and Gentlemen, 

First of all let me thank you very much for the opportunity to present the Polish vision of Europe and the Polish 
place in the enlarged European Union, in this very special moment in the history of Europe. By the decisions 
taken by the European Council last Friday, we will finally close a bitter chapter of a division of this continent. 
The EU enlargement, along with the NATO enlargement create a vision which could most probably have 
shocked “the Fathers of united Europe”, the vision that would have definitely crossed the frontiers of their 
imagination. Not only would they have seen the EU and NATO with united Germany and such countries as Poland, 
Hungary or Slovakia but also some former Soviet republics! Even for such a visionary geniuses as Jean Monnet or 
Robert Schumann this picture could have seemed a bit too close to science-fiction. But fortunately - it is a 
reality! 

Ladies and gentlemen, 

Let me share with you my feelings and present a brief assessment of the Copenhagen summit. 

During the process of negotiations Poland was often described as “a bad guy” - the trouble-maker and the 
toughest negotiator. But one has to be aware that the Polish nature consists of dignity, big emotions and 
persistence in achieving our goals. If I may I would like to say about the Poles what Tony Blair said in Blackpool 
this year about Labour: “We are at our best when at our boldest”. 

The Copenhagen summit is a success. Despite the bargaining and differences between negotiators. It is a success 
because the Europeans proved to understand what the destiny of Europe is and this destiny can be reached only 
by applying the principle of solidarity. They understood that the EU enlargement is not just 
another “enlargement” but rather building of  the future of reunified continent for the new century. This is why 
the words of the Danish Prime Minister A.F. Rasmussen referring to the birth of new Europe are so adequate. A 
long way to the European Union means for Poland not only completing the process “from Copengahen to 
Copenhagen” but also “from Solidarność to Solidarity”. The date of 13 December will cease to have only 
negative connotation for the Poles. As you are aware, on the 13 December 1981 Marshall Law was introduced in 
Poland by the communist regime and it was a painful thorn put into the heart of Polish democratic 
aspirations  and a need for freedom. But since the last EU summit, 13 December will also have a positive 
meaning, since it will refer to a new beginning for my country as a future part of the “European construction”. 

Referring to details of the outcome of the negotiations I should say first of all that my government did a good 
job, since Poland has acquired more concessions than originally proposed by the Danish presidency and going 
further – much more than proposed by the European Council in Brussels. Everybody is aware of the fact that the 
last minutes of negotiations were focused on “money issue” in consistency with a French proverb saying: 
“L‘argent c‘est rien, mais le manque de l‘argent c‘est tout”. However, tough Polish negotiating position was 
not necessarily - as described by some British media (The Times) – a result of Poland‘s complaints in spite of a 
generous offer by the EU to receive 19 bln euro out of 40 bln euro of overall package. Such general statements 
are very much misleading and they distort public reception because they don‘t even try to explain the details 
which are not that obvious. Let us play mathematics a little bit. 

When you consider that the sum of 19 bln euro is granted to Poland for the period of first 3 years after accession 
and you exclude from this sum our contribution to the EU budget (membership fee, 2,5 bln euro per year, (1,7 
bln euro in 2004)), it gives you about 12 bln euro in 3 years, so 4 bln euro per year, which in result means 25 
euro per year per head of a statistical citizen of the present EU.  Let me ask you then: Can you afford it? And it 
is not additional money which is to be paid by the EU but this is less than money promised by the European 
Council in Berlin in 1999. Moreover these funds were designed then for only 6 new member states and the Union 
is to be enlarged by 10 countries. And what is the result of tough last Friday negotiations, is that additional 1 
bln euro that Poland has acquired for budgetary compensations is just a reshuffle of part of structural funds 
originally predicted for that period. The only real increase of the budgetary commitments for Poland is extra 
100 mln euro for strengthening Polish Eastern border which at the same time will be external border of the EU, 
so it was also in the EU interest to give us assistance in this field. Increased level of direct payments for farmers 
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doesn‘t  overburden EU budget either because a significant part of them will be paid in expense of funds 
provisionally proposed for rural development or directly from the budget of new member states.  Let me repeat 
once more, we were fighting for the money on which the EU leaders decided in 1999. We haven‘t acquired any 
additional funds going beyond financial perspective from Berlin! 

Let me just add one important thing in this context. Fighting for better outcome of the negotiations, Poland was 
doing so also on behalf of other candidate countries, especially on behalf of “the Visegrad Four”. Last months 
before the end of the negotiations were characterised by very close contacts among our countries. Our co-
operation was a very constructive one and it resulted with a common approach towards several negotiating 
issues. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

As I mentioned before, a new chapter in the history of Poland has been opened. But before it happened we went 
through a very long and painful period. In this context, I think, it would be quite useful to quote the greatest 
Briton of all times, according to a survey recently conducted in the UK, Sir Winston Churchill who once 
said: “There are few virtues that the Poles do not possess – and there are few mistakes they have ever avoided”. 
He said so in 1945 and we are now in the end of 2002. The natural question comes to our minds: “is it still 
so?”. Allow me then to be a bit provocative and contest the greatest Briton of all times, but only as regards the 
second part of his sentence. Let me  try to prove that the Poles of 2002 are a nation that knows very well how 
to avoid major mistakes.  

We proved it already in 1989 when Poland started the fundamental transition of every sphere of life: political, 
economic, social one.  Even though our transition has been squeezed into only a little more than a decade, we 
have won.  We have transformed a command economy with only a small private sector into a fully functioning 
market economy, which has attracted foreign direct investment from all the leading industrialized countries.  We 
have joined the OECD and NATO and in May 2004 we will become a member of the EU. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

I am sure that the success of the Copenhagen summit would certainly make the job of convincing the Polish 
voters to vote in the referendum easier. But it is just one part of a problem. The other one is public awareness. 
If we are to win using a tool of referendum, we have to be aware of the fact that there are 2 enemies of the 
victory: ignorance and populism. Ignorance is an omnipresent phenomenon in Europe, both in the candidate 
countries and the Member States. That is why the Polish government attaches great importance to the program 
of promotion of the EU among ordinary citizens. We spread the information all over the country and do our best 
to prepare our citizens for the referendum. But we should bear in mind that the lack of knowledge of the society 
might be easily used by Eurosceptics or populists, especially in a situation when the final outcome of the 
accession negotiations is still doubtful for some. I want to say by this that the advantages related to the EU 
membership must be evident for the Poles; they must feel they will be treated as equal partners not as poor 
cousins from the East. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

Talking about knowing and understanding Europe we should have in mind understanding of enlargement, because 
this process does not only signify the opportunity to join the elite club for those Europeans who did not enjoy in 
the past sovereignty and were not allowed to take opportunity to participate in shaping a new Europe ─ Europe 
free from hatred, open to co-operation, prosperous and peaceful. The enlargement means that all these goals 
are realistic and that in pursuing them the Europeans finally can help themselves all over the continent, also in 
these countries that do not apply for EU membership. Our continent will be completely changed by the present 
enlargement and this change will be a positive one because it will enhance stability and security in the wider 
Europe – East and South of the continent.  It will also widen the single market and open access to wider range 
of goods and services, facilitate creating more jobs and enhance co-operation among the present and new 
member states as well as between the European Union and its new Eastern neighbours. I would like to quote 
Commissioner G.Verheugen who said that “Enlargement is not a problem, it is a solution”. 

This is the message we have to spread all over Europe. Let us not allow Euro sceptics to influence unaware 
people by saying that the enlargement means the paralyse of the EU institutions, increase of criminality or 
uncontrolled flow of labour from the East. As we can see, the British Government is pragmatic enough to be able 
to assess the situation, since it decided that on the day of the EU accession the British labour market will be 
fully opened for the new member states. And we all know that such a decision is dictated both by the wider 
context of opening and integration but also by the needs of the British labour market. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 



757 
 

You will be asking yourselves what sort of member will Poland be, just as we are  asking ourselves what sort of 
European Union we will be entering? 

For Poland the main challenge will be to catch up with the EU-15 in terms of GDP per capita as quickly as 
possible.   We have no illusions that this will take us many years but we have an interest in having policies which 
are going to help us achieve this.  What Poland cannot afford is to join a Union which is shutting its mind to the 
reforms necessary to keep it competitive and innovative in an increasingly complex global environment. Poland 
can have no interest in a protectionist, subsidy-dependant culture. I do not believe that Poland will be a very 
difficult partner in the Union.  We will have particular national interests just like the United Kingdom and other 
member states.  One of them will be our interest in making sure that the Union has good relations and a fruitful 
partnership with the European countries to the east of Poland, Russia, the Ukraine and Belarus.  Poland has 
traditional markets for many products in these countries and so we are keen to see trade liberalization in the 
region prosper.   Russia is clearly interested in partnership as the Union is the main market for its raw material 
exports. 

But it is of our particular interest also because we have a common border with all three countries.  These borders 
will become the external frontiers of the Union after our accession.   We do not want these borders to become 
the source of major divisions in Europe between the new enlarged Union and the Commonwealth of Independent 
States.  We would prefer them to be areas of cooperation between the countries concerned.   If they are not, 
then these regions could be condemned to slow decline. In my opinion the EU as a global power should consider 
its nearest neighbourhood as its main area of responsibility. That should be so due to 4 reasons. Firstly, the 
scope of political stability of the European neighbourhood will increasingly influence the EU. Each subsequent 
political crisis in the neighbouring countries will be the source of dangers, which will be increasingly more 
difficult to control. Secondly, the energy-related dependence of the EU on its immediate neighbourhood will 
increase, which will potentially bring about serious outcome for the condition of the European economy. Thirdly, 
the demographic structure of the EU societies has been changing. Those societies will shortly need a supplement 
to their labour force through a controlled external immigration. Fourthly, the European Union will more directly 
than today face the question concerning geographic boundaries of the scope of integration process. For over 
thirty years Turkey has been knocking at the doors of the United Europe and such countries as Ukraine have 
expressed their aspirations thereto. The European Union cannot afford to ignore those aspirations, because they 
stem from the common values shared by the European states. And it doesn’t matter if they are Muslim or 
Christian ones. What is important is that they are a part of humanistic identity and values which create invaluable 
European heritage. This is why the decision on revision of the progress of Turkey in fulfilling the Copenhagen 
criteria in the end of 2004 and a possible decision on the opening of the accession negotiations has such a crucial 
importance. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

Talking about the future, we hope that The Convention, which is currently discussing the future EU‘s shape, will 
propose changes and solutions significant for the whole of the continent. There are many trends to the 
discussions but two appear to me to be of major importance.   How can the Union continue to operate effectively 
with 25 members and how can it relate better to its citizens, now getting close to half a billion? 

On the first point, efficiency can only be protected if there is more majority voting in the Union.   I can see 
several areas where this could be permitted without really encroaching on any vital interests of the member 
states.   But there are areas where either vital national interests exist or where it might be counter-productive 
to use qualified majority voting. We are strongly against further harmonization in the taxation area and we 
would not want Union laws to spread to questions of morality or social behaviour, which are specific and 
important to our different societies (eutanasia, abortion).   However I think that even in sensitive areas like 
external relations, one can see policy areas where more majority voting would serve to increase efficiency and 
promote the European Union in the eyes of our world partners (border control). 

There are two basic sides to the European Union on the day after enlargement that should interest us today. 
One is the institutional aspect which is directly linked with efficiency. It means making sure that the Union 
flourishes in its new shape and avoids backlogs. The other aspect has to do with the substance of EU policies. In 
other words what Europe should be for. Let me address these issues in turn. The European Union after 
enlargement will be a Union ready to launch another intensive Intergovernmental Conference. We are glad to 
be invited to discuss reform at one table because it also concerns us. We are grateful that the UK has always 
supported this idea. 

The Convention will have produced a framework of the new Constitutional Treaty leaving a number of key 
options to be selected by the governments. In my government‘s point of view the new Constitutional Treaty 
should be a flexible one. It has to be a single treaty - a single, readable text rather than a collection of treaties 
and amendments which we have today. Apart from the Charter of Fundamental Rights, the Treaty should contain 
constitutional provisions on the general principles on which the Union is founded. But the other part of the 
Treaty, covering policy areas, needs to be open to a simplified amendment procedure, not requiring the lengthy 
IGC negotiations and ratification process. The Council would be authorised to introduce changes to keep with 
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the time. Democratic scrutiny of this process would have to be enhanced both nationally as well as through the 
European Parliament. 

Efficiency has to be a basic ingredient of the decision-making system. Let me recall to you at this time that we 
have witnessed in the recent months the return of the old argument between supporters of the 
intergovernmental and the community method respectively. Some ideas have been presented. One has been to 
give European politics a political face and establish the post of a president of the Council of the European Union 
elected by the governments. He or she would be in charge of getting member-states to agree on more things 
and much faster than before. The objective only to be welcomed. The method of reaching the objective is 
however far from uncontroversial. There is one problem built into the ideas I mentioned. Whether we speak of 
having a President of the Council or an economic government led by the Commission, these are concepts that 
will not be easily transplanted from the national onto the European platform. National leaders are unlikely to 
delegate their power to a single person, if not because it is difficult to find somebody who would be ideal for 
all intents and purposes. Democratic mandate of such a person would not be a clear one. National leaders can 
pride themselves on the legitimacy gained in national elections but that legitimacy is not extendable. The 
mandate gained nationally cannot be delegated further. This is genuinely like squaring the circle. 

My own view is that we should build on the experience of the existing system, making corrections in it as we go 
along. It is quite clear to me, for example, that the current rotating presidency system is not sustainable in the 
Union of 25 or more countries. And I am saying this representing a future new member state for which it would 
be an enormous prestige and honour to run EU affairs for half a year. Pragmatism, however, has to prevail. The 
rotating presidency has been of great value to the national morale. But it has had its drawbacks, not allowing 
for the sufficient continuity of policy and adequate representation of the European Union in the world. 

The European Union is not standstill and neither is the method of decision-making. There are two incentives for 
this process of adjustment. One comes from the complexity of managing European affairs. New policy areas, 
new member states - all this means the need for an up-dated method. The second impulse comes from the strong 
need to enhance the democratic dimension of the Union. This issue requires deeper reflection. I am personally 
convinced that democratic legitimacy should be ensured by the Council and the European Parliament. The 
Commission should be subject to closer scrutiny and checks and balances but not necessarily exposed to the 
political fray. 

I started my speech with the quotation by the winner of the survey on the greatest Briton of all times. Even 
though a similar survey has not been conducted in Poland, I should guess who the winner would be. Without 
hesitation, I would say that the greatest Pole of all times would be His Holiness John Paul II. And in the context 
of the EU enlargement his words are of fundamental significance not just for the Poles but for the whole 
continent of Europe. Let me quote him to attract your attention to one of the most important elements of the 
European construction which is our common European heritage. John Paul II said: 

“from the very beginning, the Holy See with its own means has promoted the process of European unification 
and has never doubted that the belief in a common spiritual and cultural identity of the peoples of Europe 
must be the basis for the political and institutional reunification of the European Union. Europe would not be 
what it is without the rich heritage of its peoples which, like the human genes, has forged and continues to 
shape the personality of the continent. To overlook or to abandon this heritage would be to risk its real identity 
or even to lose it”. 

I hope that completing this unprecedented and historical unification of our continent, we will always treat these 
words with the highest attention and will try to apply these European virtues reconstructing the European house 
for the sake of development, stability and peace. 

Thank you very much for your attention. 
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Ten years have passed since the time when Lithuania elected her own Parliament and 

proclaimed her restored independence quitting the then the USSR and fostering that country's 

democritisation in a rather unexpected way. 

Ten years have also quickly passed since the 14th of November 1990 when I spoke here at 

Westminster to the distinguished representatives of both Houses. Please, allow me to quote a 

few phrases from that speech to remind us of matters, which certainly are in the past but not 

completely so. 

"While Mikhail Gorbachev was packing his bags and putting something into his sleeves in 

preparation for his latest game in Washington, the three Foreign Ministers of the Baltic States 

stated: The Soviet President has no authority to speak or make any agreements on issues that 

concern the sovereign rights of the annexed Baltic countries. 

Nevertheless, an agreement, which includes references to Tallinn, Riga and the Lithuanian 

seaport Klaipeda, was signed. Of course, Washington sent us a clarification that this agreement 

does not signify a change in the United States policy of non-recognition of Stalin's annexation. 

Maybe so, but considerable changes have occurred in the Baltic region, just as in all of Central 

Europe. These changes should be noted and efforts made to change the traditional duality of 

Western policy concerning these countries. 

The democratic countries welcomed the free elections in Lithuania, as well as the Parliament, 

which on the 11th March 1990 unanimously proclaimed the restoration of its independent state. 

The democratic countries proclaimed that they had never recognised the annexation of 

Lithuania in 1940, which resulted from the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. But the democratic 

countries continue to print maps with Lithuania painted the same colour of Kremlin- brick-

red." 

"Should Lithuania be a participant of the Helsinki Conference? Without a doubt, that would be 

just, - say modern political leaders one after another. But they always go on to say: but… And 

for this reason, now in Paris, having truth and justice placed on one side of the scale and 

political inconvenience on the other, I do not know how many participants will choose the 

latter." 

As you perhaps remember, the Baltic Foreign Ministers were expelled then from the Paris 

Charter Conference under the demand of Mikhail Gorbachev. I signed the Charter a year later, 

when Gorbachev, after such and other mistakes, was already a retired person. 

Well, matters have changed after all, and now the international situation is different. But what 

remains common after those ten years? 
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The Russian President, Foreign Minister, etc. continue to interfere in matters, which belong to 

the sovereign rights of the Baltic nations. And the customary double-standard policy of the 

West does not yet belong to the past. 

The geographical maps now look different in print, but I am not so assured that they are 

correctly imprinted in human minds. 

Recently we had a delegation in Vilnius from the North Atlantic Council, and the 22nd of June 

was mentioned as the day, when sixty years ago, German troops crossed the border to invade 

the Soviet Union. I had then to contradict - no, colleagues, Germans first entered Lithuania, 

which had been occupied by the Soviet Union a year earlier, and Lithuania was never a legal 

part of the Soviet Union. 

The visitors agreed with me, and afterward we had a brief deliberation on such a phenomenon: 

how deeply this false image is rooted in the common historical view of the events of World 

War II. The red colour of the geographical maps of the period until 1991 still continues to exist 

imprinted in the mind as the "red line" of the former "border" of our conqueror. 

Long years we tried to protest against this confusion and to explain the legal reality, but our 

efforts too often were in vain. Therefore, the Lithuanian Parliament has recently adopted a law 

stating the duty of the Lithuanian Government to begin concrete talks with its Russian 

counterpart about compensation for the losses experienced by Lithuania and the Lithuanians 

under Soviet occupation. 

Now I will dwell on security of the region, which I prefer to call Baltic-Central Europe. But 

my country Lithuania, being located at the most sensitive European crossroads, offers the best 

example to understand common Baltic problems.  Our contribution to the peace, justice and 

stability in Europe could also be mentioned.  The restoration of democracy and independence 

along the Eastern coasts of the Baltic Sea, the reconciliation and our very good relations with 

Poland are more than evident. 

If I now speak now about security mentioning NATO more often than the European Union, 

this does not signify a priority. We consider both of them our priorities and equal national 

goals, towards which Lithuanian political forces of different trends officially strive. When the 

third pillar of our security is mentioned, i. e. good relations with our neighbours (which means, 

in effect with one neighbour), we have to bear in mind that this is a two-way street. One can 

work sincerely and very hard, but one will never have a guarantee of a partner's plans and 

intentions.  Still less when relationships have a bad history. 

Europe and the whole North Atlantic area are careful to their collective security. To that end 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation was established. It is open to all democracies of Europe, 

and is an efficient structure, able to secure long-term peace and stability within its own and, to 

some extent, broader area. No alternative to it exists. The idea to weaken NATO in order to 

build a different structure in its place seems to lack rationale. A complimentary or regional 

structure, embracing part of the continent and adding to the strength of NATO, could be 

practical; although talking of real security today, we first and foremost have in mind NATO. 

This organisation could be called United Democracies. 

Indeed, in a case where aggression or genocide must be brought to a halt, United Democracies 

or NATO does not safeguard the immunity of the aggressor or the immunity of perpetrators of 

genocide.  This is how it should be: they must be restrained. The Belgrade dictator should not 

have been allowed to expel a million of other nationals with an aim to destroy them and to plant 

a demographic bomb in neighbouring countries. This world of double standards - where 
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aggression and the annihilation of nations are permitted by silent consent - only paves the way 

to its own demise. 

The issues I wish to discuss concern the overall decisions on NATO enlargement and the 

particular course of this process. As you know, it is not the same. Both of them include 

mechanisms of decision-making. 

NATO is open for countries, either to accede to, or secede from, of their own free will. Decision 

on accession is based on the criteria of readiness and democracy as well as the benefits of any 

new accession for the Alliance. It is the member states who take such decision. However, the 

issue of acceptance demands more than just compliance with the membership criteria. New 

membership is a political issue, which calls for a political decision. Such a decision is taken by 

members of the Alliance, and it is in this context where the issues of the readiness of the 

Alliance itself for enlargement and its political will become important. A candidate country, 

irrespectively of how well prepared it is, does not stand a chance of being accepted if the 

Alliance is not ready for the necessary political decision or lacks the necessary political will. 

When we are told “you are indefensible”, we identify in this postulate a strangely pre-

established presumption of the aggression of Russia. However there is another way of 

evaluating the situation.  We believe that the political protection - while being very short to or 

already in the Alliance - is the most reliable method of maintaining good relations with our 

biggest neighbour. It also helps to avoid the possible dilemma of military defence.  These are 

the benefits which security brings to all of us. Insecurity, as an alternative, causes instability 

and even stimulates aggression. 

Opponents and sceptics of NATO enlargement are eager to take advantage of enlargement in 

the European Union, which can be displayed as a slow alternative, postponing to a more distant 

future the issue of real security in Europe. But it is absolutely wrong to treat both cases of 

enlargement as competing alternatives.  Membership in NATO boosts the security of markets 

enhancing confidence and promoting investment. This is clearly exemplified by the flow of 

capital into Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary after their accession. Business needs 

money, thrives on confidence and stability. Stability is based on security, and security is 

assured with NATO membership. In this way it also speeds up the process of preparation for 

membership with the European Union. It is impossible to imagine the situation in reverse, that 

membership in NATO could stand in the way of acception to the European Union. No, 

gentlemen. Thus, the proposal to choose an alternative between “the EU or NATO”, or even, 

“first the EU, then NATO” does not stand up to criticism.  The only explanation of efforts to 

stimulate or force prospective member states to join the European Union but not NATO, 

embroils us in making concessions to the Russia of the past, confirming a projection of its still 

prospective zones of influence. 

Unfortunately, Russia is still suffering from specific dual syndrome of the past. Free- will-

based accession of candidate countries to NATO for the sake of collective security is 

interpreted as a horror scene: '' the enemy is on our land!'' This old style thinking makes a 

double mistake. NATO is not and never will want to be the “enemy” of Russia, while candidate 

countries are not part of Russian lands.  The toleration of these mistaken assumptions implies 

support and even consolidation of them, a suggestion to continue to live in the world of 

dangerous myths.  Anyone wishing Russia well should avoid promoting its expansionist myths 

of the past. 

Of course, many more simplified myths are in use nowadays. 

Does Russia fear Baltic NATO membership? 
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No, actually Russia does not really fear it. Public opinion polls demonstrate this fact very well. 

Do Russian generals and top politicians fear it? 

No, they are not that narrow-minded to fear an attack, either from NATO or from 

Lithuania.  Such a gimmick could not be misguiding. 

To quote Senator Richard Durbin in his speech to the US Congress: "The idea that the three 

Baltic States could threaten the enormous and powerful Russian Federation is laughable." 

This is the answer to the alleged concerns of Russian generals and policy makers. They are 

brave indeed - not to fear being laughed at. But nobody wants to laugh while looking into the 

cold eyes of KGB officers, or when viewing the picture of Grozny-Dzhohargala, an 

exterminated city, burnt to ashes, that is reminiscent of Warsaw after the Nazis' revenge. 

What is it then possible to do?  

Organisations of international security and international co-operation, concerned with stability, 

peace and progress, could set up structures similar to those of the Ombudsman, which could 

effectively respond to aggressive behaviour displayed by states towards their neighbours, even 

in situations where bloodshed is not taking place or is not yet taking place. NATO is such an 

organisation, and it could undertake continual preventive monitoring, as well as analytical and 

diplomatic functions. The significance of the so-called crisis prevention and openness must be 

enhanced. With evidence of mounting tension, or intentional efforts to bring a situation to 

boiling point in any area, an empowered Ombudsman could invite countries in dispute to 

broader consultations. They could, for example, seek to obtain public assurances and 

guarantees that, a propaganda war waged by one big country against a smaller neighbour would 

not be a prelude to some other actions, but a performance staged for the purposes of internal 

consumption. This is often the case, and maybe, also a misguiding treatment of the case. 

Mistakes made in the process of making a diagnosis are the costliest; thus, such an agency 

would simply be a measure of saving - a way to save on human lives and expenditure on a large 

scale. In December 1990 the US President did not trust the diagnosis that the USSR was 

preparing to attack Lithuania. But the Soviets did attack us. I will never forget this conversation 

with a President "standing by", but without adequate reaction. 

In July of this year the US President sent a message to the Lithuanian President expressing his 

belief that the Russian President Vladimir Putin clearly understands the necessity of co-

operative Russian relations with Lithuania and not the opposite. That means, that the diagnosis 

has been made early and that the United States does not remain indifferent. Such a stand is 

much better for world peace than that of ten years ago. No country wants more, than Lithuania 

does, to have Russia co-operative.  I am sure, we will achieve it not only in the oil business, 

but also in other areas. 

Ten years ago my country Lithuania voted peacefully to restore democracy and independence 

– to break away from Soviet occupation and Communist dictatorship.  Like the fall of the 

Berlin Wall half a year earlier, we became an example for peoples still captive in the long 

lasting prison of either Soviet or Russian imperialism.  Many others also succeeded in their 

search for freedom, yet many are still struggling to break the burden of the past. Russia itself 

is among them - still too much burdened by the past. 

Lithuania has spent ten years building a solid foundation – changing and improving a culture 

and mentality which was forced upon our people for 50 years for more than three generations. 
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We have worked hard to develop laws and governmental structures to institutionalize our long 

held moral and political values, to build a free market economy, and to retrain and develop a 

defense force.  It was then and is today not only the goal of Lithuania to build a bridge to the 

West and return to the community of European nations but we intend that the reintegration of 

Lithuania into the European-Atlantic institutions should serve as an example to others, 

including Russia saved from previous temptations. 

Before I turn once more to Russia and the deterioration of our hopes for its democratization, I 

would like to outline the question that these important developments pose for policy. Some 

have argued that the integration of Lithuania and the other Baltic States into the market and 

security institutions of the West should be halted or suspended as a plea or a quid pro quo for 

Russian good behavior.  Presumably, these students of history believe that even the idea of 

democracies trading together and sharing security responsibilities is so provocative and 

threatening that it will provoke the Russians into a paroxysm of imperialism abroad and 

despotism at home. Be sure, I do not think so. 

The alternative view is that democracies in general, and European democracies in particular, 

have an inherent right to ally with one another in their common defense, thus creating the area 

of prosperity. The developments I have described confirm that Lithuania is prepared to 

contribute to the military burdens of the alliance, is already integrating into the market economy 

described by the European Union, and, because of our history, is deeply committed to the moral 

values which serve as the foundation of the European-Atlantic community. 

As for Russia, it is better to realize that despite Mr. Putin’s words “we have never ever declared 

any region of the world a zone of our special interest” the realities are quite the opposite. This 

is proved by the experience of the communist era, as well as by recent developments in Russia. 

After making this statement, Mr. Putin went on to say something absolutely contrary - 

concerning the idea of a "buffer zone" (i.e., zone of "special interest"), a line prohibited to cross 

over, and so on.  As you know, Central Europeans live closer to Russia and so have both a 

greater experience and more immediate anxieties about dangers involved in Russia’s painful 

path towards democracy.  The profoundly disturbing reports which have come from Chechnya 

concern us all, but resonate more deeply in the imagination of Lithuanians due to their 

memories of Soviet occupation. Then resisted Soviet oppression and fought for their liberty 

with great losses in the late forties and early fifties. Then Lithuanians were also called “bandits” 

by the Soviet propaganda machine. The term such as “international terrorism” was not used for 

such cases at that time. The invaders were the real terrorists killing and deporting lots of people 

from their homes forever. The freedom fighters were then only legal authority defending their 

invaded country. When Russian generals today try to compare the "bandits" then in Lithuania 

and now in Chechnya, they serve absolutely badly for themselves in the eyes of our people. 

In 1991-1992 there were indications that Russia might embark on the road to democracy by 

recognizing international norms of behavior and by building mutual confidence between 

nations.  Their withdrawal of troops from our soil was an essential step in that direction.  And, 

although other actions by the Russians since, both rhetorical and concrete have been less 

constructive, we continue to work consistently to improve our bilateral relationship.  

We worked and we are working to stabilize Kaliningrad by engaging the region in practical, 

cooperative projects, with regional and cross-border activities and people to people contacts. 

We have given the civil inhabitants of that region the special privilege - free visa regime with 

Lithuania. We have continued active political dialogue with Russia and are interested in 

developing mutually beneficial cooperation within the framework of existing institutions. We 

have presented to the Russian Federation concrete proposals in the sphere of economics and 

policy, and have proposed to strengthen and develop our trade cooperation by lifting artificial 
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barriers. We consistently suggested confidence-building by giving back the Lithuanian 

embassy in Paris, still occupied by Russia since the times of the Nazi-Soviet cooperation under 

the Ribbentrop-Molotov pact. We want to cooperate for the future on an equal footing. But as 

I have said before, it must be a two way street. Belarus acts today under the auspices and 

supervision of Russian authorities.  It was Belarus, which made a move to provoke a friendly 

disposed Lithuania two months ago by appointing to its Government an infamous general, 

Vladimir Uskhopchik. He is a person wanted by the Lithuanian Court for his commanding 

participation in the Vilnius massacre of January 1991. For what sake was this recent step made? 

Why Russia did not stop them from it? 

We now realize, more than ever before, that the full independence and security of Lithuania 

and her Baltic neighbors can only be achieved through complete integration into a much 

broader European-Atlantic region – truly a Europe whole and free. The only way Russia will 

overcome its prevailing territorial mentality (the territory is more important then the life on it) 

is to dismiss what some have called its “imperial temptation”.  We must convince together the 

Russians that they must replace these temptations with solid, cooperative relations with a 

complete and coherent European-Atlantic community.  Any dictate that Baltics have to act so 

and so, is rather counterproductive. 

All Europeans, but particularly Central Europeans have a keen awareness of the 

shifts and struggles within Russia. We see the Chechnyan war as a real, but 

anachronistic, colonial war with potential lessons about the new Russia. The peace 

treaty signed by the two Presidents Yeltsin and Maskhadov was broken with 

premeditation not because of the increased influence of Islam. We wait now to see 

how Russia will respond to President Kuchma’s reforms in Ukraine. We are 

concerned about the anti-democratic developments in Belarus, as well as in 

Yugoslavia. Two dictatorships (one of them led by an alleged war criminal) want 

to merge with an authoritarian Russia, which supports those links and regimes. We 

have to realize simply that while the West supports Russia, it supports Lukashenko 

and Miloshevich. It was for this reason I referred to double standards at the 

beginning of this address.) Is Montenegro destined for the same fate as Chechnya? 

We saw the re-emergence of populist radicalism in Austria as a reminder of the 

dangers of European history. Similarly, we would not like the populist radicalism 

growing in Russia, thus reminding us of Uncle Joe and his "strong hand" again. We 

watch closely the signs and signals in all of Russia’s dealings with the newly 

independent states of the former Soviet Union, as Moldova or Georgia, and we are 

worried. We watch increasing Russian pressure on Latvia, and we are worried. 

Despite any imaginable effort to draw a new, but, in fact, an old Molotov - Ribbentrop line 

dividing Lithuania from Poland, we are determined to join the EU in 2004 or thereabouts. Any 

effort to stop us on this way could be seen as territorial claim to an emerging European integrity. 

Only through strengthening our internationally internal bridges as the Atlantic Alliance, both 

militarily and economically, will we prevent history from repeating itself.  Only through these 

ties will we enable democracy and the values we share to prevail in the new millennium.   
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