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THURSDAY 6 MAY 2004 

________________ 

Present 

Bowness, L (Chairman) 
Inge, L 
Maclennan of Rogart, L 
Northover, B 
Park of Monmouth, B 
________________ 

Witness: Lord Hannay of Chiswick, a Member of the House, examined. 

Q1  Chairman:  Good morning, Lord Hannay.  As you know, we are doing a brief report on 

the European Union and the United Nations and the Committee is particularly grateful to you 

for giving up time to come and talk to us.  It is going to be particularly useful in view of your 

involvement with the Secretary-General’s Panel.  Before we move on to the questions could I 

ask you to introduce the whole topic to us. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Thank you very much for inviting me along.  It is an unusual 

position to find myself sitting in because I am usually on the other side of the table.  If I could 

be allowed a disclaimer before I start, nothing that I say will in any way reflect the views of 

the British Government which I do not have any position with any longer since I gave up the 

Cyprus job in May of last year and they do not represent the settled views of the Panel.  The 

Panel has not yet reached any settled views - it is half way through its proceedings – but I am 

perfectly happy to talk about what it is doing, but it is me who is talking and not the Panel.  If 

I could just make an opening statement which I hope will be useful to frame the questions that 

your Committee are going to ask this morning, I do think it is a very good thing that you are 

asking for evidence on an issue of considerable importance to this country’s and to the 

European Union’s external policies and strategy in the years ahead. The relationship of the 

European Union and its member states with and within the United Nations is a very important 
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one.  My own direct involvement in these matters dates mainly from my time as the UK’s UN 

ambassador between 1990 and 1995.  Since then my work as Britain’s Special Representative 

for Cyprus and as a member of the UN Secretary-General’s Panel on Threats, Challenges and 

Change has given me further direct experience in the field covered by your inquiry.  But I 

speak, as I said, this morning purely as an individual.  I underline the fact that what is being 

considered here is the relationship of the European Union and its member states with and 

within the UN.  These little words I have inserted are fairly important.  The UN and its 

agencies are inter-governmental bodies.  Every one of the now twenty-five members of the 

EU is a member in its own right of the UN.  So, while much of the activity at the UN is 

conducted on behalf of – and sometimes by – the European Union with the member states 

acting in a supporting role (this is the almost invariable practice in the General Assembly) that 

does not alter the fundamental point that I am registering.  During the period covered by my 

evidence – 1990 to the present day – the European Union’s position at the UN has changed 

steadily and fundamentally from being a peripheral and not very significant player to being a 

pretty indispensable part of most of what the UN does.  However, I would like to focus on just 

three aspects of a very wide subject: the Security Council, the practical cooperation between 

the EU and the UN, and the prospects for the future.  The Security Council, for all its 

setbacks, remains a key institution at the UN.  Two of its permanent members – Britain and 

France – are EU member states; perhaps in future there will be more.  At any one time there 

are also one or two EU member states which are non-permanent members of the Council. The 

Maastricht Treaty recognised formally that there was no incompatibility or contradiction 

between moves to develop a Common Foreign and Security Policy and the rights and 

responsibilities of its members who were Permanent Members of the Security Council; but it 

called on all its members on the Council to work closely together. That they have done to an 

ever-increasing extent, staring with Bosnia and Macedonia, and moving on since to many 
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other issues. When a common policy is under discussion in the Security Council – an EU 

common policy – the European Union’s High Representative has attended to give the Union’s 

point of view.  Of course things have not always gone so smoothly.  Over Iraq the European 

Union, like the Security Council itself, was split.  There was therefore no Union position to 

speak to, but the balance reflected in the Maastricht Treaty was, in my view, a wise one and 

one which can be operated effectively.  The cooperation between the EU and UN in the field 

also goes back to Bosnia.  Before that the two organisations lived almost as if they were on 

different planets.  Since then they have worked together in an increasing number of 

peacemaking, peacekeeping and humanitarian missions.  To give one case from my personal 

experience over Cyprus, the cooperation was exemplary and it was essential.  Cyprus’s 

negotiations for membership of the Union and the negotiations for a comprehensive 

settlement of the Cyprus problem were conducted in parallel and they were closely 

interleaved.  Both negotiations were complex and sensitive.  They could easily have cut 

across each other, but Kofi Annan and Alvaro de Soto on the UN side and Gunther 

Verheugen on the EU side, ensured they did not.  Indeed, each negotiation dovetailed into and 

reinforced the other.  That the outcome a week ago was less than happy – and I will be happy 

to answer questions on that – does not, I think, undermine the validity of what I have just said.  

The European Union’s Security Strategy which this Sub-Committee has recently been 

considering puts effective multilateralism at the heart of the EU’s future policies.  The Union 

therefore has an important stake in strengthening and developing the UN’s role in peace and 

security.  That was the message I was given when the Irish Presidency invited me to attend a 

meeting of the Political Directors in January in my capacity as a member of the Panel.  

Building a new consensus, which is the task the Panel on which I serve has set itself, will not 

be easily achieved.  But it will not be achieved at all without the strong support of the Union 

and its members who represent a major proportion – roughly 40 per cent – of the resources in 

4 



finance, material and manpower on which the UN has to rely.  Less tangibly but perhaps even 

more significantly, the success or failure of the efforts to build a new consensus behind a 

more effective UN could help to determine whether the transatlantic tensions and divisions of 

last year are put behind us or whether they grow wider and sharper.  No country has, I would 

submit, more at stake in how this comes out than the United Kingdom. 

Q2  Chairman: That was very helpful; thank you very much indeed.  Perhaps I can just open 

by asking you to tell us what you are able to tell us without breaching any confidences what 

you have learned from the meetings of the High Level Panel on the question of global security 

threats and general reform of the international system. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  We are half way through our programme of work.  We started 

last December; we are finishing with the submission of our report to the Secretary-General on 

the first of December 2004.  As is the nature of these things the first half of any committee or 

commission is the easy part and the second half is the difficult one.  We are at the beginning 

of the difficult one and the end of the easier.  We have had a very good coming-together of 

thinking about a number of broad issues like: Was Kofi Annan right to say that the UN is at a 

fork in the road and has to take a view on its future?  Yes, we think he was.  Was he right in 

saying that the choices were rather stark ones between slipping back to a rather Hobbesian 

world in which the devil took the hindmost and the world’s remaining superpower fended for 

itself largely; or the alternative of a more effective, strengthened, collective effort to achieve 

security?  Again, the answer is yes, we would like to see a more effective collective effort to 

achieve security.  Were the threats we faced now quite different from those we faced up to the 

end of the Cold War and had we given sufficient analysis and attention to them?   The answer 

to that was yes, they were different and no, we had not given proper attention to their analysis.  

Things like weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, the problems of failing states had all been 

handled in a kind of muddling-through way by the UN since 1990 and now was really a time 
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when we had to try and wrap a towel round our heads and think it through a bit more.  Should 

we be focussing narrowly on the most immediate – as seen particularly by the West – threats, 

things like weapons of mass destruction, proliferation, terrorism?  The answer there was 

firmly no, we should not be focussing only on these, although if we did not find a greater 

degree of effectiveness in dealing with these we would not be doing our job.  However, we 

had to recognise that first of all in many parts of the world these were not necessarily the 

highest priority items.  If you talk to people in sub-Saharan Africa or Latin America, that is 

not their view; their view is that things like poverty and environmental degradation and AIDS 

and all the problems that have come to be associated with the failure of states are much more 

important.  We are, I hope, going to refuse to prioritise, to render hierarchical these threats 

because it does not make sense to do so; but they are all valid and they all effect peace and 

security not just the narrow question of is it a good thing that half the world’s population or 

more live in extreme poverty.  It is obviously a bad thing morally, but it is also a dangerous 

thing because it leads to threats to peace and security which drag in the rest of us now that we 

live in a global agenda.  Again we are going for a wider approach, but I do not think we will 

get drawn into the specificities of trade and aid and AIDS too much; they are already dealt 

with quite widely in the UN system, in some cases not too unsuccessfully (although in some, 

like the environment and trade they are either hanging fire, trade, the Doha Round, or the 

Kyoto protocol is in severe trouble and has not yet had the effect we would all want it to do, 

those who support the protocol that is).  We are going for a wide rather than a narrow 

approach.  Having said all that, what are we going to come up with?  I am not too sure yet 

although we are clearly not going to allow ourselves to be pushed into a purely New York 

style navel gazing exercise about how the institutions work.  The institutions are important 

but what we are trying to do is to run a policy driven review in which institutional provisions 

should reflect the needs of policy and not the other way round.  Policy comes first, but the 
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institutional implications will be clearly there too.  To give you an example, if we recommend 

that the provisions for managing and enforcing the Non-Proliferation Treaty on Nuclear 

Weapons are inadequate and should be reinforced, let us say, by measures to interdict trade in 

items that might help people build bombs, that will require some institutional changes 

whether it be to make it easier for the Director General of the IEA to refer to the Security 

Council or whatever.  Institutions and policy are two sides of the same coin, but we are very 

determined that it is policy that drives institutions and not the other way round.  I think that is 

really all I can say in reply to your question at this stage.  There will be more to be said later 

in the year and, of course, our report will hopefully give a coherent response to some of these 

things. 

Q3  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: The UN Charter was drafted at a time when the 

membership was very much smaller than it is today and was very strongly state-based.  Is 

there any consideration being given to strengthening the place of regional organisation within 

the framework, looking at this not so much as an institutional question but from the point of 

view that you described, as a policy question; trying to encourage greater assumption of 

regional responsibility for regional problems.  That is the first question.  The second question 

related to the Charter review is whether, flowing from the approach that you have described 

being policy driven, you are coming against evidence of the inadequacy of the Charter in any 

particular ways?  I am thinking, for example, of the definitions of Article 2.4 as the sole legal 

justification for international action in public international law.  Would that sort of area of 

consideration be something which at a later stage perhaps the Panel might address? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  If I could take the second question first, the question of Charter 

amendment, I do not think that anybody should underestimate the difficulties of amending the 

Charter and the risks that you would end up with something less satisfactory than you have 

now.  If you read a very fascinating book written by Stephen Schlesinger which came out 

7 



called Act of Creation about the negotiations in San Francisco, I think you will realise what a 

miraculously easy negotiation that was compared with anything you would have now.  It was 

undertaken in extremely special circumstances in the sharp trauma of the Second World War 

and it was driven by a US administration that was determined that collective responses were 

the right answer to the US’s own national security interests.  Would any of that be replicated 

now?  I doubt it.  I think there are real risks in opening the Pandora’s Box and trying to 

change the Charter.  Moreover, experience has shown that you can do remarkable things with 

the existing Charter if the will is there.  As you probably know, the whole of peacekeeping 

was constructed by Sir Brian Urquhart on a vacuum in the middle of the Charter between 

Chapter Six and Chapter Seven.  He built it up by achieving consensus in the Security 

Council on the need for peacekeeping, first in the Middle East and then more widely.  I think 

that is a demonstration of what you can do if the will is there and it does not involve the 

enormously cumbersome business of getting a two-thirds majority, all the Permanent 

Members, ratifications and all that sort of thing.  Frankly I am rather against changing the 

Charter unless it is proven that it is absolutely essential.  Of course, if you are going to change 

the number of members of the Security Council you have to change the Charter, as was done 

at the time it was enlarged from eleven to fifteen.  On your first question about regional 

organisations, the Charter is actually extremely helpful on this matter.  The Charter has a 

number of articles called Chapter Eight which relates to this; it has never been properly 

implemented.  I think that is a case where, with a bit of good will, you could move quite 

ambitiously forward.  There are a lot of ideas in that.  I am very strongly of the view that in 

particular in Africa where, after all, a quite high proportion of the state failure problems have 

arisen – and are going to continue to arise – you should be able to have a much better 

integrated approach to handling the prevention of the failure of states because that is what you 

have to try to achieve long before you get to the question of how do you intervene if your 
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prevention efforts fail.  A lot more could be done by working in harness with and in 

partnership with the African Union.  The African Union now has a charter which is much 

more intrusive than the UN Charter.  It is therefore much easier to use than the UN Charter.  It 

gets round some of the Article 2.4 problems and Africans seem to be more willing now to use 

that than they used to be when the OAU was a kind of club of dictators who sort of cosied up 

to each other and never interfered with each other.  You will say to me, what about Mr 

Mugabe?  Let us not get down to specifics at the moment; in general terms I think the 

potential of the African Union – perhaps the potential of the organisation of American states, 

although there US membership poses a tremendously complicating factor – could mean that 

those two organisations could really be effective partners for the UN.  However, if the UN is 

to be a partner to them that is effective, then you have to face up to the fact that the Africans 

do not have the money and the resources to do all this on their own.  It is absolutely no good 

asking fifty-five pretty well bankrupt states to shell our huge amounts of hard currency to put 

their troops thousands of miles away in some other country and so on and think they can do it 

on their own.  They will need training; they will need heavy lift; they will, above all, need 

money.  I would like to see – but this is still very much just a gleam in my eye – the fact that 

if the Security Council authorises an African peacekeeping operation which is carried out by a 

largely African force, then it should go on to assessed contributions, ie it should be paid for 

by all of us, not just by the Africans or by those of us who are prepared to put our hands in 

our pockets when they come and rattle the begging bowl.  I think that would make a huge 

difference.  The other thing is that I think the Africans need help in a peacekeeping mission in 

the actual operation of it.  They can often provide the military aspects of it in terms of at least 

foot soldiers reasonably well, but they cannot provide the civilian aspects so easily – civil 

servants, judges, and so on – they have too few of them themselves.  They do need a kind of 

UN supervision on issues like human rights abuses and so on.  I think there is a tremendous 
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lot in that regional agenda.  I would also like to see the Panel encouraging more regional 

security groupings.  I feel myself that it is high time somebody picked up the Gulf area and, 

now that Saddam Hussein has gone, started to produce a sub-regional organisation based on 

Iran, Saudi Arabia and Iraq with confidence building measures and some security assurances.  

I think the same is true of north-east Asia where North Korea clearly needs to be fitted into a 

sub-regional framework that gives it some assurance which goes alongside their abandonment 

of their nuclear ambitions.  I think there is quite a lot to be done there, but that is not really the 

business of the Panel as much as the one that I have talked to you about.  The two areas of the 

Charter that get most frequently mentioned are 2.4 – which I believe will never be changed, 

although I think it will be changed in fact but not in wording – and 51, self-defence.  Again, I 

think trying to change 51 is not wise.  There are two schools of thought, one of which wants 

to festoon it with conditions and tie down the American Gulliver with lots of little bits of 

string; it will not work.  The other is, in the neo-conservative wing in the United States which 

wants to enlarge Article 51 to say that you can do anything you like in the President’s 

National Security Directive on the first morning you feel like doing it and that is fine.  That 

will not work either because people will not agree to it.  I think Article 51 is fated to stay as it 

is, in my view extremely satisfactorily drafted in 1945. 

Q4  Lord Inge: You said what I thought was a very important statement, policy first and then 

institutional change will follow.  Has that been agreed by your Committee? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Nothing has been agreed. 

Q5  Lord Inge: Was that purely you saying it? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  No.  That is the view of the chairman of the Committee and it is 

the kind of way in which we are approaching our work, but it has not been agreed. 
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Q6  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Almost flowing from your answer on the importance of the 

regional is the question of the extent to which the UN could use the European Union – which 

is the developed region, if you like, in a global sense – for the resources which are lacking in 

the African region.  It does not have the political problems of the organisation of American 

states.  How should the European Union inter-relate?  You have described a very positive 

development in the past years since 1990, the aspirations of the European Union to have a 

common foreign security policy and reflected to some extent in the draft constitution is the 

idea of a foreign minister and more effective internal decision making procedures might make 

it right for a different sort of relationship.  I would be interested to know what your views are 

as to how that might practically develop. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  I think the relationship will continue to develop because I think 

there is the will to develop it, both in the UN where Kofi Annan has taken a completely 

different view towards the European Union to his predecessor and sees it in a much more 

active light - the number of times he has visited Brussels and Strasbourg has reflected that – 

and also because the European Union has a fundamental interest in a more effective UN and I 

believe he is going to respond to that to the best of its ability.  I think you can perhaps divide 

the answer into two parts.  The first relates to Europe within its own back yard, in Europe as it 

were; not, of course, within the European Union where we do not have security problems any 

longer between ourselves, but in the immediate environment, that is to say in the Balkans, 

most obviously.  There it is quite clear the European Union is the partner of choice for the 

United Nations in pursuing the objectives of bringing to a final peaceful conclusion all the 

issues that arose out of the break-up of Yugoslavia (which are far from resolved, given the 

problems in Kosovo recently, the continuing difficulties in Bosnia, the fragility of 

Macedonia).  In that the European Union has a fundamental role to play from every single 

aspect of its policy, whether it is in holding out the possibility of eventual membership - if the 
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countries of the regions do achieve full democracy, free markets and proper human rights 

behaviour – through to injecting large sums of money into their economies to help them 

narrow the gap between that and the rest of Europe, through to the actual peacekeeping which 

the EU has taken over in Macedonia in a very small way, in the police operation in Bosnia 

and is now poised to do so again in the peacekeeping in Bosnia.   This is an enormous area 

where disentangling the UN and the EU is quite impossible now; they are in it together, they 

are partners and what we have to do is to make it work better than it does now to avoid 

overlap, to avoid wastefulness and so on, but it is there.  The second area is outside Europe.  

There you have two quite obvious places and one more difficult one.  The two obvious ones 

are the Middle East Peace Process in which the European Union is a partner with the UN, 

with Russia and the United States in the quartet.  You can make jokes about how ineffective 

the quartet is or how the road map is just a fig leaf, but in the end it is always going to come 

back to these four players, I believe, and the European Union is going to play a role in this 

matter if we are to achieve our objective of a peaceful settlement in the Middle East and all 

the more important implications beyond that.  That is one.  The second obvious area is Africa 

where the Europeans have always played a more prominent role than the United States, where 

there is no real rivalry between the Europeans and the United States, where the United States 

would be absolutely delighted if the Europeans achieved greater stability in Africa by making 

an input.  How can we do that?  Obviously there are a whole number of ways of doing it.  The 

€260 million that the EU has now pledged to helping the African Union conduct 

peacekeeping and peacemaking and so on is a very important step. The battle groups which 

the EU is gradually beginning to focus on clearly have an enormous potential to help the UN 

if they are put at their disposal.  It is, of course, a sovereign decision of the EU and its 

member states involved whether they put it at their disposal.  There is no question in my view 

of a standing force which the EU will just put and say to the UN Secretary-General, “That’s 
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okay, you can do what you like with it”.  It will not be like that, but if the EU is prepared – as 

they did in a very small way in the Democratic Republic of Congo last year, the Bunia 

operation, and more so over Côte d’Ivoire –to provide as it were the sharp end of a 

peacekeeping operation, the first quick input after which you will possibly hand over to an 

African force, I think the Europeans could play an enormously important role in that.  The 

battle groups that are being put together are actually perfectly designed for conducting that 

first difficult phase of a peacekeeping operation, but they cannot – and must not – become the 

peacekeeping operation for five, ten or fifteen years.  That would mean that all Europe’s 

assets would be committed in Africa and not able to be recuperated.  However, I think this 

idea of a kind of passing on the baton to an African force which always takes – and will 

always take – quite some time to mobilise and get there on the ground, could be a really 

positive one.  

Q7  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Bearing in mind what you earlier said about the unwisdom 

and improbability of amending the Charter, I wonder if you could say a little more about the 

institutional relations between the EU and the UN for the carrying out of the tasks which you 

have described, and in particular if you could lay to rest the anxiety that has been expressed 

sometimes in certain quarters that the more united the European voice is, the stronger and 

more irresistible will be the pressure to reduce the representation of the member states of the 

European Union in the Security Council.  In particular would you be able to say anything 

about the mechanisms whereby the Secretary-General and the European Union can – and do – 

come together to decide on tasking the union to carry out a mission in Africa or wherever 

else. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  I think the Security Council conundrum is a very difficult one to 

resolve.   There is a lot of pressure to enlarge the Security Council and to bring more 

countries from developing countries into it possibly as permanent members.  There are 
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aspirants like Brazil and India who have a very strong case, as do Germany and Japan.  Does 

all this threaten the United Kingdom?  Does the increasing development of a common foreign 

security policy threaten the United Kingdom?  I do not really believe so, myself.  I actually 

think that we are more likely to undermine our position if we continually try to keep people at 

a distance and to tell Solana, for example, that he has no business whatsoever coming to the 

Council.  I would regard it as quite absurd if we sit in Brussels one day and agree that they are 

going to do this, that and the other in Bosnia and do not then allow Solana to go the Security 

Council when he is discussing Bosnia and say that the European Union is going to say this, 

that and the other.  He is clearly mandated to do so. That is quite different from saying that he 

goes to the Security Council and operates as an individual operator with his own policy.  That 

clearly is not possible.  He cannot do that; he has never tried to do that.  However, I think the 

idea that he goes there and explains that in Brussels we have decided to put these resources in 

and to do this and that is thoroughly helpful and I think that it helps maintain Britain and 

France there as permanent members – and perhaps Germany one day – if we operate in a 

sensible, flexible and responsive way like that.  I think if you say that Solana cannot come 

you just create the pressure that you do not want to create which is everyone saying, “In that 

case we have to have an EU seat”; if there is nothing between having Britain and France there 

and having an EU seat, then it is going to be an EU seat.  I happen to think there is a lot 

between the two and that is where we should be – and have been, in fact, for some years – 

operating.  As to the cooperation between the EU and the UN, of course a lot of it is not 

between the member states in the Security Council; it is between the UN Secretariat that runs 

a peacekeeping operation and a common foreign security policy operators within the 

Commission and the Council Secretariat who are now working rather more than they used to 

in the past as a single unit.  In a whole lot of operational decisions in somewhere like Kosovo 

or Bosnia, that cooperation will pass along that wire, not be dealt with on the purely inter-
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governmental level.  If you are trying to get the EU involved in a big new operation then you 

have to bring the governments – particularly the governments who are represented on the 

Security Council – in.  That is for Kofi Annan to do and he does it very well; he has very 

good links with the heads of government of the European Union.  I think again, as so often, it 

is a very complex picture but it is one of ever increasing involvement of the two organisations 

with each other.   

Q8  Lord Inge: I am delighted to know that Europe is trying to do more than form these 

battle groups up for peacekeeping operations.  What I would say is that we have to recognise 

there is an enormous difference between the quality – even within Europe – of the people that 

are able to do what I call the more complex, dangerous and difficult peacekeeping activities.  I 

is important to recognise and it is an important step but there is a long way to go for certain 

European nations actually to be good enough to do it.  Even when the Africans have had time 

to get themselves organised to do it, they have an even greater problem and I think they will 

always need support to help them achieve what they have to do on the ground.  It is a step in 

the right direction in the sense that Europe is trying to do it, but Europe has to recognise it still 

has enormous weaknesses in some of its military capabilities. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  I agree with both those points completely.  I do think that it is an 

illustration of why Britain and France have an important leadership role to play both at the 

United Nations (where they have a very special status) but also in terms of military capability 

other Europeans are going to want and need to have Britain and France involved in such 

operations for purely military reasons. 

Q9  Lord Inge: Given the progress you want to make, how much has been damaged by what 

happened in Iraq initially and what is happening now? 
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Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  It is very difficult to give a clear answer to that.  In one view you 

can say that Iraq has been appallingly damaging to the United Nations.  It was demonstrated 

as being divided last year; there have been more fractious public discussions between the 

leading members of the UN than anyone can remember seeing since the time of Suez.  All 

that is very negative.  On the other hand, you can say that Iraq has not been a brilliant success 

but it has also been a wake-up call to a lot of people that this – in my view – indispensable 

organisation, the UN, could be mortally wounded if we go on behaving in this way.  I think it 

is difficult to say.  I think myself that some of the things that are happening in Iraq, the 

difficulties into which the United States and to a lesser extent Britain have got in their 

approach through a coalition provisional authority, the huge resources that have been 

absorbed in Iraq and Afghanistan (which is leading to serious over-stretch for the American 

armed forces and the American budget) are all illustrations of why a collective approach 

might be a little bit wiser even though no doubt much more laborious - perhaps even slower - 

and not so totally under the control of the United States as the present one.  I have a hope – it 

is no more than a hope – that out of some of these experiences a certain amount of wisdom 

will be distilled and people will realise that the new concensus we are trying to build might 

actually – just like in 1945 it was perceived as doing – respond to US national interest.  It is 

no good, of course, telling the United States they should do this because everyone else wants 

it; the only sensible case is that the United States should do this because it is in their interests 

to do it.  I think there are quite a lot of people in the United States now who are waking up to 

the fact that it is in their interest to do it, but most of them are very sceptical about the 

effectiveness of the United Nations.  The key thing which Kofi Annan keeps mentioning is 

effectiveness, which is the same as what the European Union says when it says it wants 

effective multilateralism, not just international meetings in which everyone agrees they love 

each other but ones that can actually do things, the tasks that are before it.  I think on that will 
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turn the success or failure of the Panel frankly; not only the Panel, but the UN.  Can we be 

effective?  If we can be effective then perhaps one can rally more support in the United States 

for this sort of approach, but at the moment the jury is out completely on whether the effects 

are going to be more negative or more positive. 

Q10  Lord Inge: It is not being run by the United States; it is being run by the Pentagon and 

that is probably the biggest mistake of all. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  I would agree with that in my personal capacity.  I think the 

fundamental mistake was made right at the beginning after the military phase when, in my 

view, the United Nations should have been brought in on day one that the United States got to 

Baghdad as they were on day one when the United States and its allies got to Kabul in the 

Afghan context and they asked Brahimi and the United Nations to put together a successor to 

the Taliban.  He did that rather successfully at a conference in Bonn.  Although there are 

many things wrong with Afghanistan the politics of it have been handled quite skilfully by the 

United Nations.  I do not think they produce very different people than the people whom the 

United States would have produced, but there is all the difference in the world to these people 

emerging out of a process which is managed by the United Nations and therefore does not 

look like them being simply out of the back of the hand of the United States and the other.  In 

Iraq they have not done this at all; at the initial stage nothing was given to the United Nations 

at all and ever since each successive iteration of the Iraqi emerging political entity looks as if 

it comes with the Stars and Stripes wrapped round it and that is not helpful.   

Q11  Baroness Northover: It is very interesting at the moment to see what is happening in 

the United States.  If there are any bright spots in this terribly difficult circumstance, this 

change in attitude that we might be detecting at the moment in the US I would have thought 

has to be encouraging in terms of collective action.  One has to hope that the UN is able to 
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seize that opportunity.  It is showing in many ways every sign of being able to do that with 

Kofi Annan leading it.  My question is, what prospect do you see for the future direction of 

the UN when Kofi Annan finally goes?  Do you feel that the UN (as a body with the countries 

working together) is of sufficient maturity now that countries, in seeking a replacement for 

Kofi Annan, will seek somebody who will take it forward?  Or does it worry you as to who 

might lead the UN? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  The process of selecting Secretary-Generals of the United 

Nations always worries me because it is completely haphazard.  I think it is an appalling 

process myself and I would have many ideas on how I would try to improve it, but that is not 

what the Panel is asked to do and I will not bore you with those; I just do not think it is very 

satisfactory.  I think most people believe that the next Secretary-General of the United 

Nations will have to come from Asia because Asia has not had a turn for a very long time.  

Both Latin America and Africa have had substantial periods of time and also Europe, of 

course, in the form of Mr Waldheim.  I think the crucial period in the present sequence of 

events leading from Iraq and the understanding that things were not as they ought to be to the 

Panel, to the Panel’s recommendations, to Kofi Annan’s report, the decisive period will be in 

the first half of 2005 when there will be a newly elected American president (either the 

incumbent or his opponent) and when decisions will need to be taken on the recommendations 

of the Panel, not necessarily in a big bang way but there will be decisions needing to be taken.  

Kofi Annan will still be Secretary-General for quite some time through that and beyond.  I 

cannot say I am without any concern, but I do think that if the right decisions are taken in the 

first half of 2005 we could see the UN set on a better path than it has been hitherto with a 

broader new consensus behind it.  In that context the choice of Secretary-General will be less 

a matter of concern because we have to remember that in the end we are talking about 

institutions and not individuals, and institutions are much stronger than individuals.  That is 
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true, I think, whether nationally or internationally and one should not exaggerate the role of 

individuals. 

Q12  Chairman: I think, Lord Hannay, you have actually talked to us about the partnership 

between the EU and the UN in many different areas of cooperation.  Before we pass on, is 

there anything you want to add to how the EU might assist the UN in dealing with not only 

actual state failure but potential state failure and diagnosing a country that is going to go 

down and stopping it going down? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  It is a very difficult subject.  I think part of the problem in 

dealing with it has been, in fact, the terminology.  I think we must learn to somehow avoid the 

words which I have used myself of “failed states” and “failure”.  It is not a title to which 

anyone in the class puts up his hand and says “I am one of them”; it is actually part of the 

problem and we have to find a way – I know this all sounds like very mealy-mouthed 

diplomat speak – of talking about partnership or something like that in dealing with this.  

However, the problem remains the same whether you call it failed states or you call it 

partnership.  I think you have seen my Chatham House lecture and I see it as divided into four 

phases: diagnosis, prevention, intervention and rehabilitation.  I think diagnosis is very 

important.  There is a lot of academic work which has been done now and there are any 

number of matrices around with lines crossing between poverty and AIDS and all these 

things: what makes up the failure of a state?  What pushes a state towards failure, the collapse 

of its institutions and so on?  That probably needs to be refined and the Secretary-General 

needs to be given a greater capability to handle the diagnostic stage.  He also needs to be 

given more help to bring people to recognise that they need help because very often one of the 

things which prevents the Secretary-General from intervening soon enough is that the said 

state denies there is anything wrong at all and says that everything is absolutely fine and no 

help is needed.  The Secretary-General is often inhibited by the feeling that if he goes to the 
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Council and says that he thinks state X is in real trouble there will be a huge row with state X 

and any of its friends they can find.  We need to find a way of handling the diagnostic stage 

better.  I would like to see some regular reporting from the Secretary-General of problems 

arising of this nature so that there is not this kind of tremendous threshold between not having 

the Security Council told anything and coming to the Security Council and saying there is a 

threat to international peace and security.  That is that phase.  The prevention phase is where 

the European Union enters in in a really big way because obviously, like with conflict 

prevention between states, the prevention of state failure is both very complex but it is the 

cheapest option on offer.  It is far cheaper than intervening and then having to spend billions 

rehabilitating a state that you have just flattened with your weaponry or whatever it may be 

(that was Afghanistan).  At the moment I think it is not very well handled.  Among other 

things the interface between the security institutions and Security Council and the 

International Financial Institutions is very inadequate and they often pull against each other.  I 

think it is now a lot better understood in the International Financial Institutions, for example, 

that if you impose conditionality of a really rigorous form on a state that is failing, you will 

probably push it down a bit faster which does not mean that the International Financial 

Institutions should simply take out their cheque books and write a cheque when the state is 

failing and that will solve the problem.  It is not like that, but it does mean, I think, that the 

security instances and the financial instances need to work more closely together.  One of the 

things that may come out of the Panel’s work are recommendations to bring in the IFIs more 

into this consideration.  They seem to want to do so because I think they have recognised that 

their own perfectly rational policies, which work in cases where a state is reasonably robust, 

simply do not fit a state that is tottering at the knees.  I think there is a great deal to be done on 

the prevention stage.  Then, of course, there is the most difficult one of all, which is 

intervention - what do you do? – which is usually caused by the fact that the government of 
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the country in question remains totally obdurate and continues down a path that is leading to 

collapse (Zimbabwe, for example).  That is really difficult because that brings you up against 

our old friend humanitarian intervention.  I think humanitarian intervention is terminology 

which must, under no circumstances, be used; I am afraid to say that I do not agree entirely 

with the Prime Minister on this matter.  I think we have been too free in our usage of that 

terminology, but in the Axeworthy Report – which you may or may not be familiar with, 

which was on the matter of protection, the duty of protection of the international community –

there is a lot better terminology and it may be that it will be possible to identify some criteria 

for handling intervention in a state which is clearly about to fail.  However, I do not wish to 

suggest that that will be easy and it may not even be possible to agree criteria; it may have to 

be handled as it has been up to now on a case by case basis.  If it can be handled within a 

framework of partnership then that will be far better than the present pure ad hocery.  

Q13  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: You mentioned in the context of our earlier exchanges 

about regionalism that there are unused parts of the Charter in that context.  There are unused 

parts of the Charter in respect of trusteeship and I wonder if any consideration has ever been 

given to resurrecting that concept as a form of intervention before a state fails, building on the 

idea of there being criteria and not imposing trusteeship but offering trusteeship as a way of 

ensuring greater international support for a failing state.  I recognise from the remarks you 

made at the beginning of what you said on the subject that it is highly sensitive and unless 

there was some kind of acceptance of objective criteria the circumstances might well be 

denied by the failing state’s leaders if they existed as being appropriate for such an 

intervention, but it seems to me that it has some merit as an institutional response which could 

advance the security of the situation without actually having to wait for collapse. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  A lot of thought has been given to that and there are quite a lot of 

protagonists of the approach that you have adumbrated. There are one or two problems about 
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it, however.  One is that the existing provisions of the Charter simply do not fit so they would 

have to be changed so you get into the problem of Charter amendment: do you get something 

better or something worse?  They do not fit because the Trusteeship Council was designed to 

handle a specific set of circumstances which were the circumstances of dependent territories 

moving towards independence, or territories that had been dependent on one of the European 

colonial powers but which, as a result of either the First or the Second World War or both, 

were somehow in the League of Nations or United Nations Trusteeship.  It is very carefully 

drafted and it fits that admirably; it did its job and it worked itself out of a job.  As you know, 

the Trusteeship Council exists; it is chaired alternately by the British and the French but it 

never meets (which is one of those wonderful things like the Military Staff Committee at the 

United Nations which is not to be talked about in any adult company because it is so absurd).  

Therefore you would have to change the Charter.  There are problems also about using the 

framework.  Strangely enough there is a terminological problem because thanks to the 

brilliance of the French language the title for this wonderful organisation in French is the 

Conseil de Tutelle.  Well, you cannot imagine a lot of people lining up to say that they want to 

be looked after by the Conseil de Tutelle.  How that ever came about I do not know, but 

whoever was the French translator in San Francisco has something to answer for.  However, 

that is one way of doing it and it could be that that way will be chosen – or something like 

that could be chosen – although I, myself, am very sceptical about it because I think it is a 

very heavy procedure, to redraft the Charter.  Another alternative way – it is not necessary the 

only one – is that the Security Council under the Charter has the authority to set up sub-bodies 

of itself; it can do that any fine morning it wants to and has done so in the case of, for 

example, sanctions, committees and things like that.  It could set up a subordinate body which 

was specifically tasked with managing this problem.  That would arouse the difficulty that 

some people think the Security Council really has too much power and this would be giving it 
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more power.  If we agree on the policy there will have to be institutional implications.  Also, 

we need to find an institutional structure which enables the International Financial Institutions 

which are out with the United Nations somehow to be brought within the structure so that 

they can be worked together and which also enables, I think, probably, some of the other 

members who are not members of the Security Council or would not be members of the 

Trusteeship Council to play a role if they are playing a major role in a particular region.  

There are a lot of complexities there but I think the straightforward solution of let us just re-

write the Trusteeship Council may not be the best one.  

Q14  Baroness Park of Monmouth: I am going to extend my question a bit.  The question 

is, should the EU play a greater role in world-wide peacekeeping and where could they be 

best used?  What I would like you particularly to comment on is, has the Brahimi Report 

become a dead letter and what happened to the UN memorandum of about four years ago in 

which a number of countries – including ours – pledged very significant quantities of 

helicopters, destroyers, you name it, should the UN ever require them?  I wonder how many 

worth initiatives just vanish. Do you believe that if the EU did play a greater part in world-

wide peacekeeping – I assume in the context of what we are talking about – that would 

probably be with the UN and do you think that the proposals we have seen so far in which 

they say the EU and UN are going to try to establish common command and control and a 

certain amount of training together and so forth, do you think that any of that is realistic? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  I do, yes.  Brahimi first of all.  The Brahimi Report was, in my 

view, an excellent report.  It remains remarkably valid; it has some areas which I think could 

be fleshed out.  It was not very well treated in the General Assembly and not enough of its 

recommendations have been followed through.  You can take it that the Panel will be reviving 

those bits of the Brahimi Report that have not been followed through and which need to be 

followed through and going beyond them.  We are neither going to redesign the wheel and 
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write a whole report on peacekeeping ourselves (which is only a small part of our remit); nor 

are we going to allow Brahimi to wither on the bough.  I think there is a very clear agreement 

as to that. 

Q15  Baroness Park of Monmouth: Would you regard that as relevant to the idea of the EU 

and UN working together? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Yes, because in some cases that will be on peacekeeping 

missions so it is highly relevant and if the EU is to work effectively with the UN, the UN has 

to be a more effective peacekeeping institution otherwise we will have the problems we had 

over Bosnia.  Secondly, the sort of stand-by arrangements – which I think are what you are 

referring to – I think they are valuable and they have been put to good use.  I think, although 

in some ways they have been used slightly differently from the way they were perhaps first 

imagined, I think now, for example, the UN regards what the British Government did in 

Sierra Leone as pretty exemplary although the British Government decided of its own right 

not to put its intervention force that was sent in to sort things out when it looked as if the 

peacekeeping operation was foundering in blue berets.  However, I think it is understood that 

that was the right choice and that sort of pattern is much more looked for.  Although the 

stand-by arrangements in themselves are probably something of a bureaucratic exercise, the 

direction in which they are going – which is saying we, industrialised and developed 

countries, are prepared to put some of our armed forces at the disposal of the UN when it has 

a real problem – is absolutely vital.  Exactly how you do it I think we will learn a bit more as 

we go along.  I think things are moving on and I know that the Under-Secretary-General for 

peacekeeping – a very good Frenchman called Jean-Marie Guéhenno – believes that things 

have moved quite substantially in that respect and that the EU has a big role to play.  These 

battle groups, again they can take their place in a stand-by kind of situation and we also need 

stand-by arrangements for civilian police, civil servants, judicial advisors, all the people who 
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go into a multi-faceted peace operation in a country which has collapsed because the UN 

needs to be able to get to these people quickly and we need to be in a position to be able to 

provide them reasonably quickly.  I think there is plenty to be done there.  I do not, myself, 

subscribe to the view of Brian Urquhart which he continues to advocate which is the standing 

force.  I am afraid I think the obstacles to a standing force are multiple, whether it is the 

unwillingness of countries to give up the final say as to whether they involve themselves in a 

particular operation; it is also little but quite practical things like, where is this standing force 

going to be?  Under whose law is it going to exist?  Who is going to pay it?  The other thing is 

that if you have a small one how on earth can a brigade of soldiers be in operation constantly 

in fifteen different corners of the earth?  You cannot run armies that way so I do not think the 

standing force is the way ahead but I think an ability for the UN to turn to key member states 

to get a rapid response is absolutely essential. 

Q16  Baroness Park of Monmouth: If I can take you back a moment, your assessment of the 

Military Committee was not exactly positive so presumably the Panel will be considering 

what mechanism there would have to be in the UN to make this all work. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Yes, but the Military Committee does not really relate to that.  

As you probably know, the Military Staff Committee was brought into being at a time when 

the founding fathers believed that the world would be ruled by the chiefs of staff of the five 

permanent members. 

Q17  Lord Inge: They did not think the chiefs of staff were going to rule the world. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Under the instructions of the prime ministers the chiefs of staff 

would go out sorting out the world militarily.  It is quite a bizarre construct which, not 

altogether surprisingly, has never seen the effect of this.  Deep though my respect is for the 

chiefs of staff who fall within that scope, it really is not even the faintest possibility of a way 
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ahead in itself because it is the Secretariat who have to be more involved in this.  Can you 

strengthen the military advice?  Yes, I think you can.  I have always wanted to see – and am 

proposing all the time – that the military adviser to the Secretariat ought to be double-hatted 

also as the military advisor to the Security Council so that the Security Council has a 

dedicated source of military advice to which particularly the members of the Security Council 

who have not had good advice from their own capitals (and they are numerous because you 

need not delude yourself that when Cape Verde or Djibouti is on the Council they are not 

getting any useful military advice from their capitals and they need it from somewhere).  I 

believe that the Secretary-General’s military advisor should probably be a somewhat more 

senior person than the current two-star approach but should also be double-hatted so that the 

Security Council can say that they want some advice on whether something is viable or not 

viable.  There are difficulties about this because the Secretary-General is, of course, jealous of 

having this advice.  I think having two would be a real mistake.  Having one to the Security 

Council and one to the Secretary-General would be quite disastrous, a recipe for turf fighting 

and disagreement.  That is one way you can do it.  Another thing is that I think ways have to 

be found beyond what has been found so far of involving the troop contributors in the 

planning and operation of missions.  Many of these things are covered in Brahimi already but 

have not been sufficiently done. 

Q18  Baroness Park of Monmouth: Is there any mechanism in the UN – and, if not, should 

there be – to ensure that it is not possible for one particular block of countries to block 

discussion of something which is of international interest?  I have in mind, of course, 

Zimbabwe where, as you know, the African Union has succeeded in preventing it being 

discussed again and again and we are told by our own Government – I am sure with absolute 

truth – that there are people on the Security Council who would not support any discussion of 

Zimbabwe.  It seems to me that that is denying one of the objects of the existence of the UN; 
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it seems wrong that the mechanism should be such that it is possible to prevent all discussion 

in a major international forum, particularly given the EU’s position on this, of an issue which 

is of some interest, humanitarian and practical. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  I do not think the situation is quite as clear cut as you are saying 

it.  I do not think the Africans have a right to block in what I call formal legal charter terms.  I 

think it is more that people cannot see any action being agreed by the Security Council, ie 

getting nine votes and the acquiescence or support of all five permanent members if the 

regional members from that region were fundamentally opposed? 

Q19  Baroness Park of Monmouth: What about Burma? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  I will try to deal with Burma in a second.  I really think it is more 

about politics than about the structure of the Charter.  I do actually have some sympathy with 

the view that you are expressing, that it is a very bad thing; I also have some recognition of 

the fact that you cannot turn the UN into a kind of world government which actually tells a 

particular region to shut up and pull its shoulders together and do differently.  You do have to 

carry them along with you.  I personally think that the government of South Africa has not 

acted particularly wisely in covering, as it were, for Mugabe, and I think in their long term 

interest they will come to regret that.  However, the world is as it is and I do not think we 

should aspire to a situation where the United Nations can ride roughshod over the views of 

regional members. 

Q20  Baroness Park of Monmouth: Even on the issue of discussion? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Yes, but the trouble is that if you go for discussion and there is 

no outcome then possibly the situation is worse than if you did not have the discussion 

because Mr Mugabe then feels he has been vindicated because there has been no agreement.  

You would not get nine votes for action against Zimbabwe.  That is why the government will 
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not do it, because you would not get nine votes and if you cannot get nine votes then you 

make the UN just look like a paper tiger.  It is a very difficult one and there are no easy 

answers in my view other than continuing strong dialogue with countries like South Africa to 

explain why we think that in their own interests we need to do something about a country 

which is slipping down the slope to failure like Zimbabwe is.  Burma is a bit different.  The 

UN is seized of the matter through the human rights machinery.  It has had a rather good 

special representative working on it in the form of Rozali Ismail, the Malaysian.  I think he 

has done, within limits, a rather good job in keeping the situation there on the headlines, 

giving some relief to Aung San Suu Kyi and so on.  However, it is inadequate and one of the 

reasons why it is inadequate has been the unwillingness of the regional associates to 

contemplate tough action.  That brings us back to the same point again.  I am afraid the UN 

really does have to carry a region along a bit if it is going to contemplate action. 

Q21  Lord Inge: The ability of the UN to run operations has improved but I would argue that 

for a really complex military operation they are still a long way off having the proper staff to 

run an operation.  If you have a military operation and do not have a proper chain of 

command to support it then you are courting disaster. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  I think it is very well understood that the UN cannot get directly 

involved in enforcement operations; it really cannot.  That does not mean to say that the UN’s 

role as legitimising a proper collective response to an enforcement requirement is not 

absolutely vital.  I do think that we should not take the present weaknesses as given but we 

should try to remedy them.  That is, of course, what Brahimi tries to do.  We should try to 

make the UN better at handling a multi-faceted peacekeeping operation. 

Q22  Baroness Park of Monmouth: I am afraid that I deflected you a little bit from 

answering whether the EU should play a greater role in world-wide peacekeeping.  I am 
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assuming that you would think that that would virtually have to be with the UN.  Is that your 

view? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Yes.  I do not think the EU is about to get into the role of a kind 

of super power or colonial power going round the world putting it to rights on its own 

initiative.  I do not think there is the will or the resources.  There is not the will because I 

think the EU member states are quite clear that they wish to operate on the basis of the UN 

Charter and within the framework provided by the UN.  That is stated actually in the 

European Security Strategy.  I think it is very clear that the public will expressed from 

parliaments and governments of the EU is exactly that.  I regard the idea that the EU will go 

off on its own doing things without UN blessing as way outside anything that anyone would 

contemplate in the EU.  The partnership aspect of it is absolutely vital because when you look 

at it, as I said, the EU is 40 per cent or so of the UN in any terms, whether it is men or 

whether it is money or whether it is political will.  It is the bit of the UN that actually wants to 

make the UN work which does not have a hidden agenda of not minding too much if the UN 

trips up because after all they might come and say something nasty about us one day.  We do 

not think they will say something nasty about us because we are not going to get into that 

business again of having either intra-state rows or one of our countries collapsing.  We think 

we have structures which enable us on our own to prevent either of those two things 

happening.  We have, as it were, a calm mind in approaching this and I think we all see in 

Europe – as I understand it – the UN as a force for collective response to these security 

threats.  The reality of the UN is that the big powers, the great powers – of whom there is now 

really only one – are always very reluctant participants in collective action.  It can be brought 

– as the Americans were in 1945 – to recognise that it is in their interests but they do not jump 

to that conclusion automatically because there are always a lot of people who say, “We’re the 

biggest people around and we can look after ourselves; we do not need all these people and 
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they are terribly inefficient and they might not have the same ideas as us” and all that, which 

we are hearing very much from Washington in recent years.  The small states – of whom there 

are 120 in the world – are always all in favour of the UN but they do not bring many 

resources to the table.  They are people who need the UN to protect them but they cannot do 

very much about that.  They can make a small contribution.  If they are efficient states like 

Singapore they do make a good contribution, but it is small.  The Europeans - together with a 

few countries like Australia and Canada and some of the bigger emerging developing 

countries like Brazil, India and Pakistan – are really the people who decide whether the UN 

succeeds or fails because they can provide both the will and the resources.  It is very 

important that the EU plays its role. 

Q23  Baroness Northover: I would like to ask about a specific problem and that is the 

reunification of Cyprus.  I was very interested in your view that you expressed at the 

beginning that you felt that the UN and the EU worked extremely closely together on this and 

that is obviously very encouraging.  However, it has been said that Cyprus should not have 

been brought into the EU until this was resolved because by doing so there was leverage that 

could operate.  Given that the southern portion of Cyprus has been brought in, given the 

rejection of the Annan Plan, I wondered what else can be done by the UN and the EU to take 

this forward.  In particular, is greater diplomatic recognition of the Turkish Republic of 

Northern Cyprus now a wise or realistic possibility? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  The result of the referendums in Cyprus ten days ago were sad or 

rather the result in the south was sad; the result in the north was enormously encouraging 

because it represented a fundamental shift of policy in a direction which we had all been 

trying to advocate for so long and which has now happened.  It is sad because the outcome is 

a miserable outcome.  It will be of benefit to nobody, least of all to the Greek Cypriots.  I am 

afraid to say that I think the behaviour of the president of Cyprus, President Papadopoulos, 
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was quite deplorable. If you saw the long television interview that he gave when he 

announced that he was going to campaign for a “No”, his criticism of the UN proposals was 

not at all related to the changes that the Secretary-General had made to his last plan, the ones 

that are called Annan Five.  It was a root and branch attack on the whole UN approach which 

has been the approach of the UN since the 1970’s, ie any suggestion that President 

Papadopoulos was negotiating in good faith in the final stages is completely incredible in the 

light of the criticisms that he advanced.  It is a bad outcome, that is clear.  What should be 

done?  I think so far as the Greek Cypriots are concerned they have taken certain decisions by 

voting against the Annan Plan which it is entirely proper for them to take; that is what the 

Plan provided for, there would be a referendum.  By 75 per cent, they rejected it.  However, 

they also have to live with the consequences of that.  The consequences of that are that they 

have defied the European Union, they have defied the Secretary-General of the United 

Nations, they have defied the Security Council and I think now they will have to reflect on 

how they are going to achieve the objectives they wish to achieve without the help of any of 

those organisations.  I think the sooner it is made clear to them that they are on their own, that 

nobody has any responsibility towards the solution of this problem in the terms they see it 

except themselves, I think they will perhaps understand that they have not made a very wise 

choice.  They think they can have both, that they can reject it and then continue to have the 

support of the international community for a settlement on their terms.  I think that will not 

happen and should not happen.  Just as when Mr Denktash - the other great rejectionist, the 

second part of the unholy alliance of rejectionists, Denktash and Papadopoulos – was treated 

after March of last year and the Secretary-General simply said, “I wash my hands of this until 

there is a change in policy” (that was extremely effective and it brought about a change in 

policy) I think the Greek Cypriots will have to learn that the international community is not 

prepared to return to this matter until they have changed their policy.  I can think of no better 
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prescription than that.  How long it will take to work, I do not know, but I certainly think that 

if we all run around saying “What do you need in order to get you to agree to these?” we will 

be in a morass frankly and it is quite improper because the Turkish Cypriots and the Turks 

have agreed a plan that was put to them by the UN Secretary-General and have endorsed it in 

a popular referendum.  Should we be moving towards recognition?  I do not think that helps at 

all; I am afraid I think that really compounds the problems then and gets you further into a 

situation out of which you will never easily emerge.  I think there are many things that can be 

done, some of which are already being done to ensure that the Turkish Cypriots are treated in 

a quite different way from the way they were treated when they were rejecting all the 

approaches of the international community.  I think that they should be given a lot of aid 

which the European Union has already begun to do in its decision to give €260 million to help 

them narrow the gap between their economy and that in the south.  I think they should be 

enabled to trade again with the European Union which is their natural market and that, I 

believe, was agreed in Brussels to some extent when provisions were introduced for trade 

across the green line, ie into the European Union.  I hope that becomes a reality.  I think that 

there should be major efforts made to increase private investment and so on into the north.  

The Turkish Cypriots should, I would hope, be encouraged to do all the homework they have 

not done hitherto on matching their legislation to that of the European Union, ie behaving as 

if it is automatic and certain that one day they will join the European Union, as I believe they 

will.  I think that an approach like that would be better than an approach that went down the 

recognition line which will, I am afraid, play into the hands of Denktash who has always said 

that that is the solution to all his problems and although I think his policies have now been 

decisively rejected by the Turkish Cypriot electorate and by the government of Turkey, I do 

not think it would be wise to go back.  It would be inconsistent with Security Council 

resolutions that go back as far as 1963 practically.  I do not actually think that would be the 
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direction in which we should go.  In theory you can argue that the Cyprus problem would 

have been more easily settled if the European Union had made it an absolute condition of 

membership that it should be settled in advance, but that approach was precluded by the 

Greek Government at the time that the matter arose first in the early 1990’s when Cyprus 

made its application.  The Greek Government made it clear that if that was made an absolute 

condition they would veto the applications of all the other central and eastern Europeans.  I 

happen to believe – whether I believe it or not is irrelevant – and the British Government and 

other governments in Europe believed that that was too high a price to pay to solve the 

Cyprus problem.  You might have solved the Cyprus problem that way but you would have 

created a massive problem because of Europe’s failure to provide the right response to the 

central and eastern Europeans emerging from communist tutelage into freedom and so on.  

The greater good, I am afraid, required us to go down a road which was sub-optimal in terms 

of handling the Cyprus problem.  Did that mean that the Cyprus problem then became 

insoluble?  No, I do not accept that analysis.  I know it was a Turkish analysis for a long time 

that we had blown it by telling the Greek Cypriots that they could come in and they would 

therefore have no incentive to reach agreement.  I believe, in fact, that there was a very strong 

incentive all the way through the long period of negotiations for the Greek Cypriots to appear 

compliant with the efforts of the international community and they did so.  President Clerides 

– when he was president – was quite clearly on a path to accepting that it was necessary to 

respond positively to proposals by the UN Secretary-General.  He actually said at 

Copenhagen and in the weeks afterwards that if the other side accept them he would accept 

them.  The mistake – which was a tactical error, I believe, of a serious kind – was on the 

Turkish and Turkish Cypriot side who wasted the whole of that long period when the Greek 

Cypriots could have been forced to face up to the inconsistency in their approach.  They 

wasted it; Denktash wasted a whole year in 2000 and 2001 by walking out of the talks when 
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they were just moving towards some progress.  When we finally got going at the end of 2002 

there was again foot-dragging and rejection and so on.  Each of the various moments at which 

the EU and the UN side could have been balanced against each other were squandered.  

Finally, the Turkish change in policy which was enormously welcome and required a great 

deal of courage both from the prime minister of the Turkish Cypriots (Mehmet Ali Talat) and 

from Mr Erdogan (the Prime Minister of Turkey) came too late; it came at a moment when 

there was no leverage left.  That was not the fault of the European Union in my view and it 

could have been done if the leverage had been used when it was available.  I am sorry to give 

such a complicated answer, but I do think that was probably it and I would not, myself, have 

supported – and my instructions were very clear on this matter – an approach which said that 

Cyprus cannot join until it is reunited, even if this involves a Greek veto on the central and 

eastern Europeans. 

Q24  Chairman: What can the EU do now?  Cyprus is now a member.  I am not disagreeing 

with what you have just said, but what leverage do we now have against what is, in fact, a 

member state? 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  I do not think we have any direct, immediate, short-term leverage 

other than what I have already spoken about and which seems to be working, that is to say the 

earmarking of very substantial sums of money.  We are talking about spending €260 million 

in a population of 180,000 people.  That is quite a lot and should do quite a lot to move the 

north Cypriot economy away from the really very poor state it has been in with heavy 

dependence on state spending to a more free market approach.  Also, most important of all, 

enabling them to export the few things they do export competitively, like citrus fruit, potatoes 

and textiles.  It is all very small but it makes a lot of difference to them.  Beyond that, as I said 

in my answer to Baroness Northover, I think we will have to be very clear that having been 

defied by President Papadopoulos - and having been defied in circumstances where he cast 
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doubt on the good faith in which he was negotiating, he defied the European Union and he 

defied the United Nations - he is going to have to find a way out of that himself.  We are not 

available to try to pull the Turks further across the spectrum to him in circumstances where 

what was put on the table – and agreed by him that it should be put on the table – the UN’s 

final word is, in my view as a former special representative, an equitable, reasonable and fair 

settlement.  I think that if the Greek Cypriots come to understand that they are not getting any 

support in their campaign to enlist the European Union (and I do not think the European 

Union has any duty towards them in this matter after the way that they have behaved) then I 

think they will understand that what they have ended up with is no territorial adjustment, no 

Greek Cypriots going back to the north, nothing. 

Q25  Chairman: Lord Hannay, may I thank you very much indeed for giving so much of 

your time.  I am sure I speak for all the members, we have been extremely fortunate and, if I 

may say so, fascinated for an hour and a quarter by your replies to all our questions.  We are 

extremely fortunate that not only a member of the Panel was able to come and give evidence, 

but we are very fortunate that a member of our House was able to come and give evidence.  

Thank you very much indeed. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Thank you and good luck with your report which I shall read 

with great interest. 


