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TUESDAY 6 JULY 2004 

________________ 

Present 

Bowness, L (Chairman) 
Lea of Crondall, L 
Maclennan of Rogart, L 
________________ 

Witness: Mr Javier Solana, Secretary-General of the Council of the EU, High Representative 

for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, examined. 

Q47  Chairman:  We are currently carrying out a number of different inquiries, European 

Union in the United Nations, the European Defence Agency, the European African Union and 

also are about to embark on an inquiry into the EU policies against the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction.  Can I just say that we are very, very grateful that you have 

been able to see us this afternoon.  Clearly, all those inquiries have a direct impact on your 

personal responsibilities and we are most grateful that you have agreed to give evidence. 

Mr Solana:  I hope that my English will be understood. 

Q48  Chairman:  I think it will be understood very well indeed and that we shall get on much 

quicker than if we tried to do it in Spanish, Mr Solana!  I think that our Clerk has already let 

you have the questions and perhaps because your time is limited --- 

Mr Solana:  Please do not be controlled by the time. 

Q49  Chairman:  That is very kind, thank you.  Can I perhaps ask you what you would like 

to tell us in response to the inquiries we have already raised about the United Nations, the 

Defence Agency, the African Union and the weapons of mass destruction and I put it that way 

rather than posing individual questions in the interests of time although what you have just 

said about time is much appreciated. 
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Mr Solana:  Thank you very much for your interest in my response to those fundamental 

questions.  As you know, I was at the heart of the European Security strategy that was 

finished not long ago.  I will respond one by one because some of them are interrelated, in 

particular the first one which covers several.  The relationship between the European Union 

and the UN has always been good.  Of the countries that are members of the European Union, 

two are permanent members of the Security Council and another two are non-permanent 

members and therefore we have a very profound relationship with the United Nations now.  I 

will concentrate on what is new and what can be brought to an even more positive and 

profound relationship.  I think what is new is that, at the moment, the European Union has 

taken the decision to become more engaged and more involved in crisis management not only 

from a civil point of view with all the elements of the civil crisis management but even with a 

military point of view.  That has created of course an interest in the United Nations that goes 

beyond the interest it had before, but we were already a group of countries that were giving 

aid whenever conflicts appeared.  We have a very good relationship with the DPKO1 and with 

the Secretary General personally.  I talk to him regularly and he has shared with us a good 

number of thoughts that he has in particular in the field of crisis management.  As you know, 

an example of the cooperation we have had – and I think the examples are the best 

explanation of what our relationship is – is that we are now assuming responsibility, taking 

over from the United Nations, for Bosnia and the police trainers are there on behalf of the 

United Nations in a United Nation led operation and we have already had that responsibility 

for a year.  In Bosnia, we are going to take at the end of December the military responsibility 

from NATO but in an operation which is United Nations led.  I can tell you that the level of 

trust and the level of relationship is such that, when we had a problem in Ituri in Africa, the 

Secretary General called me one night and said, “What can you do?  There are problems here 

                                                 
1 Department of Peace Keeping Operations of the UN. 
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that may develop into a catastrophe” and we did it and we did it in a constructive manner 

rapidly and well.  The same can be said about the cooperation we are having now in the 

Congo.  We are exploring the country with them as far as the Congo is controlled, the DRC, 

and, if the stability of the Kabila reform process fails, it will be a catastrophe.  We have tried 

to do our utmost on the border between the DRC in Rwanda, trying to talk to both parties and 

trying to talk and help the parties to meet.  They met finally, Kabila under the office of the 

UN but with a lot of help from us.  On Sunday, we are going to have here in Brussels the 

Ministers from the DRC, from Rwanda, from Burundi also in relationship with the DPKO and 

with the Secretary General.  For the Secretary General to have a group of countries like the 

European Union which have the capabilities and the political will to act is quite positive news 

for them.  As you know, the difficulty of the operations that are running in the United Nations 

at times is (a) that they are not rapidly deployed and (b) that the countries that participate do 

not have the capabilities to do the job, at the beginning at least, in a positive manner.  We 

have capabilities now due to the Member States because we have offered, thanks to the 

generosity of the different Member States, the possibility of helping the United Nations in the 

number of problems that unfortunately they still have.  As you know, in the scheme that we 

have now, we are trying to work on what we call the battle groups which will be small units 

of 1,500 people who are rapidly deployable for stopping the beginning of a crisis or opening 

the possibility for others to come afterwards under the umbrella of the United Nations or the 

European Union when we think there is need to do it.  I would like to say that the relationship 

with the United Nations is very, very close now; they are very, very happy to have found a 

group of countries that have the capability, the political sense and are engaged with the United 

States profoundly enough so that the relationship is practically on a daily call or almost a 

daily call to see how things are going and the different theatres of crisis management, which 

is not necessarily only military but politically and also, on the police, post-conflict help, the 
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judiciary etc.  All these things we must have.  We have constructed the civilian and military 

capabilities for crisis management with the idea of being rapidly deployed and in use.  I think 

that, on crisis management, the lesson that we have learned is that you can waste efforts and 

money if you do not act in time.  In life, a catastrophe, if you are able to act rapidly and to 

deploy rapidly, you can prevent and you can avoid catastrophes that we have seen very often.  

If you were to ask me where we have the possibility geographically of cooperation, no doubt 

all countries are in place where we have responsibilities and the interlink between the 

European Union and the UN is total.  We have in Bosnia the representative you know very 

well, a citizen from your country, Paddy Ashdown or Lord Ashdown, who at the same time 

represents us, the EU, and represents the UN Secretary General, so he is “double hatted”.  So, 

you see the level of intermingling that we have between the European Union and the UN in 

this theatre of the Balkans as a whole: Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia, etc.  We would like also 

to help in the Mediterranean region and, as you know, we have been doing quite a bit in 

Africa.  I have come from a meeting about Darfur.  As you know, we have now, with the 

United Nations, the vice-presidency of the ceasefire meeting in Darfur, and we have deployed 

more economic aid together with some 12 Member States.  We have deployed six observers 

there now and all that is being done, I would like to underline, as rapidly as possible, and 

insist that rapidity of the deployment and rapidity of facing the problems should be one of the 

objectives.  If you wait and do the things in three months after the catastrophe has taken place, 

it is a dramatic situation, you do not save lives and you spend more money than is necessary 

and you have a problem in a very short period of time.  Going back to the first question, our 

relationship with the United Nations is growing and in particular in the new chapter which is 

crisis management, but there has always been a good relationship between the European 

Union and the United Nations. 
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Q50  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  The basic document which I suppose is our point of 

departure is your strategy document, A Secure Europe and Better World, the text of which 

sets out objectives which I think all of us would sign up to and there would be no point in 

quibbling about terminology, but the big question that it raises in my mind is resources, 

priorities and structures to deliver all these many goals.  When we talked in an earlier inquiry 

with your colleague Mr Cooper, he told us how exiguous the resources were of your own 

office and how you had to shop around almost with a begging bowl to have enough to send 

anybody anywhere.  We are conscious of the very grand rhetoric but how is it to be backed 

up?  Can you say something about the translation of the rhetoric into solid prioritisation by the 

Member Governments to enable you to do some of the many things you are seeking to do? 

Mr Solana:  As you know, I am a professor of physics and have nothing to do with rhetoric!  

Whatever is said here is reality!  I have never used any word to describe how good we are or-- 

Q51  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  It is not your rhetoric but the governments’ rhetoric. 

Mr Solana:  I do not want to be misrepresented.  I know when you say you want to solve the 

cosmological problem, it is the best excuse because you do not want to solve anything.  I go 

step by step solving part and part.  Every problem can be subdivided into elements and trying 

to solve the elements is the best approach to solve the problem and that has always been my 

approach and will continue to be my approach.  We are not in misery, we have not reached 

that stage from the point of view of resources, but we depend on the resources of the Member 

States.  We are not an institution that has come from Heaven, we come from the Member 

States and whatever the Member States want to give us we can use.  Remember that all these 

parcels of crisis management started in the year 2001, so about three years ago.  By that time, 

the budgets of the European Union were already finished; they are a five-year budget.  We are 

going to have now the budget and we will see how the lines of distribution of the budget is 

controlled.  What we will have to do fundamentally from the European Union will not be 
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extremely expensive for what we do through the institution of the European Union.  We will 

not retain soldiers, but there are many things that the Member States have to do: they have to 

sacrifice with the generosity of the Member States of the taxpayers of the different countries.  

What we want to do is to get added value to that and to pull it together with x number of 

countries and, if you are intelligent, you can do it better and you can do it cheaper and you 

can do it faster but, at the end of the day, it is something that does not appear in this building 

and you might have to create very much in your own country because, in some of the issues I 

have mentioned before, the role of your country has been fundamental.  In Bosnia, we are 

going to take over the responsibility: the chain of command is going to be from your country 

and Lord Ashdown has been charged with putting the country right and we are very grateful 

to your country for the commitment you have given to all these aspects.  Again, our 

relationship, going back to the first question, is very good.  We provide if I may say, oxygen 

for the United Nations and this is how the Secretary General sees it.  At least for the initial 

part of the crisis management operation, for him to find the forces which are prepared and 

ready etc is not an easy task.  It is the responsibility of the United Nations to do that and we 

know how much they have to suffer.  In the end, they may find somebody needed or 

somebody in power who is not what you need in some of the operations because they are not 

up to the job and we blame the United Nations but it is the only thing they used to have.  

Now, thanks to the generosity of the European Union, we have more possibilities of 

mobilising other countries, Canada and other countries, which come much more comfortably 

with the European Union. 

Q52  Lord Lea of Crondall:  We have been at a preliminary stage looking at the document 

to which the Chairman and Lord MacLennan referred.  I was particularly impressed by the 

analysis of failed states or failing states’ relationship between security policy and 

development policy.  We have just produced a report which was pretty positive about the role 
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of EU aid.  The report was called EU Aid in Transition and it described the preconditions for 

development which your document sets out very, very clearly: governance and corruption 

questions and so on.  However, some people – and we would be very interested in your 

comments – are making the critique that security is now taking over from development as if 

poverty reduction strategies are now being, as it were, put in second place relative to security 

whereas your analysis, I assume, is that the security situation in the failing states analysis is an 

absolute precondition for Africa, for example, having only one per cent of the world’s capital 

flows, private FDI with 10 per cent of the world’s population.  Have I understood how you 

made these connections in your paper because they do then lead on to a further answer to the 

previous question which is that the EU of course cannot write off world debt and so on, but I 

would be very interested to see whether you think I have the correct assumption about what 

you are trying to say? 

Mr Solana:  I think you have put your finger not on a new problem because the problem has 

been there for a long time but a new approach to this problem.  It is true that the identifying of 

a failed state is not merely a triviality because we have had that for a longer period of time.  I 

do not think we have to postpone the development aid as you call it or to diminish it – that 

would be, to my mind, a mistake – but it is true that sometimes the usefulness of that 

humanitarian aid is diminishing because the security situation does not allow that to be 

distributed and used in an intelligent manner.  Therefore, I think this equilibrium between 

conditions on the ground, security then the development, is fundamental.  This is a moment of 

profound crisis and, to get out of the crisis, the security element is cheaper, is not as dramatic 

as we have seen now for instance in Bosnia and the reconstruction of the country and society 

building becomes much more important.  This is the aim; the aim is a society building in the 

reconstruction of those countries.  However, in order to do the reconstruction of those 

countries, you have to guarantee the security success and sometimes it is better to have an 
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operation rapid to clear etc and the guarantees that the elements of security will be with us for 

a longer period of time and then you have the possibility of every penny being put there and 

going to where it should go to make the life of the people better.  We have several examples 

of how by not creating the conditions of security lots of money has not arrived to where it 

should arrive and has not been used in the best manner.  It does not mean that you have to 

bring to zero the economic help but it is a question of phases.  When do you deploy all the 

economic aid for reconstruction?  It has to be when the conditions are objectively cleared to 

use the reconstruction money properly.  We do not want to put money into reconstruction 

which is going to be destroyed the following day.  That has happened.  So, it is better to make 

the effort to guarantee that there is stabilisation not 100 per cent but enough so that the 

investment you make is enough in reconstruction, building, etc. 

Q53  Lord Lea of Crondall:  Could I ask one supplementary which concerns the Continent 

of Africa and My Lord Chairman has mentioned Africa as one of the four areas.   We are very 

interested in the aspirations of the African Union to develop its own competencies.  Would it 

be that, in the dialogue, on which we are writing a short report, between the European Union 

and the Africa Union, your strategy is to try and put some weight on the developing 

competence of the African European, so that questions of governance, questions of 

corruption, questions which are preconditions to development aid and ensuring that you get 

out of the cycle of violence and corruption in many countries is seen as more acceptable if it 

is owned by the African Union and it is not neo-colonialism or imperialism which may be true 

of Britain or France or an ex-colonial power trying to say these things as if we were, as it 

were, doing the country strategy paper like the European Union would be doing in 

Macedonia, that we cannot do them direct for countries in Africa but you might put more 

weight – do you think too much weight or enough weight? – on the developing competencies 

of the African Union? 
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Mr Solana:  The African Union, as you know, is a rather young institution but it has been 

formed with much more clout, if I may say, than the previous organisation with a different 

name.  I have met with President Mbeki who has been at the heart of the creation many, many 

times.  I think that the decision we have taken to help them with some of the economic help to 

be used on the peacekeeping operation, led by them with help from us on training or whatever 

is necessary but not the main engagement or the main involvement, I think has three very 

important consequences.  One is that sometimes it is impossible for us to do it and they have 

the human factor that they do not have money there.  Secondly, we can help them also to 

train, so they can have not only the human factor but also the fact to train that is helpful.  

Thirdly, there is no doubt that they know how to handle their own problems better than those 

coming from outside.  So, I see benefits on taking that direction.  This is what they want.  

They want to assume their own responsibilities, they need a bit of help and I think that we 

should give them this help because otherwise we have to assume that responsibility at a more 

expensive level and, politically in a less attractive atmosphere.  I will give you the example of 

Sudan now and the leadership.  The African Union is taking the leadership there under a 

political process and we are helping them very much.  We have a common approach and we 

are part of the ceasefire committee together with them.    For the moment, no forces have been 

deployed but, in other places, there will be an eventual need for the Sudan to deploy forces or 

not and we would like to see the African Union leading – there is no doubt about that – as the 

action is taking place now in parts of the Congo.  MONUC is basically African Union 

involved.  I think this is I cannot say a brilliant idea but an almost brilliant idea in that, once 

you find a partner in Africa that is willing to take over the responsibility, to help them and to 

make part of our help to those countries and also to prepare the elements and to solve the 

crisis that unfortunately they have to face every day.  I think it is a good approach.  They are 

pleased with it.  For us, it is a relief from some of the responsibilities.  They still have to 
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continue engaging in some observations but, step by step, they will take on their own 

responsibilities and I think that is a better way of handling the future than for assuming for 

longer periods of time the responsibilities themselves. 

Q54  Chairman:  That really leads us to one question we asked you about the peace facility 

for Africa. 

Mr Solana:  I think I precipitated and have answered that question.  I like this idea that we 

probably have to tune in and see how best to implement it.  We have to polish and we have to 

see how to go forward.  The last meeting that I had with the African Union was about a 

month-and-a-half ago, something like that, and they were very pleased with the idea.  We 

have only a small difference which is still not completely solved, which is the regional 

organisations in Africa.  The African Union has a vocation of being the representative of 

Africa, which is quite an ambitious idea, and not let the regional organisations in Africa 

receive the money directly from us.  They would like the African Union to receive the help 

and then they will be the distributors.  So, they really want to be the representation of Africa.  

We have a slight problem there in that we still have the impression that some of the regional 

organisations in Africa, even for peacekeeping, may still be of use without having to go 

through the whole mechanism of the African Union. 

Q55  Chairman:  Mr Solana, before we leave the UN and go on to the European Defence 

Agency, I think I ought to ask you, because not all the Committee are here as you can see, an 

item of some controversy in the United Kingdom is what the role of the Foreign Minister 

would be vis-à-vis if the Treaty goes through and that comes to pass. 

Mr Solana:  I hope it will. 
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Q56  Chairman:  Indeed and personally so do I, but I make no commitment for anybody else 

or any parties in making that remark.  How different do you see the role the Foreign Minister 

would be from the role which you currently play in the UN and in Security Council? 

Mr Solana:  From the Security Council point of view there would be no change whatsoever.  

There are two things which are absolutely fundamental to remember.  We have to explain to 

our fellow citizens at this point in time that the European Union does not have a single foreign 

policy.  It has a common foreign policy, which is different.  So, we first have to get the 

Member States to accept that this is a policy that we want to do together.  Once we decide 

that, of course we have to make an effort to do that.  The Member States have their own 

foreign policy and the United Nations are a representative of the Member States of the 

European Union.  Having said that, I would like to say humbly that I think I have contributed 

to a better understanding of some aspects of the European Union by talking and by giving a 

demonstration on the Security Council of topics in which we are very much engaged.  For 

instance, to explain what we are doing in the Balkans, which I think is worth mentioning. We 

did a session about Africa; we had an involvement that spoke of everything we have done.  

This is absolutely compatible and secondary to the important things the Member States do in 

an organisation that is by definition inter-governmental.  The United Nations is the most inter-

governmental of all organisations.  So, I do not see any change on that aspect. 

Q57  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  Some contributions to the Convention which drafted the 

Constitution which I heard expressed the hope that Europe would be able to speak with a 

single voice.  To some extent, they personalised that into the double-hatted role of the future 

Foreign Secretary. Behind my earlier question about resources was the hope that new 

arrangements might make it more possible for the Union not only to explain the difficulties 

about the areas in which it had directly intervened such as the Balkans but that, where it had a 

common view, that view might be expressed in common.  Do you think the resources are such 
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that that would not be …?  I am not saying that the Foreign Minister should always be the 

spokesman but it seems to me that the habit of coordinating and expressing shared views is 

valuable. 

Mr Solana:  Let me say what I have said already and which I am not going to repeat the 

whole philosophy of what we are trying to do but of course the more we can coordinate and 

the more we have common policy the better, it will be more efficient etc, etc and there is no 

doubt that it will be cheaper.  As far as the budget is concerned, you know that the line that is 

the common foreign policy is in the budget which is a line which is very minimal, it used to 

be very minimal, because we did not have responsibilities practically but were right in 

conclusions expressing what we thought about the different situations that would work.  Now 

we want to go a step forward and not only express our sentiments about how much people 

suffer but try to avoid their suffering and that requires engagement and therefore I hope that 

that line which is in the budget will be increased.  Let us not forget that the level of increase 

will not be an increase that will take the cost of mobilising soldiers, for instance.  That is 

something that belongs to the nation, here in NATO and everywhere in all the institutions.  So 

it would be for instance for the command communications or some of the shortcomings that 

still we have civilian or military or peacekeeping operations.  Let us not get out of our mind 

that basically the bulk of the controls would be national.  We would have the added value of 

the things that you put in common but the basic elements will be national.  For instance, the 

soldiers that we put in Bosnia, I do not see in the foreseeable future changing that.  In any 

case, what I would like to see, which I hope you share, is that we will be able to do more, 

naturally the world needs more, and we Europeans have the responsibility to do and, 

secondly, we can do it faster.  I am very obsessed with the rhythm in which deployments out 

there can arrive because I have seen this experience.  I was Secretary General of NATO  when 

we deployed in late 1995/early 1996 the first troops to Bosnia and I had to take a decision 
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collectively – it was not mine, I had to share, it was the culmination of that decision – when to 

begin to deploy.  If we had waited to have all the elements until the last letter of the document 

for the first time that NATO was going on to do a peacekeeping operation resolved and 

understood, it probably would be still without finish or without a start.  We had to say, “Let’s 

go, let’s do it, we will be able to do it, we have the spirit” and, if we had not gone then, by the 

time we arrived, the catastrophe that we claimed we wanted to stop would have been more 

difficult to stop or would have been unnecessary to stop because they had killed each other 

and the reconstruction would have been more difficult, etc, etc.  So, to be right in time is very 

difficult but to be as close as possible right in time for any elements of the crisis management, 

be it money, be it diplomacy, be it civilian aspects or be it military aspects, in my mind is 

fundamental and really it makes all the difference. 

Q58  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  Crisis management is one thing that you have taken a lot 

of very powerful initiatives in, but the security requires continuance of effort in areas like 

weapons of mass destruction, the quartets operation --- 

Mr Solana:  We have not started speaking about that! 

Q59  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  But the UN is not dealing with --- 

Mr Solana:  Sure but we have started talking about this. 

Q60  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  I just wanted to be quite clear that you were not viewing 

these crises matters as the only matters --- 

Mr Solana:  No, not the only thing about the United Nations of course --- 

Q61  Chairman:  Perhaps we should move on, Mr Solana, to the --- 

Mr Solana:  The weapons of mass destruction. 
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Q62  Chairman:  … European Defence Agency and what benefits you see that is going to 

bring and what its role is going to be given that it will not replace any existing institutions and 

we can go on to weapons of mass destruction at the same time. 

Mr Solana:  I think that the Agency goes with the same rationale as I have been saying all 

along from the very beginning.  The Agency will allow us to coordinate better the four 

elements, which will be capabilities.  We have had in the last three years mechanisms as to 

how to fill the capabilities that we do not have, the armed forces in different countries that we 

do not have and to do that in a manner through these mechanisms of the Agency which will 

allow us to do it not only bottom up but also top down with the responsibility of engagement 

of the Minister of Defence and the Ministries of Defence which I think is very important to 

really not to stop analysing what is needed but to fill what is needed, the gaps which are there.  

That is the first thing I would like to say.  To coordinate what we might call all the 

procurement in general terms and there is no doubt that a lot can be done if there is a 

coordination of countries in the European Union.  Thirdly, I think a level of coordination on 

security development is also possible which will be very important to make things more 

efficient and cheaper.  I have read the speeches of many of the members of your Government 

and important leaders of your country comparing how we spend with the United States and 

the outcome we obtain.  Of course, if you do it as a single country, you can save a lot.  We are 

not going to do it singly because we are not a single country – we are not and we will not be – 

but the more we can coordinate the better and this is a step in the right direction.  Let me say 

that I have discussed this very much with your Government and with the French Government.  

This is an initiative that was born in your country and we appreciate and I appreciate very 

much because I think it is a brilliant idea that will give good results.  The person who has 

done all the work, the primary work, on the established regime, which has just finished, is 

someone from your own country and I am very, very pleased at how things have been done on 
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that.  So, it is trying to add value to the word that we can put with a capital letter, 

“Coordination”. 

Q63  Lord Lea of Crondall:  A number of people in the British debate about Europe are 

worried about Europe taking on too much.  Some people say that we have to be careful that 

Europe does not fail to recognise the importance of the primary role of NATO but it comes 

into the more general question of why Europe specifically needs a policy vis-à-vis weapons of 

mass destruction, for example.  I would be very, very interested as to how you would set out 

the current state of play in answer to those people who say that we are on an agenda which is 

if not undermining NATO nevertheless could all be done much more effectively if we kept 

the real primacy of NATO.  Is it that we are not seeing the main primacy of NATO or is it that 

there is some new factor which means that the architecture that we have had for the last 

50 years is different? 

Mr Solana:  You touched on NATO and the weapons of mass destruction and I will touch on 

both.  I think I have a certain authority to talk about NATO and the European Union because I 

have been Secretary of NATO at a very complicated moment.  I would not be here if it were 

to undermine NATO.  I do not see any reason why NATO should be undermined.  On the 

contrary, I think that cooperation between the European Union and NATO is fundamental.  

The arrangement that the European Union has with NATO is very important.  Remember that 

we are in crisis management and NATO is not in crisis management but is fundamental in 

collective defence.  We have an arrangement whereby NATO, for operations which are of a 

certain dimension, NATO will be, the lead organisation.  Of the countries of the European 

Union, the majority now are NATO members, with the exception of only four EU members.  

The second level of operation is where NATO as a whole does not want to get engaged in - 

either because of the dimension of the operation, or because of the place.  In Africa, for 

example, where NATO is not interested in going, we have the possibility through the Berlin 
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plus arrangements to have a European Union led operation with NATO assets.  Then the third 

case, we have an operation in which, again, NATO as a whole does not want to be involved 

and where recourse to NATO assets is not needed because of the lower part of the spectrum 

which we will do alone.  The relationship is so profound that we have all these schemes of 

cooperation.  Duplication by NATO is part of the vocabulary I would not use.  On the 

question of weapons of mass destruction, I think it is very important what the European Union 

has done in the last period of time.  It was important that a particular number of Member 

States had control.  Yours is one, but you can imagine the majority of the Member States were 

not involved and they did not conceive of weapons of mass destruction as a fundamental risk.  

Today, the fight against weapons of mass destruction is a collective effort also of the 

European Union on top of what you do.  The European Union has a plan, in cooperation with 

the United States, with like-minded countries to do it, to work with that.  So, it is at the top of 

the agenda of the European Union collectively, something that a couple of years ago you 

would never find but now you find it and that document is one example.  I think that is a very, 

very important asset to the European Union with 25 Members, they have begun to analyse and 

to challenge the world with a wider angle than they used to have.  Some years ago, you had 

that control and other countries … Today, it is not only there but we have plans to concentrate 

our efforts, through the PSI2 etc.  With the United States we have a very good cooperation and 

we had a meeting two Saturdays ago.  We were absolutely on the same wavelength and you 

could say we were all flattering each other.  It was very difficult to find a difference of 

opinion on the need to fight against the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  That is 

international terrorism and that involves a big problem of a strategic nature and we have a 

common position. 

Q64  Chairman:  Do you think North Korea and Iran are outside the ambit of the EU? 

                                                 
2 Proliferation Security Initiative.  
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Mr Solana:  I think that North Korea …  I have come from Jakarta; I was there with Colin 

Powell, the Chinese and with the Koreans, North and South, and the Japanese and we have 

been talking.  For instance, what is our role in the North Korean six party talks?  It is not to 

destroy.  We would be stupid if we say that we want to be the seventh.  It has been difficult 

enough to get six that it would be stupid to be the seventh.  It is much better if we say that we 

support the six and we have said publicly and I said it yesterday and the day before yesterday 

publicly to South Korea, Japan, China and Russia.  We applaud the success of this but we do 

not want to be part of the problem only part of the solution.  Some Member States say, “Why 

are you not at the same table?” but it is because we do not need to be. We are well represented 

at the table and it was difficult enough, as I said – and I know very well how difficult it was – 

to go from two to six that it would be stupid to be seven.  We have to solve problems, not 

complicate problems, and to help.  Iran is a much more difficult topic but we are determined 

to prevent Iran from being a nuclear-armed state.  As you know, three Member States have 

worked on that.  Those Member States have the support of the rest.  They have my support; I 

have been with them in Iran on several occasions.  We have the reports that come from the 

IAEA in Vienna.  We have very good relationships with them, not only with Mr El Baradei 

but with other countries on the board of governors of the Agency and we are putting all the 

pressure that we can in order to prevent that they use what they do have as far as a process of 

enrichment and not to use it for military processes.  They are trying to do it in an intelligent 

manner.  We do not want to put Iran – and I am sure that the Americans now agree with us – 

in a position of abandoning the NPT.  We know the consequence of that in Korea.  So, we are 

trying to do things in a manner by preventing them going further and at the same time trying 

to see how we can maintain with them the scheme of the rules of the game because that 

allows us to continue having discussions. 
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Q65  Lord Lea of Crondall:  Can I just develop the question about weapons of mass 

destruction as to how it relates to more traditional conventional defence and security policy 

because, right across the Middle East – and you could say the same about India and Pakistan – 

there needs to be obviously a security envelope which would replace weapons of mass 

destruction as the security envelope.  So, if you are in Syria, you say, “Well, Israel has 

weapons of mass destruction.”  Does this not, in a sense, perhaps link up with your 

neighbourhood policy?  What is the thinking about the way in which security can be 

developed and what is the role of the EU in security being developed because this is pretty 

much in your document agreed in December when we have no real security envelope to 

replace the supposition that I need weapons of mass destruction to defend myself? 

Mr Solana:  This is a very important question but is difficult to answer because it is not 

enough to say words on this issue.  I am coming from the only security organisation that 

exists in Asia which is the Asian Regional Forum.  It was born as a very loose type of security 

organisation, nothing to do with NATO of course.  It still is kilometres away from where 

NATO is, but there is no doubt that it is beginning to adapt itself more towards security 

organisation.  For instance, India and Pakistan for the first time were there – they attended for 

the first time; it was the first year they were present; they were invited and they are members 

of that organisation now.  You have all the North Korean elements.  I would like to help them.  

Let us talk about Asia; it is a problematic place with a lot of nuclear potential there.  To try to 

organise a system of security inside Korea, in the region of India, Pakistan etc and the Middle 

East, you will organise mechanisms of security institutions and organisations etc, that they 

begin to contract among themselves and then one day, when time passes and you look at the 

global picture, you have enough security.  We started like that of course.  NATO was a much 

more important guarantee on our continent compared to that existing in a place like China and 

Taiwan, North and South Korea which is much more difficult or India and Pakistan.  It is 
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more important to have them there because they are countries which are not potentially 

likeminded and, if they come to a conflict, it might be a catastrophic thing.  You talked about 

the Middle East.  This is a very serious problem.  The de-nuclearisation of the Middle East is 

going to be a very complicated thing.  For the first time in these days, Mr Baradei has been in 

Israel and has spent the last three or four days there.  We are beginning to see how the 

potential engagement of an agency could be there.  Nothing very dramatic has come out of 

this trip but we have to be hopeful that we may in the future have enough security written-in 

that it will not be necessary to have, as you have said, the deterrence of that.  To have China 

and India now in the same organisation sitting one by the other and talking is not bad news in 

any case, but still we have a lot of thinking to do because Kashmir is there and still the 

Government is trying to talk about Kashmir, but at they are talking and they are discussing 

and they are accepting to participate in a multilateral forum to talk about the nuclear issue 

and, for India, it was impossible to be accepted before. 

Q66  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  In speaking about weapons of mass destruction in the 

strategy document, you identified as the most frightening scenario that in which terrorist 

groups acquired weapons --- 

Mr Solana:  I am not the only one; everyone considers that at the moment. 

Q67  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  What I wanted to know is, what is the institutional 

response to that identification by the European Union?  Is this an area on which work is being 

done by the Union as opposed to individual countries? 

Mr Solana:  The Union is beginning now – the ESS is a year old – and, as I said, I have a 

relationship with the Member States which are members of the board of governance on top of 

that.  I think what is important about the strategy of the European Union is not to substitute 

countries that do have by history, by experience and by the fact that they are nuclear – and we 
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have in the European Union some, a few but some – they can play a role that is not equal to 

the role that other countries can play, but the fact that all the 25 countries support that is also a 

good guarantee for those countries to have more responsibilities on the domain of nuclear.  

For instance, on Libya.  Libya is a good example of how particular countries have been 

engaging on that.  They have been immediately embraced by the rest who say, “We feel 

represented there, we support that, we will help with that, we will do our utmost on that.”  

Whenever something has to be done that has consequences for Libya for instance and, on 

terrorism, money laundering etc, that does not necessarily happen on the country that has been 

on the lead of dealing with the nuclear aspects.  It is done; you have to guarantee that you 

have another 25 countries willing to help with that.  I think it is an added value.  Of course, 

the 25 cannot substitute on some issues.  In nuclear, for instance, let me give an example of 

Iran.  There are few countries that could guarantee, for instance, to Iran that they decided to 

stop the enrichment process.  We will guarantee them enriched material.  The European 

Union cannot grant that; certain countries can guarantee that but not the European Union. 

Q68  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  Striking attitudes of support may be useful, enlarging the 

backing, but also questions like the pooling of intelligence, greater cross-border police 

cooperation, these sorts of things --- 

Mr Solana:  Can I enter into that.  For the first time, we are now a year and a half, in the 

European Union, that has changed the intelligence produced.  Again, I have to say that in the 

25 countries, not all 25 countries are equal in developing some of the things that you are 

bringing up. 

Q69  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  Perhaps “pooling” is the wrong word, maybe it should be 

“exchanging”. 
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Mr Solana:  Pooling also.  We try to pool; one puts in that and the other puts that in, it is 

pooling.  The analysis and assessment that we do collectively now are of advantage and they 

are here on the external security and we are beginning to do it also on the internal security 

because we think that the fight against terrorism has developed with MI6 and MI5 help and 

we try to “construct” something of that nature also not only for assessment and not for 

operations because we do not have agents in the countries, so we depend on what the different 

countries do offer and pool it together and I think that gets a project which is richer by the fact 

that it has many sources.  For instance, the new Member States have some valuable 

information and intelligence from certain parts of the world from their own history. 

Q70  Lord Lea of Crondall:  Could I move to the Balkans briefly.  In a report that the 

European Union Select Committee did about a year ago on the reconstruction of the West 

Balkans and the role of EU aid, my recollection is that, in the next five years, the military, 

broadly speaking, around Europe is spending five billion euros per annum on the military in 

the West Balkans and one billion on the aid development.  Some people have said – and this 

almost goes back to where we began – “Would it not be nice if the figures were the other way 

round?”  Of course, the British generals in Sarajevo and Banja Luka said, “It would be nice, 

wouldn’t it?  However, you would be stupid if you start off from any such premise.”  Is it not 

a concept here that you may wish to develop that we need a very close understanding of the 

strategy with these countries as to how fast paradoxically they have to move on governance 

and corruption before they get private investment.  If they are going to be in a position with 

local government and civil society to get into a position where in the next five years, and I do 

not mean years one to five, I mean perhaps years six to ten, indeed they could be in a position 

where instead of five billion euros a year being in the military and it is at the moment very 

difficult to see that being reduced very rapidly but you could see more transfer and this means 
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beefing up the leverage on the security side of the stabilisation, association agreements and 

indeed country strategy papers in Macedonia, in Albania, in Kosovo and so on. 

Mr Solana:  You have several examples which are different.  All of them have something in 

common.  Let me mention Kosovo and Macedonia because I want to forget a little about 

Bosnia.  In Macedonia, we had responsibility from the very beginning.  I practically lived in 

Macedonia when the original Ohrid agreement was done between myself and Colin Powell at 

that time and we could do it lightly and very rapidly but we were prevented.  Some conflict 

was remembered and we had to deploy in the end the police and a little bit of military.  

Macedonia is a country now with political leaders that used to be in the mountains and 

Macedonia is a example about what I wanted to say, that we deployed rapidly and 

intelligently.  Things may move fast.  With Kosovo, in March of this year, we had in Kosovo 

something that nobody expected, almost a revolt, two days of crisis with about, at that time, 

12,000 soldiers on the ground – it is a very tiny place – and a lot of policemen from the 

international community.  In the square meter, it was very difficult not to find a couple of 

international people but, with all that, by surprise, we had two days of terrible violence.  In 

Macedonia, we put in money and the money was well used and properly used because the 

security was done faster.  In Kosovo, we still have the situation that the security is necessary 

and we have now almost 20,000 troops there which is very expensive, that is NATO has, they 

are Europeans, 90 per cent Europeans.  It is very expensive and we would like very much to 

have that money and spend it on a society where the demography is such that everybody – not 

everyone but a lot of people are unemployed and there is no possibility of developing 

anything, no economic capabilities there because there is no security and there is still no 

security.  Yes, this is the reality.  It is very difficult to produce miracles in these societies but, 

if they do have the will to overcome their problems, it is very difficult to do that from the 

outside.  We have tried to put in all the conditions for them to move but it is very, very 
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difficult.  It happened positively in Macedonia in a very short period of time.  It is more 

difficult in Kosovo. You can say that as soon as the government by resolution of the UN 

Security Council, they have to know what the future will be, etc, etc.  Given those constraints, 

I think the situation in Kosovo will be better. 

Q71  Chairman:  Can I, Mr Solana, sadly I think perhaps lastly because, looking at our clerk, 

I think we may have to go fairly shortly. 

Mr Solana:  No, no, you have come all this way. 

Q72  Chairman:  It is extremely kind but may I just ask you this because we have had some 

discussion in our Committee about the European neighbourhood policy and questions have 

been raised as to whether we are spreading ourselves too widely, whether one neighbourhood 

policy really is appropriate.  I know there are different strategies for different countries but 

essentially one policy for very different countries, some of which, like the Balkans, 

presumably would be on a priority for accession, some are way ahead if ever and some appear 

to be not eligible even if it is only on geographic grounds.  Perhaps you can comment on 

whether we have one policy or whether we should simplify or whether we should make 

priorities. 

Mr Solana:  I can comment on that and say that I do not agree 100 per cent with what has 

come out, so I can be very frank with you.  I think that the new neighbourhood policy was 

born out of the fact of enlargement and we could not leave the Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus 

hanging out of their own hole.  That was a starting point and I think it was our obligation to 

do it.  It is a fundamental change and you cannot abandon the Ukraine.  They are not going to 

be in the institution but you cannot abandon them; we have had to protect them; Ukraine is an 

important country, etc, etc.  Then there came the question of the southern part of the 

Mediterranean where we had already a neighbourhood policy that dated from 1995, so we 
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incorporated that into the first.  That policy is not new; it is the same with a new name.  In the 

Balkans, we have a story which is different which is the Stabilisation and Association Process 

of the EU.  Imagine that you have a country that is on the borders of the new European Union; 

they are important; with the Mediterranean we had already a policy and we just changed the 

name and then the Balkans.  I do not think it is a mistake to have a common envelope but at 

the same time we need, country to country, a specific plan for the different countries.  It is not 

the same to deal with Moldova than to deal with the Ukraine.  You apply the same recipe for 

the Ukraine to do the job.  Of course, it is something that is common.  It is not the same to 

deal with Morocco than to do with Libya.  I think that a little bit of focus on the specific 

problems of the country – economically, civil society, governance, etc – is not a bad idea.  In 

the same manner that we did in the last enlargement process; we dealt with Poland in the very 

same manner that we are going to deal with Bulgaria.  It is not the same country; they have 

differences in economic structure and in the development of their own law etc.  I think that 

having an umbrella which is the name of the policy and to have specific action for specific 

countries is not a bad idea. 

Q73  Chairman:  Mr Solana, may I, on behalf of the Committee, thank you very much 

indeed for being so generous with your time. 

Mr Solana:  It has been a pleasure to receive you. 

Q74  Chairman:  This is a discussion that I know could continue well into the afternoon if 

you did not have to go somewhere and we have to go. 

Mr Solana:  Honestly, I would love to continue because I think it is very important.  The 

moments we are living now are so important and to change views and to clarify in our minds 

and in our hearts is fundamental at this moment.  I am at your disposal. 
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Chairman:  I am sure there are many issues that we would like to discuss with you in the 

future and we shall watch your diary with interest to know when you are in London, 

Mr Solana, in order that we may avail ourselves of a spare half an hour.  Thank you very 

much indeed. 


