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  I am honored to be invited to give this lecture, and I would like to thank you for the warm welcome which you have just given to me. I am particularly happy that this should commemorate to the exact day the centenary of the birth of the founder of this university, of one of the country’s greatest newspapers, and a great contributor to the life of the nation.

I am particularly happy to be back in your country. I came here in 1978, when I was able to see a great deal of the country itself, as well as your capital. I was here in 1988, and, now, I am here again for the third time. This has given me the opportunity of seeing the enormous progress which were made during that time. I admire it and I congratulate you upon it.

Of course it is not possible for the visitor to see a deficit on the balance of payments, or to see high inflation, or to see rapidly rising wage rates, but you have dealt with those in the past, and I have no doubt you can deal with them today, and in the future. I am very pleased to see that the discussions between two prime ministers of North and South Korea are continued and progresses being made, and I wish talks every success in the future.

I remember very well after the invasion of Normandy, in the Second World War, being in the command post of my guns, and listening to a very faint radio account of a speech made by Wendell Wilkie in the United States. Wendell Wilkie had challenged Franklin Roosevelt for the presidency of the United States, and of course, Roosevelt won. Wendell Wilkie made a speech, and I remember so well gearing that phrase, “one world,” come over that faint radio to a gun position in Normandy. Wendell Wilkie was thinking of “one world” at war, which by that time, we had become. Europe, stretching across through India, Southeast Asia, Japan, across the Pacific, the United States, across the Atlantic to Europe. We were “one world” at war. When Wendell Wilkie used that phrase, he could have had no idea that in less than half a century afterwards, we would be speaking of “one world” at peace.

How is it that we can know about one world at peace? The main reason of course is the extraordinary development in communications during in the study of the Prime Minister at 10 Downing Street in London, or whether you’re in the Oval Room at the White House, or whether you’re here, in your President’s home, or whether you’re in the middle of Africa, or in Malaysia. As soon as anything happens you hear about it on the radio, and almost at once, you see it on television. It is this which has transformed people’s understanding of events, their realization of what is really going on.

Mr. Gorbachev obviously realized the importance of this, during the coup in which he was placed in a villa by the Black Sea. He said afterwards that he had arranged for people to construct a radio set so that they could listen to the BBC World outside. I personally found it rather a suspicious statement that he had arranged for a radio to be built in his villa to listen to the BBC World Service, but he obviously wanted to be complimentary to the British.

If we book at what the world has seen in these past two years, the general comment is, “Events have moved so rapidly. We never expected these things to happen.” And I find, in going around the world talking to its leaders, that most of them are still bemused. They are almost paralysed by the unexpected nature of these events. They have not yet sorted out what to do about them.

We have seen the disintegration of the Soviet Empire. Perhaps we shall never know why, or when Mr. Gorbachev decided that he would allow the Empire to break up. Perhaps  we shall never know why the supreme Soviet Military Command allowed Mr. Gorbachev to let the Soviet Empire break up.

What it means is that we have suddenly moved from a period of stability between opponents to an unknown instablility in which nobody can forecast what is going to happen. And this instability is extremely dangerous. We can already see the effects on Yugoslavia of the demise of the Soviet Empire. I said on two different occasions to Marshal Tito, when we were having discussions.

“You’re not going to live forever, and what is going to happen when you die, to Yugoslavia? It will disintegrate.” “No,” he said, “never.” “I have bound the members of Yugoslavia so tightly together that they will never be able to disintegrate, and the Soviet Union will never dare to take them over.”
He was wrong. The reason he was wrong was that he didn’t foresee the breakup of the Soviet Empire. And he believed that so long as that was intact, so Yugoslavia would remain one country.

And, now, we see the individual states of the Soviet Union viewing their own freedom, and at the same time, many of them saying that their ethnic problems – the minorities in their countries – must be sorted out, by which they mean that they are determined that an ethnic minority of their own must be brought into their own country. This has been made very clear by Yeltsin, and as far as the Ukraine is concerned, that he wants the Russian minority to be part of Russia. This, therefore, is the dangerous part – if these countries try to find forceful solutions to the problems of the ethnic minorities.

Mr. Gorbachev also made a mistake. He believed that he could change the economy of the Soviet Union without changing its political arrangements. I talked to Mr. Gromyko when he was President of the Soviet Union, shortly before his death. We had many talks over the last thirty years, and some of them were very angry ones. But he was very calm and he said, “I am supporing Mr. Gorbachev because what he is doing is right for the economy.”
I said to him. “But all history shows that as the economy grows and improves and people’s standard of living gets better, they then want to develop their political institutions. In Britain, we were first in the Industrial Revolution in the last quarter of the 18th century. By the time we got to the last quarter of the 19th century, people wanted to have representation in Parliament. It was no longer enough to be represented by the landowners and by the descendants of the barons. And so Disraeli, as prime ministed, started the process by which today in Britain, we have a completely democratic organization.”
Mr. Gromyko said, “No. People will be so pleased with our economic changes, that they will support our system and will not want to change it.”
Well, of course the economic changes didn’t prove to be favourable, and many people said to me in Leningrad recently, or St. Petersburg as it now has become. “Well, the old ones may have been nasty and bad, but at least we knew we could get a job and have some food. Now today, we are not sure of either.”
And so they were displeased with the economy, and at the same time they wanted to change their political system. Of course, the Russian economy has had its problems for a long time. I remember talking to Mr. Khruschev in Moscow, and he said, “You must make the British people buy more Russian goods.”
I said, “I can’t make the British people buy Russian goods. I can’t even make them buy British goods.”
“Well,” he said, “You should try to persuade them so that we have hood relations between our countries.”
I said “Very well, what should I persuade them to buy?”
He said, “Persuade them to buy Russian watches.”
I said, “Russian watches? Why should they buy Russian watches?”
“Well,” he said, “They are better than Swiss watches, they are cheaper than Swiss watches. And they go faster than Swiss watches!”
I didn’t succeed in selling any Russian watches.

And so the future, looking to the Soviet Union, to Russia, and to the new states, is very uncertain. And the question really is – will the military at some time step in, in order to take supreme control once again? That is why in the West must act with caution in reducing our own defence forces and in reorganizing them.

Looking back again over the last two years, we find the Gulf War. It will take many years, perhaps decades, for the Arab world to recover from the Gulf War. We are soon to have the Middle East Peace Conference in Madrid. I hope that will be a move towards a solution of the problems. What we have to recognize is that there will be no peace in the Middle East until Israel observes the resolutions of the Unioted Nations.

This means that the United States will have to exert very considerable pressure on Israel to observe those resolutions. President Eisenhower was the last American president to exert real pressure in this respect. He did so at the time of the war, and it was very displeasing to the British, who were carrying out the war against Nasser with the French and the Israelis. But he, even though it was only a fortnight before a presidential election, told Israel that it must withdraw. And it had to because it realized that the action which the United States could take would be so damaging. For example, if it refused to grant loans to Israel, the Israel would not further survive.

I want, now, to look at an area of stability in the world, and this is the Europe and Community. We have received enormous publicity, which has once again come to the fore in world affairs because of what is known as “Europe 92”. This means that in the year 1992, we in the community, are going to abolish all internal restrictions of every kind. This means that we shall have a community of 320 million people in which there are no barriers to trade, to services, or to travel.

I sometimes have to remind myself that nobody under the age of 70 today has any personal recollection of how this all began in Europe. Many will say that it started with the creation of the Coal and Steel Community in 1950. In fact, it began long before that. In fact, it began in 1940 in the darkest days of the war in Europe. Mr. Churchill then went to Paris and put a proposal to the French. He said, “We will become one country, France and Britain, one country. We will become one people, one nation, one parliament.” And he went further. “This is not just to be done to try to win the war more quickly. This will be,” to use his own words, “an indissoluble union.”
Well, you can imagine the uproar that this caused amongst his high officials. They would have said to him, “Prime Minister, this is very far-sighted. This is idealistic. Prime Minister, only you could have thought of this. But we must tell you, as high officials, that there may be some technical difficulties about doing this. Let us examine it for two days.”
“Prime Minister, it is even more far-sighted than we thought. If successful, it would be an historical development. But now the technical difficulties. If we are one country and one people, we shall have to have one passport. And what is that passport to be? We British have a large, deep blue, leather covered passport signed by the foreign secretary. The French have a small, scruffy, brown paper covered passport. Now, you must first of all decide, Prime Minister, what is the new passport for the one country to be like!”
Now the first community was created in 1950 for dealing with coal and steel. And I want to make a very important point to you. It was created for a political purpose. We are a political community and we will always be a political community. What was the political purpose? It was to prevent France and Germany ever fighting each other again. The means used was economic. It was to put coal and steel under a supranational authourity. Coal and steel were essential for making weapons of war, and this meant that France and Germany could no longer do that on their own. There was a supranational authority over them which prevented it. It was a political purpose carried out by economic means and by the use of supranational power. Today, when you hear people, mainly in Britain saying, “We can’t, of course, have a loss of sovereignty.”, we have already got supranational authority, the use of sovereignty for supranational purposes.

Now another important point which runs all the way through the history of the Community and will do so in the future – what is the point of sovereignty? What does it exist for? Sovereignty exists to be used for the benefit of the citizen. Not in order to flatter the ego of politicians. Sovereignty does not exist to put down in the cellar, and go with candles once a week to see if it’s still there – like you do your gold hoard. We pool our sovereignty with the other members of the community, because we believe that in doing so, we are doing it in the interests of our fellow citizens, to make a better Europe, which gives them a better standard of living.

The Community developed – and the point I would like to make to you here is that the community develops by big leaps, it doesn’t shuffle. 1950, the Coal and Steel Community, 1956, the Economic Community. 1962, the Common Agricultural Policy. 1972, three new members – Britain, Eire, and Denmark, 1979, one new member – Greece. 1986, two new members – Spain and Portugal. 1986, the Free Market. 1992, the market will have arrived.

The expression has been used ‘Fortress Europe.” This is nonsense. You make a fortress by putting the tariff around your countries. We are not proposing to change our tariff. We have one of the lowest tariffs in the world. When I took Britain into the community in 1973, we had to drop all of for tariffs in order to comply with the tariff of the community. This is no fortress which we are creating.

The Community is the largest trading unit in the world. We know full well that we cannot sell goods to other people unless we buy goods from them. Therefor, we are a trading community. It is also said that we are creating a “wall of wealth.’ This also is nonsense. We do more to help the developing countries, proportionately, than any other unit in the world. We are the first to help the newly freed countries of central Europe, and we have done so on one condition only, that we will not reduce our assistance to the developing world. We are using our wealth for the benefit of the developing countries, and also to enable the Central European countries to reconstruct their economies.

Perhaps the most obvious example of this is Western Germany’s decision with Eastern Germany to become one Germany. Western Germany has taken responsibility for a single currency, and did so immediately, even before the union was completed.

But we must not underestimate the problems of the Central European countries. I have seen almost all of them recently, all except Romania. After forty or fifty years of repression, they have no idea how to run a free economy, or how to organize a democracy. There are some people who say, “Make them members of the European Community straight away.” This would be fatal. Nobody wants the goods they produce, except perhaps some glass from Czechoslovakia, and they want all the things which they now see exist in the community. And if we were to say, “Become full members – sweep away all the differences between us,” then the people who would be swept away are the Central Europeans. Their economy couldn’t last for a week. And so what we say to them is this, “We will help you to develop your technology. We will help you with training of management. We will help you with investment from official sources, and we will encourage it from private sources. When you believe that you are sufficiently far developed to become associated with the community, then we will negotiate.” But I will give you two examples of the time it takes to deal with these problems.

After the Second World War, it took us, in Britain, eleven years before we had finally abolished all the restrictions which were put on during the war – eleven years. Six years of Labour government and five years of Conservative government. And when the two dictators, Franco, dictator of Spain, and Salazar, dictator of Portugal died, it then took these two countries ten years before they were able to come to the community and say, “We now feel that we are in a position to become full members.” The position of Spain, in particular, was infinitely superior to that of any of the Central European countries today, or of the Soviet Union or the new states which are emerging from it. Under Franco, Spain had created a strong financial system, a strong administrative system, a strong industrial system, and people who were used to international trade. But under a strong King who put down the one attempted coup, it still took them ten years before they were ready to become a member of the community.

So when we are looking to the challenge of the future then we must bear in mind the time scale on which we are working. It is said, the community is obstructing the GATT in the present Uruguay Round. This also is untrue. I would like to make one particular point about it. The main difficulty is over agriculture between the European Community and the United States. I want to make it plain that Europe is not prepared to write off its agriculture. There are areas of the world – the United States, Australia, Latin American countries – which have vast areas for their agriculture, and they have a high rate of production, and they want to see the markets come to high rate of production, and they want to see the markets come to them. In Europe, we know historically what happened to our agriculture in 1880 and 1890. I can recall what happened to our agriculture in 1920 and 1930, and now in the new Europe, we are not prepared to see that happen again. Once that is recognized in the United States, then we shall be able to get down to a proper business solution.

The Community is sometime criticized because it is said to have a very authoritarian, dictatorial bureaucracy in the Commission in Brussels. And there are those who say that it is an enormous bureaucracy. I will deal with those two accusations.

First of all, the decisions are not taken by the bureaucracy, the decisions are taken by the president of France and the prime ministers. And at the second level, they are taken by the ministers of finance, of agriculture, of social services, and so on. Now this accusation about the enormous bureaucracy. The total number of officials in Brussels is 9,200. They are responsible to 320 million people. In Scotland, which is part of the United Kingdom, we also have a bureaucracy. It is not 9,200 people but 11,900 people. And the 11,900 bureaucrats are not responsible to 320 million people, they are responsible to 5.5 million people. So we have 2,900 bureaucrats fewer in Brussels to deal with 320 million people. In Scotland, they have 2,900 more bureaucrats to deal with 315 million fewer people. Now you will probably know that the Scots are very difficult people. But it doesn’t justify all that difference between the number of officials.

Now, let us turn to the future of the Community after 1992. I said, “We are political.” This means that we must first of all have a defence policy for Europe. If we are going to have a defence policy, working inside NATO, then we must also have a foreign policy for Europe. There are those who say that because, in Europe, we didn’t work as one in the Gulf War, it proves that it is impossible. Nothing of the sort. What it proves is that we have to work out a defence policy to control them. This means that the European Parliament, which already exists, must have more powers. And it means we must create the political institutions to look after the whole of Europe. We are already working on that, and the first decisions will be taken at the meeting in Holland in December. And so we shall then be moving towards the completion of the European Community as a great center of stability in the world. We shall retain our close relations with the United States, but that country also has great problems.

For the last ten years, with an enormous budget deficit which is getting bigger, and with an enormous trade deficit which is again getting bigger, the United States has been living on the rest of the world. The deficits have been made up by the Europeans, and by the Japanese. The Europeans helped to make up the deficits by putting their money in American banks, which wasn’t always very wise. The Japanese were much cleverer – they put in their money by buying up the West Coast of the United States. They have now started to buy up the East Coast, with the Rockefeller Center and, very wisely, they are leaving alone the Middle West.

And Europe, of course, will want to have close relations with the Pacific, and some of us have had them for a very long time. I believe that the People’s Republic of China will go on developing its economy. It has been very successful in agriculture, where it is now self-sufficing. And it is now attempting to, through joint projects, improve its industrial structure so that its productivity and output can increase. And what I see, looking to the future, is this.

Japan has the highest technology of anybody in the world. It has an enormous sales drive. Why? Because so many of its key people have contracts for life. When there is recession, Japan cannot sack them. The only way to survive is by selling more – not less.

And if we look to the People’s Republic of China, then we see a population which by the year 2,000 will be 1.25 billion people. And they have all the raw materials required – coal in the northwest, oil in the northeast, oil in the center, has off the islands. We have precious metals down there, everything that can be required in the way of raw materials. And Japan has 26 percent now of all the economic activity of the People’s Republic. And so by the year 2,000, we shall be looking at a combination of a highly educated population of 1.25 billion people, highly educated under Tien Xiao-Ping, and the greatest sales drive. That’s what the future holds with the arrangements which have already started to come about and will be completed by the year 2,000 between Japan and the People’s Republic of China. That will be 

