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President Jiang Reiterated China’s View and

 Stance on the Iraq Issue

President Jiang Zemin had a telephone conversation with French President Jacques Chirac and US President George W. Bush in February on the Iraq issue. 

He said that the calls for a political resolution of the Iraq issue by the international community are increasing, The UN Security Council shoulders grave responsibility and should try all means to avoid war. The Security Council's meeting discussed relevant issues about Iraq. Iraq, as the party concerned, has the obligation to make further explanations and clarifications. He went on to say that the two UN weapon inspection organizations are working under clear authorization of the Security Council, and "we should support them in the continuation of their job." 

Last but not least, Jiang stressed that it is the common aspiration of the international community to resolve the problem politically within the framework of the United Nations and “we should propel all sides to continue working towards that direction.”

He said it is the common aspiration of the international community to safeguard the Security Council's authority when dealing with significant matters such as the Iraq issue. 

Jiang reiterated the Chinese Government's view and stance on the Iraq issue, pointing out that the Iraqi side should co-operate more actively of its own initiative with the United Nations and possess no weapons of mass destruction. 

Concerning the DPRK nuclear issue, Jiang said a nuclear-free, peaceful and stable Korean Peninsula was the consensus of the international community. He said he hoped all parties would make joint efforts to reach a peaceful solution to the DPRK nuclear issue. 

Tang Maintains Call for Political Solution on Iraq

UNITED NATIONS, 6 February: Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan urged the international community on Wednesday to make the utmost effort to reach a political settlement of the Iraq issue so long as there is still the slightest hope. 

"This is of crucial importance to the solution of the Iraq issue and represents the desire of the international community," he added. 

The minister said China welcomes the US move to provide information and evidence on Iraq's weapons of mass destruction to the United Nations. 

He said China believes such a move is consistent with the spirit of Resolution 1441 and could help increase transparency. He urged other parties to hand over their information and evidence to the United Nations Monitoring and Verification and Inspection Committee (UNMVIC) and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). 

"This will help them go on with inspections in a more effective manner and evaluate the information and evidence through on-the-spot inspections," said Tang, adding that the two agencies should also report their findings to the council in a timely manner. 

He praised the two UN agencies for their hard and worthwhile work over the past two months, and said their view that inspections should continue before they can come to any conclusions should be respected. 

He reiterated China's stance that inspections should continue and expressed the hope that the trip to Iraq by the two chief UN inspectors Hans Blix and Mohamed El Baradei would yield positive results. 

He also urged Iraq to adopt a more proactive approach, further explain and clarify the outstanding questions as soon as possible and better co-operate with the UN inspectors who pinpointed some problems with the inspection process. 

Tang stressed that it is up to the council members to decide what would be the next step, through consultation on the basis of the outcome of the inspections. 

He said the most important thing at present remains the full implementation of the Resolution 1441, which represents the common stand of the council members on the elimination of weapons of mass destruction. 

CHINA DAILY COMMENTARY

--Give peace a chance

It seems that the report presented on Monday by United Nations (UN) weapons inspection chief Hans Blix to the Security Council can hardly please anyone. 

But this is a process appreciated by the international community. 

Blix praised Iraq for deciding "in principle to provide co-operation on process, notably access." 

This was followed by his strong criticism of Iraq for "not having come to a genuine acceptance, not even today, of the disarmament that was demanded of it." 

The problems Blix took note of in his report include incomplete arms declarations that Iraq handed over in December, concealment of documents, public outrage at the UN weapons inspectors and blocking air inspection operations. 

Given the sensitivity of the Iraq issue, Blix's decision not to rush to any immediate conclusions is a sensible one. 

Also on Monday, Blix's colleague Mohamed El Baradei, International Atomic Agency director-general, asked for more time to do their job in Iraq. 

With inspections only eight weeks old, the case is for continuation, not cancellation. 

El Baradei's plea won support from those countries and individuals who have been working hard to find a diplomatic solution to the Iraq issue. 

To give inspectors more time is always going to be the right option. 

No timetable for action is mentioned in the Resolution 1441, which offered Iraq "a last opportunity" to disarm itself peacefully. 

Progress has been made, and there are reasons to hope that there could be much more. 

The inspections in Iraq should not be hampered by deadlines. It must be allowed to continue free from false political pressures. 

Inconclusive as it may be, Blix's report ended with a note on his inspection apparatus, which is "at the disposal of the Security Council." 

This message should be loud and clear: The UN Security Council should be the place where the final decision on Iraq is made. 

The tension regarding disarmament in Iraq has always been an issue for the Iraqi Government and the UN, not an impasse between Iraq and the United States. 

The clarity of Blix's report should leave Iraq in no doubt about what it must do next. 

Iraq should take serious efforts to prove itself if it claims to have done what the UN resolution has asked for. 

Clearer proof is needed before any country should embark on a risky and irreversible course as war. 

As Blix's report put it: "If no evidence is presented to the contrary they should have the benefit of the doubt, be presumed innocent." 

                    (Continued to Page 30)

World-wide Demonstrations Denounce War Threat

Since late January, as the United States prepares the war on Iraq, activists poured onto streets in mass protests against a possible attack on Iraq across the world. 

Thousands demonstrated in San Francisco and at smaller protests in Chicago and Tampa, Florida. Organizers said the US demonstrations would be the largest showing of US anti-war sentiment since President George W. Bush last year started making his case for attacking Baghdad. 

With Washington massing troops and equipment in the Gulf and Baghdad declaring itself mobilized for battle, tens of thousands of demonstrators in Europe, the Middle East, Asia and the Americas beat drums, clogged traffic and chanted slogans denouncing a US-led war on Iraq. 

"There's been too much capital invested in this war for it not to happen. But we're making our position clear. We're saying 'No'," said Adam Conway at southwest Ireland's Shannon airport, where more than 2,000 people protested against a government decision allowing US military aircraft to use the airport en route to the Gulf. 

Anti-war protesters, some dressed in white overalls with "UN Weapons Inspector" daubed on the back, gathered at the airport a short distance from where US transport planes have been coming and going with increased frequency in recent weeks as Washington gears up for a possible confrontation with Iraq. 

Protesters took to the streets from Cairo to Tokyo in mass anti-war demonstrations fired up by speculation that a strike on Iraq was drawing near. 

In the Middle East, protests sounded an ominous note. Thousands of demonstrators in the Lebanese capital Beirut carrying Palestinian and Iraqi flags chanted: "Sign your name on a suicide attack on US interests so we can fight an American attack along with Iraq." 

A group of more than 100 English-language poets who are banding together to produce a electronic book of poems speaking out against a war on Iraq hopes to expand the project, editor of a London-based online magazine said. 

Todd Swift, a 36-year-old published Montreal poet who lives part of the year in Paris, edited poems Entitled "100 Poets against the War," the 95-page electronic book can be download free, and sent in by writers from around the world over just one week. 

He received more than 400 poems by e-mail, and after sifting through them, selected and edited those that would make it into the book. Several of the submissions were entitled "collateral damage." 

Swift said the project was inspired by legendary poets such as Americans Allen Ginsberg and Robert Lowell, who opposed the war in Vietnam during the 1960s, and "hoping is this kind of cultural activity crosses into the mainstream and encourages people to be brave with their opinions -- and that can have a ripple effect." 

FEATURE ARTICLES

World Strategic Situation After 911

By Pan Zhengqiang*
The international situation has witnessed dramatic changes since the 911 event of terrorist attack.  Mankind is faced with unique opportunities to build the world into the home of peace and prosperity.  At the same time it is also confronted with tremendous challenges, which, if not addressed properly, could lead to new conflicts and instabilities.  As Jiang Zemin, then Secretary-General of the Communist Party pointed out in his report to the 16th Party Congress: 

  “Peace and development remain the themes of our era. To preserve peace and promote development bears on the well-being of all nations and represents the common aspirations of all peoples. It is an irresistible trend of history. The growing trends toward world multipolarization and economic globalization have brought with them opportunities and favorable conditions for world peace and development. A new world war is unlikely in the foreseeable future. It is realistic to bring about a fairly long period of peace in the world and a favorable climate in areas around China. 

  “However, the old international political and economic order, which is unfair and irrational, has yet to be changed fundamentally. Uncertainties affecting peace and development are on the rise. The elements of traditional and non-traditional threats to security are intertwined, and the scourge of terrorism is more acutely felt. Hegemonism and power politics have new manifestations. Local conflicts triggered by ethnic or religious contradictions and border or territorial disputes have cropped up from time to time. The North-South gap is widening. The world is far from being tranquil and mankind is faced with many grave challenges.” 1   

Whether positive or negative, the above said changes will play important roles in shaping future global strategic structure.  Judging from the developments this year, three primary elements are most relevant in this regard.  They are the rise of international terrorism and the anti-terror campaign worldwide, the U.S. aggressive global strategy, and the continuing rapid development of economic globalization and high-technology.  The present paper intends to analyze how these elements impact on the evolution of the world situation, and the shaping of world strategic structure in particular.  

International terrorism and the ant-terror campaign by various countries
911 event shocked the world as well as the United States.  The international community soon reached consensus that international terrorism had become a public scourge to the whole world.  Under the leadership of the United States, a world coalition on terror has been formed.  War in Afghanistan was fought, which succeeded in destroying Taliban regime and dealing with a heavy blow to the Al-Qaida group.  International terrorism is on the run.

But the war on terror over the past year proved to be only winning a routing battle.  The Al Qaida group force has been driven out of its base in Afghanistan, but far from being eliminated.  Various signs show that international terrorism has spread to the world, continuing terrorist attacks for its retaliation with innocent civilians as the main target.  Those incidents like kidnapping of hundreds of people in Moscow, the mad gunning of tourists at Bali in Indonesia, the explosion against the Israeli embassy in Kenya, and the missile attack on an Israeli airline are just a few examples to illustrate that international terror is still running rampant.  What is even noteworthy is that the sphere of terror seems increasingly turning to the third world countries, where infrastructure is relatively poor in monitoring and fighting terrorism while it becomes more difficult to launch large scale terrorist attack in the developed countries.

Meanwhile, while various countries are attaching increasing importance to joining the world efforts to combat terrorism, they do not share views on terrorism in terms of its definition and origins, and the correct approach to addressing it.  Differences are particularly glaring between developed countries and developing countries.  According to the United States, for instance, war on terror is a war on evil, a war against the deep rooted hatred against American democracy, freedom and values.  There is no other alternative in fighting terrorism except for the physical elimination of it.  Most developing countries seemed to hold different views.  They tend to believe that terrorism is a special phenomenon as a result of the interaction of various world tensions.  To be more specific, terrorism is particularly the product of the unjust and unfair economic and political world order, power politics, the increasing gap between North and South, and the implications of the rapid development of economic globalization and high-technology.  The rise of international terror is the expression rather the origin of the threat that the world is faced with.  

Difference of the views does not lie only in the conceptual perceptions, but also in the world contrasting appreciations of the U.S. practical approach to fighting the war on terror.  To many countries, Washington has been insisting on its own way but only with a heavy price of stimulating the rise of anti-American sentiments in the Muslin (especially the Arab) countries, and generating greater instabilities in various regions.  Even its allies have now been uncomfortable with the military-only approach.  All these have brought home the fragileness of the world coalition on terror.

This fragileness has also found expression in the different assessment by various countries as to the degrees in which international terrorism brings threats to each of them.  To many of these countries, threats brought by international terrorism are limited.  They hold that perhaps except for a very few countries, terrorism cannot pose a threat which will put their survival at risk.  As a matter of fact, most countries do not put international terrorism as the top threat on their national agenda.  According to a report by the U.S. Statement Department, 423 terrorist attacks took place in 2000, resulting in 405 deaths.  Among them, 193 attacks happened with 19 deaths in Latin America; 98 with 281 deaths in Asia; 55 with 73 deaths in Africa; 31 with 12 deaths in the joint area of Eurasia; 30 with 1 death in Western Europe, and 16 with 19 deaths in the Middle East.  During the whole year, there was no terrorist attack in the United States. 2  So, while acknowledging the danger of international terrorism, many believed that it cannot become a sustaining factor in world situation.  It might rise in certain years, but subdue in others, particularly given the world growing awareness of its threats and the global joint effort to combat it.  To most countries, therefore, the rise of terror has not fundamentally changed their threat perceptions; traditional state-to-state security relations remains the main content of international relations.

It is under this circumstance, many countries have been participating in anti-terrorism with different and complicated motivations.  All the nations are striving to push for its own larger national interests, and gaining a more advantageous position in the future world strategic structure by making using of, or through, anti-terrorism campaign.  This in no exception even to the United States as anti-terror has provided to it a unique opportunity to push for its world strategy.

The United States has no doubt been among the few countries, which are the most articulate in calling international terrorism as the world’s most practical and dangerous threat.  This is understandable.  The shock of the 911 event is indeed unprecedented to it.  As an only superpower, the United States has the economic and military power that no country can match.   But it is precisely against this country that the terrorist attack which was the most hideous and largest in scale in history was launched.  To the United States, this is the attack for the first time on its soil since Pearl Harbor in 1941; and the deaths resulted in (over 2800 deaths) were even more than those from the Pear Harbor attack (2774 deaths).  It was also the attack on its continent for the first time since 1872 when the British troops had invaded and burned down the President’s Residence.  What is more, The United States seemed so vulnerable and helpless to such an attack that Washington had even to order the remaining on the ground of all its airplanes, and closing the Stock Exchanges in New York City right after the attack.  The former order has been the first since 1941, and the latter the first since 1929.  Against the backdrop, the shock to the United States was most probably first psychological.  It had to readjust its threat perception, security concept, and the priority on its national agenda, focusing on fighting against terror as the top priority.  It has also expressed a wish that other countries will also follow its readjustment, claiming it would use the attitude to the fighting terrorism as the criterion to tell a friend from a foe.  So, there is no doubt about the good faith of the United States in its determination against international terrorism.

But then even in such a situation, the Bush administration has not seen a fundamental change in its strategic objective.  Over the past year, while the United States is devoted to the war on terror, it has been pushing for its other equally important national interests.  The Iraqi issue is perhaps the best case in point.  The Bush administration is determined to get rid of Saddam Hussein, even at the cost of fighting a war.  True, anti-terror could be one element in the U.S. position, but obviously anti-terror alone can hardly give a full and convincing explanation of the U.S. obsession.  According to a British report:

  “It is important to observe that the development of a military-oriented policy towards Iraq began well before the attacks of 11 September.  During the 2000 presidential election, George W. Bush pledged to increase pressure on Baghdad and on entering office the new administration began to review U.S. policy towards Iraq.  Newly-appointed members of this administration included Secretary of Defence Donald Rumsfeld, Deputy Secretary of Defence Paul Wolfowitz and Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security John Bolton, all of whom had signed a letter to President Clinton in 1998 arguing that Saddam Hussein had to be overthrown”. 3   

So, as far as practical policy goes, terrorism has not changed the U.S. fundamental strategic objective.  Rather, it has provided the U.S. a unique opportunity to reinforce its original threat perception and to further steps to control the world.  What has changed is its sequence of steps for the objective, but not the objective itself.

But to be fair, one perhaps should hardly find fault with the U.S. for its seeking its own national interests by using anti-terror.  Other major powers have almost been doing the same.  Take Russia for example, President Vladimir Putin immediately expressed its unambiguous willingness to President George W. Bush to stand on his side to combat terrorism right after the 911 attack.  He did honor its verbal support by giving the U.S. huge support in fighting the war in Afghanistan.  He even gave a green light for the U.S. military presence in the Central Asia, which used to be regarded as Russia’s backyard.  The world opinion gave great credit to him for helping the military victory of the U.S. in destroying the Taliban regime, considering that the Russia’s role in the war was far greater than that of the European allies.  Why Putin did this at a time when U.S.-Russian relations were at low ebbs before the terrorist attack in 2001?  Obviously, he had larger motives than mere anti-terrorism.  He hoped to grasp the opportunity to constrain the U.S. action in providing any support to the separate force in Chechnya, who often resorted to terrorist attack to achieve its separatist purpose.  More importantly, he also hoped to improve Russia’s relations with the West, particularly to relax the tension in the U.S.-Russia relations by expanding cooperation with the U.S. in the war on terror.  

Likewise in South Asia, India seemed also to join the anti-terrorist coalition in the hope of further improving relations with the U.S., thereby strengthening its own position in South Asia as well as in the world.

The same is true of China’s case too.  Participation in the world anti-terrorist campaign has provided Beijing a chance to demonstrate that China has also been a victim of the terrorist attacks, and to strengthen security in its western part by containing East Turkistan separatist movement.  In the meantime, cooperation in the war on terror has facilitated the fast improvement in its relations with the United States.

All the above developments have shown that despite the initial achievement in the last year, the anti-terrorist campaign has been characterized by grater complexity and formidableness.  There will be a long way to go before the war on terror is to be successful.  At the same time, it has promoted the interactions among major powers, and generated great changes in the regional structures.  

The U.S. aggressive global strategy and its implications
Another element which is playing an important role in shaping future world strategic structure is the adjustment of the U.S. aggressive global strategy and its implications to the world.  As discussed above, the 911 event has dramatically changed the U.S. threat perceptions, but unfortunately it seemed to look in a wrong direction.  What now the Bush administration seemed to realize is that it would be insufficient to ensure U.S. security, particularly the homeland security by merely sticking to a traditional approach like maintaining military superiority, strengthening military alliances, and promoting arms control and disarmament.  The new belief is that to ensure security in the future, the U.S. will have not only to eliminate the threat of international terrorism, but also to make sure that no hostile regime exist in any part of the world, nor any military capability which will threaten the U.S. or its allies.  In order to achieve the aim, the Bush administration will try to get international cooperation where possible, but will do it alone with its powerful military strength if and when necessary.  So, what the world has witnessed is a more impressive U.S drive to further control the world despite its effort to form an international coalition on terror.  The Bush administration labelled those countries which are regarded as extremely hostile to the U.S. as “axis of evil”, and vowed to seek “regime change” in these counties, and rebuild them on the model of the U.S. democracy and value.  Washington has made it explicit that dominantly superior military power is its main coin to address the threat.  When necessary, it would even resort to “pre-emptive strike” to achieve its objective.  The administration has also stressed that it will not be bound by any international agreements, and will preserve the maximum freedom of actions if the U.S. vital interests are at stake.

The U.S. move inevitably stimulated the interactions among the major powers, and gave rise to the regional regrouping of various forces.    

Changes in the major power’s relations have been very conspicuous.  Anti-terrorism became the ideal binder for them to get together.  Russia and China have rapidly improved their relations with the U.S. separately.  President Putin even succeeded in achieving a treaty with Washington on the reduction of the deployed operational strategic nuclear warheads on both sides.  Although the treaty carried no meaningful substance, it was enough to make George W. Bush to claim that both the U.S. and Russia  had “liquidated the Cold War legacy”, and that the relationship between them has changed in nature, that is, the two nations had become strategic partner rather than strategic foe.  With respect to the China-U.S. relations, the two capitals also took advantage of the cooperation in the anti-terrorist campaign to stabilize their bilateral relations.  Jiang Zemin’s visit to Crawford, Taxes, the hometown of George W. Bush, became a hallmark of the re-normalization of the two countries.  The relationship seems now to have entered a new phase aimed to enhance constructive cooperation.  

But on the other hand, one also notices that major power’s relations have not only one aspect of cooperation.  Faced with the American drive for a new self-centered world power structure, other major powers have manifested high vigilance on and even resistance against any actions that might undermine their interests.  All of them showed strong tendency of maintaining independence in their foreign and defence policies.  Despite efforts to dramatically improve relations with the U.S., Russia nevertheless insisted on cooperation on nuclear energy with Iran, and continuing expansion of trade and economic relations with Iraq regardless of the heavy pressure from Washington to halt.  

It is also noteworthy that the gap between the U.S. and European allies has been enlarged on a number of vital issues like anti-terrorism and arms control and disarmament.  In Germany, the sentiments of the populace against the unilateral policy of the Bush Administration were so strong that the ruling Social Democrats could not resist making use of it by claiming that Berlin would not support the U.S. war on Iraq in whatever way.  They evidently did so in order to win the election this year, and they did make it at the expense of the U.S.-Germany relations.  This daring of posing public challenge to the U.S. on the part of a German government has been very unusual in the history of the bilateral relations since the founding of the Federation of the German Republic in 1949.  

France has also showed firm determination to safeguard its own interests.  It strongly held that any military actions against Iraq would have to have the prior authorization of the UN Security Council.  In other words, France would not allow the U.S. to decide on the international issues on its own terms.  Thanks to the leadership of France and Russia, the Security Council had intense debates on American intention of launching attack on Iraq under the pretext of Baghdad acquiring weapons of mass destruction.  It has also been unusual for a European ally to take the lead to confront the U.S. on a vital security issue.  The root cause for such a disagreement is that France like Russia has tremendous economic and geopolitical interests in Iraq, and would not like to see the dominance of the U.S. in Iraq as well as in Gulf after the war at the expense of its own interests.  The U.S. made compromise in the end, patiently engaged in the consultation with other members of the Security Council.  They finally reached agreement, leading to a unanimous adoption of the Resolution 1441 on Iraq.  The compromise helped with the solidarity of major powers.  But it also reflected subtle but significant changes in the relations across the Atlantic has been emerging.

This year has witnessed even stronger desire of showing certain measure of independence in its policy of Japan, a country which used to follow the U.S. move closely and seldom took initiative on its own.  In September, Prime Minister Koizumi surprised the world by making a sudden state visit to North Korea, and succeeded in reaching agreements which could be regarded significant breakthrough in the bilateral relations of the two countries.  Owing to many reasons, these agreements were stranded.  But what is of significance is that Washington seemed to be taken by surprise, and was not very happy about it after.  All these point to the fact that major power’s relations are still complex, combining cooperation with competition.  They seem still in the process of readjustment and far from fixed.   

Repercussions of the U.S. aggressive global strategy has also found expression in its great impact on the old regional security structures.  Some have simply collapsed; others are now experiencing structural changes.  This was not necessarily a bad thing.  In Central Asia, the United States led the international coalition to destroy the Taliban regime and Al-Quaida group in Afghanistan, thereby cutting off a malignant tumor in the region.  The new development has not only made possible the rebuilding of Afghanistan, but also promoted closer security cooperation among nations in Central Asia.  The emergence of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) has particularly provided a new model for state-to-state relations as well as regional cooperation.  In South Asia, the United States had to pursue a more balanced policy towards India and Pakistan owing to the need of anti-terrorism.  The U.S. move played a role in reducing tensions in the region. 

But in the meantime, the dismantling of the old regional structures has also made the original tensions among various countries surface.  In addition, new conflicts are emerging.  The whole situation in these regions are characterized with greater uncertainty and instability.  This is particularly true of what people call a narrow long belt in the joint of Eurasia, comprising the Middle East, Persian Gulf, Western and Central Asia, all the way down to South Asia.  This area with a dominant Muslin population has now become the major breeding bed for various tensions and conflicts.  Geo-economic and political factors may account for the phenomenon, as the area is rich in oil resources and significant in its strategic location.  All this has made the Bush administration more determined to strengthen the control of these regions, by maintaining even stronger military presence, and overthrowing regimes that the administration hates.  There were even talks among the “hawk” circle in Washington about the “regime change” in Saudi Arabia--a country thought to be most loyal to the U.S., as the royal family in that country was suspected of involving funding terrorist activities.  The U.S. actions have not only intensified competition among the major powers in this vast area, but also stimulated the broad anti-American sentiments now prevalent in Muslin, especially Arab countries.  They have aggravated the uneasiness and sometimes even anger among the U.S. allies too.  Looking into the near future, how the Bush administration solves its conflict with Saddam Hussein regime in Iraq may most probably be the greatest uncertain factor in influencing the security structure in the Middle East at large and the Gulf area in particular.  Various signs show that the U.S. resolve to “get rid of Saddam Hussein” seems unshakable.  But even if the Bush administration uses force with the authorization of the UN Security Council, the consequence could also be disastrous, including heavy civilian casualties, the use of weapons of mass destruction, the split of the anti-terrorist coalition, and the greater instabilities in the region.       

The chaotic situation has also led a few other countries with regional hegemonic ambitions to try to fish in the muddled water.  Their intentions were to throw away the balance or mutual restraints which had been established and accepted by all the parties concerned for years, and to rebuild new regional structures more favorable to them.  The ultra rightist Sharon government in Israel is running the wildest with this respect.  Taking advantage of the great difficulties on the part of many Arab countries, and Palestine state in particular, Sharon resorted to large scale military attacks on the Arafat-led country in an attempt to dispel Arafat and rebuild a more moderate regime.  The extremely provocative actions by Israel naturally helped with rapid acceleration in the conflict between Israel and Palestine, with each side going to the extreme to inflict as heaviest loss as possible to the other.  The increasing acute ethnic and religious tension made it almost impossible to reach any compromise in the foreseeable future.

In Central Asia, situation is not totally optimistic.  The influence of the new government has not so far been beyond the capital of Kabul.  No one is sure how long it will take to realize the nation building of Afghanistan.  Nor is it clear if the United States will soon complete its effort to mop up the remaining force of Al-Qaida group in Central Asia.  Thus, whether the U.S. is determined to stage a permanent military presence in the region remains an open but controversial issue.  

In South Asia, the fact that India and Pakistan have improved each of their relations with the United States is still far short of defining a way out of the impasse in the confrontation between the two countries.  On the contrary, the effort of Washington to strike a balance between the two countries has occasionally made India a little more irritant, stimulating it to pursue a hard line policy in the hope to draw greater attention from the international community and increase weight in the U.S. strategy towards South Asia.  Meanwhile, the nuclear confrontation between India and Pakistan is continuing to pose great risks to the strategic posture in South Asia, and the global nuclear nonproliferation regime.  So far, the international community seems helpless to the issue.

There is one more recent development which is also worth noticing.  Owing to the surfacing of the difference in interests and the enlarged gap in military capabilities among major allies, subtle but important changes seems to have been taking place in the role of U.S. dominant multilateral military alliances.  At least to the United States, their importance seem decreasing, as they no longer appear as the major instrument for Washington to control various strategic areas as well as its allies.  The development of NATO is perhaps a case in point.  It has recently just completed its second enlargement, recruiting 7 new members, and thus making total 26 members of the biggest alliance now in the world.  But the expansion seems more of political than military significance, as European allies have more interest to seek European integration than military interference out of area.  Even if some of the European members did have an interest to help in the military operations in Afghanistan, it seemed that the U.S. had rather do it alone than do it jointly.

In the Asia-Pacific, there was once talk as to the desirability and feasibility of a multilateral military alliance like NATO in the region.  Some suggestion was even raised, advocating the merge of several bilateral military alliance in the Asia-Pacific into one NATO like pact with the United States playing the leading role.  The proposal, however, was received with sceptical or critical eye, and soon shelved in the region.

In contrast to the gradual change in nature or eclipse in importance of the multilateral alliances, bilateral military alliance seems on the rise in its utility.  One may notice that the bilateral security and military cooperation between the United States and some of its allies including the UK, Australia, Japan, and Israel, etc, have been substantially increasing.  This is indeed a new development worth further study, as it will surely have some important bearing on the shaping global as well as regional strategic structures.

In short, this regrouping among various forces in different regions seems just the beginning of a long and zigzag process of the emergence of future regional structures.  Already it has shown that there will be more complicated competition ahead in the future.

The aggressive U.S. global strategy has one more implication to the shaping of the global strategic structure.  That is about its policy on the exiting international norm based on a number of international agreements and treaties.  Many of these legal documents have been the product of the joint effort in the past decades by all the members of international community, including the U.S. also.  However, ever since it took power, the Bush administration has time and again expressed its dislike for this international legal system, as it thought the system had prevented the U.S. from protecting its best interests and only helped the hostile countries or non-state actors with surreptitious acquisition of weapons of mass destruction.  So, the new administration has made it clear that it hoped to reestablish a world order that would recognize the changed reality, and be helpful for the U.S. to feel secure in leading the world.  Against this backdrop, it is astonishing to notice that the administration has scrapped over a dozen of international agreements or treaties over the two years since George W. Bush took power in the White House.  

In the arms control and disarmament field, the U.S. has virtually changed all its previous positions.  It refused to ratify CTBT, and claimed that it would resume nuclear tests and develop new nuclear weapons if necessary.  It rejected the protocol of biological convention, withdrew from the ABM Treaty, and blocked any effort in the CD in Geneva to start negotiation on the prevention of weaponization in outer space.  At the same time, the administration has been actively pursuing weapons programs to create new military capabilities.  Indeed, Washington has continued to be the driving force in developing new weapons and equipment.  The U.S. position has pushed the existing legal system for arms control and nonproliferation almost to the brink of collapse.  The world will well enter into a phase in which there are no rules of game in the military build-up, bringing about a new round of competition in the arms development among major powers.  

Rapid development of economic globalization and high-technology
Although they are somewhat invisible, the rapid development of economic globalization and high-technology have set a new stage for the various strategic forces to interact and strike new balance among them.  Judging from the recent development, globalization and high-technology continue to provide favorable conditions for many countries to conduct structural reforms and facilitate their economic development.  They have also add momentum to the regional economic cooperation and integration.  On the other hand, negative implications particularly to the developing countries have been manifest. 

First of all, the gap between the developed and developing countries have been further enlarged in terms of their economic power.  This has caused not only political and social turmoil and instabilities in many developing countries, but also the increasing political tension between the rich and poor countries.  As a matter of fact, the tension between North and South has replaced the tension between East and West as the primary element to influence the world situation today.  It has also become the in-depth, albeit indirect, source for the rise of international terrorism.

 
The rapid development of globalization and high-technology may also bring about new changes in the balance of power among various forces.  Those, who are smart enough to grasp the opportunity, may well achieve sustained rapid development and upgrade their influence, whereas those who failed to do so, may go downward.  On the other hand, globalization and high-technology are forcing various regions to close ranks and strengthen economic and political cooperation so as to enhance their competitive power.  What is noteworthy is that East Asia has made significant leaps in this respect, exploring new ways of regional cooperation to help maintain economic dynamics in development and become more competitive in the world competition. The model of ASEAN plus 3 (meaning China, Japan and South Korea), and the creation of Free Trade Zones of China with ASEAN and of Japan with ASEAN respectively are just a few of the examples.  What is of greater significance is that the economic regional cooperation in the Asia-Pacific is expanding into other areas like political security, military, and cultural matters.  Likewise, European Union seemed also to aim to strengthen cooperation by recruiting new members.  But like NATO, the EU seems to progress in such a grand way that one has the fear that it might well be drowned by the fast expansion in size in the near future, and therefore may lose the dynamics as expected.  Japan seems still in a process of struggling to define a correct approach to addressing its own structural problems, and so far, it looks that Japan is yet to find out a good answer.  As a result, Japan’s political clout in the Asia-Pacific seems a little decreasing.  

Finally, rapid development of economic globalization and high-technology have produced more players in the shaping of global strategic structure.  After repeated merging and regrouping, multinational corporations have now been playing the roles in many developing countries or regions even major powers are not able to match.  In addition, international and regional organizations have increasingly been involved in the internal affairs of developing countries.  In many cases, these interferences become not only legitimate but also imperial.  Furthermore, with the development of high-technology, the information technology in particular, media’s role in leading the public opinion has been more and more conspicuous.  All these are invisible, but will continue to exert a subtle but critical influence on the situation as well as the power structures in the future.

China’s strategy for a better global strategic structure
To conclude, it will take many years for the new global strategic structure to get into clear shape in the future.  However, what is being happening today will go a long way towards the emergence of such a world structure.  China, as a rising power, has great stake in seeing the world structure work in its own interests.  To achieve the aim, China must be more active in its further integration into the international community and strive to work for the rebuilding of the world order based on mutual benefit and trust, equality and better coordination.  In this respect, the following two suggestions may be in order:

1.China must have a consistent world strategy.  China-U.S. relations no doubt occupies the central place in any such a strategy.  It is obvious that to strive to maintain a stable and cooperative relationship between the two nations is in accordance with the core interests of both the sides.  But to do so will not only be dependent on a stable China policy on the part of Washington, but also on a stable U.S. policy on the part of Beijing.  Here the word STABLE is particularly stressed because Beijing must learn from past experience that a stable U.S. policy cannot be built on the expedient calculations, or worse, on the emotional response to specific happenings.  China’s stable policy towards the U.S. must be built on the basis of sober defining of fundamental interests of each side.  It should be good at combining firm principles, with a long-term vision and tactic flexibility.  It should respect the core interests of the other side, and learn to compromise when and where necessary, and to fight resolutely for the protection of its own basic interests.

But to put the U.S. policy on the central place does not suggest that all our foreign and defence policy involve around China-U.S. relations.  Beijing must guard against over-emphasis of its relations with the superpower lest decisions on all the other issues becomes hostage to that relationship.  It should decide on its positions on the relations with other major powers and the broad developing countries according to the nature, the merits of these specific relations, and the degree to which they involve our major interests.   

2.China must continue to highlight its effort to make its periphery into a sustained stable and peaceful international environment.  It is of special significance as regional structure around the region may well experience fundamental changes in the next few years.  To achieve the aim, China must continue to strengthen its bilateral relationships of good neighborhood and friendship with all its neighboring countries; it should also redouble its effort to participate in the creation of new multilateral mechanisms of security dialogue and cooperation in the region.  In Central Asia, the SCO has been a good model in implementing China’s new security concept, and is very conducive not only to the interests of China but also to those of other countries.  China must make further effort to substantiate cooperation among the member states, and to further integrate it into the whole regional security equation in the future.  In South Asia, the ASEAN plus 3 is hopefully a significant format for the regional security cooperation in East Asia, and is therefore worth further exploration.  In South Asia, China has made achievements together with other major powers, the U.S. in particular, in pursuing a more balanced policy towards India and Pakistan, thereby providing a more propitious external environment to contain the conflict between the two countries, and further to explore the way of a permanent rapprochement in the sub-continent.   

What merits special attention is that only in Northeast Asia, the rigid confrontation seems still remain intact as if the Cold War were still in place.  This sorry situation not only finds expression in the confrontation between the North and South in the Korean Peninsula, but also in the lack of enough communication and cooperation to provide minimum confidence and trust among major powers.  Under the current situation, one major obstacle is perhaps the antagonism between China and the U.S.-Japan security alliance, which plays a major role in deepening the mistrust on the two sides and created an almost insurmountable obstacle to the stability and peace in the region.  This situation should change.  It does not mean of course that China should change its opposition to the U.S.-Japan alliance.  Beijing certainly has good reasons to maintain that this alliance is going perhaps to play more negative rather than positive role in the future.  But to oppose it does not necessarily mean to refuse to make any contact with each other.  In the future, it is perhaps high time, that China should consider developing a consultation mechanism with the alliance with the aim of promoting mutual trust and confidence and increasing transparency.  It is even conceivable that a certain measure of cooperation be carried out to maintain stability and peace in the region.  This could be the first useful step towards breaking the impasse in Northeast Korea.  
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Some Observations on the Current International Situation

By Qi Chenzhang

The present overall international situation is still featured by peace, relaxation and stability, with local tension and turbulence. The world is far from being tranquil. Since the United States of America launched the anti-terrorist war on October 7th, 2001, and began “take ‘anti-terror’ as the demarcation line”, the international situation has become more complicated than ever. Even so, several characteristics of the current international situation are still clearly displayed to us as follows.

I. The incident of 9·11 does not change the theme of the times, namely peace and development.

    The incident of 9·11 has had enormous influence on both the U.S. and the world. It simply broke the legend of an impregnable American homeland, and left the American people with long plaguing confusion, horror and insecurity. Due to the effect of 9·11 incident, the U.S. has remarkably readjusted its internal and external policies, thus leading to the adjustment of mutual relations among big powers and country blocs. Nevertheless, the 9·11 incident has not changed and can not change the theme of the times, namely peace and development.

Immediately after the 9·11 incident, the Chinese top leaders phoned U.S. President Bush to convey Chinese people’s sincere sympathy and friendly gesture to the American people and government. The Chinese Embassy and Consulates in the U.S. flew half-mast the national flag to condole the victims of the incident. The Chinese government has also extended assistance to America’s anti-terrorist war. However, U.S. President Bush, who is clinging to the Cold War mentality firmly, used “ideology as the demarcation line”, and authorized the Pentagon to draft a Nuclear Posture Review, which listed China as the first nuclear strike target of America, for U.S. Congress to discuss. Moreover, George W. Bush also claimed that “it would take 20 years to realize China’s peaceful evolution.” He has threatened on several occasions that the U.S. will not stand idle on the Taiwan issue. By making use of the anti-terrorist war in Afghanistan, the U.S. has set up 13 military bases in Central Asia, among which the nearest one is only 400 km away from Chinese Xingjiang autonomous region. Proceeding from its geopolitical strategy, the U.S. is now working to prolong its military presence in this region in form of military bases, which will not only serve to contain China and Russia to some extent, but also has tried to weaken or even destroy the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Immediately after the 9·11 incident, Cuban leader Fidel Castro at the mass rally in Havana, condemned the terrorist atrocity of 9·11，and conveyed sincere sympathy, friendship and support on behalf of Cuban government and people to American people. However, U.S. President Bush still identified Cuba after 9·11 incident as a member of “Axis of Evil”. From the perspective of East-West relations, we find that 9·11 incident made U.S. adjust both its internal and external policies, but didn’t change even a little bit of the established policy of Peaceful Evolution towards socialist countries. Even after U.S. declared the war on terrorists, it did not forget to take China as its first nuclear strike target, nor did it forget to put Cuba on the top of its list of “Axis of Evil”. From the perspective of South-North relations, today’s U.S. does not care at all about the development of developing countries, nor intends to help them out of poverty and backwardness. The global phenomenon that the poor is getting poorer, and the rich richer does not change, nor does the unfair and irrational international economic relations between developing countries and developed countries. For example, the U.S. declined to sign the Kyoto Protocol and U.S. President Bush refused to attend the World Summit on Sustainable Development held in Johannesburg. 

II. Unipolar hegemony and unilateralism tendencies are growing. 

In his inaugural speech on January 20th, 2001, U.S. President Bush declared that American values and human rights views, social system and mode of social-economic development should be disseminated to the whole world and other countries should transform themselves according to American values. The U.S. attempts to turn the world into an uni-polar world dominated by itself, and make the 21st century the American Century. On January 26th, 2001, in defiance of the strong resentment of the international community, the Bush administration arbitrarily approved the National Missile Defense Act, and decided to develop NMD and TMD. On December 13 of the same year, aiming at fostering the so called “absolute nuclear superiority of all dimensional defense and offense capability”, the Bush administration announced the American decision to withdraw from the ABM, which was reached between the U.S.A. and former U.S.S.R. in May, 1972. In January, 2002, U.S. President Bush authorized the Pentagon to draft a Nuclear Posture Review for U.S. Congress, in which China, Russia, DPRK, Iraq, Iran, Libya and Syria are identified as the American nuclear strike targets. In October 2002, he also claimed on several occasions that U.S. will launch military strikes on Saddam regime, which he dislikes. All in all, in the minds of American politicians, today’s world is America’s and the 21st century is also America’s. Since the end of the global bi-polarity pattern more than 10 years ago, the U.S. has been earnestly constructing a world of unipolarity and unilateralism, which can best be drawn after combining the following facts together. After the Gulf War, the U.S. and UK have set up “No-fly Zone” in Iraq and imposed long term sanctions on Iraq (consequences on Iraqi people’s lives and properties were even worse than the 9·11 incident), while nowadays American and British authorities are ready to use military forces on Iraq again; in March-June 1999, the U.S. led NATO forces launched invasive war on Yugoslavia; in June 2001, U.S. refused to sign the Kyoto Protocol; in May 1999, several missiles fired by an American B-2 aircraft hit the Chinese Embassy to Yugoslavia by “mistake”; in April 2001, an American reconnaissance plane “mis-entered” Chinese air-space, territorial sea and landed after “mis-hitting” into a Chinese military airplane. 

The American politicians have a notion that its domestic law should serve as international law, which every other country should observe so as to turn the 21st century into an U.S. dominated “American Century”. Since the U.S. will maintain its superiority of the comprehensive national strength for a long time to come, and its hegemony can neither be effectively restricted by the mechanism of the United Nations, nor by the world-wide recognized international law or rules governing international relations, some American politicians are extreme in pushing and developing their uni-polar hegemony and unilateralism. However, people all over the world are getting clearer about the fact that the more missiles the U.S. has fired, the more human shields it will create. It is not impossible for Afghanistan to become the second Vietnam, and Iraq the third. As a Chinese saying goes that “a thing will develop in the opposite direction when it is becoming extreme”, even the U.S. is unable to escape from the punishment of this natural law governing development of the universe.

III. Multi-polarity is irreversible in the world, but is faced with the challenge posed by the U.S.   

Sine the end of the Cold War, various forces of the world have gone through realignment, reconfiguration, struggle and compromise, which led the world toward multi-polarity with one super-power and several strong powers. Now the U.S. constitutes one polar of the world indeed, and will remain so in a relatively long time to come. The EU, which is a highly integrated bloc of countries in today’s international community, will become one polar of the multi-polarity definitely thanks to its coherence and strength in political, economic, diplomatic, defence and science affairs. Although the comprehensive national strength of Russia does not match that of former Soviet Union, it will not allow itself to be reduced to “America’s little brother” or a second class-country in the world for long because of its unneglectable influence in international political arena, especially in the European political arena, of its military and scientific capability and economic development potential and growth rate, which can not be belittled. China is regarded by the international community as a responsible big power in world political arena. Since the reform and opening-up more than 20 years ago, China has scored remarkable achievement in economic development. China’s military strength is not only capable of defending its territory, but also enjoys a good standing in the world. The fact that China is developing and becoming stronger can not be stopped by any force. No matter how many polarities there are in future world, China will definitely constitute one polar. It is also fully possible for Japan to become one polar in the process of world multi-polarization. Japan suffered from the Southeast Asian financial crisis in 1997-1999, but its GDP in 2001 still amounts to half of that of the U.S. In terms of per capita GDP, Japan even surpassed that of America since its population of 127million is less than half of American population of 270 million. Japan is also leading in international scientific fields, especially in aviation, astronautics, navigation, bioengineering, nano technology, clone technology, auto manufacturing technique and technology. Japan now has actually been an economic and scientific big power, and its rise in the 21st century is absolutely possible. The development of developing countries like India and Brazil is also irresistible. It is not totally impossible for them to become world polars in the 21st century.

In short, all major countries and blocs of countries in the world are now pressing ahead towards the goal of becoming big powers. The development of world multi-polarity is irresistible for any force. However, we must recognize that there is a big gap between U.S. and other countries or blocs of countries in terms of comprehensive strength, and it is not easy to bridge such a huge gap in short time. Although American politicians dream of building a uni-polar world and dominating international affairs can not come true due to the constraint of various factors, it is also very difficult for the them to give up their attempts to seek a uni-polar hegemony. The current situation reflects that the struggle between unipolarrity and multi-polarity is unavoidable, and will stay through the entire historical period of the early 21st century, because, even though the trend of multi-polarization is irreversible, it is also fairly difficult to prevent the U.S. government from adopting unilateralism and seek  domination of the world. There is no doubt that the world is moving towards multi-polarity, and the process will not be smooth, but a tortuous, complex and long-term struggle since there are so many complicated conflicts and collisions of interests, for which we must fully prepare ourselves. 

  IV. Economic globalization is growing with the digital gap between the South and the North deepening and the voice of “anti-globalization” getting stronger.

  The development of high technology, expansion of transnational corporations and all countries’ continued efforts to restructure and reorganize their industries for economic growth have contributed to promoting economic globalization. Nevertheless, we have to see that it is no easy task to fully realize free flow of the essential factors of production across the entire world, universal optimization, organization and distribution of resources in all countries. Proceeding from the current relations between the West and the East as well as the North and the South, the developed countries will never give up their attempts to disintegrate and “westernize” the developing countries; the developed countries will by no means abandon their trade restrictions, embargo and sanctions imposed on the vast number of developing countries; the tariff and non-tariff barriers imposed in the name of safeguarding national interests can not disappear soon. The reality of the global economic growth indicates that the developed countries are the super beneficiaries and dominators of economic globalization. However, those developing countries with weak economic bases, relatively backward technology and imperfect economic systems suffer most from the economic globalization and are being marginalized. The comparative rate of the average per capita GNP between the richest and the poorest countries in 1950 was 35:1; but the rate for 1999 was 316:1(Switzerland and Burundi). The three magnates (topped by Bill Gates) owned private possessions with more than US $120 billion, which is equivalent to about the total value of annual GDP of 48 poorest developing countries in the world. The average daily per capita consumption for over 1.3 billion people of 6.1 billion world total population is less than one dollar, whereas the rich, accounting for 5% of the total population, takes up 96% of the average daily consumption per capita of the world. We are sure that the digital gap between the South and the North will be increasingly widened rather than disappear if the old economic order is not reset, nor will the developed countries stop their harsh economic exploitation and plunder of those developing countries. 

  The general world economic growth is slowing down at the beginning of the 21st century. The developing and developed countries have suffered more than ever from the negative effects of economic globalization, and the “anti-globalization” trend is obviously strengthened. The fast development of high technology has resulted in a fiercer “disorderly competition”. The “anti-globalization” phenomenon in the developed countries has manifested itself in the emergence of the right-wing conservative forces or the ultra-right forces, which repulse or prosecute foreign immigrants, demand increasing military expenditure by a large margin, arms expansion and so on. Since G.W. Bush assumed power, the U.S. right-wing conservatives have explicitly refused to sign the Kyoto Protocol, and declared to withdraw from the Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty. They are determined to build NMD and TMD, and seek nuclear dominance through increasing military expenditure by large margin. Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s homage to the Yasukuni shrine soon after he assumed office has contributed to the rise of notorious militarism. Ishihara Shintaro, mayor of Tokyo and chief secretary of Seirankai, the famous right-wing group, is a fanatic nationalist and xenophobe. He may become a potential candidate for the next general elections. Le Pen, a candidate of the ultra-Right forces failed in the general election of France, which was held between May and June 2002. However, he explicitly stated on his rejecting foreign immigrants, increasing military expenditure by large margin, withdrawing from the EU and stopping the use of Euro in his campaign program. Economic globalization has brought about not only new opportunities and hopes to the economic growth of the developing countries, but also challenges and pressures, hence, further marginalizing many developing countries. Some of them have suffered frequent economic and political crisis caused by economic slowdown and social instability in the process of globalization. Indonesia and the Philippines in the East Asian financial crisis between 1997-1999, and in Argentina and Venezuela, Latin American in 2002 respectively witnessed financial and political crisis to different degree.  The impacts of economic globalization have led to the severe unbalanced economic growth between countries and regions, widened the gap of profits between high-tech industries and traditional industries, polarized income between employees for transnational companies and average labour within the same country, as well as between the rich and the poor. In addition, unfair income distribution, imperfect taxation system and incomplete enforcement of the rule of law have caused economic crimes and corruption to grow significantly, and increased the inducement of social instability.

V. Local wars and regional conflicts are cropping up from time to time, and the world is far from being tranquil. 

The outbreak of a world war in today’s world is unlikely, and it is quite hopeful for the whole world to enjoy peace and stability for a long period of time top come. Even so, nobody can deny the frequent emergence of economic and political crisis, the long existing regional conflicts and wars in Middle East, Central Asia, South Asia, North-east Asia, South-east Asia, Balkans, and some African and Latin American regions. In Middle East, under the affection of the U.S. for Israel, the contradiction between Israel and the Arab world could not be thoroughly solved. After the Afghan war, America seems likely to keep its military forces in Central Asia and make it “the second Vietnam” in defiance of local people’s capability of and right to deciding their own destiny. The South Asia sub-Continent could not enjoy lasting peace until India and Pakistan settle their disputes over Kashmir. Nor will Northeast Asia be able to realize peace since American troops has been long stationed on the Korea Peninsula and played the role of preventing the two sides from unification. The peoples in South-east Asia and Balkan Peninsula could not become true masters of their own political and economic affairs and the regional stability will be hopeless if the external forces do not pull out. African and Latin American countries, without self-reliance as the foundation, can hardly promote economic development, upgrade comprehensive national strength and safeguard regional peace and stability only by relying on assistance from the South-South cooperation and South-North cooperation. 

What are the root causes for the continuous regional conflicts and local wars and for the instability in the world?

Firstly, hegemony and power politics are the root causes of the global instability. Disregarding the UN mechanism and the norms governing international relations, certain western big powers wantonly interfere in the internal affairs of some developing countries by enforcing their domestic laws as “international law” and pursuing double standards in name of human rights.  They are also fascinated about playing the role of “world leader” or “international police”, and always impose their social system, ideology and values without respecting right of developing countries to independently choosing social system, mode of development and way of life. These are the root causes of the global instability.

Secondly, so long as the old international economic order is not completely replaced with a just, rational and new one, the South-North contradiction can not be solved, nor is the phenomenon that the poor becomes poorer and the rich richer eradicated, the world will remain unstable. The grave uneven world economic development, especially between the South and North, and the ever-widening digital gap between South and North constitute the economic root causes for local conflicts and wars.

Thirdly, the contradictions and disputes among countries over territory, border, ethnic, religion and resource foster the specific reasons or primer for instability. Long term historical colonial and imperialist rule has left many countries, especially developing countries in the world, with potential elements for local wars and regional conflicts. 
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The Current International Situation:

Overall Relaxation with Local Turbulence
--An Understanding of Global Military Security Situation in 2002

By Jiang Linfei and Fan Yuejiang*
The year 2002 witnessed an increase of instable factors in the international military security arena, various local conflicts and wars never ceased, anti-terrorism became a major task in maintaining international security, global military imbalance was further intensified, the Western World led by the US was gaining more military advantages. Non-traditional security threats were increasing, but the world valued traditional security, too. In general, the world military security has shown some new characteristics under the influence of international anti-terrorism.

Anti-Terrorism Has Become the Major TaskOn Maintaining International Security


The “9.11” incident had not only brought cureless internal “injury” to the United States, but also brought great psychological blow to the entire world. The terrorist activities that had long affected peace and stability of mankind had never threatened the international security in such a way as “9.11”. Terrorism and anti-terrorism had become two important factors in affecting the trend of international security situation since 2002.

First of all, as the super power in the world, the United States is no longer a safe “paradise”. In Aug. 2002, the U.S. Department of Defence released the National Defence Report, in which anti-terrorism and strengthening home security became the priorities in maintaining national security. The Bush administration spent US$37.7 billion in the “first reaction” measures of law enforcement agencies for “terrorism prevention”, fire-fighting, airport and boundary security and information collecting, etc., twice that of the US$19.5 billion input for 2001 and was the largest sum on national security expenditure in American history. On Nov. 12, 2002, the Bush administration and the Congress reached a tentative agreement on establishing a large-scale Home Security Department. This was the largest reorganization and enlargement of the American government in 50 years since the Truman administration established National Security Committee and Department of Defence. It entrusted the President more power to combat terrorist threat.

Secondly, anti-terrorism has also become an important task in many countries in the world and a major factor in affecting world military situation. A hostage crisis happened in Moscow on Oct. 23, 2002, and Putin took a very hard stance on it. He stated that Moscow would never make a deal with the terrorists, never take any blackmailing, and insisted on never having any peace negotiations with the Chechen separatists. After having successfully settled the hostage crisis, the Russian army immediately began to root out the Chechen separatists. At same time the Russian military security theory was modified to entrust the Russian army with the important task of fighting against domestic terrorism. On Oct. 12, 2002, the terrorists attacked western tourists on Bali islands in Indonesia. On Nov. 11, 2002, representatives from the 10 ASEAN countries and the U.S., China, Japan, ROK and New Zealand held an anti-terrorism international meeting in the Philippines and reached a consensus that sharing anti-terrorism information, strengthening immigrant and customs monitoring, increasing international cooperation, making greater local efforts against terrorism should be highlighted. Following the US, Australia also proposed in late Oct, 2002 to establish a Home Security Department to ensure national security.


Terrorism will exert great impact on international military situation and security pattern for a long time to come. With the development of science and technology and economic globalization, the methods by terrorists to launch attacks will be diversified, and military operations alone will probably accelerate terrorist activities. Military operations will never and should never be the only way out to overcome terrorism. Anti-terrorism should solve both the phenomenon and the root causes. At the same time, there should not be a double standard toward anti-terrorism. International security should be maintained by all the countries in the world, be they big or small, economically developed or less-developed, because the national sovereignty and people’s safety are equal and inviolable. Without such a premise, terrorism could never be eliminated. Anti-terrorism should never be an excuse to recklessly infringe upon other country’s sovereignty.

The Imbalance Has Been Further Intensified


Another obvious change of last year’s military situation is that the global military imbalance was further intensified. The major manefestations of which are: 1, The U.S. and NATO’s deep military intervention in the Central-Asian countries. Heavy American troops were stationed there, prepared for attacks against Iraq at any time. 2, Japan and Germany realized their goal of sending troops abroad after World War II. 3, Russia and NATO established the so-called “20-country mechanism”.


On Jun. 1, 2002, American President Bush for the first time put forward and gave a full explanation of the strategy of “pre-emptive strike” at the West Point. He emphasised that the United States will take actions before the threats are on full swing, and the United States will take actions without hesitation when necessary while at same time will continuously seek international support. The ensuing 2002 Report on National Defence reassessed American security environment and set a new goal for American national defence policy. The report, from beginning to the end, takes “pre-emptive strike” as the guideline for the adjustment of the American forces, the frontline deployment and the development of military equipment, in an attempt to take advantage by launching first attack against America’s enemies. From here we can understand that the United States obviously plans its anti-terrorism in the context of its global strategy, and its military strategy has become more offensive. The report also pointed out that the United States must strengthen its efforts of implementing Missile Defence Program to make sure that it can “defeat invasion” in two key regions of the world.


In 2002, the western military expansion led by the U.S. gained much greater momentum. The United States has always been ready for a war in the Middle East, never stopped air attacks against Iraq, and prepared for an overall invasion at any time. In recent years, Japan has further extended its military tentacles abroad on the pretext of assisting American anti-terrorist activities, and frequently approved bills allowing for participating in international military operations, and implemented offensive military strategy, thus the Japanese military forces have realised its goal of going overseas, and fastened its pace toward military big power. Germany has also taken new steps toward military development. The western military “alliance” was greatly reinforced. At the same time, the military relations between Russia and the west was also greatly strengthened. At the end of May, 2002, Russia established the so called “20-country mechanism” with NATO by which Russia would strengthen its cooperation with NATO in the areas of anti-terrorism, nuclear non-proliferation, arms control, crisis settlement, rescue operations on the sea and international peace-keeping, etc. Moreover, as the U.S. readjusted its judgement of threats from current threats to potential capabilities, and the constitution of threats from existing threats to “incapable government”, “anarchist”, thus the definition of war would probably be infinitely enlarged. The instable factors of international security have further increased.


After the “9.11” incident, the United States entered a new period of military expansion. It was pursuing absolute superiority and security with stresses on infinite use of military forces. With such a military strategy, the American military construction and revolution took off. The military compatibility between the US and its allies has been strengthened continuously. The topic about NATO’s globalization has become hotter and hotter, while the disputes and discussions about National Defence have faded away. In 2003, American budget for national defence is as high as US$393 billion, 11% higher than last fiscal year and is the largest increase rate in 20 years. This budget is 40% of the global military expenditure, even more than that of the total of 15 countries combined immediately after the US. The world military balance and security order will hence be further undermined, and the world security is becoming more complicated and uncertain.

The Asymmetry Perspective of War has been Continuously Fortified


Over the last year, the asymmetrical character of conflicts and wars was obviously strengthened.


Asymmetry was featured by local conflicts and wars in recent years in the world. In May 1997, the Clinton Administration mentioned for the first time that potential enemies would probably use non-traditional methods to make “asymmetrical attack” in the assessment of challenges to future security. Since then, the U.S. has always paid much attention to the idea of “asymmetrical war” against “asymmetrical attack”. “Asymmetrical war” means wars between different types of troops. It is different from “symmetrical war”, because it highlights “technological differences”, and the developments in the battlefield are always one sided. The asymmetry of the war between the U.S. and Taliban in Afghanistan is more than that of the Gulf War and the Kosovo War, with big differences between the two. The United States still conducted overall mobilization, deployed heavy army, used high-precision weapons to launch long-range air strike against Afghanistan, hence implementing its “asymmetrical, un-engaged” warfare. In its air strike, the U.S. used different bombers in service, including the B-2 bomber all the way flying from its home base, and some other high-tech weapons. In addition, the asymmetrical character of the continuous Palestinian-Israeli conflict is an extreme example.


In the context of globalization, the two-way character of asymmetrical war is becoming more and more obvious. The asymmetrical war used to be monphase, which was used by the strong to fight the weak. Now it has evolved into a major war practice and war pattern of the weak to fight the strong, so both the offence and defence integrity is strengthened. In the asymmetrical war against terrorism, both sides try their best to utilise their advantages. Relying on the capability, technology and management advantages, implementing the strategy of “pre-emptive strike”, depending heavily on air strike, the US attempts to subdue the enemy by its super-superiority. On the other hand, the terrorists take their advantages of secrecy, flexibility and infiltration to harness the enemy through different kinds of attacks and intrigues. So the former one takes the strategy of “defeating the weak through superiority”, while the later one takes the strategy of “harassing the strong despite its weakness”. Moreover, both sides have the intention to use Weapons of Mass Destruction without hesitation when necessary.


Asymmetry makes the patterns of war become more diversified and extensive, which are featured by growing use of information war, economic war, media war and psychological war, because these wars play a greater role. For example, the battlefield has changed. The U.S. initiated a war in Afghanistan while the terrorists initiated a war in the US. The homeland of America had for the first time become a hot spot for war. Another example is the factors of “containing” the war have increased. Billions of audience could watch a war on TV. There are more transparency and restricting forces. Therefore, the American Department of Defence summarised the experiences from the anti-terrorist war in Afghanistan in mid August last year that to fight war in the 21st century one should mobilise all its national forces at national level, including economy, diplomacy, finance, law department, information, as well as open and secret military operations. This kind of war reveals an overall asymmetry.

Much Attention is still Paid to the Concept of Traditional Security 


There are some new changes in international security environment in the new century. International security issues have become more diversified. Traditional security factors are intertwined with non-traditional ones. The danger of non-traditional security issues like terrorism and drug trafficking is continuously intensifying. All countries in the world have begun to attach greater importance to the non-traditional security concept.


However, this doesn’t mean the traditional security concept has been given up. On the contrary, the traditional security concept is still considered very important in the world. The American government has stressed on many occasions that the U.S. will not only combat global terrorism, but also will deal with some other dangerous enemies because of collapsing regimes or new rising forces. In fact, quite many American politicians believe containing its challenging countries that are rising is still America’s top priority. The United States made strategic readjustments only to have put anti-terrorism and preventing the emergence of  new super powers in a more balanced position. The U.S. is still at high alert to traditional security issues. This can be found from Report on Security Assessment of China. It is this global hegemonic mentality and practice that have generated this overnervousness, which is very unfavorable to American and global security and stability.


Russia continues to pay great attention to the traditional security concept. In the middle of last year, Putin put forward the strategy of “Stable Curve” namely, “one spot, two oceans, three partnerships and four centers”, which could best reveal its traditional security concept. “One spot” means the southen area of Russia. “Two oceans” mean from Pacific to the Atlantic Ocean. “Three partnerships” means Shanghai Cooperation Organization, the group security organization including Central-Asia and Thans Caucasus led by Russia, and the so-called “20-country mechanism” between Russia and NATO. “Four centres” means China, Russia, Europe and the U.S. This strategy is obviously established on the typical traditional geo-strategic theory, aiming to cover an area overlapping two continents to ensure world security. This revealed Putin’s traditional security concept of keeping the balance between the East and the West and the balance of geo-strategy.


The strategic re-adjustments by many other countries also show their emphasis on traditional security concept. For instance, since “9.11”, India has been upgraded in American global strategy. The Indian-U.S. security cooperation has been greatly strengthened, and the U.S. lifted almost all the sanctions against India. At the same time, India has taken the opportunity to expedite the expansion of its military forces, and began to focus on developing its naval force. With the goal of controlling the Indian Ocean, India’s security strategy has extended beyond aiming at Pakistan. India has also added new content to its 1990’s “Eastward Policy” aiming at strengthening economic exchanges and cooperation with Southeast Asian countries, enlarged from Southeast Asia to the entire Asian-Pacific area. These developments indicate the traditional security concept is still given much importance in the international community.


In general, the global military imbalance developed very fast in 2002, international terrorism was rampant, local conflicts had new development, the asymmetry of war was growing. According to incomplete statistics, by the end of Oct. 2002, there had been over 40 armed conflicts in the world, much higher than the annual average number of 30 or so in the Cold War period. However, international security was characterised by the trend of overall stability with local turbulence. The anti-terrorism war pressed big powers to further readjust their relations. Peace, cooperation, development are still the common aspirations and pursuit of all the peoples in the world. The factors restricting wars are still continuously increasing.

( It is completed in December 2002)

The Chinese People Shall Accomplish the Objective of Building

a Well-off Society in an All-round Way

in the First 20 Years of this Century

By Zhu Shanqing*
The 16th National Congress of the CPC Central Committee has successfully closed. This Congress is the first congress of our Party held in the new century, which carries significance for building the well-off society in an all-round way, speeding up the socialist modernization drive and bringing about a new situation for the socialist cause with the Chinese characteristics.

The Report to the 16th National Congress of the CPC puts forward the objective of building the well-off society in an all-round way, which is a grand objective, but also an objective set through seeking truth from facts. The Chinese people feel most happy and encouraged by the objective. It is also a hot topic in my meeting with foreign friends on many occasions. Now I would like to make a few observations through my personal study of the concept of “building the well-off society in an all-round way”. 

The Report to the 16th Party Congress states that, on the whole, the people have reached the well-off standard of living. How to understand this assessment? As far as I know that in 1991, the National Statistical Bureau together with other relevant government bodies mapped out a 16-point standards (see Attachment I) for building a well-off level of living standards proceeding from China’s national conditions and after full investigation and research. Applying the 16-statndards, the accomplishment rate for 1990 was 48% while the percentage for 2000 was 96%. Among the 16 items, 13 items have been accomplished. For instance, China’s GDP was US $1000 billion by the year 2000, with per capita GDP over US $800. In Accordance with the Engel’s coefficient (the well-off level can be indeed defined by the fact that the residents expenditures on food stuff accounting for 40-50% of the total expenses), the Engel’s coefficient for the urban residents in 2001 was 37.9% while the figure for the rural residents was 49.1% in 2000 and reduced down to 47.7% in 2001. It can be concluded that in applying the 13 standards, we have full confidence to believe that the Chinese people have on the whole reached the well-off standard of living. Of course, we are fully aware that “ the well-off level” referred here is still at the primary stage, incomplete and uneven across the country. Now there are still about 30 million Chinese people whom are having problems of inadequate food and clothing.

      The Report to the 16th Party Congress puts forward “building a well-off society in a all-round way”. Is there any difference between “ a well-off level standard” and “building a well-off society in a all-round way”? My understanding is that  “a well-off level standard” mainly indicates a living standard in terms of material life while  “building a well-off society in a all-round way” to all-dimensional aspects of social life. The “building a well-off society in a all-round way” means: further development of economy, further improvement of democracy, further progress of science and technology and education, further booming of culture, further building of social harmonious relations and insuring people to enjoy a filled-life. Put it another way, “building a well-off society in a all-round way” refers to a “well-off standard at much higher level”, it does not only include the requirement for improvement of life in terms of material well-being, but also of the spiritual and political civilization and sustainable development.

Whether the grand objective for “building a well-of society in a all-round way” can be accomplished in 20 years? I am full of confidence. Twenty years ago, as Mr. Deng Xiaoping proposed that China quadruple its GDP in 20-year time, there were some people having doubts abroad while there were also some people lacking confidence at home. The facts speak louder. The achievements China had recorded over the past 20-odd years through reform and opening up have delivered a powerful answer. Quadrupling GDP in 20-year time has been a reality already. In next 20 years to come, can our national economy maintain the momentum of sustainable and rapid development, and the GDP figure for the year 2020 quadruple that of 2000? These two elements determine whether or not we are able to “build a well-off society in a all-round way” on time. My reply is affirmative. In accordance with the calculation by our economists, the 7.2% average annual progressive growth rate within 20 years shall help us to reach the objective. As far as the growth rate is concerned, 7-8% annual growth rate is achievable in the first decade while the growth rate for the second decade can be 6-7%. 

At the moment, we have quite a few advantages. (1) Fairly solid foundation of material and science and technology. Our national GDP in 2001 was 9593.3 billion yuan RMB, more than US $1000.0 billion, ranking 6th from 10th in 1990 in the world. The foreign hard currency reserve is more than US $200 billion. The national scientific and technological strength has been upgraded by a big margin. In 1999 we succeeded in launching the fist space craft and will launch a manned space shuttle  in the foreseeable future. Not long ago, there was a piece of good news that China succeeded in manufacturing the “Dragon Chip”, thus it ends the history that China does not have the relevant core technique. (2) Social and political stability. The stability is of overriding importance;  nothing could be achieved without stability. (3) There are 1.2 billion hard-working people. (4) There are Deng Xiaoping’s Theory and Important Thought of “ Three Represents” as well as a series of effective principles and policies. These positive factors continuously inject new strong motive force into the sustainable and rapid development of the national economy. It is not only necessary but also possible for China to speed up its development. The objective of “building a well-off society in an all-round way” is not only fairly important but also achievable within the expected period.

Now we have founded a road to development suitable to the national conditions, but our advance will no be a smooth journey and will run into various difficulties. However, we have the resolve and confidence to overcome all problems and difficulties to build a more promising future.

Attachment:

     Basic Standards for a well-off level 

1. The per capita GDP is 2500 yuan RMB ( in terms of  the constant price and the exchange rate in 1980, 2500 yuan RMB is equivalent to US $900);

2. The per capita disposal income for urban residents is 2400 Yuban RMB; 

3. The per capita  income for peasants is 1200 yuan RMB; 

4. The per capita  usable floor space for urban residents is  12 square meters;

    5.The per capita floor space of steel- and wood- structured housing for rural residents is 15 square meters;

    6.The daily per capita protein absorption is 75 grams;

     7. The per capita constructed-road for urban residents is 8 square meters;

     8. 85% of rural villages are connected by highways;

     9. The Engel’s coefficient is 50;

     10. 85% of adults are able to read and write;

    11. The average life expectancy is 70;

    12. Infant mortality rate is 3.1%;

    13. The cost for education and recreation accounts for 11%;

    14. TV sets are owned by all families without exception;

    15. The forest coverage rate is 15%;

    16. Rural primary Medicare is available in all counties.

  (Continued from Page 4)

US officials' arrogant and impatient reactions are hardly surprising. 

To Washington, January 27 was irrelevant. 

The "time-is-running-out" warning the United States gave to Iraq before and after Blix presented his report has shown no change of the United States' tough policy toward Iraq. 

The United States could, on its own, attack Iraq - but that does not mean it has the right. 

Unilateral decisions followed by unilateral military action would severely damage the UN and international law. 

Resolution 1441 should not be an automatic authorisation of force for any single country - neither the United States nor any other country should have the right to go to war whenever or wherever it pleases. 

The Security Council will meet to discuss Iraq in the next two to three weeks. We back the continuation of UN inspections in Iraq and the search for a more sensible solution than the rush to a risky war. 
                     ( 29 January 2003)

INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGES 

A Delegation of UN NGO Section-DESA Visits China

By  Wu Kesheng

At the invitation of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament (CPAPD), the Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UNDESA), (Division for ECOSOC Support and Coordination, NGO Section in collaboration with the Division for Public Economics and Public Administration, UNPAN), sent a team to China from 10 to 18 October 2002 to conduct workshops and informal consultations with the non-government organizations on capacity-building of the regional and national NGO institutions for the United Nations NGO Informal Regional Network. The Mission was led by Mrs. Hanifa Mezoui, Chief, NGO Section, DESC/UNDESA, and included Mrs. Najet Karaborni, Senior Interregional Adviser, Project Coordinator, UN-NGO-IRENE/UNDESA, and Mrs. Haiyan Qian, Chief, Information Networking Unit, Manager, UNPAN, DPEPA/UNDESA.

During their stay in Beijing,  Mme. He Luli, Vice-Chairperson of the Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress (NPC) and CPAPD President met with Mrs. Hanifa Mezoui and her party. She extended warm welcome to Mrs. Hanifa Mezoui and her party and spoke highly of the useful work of their mission to China. She said that with  mankind having entered the new century, the international situation has undergone profound changes. The United Nations, established over half of a century ago, deeply influences the direction of the international relations after the end of the World War II. The UN  has made some important contributions to the maintenance of global peace and security, pushing forward of exchanges and cooperation among countries, and promotion of global development and progress. Presently, it has become a global concern as for how to insure the UN to play a more positive role in maintaining world peace and security, and in creating a better environment for the development of all countries. At a working session , CPAPD Vice President Zhu Shanqing gave a briefing  to Mrs. Hanifa Mezoui and her party on China’s reform and opening up, the progress achieved and the development prospect and some difficulties confronted in the course of socialist modernization drive in China.

A Workshop for capacity-building was held in Beijing. Mr. Jin Yongjian, President of UNA-China, and CPAPD Vice-President, Mrs. Huan Guoying, respectively made opening and concluding remarks. The workshop was attended by some 80 representatives from over 20 NGOs  and universities and research institutes such as China Association for International Understanding, China Social and Economic Research Association, All-China Federation of Trade Unions, All-China Federation of Women, All-China Youth Federation, China Academy of Social Sciences, China Society for Promotion of the Guangcai Programme, United Nations Association of China, China Green Foundation, China National Committee on Ageing, Chinese People’s Association for Friendship with Foreign Countries, China Nationalities Museum, China Law Association, Qinghua University, Beijing University, People’s University, China Institute of International Studies and China Institute of Contemporary International Relations, etc.

 Mrs. Mezoui, in her opening statement for the workshop, focused on the objectives of the capacity-building program for China and the importance of the workshop’s outcomes for preparatory meetings to launch the UN-NGO-IRENE/Asia High-Level Consultation and Capacity-Building Workshop in 2004. She also underlined the new orientation of the work of NGOs within ECOSOC and their expected role in the framework of the implementation of the MDGs.

The United Nations representatives, Mrs. H. Mezoui, Mrs. N. Karaborni and Mrs. H. Qian, made PowerPoint presentations respectively on key issues and challenges of the next decade and the role of NGOs in achieving the MDGs and the ECOSOC work. They explained the work of the NGO Section/ECOSOC/DESA, its outreach program through the UN-NGO-IRENE and the capabilities of UNPAN, as partner of the UN-NGO-IRENE. In the presentation, they also emphasized the importance of strengthening and building capacities for NGOs in developing countries and countries with economies in transition in order to meet the challenges of the coming decades, especially in poverty alleviation, economic growth and sustainable development. 

During their stay in Beijing, Mrs. Hanifa Mezoui and her team also called on Mr. Chen Jinhua, President of China Social and Economic Research Association and Vice Chairman of the National Committee of the Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference, Mrs. Li Shuzheng, Vice President of China Association for International Understanding and Deputy Director of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Ninth National People’s Congress, and also had meetings with leaders of China Society for Promotion of the Guangcai Program, China Association for International Understanding, United Nations Association of China, All-China Youth Federation,, All-China Federation of Women, Chinese People’s Association for Friendship with Foreign Countries, International Department of Foreign Ministry, China Green Foundation, China National Committee on Ageing, In addition the team paid field visits to projects operated by China Society for Promotion of the Guangcai Program, China Association for International Understanding, All-China Youth Federation, China Green Foundation, China National Committee on Aging,

Besides, Mrs. Hanifa Mezoui and her team also visited Shanghai where a workshop was also held. Mr. Jiachen Xie, Deputy Director, Shanghai International Exchange Centre for Social Welfare (SIECSW), chaired the Shanghai Workshop. The participants expressed  thanks to DESA representatives for their clear and comprehensive presentations. The over a dozen Shanghai NGOs were represented at the Workshop. Mr. Liu Lunxian,  Deputy Director of Shanghai People’s Congress met the Mrs. Hanifa Mezoui and her party.

A CPAPD Delegate Attending AAPSO International Conference

Fei Yongyi*
21 foreign delegates representing China, Cyprus, India, Iraq, Nepal, United Kingdom and Palestine along with the members of the Afro-Asian Solidarity Association of Sri Lanka and the Permanent Secretariat of AAPSO(Afro-Asian Peoples’ Solidarity Organization) met for three days from 29th August to 1st September 2002 in Colombo, Sri Lanka and deliberated on the theme “Aftermath of September 11th and its impact on the world today”. A CPAPD representative made a speech under the title of “Security situation in South Asia after anti-terrorist war in Afghanistan”.

The participants highlighted the grave situation facing the people of the world vis-à-vis the environment enacted after the tragic event of September 11th.  The participants pointed out that rather than making a correct analysis of the causes of the attack, the U.S, had taken the position of creating war hysteria in fighting terrorism through military means, there was a serious threat posed to the sovereignty of independent states. In the process of globalization, the transnational corporations try their best to exploit the resources of the world and accrue maximum profit at the expense of the welfare of the people especially in the developing countries, so disparity between the poor and the rich countries is widening alarmingly. The political situation in the world is assuming a critical dimension. Sovereignty of many independent countries is being threatened under the concept “Axis of Evils” by U.S. Palestinians is continuously being denied of their right to homeland in most inhuman manner.  The inhuman sanctions against Iraq continued while preparation for a unilateral U.S invasion intensified. The conference expressed strong desire of the peoples of South Asia for a earlier solution of the Indo-Pak tensions, in this connection, proper conditions for talks between two countries must be created by stopping all support for cross border terrorism. 

The CPAPD Representatives Attending

the Asian Civil Society Forum 2002

Two representatives of the CPAPD attended the Asian Civil Society Forum (ACSF ) 2002, held in Bangkok, Thailand, from 9 to 13 December 2002. The forum was first forum convened by the Conference of NGOs in consultative status  with United Nations (CONGO) and held at the United Nations Conference Centre of the UN Economic and Social Commission for Asia and Pacific (ESCAP). More than 500 participants, representing local, national, regional and international NGOs from 33 countries and regions of Asia and the rest of the world participated in the forum. The theme of the forum was “UN UN/NGO partnerships for Democratic Governance: Building Capacities and Networks for Human Rights and Sustainable Development”.

 Mr. Kofi Annan, the UN Secretary General sent a message to the forum, saying that “the UN looks forward to strengthening this relationship—from the front lines of conflict or national disaster; to places far from the spotlight where community and institutional development occur without much fanfare; to the conference halls where your ideas and passion enrich the official proceedings.”  “In Asia, the region with the largest portion of the world’s population, your efforts to strengthen civil society and to build links among Asian civil society organizations—hold considerable promise not only for making progress towards the Millennium Development Goals(MDGs), but also for strengthening your voice in international fora, including the United Nations.”   

The ACSF 2002, envisaged as a multi-dimensional, multi-sectoral and multi-faceted process and event, was organized to contribute to developing a conceptual and practical framework for civil society actors in formulating and advancing their advocacy strategies at national, regional and global levels. The ACSF provided participants with opportunity to share their common concerns and aspirations, and how they could forge partnerships and build solidarity across the region to promote the goals of peace, justice, equity, and environmental protection. The participants examined implementation of MDGs from the perspective of a rights-based approach with the built-in principle of sustainability and aim to promote them in a consistent, coherent and intentional manner. Many participants expressed their worries that the global decision-making in economic and social affairs had become much less democratic, and transparent, while the resources, mandate and influence of the UN had been eroded and the power and mandate of the IMF, the World Bank, and the WTO had expanded. They hoped that a rights-based approach with the principle of sustainability would ensure the needed stability and symmetry necessary for democratic governance.

After a week of intense discussions, debate and sharing of experiences, the forum had succeeded in developing a framework for the advocacy strategies to pursue democratic governance at national, regional and global levels. The framework would help NGOs to deal with the wide spectrum of issues that concern all NGOs. The forum urged all civil society actors in Asia to make more efforts in developing genuine partnerships         (Continued to Page 36)

A Japanese Peace Delegation Visits China

At the invitation of the CPAPD, a five member delegation of Japan Peace Committee and Japan Gensuikyo headed by Mr. Mitsuo Sato and Mr. Shoji Sawada paid a friendly visit to China from 26 October to 31 October 2002. During the visit in Beijing, CPAPD vice-president Liu jingqin hosted a working session with the delegation. Besides Beijing, the delegation also visited Xi’an where Gui Zhongyue, Deputy Director of Shaansi Provincial People’s Congress met with the delegation.

At the working session, Vice-president Liu Jingqin expressed, on behalf of the CPAPD a warm welcome to the visiting delegation, briefed Japanese guests on China’s political and economic situation, the views regarding the security situation on the Korean Peninsular, as well as the latest developments of international arms control, disarmament and peace movement. The two sides exchanged views on issues of common concern especially on the America’s war preparations against Iraq, the Northeast Asian security, the proliferations of nuclear weapons. 

In Xi’an the delegation also visited the terracotta warriors, an agricultural high-tech zone. It was the view of the both sides that the visit of the delegation had deepened the mutual understanding and friendship between the two organizations and common efforts must be made to maintain world peace, promote development and to achieve the goal of total elimination and thorough destruction of all nuclear weapons in the world.

CPAPD Vice President Zhu Shanqing

Meets with IBP Vice President Fredrik S. Heffermehl

CPAPD Vice-President Zhu Shanqin met with Mr. Fredrik S. Heffermehl,  Vice President of International Peace Bureau (IBP), on 30 August 2002, on his way back from attending a Peace Forum in Yantai, Shandong Province, and briefed him on 24 member organizations of the CPAPD, its domestic and international activities, research work, etc. He also stated the principled position on the separatist activities by Dalai Lama and his followers that the Dalai Lama is not an ordinary religious personage, but has been in political exile and has engaged in activities aimed at splitting the motherland under the pretext of religion. Therefore, the Chinese people firmly oppose any government or NGO inviting or meeting in whatever name or whatever form the Dalai Lama, which provides forums for their political activities aimed at splitting China by the Dalai Lama and his clique. 

HADAD President Dr. Kinfe Abraham Visits China

At the invitation of the Chinese People(s Association for Peace and Disarmament (CPAPD), after attending the International Seminar --- Development of Oriental Civilization and Human Rights sponsored by China Human Rights Association, Dr. Kinfe Abraham, President of the Ethiopian International Institute for Peace and Development, visited Beijing I-5 November 2002. 

Ma Wenpu, CPAPD Senior Adviser and Vice Minister of the International Department of the CPC Central committee met with Mr. and Ms. Abraham and hosted a dinner in their honor. Mr. Ma Wenpu briefed Dr. Kinfe Abraham on the achievements of the reform and opening up and difficulties needed to be solved in our advance, and also of the CPAPD 24 member organisations, its domestic and international activities, research work,. Mr. Ma Wenpu emphasised that both China and Ethiopia belong to developing countries, the major tasks the governments of the two countries confront are to develop economy, raise the living standard of their people. The two countries share many common or similar views regarding the international affairs, and support each other in their efforts to maintain national sovereignty and develop the national economy. 

Both Mr. Ma Wenpu and Dr. Kinfe Abraham expressed their wishes to further build up the friendly relations of cooperation and exchanges between the two institutions and work together for peace, stability and development in Asia and Africa, and the world at large.  

Dr. Kinfe Abraham also gave a lecture on peace, security and development in the Horn of Africa, and Africa at large. Dr. Kinfe Abraham took many questions and the lecture was very well received. 

(Continued from Page 34)       with the UN and governments in implementing the MDGs, based on mutual respect and trust, be more active in making use of UN instruments and mechanisms in advocating the cause of human rights, human security and sustainable development and, toward this end, undertake training and capacity building programmes to enhance the advocacy skills. The forum also requested Asian Civil Society to take active measures to build regional networks of NGOs.

It was the first time that the CPAPD sent representatives to attend this kind of forum after it gained the consultative status with ECOSOC of the UN. Two CPAPD representatives participated in all plenary sessions, made speeches in relative working groups, and exchanged views with foreign participants concerned.

*  Specially invited research fellow


* Research Fellows





* CPAPD Vice-President and Member of the National Committee, CPPCC


* CPAPD Researcher
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