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Introduction 

This volume contains all the oral evidence appended to the report of the Parliamentary 
Commissioner for Standards on the complaints by Mr Andrew Robathan MP and Mr 
Andrew Yale (a member of the public) against Mr George Galloway MP.  It consists of 5 
oral evidence sessions, at which a full verbatim record was taken, and 2 meetings, in respect 
of which a summary was subsequently agreed by all parties present. 

The oral evidence received has been lightly edited to remove personal details or other 
material irrelevant to a conclusion on the complaints. Procedural exchanges between the 
Commissioner and each witness at the beginning and end of each interview have also been 
omitted to avoid unnecessary repetition and printing.  Page, paragraph and line numbers 
quoted by the Commissioner or witnesses are those which originally appeared in either 
written or oral evidence and may no longer apply where the evidence in question has been 
re-formatted as part of the Commissioner’s report. 

Annex 1 of the Commissioner’s report in Volume 1 lists all those mentioned in the report, 
including those from whom the Commissioner received evidence in the course of his 
inquiry.  It also indicates the relevant position(s) held by those who gave the Commissioner 
evidence. 
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Oral evidence taken by the Parliamentary 
Commissioner for Standards 

1. Dr Burhan Mahmoud Al-Chalabi—20 April 2006 

Mr Tom Healey, Clerk, and Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar, Dr Al-Chalabi’s lawyer, were also 
present. 

Q1 Sir Philip Mawer:  The focus of the questions that I want to put to you and the reason why I 
have asked to see you is that you have been named in reports published in the United States—reports 
produced by the Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations,1 and also by the Independent 
Commission of Inquiry into the UN Oil-for-Food Programme2—you have been named as a recipient of 
an oil contract under the oil-for-food programme.  The heart of the allegation that is made in those 
reports is that in receiving that contract, and the commission that went with that contract, you were 
essentially being used as a conduit to enable monies to go to Mr Galloway either directly or indirectly, or 
through the Mariam appeal to further his work.  That is the focus of the questions that I want to put to 
you.  It does not, I am sure, come as a surprise to you because I know you have read the Volcker (which is 
the UN Committee) report, and you have also read the Senate report.  We have sent you exhibits attached 
to those reports which we believe to be relevant to the allegations made in those reports concerning you.  I 
pause at that point because I want to give you the opportunity, and Mr Al-Mukhtar the opportunity, to 
say anything that you want to say about the terms on which we are about to have our conversation. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  So far I am happy.  I am grateful to you for that, thank you. 

Q2 Sir Philip Mawer:  I wonder if we could begin by you giving me your full name.  This is just so 
that we can be clear for the record. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  My name is Burhan Mahmoud Al-Chalabi. 

Q3 Sir Philip Mawer:  When was your date of birth? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  1 March 1947. 

Q4 Sir Philip Mawer:  And your nationality is? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I am now a British citizen.  I have been so since 1996. 

Q5 Sir Philip Mawer:  Are you also an Iraqi citizen? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No, I am not. 

Q6 Sir Philip Mawer:  You do not have joint nationality? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No, I do not. 

Q7 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I ask you about the nature of your business?  I understand you have a 
number of business activities in which you are involved.  I do not want those in detail but I in essence 
want to know what your occupation is. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Property developer. 

 

 
1 Report of the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigation, published 27 October 2005. 

2 Report of the Independent Inquiry Committee (the Volcker Committee) into the UN Oil for Food Programme, 
published 25 October 2005. 
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Q8 Sir Philip Mawer:  Do you have other business interests apart from property development? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No. 

Q9 Sir Philip Mawer:  Could I ask when you first met George Galloway? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I need to give a bit of background.  I had a good idea of taking a flight, a mercy flight, from 
London to Baghdad.  I worked quite a lot on it and came to the conclusion that it was too difficult for me.  
Then he appeared on the scene, on television, with the Red Bus.  He took a bus round the Middle East, and I 
thought it would be a good idea to raise the profile of my mercy flight by asking for his help, so I called at the 
House of Commons and spoke to him.  It must have been late 1999.  There were some offices around here and 
I met him there and I explained my ideas and he was happy to—he said he would help. 

Q10 Sir Philip Mawer:  So were you the genesis then of the idea for the mercy flight which 
subsequently took place? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  It did not take place.   Subsequently it was cancelled. 

Q11 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right.  It featured though in a deal of the publicity, I think, surrounding the 
Mariam appeal. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes.  I asked for his help and he persuaded me that for him to be able to work it should be 
done in the Mariam appeal, but the entire idea was my idea.  Basically the mercy flight, my idea, was to take 
children of expatriates, to take nurses, to take doctors, to Iraq in order to highlight the focus of attention on 
the damage and the suffering that had been caused to the Iraqi people by the sanctions regime of the United 
Nations. 

Q12 Mr Healey:  And this is the idea that subsequently became the bus tour? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No, no, nothing to do with that. 

Q13 Mr Healey:  This was a separate thing? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Nothing to do with the bus. I know nothing about the bus tour except what I saw on 
television and what I read in the paper. 

Q14 Sir Philip Mawer:  And there was no subsequent flight at all?  My impression, I have to say, was 
that there was a flight which the Mariam appeal organised, but it may not have been the same as the one 
that you envisaged. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  As far as my flight was concerned, my idea was to have a humanitarian mercy flight in order 
to focus attention on the humanitarian aspects of what is happening in Iraq. 

Q15 Sir Philip Mawer:  I understand that. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  When he took over the administration of the humanitarian flight, somewhere along the line it 
changed from a humanitarian to a political flight.  The British Government took exception to the people who 
were on the list.  They were mainly journalists, and the British Government subsequently withdrew their 
support and the flight was cancelled because they felt this was not a humanitarian flight; it was a political 
flight, and I must admit I agree with them, and the whole project was cancelled and I was extremely 
disappointed. 

Q16 Sir Philip Mawer:  I think in one newspaper at the time—these allegations first appeared in The 
Guardian newspaper3—it was alleged that you had had a falling out with Mr Galloway over this flight.  I 
do not know if that was a correct interpretation. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I mean, the only thing I had in common with Mr Galloway was the flight.  When the flight 

 

 
3 For example, article published in the Guardian on 17 February 2004. 
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was cancelled I was disappointed and we went our separate ways. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Could I assist you by just drawing the overall map?  There was the bus from London to 
Baghdad.  That was nothing to do with the flight. 

Q17 Sir Philip Mawer:  Understood. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Then there was the attempt for a flight which Dr Chalabi is talking about, which did not 
materialise.  Then there was a flight, I think, from England through Germany or something to that effect to 
Iraq on which Mr Galloway did go, but the flight that Dr Chalabi is talking about is nothing to do with the bus 
and it has never materialised.  The reason for the fall-out is that Dr Chalabi wanted to do a humanitarian one.  
Mr Galloway wanted to make it more of a public relations/political campaign.  That is why the permission for 
the flight was withdrawn and that is the end of the story, so far as Dr Chalabi—his problem was because of 
this shifting of the emphasis from a humanitarian one to be at the end of the day political, they had this…. 

Q18 Sir Philip Mawer:  I have understood that.  If I could briefly play back what my understanding is, 
for you to confirm or otherwise, Dr Al-Chalabi’s focus of concern was on the humanitarian impact of the 
UN sanctions on the Iraqi people.  He wanted a flight which would assist in (a) identifying the impact of 
sanctions but (b) providing practical help and support. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  And also I wanted to show the Iraqi people that it does not matter what the British 
Government are saying.  The British people are caring and compassionate and unhappy about what is 
happening and they want to help.  I wanted to try and bridge the gap of compassion, because wherever I heard 
the view of Iraqis—why is Britain doing this to us?  You have got to go back to the background of this 
question.  Britain used to graduate something like 6,000–8,000 Iraqis every year, so there was a lot of concern 
among the Iraqi people as to why Britain is doing this, and what I wanted to show is the difference between 
the British Government policy and the British people.  The British people do care, are compassionate and they 
are as concerned as the Iraqis about what is happening to them. 

Q19 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I move on in terms of your relationship with Mr Galloway?  Can I simply 
ask were you ever in Iraq itself with Mr Galloway? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  We first went, I think, late 1999 to introduce the idea to the Iraqi Government. 

Q20 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right.  Was this in December, or November or December of that year? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Probably late 1999 because there is no point taking a flight if the Iraqis are not going to 
receive it. 

Q21 Sir Philip Mawer:  Understood. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  So that was the first visit which I recall.  The second visit was in March 2000 and that is we—a 
lot of people donated the medicine for the flight, and really what we did is, we took that medicine with a lot of 
other people, donors and supporters, et cetera, some of the people who I initially wanted them to take, so we 
took the medicine in March.  I think I also went to Baghdad to attend a conference on sanctions and he was 
there, but at that time we had parted our ways. 

Q22 Sir Philip Mawer:  Do you remember when that was? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Also in 2000.  It was regular.  There was some big conference. 

Q23 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I ask, when you were there in late 1999, whom did you meet with Mr 
Galloway in the course of that visit? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  There were some other people with us and we did have an audience with Mr Tariq Aziz and 
with the people at the Foreign Office.  We met people at the ministry.  I met people myself at the Ministry of 
Health and the Ministry of Education. 

Q24 Sir Philip Mawer:  Did you meet Fawaz Zureikat at all on that occasion? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I met Mr Zureikat in Jordan during my first visit, purely on a social occasion.  His sister is 
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married to one of my best friends and I went to see my friend, met his wife, and this is where I met him, 
purely socially. 

Q25 Sir Philip Mawer:  And have you had subsequent dealings with him at all, Fawaz, that is? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I did not talk to Fawaz from April 2000 to today. 

Q26 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right, so that was after the second visit that you made to Iraq in March of 
2000? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes, but I did know that he had a presence in Baghdad, you know, Fawaz Zureikat. 

Q27 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right.  Have you ever had any business dealings with Fawaz? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I have not had any business dealings with Fawaz. 

Q28 Mr Healey:  Could I clarify one point about the visit to Baghdad in late 1999?  The bus tour 
arrived there on 7 November 1999.  Is that the same visit? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No, no. 

Q29 Mr Healey:  So it was a separate visit from the bus visit? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I had absolutely nothing to do with the bus.  What I know about the bus is what I saw in the 
newspapers. 

Q30 Mr Healey:  So it would be after that, probably? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q31 Mr Healey:  December 1999 maybe? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q32 Sir Philip Mawer:  Yes. 

Q33 Mr Healey:  Okay.  Over the Christmas period or earlier? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I do not remember.  It was late.  It was certainly not during the bus tour. 

Q34 Sir Philip Mawer:  You will know that one of the matters which emerges in the Telegraph 
allegations is the allegation against Mr Galloway that he met with an intelligence officer of the former 
Iraqi regime on Boxing Day of 1999 asking for an increase in oil allocations coming to him, and you also 
know, because the information is in the public domain, that it is alleged that you are named in a report of 
that conversation that Mr Galloway is alleged to have had and that information about you was attached 
subsequently to the document which was sent by the Iraqi intelligence officer to higher authority.  May I 
ask were you present at all in Baghdad in December of 1999 around the time of that alleged conversation? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  As I said, I went with him in late 1999 but, if I just may give you a bit of background 
information, I had not been to Iraq at the time since 1969, so—and I have a very large family.  I have about ten 
brothers and nephews and nieces and my mother, so I spent every moment I had with my family, to the extent 
that I had to ask my brothers to put tags on their children because I did not know their names, so I spent all of 
the time with my family really because I had not seen them for such a long time.  So I had not attended or 
been present in anything with George Galloway.  I spent all of my time with my family. 

Q35 Sir Philip Mawer:  But you mentioned earlier that you had been at a number of meetings, one 
with Tariq Aziz, at which Mr Galloway was present? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  That was to introduce the idea of the flight. 

Q36 Sir Philip Mawer:  And one with the Foreign Office? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I had the idea, you know, and I thought the Foreign Office would be the right people to ask.  I 
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learned from my family that my primary school had been closed down, dilapidated, because of this action. 

Q37 Sir Philip Mawer:  This is in Mosul? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  In Mosul, and I wanted to rebuild the school, so I asked who shall I take the mission from.  I 
was advised, I think, by my brothers to see the Foreign Office, so we went to see the Foreign Office and they 
said, “No.  You have to go and see the Ministry of Education.” 

Q38 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right, and did you go to those meetings with Mr Galloway or was it just the 
one with Mr Aziz? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No, I think I went myself with my brothers. 

Q39 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right.  So just the one with Mr Aziz? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes.  We may have been there also with the Ministry of Health; I cannot remember, because 
there were a lot of people there. 

Q40 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I ask whether in the course of those meetings, either with Tariq Aziz or 
with the Ministry of Health, the question arose, ie, the meetings at which Mr Galloway was present, there 
was any discussion about assistance from the former Iraq regime to Mr Galloway to support his anti-
sanctions efforts? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I have not heard anything. 

Q41 Sir Philip Mawer:  There was nothing said about these matters in your presence? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No. 

Q42 Sir Philip Mawer:  No request by Mr Galloway for money or support or assistance from the Iraqi 
regime? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No. 

Q43 Sir Philip Mawer:  Thank you.  Can I, moving on but just completing a sort of tour of some of 
the people who have emerged in the course of these reports, ask when you first met George Galloway’s 
wife, or estranged or former wife—I am not sure of her precise status at the moment—Dr Amineh Abu-
Zayyad? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I have never met Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad. 

Q44 Sir Philip Mawer:  She is not known to you? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No. 

Q45 Sir Philip Mawer:  Have you ever met a man called Ahmed al-Shanti at all? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No. 

Sir Philip Mawer:  Have you ever met a man called Tony Zureikat at all? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No, I have not. 

Q46 Sir Philip Mawer:  Awni, I think in— 

Q47 Mr Healey:  Fawaz’s brother. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No, I have not.  It does not ring a bell. 

Q48 Mr Healey:  No; he is Fawaz’s cousin. 

Q49 Sir Philip Mawer:  He is his cousin.  So none of these people is known to you? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No, they are not. 
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Q50 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I focus on the core allegation which is made in the US Senate and the UN 
Volcker Committee reports, which relates to a contract which you are said to have had under the UN oil-
for-food programme?  It is contract number M/07/83.  As you know, the documentation which has been 
produced in support of those reports indicates that you were the beneficiary or the holder of such a 
contract.  Is that correct? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  That is incorrect. 

Q51 Sir Philip Mawer:  It is not correct? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  It is not correct. 

Q52 Sir Philip Mawer:  What do you know in relation to that allegation?  What is your response to 
that allegation? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  When I was toying with the idea of the mercy flight I contacted charter aeroplanes or what-
have-you because I wanted to know the kind of cost involved, and the cost was something like $450,000, quite 
a lot of money, so my initial idea was to try and raise the money from the Iraqi community, from what-have-
you, but it became very clear that it was not possible so I attempted a different route, and I started to contact 
companies to see if we—through my family in Iraq I can offer them some assistance so that if we do business I 
will use the commission from those companies for the flight, so one of the contacts—I mean, I contacted the 
Chinese, who were—at the time there were some contracts for supplying the school with desks and tables, and 
I contacted some European pharmaceutical companies, and also I contacted the oil company.  I was really 
trawling with my nets to see who was going to respond, but, I mean, the idea that I had a contract—I have 
never had a contract from SOMO. 

Q53 Sir Philip Mawer:  What led you to contact the oil company?  You are talking about Fortum? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Fortum, yes. 

Q54 Sir Philip Mawer:  What was the nature of your previous relationship with them which 
prompted you to get in touch with them? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I tried a number of companies.  Fortum—I think I knew one of the traders there and I asked 
them if they are interested in—are they lifting oil from Iraq, and they said they had tried many times and they 
had not been successful, but they also said at the time they are working with some people so they do not need 
any help, so I said, “Well, look: if nothing works out can you contact me and I will see if I can be of 
assistance?” 

Q55 Sir Philip Mawer:  So your argument—let me just be very clear about this—is that you knew….. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Purely an agent, a commission agent. 

Q56 Sir Philip Mawer:  Are you saying then that you had no interest at all in the contract that I have 
referred to, M/07/83? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Sir Philip, I am an individual.  To qualify to lift oil you have to be an oil company, you have to 
have, you know, a line of credit, you have to have a shipyard.  It is the whole idea…. 

Q57 Sir Philip Mawer:  So how do you explain then the commission payments which it is said were 
made to you? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I was a commission agent.  I was a commission agent to them, you know, like all other agents 
who work for companies.  They pay you commission for your services. 

Q58 Sir Philip Mawer:  And your services were what? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  When they called me again and they said, well, they have tried their other contacts, first of all 
I advised that basically, if they want to have the attention from the Iraqi Government, then it is vital and it is 
important that they declare their position vis-à-vis the sanctions regime, something they had not done before.  
I think they talked about it among themselves and they eventually, I understand, sent a communication via, or 
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directed to the ministry, saying basically they oppose the sanctions.  Then, when I was in Baghdad for the 
flight, whenever I saw people within the Foreign Ministry or the people around Tariq Aziz, and people asked 
me what was going on, how are they going to raise the funds, I said, “I am working with a few ideas and I am, 
you know, helping this company, helping this company, helping that company”, so I made the word known 
that if these companies get any contracts then there will be commission which I will be using for a flight, so I 
was a commission agent. 

Q59 Sir Philip Mawer:  So do I understand your explanation to be, and tell me if I have got this right, 
that you had in mind the objective of the humanitarian flight.  You went to Baghdad to get clearance for 
the flight. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Because, you remember, at that time the Iraqis made it very clear that if any flights seek the 
approval of the Sanction Committee then they will not entertain it because they did not recognise the Sanction 
Committee’s authority on the Iraqi air space.  I wanted to clarify this basically.  If it is a maiden flight I have to 
get the Sanction Committee approval, will the flight still be allowed. 

Q60 Sir Philip Mawer:  Understood.  You went to Baghdad to get clearance for the flight.  You also, 
either at that time or before, had been seeking sources of funding to enable this flight, which would be 
expensive, to take place.  You had, is it prior to your visit to Baghdad, made contact with a number of 
companies, including Fortum? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q61 Sir Philip Mawer:  And you had given them some advice. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q62 Sir Philip Mawer:  When you were in Baghdad, are we talking about December or March here?  
December 1999 or March 2000? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No.  I am pretty sure it was on the first visit. 

Q63 Sir Philip Mawer:  On the first visit.  When you were there you made it known that you had 
made approaches to these companies, which included Fortum? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  It was called Neste Oy. 

Q64 Sir Philip Mawer:  Yes, indeed.  The name has changed.  It is a wholly owned subsidiary, I 
understand, of Fortum.  You were in touch with these companies—and that you were in a sense their 
agent? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Yes. 

Q65 Sir Philip Mawer:  Subsequently, just to complete the picture, Neste/Fortum received an oil 
contract? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes, because, as you know, they are well known to the government. 

Q66 Sir Philip Mawer:  Through your agency, because you were the agent? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I do not know whether it was through my agency or through my help or because they had 
made their position clear on the sanctions. 

Q67 Sir Philip Mawer:  You had advised them, you mentioned earlier, to make their position clear on 
the sanctions.  They clearly felt, it appears, an obligation to you because they paid you commission. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Correct. 

Q68 Sir Philip Mawer:  So they felt they were getting something for what you had done for them. 
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Dr Al-Chalabi:  Correct. 

Q69 Sir Philip Mawer:  If my understanding is correct, and you have not dissented at all from my 
understanding, you might draw the conclusion from the story that you have given me that the object of 
the then Iraqi regime in giving a contract to Neste/Fortum through your agency, and telling Neste/Fortum 
it had been achieved through your agency presumably, was to enable funds to flow to support the mercy 
flight.  Would that be a fair conclusion in your view? 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  No.  This is the result of it, because Iraq had to sell oil.  They had to sell to any company.  
They sold to American companies, Japanese companies, European companies, so it was felt that the 
companies which are friendly to us should get oil as well.  Why sell to the American companies who are taking 
a position against us when we can sell to the Norwegians who act for this company? 

Q70 Sir Philip Mawer:  As you know, few contracts were placed with American companies, some but 
not many. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Of course. 

Q71 Sir Philip Mawer:  Similarly, very few actually were UK donations, except for those which, 
according to the State Oil Ministry records, were made, one, to Dr Al-Chalabi or, two, to Fawaz Zureikat 
(the Mariam appeal) (George Galloway).  That is the allegation. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  The oil contract was not for me.  The oil contract was for Fortum.  I was a complete outsider.  
I was a commission agent. 

Q72 Sir Philip Mawer:  How do you explain the appearance in the State Oil Ministry records, which 
as you know list all the contracts awarded, of your name and also that of Mr Galloway in relation to the 
contract M/07/83?  How would you explain that? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I do not know about Mr Galloway.  I attended the first meeting between SOMO and a 
representative of Fortum, so I can—probably a note of attendance.  That is the only thing I can—my 
comments are. 

Q73 Sir Philip Mawer:  So your attendance at that meeting was as agent for Fortum?  Did you effect 
the introduction between them and the Oil Ministry? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes, I took them there. 

Q74 Sir Philip Mawer:  You mentioned Mr Amin earlier in the conversation.  Is that Mudhafar 
Amin? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Mudhafar, yes. 

Q75 Sir Philip Mawer:  Who was at that time the chargé d’affaires in the Iraqi Embassy in London, as 
I recall? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  He was the head of the Iraqi section of the Royal Jordanian Embassy. 

Q76 Sir Philip Mawer:  Forgive me.  In essence he was the senior Iraqi diplomat in London at that 
time? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q77 Sir Philip Mawer:  That is helpful.  Can I, moving on, ask you when you ….. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Sir Philip, do forgive me if I just add one thing.  The sale contract clearly is between SOMO 
and Fortum, so whatever reference is in the SOMO schedules is a mere note to the actual contractual 
relationship.  The contractual relationship is signed by SOMO and the Norwegian company. 

Q78 Sir Philip Mawer:  I understand the point you are making, and I am sure that legally you are 
correct but, as you yourself indicated earlier, Mr Al-Mukhtar, the then Iraqi Government was in the habit 
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of using—and understandably so, given its position—its oil contracts as a means of rewarding people who 
were favourable to its views and withholding them from people who were not favourable to its views. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Absolutely. 

Q79 Sir Philip Mawer:  So the SOMO documents are not just an indication of with whom legally 
there was a contractual relationship over a particular oil delivery, but they are also an indication of in 
whose favour the contracts were being awarded, that is, of the wider purpose, if you like, of the contracts, 
and in that context the appearance of the names of Dr Al-Chalabi and Mr Galloway together appears 
significant. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  This is the point that I am trying to address, that too much emphasis has been put on some 
note which a clerk in the department puts on a  piece of paper.  Principally it is because this is by way of 
identifying which company was introduced by whom or something, rather than—I mean, it is preposterous to 
suggest that at the end of the day a state oil company like Fortum, which is a government agency, it is a 
European government agency,— to reduce it to a front for whether Mr Galloway or Dr Chalabi or whoever, is 
a little bit unreasonable, so this is the only point I am trying to make, but by all means—I thought I would just 
mention this to you. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  And leaving aside the political view of the Iraqi Government, taking the humanitarian side, if 
an action is going to focus attention on the suffering of the Iraqi people, I think that is a view that would be 
shared by all humanitarians.  I have no problem with that. 

Q80 Sir Philip Mawer:  Could I ask, was it Mr Amin who suggested Fortum as a potential company 
you might approach and from whom you might gain assistance in relation to the mounting of the 
humanitarian flight? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No. 

Q81 Sir Philip Mawer:  Do you remember where the suggestion of Fortum came from in that 
context? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I knew a trader who I contacted.  He was working for another company and he said to me, “I 
am working for Fortum.” 

Q82 Sir Philip Mawer:  What is the name of that trader? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I cannot remember, honestly.  It was somebody, whatever he was doing or whatever, and 
then I went to see him. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  The name of the person. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Oh—Rodney Gavshon. 

Q83 Sir Philip Mawer:  The one who….? 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  His name was mentioned. 

Q84 Sir Philip Mawer:  He was the trader? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Rodney Gavshon, yes. 

Q85 Sir Philip Mawer:  He is mentioned in the reports. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q86 Sir Philip Mawer:  Thank you.  Can I ask a little bit now about your relationship with the 
Mariam appeal?  You have said yourself, it is in your letter to me of 10 February, that you made some 
donations to the Mariam appeal in the early part of 2000.  I think your letter specifically says, “I can 
confirm that in January or February 2000, and in accordance with my humanitarian principles, I 
contributed to the Mariam appeal.” 
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Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q87 Sir Philip Mawer:  Could you tell me how much you contributed? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  One of the ideas for raising funds for the mercy flight was to offer vouchers to the would-be 
participants in the flight and to ask for contributions for that voucher, and the contribution—the 
recommendation was that £500 would be okay; more would be most welcome.  I made a contribution of 
£1,000 for the voucher.  When the flight was cancelled it was decided that all the money should be sent back to 
the people who had given money.  I decided not to take my money back and that was my only contribution to 
Mariam. 

Q88 Sir Philip Mawer:  So your only contribution was £1,000? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  £1,000, which was the voucher. 

Q89 Sir Philip Mawer:  Which was a voucher in connection with the planned flight? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  The mercy flight. 

Q90 Sir Philip Mawer:  And, following the cancellation of the humanitarian flight, you did not 
remove your money? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q91 Sir Philip Mawer:  You will know that the Senate and UN reports suggest that, following receipt 
of commission payments from Fortum in connection with the oil contracts, for which you have 
acknowledged you were agent, donations were made, or transfers were made to people who were 
connected with the Mariam appeal.  Specifically it is alleged in those reports that in the summer of 2000, 
in July 2000, there was a transfer from a company called Delta Services, which I understand that at the 
time you owned, to the account of Fawaz Zureikat in Jordan, and it is also alleged in the Volcker report 
that, following each stage of commission payments to you by Fortum, payments were made to Amineh 
Abu-Zayyad which in total amounted to some £120,000.  I wondered if you could explain to me the 
circumstances of those payments. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Can I talk about Zureikat first? 

Q92 Sir Philip Mawer:  Please. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  In the Zureikat matter I had no role to play whatsoever.  It was a commission given to 
Zureikat and the oil company, and the oil company asked for my help to transfer the commission for him.  
That is the only thing I did.  I said yes, because there was a little bit of commission for the Delta Services as 
well, so I am not party to the business deal between Zureikat and Fortum.  They asked me if I could help by 
arranging for this commission to be paid because he was not, as I understood, the official agent or something.  
I was not party to that except they asked me and I said yes. 

Q93 Mr Healey:  So you were given a lump sum by Fortum that was your commission plus some 
commission for Mr Zureikat that was owed to him in respect of some independent work he had done for 
them? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  There was a commercial deal between Mr Zureikat and the oil company, okay, for which he 
was due some money, and the oil company said, “Do you mind doing this?”, and I said no. 

Q94 Mr Healey:  So you were just passing on a payment? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I just passed the man the payment. 

Q95 Sir Philip Mawer:  Do you know what the nature of the commercial arrangement was? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I thought it was an oil deal.  I mean, it is an oil company, so it was an oil deal. 
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Q96 Sir Philip Mawer:  Is it possible—and you will know, sorry to backtrack—that the contract that 
we have been discussing, M/07/83, was initially for a lifting of three million barrels of oil.  Subsequently it 
is alleged that it was increased by a further million so that the total that could be lifted under the contract 
was four million barrels. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I was a party to the three million.  I know nothing about the extra million. 

Q97 Sir Philip Mawer:  I am clearly speculating here. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Could I try and assist you in understanding the thing? 

Q98 Sir Philip Mawer:  May I put the point of my speculation and then you can by all means 
comment?  Given what you have said, that you did not know anything about the additional million that 
was added to the contract, and given the material which has been put into the public domain suggesting 
that a request was made to add to the contract, a request which was actually made, according to what has 
become known as the IIS letter, by Mr Galloway and Mr Zureikat as his representative in Baghdad, it is 
possible that that commission payment may have related to the additional one million barrels which were 
later added to the contract about which you say you knew nothing. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I cannot comment on that, of course.  I have no comment. 

Q99 Sir Philip Mawer:  You have no view on that, or at least you are not able to express any view on 
that? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No. 

Q100 Sir Philip Mawer:  Mr Al-Mukhtar, you were about to say something helpful and I am afraid I 
cut you off. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  That is fine.  The structure was this.  The oil company had a contract with SOMO, that is, 
Fortum had a contract with SOMO for three million.  In that contract the agent was Dr Chalabi, for which he 
has got his commission.  Evidently, without Dr Chalabi’s knowledge, somehow Zureikat and Fortum have 
obtained a further million; it is a separate shipment.  Zureikat was not the agent of Fortum, so clearly Fortum, 
in order for them to give the commission to Zureikat, either they did not have the arrangement or they did 
not want to do it because they had—whatever, because it is a state-owned company.  So what they have done 
is, they have asked Dr Chalabi to use his own vehicle, that is, the company which he had, of which he was the 
beneficial owner, to receive the commission which is for Zureikat and to pass it on to Zureikat, and for that 
service I think he also got some added on.  You had some payment? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I think I have had two cents or something. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  So he had—for facilitating this transfer, ie, the amount coming from Fortum to the 
company and from the company to Zureikat, but they are two separate exercises.  Whether—according to the 
IIS or whatever, how did this one million come about, Dr Chalabi has no knowledge and he has not any part 
in it. 

Q101 Sir Philip Mawer:  He has made that very clear already, Mr Al-Mukhtar, and I am grateful to you 
for setting the position out as clearly as you have done.  It is consistent with the picture that I have formed 
from Dr Chalabi’s own contribution. 

Q102 Mr Healey:  May I ask one question?  When you were negotiating with Fortum and SOMO for 
this transaction, you were not discussing this with Mr Zureikat or Mr Galloway? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I was not negotiating with SOMO.  I just introduced them to the oil company.  They did all 
the negotiations.  It was not my place to negotiate. 

Q103 Sir Philip Mawer:  But Mr Galloway and Mr Zureikat were aware of the fact that you were in 
touch with Fortum? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I do not—Mr Galloway had nothing to do with it. 
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Q104 Sir Philip Mawer:  But Mr Zureikat was aware of it? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Mr Zureikat was aware that I was looking to introduce companies to Iraq, certainly. 

Q105 Sir Philip Mawer:  Was he aware specifically of your relationship with Fortum/Neste Oy? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  He may have been aware that, you know, they have applied for oil.  I mean, he may have been 
aware.  I cannot comment. 

Q106 Sir Philip Mawer:  He may have been aware during that? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q107 Sir Philip Mawer:  We have talked about the $70,000 dollar transfer from the Delta Services 
account to Mr Zureikat and you have explained that as a commission payment in effect by Fortum to him 
which you were asked to facilitate in terms of a transfer.  We have not spoken yet about the payments that 
were made to Dr Abu-Zayyed, and I think you were going to give me your account of those. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Throughout the nineties reports were consistently coming from Iraq through NGOs or the 
United Nations of the increased rate of fatalities of the Iraqi children, of the deformities of the Iraqi newborns, 
the genetic disorders in the children which were in the areas where depleted uranium was used by the British 
and American forces.  Some horrific pictures were coming out.  A lot of people were talking about what is 
happening to the Iraqi people but nobody was doing anything.  ***  I felt that the moral conscience of the 
international community had gone into hibernation.  Nobody wanted to do anything about the Iraqis, and of 
course to everybody Iraq was Saddam Hussein, which is not the case.  The only person, I was aware, that was 
trying to do something about it was Dr Amineh.  Her work struck a chord with my own conscience.  She was 
trying to basically create a database in the areas where Iraqi children had been born with deformities and 
genetic disorders.  She was trying to get experts in order to help analyse the data.  She was trying to obviously 
focus attention on what was happening.  She was the only person who was doing something about it, and I 
was aware that the World Health Organisation refused to undertake such a project, you know, to find out was 
the depleted uranium causing genetic disorders or not.  The Atomic Energy refused to do it, and the position 
in here [indicating folder], as you know, our Secretary of State for Defence, George Robertson, says that the 
British Armed Forces have been provided with protective gear against depleted uranium effects.  The Minister 
of the Armed Forces, Doug Henderson, says the health care of the Iraqi nationals is the responsibility of the 
Iraqi Government, including testing for any presence of depleted uranium.  Now, the dilemma was the Iraqi 
Government could not import that test equipment, so I wanted to help this lady’s work.  That was a conscious 
decision, a charitable decision and a humanitarian decision.  That was the only reason, I have to say, nothing 
else. 

Q108 Sir Philip Mawer:  How did you first come to know of her? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  The work she was doing was common knowledge among the community, and I attend 
lectures and read, but the work was well known among the Iraqi people. 

Q109 Sir Philip Mawer:  Did you meet her personally? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I have never met the lady. 

Q110 Sir Philip Mawer:  The contributions you made totalling $120,000 were intended then, you are 
saying,…? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  To help her with her research, to help the Iraqi people. 

Q111 Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Perhaps you would like to refer to the flight cost. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  The flight cost was something like, I said, $450,000.  Now, I want to add something.  In 
February, somewhere in the middle of February, His Highness Sheikh Mohammed al-Maktoum of Dubai 
approached the offices, I think, of the Mariam appeal and he said he will donate an Emirates flight free of 
charge.  Therefore, it is only then that the funds were available for me to help, and this is how the money was 
raised for the flight.  Now I decided to make a donation for this lady. 
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Mr Al-Mukhtar:  So the money was raised for the flight.  The flight was cancelled.  Before it was cancelled 
there was a donation for the flight, so there was this excess money, and then subsequently the flight was 
cancelled, so there was this money which was then donated to the — 

Q112 Sir Philip Mawer:  I am still not absolutely clear about this.  I would appreciate your help in 
getting it clear.  What I understand you to be saying is that—where did the money come from, as it were, 
which you have described as being available for the flight? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  The commission money.  There were two sets of money: the money which came from the 
selling of the vouchers, which eventually— 

Q113 Sir Philip Mawer:  Yes, I understood, and that was the £1,000 that you mentioned, was part of 
the voucher arrangement? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  The voucher arrangement, and the commission money. 

Q114 Sir Philip Mawer:  The commission money was the $470,000? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Mmm—well, take the Zureikat money out because I was not a party to that. 

Q115 Sir Philip Mawer:  Understood, okay, $400,000 then, say. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  The initial—yes, excluding the deal, the oil deal, between Zureikat and Fortum. 

Q116 Sir Philip Mawer:  Understood, so if the total payments of commission were, as I understand 
them, to have been $472,000 in round terms…. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q117 Sir Philip Mawer: ….and the 70,000 was the amount transferred to Mr Zureikat, that leaves 
about $400,000. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Correct. 

Q118 Sir Philip Mawer:  And you are saying—are you saying?  I believe you to be saying—that that 
money was intended to cover the cost of the flight. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Initially, yes. 

Q119 Sir Philip Mawer:  But subsequently— 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  In February. 

Q120 Sir Philip Mawer: …..in February of 2000 an offer was made by the Sheikh of Dubai. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  The offer was made earlier but it materialised in February. 

Q121 Sir Philip Mawer:  Okay, it became a reality in February 2000 that Emirates would provide a 
flight. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Sheikh Mohammed al-Maktoum. 

Q122 Sir Philip Mawer:  So you did not any longer need the $400,000 for that purpose? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  That is correct. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  That is correct. 

Q123 Sir Philip Mawer:  And therefore you decided that money should be set aside from the $400,000. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  For this lady. 

Q124 Sir Philip Mawer:  For Dr Abu-Zayyed. 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway  17 

 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q125 Sir Philip Mawer:  And my understanding is that payments were made—well, in fact, from 
before February.  From January through to June of 2000 payments were made to Dr Abu-Zayyed. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Because when the sheikh sent news that he will offer the flight, I took it for granted that—I 
knew the people very well there.  I mean, I knew that they would give the flight. 

Q126 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right, so you were confident that the moment the offer was made the flight 
would materialise? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q127 Sir Philip Mawer:  And since that offer had been made, though it did not materialise till 
February, it had been made before January,— 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q128 Sir Philip Mawer:  …. you felt at that point that the money could be diverted or redirected for 
other purposes? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  For humanitarian purposes. 

Q129 Sir Philip Mawer:  We have accounted for $120,000 of the money which, if my maths is any 
good, leaves $280,000, out of the total of round about $400,000 you got, unaccounted for in the sense that 
we have not found a home for it yet.  What happened to the $280,000, the balance of the $400,000 that was 
left after you had helped Dr Abu-Zayyd? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Is that relevant to this inquiry? 

Q130 Sir Philip Mawer:  It is relevant if it involved any payments to other humanitarian causes and/or 
activities associated with Mr Galloway.  It is relevant in that sense. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I can assure you none of it went to Mr Galloway or anything to do with Mr Galloway. 

Q131 Sir Philip Mawer:  Did any of the money go to the Mariam appeal? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Not to the Mariam appeal. 

Q132 Sir Philip Mawer:  Directly or indirectly? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No.  Once the flight was cancelled the only thing I had with Mr Galloway was that flight.  I 
had my own humanitarian work.  He had his own style.  We just parted company and we went our separate 
ways. 

Q133 Sir Philip Mawer:  So the $280,000 was, according to you,—can I ask you this?  Was it used for a 
humanitarian purpose? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  To help the Iraqi people, yes. 

Q134 Sir Philip Mawer:  But not in any matter associated with Mr Galloway? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  None whatsoever. 

Q135 Sir Philip Mawer:  We have spoken a lot about the contract M/07/83.  I am sorry; I think I do 
need to press you about where the money went.  I am still left with a question mark because you have told 
me it was used for a humanitarian purpose and therefore there is no implication that you were pocketing 
the money which, had I not asked that question of you, there might have been, but now on the record you 
have said it was used for a humanitarian purpose.  Where did the money go if it was not used?  You have 
said it was not used for Mr Galloway, it was not used for the Mariam appeal.  Why can you not tell me, 
given that it was used for a humanitarian purpose, where it went? 
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Dr Al-Chalabi:  Because you invited me to assist you in this inquiry about complaints against George 
Galloway and I can assure you categorically that not a cent went to George Galloway, George Galloway’s 
associates, the Mariam appeal or anything to do with George Galloway. 

Q136 Sir Philip Mawer:  Okay; I will not press you any further. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Could I just, by way of background—in the first instance this commission could have gone, 
all of it, to Dr Chalabi.  He is a commission agent; he is entitled to take the money.  When Fortum paid the 
commission, this commission could have all gone to Dr Chalabi.  He did not have to give it to the flight or to 
Dr Amineh or anybody.  He could have taken it, so it is not that he has taken money from anybody.  It is his 
commission; he could have kept it, but he felt that this commission, he did not want to use it for himself, he 
wanted to use it for the causes that he was doing, so there was the flight first of all, that did not work, so he 
gave Dr Abu-Zayyad, Amineh, some of the money.  The rest of the money he dealt with in his own way.  As 
he has said, it is nothing to do with anybody.  It is not that this commission was due to somebody which he 
has taken. 

Q137 Sir Philip Mawer:  I am not questioning Dr Al-Chalabi’s motives and I am not questioning his 
commitment to the humanitarian cause which he believed related to the interests of the Iraqi people 
under the sanctions regime, and I do not want you or Dr Al-Chalabi to be in any doubt about that.  We 
have talked about the oil contract, M/07/83.  Were you the recipient of any other contracts either under 
the oil-for-food programme or under its humanitarian equivalent? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No.  That was the only contract.  I was going to say before you asked me the question, because 
I have brought some photographs; I do not know whether it is appropriate for me to leave them with you, of 
the kind of damage which was being caused by depleted uranium.  They are not very pretty pictures 
[indicating photographs].  They are kids who were born in the nineties like this [indicating], and the Iraqi kids 
in my generation were healthy and clever and well-fed and everything, and that broke my heart [photographs 
handed]. It also broke my heart because it is very relevant to me because I lost my only son in 1991, so I was 
committed really in my heart to helping children, not only the Iraqi children but other children in this country 
as well. 

Q138 Sir Philip Mawer:  I am grateful for that.  I will look at these photographs and, as I have already 
made clear, I am not questioning in any of my questions put to you your commitment to the concerns or 
concern that you had about these children.  I asked you about other contracts. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I have not done any business with Iraq, no. 

Q139 Sir Philip Mawer:  No other business dealings, and this was the only commission arrangement 
you had? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q140 Sir Philip Mawer:  Could I ask why it was the only arrangement you had?  In a way, it is a little 
odd.  If I could explain what I mean by that, if we look at the published SOMO records, the same names 
tend to appear in them regularly.  Few people feature only once and, given the humanitarian work which 
you were doing for the people of Iraq, and given your opposition to sanctions, it was perhaps surprising 
that you were not given other opportunities to earn commission which you could use for these purposes. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I only wanted to raise money for the mercy flight, and when the mercy flight was cancelled 
that was my only objective.  Whatever donation to the work I did, I did from my own resources and I am 
privileged in this country to have had business opportunities where I can afford that. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Dr Chalabi tried with a number of companies, as he mentioned, some people to do with 
education, some with health, et cetera.  He made various approaches with various companies but in the nature 
of things the only one which materialised was this deal.  The other ones did not; they fell through.  He could 
not convince, he could not lobby enough to get them to give the contracts.  Otherwise he would have got 
commission from other contracts.  Principally he did not want at that period of time to do commercial work 
with Iraq because he felt that this is people who are trying to enrich themselves at a time when the Iraqis were 
suffering, so he was against the idea except that is why this commission, when he took it, was for the purpose 
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of humanitarian rather than for his own commercial benefit.  He did not have to give it to anybody.  
Nevertheless, he did try, as he mentioned earlier, a number of companies but that is the only one which 
materialised. 

Q141 Sir Philip Mawer:  This was the one that…. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Came through. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I do not know as to why my name has appeared in those documents.  I do not know whether 
the documents are genuine or not but I really was very surprised when you sent me the papers.  I do not know 
why my name was on here. 

Q142 Sir Philip Mawer:  The explanation presumably is that you were the agent and in that context 
your name was on the documents. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Other people may have used my name for their personal gains.  I do not know, but really I 
was very surprised when you sent me the document.  I was astonished. 

Q143 Sir Philip Mawer:  What would they have gained from that? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  If they say, “This is for Dr Al-Chalabi” they give them more contracts, they benefit and I 
would not know anything about it, would I? 

Q144 Sir Philip Mawer:  No, but given that you only appeared once and given that you actually— 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  This is not contested. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No, because you said that I appeared more than once. 

Q145 Sir Philip Mawer:  No, no.  I was about to make the point—I made the point in reverse, actually.  
You did not appear more than once.  You only appeared once. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  My apologies. 

Q146 Sir Philip Mawer:  What I was saying to you was that most people’s names appear more than 
once and it was therefore in a way odd that you only appeared once in the list, and I asked the question 
did you have other opportunities. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I never asked for any other opportunities. 

Q147 Sir Philip Mawer:  You say you never asked and Mr Al-Mukhtar on your behalf— 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  He is talking about the oil, but he said earlier that he went to the Chinese and the 
Europeans, so you did ask, but not for oil. 

Q148 Sir Philip Mawer:  You approached other companies, as you said earlier. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Yes. 

Q149 Sir Philip Mawer:  And you would have been content to act as their agent had they given you 
that opportunity, if it had produced money to assist the humanitarian flight which was your objective? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Absolutely. 

Q150 Sir Philip Mawer:  But the only company that came forward was Fortum. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  That is right. 

Q151 Sir Philip Mawer:  And it was in that context therefore that the contract proceeded.  Your name 
appeared in relation to the contract which Fortum had with SOMO. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  That is correct. 
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Mr Al-Mukhtar:  This is where the misunderstanding of the reports, both the UN and the Americans, where 
they have taken the names of the people who have written on the side of the list as being the beneficial owners.  
We have seen this even with the bigger picture when the Russian Republic has taken money and then it turned 
out to be the name of the individual as if this contract has gone to them, the same thing with other countries, 
but this is not really the inquiry. 

Q152 Sir Philip Mawer:  No, but, to be fair, the allegation which is made is not that people whose 
name appeared on the list were the beneficial owners of the contract in the sense that the contract was 
made and executed with them.  It is rather that they were the commission agents whose names appeared 
in relation to the contract. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  With respect, I hate to differ but this is not the general tone of the Senate and the UN.  It is 
those people who got the money.  They were referring to it as allocations, contracts with.  It was nobody else 
talking about agents, a commission agency, because a commission agency is not against the law.  Even if you 
have the cases, whether in France or Italy or any other country, people who took commission agency were not 
breaking any law of any country, but the thrust of both reports is twisting the neck of the truth to make it as if 
these contracts were for them.  Anyway, I think we are going a little bit…. 

Q153 Sir Philip Mawer:  If I may just say, the contracts were effected in a way which enabled the 
people who were named to receive commission payments from the companies which actually drew the oil.  
They did; they received the benefit of the monies. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  You see, at the end of the day this would not have been—for instance, when you have a Mr 
Galloway, beneficial owner, yes, you have a problem with that, you have to address it, but when you have Dr 
Al-Chalabi and X and Y and Z, you would not have the inquiry.  I am not talking about the House of 
Commons; I am talking about the US and the UN.  If the concern was people were receiving commission 
agency you would not have these inquiries because most of the people were ordinary people.  There were 
some politicians, French, and, I do not know, Russians, and Mr Galloway; there were names mentioned there, 
so it was that bit, yes.  They are talking about whether—it is irrespective of whether they have got the contract 
or a commission agency, but the thrust of the whole inquiry is based on the idea that the named people were 
benefiting, not as commission agents but the contracts for them. 

Q154 Sir Philip Mawer:  Whatever their status, the allegation is certainly that they benefited but I 
think we need not get sidetracked into that. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Absolutely, we do not need to. 

Q155 Sir Philip Mawer:  Because our focus this morning is Dr Al-Chalabi and the questions that we 
have of him.  I think I am coming towards the end of my questions but I would just like to check that 
there is no point which I have failed to ask, so if you will give me a moment’s pause and I will look to my 
colleague as well and just make sure that we have not failed to cover something because this is our 
opportunity, clearly, to put questions to you. 

Q156 Mr Healey:  There are two things I would like to clear up.  Dr Amineh Al-Zayyad’s work on 
depleted uranium—what was the nature of that?  Was that scientific research into the effects of depleted 
uranium or was it humanitarian assistance for the children and people who were affected by depleted 
uranium? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Her work was really—what she was attempting to do was noble work because she was going 
to create a database for the areas and, as you know, there was something like three hundred tonnes of depleted 
uranium, and I believe had that database been prepared not only would that help the Iraqi children; it would 
have helped the children of the British soldiers who are in Iraq now who, God forbid, will probably suffer the 
same fate as the Iraqis because the depleted uranium contamination is going into the water, into the soil, into 
the food.  Some of these photographs in here are even of animals. 

Q157 Mr Healey:  So the nature of the work was compiling evidence of the effect of the use of depleted 
uranium in Iraq? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  As far as I was concerned it was humanitarian work. 
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Q158 Mr Healey:  Yes, of course. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Could I just give you a little bit of background?  Dr Amineh has a PhD from one of the 
Scottish universities, I do not know whether it is Dundee or another, and her PhD is related to the effect of 
genetic deformity as a result of this, so she was a scientist who was doing the scientific work, the preparatory 
scientific work. 

Q159 Mr Healey:  Before you—and there is no reason why you should—donated money to support her 
work you do not know how it was funded? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I did not know. 

Q160 Mr Healey:  One other thing about the oil contract with Fortum.  You said you are a property 
developer and you did not visit Iraq, I think, between 1969 and 1999. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Because I was terrified from the regime. 

Q161 Mr Healey:  Yes, of course.  When you came to raise money for the mercy flight you started 
going to oil companies, presumably because trading in oil is one way to raise money to fund this mercy 
flight.  What was your standing or qualification to be involved in oil deals?  Do you see what I mean?  It 
seems to  be outside your normal work. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  You do not need anything.  A commission agency is a commission agency.  Normally if you 
are a commission agent you sell shirts, you sell— 

Q162 Mr Healey:  So you do not need anything? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No.  I was a commission agent. 

Q163 Mr Healey:  Fine; okay. 

Q164 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I ask you one final small point on the contract?  Were any payments 
made in connection with the contract out of the commission to Mr Amin? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Is that important for you? 

Q165 Sir Philip Mawer:  It is alleged in one of the documents that he received some, I think from 
memory, $15,000 or something.  I forget the precise figure. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  Dr Amin was, as well as being a compassionate person, he is my friend and he is my relative, 
and whenever I was with him it was heartbreaking because everywhere he went people would come and ask 
for help: people who died wanted to be buried in Iraq, students who, because of the war, lost their scholarship, 
people who had come for medical operations and they have run out of money and they cannot go back, so he 
was the focal point of all the needy people and I suggested to him that I would make donations to him to help 
these people, because, you know, the Iraqis are just like the British.  We are very proud and this asking is really 
belittling, and this is why I helped him with that. 

Q166 Sir Philip Mawer:  Two final questions.  Did you ever discuss with Mr Galloway the 
arrangements you made in relation to the oil contracts you had with SOMO, for which you were the 
agent? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  The image which has been presented about me and Mr Galloway—it is not really.  I asked 
him to help me with the flight.  He destroyed the only dream I had.  That does not mean I could not admire 
his work for the Iraqi people, but he and I had really very little in common. 

Q167 Sir Philip Mawer:  So none of the money that you raised went to him and none of it went to the 
Mariam appeal? 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  No. 

Q168 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right.  I do not think I have any further questions to put to you.  Is there 
anything you would like to say to me? 
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Dr Al-Chalabi:  I would like to thank you very much for being courteous and for being honourable because 
for the last three years certainly my life and those of my family have been made hell with the journalists, with 
the newspapers, with cars waiting outside my home, with cars at my office.  I had to get my family out of the 
home, all because of that allegation.  It was a great opportunity for me to talk to somebody as noble as you are 
to put my picture because it has been inside me and it has been bothering me and I wanted to talk to 
somebody but nobody wanted to know the truth as it is and I am very grateful to you. 

Q169 Sir Philip Mawer:  We have your account now on the record.  What we will do is write up the 
record of our conversation, we will send you the draft of that.  You have the opportunity to check it for 
factual accuracy.  If you, on seeing it, think that you want to add to or subtract from an answer, the way 
you should do that is in a covering letter.  In other words, if you want to gloss the verbatim record in some 
way because you do not think you quite succeeded in making a particular point or whatever, the way to do 
it is in a letter to me covering the text, not actually correcting the record itself.  The record you will get is 
an accurate account of what has actually passed between us today.  I want to conclude by thanking you 
and Mr Al-Mukhtar for coming this morning, for the information you have given me and for the way in 
which, with Mr Al-Mukhtar’s assistance, you have set out the context in which the allegations which were 
made about you in the Senate and the Volcker reports, setting out the context in which those allegations 
have arisen, and I am grateful for that. 

Dr Al-Chalabi:  I am happy to be of assistance.  Thank you very much. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  Can we have a word? 

[Dr Al-Chalabi withdrew] 

Q170 Sir Philip Mawer:  If I may just reach for the relevant papers, just set the context here.  You and I 
met and had a helpful conversation on 1 March, and I subsequently sent you a draft of a record of that 
conversation which was not drawn up in the same manner as this one will be but was drawn up by a 
colleague who, as I said in a subsequent letter to you, is well used to making notes of meetings.  You made 
a number of suggestions for altering the record which I have accepted and incorporated in the text. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  I thank you for your letter. 

Q171 Sir Philip Mawer:  We have now finalised the record of the conversation on that basis.  One of 
the amendments that you made did raise a question in my mind and specifically it related to the following 
two sentences, and I will read them out if I may so that they are in the record:  “PM”—ie me—“said the 
picture presented was that GG” [Mr Galloway] had been the driving force [in the Mariam appeal] but that 
he had been assisted in the day to day work by SH [Stuart Halford] and AZ [Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad]”, 
and you added at that point that you agreed, “AM agreed in respect of SH”, Mr Halford.  I wanted to be 
clear what it was you were agreeing about and what you were not agreeing about.  The immediate 
conclusion I drew was that you agreed that Mr Halford had assisted Mr Galloway in the day-to-day work 
of the Mariam appeal. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  That is correct. 

Q172 Sir Philip Mawer:  A second possible conclusion is that you did not agree that Dr Abu-Zayyad 
had assisted Mr Galloway in the day-to-day work of the Mariam appeal. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  That is correct as well. 

Q173 Sir Philip Mawer:  So you are not agreed that that was correct.  And a third possible conclusion 
was that you had not agreed that Mr Galloway was the driving force of the appeal. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  No, he was. 

Q174 Sir Philip Mawer:  He was the driving force of the appeal? 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  He was the driving force. 
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Q175 Sir Philip Mawer:  I thought that was what you intended but I just really wanted to be clear 
about it. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  That is correct.  I appreciate it.  It is principally because at the time when I used to talk to 
them and go to them I have not seen Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad in the office, or she was not in the office.  I have 
not seen her do any of the work there, while Stuart Halford, any time and all the time that there were things to 
do with the Mariam appeal it was always Stuart Halford who was either there or taking part, but not Dr Abu-
Zayyad. 

Q176 Sir Philip Mawer:  Thank you for that.  That clarifies the point. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  It is my pleasure. 

Q177 Sir Philip Mawer:  I did not think it would be difficult to resolve. 

Mr Al-Mukhtar:  No; you are absolutely right.  Thank you very much. 

 



24  Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

 

2. Mr David Blair—14 August 2003 

Ms Alda Barry, the Registrar of Members Interests, and Mr Richard Murray, legal 
department, The Daily Telegraph, were also present. 

Q178 Sir Philip Mawer:  My basic purpose is to get an understanding from you about the 
circumstances in which you discovered the documents4 in the burnt-out foreign ministry building in 
Baghdad.  

Mr David Blair:   Sure. 

Q179 Sir Philip Mawer:   And what you did with them subsequently. 

Mr David Blair:   Sure. 

Q180 Sir Philip Mawer:  And of course I read your accounts in the paper of these things but really I 
need to go to the primary source on all these occasions, wherever possible, and you are the primary 
source. I’ve had the opportunity, thanks to your colleagues, of seeing the files on a previous occasion and 
clearly they, you know, are—as you yourself mentioned in that Channel 4 interview we just saw a 
recording of a moment ago—there are various circumstantial features of them which, put together, are 
powerful indicators, as it were, of the veracity of your account of the circumstances in which you found 
them. But it will be helpful to have that account from yourself directly. 

Mr David Blair:   Sure.  Absolutely. 

Q181 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I start with just some basic questions about when you actually went—
when you were first posted—to Baghdad? You mentioned a moment ago that you first went there in April 
of 2002, did you say? 

Mr David Blair:  That’s right, yes.  I was actually—I was reporting from Israel during Operation Defensive 
Shield and while I was in Jerusalem the foreign desk here was offered the opportunity of an Iraqi visa for 
someone to go and cover Saddam Hussein’s 65th birthday party. So they contacted me in Israel and said that 
that’s what I should do. So I travelled there via Amman, collecting my visa in Amman, my Iraqi visa in 
Amman,  and going on from there to Baghdad. 

Q182 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right. And your return there—you presumably returned there to cover the 
war at some point earlier this year? 

Mr David Blair:   Yes, that’s right. I in fact went backwards and forwards several times.  First visit was in April 
2002. Second visit was in October 2002 for the referendum that the Iraqis held on Saddam’s rule. Visit 
number three was in late November 2002. What happened was, after the referendum in October the foreign 
editor decided that I should spend as much time in Iraq as I could. So once my visa in Iraq had expired and 
renewals—once renewals were not forthcoming—I would leave Iraq, come back to London, seek another visa, 
go back and that’s what happened. So I returned in November 2002.  I stayed for about two weeks on that 
occasion. Came back to London. Went through the process of seeking another visa and went there again in 
late January 2003. And this was obviously in the run up to the war. It was quite clear that the conflict was 
approaching so I managed to stay in Baghdad and had my visa renewed several times over. And I stayed right 
up until March the 18th—I think that’s right—when the paper took a decision to withdraw me. They decided 
that no Telegraph correspondents were going to be in Baghdad during the war itself, for obvious reasons. So I 
left. I went to Jordan. I stayed in Jordan during the course of the conflict and then I was under instructions 
that once American forces reached Baghdad and appeared to secure the city then I should return as soon as 
possible. And I returned to Baghdad on Friday the 11th of April. If you recall the famous statue fell on 
Wednesday, Wednesday the 9th.  I returned on Friday the 11th having travelled in a convoy with quite a large 
number of other journalists from Amman. We actually departed on Thursday and ended up spending the 

 

 
4 Volume II, WE 1 and 4–8. 
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night in the desert on the Jordanian side of the border. We arrived late on Friday afternoon.  

Q183 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right. And so it would be fair to say that by the time these particular events 
which are the focus of my interview with you occurred, you’d been several times to Baghdad and you were 
familiar with the geography of the place and so on? 

Mr David Blair:  Yes I added it up the other day, actually—I was on my fifth visit and I’d spent about three 
months in total in the country.  

Q184 Sir Philip Mawer:  Had you had cause in the course of your previous visits to, you know, become 
interested in Mr Galloway as a feature in the Iraqi scene? Had he been someone on whose activities you’d 
had cause to report on previous occasions? 

Mr David Blair:  There was only one previous occasion. During my first visit to Baghdad. At the end of that 
time Mr Galloway happened to be in Baghdad on one of his regular visits and he brought quite a large 
number of journalists with him. I think he brought eight or nine journalists and I learnt that he’d arrived in 
Baghdad, that he was staying at the Al Rashid hotel. And I went there with another journalist, Ewen 
Mackaskill, the diplomatic editor of the Guardian. We went there together and we met George Galloway 
together and we had a talk with him for about half an hour or so in the coffee shop of the Al Rashid hotel. And 
later that evening Mr Galloway plus the ten or eleven journalists he had brought with him—I think there were 
a couple of Labour MPs with him as well, now I come to think of it there were a couple of Labour MPs—they 
all went out to dinner at a restaurant and we joined them and we were part of the group of I guess about a 
dozen people, so we had dinner and I exchanged a few words with Mr Galloway over dinner as well. 

Q185 Sir Philip Mawer:   Did you report on that visit for the paper? And was there . . . 

Mr David Blair:  I wrote one story, a short story—not a great example of journalism—about one incident 
which was while I was talking to Galloway in the coffee shop of the Al Rashid hotel who should walk in but 
Jorg Haider. So I wrote a frankly rather trivial story about Galloway keeping slightly strange company in 
Baghdad and that was the one occasion that I had written a story about him.  I think there was a subsequent 
travel piece I wrote about Baghdad where I referred to the same incident in a paragraph somewhere towards 
the end of the story and that was a long time ago I wrote it. 

Q186 Sir Philip Mawer:  And were you interested in his activities in Baghdad from that moment on, as 
it were? Or was he just another regular feature of the scene but of  no particular interest? 

Mr David Blair:   He was of no particular interest to me.  I’ve lived abroad really pretty much continuously 
since August ’98 so I must confess that British politics is not a subject I follow in great detail.  I’m very out of 
date.  I’m not sure I could actually name every member of the cabinet, I’m ashamed to say. 

Q187 Sir Philip Mawer:  Well, nor could most of the British people! 

Mr David Blair:   So Labour politicians are not people whose careers I follow, I’m afraid 

Q188 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right.  So, can I ask, when you went back to Baghdad—this is for your visit 
on the 11th April after the US troops had secured Baghdad and it was safe for you to return—were you 
given any particular briefing in connection with your return, by the paper or by anybody else for that 
matter? Were you given any particular  ... focus? 

Mr David Blair:   No, I wasn’t, and the reason for that was that the situation in Baghdad was so extraordinary 
with the city being looted, with no-one being in control at all, with the state of anarchy the city was in. It was 
really obvious what I was there to do. The stories, as it were, fell from the trees. 

Q189 Sir Philip Mawer:   Exactly.  They weren’t difficult to find? 

Mr David Blair:  They weren’t difficult to find. The first story I covered was the attack on the museum—the 
extensive looting of the museum.  I did that on the Saturday morning, the day after I arrived.  And on the very 
first day I arrived I wrote a story just about the journey into Baghdad itself because, although the Americans 
had secured an area in the heart of the city, most of the city was really under no-one’s control whatsoever and 
the guns were walking around and there was lots of shooting, so it was really obvious to me what I was there 
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to do.  

Q190 Sir Philip Mawer:  How were you supported? I’m interested in how you met your translators and 
so on. Were they people you’d worked with before during previous visits? Or … 

Mr David Blair:   They weren’t, no. Really the situation in Baghdad had just been transformed beyond 
recognition. When I arrived in the city it was an extraordinary situation.  I mean what struck me most was the 
way in which no-one really knew what was going on. The Americans didn’t quite know whether they had 
secured the city and whether the war was over or not. The Iraqis didn’t really know whether the regime had 
really fallen or not. The only things that were obvious were that no-one was in control and there was no 
government and the familiar faces who I had known in Baghdad pre-war were nowhere to be seen. Tragically, 
in fact, the driver who I’d employed several times, had go to know extremely well—was … when I arrived, I 
learned that he was missing. And a few days later I learned that he had been killed in the last days of the war. 
So what happened was, I did what journalists tend to do in those situations: I met other journalists who I 
knew well. I met a journalist from The Daily Mail who I knew very well on that night, the first night I arrived, 
the Friday night.  I said “I need to find a driver and a translator.” He said “I’m leaving tomorrow you can have 
my driver, he’s a good man.” So, on his recommendation I hired his driver on Saturday morning. Then I said 
to the driver “I need a translator. Is there anyone you can recommend?" He said yes he knew someone, and he 
introduced me to a translator [Mr A],5 on the following day, Sunday morning. So I met [Mr A] at the Palestine 
Hotel. It may sound rather strange but the lobby at the Palestine Hotel was the informal headquarters, capital 
of the whole city if you like. It was the place where all the journalists were. All the Iraqis who wanted to work 
with the journalists, they all went there. The Americans were there. 

Q191 Sir Philip Mawer:   It was a kind of exchange? Like a little market if you like? 

Mr David Blair:   Exactly, yeah. 

Q192 Sir Philip Mawer:   The usual trading in skills and information and so on? I understand. 

Mr David Blair:  So I met [Mr A]there and I spoke to him. His spoken English was very good. He struck me 
favourably as being a very easy character to get along with. I asked him whether he had worked for any 
journalist before and he had worked for CBC, the Canadian TV people, before the war. As it happened I knew 
a couple of the CBC people and I had a very high opinion of them. I thought they would only hire someone 
who knew what he was doing, so I thought that was a good reference. 

Q193 Sir Philip Mawer:   What was his background, from your knowledge of him? I mean  what was 
… had he been full-time involved in translation work of one sort or another in the past? Who had he 
worked for apart from CBC? 

Mr David Blair:   He was my age, he was thirty years old. Before the war he had worked as a translator for a 
car hire company in the Al Rashid Hotel. He had also worked as a guide for pilgrims visiting the various holy 
sites in Iraq and he was studying for a translation qualification at Mustansiriya University in Baghdad. His 
studies had obviously been interrupted by the war. He hadn’t qualified. In fact he took his exams a couple of 
weeks ago. So all that plus his manner and his command of spoken English led me to think that he would be 
worth hiring. What I did was what I usually do in these situations, I said to him “Right I'll use you for today 
and then we’ll see how it goes.” And I used him on that Sunday and I used him on the Monday and he was 
fine. Not only was he quite comfortable translating interviews, he was also a very pleasant person to get along 
with, which is extremely important. And he was very—he was quite diffident, didn’t tend to take the 
initiative—he would do what I asked him to do. Very calm and that gave me a lot of confidence in him 
because Baghdad at the time was a pretty frightening place. I didn’t want to be with someone who was going 
to be hysterical. 

Q194 Sir Philip Mawer:   No, or suddenly panic if you were in a difficult situation. 

Mr David Blair:   I do remember actually we got into quite a sticky spot on the Monday or the Tuesday when 
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we went to a hospital in Saddam City, which is perhaps the most volatile area of Baghdad. And we arrived at 
the hospital a couple of minutes after a Fedayeen attack had taken place on the street outside. And the 
Fedayeen were still being pursued and shooting was going on a little way away. And they were carrying the 
corpses into the hospital in front of us. And the crowd was obviously quite hysterical. And there was one man 
whose brother had been killed. He was in hysterics and I remember [Mr A] just turned to me very calmly and 
said “David, I fear for your life .  We need to leave.”  “Right.  OK, we’ll go.” So he had a cool judgment. 

Q195 Sir Philip Mawer:  You came to rely on his judgment? 

Mr David Blair:   Well, yes. In a difficult situation, if he told me there was a difficult situation, then we moved. 
So I came to rely on his appraisal of what the situation was like. 

Q196 Sir Philip Mawer:   His sense of what was happening and the kind of vibes if you like? 

Mr David Blair:   Yes, exactly. So I had a high opinion of him and in fact on my last trip to Baghdad I worked 
with him and as far as I know he’s working with the Daily Telegraph correspondent who’s there now. 

Q197 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right. Now, can you say what were the circumstances in which you went to 
the Iraqi foreign ministry building? What was the sequence of events? Why go there? What prompted you 
to go there? 

Mr David Blair:  Sure. 

Q198 Sir Philip Mawer:  And then take us through the process of coming across the documents. I 
mean, did you go because of your translator’s suggestion or somebody else? Did you hear from other 
correspondents that this thing was—the building was there and people were discovering papers in it, or 
what? 

Mr David Blair:   Perhaps I can begin answering that by talking about the time three or four days after I 
arrived, on the Monday and Tuesday of that week. As often happens in this situation, I was talking to my 
colleagues, I was talking to a lot of other journalists I knew. And journalists were talking about documents. 
They were talking about finding interesting documents and I learned, I think it was on the Tuesday, from the 
foreign desk that a Sunday Telegraph correspondent had written a story based upon a document he had found 
in the Mukhabarat headquarters. And the foreign desk suggested to me that I should see if I could find any 
interesting documents. No specifics were mentioned. They didn’t say we want documents on subject ‘X’ or 
anything like that.  

Q199 Sir Philip Mawer:  So there was no suggestion you had to go and look for Mr G—documents 
about Mr Galloway? 

Mr David Blair:  No. Not at all, just in general terms that I should try and find interesting documents. What 
the foreign desk reminded me of was that when Kabul fell in November 2001, which was the nearest sort of 
precedent we had for this kind of situation, interesting documents did appear. Stories were written at the time. 
So what I did on the Wednesday was I went to the Mukhabarat headquarters with another British journalist—
Kim Sengupta from The Independent. We went in my car with [Mr A] and my driver. We went to the 
Mukhabarat headquarters. It’s quite a large complex of buildings. It had been both bombed and extensively 
looted and had hundreds of journalists gone through it as well. When we arrived I remember there were a 
couple of camera crews there and other journalists around and we went through some of the outbuildings.  
Everything had gone, it was just stripped bare and there were lots of looters present as well. So we stayed about 
an hour—found absolutely nothing of any interest at all. So then I went off and did a couple of other stories on 
the Thursday and on the Friday and the whole question of documents receded from my mind. But then on 
the Saturday—the way we work of course is that Saturday is the one day of the week when I’m not expected to 
file for the newspaper because I don’t . . .traditionally its your day off if you’re in the field. But Baghdad at that 
time offered few opportunities for leisure so I had the Saturday free. And what I thought was, well, I might as 
well try and try again to see if I can find some interesting documents. And I thought the Mukhabarat 
headquarters was obviously a waste of time. Where else might one go? And I thought, well, I guess one could 
try the foreign ministry. The reason why that came up particularly was because the foreign ministry was 
located very close to the Al Rashid hotel where I had stayed during three of my four pre-war visits. So I’d 
driven past the foreign ministry every day during that time.  I knew exactly where it was. And there was 
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another aspect, which was that I was genuinely curious to know whether it was still there. There was a sense in 
Baghdad at that time that, if you’d been there before, as you drove around the city you were looking at familiar 
landmarks and thinking “Oh, it’s survived—it’s still there—what’s happened to it?” So I was quite curious to 
know whether this building was still there. And it seemed to be the obvious choice now that the Mukhabarat 
headquarters had been pillaged to the point of destruction. 

Q200 Sir Philip Mawer:  So this was an idea from your own head? It was not prompted by anybody 
else? 

Mr David Blair:   No, no.  I thought we’d give it a try and if you’d asked me on that morning as I was going to 
the foreign ministry, I would probably have said “Well I think its going to be a waste of time but I’ve got a day 
free. You never know.” It was worth a punt if you like. It was worth a try. So we went over there at about 
eleven o’clock. 

Q201 Sir Philip Mawer:   You and the translator? 

Mr David Blair:   Myself, the translator and the driver. We went over there at about eleven o’clock in the 
morning. We parked the car outside the gates of the foreign ministry. The driver stayed in the car, which was 
the way we always did things. The translator came with me. He came with me everywhere. We walked 
through the gates and into the building. We saw the picture of the outside of the building there, the exterior of 
the building. So we walked through that little courtyard. The gates were open. There were no guards of any 
sort. The main glass door leading into the foyer was just hanging open. Inside the building there were looters 
present. We saw a couple of them in corridors nearby, I think running around the upper storeys of the 
building. The foyer was a completely open space so you could see the balcony. 

Q202 Sir Philip Mawer:   This was the chandelier? 

Mr David Blair:  Yes, exactly. Exactly. And we heard them hammering away. So I was quite apprehensive 
about being in the same building with a group of looters. Not least because I was carrying several thousand 
dollars in cash with me, so I was quite apprehensive at that time. And what happened was we walked to the 
foyer. We looked around. There weren’t, I don’t think, any looters on the ground floor, so we felt safe to walk 
through the rooms on the ground floor. Mainly there was just one large open space, actually—partitioned into 
rooms. There was one large open space. Everything had been taken away. Furniture had clearly been removed. 
The whole area had been stripped bare. There were torn fragments of papers all across the floor. Some of them 
were posters of Saddam Hussein that had been ripped up. And I remember picking up the odd fragment and 
showing it to my translator and saying. “What does that say?” And the few pieces that I picked up were all 
completely mundane. I remember there was one piece of paper that turned out to be a notice telling civil 
servants how long they could take for lunch. It was that sort of thing. It was just blowing around.  

Q203 Sir Philip Mawer:   Just the trivia of bureaucracy? 

Mr David Blair:   Yes. And there were just torn fragments, just scattered around on the floor. I think you 
might have seen that on one of the pictures there. So there was nothing really on the ground floor at all. We 
found a staircase, so we went up the staircase to the first floor. And again we moved through the first room 
that we came across, just opposite the staircase on the first floor. And it was pretty much the same. The 
furniture had been taken away. There were torn fragments, rubble, just pieces of rubbish lying on the floor. 
Nothing much really. So I followed a corridor past that room and then, turning right, we came to what had 
clearly once been the main archive of the ministry. And here the fire had burned particularly fiercely. The 
whole room had really been gutted and  . . .  

Q204 Sir Philip Mawer:   Again, there was film of this on the … 

Mr David Blair:  Yes, exactly, yeah. And as you saw, the frames of the files of the archive survived but what 
were once the paper storage was just ash. So I turned away from there and I walked down a corridor away 
from the archive. There was a room on the left.  I remember that caught my attention because there was a desk 
in it and, I think, a chair and those were about the only items of furniture that I’d seen. And then the next door 
down was ajar. So I looked through it and what immediately struck me was here was a room with lots of stuff 
in it. It was full. It was packed. It was also in a very chaotic state and it was quite dark. There was obviously no 
electric lighting of any sort in the corridors, quite clearly, so the room was quite dark. So I walked—I went 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway  29 

 

inside it—and I remember I couldn’t open the door any further. So I kind of went through the gap in the door, 
because it was standing ajar, to have a look. And in the room there were lots of box files piled on shelves. The 
shelves lined three sides of the room, three walls of the room. The room itself was very, very small and the box 
files were stacked on the shelves. And there was a big heap of them in the middle of the floor, really covering 
the whole floor of the room. So instantly my interests were aroused because of (a) that there was material 
inside the room at all, and (b) there were obviously documents. So the translator followed me inside the room 
and we looked at it. And then I was looking around and I saw that each box file had a small label on it in 
Arabic. So I asked the translator, I said “What does that say?” And he said “That one says Tunisia.” And what 
does that say? “That one says Mauritania.” “What does that say?” “That one says Algeria.” And then he went 
round and he was saying “That one says Security Council.  That one says France. That one says United States.” 
So it became clear to me very early on that all the files, all the box files, seemed to be labelled by country. So 
then I thought, well, let’s see if we can find some labelled Britain. What I began idly turning over in my mind 
was maybe there are going to be  documents here about Tony Blair. What I was thinking—something that had 
intrigued me during my pre-war visits to Iraq—was how the Iraqis viewed Tony Blair. What did they think of 
him? And there seemed to be, as it were, two schools of thought. The one most often expressed by the 
information ministry people was that Blair was a useless lackey of Bush and he was just doing whatever Bush 
told him: he was a puppet of the Americans. And there was another rather more interesting view, which I 
heard expressed at a press conference once by Izzat Ibrahim, which was that instead of Britain being 
America’s puppet it was actually the other way round. The British, with their long-standing knowledge and 
historical links with Iraq, had it in for Saddam Hussein and were using their influence to push the Americans 
to wage war against them. So what I was idly turning over in my mind was finding a document which showed 
either one of those views—their genuine assessment of him. So that was what I was thinking as we started 
looking for box files labelled Britain. 

Q205 Sir Philip Mawer:   Can I just stop you there? 

Mr David Blair:   Sure. 

Q206 Sir Philip Mawer:  Do you have any explanation for why there was this slightly separate archive 
of material? I mean, you describe the main file-room which was clearly gutted by the blaze and then this 
separate, as it appears, store of files. Have you heard any explanation, you know, as to why there was this 
separate room with these still-intact documents in it? I suppose the questions are (1) why the separate 
archive and (2) why still intact—before we … and then we can … if you can answer those then we can 
move on to what you did. 

Mr David Blair:   Sure. Sure. In answer to the first question, I’m only speculating here but my guess would be 
that the main archive covered all the business of the foreign ministry, Iraq’s whole foreign ministry archive. 
The room I was in, based on what I learned later looking through the documents, clearly had correspondence 
which crossed the desks of Iraqi foreign ministers. So my theory would be that everything that the foreign 
ministers actually saw was kept separate from the main archive with all this kind of humdrum stuff that the 
foreign ministry paper machine would generate. That’s my theory. And secondly, as to why the contents of 
the room survived, if you looked at the door of the room the exterior was very heavily scorched and 
blackened.  

Q207 Sir Philip Mawer:   Yes, you mentioned this in one of your reports. 

Mr David Blair:   Yes. The interior, however, wasn’t very severely damaged. So my theory is that the door was 
closed, and the fact that the door was closed protected the contents of the room from fire. There was also a 
large hole in the door where, I imagine, the looters kicked out the lock and broke through the door. So I think 
what happened was the fire burned, came down the corridor, scorched the exterior of the door but didn’t 
penetrate  into the room itself.  Then the looters came along, kicked down the door, went in, probably found 
all the box files neatly stacked on the shelves lining the three sides of the room, pulled them down onto the 
floor looking for hidden safes on the walls behind the shelves, and then, finding nothing and not perhaps 
being particularly interested in paperwork, they left. That’s my theory based upon what I saw . 

Q208 Ms Alda Barry:  Can I say, the files on the floor added to the files on the walls would have been 
enough to fill all the files, would they? I mean, to put it more elegantly, it wasn’t a question of somebody 
having chucked some additional files onto the floor? 
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Mr David Blair:   I don’t think so.   I don’t think so. There were empty—there were lots of empty spaces on 
the shelves and I think, if I remember rightly, the shelves on the left were largely cleared actually. So … 

Q209 Sir Philip Mawer:  And the files you found relating to Great Britain—because you described a 
process in which you were looking at the labels and then the translator took up the strain and said “And 
this one says Security Council” etc—where were those files found? Were they on the floor or on the 
shelves? 

Mr David Blair:  My recollection is that we found the first one on the floor and the second and third boxes on 
the shelves. That’s the best of my recollection. What happened was we actually stood on the files that were 
piled on the floor and the translator was looking on the shelves and looking beneath his feet as well. And I was 
picking up a box file and showing it to him and saying “What does that say?” And I remember I picked up one 
and showed it to him and he said—I said—“What does that say?” And he said “That’s Turkey.” So I put it to 
one side. We looked at those at our feet and I don’t think any of those were labelled Britain, so we actually 
kind of burrowed underneath - 

Q210 Sir Philip Mawer:   You shuffled around a bit? Understood. 

Mr David Blair:  We shuffled around and we kind of stuck our hands down beneath. And my recollection is 
that the first one that we found was on the floor and the translator found it. He said “Yes, you know, this one 
is labelled Britain.” And the second and third were on the shelves. 

Q211 Sir Philip Mawer:  And, I mean, you wouldn’t know whether you found all the files that were of 
Great Britain or not, presumably, because you—the room was in such a state of chaos that … 

Mr David Blair:   Absolutely. 

Q212 Ms Alda Barry:  Do you know what happened to the other files, eventually, the ones you didn’t 
look at? 

Mr David Blair:   No, I don’t. 

Q213 Ms Alda Barry:  Nobody knows? 

Mr David Blair:    No idea.  Nobody knows. 

Q214 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can you—thank you for filling in those details.  Now, you were describing 
you got—that, you know, in the main flow of your description—you got to the point at which you 
identified the files. You’ve pulled out three with Great Britain on … 

Mr David Blair:  Yes. One was actually labelled Britain/France. 

Q215 Sir Philip Mawer:   Ah, right. 

Mr David Blair:  Two Britain, one Britain/France. 

Q216 Sir Philip Mawer:   Right.  That was the French dimension? 

Mr David Blair:  Yes. 

Q217 Sir Philip Mawer:  And you then sort of said, “Well that’s enough”, did you, or something? I 
mean there was clearly quite a lot of paperwork there for you to look through.  So at that point you 
thought it best to leave? 

David Blair:  Yes. Perhaps it might be helpful if I just paint a bit more of the picture.  What happened was,  I 
remember the first file—it might have been the first, either the first or second that the translator passed to 
me—I actually opened it.   I opened the box file because he was looking, so I had my hands free. So I opened it 
and had a look. And inside were the pale blue folders which you’ve probably seen. So I actually flicked through 
a couple of those. And in one of those I—my eye fell on the letter from George Galloway nominating Zureikat. 
It stood out because it was in English. And a couple of other things—the letter from Edward Heath to the head 
of the Iraqi interests section here in London also stood out, simply because it was in English. But I didn’t think 
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a great deal of them at the time because they were pretty meaningless to me really. So I went back to helping 
him on the search. And once we had the three box files I thought it was time to go—not only because we had a 
lot of material, but actually what was weighing more on my mind was the fact there were looters scurrying 
about. At one stage we could actually hear them hammering on the first floor—probably in a room a couple of 
doors away from our own. And at one stage some of them actually walked past the corridor just outside the 
room that we were in. So I didn’t want to hang around. So … 

Q218 Sir Philip Mawer    So you, with the translator, went back downstairs carrying the files, and put 
them in the car? 

David Blair:  Perhaps I can just add one detail. The translator had two box files.   I had one.  As we went out 
of the room there were three loose folders on a very small desk just by the door, so as we went out I just picked 
those up as well and put them on top of the box file I was carrying and took them away.  

Q219 Sir Philip Mawer:   These were blue folders, were they, similar to— 

Mr David Blair:   If I remember rightly, two were blue folders and one was actually a lever arch file, a black 
lever arch file. As it turned out I never even looked at them. I think we trans—I asked, subsequently I asked, 
what the labels were but I never even looked at the contents.  I don’t actually recall what the labels were. They 
weren’t related to Britain or anything that was immediately interesting.  

Q220 Sir Philip Mawer:   So you returned to the hotel at that point, to where you were staying at that 
point? 

Mr David Blair:        We put the files into the boot of the car.  Drove to the hotel. Put everything in my room 
Locked them in my hotel room and then we went and got some lunch.  Then we returned to the hotel room 
and started going through it And the way we did it was we got a box file that was labelled ‘Britain’, opened it, 
took out the first pale blue folder. Each pale blue folder has its own labels on it. One was labelled—they were 
obviously labelled Britain And the way we did it was the translator and I sat side by side. We had it open in 
front of us and I just asked the translator to read me out in English each page at a time. So he just started with 
the first page and turned it over. And eventually we  evolved a sort of system whereby he would look at a piece 
of paper and he would tell me first of all who it was from, because most of them were letters/correspondence 
of some sort.   Who it's from, who’s the letter to and what’s the subject.  And then I might say “Oh well that’s 
boring, move on to the next one.”  Or I might say “OK, read me more of that.”  But what struck me 
immediately was it was clear to me that these were official documents.  Before the war during my time in 
Baghdad I had occasionally seen information ministry official documents. When you arrived and left 
Baghdad, there was quite a lengthy bureaucratic process you went through.  And often official folders had 
been opened in front of me and I’d seen the sort of letter heads that Iraqi government ministries used. These 
ones corresponded to that. They had the Iraqi eagle in the centre. They had the Arabic lettering on the right. 
They had reference numbers and dates.  I speak no Arabic at all but its obvious even when you look at an 
Arabic document what the numbers are—there are reference numbers and dates. And most of them said in 
English on the top left hand corner ‘foreign ministry’, ‘minister’s office’. So it struck me immediately that these 
were obviously, in my view, authentic documents. They were clearly official documents . 

Q221 Sir Philip Mawer:  And there was nothing that—just glancing backwards as it were for a 
moment—there was nothing that would suggest, that would have suggested to you, that these documents 
were different in character from all the other documents that were in that room on the first floor of the 
ministry building? 

Mr David Blair:    No. 

Q222 Sir Philip Mawer:  So, you describe in one of your reports having spent two days, I think, 
reading through these documents … eventually, and I think having to bring in a second translator to 
assist with the task? 

Mr David Blair:  Yes.  Perhaps I can take just take the story forward, I’m afraid it is rather lengthy.  

Q223 Sir Philip Mawer:   No, it’s alright. 

Mr David Blair:   So, we started going through the first folder and it became clear that what we really had was 
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correspondence which Iraqi foreign ministers had, in many cases, signed or would have been circulated and 
referred to them by other ministries And there was a lot of very trivial stuff.  I remember there was endless, 
endless correspondence about a proposal by the Anglican church in Britain to send a plane full of medical 
supplies to Iraq.  The flying hospital is what the Iraqis called it and there was  endless correspondence about 
that, much of it signed by Mohammed Saeed al-Sahaf, who was then the foreign minister at that time. There 
was also stuff about requests for western military publications There was stuff from the Iraqi Interests Section 
here in London forwarding press cuttings and things like that. But all of it very … pretty dull. There was 
nothing really that I could hang a story on. So we went through it for about, I guess about two/two and a half 
hours, something like that, and got about half-way or three-quarters of the way through that first file.  And 
then I said to the translator “OK we’ll call it a day.” And I sent him home, and this was about five-thirty in the 
afternoon, I guess. The following morning I—the whole question of the documents actually began to recede 
from my mind. And I met my photographer, Heathcliff O’Malley who was staying in a different hotel at that 
time. And, following a suggestion from him a number of days earlier, we went off together to do an entirely 
different story. We went to Abu Graib prison, twenty miles west of Baghdad, with the idea of doing a story 
about this vast prison lying empty and being looted and so forth. We drove out there and, as it turned out, 
when we got to the prison the place was … the looters were scurrying all over it. There were no American 
soldiers nearby and very few along the route from Baghdad.  So I felt we were out on a limb and that it was 
unsafe being there. So Heathcliff and I decided that we were just going to turn around and go straight back. So 
we wasted the morning, effectively, we just turned around and went straight back to Baghdad. We arrived in 
Baghdad at about twelve noon. And then I thought something else I’d been turning over in my mind was the 
curious story of the Americans’ attempt to assassinate Saddam Hussein by bombing a restaurant in Baghdad. 
What struck me about that story was the American description of that restaurant as being an elite haunt of the 
Ba’ath party apparatchiks and that, as it happened, I’d been to that restaurant before the war and bought a 
chicken lunch there for about fifty pence. So I thought that was a bit curious, so I thought, well, let’s go to that 
restaurant and see what we can find. And we went along and found that not only had the restaurant not been 
bombed it was still there, still serving chicken lunches And the Americans actually bombed two houses behind 
it and killed two families and it was a bit crazy. Anyway, so I went about doing that story and once I’d finished 
that I decided to go back to the hotel.  Heathcliff went back to his different hotel and as we were driving 
through Baghdad the route that we were taking to the hotel went quite close to the foreign ministry anyway. 
And then my mind began to return to the question of the documents and it began to occur to me that there 
was a huge amount of material in that room and that it might be interesting to get more of it, because as far as 
I knew I was the only person who actually knew about that room. And it struck me that I should use that 
advantage a bit more. And as we were driving I was thinking, well, I’ve got stuff about Britain, what else might 
be interesting? And I was thinking, well, the French were the nearest thing that Saddam had to an ally—if one 
can use that word in western Europe—it might be interesting to get something about France too. And I 
remembered that we had seen a box file labelled ‘France’ the previous day. So we stopped off at the foreign 
ministry, went in—this time I don’t think we saw any looters. We went straight to the room. We knew what 
we were looking for this time. We went straight to the relevant room. Found our—the translator found a box 
file labelled ‘France’ very quickly. We took that. We went straight out again. We put it in the back of the car 
and took it to the hotel. And then what happened was I sat down and I wrote my story about the failed 
attempt to kill Saddam … 

Q224 Sir Philip Mawer:   In the restaurant? 

Mr David Blair:  Yes. So I wrote that out. And then, at the end of that, I called the translator and said: “Well, 
we might as well start again where we left off yesterday and carry on going through this stuff.” If I can be 
absolutely frank, on the previous evening I came within an ace of just giving up the whole thing.  I came very 
close to thinking that going through the documents would be a time-consuming, laborious waste of time. So I 
actually considered briefly, well, maybe I can just kind of leave them in my hotel room and pass them on to 
my successor to go through. But on the Sunday I decided, well, we might as well carry on. So we picked up 
exactly where we’d left off. We’d marked the spot where we’d got to in the first file, which was about three- 
quarters of the way through. We picked up, we went through the rest of that file using the same method.  I 
don’t think we found anything interesting, remotely interesting at all, in that file. It was just more of the same 
hum-drum stuff. So we put that file aside. We started on the second one and we used exactly the same 
method. We started going through that. And then quite close to the top of that file, if I remember rightly, we 
came across a document, a letter from Tariq Aziz circulated to four cabinet ministers. And the letter was very 
intriguing because it said—I’m just giving the best of my recollection—it said: “Please find enclosed George 
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Galloway’s ‘work programme’ for the year 2000 and take whatever action you see fit.” And at the bottom of 
the letter there was a little footnote which said:  “To be circulated to the head of the Mukhabarat to take action 
please”, or something like that. So this was when I began to think—hang on, we might have something 
interesting here. It just struck me as very, very strange that here was Tariq Aziz—one of the most powerful 
people in Iraq—circulating a letter at a very high level to four ministers about George Galloway. And ‘work 
programme’, well what could that mean? It was intriguing.  ‘Work programme’?  There was nothing, whatever 
that document had been—if it had ever been attached to something it wasn’t there, so we didn’t have this 
strange ‘work programme’, whatever that might have been. But it began to dawn on me that we might actually 
have something important. And at this point, I thought, well, perhaps I ought to actually tell the foreign desk 
that I had got some documents. Right up unto now I hadn’t even told them that I’d been to the foreign 
ministry and that I had, in my possession, some documents. So I rang up the foreign desk , spoke to, I think it 
was Francis Harris that day, and said “This is what I’ve been doing.  I’ve got these documents from the foreign 
ministry.” And I just gave him an account of the ‘work programme’ letter signed by Tariq Aziz. And he agreed 
it was interesting and he raised—he asked me, you know “What do you think we should do?  Should we try 
and write a story about that now?” My advice was “No. Let me carry on going through what we’ve got.” 
Because I didn’t really know, wouldn’t know what to make of the particular piece of paper, signed by Aziz, 
about the ‘work programme’. So my suggestion was that I just carry on going through them. And Francis said 
that he thought that was a good idea, but he would have a word with Neil Darbyshire, the Executive Editor, 
who was on duty that day. And if my memory serves me rightly, and we’re still piecing together phone 
conversations, but I think he rang me back about ten minutes later to say “Yes, just carry on, carry on going 
through it.” And he also suggested “If you want to speed things up a bit, don’t worry about hiring a second 
translator.” And the issue there really was, you know, don’t worry about the extra money. If you want to hire a 
second translator then do it. And the issue there was just to speed up the process.  

Q225 Sir Philip Mawer:   So you did, in fact, hire a second one pretty much straight way? 

Mr David Blair:  That came later. So we carried on going through it in much the same way as we had before 
and then there was a point when I was turning the pages and I think I probably turned over two pages at the 
same time, or something. And then I came across the letterhead which you’ve seen saying ‘Iraqi Intelligence 
Service.’ And that immediately caught my eye because we hadn’t seen any letterheads like that in the file—in 
the first file that we’d looked through or that file—up to that point.  

Q226 Sir Philip Mawer:   Were there subsequent letterheads with that same? 

Mr David Blair:  There were. There were quite a few examples. 

Q227 Sir Philip Mawer:   Subsequently? 

Mr David Blair:  Yeah. So I saw that, and that then immediately caught my eye. So I asked the translator to 
move straight on to that document and I think we skipped the one or two pages that were immediately before 
that. And then we adopted the same process I asked him “Who’s it from?” He looked at it—“The chief of the 
Mukhabarat.” “Who’s it to?”  “The President of the Secretariat.”  “What’s the subject?”  “The Mariam Appeal.” 
Now I’d heard of the Mariam Appeal and I knew that Galloway was linked with it. So then I thought, this is 
the head of the Mukhabarat writing to Saddam’s office about the Mariam Appeal. Earlier we saw this 
document about a ‘work programme’, whatever that might be, mentioning Galloway. And I thought—it was 
then that I began to think this is interesting. This is really interesting. So I asked the translator to just read me 
out every word of that document with special care. So he went through it. If you remember its quite long. 

Q228 Sir Philip Mawer:   Yes. 

Mr David Blair:   Five pages long. So he went through it, just reading it out to me. And I just listened By the 
time he had finished reading it, it was obvious to me that this was crucial. That this was a really, very 
important story indeed. This was about eight-thirty or so on the Sunday evening. It was about five-thirty pm 
London time. So I had the option then of immediately ringing the foreign desk and saying; “I've found this 
thing. What shall we do with it? Let’s go with it immediately.  I can write a story based on it.” But I didn’t do 
that because I—it was immediately apparent to me the importance of this document, that we had to get it 
right.  So, what I did was I said to the translator “OK, you can go home. That’s it for the day.” It was eight-
thirty in the evening. He was tired. He’d been working almost a twelve-hour day. And I said to him 
“Tomorrow, we’ll go and find another translator to help you and then we’ll go back to this document that 
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you’ve just translated for me and we’ll go through it again so that you, with the help of the other translator, 
can produce a full written translation.” So he left. And then I turned back to the documents and it was then 
that I began turning over in my mind all the questions that one would consider.  I began to think could this 
possibly be a forgery? And then the way I approached it was to say suppose it was a forgery and someone had 
just planted this forgery. What would have had to have happened for that to have taken place? And the way I 
thought it through was: well if this is a forgery, somebody came up with this very complicated document in 
Arabic. Photocopied it. Found a foreign ministry file filled with all sorts of other pieces of correspondence. 
Unbound it. Inserted it into that file. Bound it up again using this quite distinctive single-bowed knot that all 
the pale blue folders I saw were tied in. Put in a box file. Took it to the foreign ministry and then buried it 
there on the off-chance that someone might come along and might happen upon it and might go through it 
and might bother translating it. And that struck me immediately as just being wildly improbable. And then I 
thought, have we got other examples of the same letterhead? The same type of notepaper? So I looked though 
some of the other pale blue folders that we had and I came across some examples. I think there were three or 
four examples in total, maybe more. But I found a couple. Then I thought, have we got other examples of the 
same signature? So I looked back through the files and I found a couple. So I satisfied myself on those points. 
And it was then really that I became convinced that the probability of this thing being forged and planted was 
negligible and that we could discount that. This was an authentic, an authentic example. And then my mind 
turned to the next hurdle which was we had to get the translation right. So the plan I had in mind then was 
that I would get a second translator first thing in the morning at nine o’clock, when my regular translator 
would come back and see me the following morning. We would go through the documents and that by the 
time London woke up, which was about twelve noon our time … 

Q229 Sir Philip Mawer:   You’d have a translation? 

Mr David Blair:   I would have a final translation6 and I would be able to put that to them and say “There we 
are.” So the following morning I met the translator. Things didn’t quite work out that way because I asked him 
to recommend a second translator. He recommended his professor at Mustansiriya University. We tried to 
find him. We failed to find him.  Baghdad at that time, with no telephones, was a pretty difficult place to find 
people in. So we didn’t locate him. So I went to the Palestine Hotel, the informal headquarters of the city. And 
there I met a French journalist, who I knew vaguely, and she said to me “I’m about to leave Baghdad I’ve got a 
translator, would you like to hire her?” So she introduced me to her translator, [Ms B].7  I was immediately 
impressed by her. First of all because her spoken English was very good and, secondly, because she was a 
medical doctor and, while she had never been a specialist translator, she told me she had translated medical 
documents, which I thought by their nature would have been quite complicated documents. And that pointed 
to her as being a good translator. And also I knew from my pre-war visits to Baghdad that Iraqi doctors 
tended to speak very good English. They tended to have a very good grasp of English because a lot of their 
medical course was taught in English along British lines. So it was always known in Baghdad before the war 
that if you had an Iraqi doctor as your translator that was a good deal. They would know what they were 
doing. So I explained to her that we had a very important document relating to a British politician which I 
needed to have translated very accurately. And she said she was willing to do it. So we brought her back to the 
hotel and … 

Q230 Sir Philip Mawer:   And the two set to work? 

Mr David Blair:   And the two set to work. And they started work, as it turned out they started work at about 
twelve noon, so it was rather later than I would ideally have wished.  And this time I rang up Francis Harris on 
the foreign desk and I said “Look, a few hours after I spoke to you yesterday we came across this other 
document.” I then gave him an outline of it, based upon the verbal translation I’d had from [Mr A] the 
previous evening.  I was cautious because I didn’t want to tell him something which I later had to retract when 
the final translation was available. So I was very cautious.  I gave him the outlines and he said “Well I’ve got to 
go into Conference in about half an hour’s time so can you put that down in writing for me as a sort of 
summary of the central facts?” So I typed that out and filed it. Again it’s very cautious, I just give—I give what 
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I knew for certain to be true, but it doesn’t go into the details of what the document outlined. And I said to 
Francis “I’ve got two translators working on the document at the moment. The moment they’re finished I’ll 
send through the completed translation.” So the two translators carried on working.  I wanted to give them 
space to work so they were inside my hotel room.  I sat on the balcony a few feet away from them. There was a 
glass door between me and them so they were always in my sight. And I kind of put my feet up for a couple of 
hours and read, because I already knew that I would obviously be working very hard and I would have an 
awful lot of copy to churn out that day. And it struck me as kind of the calm before the storm, if you like. So 
they carried on working. And I watched them working and I was quite impressed by how they were doing it. 
They were taking it very seriously and they were discussing among themselves things that they weren’t sure of.  
[Ms B] had with her an Arabic/English dictionary and they were checking words that they weren’t sure of and 
so forth. So they went through it and they took quite a few hours over it. They finished at about—my 
recollection and again timing recollections, I must say, well I can’t be sure of it—but they finished about five 
pm, Baghdad time. And they called me into the room. And what they’d done is they’d written it all out by 
hand. So then what I asked them to do was to read out what they had written while I typed it into my laptop. 
And that’s what they did. And as they went along they corrected some things, they checked a few words. They 
asked me , they said, you know, “What’s the best way of expressing this?” And I offered suggestions for the 
best English way of expressing something.  So, finally, I had the complete translation.  I’d typed it out.  I sent 
that through to the foreign desk immediately, without comment, because I think it kind of spoke for itself. At 
this stage [Ms B] asked to go home, which was fair enough as she had worked hard all that afternoon. So I 
paid her—I gave her a hundred dollars—and she went home.  I’ve had no contact with her since. And then 
Francis Harris rang me back almost immediately after I’d sent through the document. My recollection is that 
he rang me rather than vice versa. But we’re checking the telephone records on that, so we’ll know for certain 
soon. And then, it was then that the day was planned out, as it were. He said “Right, OK, I want four pieces 
from you: I want the main account, the main news story based upon the contents of the documents; I want an 
account of how you came to find the documents in the foreign ministry; I want a story about the middle man 
named in the document, Fawaz Zureikat”, because attached to the document there was a profile of Zureikat 
which we’d had translated as well. “And I want a story about the other Britons who were mentioned in the 
files” because we’d come across those various other English— 

Q231 Sir Philip Mawer:   The letters that you mentioned? 

Mr David Blair:   Yeah. That’s right. 

Q232 Sir Philip Mawer:   Similar to … 

Mr David Blair:  And also he asked me “How can we be sure that these documents are genuine?” He’d asked 
me that earlier as well when I first called him that morning and we went over the same ground again, really, 
much as I’ve outlined to you.  I outlined to him very much what I’ve said to you about my reasons for 
believing that this document was genuine. He accepted that. And then shortly afterwards I had a conversation 
with Neil Darbyshire, the Executive Editor, in which we went over the same ground.  I mean he asked me the 
same question “How can we be sure that they’re not forged, that they are genuine?” We went over the same 
ground and Francis and Neil agreed with me that the circumstances in which I found them made the 
possibility of forgery so remote as to be … 

Q233 Sir Philip Mawer:   Essentially, the argument to rebut the charge that they’re forgeries is that 
there was—it would have required such a combination of coincidences as to, you know, stretch credulity 
beyond the breaking point, in essence? 

Mr David Blair:  In essence, yes, in essence. And the bottom line would be that if you went about that 
extraordinary method of trying to forge a document, the overwhelming probability would be that your hard 
work would either be incinerated unread or would just lie there forever and no-one would ever see it. It was a 
rather—it would have been a rather bizarre way of going about it. 

Q234 Sir Philip Mawer:  It would only have been explicable if you had been—if the document had 
been planted and someone had prompted you to go … 

Mr David Blair:   And someone had steered me to go there. 

Q235 Sir Philip Mawer:   Yes.  But according to your account that in no way occurred? 
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Mr David Blair:  No. 

Q236 Sir Philip Mawer:   You must have been exhausted at the end of a very busy day? 

Mr David Blair:   I was pretty tired I finished at about eleven-thirty, or something like that, Baghdad time. I 
was churning out quite a few thousand words. 

Q237 Sir Philip Mawer:   Indeed, we’ve read them carefully. And then the next day came and you 
continued the task of translation? 

Mr David Blair:   Perhaps I might just add a couple of details. What I did was I expected that the foreign desk 
would come back to me with queries about the translation. So I asked [Mr A] to stay that night in the hotel. 
And I got him a room so that he would be on hand. And sure enough there were queries. In particular, the 
foreign desk wanted to be sure that we had correctly translated the crucial sentence which, if I recall rightly, 
had Mr Galloway saying that he obtained from Mr Tariq Aziz three million barrels of oil etc etc. They wanted 
to check that we’d got that absolutely right and that the key word “obtained” was correct. So I went back to 
[Mr A] on that. He checked it in the dictionary, checked it very carefully and I reported to the foreign desk 
that I was satisfied with the translation that we had. The foreign desk also said to me “We can expect that once 
we run the story there’s going to be a lot of interest, so you can expect that you’re going to be in demand for 
interviews tomorrow.” So we agreed that I would speak to the Today programme and that I would do one or 
two others, but I wouldn’t spend the whole day appearing on TV, if that was demanded of me.  I would keep it 
to the minimum. And the foreign desk also said to me “Look, tomorrow morning, why don’t you go back? 
Because as soon as the first editions of the Telegraph land at eleven o’clock on every news desk in London 
they’re going to send their journalists to the foreign ministry tomorrow, so why don’t you go back.” So the 
following morning, this is the Tuesday now … 

Q238 Sir Philip Mawer:   Tuesday, the twenty-second? 

Mr David Blair:   Yup. I did go back to the foreign ministry.  I went back there at nine o’clock. But seven or 
eight guards from the Free Iraqi Forces, which was the militia attached to the Iraqi National Congress, were 
actually at the gate and they didn’t let me through the gate. They said they had been sent—deployed—they’d 
been deployed to secure the foreign ministry and the other government ministries. So I didn’t even get 
through the gate. So I turned around and went straight back to the hotel. And then we went back to the 
business of translation. And it was then that we translated all the other documents8 that were connected with 
the crucial one. You will recall that there was a couple of replies and follow-up documents. So we went 
through all of those and that was pretty quick because those documents were quite short and quite easy to 
translate.  

Q239 Sir Philip Mawer:   And you knew what you were looking for in this instance? 

Mr David Blair:  Absolutely, we knew exactly … 

Q240 Sir Philip Mawer:   You were following the trails? 

Mr David Blair:   We were following the trail. So what we did in the space of a few hours  was we put 
together—we completed—the links in the paper trail. We put it all together. And then it became obvious to 
me what the follow-up story was, which was the reply, Saddam’s reply to the document forwarded to his office 
by the Mukhabarat chief. So that formed the material for the second day’s story. 

Q241 Sir Philip Mawer:   Focusing on the first—I mean, I have here a photocopy of the Telegraph of 
the twenty-second of April with the documents in it translated,9 the translation of the key document in it. 
And the—you said a moment ago that Mr Galloway had said he, you know, wanted more money.  I’m 
paraphrasing, but my impression of the document is that it was Mr Zureikat who was the envoy of Mr 
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Galloway, who was the channel for the alleged expression of Mr Galloway’s views and wishes. That was 
that document … 

Mr David Blair:  I think I recall rightly that in the second half of the document there is a description of a 
meeting in which Galloway was a participant, allegedly, taking place on Boxing Day ’99. 

Q242 Sir Philip Mawer:   This is the Boxing Day ’99 meeting? 

Mr David Blair:  Yes and my recollection is that the document outlined Mr Galloway himself making a 
request first of all for a greater share of the profits—I’m just speaking from memory here—a greater share of 
the profits from oil sales, and secondly for contracts with a number of named Iraqi government ministries … 

Q243 Sir Philip Mawer:   Correct.  Both are correct. You are correct in what you’ve just said  and 
there’s also a recording in the same—or a reference in the beginning of the same document—to Mr 
Zureikat making various requests on behalf of, as it appears, Mr Galloway. So the … you obviously 
subsequently visited the foreign ministry building because we saw the Channel 4 footage? 

Mr David Blair:   Exactly.  Yes. 

Q244 Sir Philip Mawer:   You got past the guards at that point? 

Mr David Blair:   Yes. What happened was that I was rung up by the BBC and various other people and I 
arranged to meet them outside the foreign ministry. I think it was at about lunchtime on the Tuesday. The 
camera crews sweet-talked the guards and allowed them to … and they decided to let us in.  So I went in with 
several camera crews in tow. And you saw exactly what I did.   I showed them round and showed them the 
room where I found it. 

Q245 Sir Philip Mawer: Right. The documents were under your control at all points following  your 
discovery of them—question? 

Mr David Blair:  Yes, from the moment I discovered the crucial document, which was late on Saturday 
night,10 that particular file stayed with me.11 At one stage I was even carrying it around under my arm.  I must 
have looked rather strange carrying this thing around. So they stayed with me. 

Q246 Sir Philip Mawer:  And you mentioned, earlier in our conversation, that at one point you—that 
immediately after you’d first found the documents you left them in your hotel room but had locked the 
door.  

Mr David Blair:  That’s right. 

Q247 Sir Philip Mawer:  There was no evidence that, I mean, could they have been tampered with 
during that period? 

Mr David Blair:   No.  I don’t think so. 

Q248 Sir Philip Mawer:   There was no sign of … 

Mr David Blair:   No. But at that stage the hotel I was staying in was not being too assiduous about having 
cleaners going into rooms and sprucing them up.  

Q249 Sir Philip Mawer:   There was no … 

 

 
10 Note from the Witness:I should have said ‘late on Sunday night’. 

11 Note from the Witness:I should, perhaps, have mentioned that there was a period of between 1 and 2 hours on 
Wednesday 23 April, the day after we first published the story, during which I felt it best to entrust the relevant 
folder to a close friend and colleague. At the time, I was the focus of considerable media attention. This made me 
feel vulnerable and fear for the security of the folder. I was anxious that someone might seize it from me or attempt 
to break into my hotel room. So I entrusted it to Philip Reeves of the Independent newspaper. He was staying in the 
same hotel as me on the floor below. Throughout this brief period he kept the folder with him in his locked hotel 
room. 
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Mr David Blair:   I don’t believe anyone entered the room in my absence. 

Q250 Sir Philip Mawer:  And you eventually got the documents, brought the documents back here? 

Mr David Blair:  Yes, what we decided was that I would take all the documents relating to Britain, including 
obviously the crucial file. I would bring those back with me.  I would leave everything else, which was 
principally the material relating to France, for my successor to look at. My successor arrived—Alex Spillius 
arrived—I think it was on the Wednesday … 

Q251 Sir Philip Mawer:   The twenty-third? 

Mr David Blair:  Yes. I went to see him on Wednesday evening, taking all the French material.  I gave it to 
him at the Palestine Hotel,  put them in his room at the Palestine Hotel. And then very early on the Thursday 
morning at about six am I left for Kuwait. The—there were five folders in all, pale blue folders relating to 
Britain. So I had those packed in my bags and I drove—we—it was a rather complicated journey—I drove 
with my photographer so that we would have a witness if anything went wrong. We drove to Nasaria in 
Southern Iraq. There I met another Telegraph correspondent who had been in Basra but was leaving the 
country. I transferred into his vehicle. We drove together to Kuwait City. We spent that night in Kuwait City 
in the Marmot Hotel. The following morning we got a flight to London. 

Q252 Sir Philip Mawer:  Thank you. Can I just ask you—I mean, thank you for that very full and 
detailed account.  I mean it’s impossible, of course, reading your reports12—excellent though they are—to 
get that kind of flavour of the details …  

Mr David Blair:   Sure.  Of course, of course. 

Q253 Sir Philip Mawer:  … which, you know, again, is important when you’re coming to assess the 
weight of the circumstantial evidence. Mr Galloway’s main response to the alleged content of the 
documents has been to deny that he’s ever received any money—personally. He always make that, I think, 
distinction personally, emphasises that point. And he’s suggested that they are forgeries. Now we’ve dealt 
with the forgery question and, I mean, as regards receiving the money personally, that’s a matter which 
only he can reply to.  I can’t, it’s not—I’m thinking out loud here—it’s not fair for me to ask you a 
question about that because you were not in a position to know. It’s a matter for him and for—indeed I 
have already put the question to him about that, questions about that. Which I think brings me just to one 
other area that I’d like to just touch on with you which is briefly, and I did flag this up earlier, the question 
of what we know about Mr Zureikat. He seems a key figure in this story. 

Mr David Blair:   Yes. 

Q254 Sir Philip Mawer:   (a) because if the document is correct, you know, he—I mean, well (a) Mr 
Galloway has never denied, I think, the authenticity of the letter13 which nominates Mr Zureikat as his 
representative in Baghdad.  I’ve never seen any such denial. Again I await any, await a formal response 
from him about that.  But … 

Mr David Blair:  My belief—I’d have to check this—but my belief is that when our parliamentary 
correspondent spoke to him he confirmed the authenticity of that letter. 

Q255 Sir Philip Mawer:   Well I’m certain—I’ve put it more negatively—anyway nobody has, I think, 
called it into question. 

Mr David Blair:  And that was stapled to the crucial one. It was actually attached to it and actually stapled … 

Q256 Sir Philip Mawer:   To the Iraqi …  the intelligence? 

Mr David Blair:  It was actually stapled to and referred to in that document.  
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Q257 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right. So he’s crucial from that perspective. He’s crucial because he features 
in the key document, as you’ve described it. And he’s crucial because it appears that he was the means—
not only was he the representative, as it were, but he was the means—through which, if what the 
documents allege is correct, the money was got to Mr Galloway or to causes which he favoured. 

Mr David Blair:   Yes 

Q258 Sir Philip Mawer:  And it is, of course, one possible explanation of the content of the papers not 
that the money was being put into Mr Galloway’s own pocket, but that it was going to support activities 
which—in which—Mr Galloway was very much involved—the Mariam Appeal and British Iraq 
Friendship Society and so on, which—in which—Mr Galloway was a key figure, so that he was reaping the 
benefit indirectly, if you like, in that way.  I’ve read, obviously, what’s been in the paper about Mr 
Zureikat. Is there  anything more you can, you know, tell me about him as a figure, from your knowledge 
of Iraq, Baghdad and so on? Have you, did you, come across him as a figure? As Alda’s just said you were 
in Amman for a period.  Mr Galloway paints him as a prominent, you know, Middle East businessman. 

Mr David Blair:  The first I heard of him was when I saw him referred to in the documents which I have 
described.  I never heard of him before then. Subsequently friends of mine, other journalists, said to me that 
yes they knew him and that yes he had helped them at various stages to get visas to go to Iraq. So I think that 
what Galloway was saying was essentially accurate. He had helped quite a lot of journalists. 

Q259 Sir Philip Mawer:   So he’s a man who had contacts in Iraq, that would suggest—I mean, he 
knew people in high places who could swing things in the …  whether it was visas or whatever? 

Mr David Blair:   Yes, yes. Subsequently friends of mine came to me and said “Oh yes, we know Fawaz quite 
well, he helped me to get a visa on this occasion.” And there were quite a number of people who he had helped 
in that way. But not me. I never, I never, I’d never heard of the guy at all.  

Q260 Sir Philip Mawer:   No. And you’ve not had any dealings with him in the context of this story? 

Mr David Blair:  No I haven’t. Not personally. I think Telegraph reporters did contact him. That’s my belief. 
But not me. 

Q261 Sir Philip Mawer:  Yes. Well there’s certainly some reports, I think by—the Diplomatic  Editor is 
one—and some of your colleagues anyway. OK. Well it may be there’s nothing further we can usefully 
pursue down that track and to me he’s clearly a figure of interest. 

Mr David Blair:   Yes. Clearly. 

Q262 Ms Alda Barry:  Do you know the names of any of his companies? 

Mr David Blair:  I don’t—no. 

Mr David Blair:  One that’s … 

Mr David Blair:   Oh, I know there’s Middle East Advanced Semi Conductors Inc, based in Amman. 

Q263 Sir Philip Mawer:   That’s right. Yes. 

Mr David Blair:  I seem to remember that’s referred to in one of the documents. 

Q264 Sir Philip Mawer:   Yes, it is .  Yes. 

Q265 Ms Alda Barry:  And it’s his email address too. 

Q266 Sir Philip Mawer:  Yes. Well, thank you I don’t have any further questions to put and indeed, I 
mean, the most important bit of this conversation has not been the questions so much as your account, 
which is—for which I’m very grateful indeed.  

Mr David Blair:  Thank you. 
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3. Mr George Galloway—24 February 2005 

Ms Alda Barry, the Registrar of Members Interests, was also present. 

Q267 Sir Philip Mawer: I guess both of us are relieved to get to this point given— 

Mr Galloway:—the prolonged correspondence.  

Q268 Sir Philip Mawer:—the prolonged correspondence and the long delay imposed by the legal 
proceedings.  I sent you a letter which you will have received before the meeting, I hope?  

Mr Galloway: Yes, I got it yesterday.  

Q269 Sir Philip Mawer:—sketching out the areas that I had hoped we could cover.  I realise that a 
good deal of it will be repetitive as far as you are concerned but I hope you will understand that my 
inquiry is distinct in its own right, and although obviously I make reference to other documents and so on 
which are available to me, I want the record here to be reasonably self-contained and therefore I want you 
to get your story on the record with me, so it may involve some repetition for you.   

Mr Galloway: Okay.  

Q270 Sir Philip Mawer: That is the Andrew Yale complaint14 [same handed] which you have just been 
handed a copy of— 

Mr Galloway: Does that really count as a complaint?  It is like a poison pen letter, it is like something you 
would chalk up on a toilet wall.  

Q271 Sir Philip Mawer: I do not think it is a poison pen letter.  I felt obliged to regard it as a complaint 
not least because it arrived shortly after or around the same time as the one from Mr Robathan15 and I 
thought that I should make both of them available to you.  

Mr Galloway: I am sorry to raise a querulous note right at the beginning but “Mr Galloway has not been open 
about travel, hotel expenses and put up blocks in the way of Parliament”; is that really worthy of your 
consideration?   

Q272 Sir Philip Mawer: What he is saying, is he not, is that he believes it is my job.  He goes on, 
Parliament’s reputation is being hurt  and the truth is I think that is— 

Mr Galloway:—I want to formally record my view that that is beneath the dignity of both your office and 
mine to reply to.  We have got substantive issues to discuss but I just want to make that clear.  

Q273 Sir Philip Mawer: Exactly, it is the substantive issues that are the important thing and I took Mr 
Yale’s letter to refer to those, but your comments are certainly noted for the record.  

Mr Galloway: Any Member of Parliament could have a letter like that written about them on any day of the 
week.  

Q274 Sir Philip Mawer: Clearly on its own it would not suffice but against the background of the other 
material, and it is that material that we are here to discuss.   

Mr Galloway: Sure.  

Q275 Sir Philip Mawer: My object, as I said a moment ago, is to try to get at the truth of what 
happened and in that context I want to make clear to you that you have used in correspondence a number 
of times the phrase that you are “required to prove your innocence.”  That is not so.  What you are 
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required to do is to give me a full and frank account of the facts relating to the matters alleged in relation 
to the Daily Telegraph articles,16 and to do so frankly in order to enable me to reach some kind of 
judgment on the veracity or otherwise of the allegations that have been made against you.  You are 
certainly not required to prove your innocence.  We will of course make sure that you are shown the 
transcript of today’s conversation in draft and you will have an opportunity therefore to check it for 
accuracy.  Are there any queries you want to raise about process or are you happy to get into the 
substance? 

Mr Galloway: I would like to make a couple of comments about process, if I may.  I did several times in 
correspondence state, and I maintain, that there is an element of my being asked to prove my innocence 
because this complaint is based upon the Daily Telegraph articles.  The Daily Telegraph themselves did not 
contend that the articles were true.  They did not produce any evidence that the articles were true and they 
were resoundingly thrashed judicially by the Judge in the High Court.  Now I am asked, if you will allow me to 
put it this way, to go through all this again, and I find that very hard to bear.  My second point about process is 
more historic and I have also referred to this in correspondence.  I have been across this course before.  I have 
no confidence in this system that we have and I have never had any even before I myself was a victim of it.  
The idea that a politicised tribunal comprising Members of Parliament of different political parties can reach 
judgments fairly about the conduct of each other seems to me wholly implausible, either for one reason or 
another. Either because they will be too chummy and too club-like and will not properly judge their own or 
where the Member of Parliament is an unpopular one, they will express themselves in a way which cannot be 
separated from their political bias.  I myself have been a victim of this.  I was the subject of a previous 
complaint 17which was deliberately kept in play by the political majority on the Committee because it 
balanced, they thought—and I have since spoken to members of the Committee and I am telling you candidly 
what they told me—proceedings that were being taken against Mr Neil Hamilton and others at the same time 
and the members of the then majority wanted to keep a Labour Member of Parliament in the frame at the 
same time.  The complaint was thrown out but it lasted a year.  I am absolutely clear in my mind that as a 
one-person parliamentary band involved in a very high profile general election constituency campaign in a 
matter of weeks from now that the people to decide whether or not an inquiry is kept going about me should 
not be political opponents; and they are.  My political opponents are sitting in judgment on me in this system 
and I have no confidence in it.  I have deliberately not looked at the membership of your Committee.  I swear 
to you.  I know that George Young is the Chairman but I do not know any other member of the Committee so 
I am not making any personal reference to any individual member.  It is the system that I think is deeply 
flawed and the Whips have already been caught red-handed in the past being involved in guiding members of 
your Committee in how to conduct themselves, on both sides of the political divide.  Labour Whips and 
Conservative Whips were caught red-handed in politicking around this Committee and the way that it does 
its business.  Lastly, this is the first time I have ever met you and I have no axe to grind with you at all, but I do 
know what happened to your predecessor when she displeased the political majority that ran the Committee 
and I think that is a third reason, another reason, why the system that Parliament has of investigating 
complaints against Members of Parliament is deeply flawed.  It is politicised and it is deeply flawed.  These are 
my views.  I have expressed them to you in many different ways in correspondence and it is only fair I do so 
now verbally.  

Q276 Sir Philip Mawer: You are entitled to your view.  All I want to say in response is this:  firstly, that 
I am my own man and I respond to no political impetus or pressure one way or the other.  Secondly, as 
regards the Committee, its members will no doubt note your remarks.  The system has of course changed 
and been strengthened in a number of respects since the earlier experience that you referred to.  For 
example, the membership of the Committee is now evenly balanced between Government and opposition.  
Thirdly, there is one point I really do need to respond to and that is the first point you made in relation to 
the Daily Telegraph and your concern that you are being subjected to yet another inquiry into these 
matters following the libel action.  Two points about the libel action.  One, my understanding of the Daily 
Telegraph’s defence in that action was that they did not seek to justify publication on the grounds of the 
accuracy of the documents and similarly the judge in his judgment, which I have read and you have heard, 
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made very clear that his judgment did not relate to the truth or otherwise of the allegations in the 
documents; it was to do very much with the way in which the Daily Telegraph had conducted itself and 
specifically in relation to its obligations in relation to you and the law of libel.  It was very much to do with 
the way in which the Telegraph published the information.  So the truth or otherwise of the material in the 
documents discovered by the Daily Telegraph was not addressed by the libel action and was certainly not 
settled by the judgment and the judge made that very clear at the time.  That is why it is the facts, it is the 
truth or otherwise of the issues which I am concerned about.  The libel action dealt with the libel aspects.  

Mr Galloway: I do not accept that.  It was open to the Telegraph to produce evidence about the veracity of the 
material in the documents and they did not do so.  If they had been able to do, believe me, they would have 
done so.  I think anyone could see that.  If they had any evidence that the material in these documents18—and 
we will come back to the documents many times in the discussion—was accurate (“true” is the word I prefer 
to use) then they would have brought it forward.  They did not because they could not because they have not.  
They have not published or brought forward in any judicial proceedings any evidence that what was in these 
documents was true.  In the absence of that and in the absence of Mr Andrew Yale or Mr Andrew Robathan 
producing any evidence, my view is that you should throw this question out.  Until someone brings you 
evidence that what was written on a piece of paper has some validity, has some truth, you should not be 
investigating it.  That is my point of view.  There is no point in us bogging each other down on this.  In 
relation to the other points that you raise I really must make this point—and I have done it in writing—
everything that you have done in relation to this case has been leaked to the media and I am presuming by 
members of your Committee because I would not impugn the integrity of your staff and I am not impugning 
your integrity.  I am not assuming that you leaked it or your staff leaked it but everything has been leaked to 
the media, which is precisely the politicisation, the politicking that I am referring to.  You cannot dispute that.  
I was informed of the very existence of this investigation via a telephone call from the BBC while you were still 
in the corridor walking back from Parliament back to your office so it cannot be gainsaid that this has been 
politicised, presumably by members of your Committee.  I have got no confidence that they are going to lose 
that habit seven weeks or so before a general election.  So that is my tuppence worth.  

Q277 Sir Philip Mawer: You have got that on the record.  I can assure you that there is no question 
and you have accepted I think— 

Mr Galloway:—I do.  

Q278 Sir Philip Mawer:—there is no question of this office having leaked any of these matters.   

Mr Galloway: I accept that absolutely.  

Q279 Sir Philip Mawer: On the Telegraph libel action we will have to agree to differ because I think on 
my side of the equation I have the Judge in the sense of his understanding through his judgment of the 
impact.   

Mr Galloway: It is not my reading of the judgment, but anyway.  You did want to know about the appeal.  

Q280 Sir Philip Mawer: Please. 

Mr Galloway: They have appealed.  They asked, if you will recall, for 14 days after the delivery of a judgment 
called Jameel v the Wall Street Journal, which was a case in which the same Judge, Judge Eady had rejected the 
Reynolds Privilege defence of the newspaper and found for the claimant.  So the Telegraph’s counsel asked in 
court to avoid paying me the money until 14 days after the judgment on Jameel.  The judgment on Jameel 
came much later than people expected.  It upheld the Judge’s finding, found against the newspaper, and 13 
days elapsed and then the Telegraph on the last day put in an appeal and that will now—I think technically it is 
not an appeal, it is a request to be allowed to appeal because they were refused permission to appeal.  

Q281 Sir Philip Mawer: Seeking leave.   
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Mr Galloway: Seeking leave to appeal and this will be dealt with by a judge from the Appeal Court whether or 
not to give them permission to appeal.  And the timescale that we are talking about in that, at its fastest, will be 
six to eight weeks.  You will understand my attention to that detail because I do not get my money either from 
the Telegraph or the three other awards that I have locked up in my lawyer’s office pending the closure of this 
Telegraph case until that matter is cleared up, so I have rather a lot riding on whether or not they appealed and 
whether or not they now get leave to appeal.  I had hoped to fund my general election campaign from that.  

Q282 Sir Philip Mawer: Thank you for letting me know the latest position there.  My understanding is 
that if the Daily Telegraph are given leave to appeal they can only appeal on a point of law and we shall 
have to see the outcome of the judicial process on that.  Obviously that is not a matter in which I would 
want to interfere in any way.  May we just move on to point two in the letter I sent you?   

Mr Galloway: Sure.  

Q283 Sir Philip Mawer: I think we have dealt with the nature of the complaints process.  You have 
offered me your reflections on it and I have told you I am anxious to get at the truth or otherwise of what 
has occurred.  Possible issues under the Code of Conduct.  You will understand that when a complaint 
comes in to me my job is not only to evaluate the complaint but to evaluate the circumstances 
surrounding it, the evidence, the information which is available.  It was and it remains my judgment that 
if it were true—a big if and clearly one strongly contested by you—that you had received money from the 
former Iraqi regime then clearly that would be a breach of the Code.  I say that because you would have 
been less than frank with the House about the influences which might affect the performance of your 
public duty.  

Mr Galloway: Sure.  

Q284 Sir Philip Mawer: Equally, it would, in my view, be a breach of the Code if it were the case that 
you had received indirectly from the Iraqi regime via the Mariam Appeal, or any other organisation, 
monies which you knew to be coming from the Iraqi regime but which had—if I can use a crude word—
been laundered, indirectly sent to you via another organisation.  There are a number of possible 
explanations for what is alleged as a result of the documents which were found by the Daily Telegraph and 
one of our objects this morning is to explore those, but I just want to make clear to you the respects in 
which I think that issues about the Code would arise if the circumstances which I have mentioned, and 
which are clearly the ones which we have got to explore together, were to be true.  I say this because I want 
you to be clear about the respects in which the Code would come into play, in my view, in relation to these 
matters.  I hope what I have said is not contentious.  

Mr Galloway: It is hard to hear.  

Q285 Sir Philip Mawer: Whether it is true or not is another matter.   

Mr Galloway: It is hard to hear words like “laundering” spoken to me but you will no doubt say what you feel 
you have to say.  

Q286 Sir Philip Mawer: You understand what I was trying to say by that?   

Mr Galloway: Yes I do.  

Q287 Sir Philip Mawer: Money was indirectly sent to you?   

Mr Galloway: Yes I do.  

Q288 Sir Philip Mawer: If we might come on to the content of the documents discovered by the 
Telegraph in Baghdad.  I will come in a moment when we get to item four to your view about the 
authenticity of the documents and about the truthfulness of the documents and those are separate 
questions.  

Mr Galloway: They are, yes.  
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Q289 Sir Philip Mawer: If we may for a moment just address what the documents say or purport to 
say.  I start with the contextual questions, if I may.  Have you seen the documents themselves, the 
originals?   

Mr Galloway: There are not originals, they were photocopies.  

Q290 Sir Philip Mawer: You have seen the documents that the Daily Telegraph produced, the files?  
You and I have seen colour photographs of them?  You have seen these documents?  

Mr Galloway: It is a misnomer to use the word originals; they are all photocopies.  

Q291 Sir Philip Mawer: You have seen the documents the Daily Telegraph has?  

Mr Galloway: These are photocopies.  This is an important point.  If you are lingering under the 
misapprehension that these are original documents that is an important misapprehension. 

Q292 Sir Philip Mawer: You had forensic analysis conducted of the documents?  

Mr Galloway: You cannot conduct a forensic analysis of a photocopy; that is precisely my point.  

Q293 Sir Philip Mawer: They were seen by forensic experts on your behalf?   

Mr Galloway: Who concluded they were photocopies.  It is not contested that they are photocopies.  Why is 
that important?  Because the Christian Science Monitor’s documents collapsed precisely because they were not 
photocopies and could be forensically analysed.  The Telegraph documents are photocopies and not subject 
therefore to any forensic analysis.  

Q294 Sir Philip Mawer: The authenticity of some of the documents has not been questioned, indeed 
has been confirmed in terms of their content.  I refer to the letters, for example, from Sir Edward Heath 
and others.   

Mr Galloway: I am not going to comment on anybody else’s documents.  Some of the documents relating to 
me are confirmed by me, although I think you in your letter to me have made potentially quite an important 
error but we might come to that on point six unless you would like me to come to it now?   

Q295 Sir Philip Mawer: Please feel free to come to it now. 

Mr Galloway: You draw a dichotomy on the subject of the role of Mr Fawaz Zureikat a) as my representative 
in Baghdad and b) in relation to the Mariam Appeal.  If you read the document, it is very clear he is my 
representative in relation to the Mariam Appeal.  There is no dichotomy.  He is not a representative of me in 
more than one capacity; only in that capacity.  

Q296 Ms Barry: He also had a role in relation to the Mariam Appeal.  

Mr Galloway: That is my point but he was not a) my representative in Baghdad and then b) my representative 
for the Mariam Appeal.  He was only the representative for the Mariam Appeal. 

Q297 Sir Philip Mawer: I think that is a point you made before.  I had not intended to imply a 
dichotomy.  Are you as a result of what you have just said indicating that that letter19 appointing Mr 
Zureikat as your representative in relation to the Mariam Appeal— 

Mr Galloway:—is a photocopy of a document that I produced.  

Q298 Sir Philip Mawer: But it is an accurate photocopy so far as you are aware?    

Mr Galloway: Yes.  
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Q299 Ms Barry: There is forensic analysis and textual analysis and there are two possible aspects here.   

Q300 Sir Philip Mawer: Can you tell me when that letter to Mr Zureikat was written?  

Mr Galloway: Is there a date on it?   

Q301 Sir Philip Mawer: No, there is not a date on it.  Do you know when it might be?  Do you recall 
when it might be?   

Mr Galloway: I would not like to take a guess.  I could go back and try and put it together in my mind.   

Q302 Sir Philip Mawer: Would it have been in 1999?  When in relation to your setting up of that 
campaign might it have been?   

Mr Galloway: It might have been in 1999.  I would need to think about that.  

Q303 Sir Philip Mawer: Okay, if you could confirm that one way or the other.   

Mr Galloway: Short of a date being on it, it is a little hazardous to guess.  

Q304 Sir Philip Mawer: I understand.  If you could give us your best estimate— 

Mr Galloway: stab at it— 

Q305 Sir Philip Mawer:—that would be helpful.  Why did you feel that you needed Mr Zureikat as 
your representative in relation to the campaign?   

Mr Galloway: Because the Iraqi forest of bureaucracy is a very thick one and because we had a lot of need to 
negotiate our way through that forest.  We had all sorts of issues relating to the child, where she was going to 
be allowed to live, where she was going to go to hospital, whether she was going to receive medicine from us 
or through them.  They were very tricky and difficult about that.  They had a position at that time that they 
did not allow medical aid to come in because they felt that this was allowing people to salve their consciences 
whilst the bigger issues of the sanctions were not resolved and also because I was aware of the danger of 
people—it is a very vulgar word to use in front of ladies—poncing on my name.  

Q306 Sir Philip Mawer: Misusing your name?   

Mr Galloway: Worse than that.  There were people in hotel lobbies claiming lifelong friendships with me 
when talking to Iraqi officials and so on whom I had never met or heard of and I was conscious of the need to 
avoid anyone, as it were, profiting from a supposed and false association with me.  So for a whole variety of 
reasons I thought it was important to have one person who would, as it were, speak for the Mariam Appeal 
and the campaign that we were running to the exclusion of any others so that there would be no confusion 
about that. 

Q307 Sir Philip Mawer: The letter also mentions his role as your representative in relation to the 
Emergency Committee in Iraq.  Can you just tell me what that was?   

Mr Galloway: In fact, he had no role in that because the Emergency Committee effectively was superseded by 
the work of the Mariam Appeal but the Emergency Committee was an older committee campaigning around 
the issues of war and sanctions in Iraq.  

Q308 Sir Philip Mawer: UK-based?   

Mr Galloway: Yes.  

Q309 Sir Philip Mawer: The next document,20 and maybe in a sense the main document which the 
Daily Telegraph reported that it had unearthed, was a letter from allegedly the head of the Iraqi 
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Intelligence Service to the President’s Office, the  so-called “Mariam campaign memo”, I think is the best 
way of describing it, and it makes a number of allegations.  It suggests, as you will recall, that Mr Zureikat 
had conveyed your desire to the Iraqi regime for more financial support and that in that context he had 
arranged a meeting between you, Zureikat and a member of the Iraqi Intelligence Service on Boxing Day 
1999.  The memo, which is dated 3 January 2000, results from, it is said, those approaches by Mr Zureikat 
at that meeting and suggests that you had asked for more support and goes on to make the proposal that 
you ought to receive more support to assist you in your activities.  My next set of questions relates to that 
essentially.  I think you were in Baghdad on 26 December 1999 and you have accepted that?  

Mr Galloway: Yes.  

Q310 Sir Philip Mawer: Whom did you meet on that day in Baghdad?   

Mr Galloway: May I before answering that just remind you that this memo that you call the “main” memo is 
an unsigned memo to an unnamed head of intelligence referring to a meeting with an unnamed intelligence 
officer.  I should have thought that these three omissions were worthy of note.  In other words, nobody 
involved in the supposed conversations can be traced or identified because they are not named and they are 
not signed.  

Q311 Ms Barry: Is it not signed but illegibly so?  

Mr Galloway: Signed illegibly and to an unnamed head of intelligence.  I do not know who the head of 
intelligence of the Iraqi regime was but I assume he would have been on the “Pack of Cards” of people to be 
captured.  I presume therefore that he is in the hands of the occupiers of Iraq.  I have no doubt that if he has 
been questioned he might have been asked whether he did receive such a memo.  I am unaware of any 
evidence which has flowed from that direction supporting the authenticity of this memorandum.  So that is 
my first response.  My second response is that I have never to my knowledge—and one can never be sure 
either in this country or any other who is working for the intelligence services and I have sat on parliamentary 
benches with colleagues who turn out to have been working for the intelligence services so you can never say 
with certainty that you have never met someone from the intelligence services in any country—but to the best 
of my knowledge, I have never met anyone from Iraqi intelligence.  If someone had said to me, “We would 
like you to meet someone from Iraqi intelligence,” I would have given it a very wide berth.  I have reached the 
age of 50 without having anything to do with any intelligence services and I would have preferred to keep it 
that way.  So the best of my knowledge is that I never met any Iraqi intelligence officer at any time and I 
certainly had no meeting with one on Boxing Day of 1999.  Obviously I cannot prove that.  It is one of these 
proving of innocence issues.  I cannot prove that I never met anybody from Iraqi intelligence on that day or 
any other but I put this to you—and it seems to me a matter of logic—I had unlimited access to the very top 
leadership of the Iraqi regime.  In August of 2002 I asked to meet Saddam Hussein and I met him the next 
day.  I could have asked any of the top leaders of the Iraqi regime for financial support if I had wanted to.  I 
did not want to and I did not ask them, so why on earth would I sit down for a meeting on Boxing Day with 
someone in the intelligence services sufficiently lowly that he has to write a memo to the head of intelligence 
and where the head of intelligence then has to write a memo to the head of the Iraqi political leadership about 
me creating a paper trail about me?  Why would I do that when the very previous day, Christmas Day, I had 
spent many hours in the presence of and the company of the very top leaders of the Iraqi state?  If I had 
wanted to raise money for our campaign from the Iraqi regime I would have raised it then, not asked for a 
meeting with a presumably relatively junior intelligence officer the next day.  

Q312 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you discuss the question of support for the campaign at any meetings you 
had in Baghdad on either the 25 or 26 December?  

Mr Galloway: No, I was very, very careful never to compromise our work by discussing that sort of issue. Our 
financial supporters were much safer from my point of view.  It was a matter of deliberate policy on my part 
because I am not a fool that I sought financial support from allies of Great Britain and the United States for 
our campaign and I got it in large amounts.  I raised more than half a million pounds from the President of 
the United Arab Emirates and a substantial amount of money from the Crown Prince, effectively the ruler, of 
Saudi Arabia.  I did that precisely because it would be more difficult to be attacked by the British and 
American establishments.  It has got me attacked on the Left quite robustly but it would be very difficult for 
ministers to complain about financial support for our campaign being given by people who were conservative, 
royal allies of theirs.  I knew that asking for money from the Iraqi regime would be fatal to our campaign and 
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fatal to my credibility and therefore I never did it, not on Boxing Day, not to an intelligence officer, not to a 
political leader, not to anyone; I never did it.  

Q313 Sir Philip Mawer: So you had no conversation on 26 December 1999 about the funding of the 
Mariam campaign?  

Mr Galloway: Absolutely none.  

Q314 Sir Philip Mawer: You mentioned a number of supporters of the Mariam campaign in what you 
have just said.  

Mr Galloway: Two.  

Q315 Sir Philip Mawer: Two of them.  A third major supporter was Mr Zureikat.  

Mr Galloway: Yes.  

Q316 Sir Philip Mawer: He was I think possibly the second largest donor to the campaign? 

Mr Galloway: He was.   

Q317 Sir Philip Mawer: Some hundreds of thousands of pounds?  

Mr Galloway: He was.  

Q318 Sir Philip Mawer: Is it possible that Mr Zureikat may have acted on your behalf in seeking 
support?  

Mr Galloway: He certainly did not act on my behalf.  I do not believe that he did so at all on anybody’s behalf, 
but he certainly did not do it on my behalf.  

Q319 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you have any conversations with him about that?  

Mr Galloway: Since the Telegraph story of course I have.  He denies absolutely any such meeting with an 
intelligence officer or conveying any such request as referred to in those documents, and I believe him.  

Q320 Sir Philip Mawer: Okay.  If I may come to a couple of other points in this same document.  
There is mention in the document of another gentleman in addition to Mr Zureikat whom it is said, I am 
quoting from the document “you entered into partnership with”—and no doubt you would dispute that—
but the person named is an Iraqi called, according to the document, Burhan Mahmoud Chalabi.  Do you 
know Mr Chalabi?   

Mr Galloway: I do.  

Q321 Sir Philip Mawer: How do you know him?   

Mr Galloway: He is an activist in the campaigns against sanctions and war in Iraq.  He is an Iraqi.  He is a 
leading Conservative Party member.  

Q322 Sir Philip Mawer: Living in London?   

Mr Galloway: Yes, he was reported widely as having financed the political campaigns of Dr Liam Fox and Mr 
Michael Portillo, covering his bets no doubt, in the last Tory leadership election.  

Q323 Sir Philip Mawer: Also mentioned in this connection is Mudhafar al-Amin, the head of the Iraqi 
Interests Section in London.  Do you know him?   

Mr Galloway: Yes.  
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Q324 Sir Philip Mawer: It is suggested from the paragraph in question—and I am looking at the 
translation of the document21 that was entered as an exhibit in the libel action and which I understand has 
not been disputed as a translation of the document.  The truth or otherwise of what it purports to say is 
disputed but the translation is, I believe, not disputed.  It suggests that you had entered into partnership 
with Mr Mahmoud Chalabi to sign for specific oil contracts.   

Mr Galloway: Dr Burhan Chalabi. It is quite important because there is another Mahmoud Chalabi who is 
quite a different person so it is better to stick with Dr Burhan Chalabi.  

Q325 Sir Philip Mawer: Forgive me but you had entered into partnership with Dr Burhan Chalabi to 
sign for specific oil contracts in accordance with your representative Fawaz Zureikat, benefiting from the 
great experience, it says, in oil trading and his passion for Iraq and financial contributions to campaigns 
organised in Britain, in addition to his recommendation by Mr al-Amin.  Did you have any conversations 
with Mr Chalabi about his operating on your behalf in terms of dealing in oil on your behalf?  

Mr Galloway: Not only did I not, I understand that Dr Chalabi has not been an oil trader.  I understand that 
he has not actually been an oil trader so his great experience in oil that you refer to appears to be phantom.  I 
have had no partnership with him of any kind in any business in relation to Iraq or any other place.  It is 
completely false.  

Q326 Sir Philip Mawer: I will come back to that.   

Mr Galloway: And, moreover, demonstrably false.  Presumably oil contracts have to be signed for.  There is 
no oil contract signed for by me.  There is no oil contract so far as he tells me ever been signed by Dr Chalabi.  
So demonstrably false.  

Q327 Sir Philip Mawer: We will come back to that, if we may, in a moment.  Another of the 
documents that came to light through the Daily Telegraph was the memorandum22 from Tariq Aziz which 
purports to refer to your work programme.  You will be familiar with this one too. What is your own 
explanation of that document?   

Mr Galloway: I think it relates to—and this was fairly exhaustively covered in the libel trial—the Programme 
for Work Brigades which was a scheme by which we were going to gather young people from around the 
world who were going to come to Iraq and construct a park and recreational and recuperation camp for sick 
Iraqi children.  In the process these young people were going to improve and politically educate themselves.  
We had a plan for work in the mornings, recreational sports and so on in the afternoons, and political 
discussions in evening.  We identified a piece of land, we identified the ministries that would have to co-
operate if this camp was going to be possible, and we produced material on our web site, I think probably even 
a leaflet, to seek the volunteers.  It came to nothing in the end but I think that that is what is referred to in the 
memorandum about work programme. 

Q328 Sir Philip Mawer: So there was no question of you submitting, as I think the impression was— 

Mr Galloway:—that is what they tried to suggest.  

Q329 Sir Philip Mawer: given which suggested, when the reports of this originally appeared, that you 
had submitted a wider programme of work indicating the kind of activity you were going to be engaged in 
in relation to the sanctions campaign and so on? 

Mr Galloway: All the time when we went to Iraq we were talking about our plans and our projects and what 
we were doing.  That could be described as work, a labour of love, unpaid, but it could be described as work, 
so that if I sat down and told you “this is what we are planning to do in the next  six or twelve months, we are 
planning to lobby Parliament, we are planning a demonstration, we are planning to hold a meeting at which 
we try to get Scott Ritter to come over and address parliamentarians about the lies on the issue of weapons” 
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and so on, this could conceivably be described as a programme of work.  The implication that was drawn from 
that that this was “I will give you a programme of work; you give me money” is ridiculous.  I think myself it 
refers to the work brigades rather than that.  

Q330 Ms Barry: Did you write in December 2000 to the Foreign Minister mentioning an initial plan of 
activities for 2001?    

Mr Galloway: I personally did not, no.  

Q331 Ms Barry: Because there is a suggestion, again it is the Telegraph, of a letter23 from you to the 
Foreign Minister written on 21 December 2000 on Great Britain-Iraq Society headed paper?  

Mr Galloway: Do you have that?   

Q332 Ms Barry: I do not, no.  That is why I asked you.  I was wondering in the context of if you had 
been in the habit of writing and saying “this is what I am going to do” if this could have been construed as 
a work programme.   

Mr Galloway: I do not think so.  As a matter of course I would not have been writing letters to the Iraqi 
regime, so I doubt that.  

Q333 Ms Barry: Thank you.  

Q334 Sir Philip Mawer: Subject to any comments by Alda I do not think there are further questions I 
want to ask you in relation to what is alleged in the documents.  I would like to move on, if Alda will just 
reflect on the question whether there is anything critical there, to your view of the authenticity and 
veracity of the documents.  You have clearly refuted strongly in the libel action and in your public 
statements and in your letters to me that these documents are in any way genuine.  You have used a 
number of different phrases about them.  You have said that they are fakes— 

Mr Galloway: “Fakes” is the generic word I use because that covers a number of possibilities.  In my letter24 to 
you of 17 January I go through what these possibilities are.  

Q335 Sir Philip Mawer: Would you like to give me your view?   

Mr Galloway: First I want to say something about the provenance because that is going to be important but I 
am sorry now there is an appeal that I am not able to  go into too much detail, as I did indicate in my letter.  

Q336 Ms Barry: You said that in your letter.   

Mr Galloway: I have information of nuclear importance about the provenance of these documents and in the 
House on my feet under parliamentary privilege I will deliver it when I can. You will have to forgive me, I am 
not able to convey it to you now whilst an appeal is pending.  When you know what I am going to tell you, 
when I can, you will understand the provenance casts a different light on what the possibilities are in relation 
to my use of the word “fakes”.  All I can say to you is this: I now know the provenance of some of these 
documents, not the ones you have asked me about so far, to be fair, the ones you have asked me about so far I 
have no evidence that they were found other than in the way that the Telegraph suggests that they were, 
although I do not believe it.  Like most of the people in the country I just think the inherent implausibility of a 
Daily Telegraph journalist walking into a bombed, burning building and finding documents which usefully 
incriminated one of the leading opponents of the war a little far fetched, but I cannot prove that.  However, I 
can prove that others of the documents did not come into the Daily Telegraph’s hands in the way that they 
have said in court under oath and in the media and in many other fora, and I will do so when I am able to do 
so. The reason I use the word “fakes” is because it covers a multitude of possibilities.  They could be either 
forgeries like the Mail on Sunday documents turned out to be forgeries, like the Christian Science Monitor 
documents turned out to be forgeries.  While we are on the subject, I know that circumstantial evidence has to 
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be accumulative to be important but there is quite a lot of accumulated circumstantial evidence of a fairly 
substantial plot to forge documents about me, so it is not some ludicrous notion that can have no grounding 
in real life.  

Q337 Sir Philip Mawer: You are referring to the Christian Science Monitor?   

Mr Galloway: And the Mail on Sunday documents all of which emerged in the very same week.  The 
Telegraph documents, the Christian Science documents, the Mail on Sunday documents all appeared on the 
streets in the same week.  The Christian Science and Mail on Sunday documents were unmasked by experts as 
forgeries.  I know that that does not mean that therefore the Telegraph documents are forgeries, I know that, 
although it undoubtedly puts a question mark around the documents.  Because it is a photocopy, because it is 
unsigned, because it is not an addressed to a named person, because I cannot be in Baghdad to find these 
people, I am not able to say whether the Telegraph document is forged in the same way that the other two sets 
of documents were forged.  What I am able to say to you is that the information in them is false.  So they are 
either forgeries or they are authentic documents that have been doctored in some way so as to incriminate me.  
I hope we will not insult each other’s intelligence by asking why would somebody want to discredit you, Mr 
Galloway, because we both know why somebody would want to discredit me in relation to the war and we 
both know that two sets of documents have already been unmasked as trying to do exactly that.  Or they have 
been constructed by somebody else who was using my name to profit themselves.  I do not know if you have 
read my book, I did send it to you but actually you would not have read this chapter because the lawyers 
chopped it out but I did a chapter about the Telegraph, it is called The Telegraph Line, which told the story of 
how I received these phone calls from the Telegraph and the sleepless night I had and all the thoughts that 
went through my mind, and from that first night until now these are the three possibilities that have been in 
my mind.  Either they are forged or they are doctored or they are the product of some conspiracy somewhere 
within the Iraqi regime to make money using my name.  I can think of no other explanations.  The one thing 
they are not is true.  

Q338 Sir Philip Mawer: There is a possible further explanation, is there not, that they reflect genuine 
efforts made by Mr Zureikat and others to assist you, efforts of which you say, on the basis of what you  
have said so far, you would be unaware, but to help you using your name in that context because of your 
political activity?  

Mr Galloway: No, that cannot be true because they put me in a meeting in which I never sat.  If this document 
said, “Mr Fawaz Zureikat came to see me and he said that he wanted to help Mr Galloway’s campaign and he 
requires this from you, the Iraqi regime, in order to do so,” that might have some plausibility but the 
documents say that I sat in a meeting on Boxing Day and I asked.  This is completely false.  

Q339 Ms Barry: It is that that renders it implausible, too much detail?   

Mr Galloway: That renders it implausible.  If it were that fourth possibility that you hypothesise it would have 
had no need to implicate me in wrong doing in the memorandum. That is why I reject it.  That and because I 
know him and you do not.  I think this is an important point.  Zureikat is a very successful businessman.  He 
was long before he ever met me.  He had the highest credentials and credibility with the Iraqi regime which 
was not dependent in any way on me, so he had no need to grub around in a conspiracy to use my name to get 
business for himself, and I do not believe that he did.  In other circumstances I would agree it is a possible 
fourth option but the dishonesty in it seems to me to render that inherently implausible.  

Q340 Sir Philip Mawer: Okay.  You indicated earlier that you dispute that the Daily Telegraph found 
the documents in the circumstances in which they claim they found them.  Is that correct?  

Mr Galloway: I have to be careful on how I word this, and I said this in court so I am not just saying it here.  I 
do not believe that they found any of the documents in the circumstances in which they describe them, by 
accident, by chance, in a burning building, happening upon a box which happened to have a sign above it 
saying “read me, it will be worth your while.”  I do not believe that.  But I now know—I know—that some of 
the documents they have published on the second day and subsequently they did not find in those 
circumstances.  

Q341 Ms Barry: So they would have been inserted into the file in some way on subsequent dates?   
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Mr Galloway: I now know because a very honourable person of unimpeachable and impeccable credentials 
has come forward to me and told me some very important information that I will relay to the House in due 
course.  On the issue of provenance that is all I can say at the moment.  

Q342 Ms Barry: There was also a file about France allegedly and those documents do not seem to have 
been challenged.   

Mr Galloway: I do not know about that.  

Q343 Ms Barry: Mrs Clwyd used one of them in a parliamentary manner.   

Mr Galloway: The Telegraph Group over the course of I think a fortnight, twice on a Sunday and in the daily, 
miraculously came upon documents which inter alia linked Saddam Hussein to Osama bin Laden.  That 
charge is now dropped even by the United States Government itself but a document was published in the 
Sunday Telegraph saying there was a Tipex on a document which when scraped revealed the existence of a 
link between Osama bin Laden and Saddam Hussein.  They reported again in the Sunday Telegraph on alleged 
perfidy by the Russian Government and the Russian Government giving secrets about America to the Iraqi 
regime, something about France I cannot recall now, and about me.  

Q344 Ms Barry: I think a meeting being called off about you.   

Mr Galloway: Was it?  Within a fortnight Russia, France, Osama bin Laden and me all appeared in one 
newspaper group’s publications.  Forgive me, I have not pursued the veracity of the allegations against the 
others although I laugh (because otherwise one would cry) at the fake link between the Iraqi regime and bin 
Laden.  It turns out there was no al-Qaeda in Iraq before but there certainly is now.  The other documents 
related to me and I know that they are fake.   

Q345 Sir Philip Mawer: Is it then your view that in essence the evidence that Mr David Blair the Daily 
Telegraph reporter gave about the circumstances in which he discovered the documents is just untrue or 
that his story—and I do not need to go through it in detail because you will know about it—about how he 
came across them in a room in the burnt-out foreign ministry building, that he saw boxes, he picked out a 
couple, he took them to his hotel room and worked on them through the day and then into a second day 
and it was only late on the second day, as I recall his evidence, that he came across one of the key 
documents which we have been discussing?  Are you saying that is all a tissue of lies then?  

Mr Galloway: I am saying what I said in court and I am going to say what I am going to say in the House.  
That is all I can say on that.  

Q346 Sir Philip Mawer: I understand why you are saying what you are.  

Mr Galloway:  I am saying what I said in court and I am going to say what I am going to say in the House.  
That is all I can say on that. 

Q347 Sir Philip Mawer:   I understand why you are saying what— 

Mr Galloway:  Well, you can quote with impunity what I said in the court and I can say what I am going to 
say in the House with impunity.  I am not able to speak with impunity to you now. 

Q348 Sir Philip Mawer:   Well, anything you say to me now is covered by parliamentary privilege.  It is 
confidential to this inquiry and is not going to go further, except in the form of course if and when I 
decide to report to the Committee on the complaints against you. 

Mr Galloway:  I did not realise that it was covered by parliamentary privilege. 

Q349 Sir Philip Mawer:   It is, our conversation. 

Mr Galloway:  I knew that what you printed was covered by parliamentary privilege, but I did not realise that 
everything I say is covered by parliamentary privilege.   

Q350 Sir Philip Mawer:   Yes, it is. 
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Mr Galloway:  That is a different matter.  I intend to say that some of these documents were not found in this 
building and that they were given to Mr Blair, and I can prove that.  They were given to him in Baghdad and I 
have a witness.  Therefore, the story that all of these documents were found together in one box in a burning 
building is false and certain matters will flow from that, legal, political and of very great importance. 

Q351 Sir Philip Mawer:   You have gone as far as you can and I am grateful to you for being as frank 
with me as you have been in relation to that.  It helps me at least not only in relation to assessing the 
complaints against you, but also in relation to understanding the nature of the process in which you are 
involved, the legal process, and the issues which might arise in the context of that process. 

Mr Galloway:  It also explains my sense of indignation. 

Q352 Sir Philip Mawer:   May we talk a little bit about the Mariam Appeal and I do not think we need 
to dwell at length on this.  You established the appeal when? 

Mr Galloway:  In 1998. 

Q353 Sir Philip Mawer:   And you were Chairman of it for a period? 

Mr Galloway:  Yes.  I do not know quite how long.  It is a little unclear, but a relatively short period.  There 
was then an interregnum in which, according to the bank documents, Mr Halford was named as the 
Chairman.  He was also the Director of it and then the Chairman was Zureikat. 

Q354 Sir Philip Mawer:   And that was about 2001, I think from memory? 

Mr Galloway:  Zureikat? 

Q355 Sir Philip Mawer:   Yes. 

Mr Galloway:  No, 2000. 

Q356 Sir Philip Mawer:   From 2000? 

Mr Galloway:  Yes. 

Q357 Sir Philip Mawer:   And at some point a number of the records relating to the campaign were 
transferred. 

Mr Galloway:  The London office closed and everything was sent to the new office. 

Q358 Sir Philip Mawer:   The purpose of the appeal, as I understand it, the campaign, was two-fold 
essentially, but correct me if I am wrong.  Part of it was to assist with the medical expenses of Mariam, the 
child Mariam herself, and part of it was to campaign against the sanctions which were then in place 
against Iraq.  I think I am correct in saying that those were conceded by you as always being the dual 
purpose of the campaign. 

Mr Galloway:  The dual purpose, yes. 

Q359 Sir Philip Mawer:   I think I am also right in saying that probably the bulk of the monies 
collected by the campaign went on the second purpose, that is, the anti-sanctions campaigning. 

Mr Galloway:  Definitely, yes. 

Q360 Sir Philip Mawer:   We have touched earlier on the major contributors, who were the UAE, the 
Crown Prince of Saudi Arabia and Mr Zureikat, and then there were other no doubt minor contributions 
which came in from other sources.  I mentioned Mr Zureikat as a major contributor and as Chairman 
because his role appears to me to be potentially key in all of this.  I am rather frustrated that I have not 
heard from him in response to the three letters that I sent him.  It is quite clear from your most recent 
letter to me that you are in touch with him. 

Mr Galloway:  Sure, and I conveyed your request. 
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Q361 Sir Philip Mawer:   So it rests with him to decide whether to respond or not. 

Mr Galloway:  I very much doubt whether he will want to get further involved.  I think if you put yourself in 
his shoes, he has, and probably “suffered” is not too strong a word, he has suffered quite a lot as a result of this 
whole affair.  Neither you nor I have ever been, and I hope we never are, in a Jordanian dungeon under the 
control of the Jordanian intelligence apparatus.  That apparatus is sufficiently robust that the Americans 
contract people from Guantanamo Bay that they cannot torture themselves to be tortured in Jordan.  I am not 
suggesting he has been tortured, he has not been tortured, but he ended up in a Jordanian prison.  He has 
suffered the slings and arrows of outrageous newspaper coverage even as late as the libel trial, as I mentioned 
in my letter.  He was for two consecutive days in the London Times, the paper of record, described as an “Iraqi 
intelligence officer”, quite erroneously by sloppy journalism.  This was reported from The Times around the 
Arab world.  He is now branded by The Times in the Arab world as an Iraqi intelligence officer instead of a 
Jordanian businessman.  In these countries these things are very dangerous and he, the last time I spoke to 
him, laughed at the very idea that he would get himself involved in what he regards frankly, and you know my 
views, as a political game.  There is no evidence at all that I did anything wrong.  There is no evidence that he 
did anything wrong on my behalf and nobody has produced any, so why is this being prolonged?  He believes 
it is being prolonged as a political game and he has already suffered quite enough, so I asked him again after I 
got your letter at least to reply to you, setting out his objections, if you like, but he has not done so. 

Q362 Ms Barry:  Possibly even a letter saying that he did not wish to reply would close the book. 

Mr Galloway:  Yes, that is what I said to him, “At least explain politely why you feel the way you do.” 

Q363 Sir Philip Mawer:   It would be helpful rather than having it at second hand, as it were.  You 
obviously know Mr Zureikat well, correct? 

Mr Galloway:  For a relatively short period of time since 1999. 

Q364 Sir Philip Mawer:   But you have come to know him well? 

Mr Galloway:  Yes. 

Q365 Sir Philip Mawer:   I think in the libel proceedings you called him a close friend or you did not 
demur when that description or suggestion was put to you. 

Mr Galloway:  I do not remember that, but I do not demur from that. 

Q366 Sir Philip Mawer:   Would you so describe him?  You tell me. 

Mr Galloway:  I met him for the first time at the St Stephen’s Entrance of the House of Commons in the 
summer of 1999 and events have thrown us close together, so he is a friend.  I am able to have a friendly 
conversation with him, asking him to reply to you, which I did, but I am not able to force him to do anything. 

Q367 Sir Philip Mawer:   I understand that, and he is known to your wife, I think, originally.  Is that 
right? 

Mr Galloway:  Since the 1980s. 

Q368 Sir Philip Mawer:   Do you know whether Mr Zureikat has in fact traded in oil or been in receipt 
of vouchers under the Oil for Food Programme in relation to Iraq? 

Mr Galloway:  Well, I think the phrase I used in my letter to you was that, like you, I have read this and I have 
got no reason to doubt it, but I took a decision long ago not to ask people about their business.  It was not my 
business to do so and I never did so, but I have seen chapter and verse most recently in The Guardian that he 
was an oil trader and I have got no reason to doubt that.  I see nothing reprehensible about it. 

Q369 Sir Philip Mawer:   There is clear information that he traded in oil which has come to me from 
two sources.  One is from a report submitted by the Iraqi Oil Ministry to the Iraqi Governing Council 
which— 

Mr Galloway:  I think that is what The Guardian story is based on. 
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Q370 Sir Philip Mawer:   Yes, which I think is what The Guardian story25 referred to, in which both he 
and you are mentioned in a list of those given. 

Mr Galloway:  But you know that that is not true.  You know that I have not traded in oil. 

Q371 Sir Philip Mawer:   You have told me that you have not traded in oil. 

Mr Galloway:  You know it.  Let me put it another way— 

Q372 Sir Philip Mawer:   Please put it as you would. 

Mr Galloway:  Have you ever seen a document with me trading in oil?  You have seen a piece of paper with 
my name written on it, but I refer you to a quotation from an unexpected source, Sir Jeremy Greenstock, at 
the bottom of the penultimate page, I think, of my letter to you.  “People produced these bits of paper from the 
Oil Ministry, but you have got to have evidence that oil actually changed hands rather than bits of paper which 
do not mean anything.  The Iraqis were perfectly capable of having all of our names on file on some nasty bit 
of paper.”  Now, I have never seen a barrel of oil, bought one or sold one, never profited from one, neither has 
anyone on my behalf, and whatever it says on that piece of paper that you have there, whoever put that on that 
piece of paper, that is a fact.  No-one can produce it because no evidence exists.  No-one can produce any 
evidence that I traded in oil.  I have never bought or sold a drop of oil. 

Q373 Sir Philip Mawer:   No, but I think Mr Zureikat did. 

Mr Galloway:  That is a different matter.  I was referring to your point that he and I were. 

Q374 Sir Philip Mawer:   The information available comes not only from the Iraqi Governing Council, 
but also from the UN because obviously, as you know, you are familiar with the Oil for Food Programme 
and, as you know— 

Mr Galloway:  Of course.  I am not at all disputing that he traded in oil.  I am merely telling you that I never 
asked him if he did.  I am not at all disputing it. 

Q375 Sir Philip Mawer:   But you are disputing that (a) you traded, you are disputing that, and (b) you 
are disputing that you had ever received the benefit of any trading. 

Mr Galloway:  I am denying it, not disputing it. 

Q376 Sir Philip Mawer:   Denying it, okay.   I should say that I am still in touch with the UN.  You are 
aware about the Volcker inquiry into the Oil for Food Programme? 

Mr Galloway:  Sure. 

Q377 Sir Philip Mawer:   I am in touch with that and it may be that further information will emerge 
from there which I will 

Mr Galloway:  I can assure you, not about me.  I have traded in nothing with nobody. 

Q378 Sir Philip Mawer:   If it emerges, it will relate to mentions of your name in this context. 

Mr Galloway:  Yes. 

Q379 Sir Philip Mawer:   And obviously I will let you know if any further evidence or information 
emerges from that source.  I do have just a table26 which shows the information which is in the Iraqi— 

Mr Galloway:  I have seen that. 

 

 
25 Published in the Guardian on 17 Febraury 2004. 

26 Not printed. 
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Q380 Sir Philip Mawer:   You have seen that? 

Mr Galloway:  From The Guardian, yes. 

Q381 Sir Philip Mawer:   Sorry, from? 

Mr Galloway:  The Guardian.  

Q382 Sir Philip Mawer:   Forgive me, perhaps I could come back to our list of topics to cover.  I think 
we are near the end, if you agree.  We have dealt with, if I may just recap, the position in relation to the 
appeal, the possible issues under the code of conduct, the documents discovered by The Daily Telegraph in 
Baghdad and what you think about their provenance and authenticity.  We have touched on the Mariam 
Appeal and I have access of course to the Charity Commission report27 on the appeal and I am aware of 
their findings there.  We have discussed Mr Zureikat’s role both in terms of your nomination of him as 
your representative— 

Mr Galloway:  On all matters concerning the Mariam Appeal and the Emergency Committee.  I am just keen 
that no-one gets the impression that he had some plenipotentiary role representing— 

Q383 Sir Philip Mawer:   I understand the distinction you are making there, and we have touched on 
his role in relation to the Mariam Appeal both as Chairman for a period and from, I think you said, 2000. 

Mr Galloway:  I think 2000 until it closed. 

Q384 Sir Philip Mawer:   And as a major donor.  We have also touched on the Oil for Food 
Programme and you are not disputing in that context that Mr Zureikat may have traded in oil and may 
have been in receipt of oil— 

Mr Galloway:  And, therefore, I cannot dispute that some of the donations he made to the Mariam Appeal 
came from profits that he made from his business with Iraq.  I am not able to differentiate between the profits 
he made in his dealings with Saudi Arabia or Egypt and Iraq.  I never asked, and I do not think I can be 
expected to ask, where that particular piece of his profits came from.  I am not at all disputing that he was a 
businessman trading in many places, including Iraq, and that he funded our campaign as the second biggest 
donor.  However, in Alda’s presence, I would make this point: that not even my worst enemy, and that 
includes The Daily Telegraph, is suggesting that people were giving money to me personally.  If they were 
giving money to me personally, Alda would have had to hear about it.  I would have had to register it as 
income for me.  Now, if I am involved in a political campaign and it is receiving financial support, I did not 
register with her that a political campaign I was involved in got money from the King of Saudi Arabia, so why 
would I register with her that I got money from Fawaz Zureikat?  I think that is an important point and 
probably the last point that I have got to make. 

Q385 Sir Philip Mawer:   If you were, knowingly, in receipt of money, as I put it indelicately or 
colloquially before, which had come to you from the Iraqi regime via Mr Zureikat and the Mariam 
Appeal— 

Mr Galloway:  Sure, but is anyone suggesting that?  Even Mr Andrew Yale is not suggesting that people were 
sending me money. 

Q386 Sir Philip Mawer:   It is a possible explanation, given the information which is available.  I think 
I know what your view is of that, but give me your view. 

Mr Galloway:  Well, there was an exchange about this in the courtroom in the libel case.  If I had been 
soliciting funds from the Iraqi regime to help our anti-sanctions, anti-war campaign, I would have been a fool, 
but if I had been soliciting money from the Iraqi regime for my personal benefit, I would be much worse than 
a fool; I would be a fool, a knave, a liar and a cheat.  I would be robbing my own friends and I would be fooling 
millions of people.  That is a much, much more serious thing and I cannot allow that second charge to pass.  

 

 
27 Volume II, WE 33. 
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The first charge, I realise the fact that one of our donors as a matter of fact, it turns out, and I tell you this and 
you are the only person I have ever told this, it turns out, if there is any truth in these Iraqi oil documents, that 
Sheikh Zaid, who gave us the £½ million, was trading in Iraqi oil.  It is one of the most surprising names that 
you see on that list.  If true, the same charge can be made about him as is made about Zureikat, that they were 
trading with Iraq and they were donating money to our campaign.  Maybe some of the profits they made in 
their trading with Iraq they gave to our campaign, but I do not know that.  I doubt it.  Sheikh Zaid was a 
fabulously wealthy man and it would be very difficult to isolate the profits from that particular business.  
However, I realise, and I have accepted from the beginning, indeed I wrote in The Independent newspaper in 
the very first week of this controversy after the Telegraph story, that if you want to criticise me for taking 
money for our campaign from a King, a Sheikh and a businessman who was doing business with Iraq, fair 
enough, criticise.  I would argue that needs must, as I said, if you will forgive me quoting myself, but do not 
allege that I was taking money for myself because that makes me much worse than a fool.  It makes me the 
lowest form of life, to personally enrich yourself, and you do not know me, so you do not know this, but let me 
tell you that I am a political man to the tips of my fingertips.  I am not remotely interested in money.  If I was 
interested in money, I could be very, very wealthy, but I am not, as a simple look at my bank account, which 
you are welcome to do at any time by the way, would testify.  In fact this Daily Telegraph appeal is the worst 
news that I have had in a very long time. 

Q387 Sir Philip Mawer:   It would be a possible explanation, would it not, that the Iraqi regime was 
keen to support financially the anti-sanctions work which you were engaged in and was quite happy to 
award contracts to people who would subsequently become major donors to that work. 

Mr Galloway:  Yes, but there are two caveats to that.  First, Zureikat was already doing very big business with 
the Iraqi regime under the Oil for Food Programme not necessarily in oil, but under the Oil for Food 
Programme because he was working for Thomson’s and other major international multinational companies 
and he was already doing big business with Iraq before he ever met me and before he had donated a penny to 
the Mariam Appeal.  Dr Chalabi, as far as I know, donated no more than £1,000, and maybe less, to our 
campaign.  Therefore, if the thesis is that these two businessmen were given contracts so that they could 
support our campaign, I think it falls on both of those counts that one of them actually did not support our 
campaign very much and the other was already getting lots of contracts from Iraq before he ever started 
supporting us.  However, I say, and I refer you to my Independent piece, I am open to be criticised for 
fundraising, and I think what I said in The Independent is that fundraising for political campaigns is seldom 
pretty.  Ask Mr Blair vis-à-vis the Ecclestone and Mittal affairs, ask the Conservative Party vis-à-vis Azil Nadir 
and so on.  Fundraising for political campaigns is seldom pretty.  It was not a pretty experience for me to ask 
for money from the kings of Arabia, whom I normally excoriate in my every speech.  It was not, but needs 
must.  Criticise me for that, but just do not allege that I am a thief.  That is my point. 

Q388 Sir Philip Mawer:   Well, I am not making allegations at all.  

Mr Galloway:  No, I know you are not, but that is my case. 

Q389 Ms Barry:  To go back to the documents, there are certainly two views about the authenticity, not 
the veracity, of the documents.  I do not know if you could let us see your man’s report, the forensic 
report, that because they are photocopies, they could not be— 

Mr Galloway:  I will certainly ask Mr Bays, yes. 

Q390 Ms Barry:  Because, as I say, there are other views and the former head of Saddam’s protocol, yes, 
possibly a tainted source, is alleged to have said that the long one, the Mariam memorandum, looks like 
something produced by Al Takriti.   

Mr Galloway:  By the way, The Mail on Sunday retained him to look at the documents that they purchased 
and he said the same thing about those documents that later turned out to be ludicrous forgeries. 

Q391 Ms Barry:  Then there is the other gentleman currently from St Anthony’s College, Al Marashi, 
and I do not know much about him either.  He wrote in The Daily Telegraph and he confirmed to us that 
based on his previous experience of Iraqi intelligence files, the Telegraph documents were probably 
genuine, and that is an internal analysis rather than the paper, so it would be helpful. 
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Mr Galloway:  Well, because what you call ‘the main’ documents are photocopies, there is no way of making 
an issue in that we could not say that the ink is not old enough.  You know what happened in the Christian 
Science Monitor case?  It turned out that the ink— 

Q392 Sir Philip Mawer:   Understood. 

Q393 Ms Barry:  There are things like the age of paper and style and so on, so I just make those points. 

Mr Galloway:  The problem is that the alleged date of the documents is sufficiently modern. 

Q394 Ms Barry:  Too close, yes. 
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4. Mr George Galloway—30 November 2006 

Ms Alda Barry, the Registrar of Members Interests, and Mr Ron McKay, accompanying Mr 
Galloway were also present. 

Q395 Sir Philip Mawer: *** The second thing is briefly to say something about Mr McKay’s role. My 
understanding is you have brought him here as an adviser to you in that capacity or a friend, is that 
correct?   

Mr Galloway: A friend was the word you used in the letter.   

Q396 Sir Philip Mawer: I just need to say a word to Mr McKay to define the role of a friend as I 
understand it in this context.  It could be said in some senses that you are an interested party in this affair 
in that you have been named in at least one of the reports published in the States, as I remember, as being 
an alleged recipient of some money derived from the Oil-for-Food Programme, but you are not here in 
that context, you are here today to assist Mr Galloway.  However, of course, I want to hear Mr Galloway’s 
answers to the questions. If at any point you want to say anything to Mr Galloway do feel free to indicate 
that and speak to him.  If there are points which you think are important to be drawn out then please feel 
able to make them.  I have said this so we can be clear about why you are here today and in what capacity 
you are here.  I want you to feel able in that capacity to fully participate in the proceedings.  You will 
understand that what I am really interested in today are Mr Galloway's answers to the questions I am 
going to put to him. I sent you a letter28 in which I set out the issues that I thought would be helpful for us 
to touch on today. You replied29 to me on 1 November giving an initial reaction to the documentation 
which I sent to you and, no doubt we will get into the substance of your reaction as we go along. What I 
propose to do is go through the issues in the order in which I set them out in the letter that I sent to you. 
First of all, touching on the adjournment debate30 which really is important in terms of your 
understanding of the origin or derivation of the documents31 which were published by The Daily 
Telegraph and, of course, were the genesis of the complaints that I received and the inquiry that I have had 
to conduct.  I would like then to talk a bit about the Mariam Appeal.  Then I would like to go into matters 
relating to Baghdad and in that context talk a little bit further about Boxing Day 1999 and what did or did 
not happen on it. I will also touch on evidence relating to that which I have received from Mr Tony 
Zureikat about which I know from your letter you have serious reservations. I will then also touch on 
related matters which come out of that. That is the order in which I am proposing to take things.  

Mr Galloway: That is fine.   

Q397 Sir Philip Mawer: Can we start with the adjournment debate. As far as I am concerned, the 
position on that is I have read your contribution in the adjournment debate on 8 May this year carefully.  
Essentially, I understand you to say in the course of it that you had received information from a senior UK 
journalist to the effect that some of the documents which were published by The Daily Telegraph—I think 
you referred to the second set of documents—were not found in the circumstances in which they were 
alleged to have been found by Mr David Blair of The Telegraph but were received by him separately.  First 
of all, I wonder if you can confirm for me what you meant by “the second set of documents”?  I believe 
you intended to mean—and I have put this to you in a letter—the documents that were published on the 
second day, 23 April 2003, by The Telegraph, but I wonder if you can confirm that so I can be absolutely 
clear on the point?  

Mr Galloway: The foreign correspondent concerned is a household name. He is a very senior correspondent 
with no relationship to me, with no reason to lie and who volunteered, indeed tried hard, to set up an 
appointment with me in order to impart the information that I spoke about in the House on the date that you 

 

 
28 Volume II, WE 86. 

29 Volume II, WE 87. 

30 HC Deb, 8 May 2006, cols 143–146. 

31 Volume II, WE 1 and 4–8. 
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mentioned, I think 8 May. What he said to me is as I have described it to the House and was described in an 
email from me to my lawyer, Kevin Bays, immediately after the meeting.  Mr McKay was there and was a 
witness to what was said at the meeting. However, as has been the subject of slightly vexed correspondence 
between you and I, I gave my word to the person that without their permission I would not reveal their 
identity.  For reasons which I have explained to you I have to hold to that. The “second set of documents” to 
which I refer are the documents that were published on the second day.  I do not remember the dates but you 
have got them there. 

Q398 Ms Barry: The second and third day.  

Q399 Sir Philip Mawer: The documents were published on the second day.  Let us go through them in 
order. As I recall it, there were four key documents, you might say.  One was a memorandum by Tariq 
Aziz which was published on the first day. This is the one that referred to the programme of work about 
which we had a conversation when we last met. Also published on that first day was the memorandum 
which is alleged to have been from the Iraqi Intelligence Service, to which was attached the alleged record 
of a meeting at which you and Mr Zureikat were said to have been present and during which you were 
said to have made a bid for further resources from the Iraqi regime.  Those were published on the first 
day. The second set of documents, by your definition, published on the second day, were what I have 
shorthanded as the presidential response, that is it was a memorandum from the secretary of the then 
President Saddam Hussein's secretariat, the head of that secretariat, giving an initial response from 
Saddam Hussein, it is said, and instructing a group of ministers to meet to consider the requests that had 
been made. On the 24th there was a further document published which was the alleged response of the 
ministerial group. That was signed by Izzat Ibrahim. 

Mr Galloway: There were three stories, as it were? 

Q400 Sir Philip Mawer: There were three days of stories. I believe what you were referring to was the 
Al-Khattab memorandum, who was the secretary of the President’s staff.   

Mr Galloway: I suppose I inferred that but we cannot know for sure.  Just because they published these in 
three chunks does not necessarily mean that they received these documents in that order or found them in 
that order.  My inference from what he told me was that the second set, what I have described as the second 
set of documents, was what came in the second wave of attacks from the paper.  Obviously I cannot be sure 
about that.  He did not say it was the document c, d and e which Blair claimed had been given to him. He did 
not specify that; that was my inference.   

Q401 Sir Philip Mawer: Since you mentioned Mr McKay, I think it would be reasonable in the 
circumstances to ask him whether he could corroborate what you have said in relation to the interview 
that you say you had with the senior journalist.   

Mr McKay: Yes, that is absolutely the case.  I was present at the meeting and I absolutely concur with what 
George has said. 

Q402 Sir Philip Mawer: I need to put this to you, even though I might guess at the reply you will give 
me. It is still your position that you are not willing to give me the name of the journalist concerned?  

Mr Galloway: I am not released from what I consider to be a duty of confidentiality about it, so I am afraid I 
must, yes.   

Q403 Sir Philip Mawer: You will understand why I am keen to speak to him because apparently he—
assuming it is a he—has relevant information to give, it appears, and in giving that testimony he would, of 
course, be covered by privilege in the same way that anybody else who gives me evidence is covered by 
parliamentary privilege.   

Mr Galloway: I understand why you press the point, of course, but there are two reasons why not. First of all, 
the professional position of the person could be prejudiced if it became known that they went to a politician, 
the subject of an attack by another foreign correspondent, to tell them what I believe to be a true story about 
the provenance of the material used by that journalist in the attack.  I know the person concerned is very 
worried about that.  I cannot go into further details without revealing who they are, but there are solid 
professional reasons why the person is anxious about that.  
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Q404 Sir Philip Mawer: What is the second reason?  

Mr Galloway: The second reason is one of personal safety. The person involved was, until now, very 
frequently in Iraq, and in Iraq journalists get killed or kidnapped.  Of course I accept absolutely your probity 
so far as confidentiality is concerned but, in the end, you work for a committee of politicians and that 
committee of politicians, we have already established in this inquiry as in many others, is very far from leak-
proof.  If this person ended up in the middle of a story in which they were clearly placed in a particular light as 
having come to me to tell me something which was helpful to me and not helpful to those involved in this 
whole affair on the other side, their personal safety would be prejudiced.   

Q405 Sir Philip Mawer: You will understand that the absence of this potentially key witness means 
that, on the one side, I have obtained and drawn to your notice the obtaining of very clear assurances and 
assertions, call it what you will, statements, from everyone else who was mentioned by you in the 
adjournment debate, Mr Blair, the then deputy editor of The Daily Telegraph,32 and Mr Philip Sherwell,33 
that what you alleged about them in that debate was incorrect.  On the one hand, I have got all that 
material and, on the other hand, all I have got is your assertion uncorroborated by any other evidence, 
other than what Mr McKay has just said about your meeting with the journalist.   

Mr McKay: And a contemporaneous note to the lawyer. 

Q406 Sir Philip Mawer: Which I have not seen.   

Mr Galloway: I can let you have that. 

Q407 Sir Philip Mawer: That would indeed be helpful.  

Mr Galloway: Sir Philip, in the words of Mandy Rice-Davies, “They would say that, would they not” because 
were they to say anything else, they would be admitting to perjury in the High Court and they would now be 
the subject of a police investigation. They would say that. The honest reader of these events afterwards will ask 
themselves, armed, I suspect, with a scepticism about The Telegraph’s story, about the provenance of the 
documents in the first place, which, in case you do not know, is very widely held, why I would invent this story 
about this correspondent, why my friend who witnessed it would invent this story and why I immediately sent 
a contemporaneous report of it—so contemporaneous I apologise in advance that it is poorly spelt because I 
was in a state of some excitement when I was typing it because the person had just left the door—to my lawyer 
and why it was then the subject of fairly long and lengthy legal debate with my legal team in the run-up to the 
libel case. My diary makes clear that the meeting took place. I am not able to bring that for the obvious reason 
that it would divulge the identity of the person.  If the honest reader of this prefers to believe the assertions of 
The Telegraph I would be surprised. I accept that you cannot give the weight to what I have said on this—and 
my defence to these allegations does not depend on this—that you could if I were able to identify the person 
and you were able then to question them.   

Q408 Sir Philip Mawer: I am simply inviting you to give me any evidence you are able to give me in 
corroboration of your account of what happened. It is clearly a central point.   

Mr Galloway: I will just make this point.  If I am right and I am telling you the truth, you would have to ask 
yourself why that foreign correspondent, who was a colleague of Blair, who was about to get into a car with 
Blair—Blair knows very well who the person is and The Telegraph knows very well who the person is—and 
who was about to travel to the south of Iraq with him when Blair got the telephone call at the entrance of the 
hotel, would make this story up.  

Q409 Ms Barry: It was a telephone call, was it?   

Mr Galloway: He got a telephone call as they were getting into the car.  He went into the hotel, took the 
telephone call, came out and said, “I am not now going to the south, I have to stay here”, took his bags out of 
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the car and stayed. Unless this person is a phantom, a figment of my imagination, the honest reader will infer 
that there is something extremely suspicious about the provenance of these documents, buttressing a 
suspicion which is widely there in any case.  

Q410 Ms Barry: And Mr Sherwell’s interest in not corroborating the story?  

Mr Galloway: The Telegraph Group has to hang together on this. What I alleged in that debate, and I did say 
in the debate, it is a very serious allegation, was that there was an illegal conspiracy conducted by these people.   

Q411 Sir Philip Mawer: Illegal in the sense of what? 

Mr Galloway: It is illegal to conspire, to perjure oneself in front of the High Court. This decision by them 
conveyed in those words that Blair gave to the foreign correspondent that I have been told by London to say 
that I found all the documents and that I found them all at the same time in the same place is the beginning of 
a conspiracy.   

Q412 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I move on to the related issue of forensic evidence because if it were the 
case that the second set of documents—we will use that shorthand—had been received separately from the 
first there would be indications that they were derived from a different source and indications to be found 
on the documents themselves.  Moreover, they would have to have been inserted into other material 
which had come separately and had been—and I take it you are not disputing it—found in the 
circumstances described by David Blair.  

Mr Galloway: I am disputing it.   

Q413 Sir Philip Mawer: You are asserting that all the material was— 

Mr Galloway: I do not believe that any of the documents concerned were found by David Blair in the burning 
building in the circumstances which he has described.   

Q414 Sir Philip Mawer: It is the burnt out building.   

Mr Galloway: As I understand it, there was still smoke rising but let us choose your formulation “burnt out”. I 
do not believe that any of the documents were found by David Blair in that “burnt out” building in the way 
that he described. The foreign correspondent did not say that, he did not say that Blair had said that.  My 
personal belief is that it is unlikely that he found some documents and was given other documents on the 
same subject. As I believe he was given what we will call “the second set of documents”, I believe he was given 
all the documents.  I suppose it is possible that one set of documents was left for him and he was told to go 
there and find them.  I believe that is what the telephone call was about, that is possible, but it is more likely, 
logically, that he was given all the documents and that he claimed that he had found them all in the burnt out 
building.   

Q415 Sir Philip Mawer: You know that the documents are very extensive indeed.  There were several 
folders of material found at this time.   

Mr Galloway: There are several folders of documents around this table.  It is perfectly conceivable that these 
papers here could all be handed to someone and as a journalistic cover you found them in such and such a 
building.  

Mr McKay: Have you seen the originals of these documents or has anybody tested the veracity of them 
forensically?  

Q416 Sir Philip Mawer: There is a distinction first to make between the veracity and the authenticity 
of the documents. What can be tested forensically is the authenticity of them, ie that they are what they 
purport to be. Whether they tell the truth in what they say, for example in relation to Mr Galloway, is a 
veracity question, it is a separate issue.   

Mr McKay: Are these original documents or are they photocopies?  

Q417 Sir Philip Mawer: Let me answer your question.  You understand the distinction I am making? 
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Mr McKay: Sure. 

Q418 Sir Philip Mawer: It is a rather important distinction from Mr Galloway’s point of view as well 
as from mine.  The answer to your question is that I had seen the documents before they were seen by 
those instructed by Mr Galloway at that time in connection with the libel action.  At this moment I am 
having forensic tests carried out on them, the results of which I will share with Mr Galloway. I am doing 
that precisely because, as will be clear from what has been said so far by Mr Galloway and others in 
relation to them, no complete and final forensic analysis has been conducted of the documents hitherto, 
but they are now being tested in the way I have described. You asked whether the documents were 
photocopies or not. My understanding, though it is a long time now since I personally saw the key 
documents, is that the key documents were photocopies, but they were in folders which contained not 
only photocopies and fax copies but also some original documents. Along with the folder in which they 
were found, the core folder, if you like, there were also other folders which contained original documents 
as well as photocopies.  That is the best knowledge I have of the position at the moment, but the exact 
position will be confirmed in the forensic report which I have commissioned.34  As I say, I will share that 
with Mr Galloway so that he has an opportunity to see what it says. I think we should move on from the 
documents, except that there is one thing I do need to say in this context. I am now handing to you a set, 
including a copy of a letter 35 which I received from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the current Republic 
of Iraq dated 23 April 2006. It says that in the opinion of the current Iraqi Government the core 
documents are: “original and genuine documents and, for our part, we, as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
endorse their authenticity”. I received this letter because I thought it appropriate to ask the people whom I 
judged were among those best placed in Iraq to give me a view on the authenticity of the documents.   

Mr Galloway: I do not want it; I will not accept it.  Nothing could be more absurd than to pray in aid of an 
allegation against me the word of what you call the current government in Iraq who are the very people who 
are in this conspiracy up to their neck. Never mind Mandy Rice-Davis, there could be no more absurd an idea 
than that this is a credible opinion.  I do not want to touch any document from what you call the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs in the Republic of Iraq; I am sorry.   

Q419 Sir Philip Mawer: I note that response.  I feel it right, because it is my duty, to share with you 
material I receive.   

Mr Galloway: Yes, but you said in your judgment they are among the people—and our stenographer will have 
it—best placed to make a judgment about authenticity.  With respect, Sir Philip, that is absurd.  These people 
are my mortal enemies.  I am one of the leaders in this country, and indeed wider in the campaign, to bring 
this government, as you describe it, down.  They are the people who I gave my life’s blood to fight against, the 
people responsible for fooling our own country and the United States of America into the disastrous 
enterprise in which they have got involved in Iraq.  This government has no credibility for me, it is not worth 
the paper it is written on, and I do not want to receive it.  

Q420 Sir Philip Mawer: Your reaction to it is not a surprise to me but I felt it appropriate to share it 
with you.  Can we move on to the question of the Mariam Appeal, which is the second area I want to 
touch on?  In this context, I will be making reference to the evidence I have received from Mr Al-
Mukhtar36 and Stuart Halford37 which you have a copy of.  In their evidence, both Sabah Al-Mukhtar and 
Stuart Halford say that you were responsible for the overall direction of the Mariam Appeal throughout its 
life.  Is that how you would describe your role?   

Mr Galloway: Absolutely, and I think I have said this to you before but, if not, let me say it unequivocally on 
the record now.  Neither Mr Al-Mukhtar, Mr Halford nor anybody else are responsible for any of these big 
questions that we are discussing now.  Mr Al-Mukhtar’s relationship to these events was quite tangential, 
certainly not day-to-day, and Mr Halford acted under my instructions; he is not responsible. I have some 
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queries—and we will come to them, I am sure—about what I now realise was the level of his expenditure.  In 
terms of policy decisions of import, all of these were mine; I take full responsibility for them.  I have no 
intention of hiding behind anyone else in this regard.   

Q421 Sir Philip Mawer: In that context, one thing that emerged from my conversation with Mr 
Halford, of which you have the record, was that your parliamentary staff were deployed in various 
respects in assisting the Appeal.  In your letter38 of 1 November to me, giving your initial reaction to this 
evidence, you did not appear to deny their involvement. Your staff, paid for out of public monies, are 
provided, however, to enable you to do your work as a Member.  How do you justify them working for the 
Appeal in the way that Mr Halford has alleged?  

Mr Galloway: It is not unusual for Members of Parliament to be involved in political campaigns. In fact, a 
Member of Parliament worthy of their salt is involved in all manner of political campaigns.  If you were to 
walk now unannounced into the offices of many Members of Parliament you would find that they were 
campaigning against Trident or fighting to save a local hospital or many other kind of campaigns.  This is 
normal; we are politicians.  We do not just deal with whether or not the lamp posts in our local constituencies 
have been painted recently enough, we deal with big issues, national issues, international issues. My campaign 
was against British Government policy.  I am a Member of Parliament, I am entitled to campaign against 
British Government policy, and I am entitled to ask my staff to help me do so.  This was not a charity, it was 
not a business, it was a political campaign.  As we both know, it has subsequently been declared a charity for 
reasons which I have described before and I will not bore you with again now. This was a political campaign, I 
am a political figure, and from time to time the staff in my office are asked to assist me with my political 
campaigning.  

Q422 Sir Philip Mawer: The assistance seems to have been quite extensive.  From the information I 
have seen, your office, I think at that time in 7 Millbank, was used as the office of the Appeal until separate 
accommodation was acquired, from memory, in Northumberland Avenue initially.  It involved, for 
example, the receipt of donations sent in because this was the address given to which supporters could 
write in in support of the Appeal and, also, according to Mr Halford’s evidence, involved mass mailings to 
a very substantial number of supporters.  It appears that the support was really quite extensive.  

Mr Galloway: I do not accept that, and they were certainly not mass mailings using House of Commons 
stationery if that is your implication, is it?   

Q423 Sir Philip Mawer: I do not have evidence of post-paid envelopes being used but I have a copy—I 
do not have it immediately to hand—which, from memory, suggests that House stationery was used in the 
context of the Appeal.  Let me, if I may, check that point.  Just as you are going to write to me with the 
note of the conversation with the journalist, I will write to you when I have had an opportunity to check 
that.  

Mr Galloway: I dispute the description “extensive” but I do not resile from the fact that the parliamentary 
staff and the parliamentary office were used for my political campaign against the British Government’s policy 
of sanctions on Iraq.  On the subject of donations, as you well know, there were not many donations. The 
number of donations is clear from the bank records.  Three people donated the overwhelming majority of 
funding of the campaign, so I would not like you to think that the staff were busy opening envelopes with 
small donations coming from around the country, they were not. 

Q424 Sir Philip Mawer: The three people concerned being, if I am correct, the Government of the 
United Arab Emirates?  

Mr Galloway: Yes.  

Q425 Sir Philip Mawer: The Crown Prince of Saudi Arabia?  

Mr Galloway: Now King.  
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Q426 Sir Philip Mawer:  Mr Fawaz Zureikat? 

Mr Galloway: Yes.   

Q427 Sir Philip Mawer: Moving on, there appears to be a difference in evidence between your account 
given to the Charity Commission and Mr Halford’s account given to me as to what happened to the books 
and records of the Appeal in the year 2000. The account you gave to the Charity Commission, through 
your solicitors at the time of their initial inquiry into the Appeal, was that the books and records of the 
Appeal had been transferred to Jordan at the point at which Fawaz Zureikat became chairman of the 
Appeal. Mr Halford, who you said in correspondence to me was responsible for the day-to-day 
administration of the finances of the Appeal among other things, says that none of the documents in his 
possession was transferred to Jordan in that way.  In fact, he does not recall any documents that he held—
and he was the Director of Operations of the Appeal—being transferred. I am curious as to what records 
were transferred, if any, in June 2000?  

Mr Galloway: First of all, the question of books and records is a misnomer.  This is not an organisation that 
had many books and records.  Its financial records are in your possession.  Every penny in, every penny out 
went through the bank.  You have got the bank account details.  

Q428 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I correct you there. The Charity Commission exercised their statutory 
powers to obtain information from the banks relating to payments into and out of accounts which the 
banks used by the Appeal held, but that is not the same thing as saying that the Charity Commission had 
all the financial records of the Appeal.  What they have got is the information from the banks which the 
banks had available to give them.  That is not the same thing as the books and records of the Appeal.   

Mr Galloway: It depends on what you mean by books and records. They have a record of every payment in 
and they have a record of every payment out. 

Q429 Sir Philip Mawer: To those banks. 

Mr Galloway: Yes, unless you are suggesting there were other accounts? 

Q430 Sir Philip Mawer: I do not know what other accounts there were because there was no 
information available on the finances.   

Mr Galloway: I am taking that as an indication that you have no evidence that there was any other account 
and there was not a strong box somewhere filled with money.  There were two accounts, and all the details are 
in the hands of the Charity Commission about the income and expenditure from those accounts. I said to you 
in my letter,39 to which you referred, which answered yours of 26 October,40 the kind of material that was 
given to Fawaz Zureikat when he became chairman almost as a rite of passage, “You are now the Chairman, 
here are some compliment slips, here is some stationery, here are some envelopes and here are some of the 
foundation leaflets and pamphlets and magazines and so on that we had produced”.   

Q431 Sir Philip Mawer: By whom was this material given?  

Mr Galloway: By me.   

Q432 Sir Philip Mawer: And that was the nature of the material, it was publicity material and 
stationery? 

Mr Galloway: That is what I would call our records, our records of our existence, why we came into being, 
hospital details, medical correspondence for the child, Mariam, these were the things that were given to 
Zureikat and these were the only things he required.   
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Q433 Ms Barry: I have had dealings with organisations where we had difficulty following from one 
treasurer to another because the book was not available.   

Mr Galloway: There is no book.   

Q434 Sir Philip Mawer: The question about these documents and the transfer of the books and 
records, certainly in the context of the Charity Commission report,41 is really rather important—I am 
referring to the report of the first Charity Commission inquiry—because the Commission, you will 
remember, reached a view that they could not finally determine what had gone on because they could only 
express a view on the basis of the information that was available to them.   

Mr Galloway: I wholly reject that construction, that is not at all what they said.  They said they had examined 
the documents of the Mariam Appeal and they found no evidence that any of the substantial amounts of 
money raised by the Mariam Appeal had been used improperly.   

Q435 Sir Philip Mawer: But they had not been sent the books and records, had they, because there 
were no books and records kept in the conventional sense?  

Mr Galloway: That is the conclusion of the Mariam Appeal inquiry by the Charity Commission; please do not 
rewrite it. 

Q436 Sir Philip Mawer: No, I certainly do not intend to rewrite it, it is on the public record and you 
and I can refer to it along with everybody else.   

Mr Galloway: Exactly, it is on the public record.  

Q437 Sir Philip Mawer: The point I am making to you is that if you read that report you get the 
impression from it that the Appeal books and records were transferred to Jordan in 2000.   

Mr Galloway: Can I ask you what you mean by books and records?  

Q438 Sir Philip Mawer: I mean any documentation referring to financial and other related 
transactions, the minutes of meetings and all those other things which you would expect any reasonably 
run organisation to have.   

Mr Galloway: They have a record of every penny in and the expenditure of every penny out.  

Q439 Sir Philip Mawer: Which they had to obtain from the banks.   

Mr Galloway: You say they “had to” obtain from the banks as if I resisted them obtaining it from the banks.   

Q440 Sir Philip Mawer: No, I was not imputing that at all.   

Mr Galloway: Then why mention it? They have it.   

Q441 Sir Philip Mawer: That was the way they got it.   

Mr Galloway: They have it; they did not ask me for them, they just took them as they had the power to do, 
which is why they took the power to describe us as a charity in the first place in order that they could get those 
documents. They have got them. They have got every cheque that was ever written and they have got every 
penny that ever came in.  There is no doubt about how much money we raised, no doubt about how much 
money we spent and they have the cheques to prove to whom the money was paid. Their conclusion was that 
there was no evidence that any of the substantial sums of money raised were used improperly. That is their 
conclusion.   
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Q442 Sir Philip Mawer: Yes, but the evidence that was given to the Commission in the context of this 
inquiry by them was that the books and records had been transferred to Jordan in 2000 by Mr Halford 
and he says he knows nothing about that.   

Mr Galloway: Who gave evidence to the Charity Commission?  

Q443 Sir Philip Mawer: I believe that is in the letter42 from your solicitors.   

Mr Galloway: That Mr Halford transferred the books and the records?  

Q444 Sir Philip Mawer: That they had been transferred at that time.   

Mr Galloway: By Mr Halford?  

Q445 Sir Philip Mawer: That is my understanding. Let me confirm that in a letter to you.   

Mr Galloway: We will both have to look at that again.   

Q446 Sir Philip Mawer: Let me say what I understand you to be saying.  You are saying that any 
documents transferred to Jordan were transferred by you, not by Mr Halford?  

Mr Galloway: Yes. Certainly it was under my orders.  If he says he never transferred anything then I must 
have transferred them myself or another member of my staff must have done so. We did so in person.  They 
were not sent by post and it was not a big event. You are investing importance in what you call “books and 
records” which did not exist at the time.   

Q447 Sir Philip Mawer: I have got an understanding of what you understand the nature of the 
material to be. Mr Halford also says in his evidence to me that you ordered him to destroy the material 
that he had relating to the Appeal at the end of 2002.  You say in your letter to me of 1 November43 that 
you did not so order him.  Are you saying Mr Halford is lying?  

Mr Galloway: I said to you exactly what I said in the letter and that is what I am saying on that.   

Q448 Sir Philip Mawer: Let me refresh my memory as to what you did say on the point: “I never at any 
time asked Mr Halford to destroy the Appeal’s records. The implication is that these were financial.  These 
records were not destroyed”.  Where are they then if they were not destroyed?  

Mr Galloway: In the hands of the Charity Commission. 

Q449 Sir Philip Mawer: They are actually in the hands of the banks, at least some financial records 
were.  

Mr Galloway: No, all of the financial records, unless you have a basis for saying there are other financial 
records, “all” of the financial records are in the hands of the Charity Commission.   

Q450 Sir Philip Mawer: Let me ask you this question then. Were books of receipts in and monies paid 
out ever kept by the Appeal?  

Mr Galloway: They are in the bank statements. 

Q451 Sir Philip Mawer: No, they are not in the bank statements.  What is in the bank statements is the 
record the bank has of cheques paid in and out.  I am asking you whether the organisation, of which you 
were the directing force, as you have acknowledged, throughout its life, ever kept books in any 
conventional sense which would have noted receipts in and monies paid out?   

Mr Galloway: With respect, that is none of your business and it is none of anybody else’s business.  We were a 
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political campaign.  We were not subject to your rules, the rules of Parliament, the rules of the Charity 
Commission or the rules of the Companies Act because we were an independent political campaign in a free 
country operating against the policy of Her Majesty’s Government.  It was our responsibility to decide how we 
ran our organisation. I am content, and the Charity Commission was content, that none of the monies raised 
was used improperly. Unless you have got any evidence to the contrary, that is all I have got to say about it. 
What matters is that a proper record exists in the bank and with the Charity Commission of the income and 
expenditure of the campaign.  That is what matters to me.  

Q452 Sir Philip Mawer: The people who gave money might expect— 

Mr Galloway: There are only three people who gave money.  There are only three substantial donors and 
none of them, I assure you, is unhappy.  It is not your job to be unhappy on their behalf.   

Q453 Sir Philip Mawer: I think I will decide what my job is.  

Mr Galloway: I have no doubt you will, and I have no doubt you will make whatever report you intend to 
make and you may well already have decided or decided long ago what report you intend to give.  Please do 
not make the mistake of thinking that I seek your approval because I do not and I do not seek the approval of 
the politicians for whom you work.  I am absolutely 100 per cent content and with a clear conscience about 
everything I did in this campaign.  That is what matters to me.  I can assure you the donors are perfectly happy 
with the use to which we put their money.  

Q454 Ms Barry: Large donors and small donors?   

Mr Galloway: I am not aware of a single complaint from a single donor but there were not many small 
donors, as I have already explained. 

Q455 Sir Philip Mawer: If I can make this point in reply to what you have said.  First of all, I have not 
reached any conclusion yet as to any report I will make because this meeting today is part of the process 
through which I am able to form any conclusions. Secondly, why this matters to me is in terms of the 
apparent contradiction between evidence which was given to the Charity Commission and evidence 
which has been given to me.  

Mr Galloway: Show me it, show me the contradiction. It is pretty extraordinary that you are making that 
charge but you have not brought the paperwork to support it.   

Q456 Sir Philip Mawer: I am sorry, the paperwork is available. 

Mr Galloway: You are accusing me of a contradiction but you do not have the evidence in front of you to 
support your accusation. That is pretty extraordinary.   

Mr McKay: What is the contradiction which you allege?   

Q457 Sir Philip Mawer: The contradiction I am alleging is that the Charity Commission was told that 
the books and records of the Appeal had been transferred to Amman in 2000.  

Mr Galloway: By Mr Halford was what you said. 

Q458 Sir Philip Mawer: And Mr Halford denies that.   

Mr Galloway: No, by Mr Halford was what you said, transferred by Mr Halford.  You said that was my 
evidence to the Charity Commission.  

Q459 Sir Philip Mawer: I will check the point and write to you on that.  

Mr Galloway: I repeat, it is quite extraordinary that you should make such a charge without having the paper 
in front of you.  

Q460 Sir Philip Mawer: I am not in the business of making charges, what I am in the business of 
doing— 
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Mr Galloway: It sounded like a charge to me. 

Q461 Sir Philip Mawer:—is trying to get at the truth here as to what happened.   

Mr McKay: Can I say something here as someone who was with George when we went to Iraq and discovered 
Mariam in the hospital, although I was not directly involved in the setting up of the Mariam Appeal.  When 
we discussed the Appeal—and I will reiterate what surely you must bring out in your conclusion—it was 
obvious to us as a political campaign that it could not be a charity. The Charity Commission has 
retrospectively somehow decided that it should have been.  We do not accept that there was any necessity to 
register it as a charity because it was explicitly, overwhelmingly and exclusively a political campaign.   

Q462 Sir Philip Mawer: I know that is your position, Mr McKay, and I know, more importantly, that it 
is Mr Galloway’s position and, indeed, the position of everyone I have spoken to who is connected with 
the Appeal, but it is not the position of the Charity Commission, it is as simple as that. There is a 
difference of view on that matter between you and them. If we can move on, continuing to address the 
evidence which relates to the Mariam Appeal. There are one or two specific things which Mr Halford says 
and, indeed, which arise out of the evidence also of Mr Al-Mukhtar.  For example, Mr Halford says that 
you would ask him to send signed blank cheques to his Westminster office without explanation where 
they would be counter-signed by your parliamentary staff. I am putting these points to you because I 
think you ought to have the opportunity to respond to these points and put them on the record.    

Mr Galloway: Can you give me that reference?  

Q463 Sir Philip Mawer: If you can bear with me, I will find it. I am now looking at the evidence of Mr 
Halford. The first reference to parliamentary staff acting as counter-signatories is in paragraph 22 of Mr 
Halford’s evidence. I know it is here, but if I can ask Alda to locate that reference and we will come back to 
the point. 

Mr Galloway: It is a very important point.  I did not pick that up in the papers that you sent me.  If you say it 
is there I must believe you, but it is certainly untrue. 

Q464 Sir Philip Mawer: It is untrue? 

Mr Galloway: It is completely untrue that I instructed Halford to send blank cheques.  

Q465 Sir Philip Mawer: To be counter-signed by your parliamentary staff?  

Mr Galloway: Only a mad man would send blank cheques through the post that were signed.  If that assertion 
is to be made, he will have to say who counter-signed the blank cheques, will he not?  

Q466 Sir Philip Mawer: He said by your parliamentary staff. 

Mr Galloway: Who? He will have to give you the names and you will have to interview them because that is a 
very serious charge.  He is alleging that a member of my parliamentary staff counter-signed a blank cheque 
and sent it in the post to an account with hundreds of thousands of pounds in it which could have been 
opened by the postman or anyone else and stolen.  That is a very serious charge. 

Q467 Sir Philip Mawer: I am not sure he is necessarily saying they were sent in the post, he is saying 
that they were sent. 

Mr Galloway: You did say “sent”. How else could you send them? 

Q468 Sir Philip Mawer: They might have been sent by hand. I take it there was frequent interaction 
with your parliamentary staff.  

Mr Galloway: If you will forgive me, I think we should pause to find this particular charge because it is very 
important.   

Q469 Sir Philip Mawer: There are other matters which I want to touch on that I can point you to 
immediately.  
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Mr Galloway: I have now speed-read it admittedly for a second time and I did not find it and if it is being 
said— 

Q470 Sir Philip Mawer: It is.   

Mr Galloway: —then he will have to tell you who counter-signed blank cheques and sent them back to him.   

Q471 Sir Philip Mawer: Let me cover that in a subsidiary letter to you because that too is obviously 
important. There are other matters which are certainly referred to in the record that you have in front of 
you which I want you to have the opportunity to respond to.  These occur towards the end of the 
document, in particular in paragraph 68 of the document.  Mr Halford asserts that you asked that your 
expenses were made out to Dr Abu-Zayyad, your former wife.   

Mr Galloway: Please, may I look at that.  Paragraph eight says: “When he received bills or invoices he had 
written cheques and sent them off to co-signatories”.  That is rather different from the statement you made.   

Q472 Sir Philip Mawer: He said he sent them off to co-signatories.  My understanding is that they 
were also sent in the manner I described. That is my understanding from him; it has not come out of my 
own imagination.  

Mr Galloway: All right, but in the document it does not say that.   

Q473 Sir Philip Mawer: I will produce the chapter and verse for you, as I have said, and I will write to 
you on that matter as well as the other matter.   

Mr Galloway: It is an extraordinary thing.  

Q474 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I refer you to something which is in paragraph 68.  He says there: “Mr 
Galloway asked that his expenses were made out to Dr Abu-Zayyad and were sent to their joint account at 
the Co-Operative Bank in Glasgow”.    

Mr Galloway: Dr Abu-Zayyad tabulated the receipts on which the expense claim was based and gave them to 
Mr Halford.  It was a joint account.  There was clearly no intention to deceive, otherwise the money would 
have gone into a wholly different account. It was a joint account, so it made no difference in whose name the 
cheque was made out.  She was in charge of submitting my expenses to Mr Halford for reimbursement and 
that is what happened.   

Q475 Sir Philip Mawer: Were you a co-signatory on that account?   

Mr Galloway: On the joint account?   

Q476 Sir Philip Mawer: Yes, on the joint account.   

Mr Galloway: Yes. 

Q477 Sir Philip Mawer: Was that an account at the Co-Operative Bank in Glasgow?  

Mr Galloway: Yes.  

Q478 Sir Philip Mawer: The records which I have seen of the financial arrangements for the Mariam 
Appeal, that is bank records of payments in and out, indicate that payments totalling the sum of 
£13,750 were made during 2000 to somebody called Elaine Laing or E M Laing or E Laing. Do you know 
who that person is because Mr Halford told me there was no such person on the staff of the Appeal?  

Mr Galloway: That is a very serious matter because if Mr Halford does not know who E Laing is then we may 
be on to something quite big here.  I have never heard of Elaine Laing or E Laing or anyone called Laing 
except for the former Secretary of State for Scotland.  If she was paid by cheque, the cheque will be in the 
handwriting of Mr Halford.  

Q479 Sir Philip Mawer: You have no idea who that person is?  

Mr Galloway: I have never heard of this person.  
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Q480 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I put this to you, it has been suggested to me that person may have been 
***, is that correct?  

Mr Galloway: Were these payments made by cheque?  

Q481 Sir Philip Mawer: What I have seen is a summary of the records.   

Mr Galloway: I think you should investigate that further.  I can assure you that it was not paid to ***.  She is 
not E Laing, she is not Elaine Laing and she has never been called Laing.  This name is completely foreign to 
me.  

Q482 Sir Philip Mawer: Okay, that is fine. 

Mr Galloway: But I do think it is a very significant point and may I underscore that.  

Q483 Sir Philip Mawer: Can we move on to what happened in Baghdad?   

Mr Galloway: May I ask you again for that figure?  

Q484 Sir Philip Mawer: £13,750. 

Mr Galloway: That is a very significant fraud.  

Q485 Sir Philip Mawer: Can we move on to Baghdad and what happened there and, in particular, 
where you spent Boxing Day 1999. We have covered this before.   

Mr Galloway: I am not sure I have got any better a memory now than I did then.  

Q486 Sir Philip Mawer: My difficulty is that you apparently said different things about what happened 
and where you were.  

Mr Galloway: To you?   

Q487 Sir Philip Mawer: In various different places, in two letters to me and in your evidence in the 
High Court.  If I can go through them. In a letter44 of 29 August 2003 to me you said: “I met several people 
on Boxing Day in 1999, none of them, to my knowledge, was an official of Iraqi intelligence”.  In the High 
Court on 16 November 2004 you said: “I know now from my discussions with Fawaz Zureikat what I was 
doing on Boxing Day when I was not meeting an Iraqi intelligence officer”.  Then in your letter45 to me 
dated 22 August 2005 you said: “Neither can I be more helpful than I have been about Christmas Day and 
Boxing Day five years ago. I had Christmas lunch with Mr Tariq Aziz, his family, friends and other 
ministers on Christmas Day.  As far as I recollect, I met no-one of importance on Boxing Day.  As far as I 
recall, I spent it in my hotel”.  The point I would like you to comment on here is that in the High Court 
you said: “I know now from my discussions with Fawaz Zureikat what I was doing on Boxing Day” and in 
a subsequent letter46 on 22 August 2005 to me you said that as far as you could recollect you met no-one 
of importance on Boxing Day: “As far as I recall, I spent it in my hotel”. 

Mr Galloway: That is my position. 

Q488 Sir Philip Mawer: Do you or do you not know who you met on Boxing Day and what you were 
doing on Boxing Day? The High Court comment made in evidence appears to indicate that you had had 
conversations with Fawaz Zureikat which had enabled you to establish what you had been doing on 
Boxing Day.   

Mr Galloway: That is a semantic point.  

 

 
44 Volume II, WE 52. 

45 Volume II, WE 66. 

46 Volume II, WE 66. 
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Q489 Sir Philip Mawer: It is a rather important semantic point.  

Mr Galloway: Is it? Tell me why?   

Q490 Sir Philip Mawer: It is important because I want to get to the bottom of your understanding of 
what you were doing on Boxing Day.  

Mr Galloway: What you are saying is I claimed on one occasion that I knew I had not met anyone important 
and what I said on a second occasion was that to the best of my recollection I had not met anyone important. 
Is that your point?   

Q491 Sir Philip Mawer: You said the first time, “I know now from my discussions what I was doing”, 
the second time you were saying: “As far as I recollect I met no-one of importance. As far as I recall, I 
spent it in my hotel”.    

Mr Galloway: We may have a different definition of semantic but for me that is a semantic point.  Let me 
unequivocally state that I did not meet any Iraqi intelligence officer to the best of my knowledge, I did not 
meet anyone important, and I am almost certain that I spent the entirety of the day in the hotel.   

Q492 Sir Philip Mawer: Who did you meet on that day?  

Mr Galloway: Meaning?   

Q493 Sir Philip Mawer: This is a very simple question.   

Mr Galloway: It is not simple at all. I met the waiter who served the coffee, I met the porter in the hotel, I may 
have spoken to a taxi driver and I may have bought something in the hotel, what does that mean? If you are 
asking me if I had any meetings or met anyone important or met anyone who could have been an Iraqi 
intelligence officer, the answer is no.  

Q494 Sir Philip Mawer: In effect, you are saying to me that you had no meeting of any importance, to 
your recollection, on that day and you have certainly always consistently said that you had no meeting 
with any Iraqi intelligence officer, to your knowledge?  

Mr Galloway: As I have made clear before, one can never be sure in any country, even in this one, if one is 
meeting an official of that country’s intelligence service.  In Iraq and countries like it, it is even less easy to 
know.  To the best of my knowledge I have never met any person connected with the Iraqi intelligence service.   

Q495 Sir Philip Mawer: Thank you. You said to me a moment or so ago when we began to focus on 
the evidence of Mr Halford that you had some queries or points you wanted to make in relation to that.  

Mr Galloway: I now have an even more important one.  

Q496 Sir Philip Mawer: You said in your letter to me of 1 November: “I will expand on my criticisms 
when I meet you but here are some bullet points”.  I am now giving you the opportunity to do that. 

Mr Galloway: I now have an additional one.  You have now informed me that more than £13,000 was paid, I 
presume by cheque and if it was by cheque, the cheque would have been written in Mr Halford’s handwriting 
to someone called E Laing. That is a matter of very grave concern which may or may not be connected to the 
point I wanted to raise, in any case, and which you raised, that was the level of expenses that he was paying 
himself.  In parenthesis, if there were any blank cheques, perhaps those were the blank cheques. 

Mr McKay: There is no reference to blank cheques in his evidence.   

Q497 Sir Philip Mawer: Are you accusing Mr Halford of having— 

Mr Galloway: No, I am about to ask you if you were satisfied because you indicated in this conversation with 
him that you would be expecting to see supporting evidence for the level of his expenses, and have you?   

Q498 Sir Philip Mawer: I have, and I am satisfied, on the evidence which he has been able to provide 
me with, that the cheques he received from the Appeal were spent on Appeal business.  
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Mr Galloway: Can I ask you how you so satisfied yourself?   

Q499 Sir Philip Mawer: On the basis of the account he has given me and the evidence which I have in 
front of me in relation to those matters.  From memory, the amount of money he received from the 
Appeal was some £70,000 in salary… 

Mr Galloway: I am referring to the place where he says he is surprised at the level of expenses he is said to 
have received.   

Q500 Sir Philip Mawer: Yes. I did look into that matter and I was satisfied on the basis of the 
information I was given as to the nature of the Appeal account.  

Mr Galloway: Sir Philip, if you are satisfied, I am satisfied. The E Laing is the mystery bit which remains. 

Q501 Sir Philip Mawer: He or she, well she it is assumed because the name given was Elaine, is indeed 
a mystery as far as both you and I are concerned. The cheques made out to Mr Halford totalled £45,000.  
He was also in receipt of salary payments.   

Mr Galloway: I am not asking about his salary, but £45,000 as you indicated.  I am quoting you:  “This seemed 
a lot of money purely for office expenses”.  He has since satisfied you?   

Q502 Sir Philip Mawer: He has indeed. He has gone through all the matters.  

Mr Galloway: In that case, I am satisfied too.  

Mr McKay: By providing records and books?  

Q503 Sir Philip Mawer: By providing indications as to what the particular expenditure had been spent 
on. 

Mr McKay: Indications or records? 

Q504 Sir Philip Mawer: Such documentary evidence as he was able to provide in the circumstances.  

Mr Galloway: If you are satisfied, I am satisfied.  We just want to get to the bottom of Laing.   

Q505 Sir Philip Mawer: We might note that Dr Abu-Zayyad also received £41,000 in salary from the 
Appeal and cheques worth £20,000.  Various people were in receipt of substantial sums of money in the 
form of cheques.  We were speaking about Boxing Day 1999 and you gave me your answer in relation to 
that.  Can I confirm was Mr Fawaz Zureikat one of the people you met on that day?  

Mr Galloway: Yes, he was staying in the hotel with me. 

Q506 Sir Philip Mawer: A question which was left over from our first interview.  When I put the 
question to you about when you had written the “to whom it may concern” letter about Mr Fawaz 
Zureikat, you said to me at that time that you thought you had written it in 2000.  I wonder whether you 
have had any opportunity to narrow that timescale or frame down at all?   

Mr Galloway: No, I am afraid not. 

Q507 Sir Philip Mawer: Can we come now to the evidence of Mr Tony Zureikat?  

Mr Galloway: With relish!   

Q508 Sir Philip Mawer: What do you wish to say in relation to Mr Zureikat?  

Mr Galloway: This man is wanted for forgery, deception, fraud and theft in Jordan.  With your contacts you 
will easily be able to ascertain that. I am outraged that you gave the respectful hearing you did to a man who is 
an absolute out and out fraudster, whose motives are crystal clear, even from the transcript you gave.  This 
substantial document is a tissue of lies. I have already said to you in my letter how absurd the lies are. He 
describes me going for a drink with him, drinking whiskey with a member of the Jordanian Royal Family and 
drinking vodka with Russians. I have never in my life tasted whiskey or vodka or any other kind of alcohol, I 
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am a teetotaller.  It is well known, it is written about and you can Google it.  This in itself shows that this man 
is a fantasist, but it is not the only falsehood and it is not the most important falsehood.  I think it ought to 
provide a reference point to you as to his veracity and probity.  He stated, as I said to you in my letter, that Dr 
Abu-Zayyad regularly crossed the bridge from Palestine to Jordan and thence to Lebanon in some kind of 
money collection and depositing trail.  I told you in my letter that she has never crossed the bridge between 
Palestine and Jordan since 1993 and she had never been in Palestine between 1993 and the date which I gave 
you in the letter. In other words, the money trail that he sat here—and you were very sympathetic to him, you 
knew how difficult it was for him, even giving him cigarette breaks—solemnly telling you about was a pack of 
lies. I have never been in Morocco with Fawaz Zureikat.  I have never been in Morocco at the same time as 
Fawaz Zureikat.  Therefore, his claim that I regularly travelled to Morocco, which I did not as my passports 
can prove, is false.   Any time I went to Morocco I did not meet Zureikat there.  Therefore his whole story 
about the withdrawal of 200,000 in order to fly to Morocco and give it to me is a complete lie. The business 
deals that he describes in here are either figments of his imagination or, at least so far as they involve me, are 
completely false. I have never been in any of the places that he talked about.  I have never been with Russians. 
Even the United States Senate did not accuse me of being involved in arms deals.  I never met Russians in 
Baghdad.  I was waiting, as I read it, for the North Koreans to pop up because it is practically the only 
allegation which is not made here. This is a tissue of lies by an inveterate liar whose motives are clear and who 
is a wanted criminal. 

Q509 Sir Philip Mawer: On what basis do you say he is a wanted criminal?  Have you evidence to 
prove to me that is a correct statement?   

Mr Galloway: We have already established that you have your own means of finding these things out and I 
am sure you will do so.  

Q510 Sir Philip Mawer: That is your allegation in relation to him?  

Mr Galloway: That is right.   

Q511 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I ask you some specific questions about him from his evidence? Have you 
ever, in fact, met Tony Zureikat?   

Mr Galloway: Yes. 

Q512 Sir Philip Mawer: Where did you meet him?  

Mr Galloway: In Baghdad.  

Q513 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you meet him initially on 8 and 9 October 2001?  

Mr Galloway: I have no idea. 

Q514 Sir Philip Mawer: You said you met him in Baghdad, how many times have you met him in 
Baghdad?   

Mr Galloway: I think once but maybe twice and both times in the office of Mr Fawaz Zureikat.   

Q515 Sir Philip Mawer: Might one of those occasions have been October 2001?   

Mr Galloway: I honestly have no idea; he was a completely unmemorable figure to me until I read this. 

Q516 Sir Philip Mawer: Might another occasion have been in August 2002?  

Mr Galloway: I have no idea.  

Q517 Sir Philip Mawer: Mr Tony Zureikat alleges that you travelled with him to Baghdad in 
October 2001.  What is your response?   

Mr Galloway: That is a lie. That is the occasion when I was drinking whiskey with a member of the Jordanian 
Royal Family!   
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Q518 Sir Philip Mawer: It is the allegation in the transcript.   

Mr Galloway: Unless your opinion of me is so low that you think I am a pretend teetotaller, this statement 
cannot possibly be true.  It cannot be true that he witnessed me drinking whiskey with a member of the 
Jordanian Royal Family because I have never tasted whiskey in my life.  

Q519 Sir Philip Mawer: That was not the question I was putting to you, I was asking you whether you 
had travelled with Mr Tony Zureikat. 

Mr Galloway: No, but you can understand why I am upset about it.  

Q520 Sir Philip Mawer: I fully understand the point you have made, but I am asking whether you 
travelled in the car with him to Baghdad?  

Mr Galloway: I have never been in a car with him. 

Q521 Sir Philip Mawer: Were you in Baghdad in October 2001?   

Mr Galloway: October 2000? 

Q522 Sir Philip Mawer: October 2001. 

Mr Galloway: I have no idea; I would need to check that. 

Q523 Sir Philip Mawer: Could you check that for me, please.  

Mr Galloway: Sure.  

Q524 Sir Philip Mawer: It is the allegation of Mr Tony Zureikat that during that visit you met the then 
Minister of Agriculture.  Did you meet him?  

Mr Galloway: I have no idea. Certainly I did not meet him with Tony Zureikat.   

Q525 Sir Philip Mawer: Have you ever met the Iraqi Minister of Agriculture?   

Mr Galloway: What is his name?  Where did I meet him?   

Q526 Sir Philip Mawer: The name is in Tony Zureikat’s evidence.  Have you ever met the Iraqi 
Minister of Agriculture?   

Mr Galloway: I may have done but I certainly have not met him in the presence of Mr Tony Zureikat.  

Q527 Sir Philip Mawer: That is not the allegation, the allegation is that you met him in the company of 
Fawaz Zureikat.   

Mr Galloway: To the best of my knowledge, I have never met the Minister of Agriculture, but it is to the best 
of my knowledge. I may have met him in passing at some reception or something. I have certainly not done 
any business with him which is the allegation in here.  

Q528 Sir Philip Mawer: The reason I am asking this in relation to this matter is because the allegation 
made by— 

Mr Galloway: Have you found his name? 

Mr McKay: No, I cannot find his name from here. 

Sir Philip Mawer: Alda, can you also look for the reference in the Tony Zureikat evidence to these meetings in 
October 2001? 

Q529 Ms Barry: I think you were in Iraq in October 2001. 

Mr Galloway: Was I? 
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Ms Barry: Yes. 

Q530 Sir Philip Mawer: We have established that so there is no need for you to write to me on that 
point. The allegation made by Mr Zureikat during the interview I had with him was that you met the 
Minister of Agriculture accompanied by Fawaz Zureikat.   

Mr Galloway: And his evidence for that is what?   

Q531 Sir Philip Mawer: I am just about to share the evidence with you.  I am looking at question 26.47  
He says first that you met Tariq Aziz on the first day you arrived in Baghdad during that visit, and we 
have now established that you were in Baghdad in October 2001. He says at the beginning of his answer at 
question 26 that there were two meetings which you had with Fawaz and Iraqi ministers and which he is 
100 per cent aware of.  He says one meeting was with the Minister of Agriculture: “Fawaz and George met 
the Minister of Agriculture.  After that meeting Fawaz sent a letter to the Minister of Agriculture to 
remind the Minister of the meeting with George Galloway”.  That is in his answer at question 26 of the 
evidence which you have.  

Mr Galloway: The evidence for that assertion is what?  

Q532 Sir Philip Mawer: The evidence for that assertion is this.  I am now going to share with you two 
documents.  The first is a copy of a letter48 to the Minister of Agriculture, signed by a man called Ahmed 
Al Shanti, of which there is a translation here. It refers to a tender for a contract with the Ministry, the 
tender number of which is given.  The letter opens after greetings:  “With reference to the meeting which 
was held between His Excellency the Minister and Mr Fawaz Zureikat and Mr George Galloway MP ... 
and then it continues after some other things ... we submit to you our reduced quotation”. That is the first 
piece of evidence.  

Mr McKay: What is the quotation for?  

Q533 Sir Philip Mawer: There you are, you can read the document. The second piece of evidence is a 
manuscript letter49 which appears to be signed by Fawaz Zureikat himself.  This one refers to: “Meeting 
with Your Excellency with the presence of Deputy George Galloway”, and refers to an insecticide tender 
offered in the name of the Al-Yamamah company, which is also the name of the company that is on the 
first letter.   

Mr McKay: That is Al-Alameya.  

Q534 Sir Philip Mawer: Forgive me, this is Al-Yamamah. It relates to a different tender. That is the 
second document.   

Mr McKay: Was Al-Yamamah not the Saudi? 

Mr Galloway: Yes, the Saudi arms dealer. First of all, I have never heard of Ahmed Al Shanti and, to the best 
of my knowledge, I have never met him. I note that Tony Zureikat was very keen that you should find him 
and interview him. I do not know if you have, but if you have I am sure he will confirm that.   

Q535 Sir Philip Mawer: I have attempted to contact Mr Al Shanti but without success.   

Mr Galloway: I have never heard of him and, to the best of my knowledge, I have never met him. I have never 
heard of either of these companies, Al-Alameya or Al-Yamamah, and I was never involved in any insecticide 
business.   

 

 
47 Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 5, Q 636. 

48 Volume II, WE 43. 
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Q536 Sir Philip Mawer: Were you involved in any meetings with the Minister of Agriculture during 
that visit with Mr Fawaz Zureikat?   

Mr Galloway: About business, no. I have never met the Minister of Agriculture with Fawaz Zureikat or Mr Al 
Shanti or in connection with any business. I said to you, to the best of my recollection I have never even met 
the Minister of Agriculture, however, it is possible, as I have said to you, that I have met him at some reception 
or in passing. I do not know his name and we do not even yet know his name in relation to these documents.  
I have never discussed any business with him.  If these letters are authentic, then it may very well be that these 
people are reminding the Minister that Zureikat was in my company in Iraq, that is a possibility.  It is a 
possibility that occurs to me more than once in this whole story, but I know nothing of this. I have never met 
Al Shanti and I know nothing of these companies or any insecticide business.   

Q537 Sir Philip Mawer: I put the question to you before when we previously met and I will put it to 
you again. Is it possible that people were quoting your name— 

Mr Galloway: It is more than possible. 

Q538 Sir Philip Mawer:— in order to obtain assistance which would enable the funding of the Mariam 
Appeal and the anti-sanctions campaign?  

Mr Galloway: No. I reject that completely, but the first part of your statement is undoubtedly true, that people 
were quoting my name or their proximity to me. Sir Philip, I got a call last night from somebody who is a 
student in a school in South West London whose teacher claims to be my cousin but is not related to me in 
any way, I have never met him.  The only connection is that he has the same surname as me.  If it suits them, 
and in the case of the call last night it did suit them, people will use other people’s names.  In Iraq, it is very 
clear now to me, and since we last met it is clearer than ever, that there were people all over the place using 
their proximity to me, or even an invented proximity to me, in order to assist themselves in their business.   

Q539 Sir Philip Mawer: It appears that one of them was Fawaz Zureikat, if that manuscript letter is to 
be regarded as authentic.   

Mr Galloway: If it is authentic, yes.  

Q540 Sir Philip Mawer: Yet your position when we met previously was that you did not believe that 
Mr Fawaz Zureikat was in the business of obtaining contracts or extending his business by using your 
name in the process. Is that still your view?   

Mr Galloway: Until you showed me this, it was. If this is authentic then that obviously changes my view, but I 
do not know that it is authentic.  It looks fairly scant, if you will forgive me.  

Q541 Sir Philip Mawer: It is a short letter.  

Mr Galloway: Is that how they did business, shorthand written letters?   

Q542 Sir Philip Mawer: I do not know.  Not being in the business of trading in Iraq myself, I am not 
sure, but it appears to be a formal letter referring to a tender previously made.   

Mr McKay: We do not know what the tender is for. 

Mr Galloway: Or which company it is.  

Q543 Sir Philip Mawer: The translation50 that we have—and we have had the document independently 
translated—is on the front.   

Mr Galloway: Did you misstate the Al-Yamamah point or are there really two companies here that we are 
talking about?   
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Q544 Sir Philip Mawer: I know no more in relation to the nature of the companies.   

Mr Galloway: It does not say that on this. 

Q545 Sir Philip Mawer: No, but it does refer to— 

Mr McKay: It refers to two different companies. 

Mr Galloway: Forgive me, I owe you an apology. 

Q546 Sir Philip Mawer: They are not precisely the same name, therefore they may be different 
companies. One possibility might be— 

Mr Galloway: They are wildly different.  Al-Alameya and Al-Yamamah mean very, very different things.  I 
am sure they are different.  

Q547 Sir Philip Mawer: I am sure they are and relate to different tenders.  So, we do not believe they 
are the same company.   

Mr Galloway: I am absolutely sure there were people claiming proximity to me in Baghdad for their own 
purpose, just as the South West schoolteacher was. I am sorry about it but that is not my responsibility.  I am 
not in any way connected to it. It is very dangerous that people are claiming to be representing me. I trusted 
Mr Zureikat until I had this brought to my attention.  I did not have any reason to distrust him but I am 
surprised at this, if it is authentic. 

Q548 Sir Philip Mawer: Mr Tony Zureikat alleges in his evidence that you lobbied the Minister of 
Information and met with the Deputy Prime Minister in relation to a tender for a radio equipment 
contract which I believe to be from Thomson and Thales.  

Mr Galloway: That is completely false. 

Q549 Sir Philip Mawer: You knew Fawaz Zureikat was involved in Iraq doing business for Thomson, 
you said as much to me when we last met.  

Mr Galloway: It was a very big business worth tens of millions of pounds. I knew he was involved because I 
heard him speaking about it but that is all I know.  Television is very profitable.  

Q550 Sir Philip Mawer: You have never lobbied on his behalf?  

Mr Galloway: Just to clarify this, do we know if these tenders have been filed under the UN Sanctions 
Committee?  

Q551 Sir Philip Mawer: We do not as of this point because you will appreciate getting hard 
information about these matters is not easy. It is entirely possible that they were never filed.  

Mr Galloway: It is possible. You can go to the UN Sanctions Committee website and look up that reference 
and see if it corresponds.  

Q552 Sir Philip Mawer: They remain as stated in the letters. In relation to the evidence of Mr 
Zureikat—I need to put the other principal allegation to you to give you an opportunity to respond to it—
have you ever met with the Minister for Oil on behalf of Mr Zureikat?   

Mr Galloway: On this I can state unequivocally that I have never met any Minister for Oil in Iraq.  

Q553 Sir Philip Mawer: In relation to Morocco, you said in your letter of 1 November that you had 
not travelled to Morocco very often.  

Mr Galloway: Yes. 

Q554 Sir Philip Mawer: In the period that you could have been in Morocco at the same time as Mr 
Zureikat, can you tell me how many times you have been to Morocco?  



78  Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

 

Mr Galloway: In that period?   

Q555 Sir Philip Mawer: Yes. 

Mr Galloway: One or two times. Paradoxically, I have been more often since the war. Perhaps six times in my 
life, starting in 1974.  I have never been there at the same time as Zureikat.  

Q556 Sir Philip Mawer: If we take the period as being from the end of 1999, starting at 2000, is it your 
evidence that you have been there once or twice?  

Mr Galloway: Yes, between that period.  

Q557 Sir Philip Mawer: And the start of the war?  

Mr Galloway: Before the fall of the regime in Baghdad, I am not sure, but it would be possible to check that.  
My recollection is that they do stamp passports, so you could check that.  They are written in Arabic so it 
might be difficult, but you could look for the Moroccan stamps.  

Q558 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I ask if there are any other points relating to Mr Tony Zureikat’s 
evidence?   

Mr Galloway: It is clear from the evidence that he has been working with the Americans.  I have told you—
and you can check this—that he is wanted for a series of criminal allegations in Jordan. He is politically 
motivated, he is financially motivated, and he is familially motivated, he is a cousin of Fawaz.  I do not know if 
they are first or second cousins, but it is clear that he is determined to play a role in damaging both his cousin 
and I.  He is a reprobate and a liar and I have given you salient examples of how he is a liar.  He lied about me 
drinking whiskey with a member of the Jordanian Royal Family, about drinking vodka with the Russians, 
about Dr Abu-Zayyad crossing the bridge from Palestine to Jordan for money collection and deposit and he 
lied about the trip to Morocco. That in itself must cast severe doubts as to his credibility.  

Q559 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you share the transcript of his evidence with anyone?  

Mr Galloway: I shared it with Dr Abu-Zayyad, informing her about the allegations made about her. 

Q560 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you share the transcript with Fawaz?   

Mr Galloway: I did not speak with him but I spoke with some members of his family.  

Q561 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you share the transcript of the evidence with any of them?   

Mr Galloway: No.   

Q562 Sir Philip Mawer: Has it always been in your custody?   

Mr Galloway: Yes.  

Q563 Sir Philip Mawer: There is a point which arises out of your evidence that I want to explore in a 
little more detail.  It relates to your meeting with the former President Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002. 
The fact that you had a meeting with him is well known.  

Mr Galloway: Publicly, yes. 

Q564 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I ask who else was present at the meeting in your recollection?   

Mr Galloway: A large number of people. There were 30 to 40 people in the hall.  

Q565 Sir Philip Mawer: That was the only occasion on which you met Saddam Hussein—in a large 
gathering of 40 people?  

Mr Galloway: A large gathering at the end of which I asked to speak to the President.  There was then a 
smaller gathering, myself, Saddam Hussein and Tariq Aziz.  The press secretary to the President was not 
present.  From recollection, I think even the translator was dismissed and the translation was done by Tariq 
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Aziz.  

Q566 Sir Philip Mawer: You are saying the press secretary was not present, it was just the two other 
people?  

Mr Galloway: To the best of my recollection, yes.  I am pretty sure of that because Naji Sabri got up to leave 
and Saddam Hussein told him to sit down. I have written about this in my book.  

Q567 Sir Philip Mawer: Can you remember what you discussed at the meeting?  

Mr Galloway: I put it to him that the war could only be averted if the Iraqi regime invited Dr Hans Blix to 
come back to the country and to give him co-operation and access to all areas and that this was the only way 
we could avert a catastrophe.   

Q568 Sir Philip Mawer: In his evidence, Tony Zureikat refers to conversations you had with Fawaz 
Zureikat before and after, he alleges, the meeting and, in particular, he says that following the meeting you 
came back and in his presence said to Fawaz: “Fawaz, we won one and we lost one”. He understood you to 
mean you had obtained assistance from the then Iraqi regime in relation to one of your projects which 
was the television contract, but you had not got assistance in other respects. That is a fair and accurate 
statement of Mr Tony Zureikat's evidence on this matter, is it not?   

Mr Galloway: It is a complete lie.  I was not in his presence before or after, definitely not.  I left Iraq that night 
and I left immediately after the meeting.  It was from the meeting to the hotel and from the hotel to the car 
heading for Jordan.  I will tell you why because I had in my possession a considerable scoop and I had to write 
about it for The Mail on Sunday.   As soon as I arrived I was in constant contact with The Mail on Sunday’s 
office in London and the subsequent article is there.   

Q569 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you raise in conversation with Zureikat your plans for Arab television?   

Mr Galloway: I had no plans. I did not discuss that with Saddam Hussein. 

Q570 Sir Philip Mawer: I did not ask you that.  Am I correct in thinking you were interested in Arab 
television?   

Mr Galloway: I am always interested in Arab television.   Zureikat was a leading figure in Arab Television.  

Q571 Sir Philip Mawer: In the sense that he was the principal financial backer?  

Mr Galloway: He was the owner.  I am stating to you that I did not discuss this with Saddam Hussein.   

Q572 Sir Philip Mawer: As Mr McKay is here, can I ask you if you had any connection with Arab 
Television for its short life?  

Mr McKay: Yes. 

Q573 Sir Philip Mawer: What was your role?   

Mr McKay: I was the editorial director and chief executive.  

Q574 Sir Philip Mawer: When was that?  

Mr McKay:  I would have to refresh my memory on what the dates were, but it was immediately prior to the 
war.   

Q575 Sir Philip Mawer: It appears from the evidence of Mr Halford that Arab Television, in its short 
lifespan, ran from 2002 to 2003, in the run up to the war.  

Mr McKay: Yes.  

Mr Galloway: It was an idea discussed much longer than that.  The idea had come from Al-Jazeera of having 
an Arab station broadcasting in English.  The countering of propaganda of western governments has been a 
dream of mine for a very long time.  
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Q576 Sir Philip Mawer:  You were involved in the genesis of the idea or discussions about it?  

Mr Galloway: I have been talking to the Arabs for 20 years about it.   

Q577 Sir Philip Mawer: Were you involved in the organisation of it in any way?   

Mr Galloway: No.  

Q578 Sir Philip Mawer: If I can put it that you were a supporter of the idea, is that a fair way to 
describe it?   

Mr Galloway: Absolutely. 

Q579 Sir Philip Mawer: Can you remember who paid for your August 2002 trip to Baghdad?  

Mr Galloway: The Mail on Sunday, I guess.   

Q580 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you consider registering it?   

Mr Galloway: No, it was The Mail on Sunday payment for my work as a journalist.  

Q581 Sir Philip Mawer:  It had nothing at all to do with your position as an MP?  

Mr Galloway: I know this is a vexed subject.  If I had thought it was registrable I would have registered it.  

Q582 Sir Philip Mawer: Let me explain a bit of background to you.  You may be aware that the former 
Iraqi regime has kept extensive records of meetings which the then President had with all who came to see 
him for one reason or another.  Various accounts of some of the records of these meetings have been 
published in various places.  I have obtained a copy—and I am going to share it with you—I have what 
purports to be the minutes 51of the meeting you had with Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002. I am going 
to give you the Arabic version and the translation which I have had prepared of it.   

Mr McKay: Is that the original copy or a photocopy? 

Q583 Sir Philip Mawer: I do not have the original copy but I have a photocopy of what I understand to 
be the original document. That is the document (same handed) I do not expect you to absorb it all now, 
but I do invite you to reflect on it and after this meeting let me have any comments you might want to 
make about it.  I want to draw your attention to the final page of the translation, which you have just 
reached—I can see your thumbs are on it—and give you this opportunity to read the exchanges on that 
final page.  

Mr Galloway: This is fraudulent; no such words ever crossed my lips.   

Q584 Sir Philip Mawer: This is another document to add to the pile of fraudulent documents which 
you allege have been written about you in relation to this? 

Mr Galloway: I am stating to you that no such words have ever crossed my lips and the words therefore are 
fraudulent.   

Q585 Sir Philip Mawer: What are we referring to as “words”?   

Mr Galloway: Any discussion of funding.  The idea that I discussed funding and oil is ridiculous and has been 
fabricated after the event.   

Q586 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you discuss the earlier matter, which was a reference to an Arab television 
station?   

Mr Galloway: I have not read the document fully, as you sprang it on me.  Although you were kind enough to 
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provide me with the other documents, I have only just been handed this document, it would have been nice to 
have received it earlier.  

Q587 Sir Philip Mawer: I have only recently obtained the document and its translation.  I am giving 
you ample time after this meeting to give whatever response you want.   

Mr Galloway: You are asking me for a reaction and I am telling you it is all false. 

Mr McKay: If there is an original, where does it presently reside?   

Q588 Sir Philip Mawer: The transcript?   

Mr McKay: Yes. 

Q589 Sir Philip Mawer: My understanding is that if there is an original then the original is with 
documents which are probably held in the Middle East at this point.  I cannot say any more than that. 
Your immediate reaction is that this is fraudulent?   

Mr Galloway: That paragraph is fraudulent.  

Q590 Sir Philip Mawer: Is the earlier reference to the project for an Arab broadcasting channel also 
fraudulent, “an English language Iraqi satellite channel”, and I am quoting from a line in that paragraph? 

Mr Galloway:  I have discussed the project of an Arab channel with Mr Saeed Al Sahhaf, that half is correct.  

Q591 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you discuss it at this meeting with Saddam Hussein?  

Mr Galloway: I already told you, I did not discuss it with Saddam Hussein.  I concur with the sentiment 
however.  

Q592 Sir Philip Mawer: Again, I repeat, if you have further recollections, I want you to have the 
opportunity to express them, so please do feel able to give them to me. That brings me to a new point in 
closing. We have not touched, as yet, on the evidence of Dr Al-Chalabi. 52  I have two particular points 
that I want to put to you in relation to that.  The first is that Dr Al-Chalabi suggests that you met Tariq 
Aziz and the Minister for Health with Dr Al-Chalabi in December 1999.  Is that correct to your 
recollection?   

Mr Galloway: I do not recollect it but it is highly likely. I met Mr Aziz more or less every time and I also met 
with the Health Minister.  

Q593 Sir Philip Mawer: The second point I want to make is that Dr Al-Chalabi’s evidence indicates 
that he gave substantial sums of money, $120,000 from memory, to Dr Abu-Zayyad which he obtained as 
commission from an oil allocation which he received from the Iraqi Government. 

Mr Galloway: Does he say that in here? 

Q594 Sir Philip Mawer: Yes, he does.   

Mr Galloway: I thought he said it came from— 

Q595 Sir Philip Mawer: He said he was paid commission in connection with an oil contract, although 
he was not an oil trader.  He says that he had intended the money to be used for a humanitarian flight.  
Because of another donation, the arrangements for the flight changed.  The humanitarian flight was then 
cancelled, so he was left with the money.  He disposed of it in two ways: one was to Dr Abu-Zayyad for 
use in connection with, he says, a humanitarian inquiry into the effects of depleted uranium in Iraq, and 
the balance of the money was, he says, used for other humanitarian purposes in connection with the 
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people of Iraq.  He was reluctant to specify the nature of those purposes to me. That is what he said. In the 
response you made to the Independent Inquiry Committee into the UN Oil-for-Food Programme, you 
denied, on behalf of your wife, that she ever received any money from Dr Al-Chalabi, but his evidence 
confirms that she did indeed receive money or certainly he sent her money.  I wonder how you can 
reconcile these conflicting statements?  

Mr Galloway: I am not in a position to deny that on behalf of my wife other than to go on the basis of what 
she has told me.  I have to assume what she told me about the payment to be correct. I have no reason 
otherwise to doubt the point that the donation came from Switzerland and not from Dr Al-Chalabi.  She 
maintains to this day that she did not receive money from Al-Chalabi.  I infer from reading this that he was 
somehow involved with a source in Switzerland, but she got the money from Switzerland which is the basis of 
what you say about this so-called “independent inquiry”.  

Q596 Sir Philip Mawer: What is the basis for you saying that to them?   

Mr Galloway: Just from what she told me. 

Q597 Sir Philip Mawer: She has told you this?  

Mr Galloway: She told me that at the time and not subsequently.53  She told me long ago that she had received 
a donation from a trust in Switzerland.   

Q598 Sir Philip Mawer: Did you check the point with her before you wrote the reply or sent it to the 
Independent Inquiry Committee or were you relying on memory?   

Mr Galloway: I was relying on memory.  

Q599 Sir Philip Mawer: Have you checked the question with her since Dr Al-Chalabi’s evidence?  

Mr Galloway: No.   

Q600 Sir Philip Mawer: In effect, are you saying that you were relying on what she had told you about 
the source of the money?   

Mr Galloway: That it came from a trust in Switzerland? 

Q601 Sir Philip Mawer: From Dr Al-Chalabi? 

Mr Galloway: I was relying on the fact that the source came from Switzerland.  

Q602 Sir Philip Mawer: A point in closing, if I may, about the Oil-for-Food Programme. Do you 
accept that if taken together the Independent Inquiry Committee and the Senate reports provide strong 
documented evidence that money from the Oil-for-Food Programme was channelled to the Mariam 
Appeal? 

Mr Galloway: Fawaz Zureikat made donations from his personal funds to the Mariam Appeal.  How he made 
them is a matter for him, not me. There was no cheque from the Oil-for-Food Programme, he would hardly 
have done so. I am not in a position to know how the donors made their money, part of which they donated 
to our campaign; it was not my business to do so.   

Q603 Sir Philip Mawer: You are saying that if it were the case that money from the Oil-for-Food 
Programme had gone via Mr Zureikat to the Mariam Appeal you have no knowledge of that?   

Mr Galloway: The money came from Zureikat, it did not come from the Oil-for-Food Programme. I suspect 
you may well say he earned this money through his business dealings with the Oil-for-Food Programme, but 
it is not as true as you think it is. He gave us the money from his personal funds.  They did not belong to 
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anyone else’s fund, but funds which belonged to him.  That is all that matters to me. I was only interested in 
raising the funds. It was not for me to enquire of the three principal donors how they made their money.   

Q604 Sir Philip Mawer: You have no knowledge of it?   

Mr Galloway: As I have said to you many times and elsewhere, I had knowledge that he was doing extensive 
business in Iraq.  

Q605 Sir Philip Mawer: Business including the Oil-for-Food Programme?   

Mr Galloway: I did not specifically know he was doing oil business.  I know now that the oil business was a 
very small part of the total business he was doing in Iraq but it happens to be the thing that people have 
fastened their attention on to. I knew he was a big businessman doing business in Iraq before he had ever met 
me.    

Q606 Sir Philip Mawer: There were two aspects of the Oil-for-Food Programme.  One was the oil side 
of the programme and the other was the humanitarian goods side.  From the United Nations records, Mr 
Zureikat appears to have been involved in contracts on both sides of the programme.  Were you aware of 
his involvement in relation to humanitarian contracts?  

Mr Galloway: I knew about his infrastructural project with education TV, but define humanitarian.  

Q607 Sir Philip Mawer: As the United Nations records state, he was involved in humanitarian goods 
contracts.  

Mr Galloway: If you are calling food humanitarian and if that fell under that rubric, I knew he sold food to 
Iraq.   

Q608 Sir Philip Mawer: Do you think you had any kind of obligation in terms of your position as a 
public representative and in terms of your obligation to the House of Commons to make an inquiry of Mr 
Zureikat as to what he obtained and how he obtained it?   

Mr Galloway: What I will say on that is what I said two days after The Telegraph attack in the Independent 
newspaper, that political fund-raising is seldom pretty, and you would be in a good position to know that.  
Political fund-raising is, by definition, an affair which leaves neither the giver nor the seeker of the funds for 
political purpose entirely untarnished. It is much more tarnishing for me—and you will have to understand 
my position to know why—that I asked the King of Saudi Arabia for funds.  

Q609 Sir Philip Mawer: This is a point you made when we last met.  

Mr Galloway: Yes, but my point is that political fund-raising, whether for elections or political campaigns, 
requires you to ask people who have got the money to give some of it to you for your political purposes. If the 
people involved were the same kind of people as you and I, they probably would not have any money. The fact 
that they have got money shows they are a different type of person.  They are involved in different kinds of 
things and there is always a compromise in going to such people and asking for funds.  I will state again, and I 
have made this point many times, it was not my duty to ask any of the three where they got their money from, 
no more than it is Charles Kennedy’s duty to ask where the donors to the Liberal Democrats made their 
money or any more than it was the duty of Labour to vet Bernie Ecclestone.  I could go on.  It is not a pretty 
business raising money for political purposes. In this case, the political purpose was so vital, so life and death 
vital, that I was only glad that there was somebody somewhere who was prepared to give us that.   

Q610 Sir Philip Mawer: I do not have anything else to put to you on the subject. Do you have anything 
further you wish to say on this?   

Mr Galloway: No.  
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5. Mr Tony Zureikat—20 December 2005 

Ms Alda Barry, the Registrar of Members Interests, was also present. 

Q611 Sir Philip Mawer: May we start the formal interview.  Inevitably there is going to be a bit of 
repetition from our previous conversation, but the line from Amman was not very good and although we 
have got a record54 of our conversation there will be some repetition, I am afraid.  Can we start off with 
the formal bit.  Can I ask you to give me your full name? 

Mr Zureikat: I have got a two names, a Jordanian name and an American name.  My Jordanian name is Awni
(A-W-N-I) Khalil (K-H-A-L-I-L) Zureikat (Z-U-R-E-I-K-A-T).  My American name is Tony (T-O-N-Y ) 
Zureikat (Z-R-A-I-Q-A-T) because at the time I got my citizenship there was the spelling and in the same 
family there are tonnes of spellings.  When I came back we corrected the spelling to the right spelling.  They 
used to write the name the way they pronounce the name in Jordan.  There is no standard for names such as 
George or John.  In Arabic the way you pronounce you write the name.  There is no standard for that.  

Q612 Sir Philip Mawer: Good.  

Mr Zureikat: I was born 1 November 1959 in Jordan in the city of Zarka (Z-A-R-K- A).   

Q613 Sir Philip Mawer: Are you a Jordanian and a US citizen?   

Mr Zureikat: Yes.  

Q614 Sir Philip Mawer: So you have got citizenship of both countries?  

Mr Zureikat: Yes.  

Q615 Sir Philip Mawer: And where are you living at the moment?  

Mr Zureikat: In Amman.  

Q616 Sir Philip Mawer: In Amman? 

Mr Zureikat: Yes.  

Q617 Sir Philip Mawer: You have business in the United States though as well? 

Mr Zureikat: My business is mostly in Iraq.  My company is an American company and a Jordanian company 
registered in the United States but after 2001 I have no business performed in the US, it is all in Iraq.  

Q618 Sir Philip Mawer: You have been resident in Amman since 2001, have you?   

Mr Zureikat: Yes. 

Q619 Sir Philip Mawer: Can you tell me what relationship you are to Fawaz Zureikat? 

Mr Zureikat: He is my first cousin from my father’s side.  My father and his father are brothers.  

Q620 Sir Philip Mawer: Right and are you on friendly terms with Fawaz? 

Mr Zureikat: Not at this time and we never have been really.  

Q621 Sir Philip Mawer: Not at this moment?  

Mr Zureikat: Always we have had differences.  
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Q622 Sir Philip Mawer: So the differences have been a product of what?  

Mr Zureikat: Well, before we engaged in a business we always had differences of opinion and views.  

Q623 Sir Philip Mawer: On political matters? 

Mr Zureikat: Any matters.  We hardly agreed on anything, you know.  He has got his ways of thinking, tough 
ones; we are very simple, and we really never agreed on anything and there are a lot of people who do not 
agree with Fawaz.  Fawaz has got his own ways.  He is just a difficult person.  

Q624 Sir Philip Mawer: Right, so the difficulty in getting on with him is based on a difference of views, 
is it, rather than any other—? 

Mr Zureikat: We have never been in a position like today.  Today it is completely different to different views.  
Today he is on the bad side; I am on the good side, and it is a clear story or a clear position.  It is not a 
difference of opinion, no, Fawaz along with Galloway they committed shameful acts, in our view, and the 
family’s view and the country’s view and the Jordanian view and they have got to pay for it.  He wants to 
defend himself and I want to help to get him.  It is not like views now, no, it is more.  

Q625 Sir Philip Mawer: You think he did wrong things, is what you are saying?   

Mr Zureikat: Yes, he did.  

Q626 Sir Philip Mawer: For which he needs to be held to account.  Is that a correct interpretation? 

Mr Zureikat: Exactly, and for my position on this I get many threats from Iraq from his people and my head 
is wanted over there.  

Q627 Sir Philip Mawer: So you are putting yourself in some danger in coming to talk to me today?  

Mr Zureikat: It is not because I am talking to you today or I wanted to talk to you today; it is because of my 
position before I talk to anyone.  I am the only one who can talk.  There are a lot of people who got paid; I 
refuse to get paid, and he cannot buy me.  There are other family members around him getting paid, getting 
cars, getting whatever.  No, I work for the success, I do not work for the money.  Everybody needs money to 
survive and we are okay on that but this is me and I would not be a cover-up to anybody.  

Q628 Sir Philip Mawer: So you are in nobody’s pay, is what you are saying?   

Mr Zureikat: Yes, yes.  

Q629 Sir Philip Mawer: Can you tell me whether you have ever been engaged in business with Fawaz?  

Mr Zureikat: Well, I met with Fawaz after my return from the US around August/September of 2001 and I 
was thinking of going on my own in Iraq and working over there and seeing what was going on.  I thought I 
would not because why should I go to Iraq and establish something over there.  I would be going into the 
unknown and my cousin had been there since 1986, was established and so why not work as a team?  I believe 
in teamwork.  We met and we talked and we did not need somebody to get us together, we were cousins, you 
know, and I did not know at that time what Fawaz was doing in Iraq.  All I knew was that Fawaz was doing 
business.  We met and we talked and I told him the areas which I am good at which is the area of water and 
energy, anything regarding agriculture, irrigation, power stations, I have contacts, construction equipment, 
everything that falls under the Memorandum of Understanding between Iraq and the United Nations.  Fawaz 
until that moment never got a contract with and I found that.  We talked and we agreed that I would go to 
Iraq and see what was going on and we had the preliminary agreement that we wanted to work through his 
office and any business I bring is a 50/50 split after expenses and everything.  So I went to Iraq and he told me 
that he was going to Iraq on 7 or 8 October, I think we entered Iraq on 8 October, and he said that George 
Galloway would be travelling with us.  

Q630 Sir Philip Mawer: So he was with you at that time?  

Mr Zureikat: Fawaz?   
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Q631 Sir Philip Mawer: No, George Galloway.  When did George Galloway come into the equation?   

Mr Zureikat: The travel date was 7 or 8 October.   

Q632 Sir Philip Mawer: Of 2001? 

Mr Zureikat: Yes.  So we met, Fawaz asked me to come to his house while he went to the airport to pick up 
George Galloway, so the meeting was --- I do not think Galloway was coming from London because his flight 
arrived before midnight, so we met at 9.30.  I was there and a minute later Fawaz and George walked in.  He 
introduced me to George as “my cousin Awni” and told him I was an American citizen.  I introduced myself 
to George.  I said, “You can call me Tony if it is easier for you.”  He said, “No, I prefer to call you Awni.”  This 
is the Arabic thing, the Islamic thing, he did not want to call me Tony, he wanted to call me Awni.  We talked, 
we had a coffee or I think a drink, I am not sure.  We were waiting on a person.  His name was Hazim (H-A-
Z-I- M) al-Rasikh (A-L-R-A-S-I-K-H).  I think he is related to the Queen of Jordan and his girlfriend is an 
Iraqi.  Her uncle is a General in the Iraqi armed forces.  So we got into the car and we travelled to Iraq and we 
talked a little bit on the way over there and they were drinking, they opened a bottle of whisky.  The girl and 
her boyfriend and George were drinking and for a while they were sleeping and sometimes they woke up 
because it is about an eight to ten-hour drive from Amman to Baghdad.  So we arrived at Baghdad in the 
morning, and Fawaz and George went to the hotel and I went to the residence of the company over there.  
That day they went to meet with Aziz immediately and we had dinner in the evening with Fawaz.  Galloway 
was not there, we were waiting for him.  He met with Aziz, then he came back to us and he said that the 
Americans and the British are going to hit tonight and bomb Iraq.  He got this information from Tariq Aziz 
and Aziz told him that all families and everybody there was in the shelters.  We sat most evenings waiting for 
the place to start being bombed.  Nothing happened during that evening.  George started calling radio stations 
from Baghdad.  I think he called the BBC here and some other American stations and he started telling them 
that if they bomb Iraq they have no right whatever.  It was always his line of speech and really that night he 
spoke to many reporters, four or five of them.  I was not paying attention to him because until that second I 
did not know what was going on.  As a citizen I do not see that the war was necessary, like every citizen, until 
you give me solid grounds to do so.  All citizens are like that and I am one of them.  It was not pro-Saddam as 
much as I do not want to see war in the region.  We know what is going on now and I could see it then.  We 
spent that evening, there was no bombing and the second day there were Russian people over there.  I started 
to notice a little bit what was going on from the second day and wondered what were the Russians doing over 
there?  They were working with Fawaz and somebody called them for military radars and chips and whatever.  
George was also aware of that.  

Q633 Sir Philip Mawer: How do you know that he was aware of it? 

Mr Zureikat: Because he is sitting there in the conversation talking about the business.  He is there.  He is 
sitting there.  

Q634 Ms Barry: Talking with the Russians? 

Mr Zureikat: Talking with the Russians.  He knows very well.  You see part of his acceptance in Iraq is his 
awareness of Fawaz’s activities with the military industries.  

Q635 Sir Philip Mawer: Are you saying that one of the reasons why he was accepted was because he 
knew what Fawaz was doing? 

Mr Zureikat: One of them, yes, because he knows.  It is a military business, he knows very well, and he still 
goes over there.  Then they have the Mariam Appeal thing which I came and was sure was running a year or 
two before because they have the bus tour.  

Q636 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I just stop you before we come on to the Mariam Appeal to conclude in 
relation to this visit in October 2001.  You said that George Galloway had been to see Tariq Aziz on the 
first day you arrived in Baghdad.  Did he give an account of his meeting with Tariq Aziz, can you 
remember? 

Mr Zureikat: All the meetings were to carry messages from here to there, from there to here politically, okay, 
advice, and in return for those visits and sharing of opinion and advice George Galloway used to go all the 
time to secure business for Fawaz.  In a way he went to Aziz and Aziz called up ministers to meet with George 
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and Fawaz.  There are two meetings that I am aware of 100 per cent.  One meeting was with the Minister of 
Agriculture.  Fawaz and George met with the Minister of Agriculture.  After that meeting Fawaz sent a letter 
to the Minister of Agriculture to remind the minister of the meeting with George Galloway and it said 
“according to that meeting, we submit our offer and tender …” and so on and so on and so on.   

Q637 Sir Philip Mawer: So you are saying Fawaz followed up the meeting with a letter which was 
indicating what he would want to tender in respect of a contract he was hoping to get from the Ministry?   

Mr Zureikat: With reference to the meeting with George Galloway.  

Q638 Sir Philip Mawer: Yes, with reference to the meeting with George.  You drew the conclusion 
from that, did you, that they had discussed that contract at that meeting?   

Mr Zureikat: No, there was no conclusion.  It was clear in Fawaz’s letter.  

Q639 Sir Philip Mawer: Clear in the letter.  

Mr Zureikat: “After our meeting with George Galloway and our discussion, we submit …”  It is not a 
conclusion, it is there.  

Q640 Sir Philip Mawer: It is there in black and white.   

Mr Zureikat: Black and white so this is a solicitation on George’s behalf to secure business for Fawaz.  

Q641 Sir Philip Mawer: Do you know when that meeting took place, can you remember, with the 
Ministry of Agriculture?   

Mr Zureikat: One of the letters before the trip to Baghdad was signed by Fawaz, there is a copy of it in the 
Senate.  I think I sent you a copy of it.  

Q642 Sir Philip Mawer: I have not received a copy.  You did mention when we spoke initially that you 
had some documentary evidence.   

Mr Zureikat: There was a letter in Fawaz’s handwriting and signed by Fawaz.  

Q643 Sir Philip Mawer: I have not got a copy of that.  I would appreciate a copy of it very much. 

Mr Zureikat: I have them on my computer but Steve can give you copies of that? 

Q644 Sir Philip Mawer: This is Stephen Groves from the Senate Sub-Committee staff, I can contact 
him and ask him for that.  I will do that.  

Mr Zureikat: I will tell him too because he asked me to speak to you.  There are three key pieces of evidence 
that will support what we are talking about: a letter55 signed by Ahmed Shanti, who is a UK citizen, also 
writing to the Minister of Agriculture reminding the minister about the meeting with George Galloway and 
with reference to that meeting he submitted his offer.  I have a copy of the offer that was submitted with the 
letter signed by Shanti, a copy of the contract mentioned in that letter to the minister and an LC, execution 
and cash in.  This is by itself physical evidence that George Galloway was really involved in business 
solicitation.  Shanti, who is a UK citizen, paid Fawaz €700,000 commission for that contract which is 
mentioned in the letter to the minister with reference to the meeting with George Galloway.  

Q645 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I just for the purposes of the record get a couple of things clear.  Mr 
Shanti, how do you spell his surname? 

Mr Zureikat: S-H-A-N-T-I, he is from Gaza in origin.  He is a UK citizen.  

 

 
55 Volume II, PCS WE 43. 
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Q646 Sir Philip Mawer: He is from Gaza.  The other thing was you mentioned an LC.  That is 
shorthand for?   

Q647 Ms Barry: A letter of credit.   

Mr Zureikat: A letter of credit.  

Q648 Sir Philip Mawer: I just wanted to be sure that was on the record.  

Mr Zureikat: Yes, yes, so Shanti entered Iraq just the same month or a few days after me between October and 
November of that year, okay.  The first meeting for Fawaz and Galloway and Shanti was there.  They had the 
door open to Shanti to do the irrigation business.  Before this minister, the Minister of Agriculture was Aziz 
al-Douri.  The one who has fled now and they are looking for him, the second man, the man with the red face, 
the older one.  Two weeks ago they said he had passed away and then they denied that.  He was Saddam’s Vice 
President.  They are still looking for him.  There is a very strong relationship between Shanti and him, okay.  
To verify that, I have a document with the Senate signed by Shanti paying a ten per cent kickback to Saddam’s 
regime as citizen of the UK.  

Q649 Sir Philip Mawer: Obviously the payment of kickbacks unlawfully would be a breach of the UN 
sanctions regime.  

Mr Zureikat: You have got to find a way to get Shanti to talk as a UK citizen.  I have evidence.  Shanti said I 
gave a gift but he paid Fawaz.  I did not pay Fawaz.  Shanti did pay Fawaz and we can get the bank dockets.  
He can say I gave him a gift, but in his dealings with George Galloway he violates—as a citizen he co-operated 
with the enemy during the sanctions.  The UK is a member of the UN.  

Q650 Sir Philip Mawer: I understand what you are saying there.   

Mr Zureikat: You have got to get Shanti as a UK citizen.  You can subpoena him, he must talk because a big 
part of this is Shanti because he did pay.  

Q651 Sir Philip Mawer: Do you have a contact address or number for him? 

Mr Zureikat: I can get you that.  Also there is a copy of his passport with the Senate and I believe he is 
registered now in Jordan and he and his family live in Jordan and Egypt and I think his father is connected to 
the Palestinian Authority or Hamas or somehow politically in there.  

Q652 Sir Philip Mawer: In Palestine? 

Mr Zureikat: In Palestine, yes.  

Q653 Sir Philip Mawer: You mentioned two meetings with ministers of which you were aware.  One 
was the meeting with the Minister of Agriculture and we have discussed that.  

Mr Zureikat: A couple of meetings with the Minister of Agriculture.  

Q654 Sir Philip Mawer: Two meetings? 

Mr Zureikat: Yes.  

Q655 Sir Philip Mawer: What was the second meeting?   

Mr Zureikat: With the Minister of Information. It was a big tender and Fawaz wanted to win that one with a 
company called Thomson Thales.  It is a French-German company.  

Q656 Sir Philip Mawer: T-H-O-M-S-O-N and T-H-A-L-E-S; is that correct? 

Mr Zureikat: Thales and the representative of this company his name was Charles, he is French or German 
and lives in France.  The contract was for €14 million and Fawaz wanted to get it badly and the competitor of 
Fawaz were Iraqis from a family called al-Gohoot,  Saddam al-Gohoot, and they got into trouble, so Galloway 
had to come and speak to Aziz and Aziz set up the appointment for them with the Minister of Information.  I 
think the war came up and they did not get that contract but George tried so many times to secure that for 
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Fawaz.  He met with the Deputy Prime Minister, Ahmed Tawab Mulla Huweish.   

Q657 Sir Philip Mawer: Can you spell that? 

Mr Zureikat: Abdul Tawab (T-A-W-A-B) Mulla (M-U-L-L-A) Huweish (H-U-W-E-I-S-H).  He is one of the 
55 on the American’s wanted list.  

Q658 Sir Philip Mawer:  You have given us enough, obviously, to check it. 

Mr Zureikat: Galloway met with him on behalf of Fawaz.  Fawaz was in trouble.  He delivered radar 
equipment which can observe low-flying objects and he could not supply the software to run that radar.  They 
tried hard and Fawaz was in trouble and everyone working for Fawaz was in trouble because it was a matter of 
war and behind closed doors they needed equipment and whatever and Fawaz could not deliver it.  Galloway 
saved Fawaz from getting arrested in Iraq at some point by this man because he could not deliver.  After the 
war Fawaz went to the Jordanian government and perjured papers to get a claim and collect money for a 
product that he had never delivered.  One of them was this radar and he cashed in all the money and Galloway 
knows that.  Galloway knew everything that Fawaz was doing in Iraq, everything.  

Q659 Sir Philip Mawer: Galloway’s statements to me and the Senate sub-committee and indeed to the 
Volcker Committee—that is the UN independent committee of inquiry into the Oil-for-Food 
programme—all claimed that he knew nothing about Fawaz’s business activities.  

Mr Zureikat: He knows everything.  Me and him on several occasions were there.  He witnessed it.  He knows 
Fawaz was dealing with the military.  He knows Fawaz was working with the Russians because we had dinner 
and vodkas with them.  He was there.  He cannot deny it.  There is no way, you know; he was there.  

Q660 Sir Philip Mawer: What other contacts between Mr Galloway and senior figures in the former 
Iraqi regime are you aware of?  You have mentioned the Minister of Agriculture, the Minister of 
Information and the Deputy Prime Minister.  

Mr Zureikat: The Minister of Oil.  

Q661 Sir Philip Mawer: The Minister of Oil you have just mentioned.  

Mr Zureikat: Yes, they met with him.  

Q662 Sir Philip Mawer: Can you describe what you know about that.  

Mr Zureikat: I was not there.  I know from Fawaz they went to the Ministry of Oil and after they met with the 
Minister of Oil because of that meeting the Ministry of Oil made an appointment for Fawaz with the SOMO 
and that is where Fawaz’s relations started with SOMO.  

Q663 Sir Philip Mawer: SOMO is S-O-M-O the State Oil Marketing Organisation?  

Mr Zureikat: Yes.  

Q664 Sir Philip Mawer: And do you remember what the date of that meeting with the Ministry of Oil 
was?  

Mr Zureikat: No but for sure I know, I have been told by Fawaz because the last visit—let’s go to the last visit 
of Galloway for a minute to tie it with the oil thing—after Galloway met with Saddam Hussein at the last 
meeting, I went with Fawaz— 

Q665 Sir Philip Mawer: Can you remember the date of that?  

Mr Zureikat: You can get it off the TV.  It was all over the news.  The last meeting with Saddam.  He was all 
over the news.  

Q666 Ms Barry: “Sir, I salute you,” that one? 

Q667 Sir Philip Mawer: Never mind, it is the last one.  
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Mr Zureikat: I think December or January.  

Q668 Sir Philip Mawer: 2002/03?   

Mr Zureikat: Before the war, 2002 or the beginning of 2003, but for more assurance it is all over the news, you 
can pull it from anywhere.  I was there.  They took him to the interview.  If you recall, he did the statement 
that upset Aziz and Saddam Hussein.  Galloway told the reporters at that time that they put him in an 
elevator, they went down and he described an unknown place and it was like Saddam’s hiding place.  He said 
it on the air.  

Q669 Sir Philip Mawer: Right?  

Mr Zureikat: And Aziz got upset and Fawaz called him and he re-did his statement and changed something.  I 
was not following that, but my point here is that after the meeting with Saddam, me and Fawaz went to the 
Al-Rashid Hotel because they were flying to Syria in Aziz’s jet.  I went there with Fawaz to see him and to see 
how it went and he wanted to send his luggage with me because I was going by car, and he wanted to send his 
luggage with me to Amman.  I went there and he said, “We got one and lost one.”  They got the approval on 
the TV station but refusal on the increased oil share.  

Q670 Sir Philip Mawer: This information came from whom? 

Mr Zureikat: I was there, I saw him, heard him, I was standing in his room in the Al-Rashid Hotel. 

Q671 Sir Philip Mawer: This was George Galloway himself telling Fawaz the result of the meeting? 

Mr Zureikat: Yes.  So they lost the oil increase but they got the TV station.   

Q672 Sir Philip Mawer: And the TV station was the Arab TV station based in London.   

Mr Zureikat: Yes, Stuart was running the show for this TV station.  

Q673 Sir Philip Mawer: Is that Stuart Halford?   

Mr Zureikat: Yes. 

Q674 Sir Philip Mawer: He was the Director of Operations for the Mariam Appeal? 

Mr Zureikat: He is also involved in a newspaper here, a Sunday newspaper in Scotland or in George’s home 
town.  

Q675 Sir Philip Mawer: Are you thinking of Ron McKay who is a journalist and associated with Mr 
Galloway?  Have you met Ron McKay at all? 

Mr Zureikat: Maybe if I saw him.  Many people came through Amman from Britain, Palestine and from 
Palestine to Baghdad.  

Q676 Sir Philip Mawer: But it is Stuart? 

Mr Zureikat: It is Stuart because once I went with Galloway to Mariam’s home and we took some pictures 
and Stuart wanted the pictures for the Sunday report.  They asked me to do a favour and try to email them.  It 
was a weekend and nobody was there.  I was in Iraq so Fawaz and George asked me to do this favour, so I took 
the pictures, developed the pictures.  I am not sure, maybe it was a digital camera or not, I do not know.  I 
scanned them and I sent the email to Stuart here in London for the Sunday report but I think that is the only 
Stuart.  

Q677 Sir Philip Mawer: Yes, the only Stuart I am aware of is Stuart Halford. 

Mr Zureikat: That is him.  It is the only Stuart involved with Fawaz and George, yes.  

Q678 Sir Philip Mawer: Right.  And so we have just been discussing the last meeting with Saddam 
Hussein.  
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Mr Zureikat: Yes.  

Q679 Sir Philip Mawer: Were you ever present when George and were you aware of any occasions on 
which George and Fawaz discussed how the money, which on your account they must have been receiving 
jointly, would be transferred?   

Mr Zureikat: I am aware of a conversation with Fawaz himself.  Let’s go back to my first visit.  We have agreed 
to co-operate, okay.  At the beginning of 2002 we formed a company registered in Jordan, okay, and the 
company managed to get a contract.  We were in Baghdad at an exhibition and the Minister of Agriculture 
was walking by and he saw the equipment.  He asked me what the equipment was and I said water drilling 
rigs.  He was in the German branch or German wing and he asked his people, “I want to buy those rigs instead 
of the Italian ones” because there was some bad smell on a contract between the people of the Ministry and 
the Italian company Soilmac, so I was asked to contact the supply company and the second day I went and we 
formed a contract which was under my company and Fawaz’s.  That was the first contract Fawaz was 
supposed to get with big money.  Until the beginning of 2002 Fawaz did not have that big chunk of money.  
He was making a small commission on the oil money and sending it back.  Really he was surviving on just five 
or six or seven cents of the oil.  Once Fawaz got over 200,000/240,000/260,000 for the price of oil he kept it 
and he worked with it to get facilities from banks.  Some of them got upset and he had to write to Aziz to get 
him to pay out a little bit to pay that money back.  

Q680 Sir Philip Mawer: What you are saying here—and there is evidence of this from the records 
which have been unearthed by the Volcker inquiry—is that Fawaz did not pay the commission to the 
former Iraqi regime which he was expected to pay on the early contract and he then held over payment, 
you are saying I think if I have understood you correctly, in order to facilitate his own financial affairs?   

Mr Zureikat: Yes.  

Q681 Sir Philip Mawer: When he was under pressure to pay, Fawaz went to Tariq Aziz.  

Mr Zureikat: To Tariq Aziz. To ask him for a break.  

Q682 Sir Philip Mawer: “May I have more time to pay”?  

Mr Zureikat: Yes and he did.  He did get more time and he did pay.  They would not give him oil shares 
unless he paid the old one.  

Q683 Sir Philip Mawer: So he has to pay the commission on the old contract in order to get any new 
contracts?   

Mr Zureikat:  But he did not the first one, they gave him the second one and the second one paid the first one 
so he is even.  

Q684 Sir Philip Mawer: Understood.   

Mr Zureikat: Like I said, technically it is the money up to that time and that is where the newspaper lost the 
case with George Galloway.  Until the beginning of 2000, January, Fawaz had bounced cheques all over 
Jordan.  The money started coming from agriculture in the first 700,000 they got from Shanti.  Then they start 
getting contracts from the Ministry of Trade for milk, blah-blah, food, rice, whatever and he got those shares 
in return for the Mariam Appeal under George Galloway.  

Q685 Sir Philip Mawer: Let me just establish, we will talk about the oil in a minute, but what you have 
just touched on is the humanitarian contracts from the Ministry of Agriculture and others which you say 
your cousin Fawaz secured, and what I have got in front of me here is one of the documents produced by 
the independent inquiry. 

Mr Zureikat: The Volcker Commission. 

Q686 Sir Philip Mawer: Yes, which has a table which shows Middle Eastern Advanced Semiconductor 
Incorporated securing contracts worth over $20 million in milk, detergent, soap and— 

Mr Zureikat:—Vegetable oil.  
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Q687 Sir Philip Mawer: Vegetable oil or ghee?  

Mr Zureikat: Yes and some of those contracts have never been executed or delivered and they had to perjure 
papers during the fall of the regime during the first month and Shanti and Fawaz went to Egypt and went to 
Rome and fixed papers and bought people from the UN programme and they got paid for all of that including 
ten per cent they pocketed.  

Q688 Sir Philip Mawer: The ten per cent that you have just mentioned was what?   

Mr Zureikat: The kickback.  

Q689 Sir Philip Mawer: That was the kickback to the former Iraqi regime? 

Mr Zureikat: You could not get a contract without ten per cent added so to get $1 million, you sign a contract 
for $1.1 million.  Before delivery you have to provide a bank guarantee as performance or a bank guarantee as 
a delivery secured or a bank guarantee for water services, a bank guarantee for whatever, before they sign your 
acceptance of material, you pay the ten per cent in front of the noses of the United Nation, then they sign 
“received”, then they cash it.  

Q690 Sir Philip Mawer: Thank you.  Now the— 

Mr Zureikat: Can you tell me the dates of those contracts please?  

Q691 Sir Philip Mawer: The dates of the contracts are not given in the table which I have in front of 
me.   

Mr Zureikat: You will see all of them are 2002.  That is when George became very active at the end of 
2001/beginning of 2002.  That is where he made several trips to Iraq in 2002.  They were rushing for more 
business from trade, information and agriculture and that is what they got their money from; nothing from 
oil.  

Q692 Sir Philip Mawer: When you say nothing do you literally mean nothing or do you mean by 
comparison with the humanitarian contracts they got little? 

Mr Zureikat: No, it is just you get an oil contract like yourself, like a contractor, you sell the oil, you get as an 
individual the money in your bank and somehow you send it back to Saddam.  It all gets paid back to Saddam.   

Q693 Ms Barry: All of it? 

Mr Zureikat: All of it except five per cent which is a small fee to do that transaction but all the money went in 
cash to Saddam.  That is the point everybody is missing.  Fawaz did not sell the oil and go through all this 
hassle for a return of five cents.  

Q694 Sir Philip Mawer: What did he go through it for, in your view?   

Mr Zureikat: Just to give the money back to Saddam.  In return he gets those contracts.  

Q695 Sir Philip Mawer: Can I just play back to you what I understand.  We know from the enquiries 
of the UN Committee and others that— 

Mr Zureikat:  $200 million.  

Q696 Sir Philip Mawer:—that the former Iraqi regime paid those people it thought were sympathetic 
to it, it arranged for them to have allocations of oil, which they went out on to the market and sold on, if 
you like.  And they made a commission on that, part of which they were entitled to keep, part of which 
they had to pay back under the surcharge arrangement to the former Iraqi regime.  What I understand 
you to be saying is that Fawaz (because we know it on the record that something in the order of 18 to 20 
million barrels were made available to Fawaz) received that money, the commission as it were, on the 
contracts, he paid what he had to pay to the Iraqi regime in order to get more contracts for oil.  That 
money, though, was relatively small, the commission he received, in comparison with the much bigger 
money— 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway  93 

 

Mr Zureikat: Not to Fawaz, to Saddam.  

Q697 Sir Philip Mawer: Indeed, but the much bigger money was available through the humanitarian 
contracts, the other contracts? 

Mr Zureikat: Yes, Fawaz is a front.  He is making the deals and he is profiting from more money.  Fawaz is 
getting only five cents from the whole transaction.  The rest of the transaction is technically between the Iraqis 
and the buyers.  It is just using Fawaz as a bridge because they do not want the United Nations to discover the 
Iraqis selling oil behind their backs.  It was just Fawaz getting the oil share, selling the oil, whatever, and from 
the oil transaction Fawaz was making five cents, although once he may have made seven cents.  

Q698 Sir Philip Mawer: Are you aware, though, of what he was doing with that money?  It is alleged—

indeed there is evidence now in the UN Committee report and in the Senate report—that money was 
transferred by Fawaz to the Mariam Appeal.  

Mr Zureikat: Yes to Amineh and mostly he paid Amineh in cash.  Did you get the Senate report?   

Q699 Sir Philip Mawer: Yes. 

Mr Zureikat: There are some transaction slips, transfer slips to Amineh.  

Q700 Sir Philip Mawer: The Senate report contains evidence that Amineh received $150,000 in 
payments.  

Mr Zureikat: She received more but the rest of the money was in cash.  She used to come from Palestine 
through the bridge to Amman, cash in, go to Lebanon and make her deposit.  

Q701 Sir Philip Mawer: So the money was paid into a bank in the Lebanon? 

Mr Zureikat: No, in cash to Amineh.  

Q702 Sir Philip Mawer: In cash but do you know what Amineh did with it? 

Mr Zureikat: No, I think they are splitting now, they are not together any more, George and Amineh, but, yes, 
all their transactions in Lebanon for sure but sometimes I think in Morocco because George went to Morocco 
very often and Fawaz met him over there.  Once Fawaz withdrew money, about 200,000 and he went to 
Morocco to meet with George and came back without it and George was in Morocco.  

Q703 Sir Philip Mawer: Were you there when he drew out the money? 

Mr Zureikat: Yes, I was there.  I did not see the 200,000 but we went to withdraw money and he told me, “I 
am withdrawing 200,000 and I have got to go to Morocco very, very urgently, George is there.”  Once he 
withdrew money and went to Portugal and George was there.  Once he withdrew money and he went to the 
Lebanon and George was there, okay.  He never said, “I am going to pay George,” but he takes the money, he 
goes over there, George is there, he comes back without it.  Either they ate ice-cream, like I said, or they gave it 
to charity over there or they did business with it, paid the hotel.  

Q704 Sir Philip Mawer: These are all cash payments though? 

Mr Zureikat: Yes and if you go back to Fawaz’s passport departure from Amman, final destination to 
Morocco, you will find Galloway was there.  The same day Fawaz makes the withdrawal he travels.  One day I 
dropped him at the airport, he stopped by the bank right directly at the airport and he flew from there.  He did 
not give me the money to give to his office or to his sister.  He took the money with him.  That is money I 
witnessed.  I was there.  I dropped him at the airport.   

Q705 Sir Philip Mawer: Do you remember when that was? 

Mr Zureikat: In 2002.  The end of 2002.  It is easy to find out, I can look it up.  I can find out exactly and on 
that day exactly George was in Morocco.  
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Q706 Sir Philip Mawer: It would be very helpful if you could identify the date for that happening, that 
would be splendid.  Would you like to have a pause now and have a cigarette?  Shall we break?   

Mr Zureikat: Yes. 

Q707 Sir Philip Mawer: Let’s do that.  It will give you a chance.  I am conscious it is difficult for you.   

 

[After a short break] 

Q708 Sir Philip Mawer:  We were talking about payments to Mr Galloway and you said that you 
believed that these were made in two ways.  One was through Amineh. 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes.  From a bank called Philadelphia, Umm-Umuthineh branch. 

Q709 Sir Philip Mawer:  I am sorry, what branch? 

Mr Zureikat:  U-M-M U-M-U-T-H-I-N-E-H—No, let me write it down. 

Q710 Ms Barry:  Transliteration in Arabic is always a nightmare. 

Mr Zureikat:  U-M-M U-M-U-T-H-I-N-E-H branch.  This was a facility account for Fawaz.  The assignee on 
the account was his cousin from his mum’s side.  His name was Amer (A-M-E-R)  Zureikat.  Amer Zureikat 
used to be the business manager for Fawaz for nearly ten years in Baghdad before the Memorandum of 
Understanding.  He returned to Jordan in 2000, the end of 2000.  Amer was paying Amineh from this 
account.  I know that for sure because Amer came to me after the war to form an agreement with me to 
blackmail Fawaz and withdraw money from him, and I told him I would not do that for the information I 
had.  At that time the story broke out about Galloway through the newspaper.  Amer came to my house and 
he tried to team up with me to blackmail Fawaz. 

Q711 Ms Barry:  This was after the news broke about Galloway? 

Mr Zureikat:   Yes, after the war.  I refused to do so.  I said I would not do that.  Amer used to pay Amineh 
from this account.  Amer knew ten years’ worth of work in Iraq for Fawaz; Amer knew about all the military 
issues Fawaz delivered to Iraq through Syria; Amer knew about the Syrian company Fawaz owned in Syria.  
Amer knew everything, plus whatever I knew.  He came with me to team up with me to blackmail Fawaz and I 
said no.  Amer went on his way and he did collect $250,000 from Fawaz. 

Q712 Sir Philip Mawer:  This was as a payment at that point? 

Mr Zureikat:  Well, Amer did receive his money from Fawaz, money he claimed that Fawaz owed him, and 
they settled.  That was a little bit before the war.  He wanted to buy a house and stuff.  After the war the story 
broke out that Fawaz had a lot of money, and we believe on the last oil transaction he never paid it back to the 
Iraqis, he kept it in his account.  We are not sure about it but that is what we believe, Fawaz pocketed all the 
money, plus the money he collected from the contracts, the food contracts. 

Q713 Sir Philip Mawer:  The humanitarian contracts, the food contracts? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes.  Amer knew Fawaz collected money for products that he never delivered because at that 
time the UN gave priority for contracts, stuff in transit, the contracts they were going to pay before they 
returned the money to the Iraqi funds.  They said, “Okay, all contractors have approved LCs and they can 
purchase the product, either the product at the port of shipping or on top of the ship or in the free zone or 
some of it delivered” and they gave it priority and paid people who could bring evidence. Fawaz brought all 
the evidence to the UN that he had delivered and he cashed in.  Some of them were true claims, some of them 
false claims.  Amer knew that.  Plus, the money he paid to Amineh.  That was where the case of blackmail was 
created in his mind to come to me and I said no, but he threatened Fawaz and Fawaz paid $250,000. 

Q714 Sir Philip Mawer:  You are saying this was a pay-off by Fawaz to secure his silence? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes.  Amer used to be the assignee on this account.  Every time Amineh came Amer paid her 
money. I used to get money from this account for my business with me and Fawaz, and Amer signed the 
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cheques from this account.  Fawaz did not sign the cheques, just Amer. 

Q715 Sir Philip Mawer:  That is the Philadelphia Bank? 

Mr Zureikat:  The Philadelphia Bank.  Now it has been brought by Al Ahli Bank, the National Bank of Jordan.   
Fawaz has his VIP accounts with that bank. 

Q716 Sir Philip Mawer:  You were saying that Amineh was one route by which money was channelled. 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes. 

Q717 Sir Philip Mawer:  You were also saying that the other route which you believe to have existed 
was that— 

Mr Zureikat:  Cash from Fawaz to Galloway.  That is why the physical evidence that the Senate has of the 
transactions is pennies.  $150,000 or 200,000 is not big money.  George has a house, a villa.  Before the 
relationship with Fawaz George did not have any money, he was broke.  He was broke.  His life changed after 
the relationship with Iraq.  He tried with the Palestinians but the Israelis were watching and he could not do 
anything to cash in with the Palestinians because the Israelis were there and were looking for him.  Not for 
him, they were looking to get him on corruption or something.  He could not do anything with the 
Palestinians; he did it with the Iraqis. 

Q718 Sir Philip Mawer:  Could we talk about the Mariam Appeal and what you know about that in 
relation to the contracts and other things? 

Mr Zureikat:  The Mariam Appeal was the front for everything.  The activities from the Mariam Appeal 
started the book campaign. 

Q719 Sir Philip Mawer:  The book campaign? 

Mr Zureikat:  The book campaign, yes.  The Mariam Appeal was a cover for George to keep going to Iraq.  It 
was just a ground for him, a reason for him, a visa for him, to let Britain and the international community 
know he was going for that purpose, for that message, for that case.  The little girl got hurt by sanctions, blah-
blah-blah.  The Mariam family used to get US$100 from Fawaz every month.  At that time US$100 equalled 
nearly 200,000-plus change in Iraqi dinar, which was a huge income for a poor family like Mariam’s.  The 
average income of employees in Iraq did not exceed 20,000 or 30,000. 

Q720 Sir Philip Mawer:  Dinar? 

Mr Zureikat:  Dinar.  It was good money too because Saddam was giving the Iraqis, they call it in their 
language “hussa”, which means each Iraqi could get all their basic food from the government: rice, sugar, 
beans, tea, flour, vegetable oil, all the necessary commodities for people to survive, except meat. The reason I 
know that Mariam’s dad was collecting US$100 was right after the war I went to Baghdad to chase my 
business with the Americans.  I could not find a hotel so I went to Fawaz’s office which was where I used to 
sleep before the war.  It was closed, the guard was there and I asked him to bring somebody to clean up the 
place of dust and stuff.  He brought an Armenian lady who was a maid before the war to clean up the house, 
and she did.  The office was completely empty because before the war the United Nations busted them and 
they took everything out of the office.  I spent the night over there. 

Q721 Sir Philip Mawer:  When you say they “busted them”, what do you mean? 

Mr Zureikat:  The United Nations went to Fawaz’s office.  Fawaz got arrested for 28 days in Jordan. 

Q722 Sir Philip Mawer:  This was immediately prior to the war? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes.  He got released just after the fall of the regime. 

Q723 Sir Philip Mawer:  So you are saying the United Nations raided the office in Baghdad? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes. 



96  Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

 

Q724 Sir Philip Mawer:  That was immediately prior to the war presumably? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes.  That was a week or ten days before the war, or less than ten days even. 

Q725 Sir Philip Mawer:  Right. 

Mr Zureikat:  Right after his arrest in Amman they came to—The minute they arrested him in Amman they 
cleaned up the office there in Baghdad. 

Q726 Sir Philip Mawer:  Do you know why they did that? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes, because it was all evidence that Fawaz was working with the military.  There were letters 
between Fawaz and George.  There was a lot of evidence.  There was a lot of smelly stuff in those computers.  
They took them out.  I spent the night.  In the morning, I was walking to the offices and there was nothing 
there except the area where Shanti was using an office.  I found that office and I said to the Senate it belonged 
to Shanti, not Fawaz, there was Shanti documentation.  Then I found some LCs and some correspondence 
between Shanti and the ministers and copies of Fawaz’s handwritten letters to the ministers and stuff.  Also 
there was videotape that had Shanti with Hamas leadership, Mr Ibrahim, the vice-president, Aziz al-Douri or 
Aziz Ibrahim.  They had become very friendly because Shanti was one of the people who donated a lot of 
money to Hamas.  This is the same guy who is a British citizen.  He had good ties with Hamas and from that 
he became close to Aziz al-Douri, Aziz Ibrahim.  He brought Ibrahim a very nice gift from Jerusalem, a gold-
plated whatever.  I believe until today he has a relationship with him. Even if he is running away nobody 
knows, but Shanti knows. 

Q727 Sir Philip Mawer:  You are saying the hard evidence that you had, the documentation that you 
had, came from your visit to the office, Shanti’s office in Baghdad? 

Mr Zureikat:  Fawaz’s office: Shanti’s corner in Fawaz’s office where his representative was doing business. 

Q728 Sir Philip Mawer:  Not now, I do not expect you remember it, but could you give us the address 
of that office? 

Mr Zureikat:  I do not have it.  It is in much of the documentation.  It is in the industry 52 area near Baghdad 
University. 

Q729 Sir Philip Mawer:  Thank you. 

Q730 Ms Barry:  The UN had left papers in Shanti’s office? 

Mr Zureikat:  Not the UN, just Shanti’s representative.  Shanti and Fawaz used to be partners.  If we go back 
to my relationship with Fawaz a little bit.  After we agreed to co-operate in Baghdad, we agreed at the 
beginning of 2002 to have a company that we registered in Jordan.  After the visit of the minister to the 
exhibition, the German wing, he discussed buying German drilling rigs instead of the Italian ones and we had 
a contract, me and Fawaz.  That was part of the agreement.  We did not do the business in our company name 
because under UN regulations you must be a manufacturer to do business with the UN, so we left it in the 
German branch with a commission of half a million euros for me and Fawaz.  I went through a lot of trouble 
to get this contract through because Fawaz said to me if the Mariam Appeal gets involved in this, the split is 
not going to be 50/50 and I said no, I did not want it.  He wanted to go 70/30, 70 per cent for the appeal, 
because the appeal could secure the contract 100 per cent.  The war came up and the contract was not secured 
because I refused. 

Q731 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I just run back past you what I understand you to be saying.  You are 
saying that originally you had an arrangement with Fawaz under which there would be a 50/50 split on 
contracts. 

Mr Zureikat:  It was the company, 50/50. 

Q732 Sir Philip Mawer:  A 50/50 split.  You secured this contract to supply the German pumps. 

Mr Zureikat:  It just came to us, nobody secured it.  We never participated in a tender.   
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Q733 Sir Philip Mawer:  Okay.  You got a contract? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes. 

Q734 Sir Philip Mawer:  Fawaz was keen to associate the Mariam Appeal with the contract but the 
effect of that would have been that the 50/50 arrangement would not have applied, he said, he would have 
needed to take more money. 

Mr Zureikat:  70/30, yes. 

Q735 Sir Philip Mawer:  You declined to do that? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes. 

Q736 Sir Philip Mawer:  And the contract was never completed, in fact. 

Mr Zureikat:  It was completed but it took forever to do so.  I sent it to the UN on 1 March.  If the Mariam 
Appeal was involved we could have done it in one week. 

Q737 Sir Philip Mawer:  Was that because the Iraqis would have processed things faster? 

Mr Zureikat:  No, because Fawaz would have got involved in the name of the Mariam Appeal and pushed it 
through.  It had to go through the normal processing channels, technicals and back and forth, 
correspondence, meetings, whatever, I did it all.  If the Mariam Appeal was involved he could have gone to the 
minister and the minister could initial everything to approve it and send it in.  In Fawaz business they used to 
call the minister of trade, showed him prices and let him give a counteroffer and signed it then and there.  I 
did not do that and I would not do that, not because I am afraid but because it is not the way to do it, plus this 
is a very short life and I would not be happy to get my money in that way.  I have got to work for it, use my 
experience, my talent, my closing power, and get my business my way.  I have contracts for nearly 20 million.  
Because I refused the formula of Fawaz and the Mariam Appeal none of it went through.  Shanti went in one 
week and he got an LC for seven million, another LC for two million.  I am not stubborn, I am not stupid, but 
as long as nobody is knocking on my door and asking me to pay what I owe, I am a very rich person.  
Whatever comes on top of that is plenty: £10, €10, $10.  I do not owe anybody any money.  I am satisfied.  We 
are living better than most people out there.  We are okay.  It did not attract me.  In the 1980s I was a very 
active person making a lot of money.  I used to pay Fawaz to put fuel in his car.  At the time I used to make 
5,000 per day and spend 6,000.  I lived my life as a young man and enjoyed it very much.  Money does not 
attract me any more. 

Q738 Sir Philip Mawer:  I think you are also saying to me, apart from the money not attracting you, 
that you were not prepared to go through the kind of process which you knew would be involved if the 
Mariam Appeal had been associated with the matter.  As I understand it, you are saying that would have 
meant a different cut on contracts, it would have speeded things along, but you knew that was an 
improper process. 

Mr Zureikat:  The Mariam Appeal business does not go through the normal channels, normal processes.  The 
minister will sign on the papers.  In Saddam’s time when you talked about a minister you were talking about 
God:  a minister could send you to death, a minister could do whatever he wanted to do.  When the minister 
called people to his office and told them, “Hey, finish it, just finish it”, there were no questions asked.  Let me 
go on a little bit to the $100 for Mariam’s dad. 

Q739 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I just finish on the contracts and then we will come back to the $100 for 
Mariam’s dad.  If I could just ask you this, because I need to be very clear about this:  were you party to 
any contracts with Fawaz on behalf of the Mariam Appeal? 

Mr Zureikat:  No. 

Q740 Sir Philip Mawer:  Were you party to any contracts with Fawaz which were in any way in breach 
of the UN sanctions regime? 

Mr Zureikat:  No. 
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Q741 Sir Philip Mawer:  Fine. 

Mr Zureikat:  We did one contract which was fibreglass pipes under the Syrian Protocol.  It was a corrosion-
free material they wanted to manufacture because they could not buy steel all the time.  Iraq has very salty soil 
and in most areas there is a lot of corrosion.  We won the contract, supposedly under the Jordanian Protocol, 
but they did not have enough money under the Jordanian Protocol so they switched it to the Syrian Protocol.  
They had to get a Syrian company to sign it, so Fawaz got a Syrian company to sign it.  This is a material made 
in India. To do the same material in Italy, the extrusion to do the fibreglass pipes would be five or six million 
but to do it with the Indians, to copy the same machinery, would be 2.5 million.  This was strictly a water pipe, 
it has never been illegal or deregulated because at some point it was under the Memorandum of 
Understanding.  Because they wanted to use the money from the Memorandum of Understanding for 
something else and they had money in Syria, they switched it to the Syrian Protocol.  We never cashed in 
because we sent the Syrian guy a bill for 120, because I executed five per cent from the contract, which was 
from 2.5 equals 125,000, and the Syrian people took that receipt from me and I do not know what they did 
with it, they cashed in the 2.5 million completely, plus my 125,000. 

Q742 Sir Philip Mawer:  What I understand you to be saying is that you were involved in that contract 
through the Syrian Protocol but that was not contrary to any UN sanctions regime? 

Mr Zureikat:  No. 

Q743 Sir Philip Mawer:  Moreover, the Syrians took all the profit, including your share. 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes.  That is why I am here, otherwise they will tear me into a thousand parts, Fawaz and 
George Galloway.  They would eat me alive if they had one single point to point at me. 

Q744 Sir Philip Mawer:  You are saying there is nothing that they could point at you? 

Mr Zureikat:  Nothing they can point at me at all. 

Q745 Sir Philip Mawer:  You were about to talk to me a bit more about Mariam and the $100 and the 
Mariam Appeal and what you know of it in relation to this matter? 

Mr Zureikat:  I woke up that morning and I found the box.  I prepared breakfast, or whatever.  I was leaving 
the yard of that house and Mariam’s dad was standing outside looking for Fawaz.  I noticed the guy because I 
had been in his house along with George taking pictures, the one I sent to Stuart.  I met him once.  The guy 
was keen and sad and broke, he wanted money.  He said, “I am here, I want 100 bucks.” I said, “What 100 
bucks?”  He said, “This is for me and my family, $100 a month.”  I said, “Before I give you the money on 
behalf of Fawaz I have got to call Fawaz.”  I had a satellite phone and I called Fawaz.  Fawaz went crazy on the 
other end because this guy was talking to the news media about George Galloway.  I never saw the interview 
but it turned out he did speak to the media.  Fawaz told me, “Tell him to shut up.  To secure his $100 a month 
he has got to shut up and not talk to the news media.”  He told me, “Don’t give him $100, I will make sure he 
gets it.”  I told the guy, “I will give you 5,000 Iraqi dinar from me and Fawaz said you will continue to get your 
money and he will find a way to contact you but don’t speak to the news media.”  That was it. 

Q746 Sir Philip Mawer:  You were telling me that story of that incident to illustrate your own 
knowledge of the Mariam Appeal and its relationship with the contracts and so on. 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes. 

Q747 Sir Philip Mawer:  To sum it up, virtually in the words you were using before, you are saying 
that the Mariam Appeal was a front for the commercial activities of Fawaz and George.  Is that what you 
are saying? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes.  They did the show on the bus and the tour.  There were not any further shows or acts.  
They took this girl to show her to the world and they got money from Sheikh Zaid.  They did collect some 
money because of that show.  They brought the bus just to show the world and Saddam that they could do 
something.  The Mariam Appeal, like I said, was not just a front for the business, it was a passport visa for 
George to keep going to Iraq.  He had something there.  He had a case, a message, a fight against the sanctions, 
against blah-blah-blah.  All of the lies he did because of the Mariam Appeal.  What did they do to Mariam?  
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They took the girl, got publicity out of her and threw 100 bucks every month to her parents. 

Q748 Sir Philip Mawer:  Do you think Mr Galloway’s motives in what you have described were 
entirely commercial or do you think he was also motivated in any sense by political concern about 
sanctions and their effect on the Iraqi people and so on? 

Mr Zureikat:  No, it was just a road he took for publicity.  He targeted the people of the Middle East mostly, 
he targeted the poor, to show them that he was an activist.  There were two purposes.  Once Fawaz told me, “If 
the war does not go through I will be the most powerful person in the Middle East”, Fawaz would be the most 
powerful person in the Middle East.  Before the war, Fawaz was working with Rolls-Royce from here on a 
huge deal with Iraq. 

Q749 Sir Philip Mawer:  Was working with who, sorry? 

Mr Zureikat:  Rolls-Royce. 

Q750 Sir Philip Mawer:  Rolls-Royce, forgive me. 

Mr Zureikat:  And Rover.  They wanted to cars, they wanted to get stuff.  George Galloway assured Tariq Aziz 
they would stop the war from happening.  At the last second, the last three or four months, they started 
targeting English companies, corporates, such as Rolls-Royce and others, to do business and show them the 
millions and billions they need as manufacturers.  I think the deal was US$300 million or £300 million of 
equipment to be delivered to Iraq.  Fawaz took the agreement from Saddam Hussein and Fawaz took the 
agency to do so and Saddam said, “No, bring me an English man to sign.”  Fawaz said he called Galloway and 
said, “Send me a blonde guy to sign the contract and Saddam will give you the job.”  They were very, very 
close.  That was 300 million euros, dollars or pounds to form with English companies such as Rolls-Royce, 
Rover, and I do not know who else.  Also, a company that makes tractors for agriculture.  Saddam was willing 
to buy anything because Galloway convinced him economically if we put pressure on Blair we will pull him 
down, as major corporates in England, major manufacturers.  He was negotiating that.  You can double-check 
with Rolls-Royce.  I forget the names, at that time I was not taking notes. 

Q751 Sir Philip Mawer:  Was one of them Denis, a fire engine manufacturer? 

Mr Zureikat:  Probably. 

Q752 Sir Philip Mawer:  It does not ring a bell?  It is a well-known fire engine manufacturer.  Denis? 

Mr Zureikat:  I think so.  Rolls-Royce was one, I think Denis, Rover.  Maybe fire trucks, yes.  It was fire trucks, 
I am sure.  I looked at the email once.  It was more than one product.  I am sure fire trucks, Denis maybe. 

Q753 Sir Philip Mawer:  Fire trucks are the thing that they manufacture or are most well known for. 

Mr Zureikat:  It was fire trucks, fire engines, generators, cars, you name it.  George convinced the Iraqis, “You 
sign this deal and I will put pressure on economically from major corporates in London to stop or to prevent 
Britain, or to stop Britain’s support of the US.” 

Q754 Ms Barry:  But the contract was never signed? 

Mr Zureikat:  Never signed because Saddam refused that Fawaz signed it, he wanted a blonde guy.  He 
wanted an English guy to come and sign it. 

Q755 Sir Philip Mawer:  And the English guy did not get there in time before the war broke out? 

Mr Zureikat:  Exactly.  Fawaz was in Britain just before he got arrested.  He was here. 

Q756 Sir Philip Mawer:  Immediately prior to returning to Jordan where he was arrested just before 
the war? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes.  He was working on this.  His nephew, his name is Yanal Zureikat, was part of the 
company formed here in London.  Beside the TV station there was another company that was here. 
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Q757 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can you give us that name again? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yanal.  He is a US citizen.  His full name is with Steve Groves.  As a matter of fact, two days 
before the election in Iraq they supplied a contract for US$30 million paid by the US Government which was 
Fawaz’s money.  It was his nephew’s name on the contract but Fawaz’s money. 

Q758 Sir Philip Mawer:  We have got the name for the record? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yanal.  Yanal is an American born citizen.  He is his nephew from his sister, with an address in 
Orlando, Florida. 

Q759 Ms Barry:  I was just wondering what you think prompted the authorities to arrest Fawaz when 
they did and what they had found out? 

Mr Zureikat:  It was not just Fawaz, there were a few of them.  They were active in the Iraqi regime.  This was 
stupid because I think this order came from the Americans to try to draw out more inside information about 
the regime. 

Q760 Sir Philip Mawer:  So they were arrested in order to put pressure on them to give information? 

Mr Zureikat:  Absolutely.  We all went to the war blindly, nobody knew exactly what was going on.  Right up 
to the zero hour intelligence-wise there was no great information about Saddam’s activities or whatever and 
they tried to get it from people like Fawaz, what kind of equipment they delivered, just to put the pieces 
together. 

Q761 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I ask briefly, why do you think the Iraqi regime was so keen to put 
money contracts in the way of Fawaz and George Galloway?  What was it that prompted them to do this? 

Mr Zureikat:  The Iraqi regime depended on messengers more than technology.  They did not have the 
technology.  America was on top of them watching everything.  The best way of communication was through 
messengers such as Galloway and Fawaz.  There were too many of them—Tunisian, Moroccan, French, 
probably Americans—but none of them were messengers and partners of the regime that went in the open 
and accused like George did.  George benefited during the regime, he benefited during the war and he wanted 
to benefit after. 

Q762 Sir Philip Mawer:  So you are saying that the former Iraqi regime saw people like George 
Galloway and Fawaz as emissaries, if you like, for them.  They were people who could give the regime’s 
point of view. 

Mr Zureikat:  It was not just that. I was there.  George Galloway did it for the Iraqis and the Iraqi regime, he 
was God, a saviour.  You were talking about Britain pushing to kick the regime out, talking about America as 
Britain and Britain as America.  At the same time you had a Member of Parliament, a decision-maker of the 
political arena of Britain.  It was a huge voice, it was not like an ordinary voice.  George was very aware of the 
Middle Eastern, Islamic mentality.  He is an expert.  When he goes on TV he knows exactly which areas to 
touch, what kind of words should come out of his mouth.  He knows what he is doing.  He studied the 
mentality of the street in the Middle East, basic people, street people, and that way he gets the publicity.  
Intelligent people, educated people in the Middle East would not even look at his face, they know he is a 
crook.  The majority of the people are poor, middle class and lower.  Most of the Middle East is two classes, 
either lower or higher class, we do not have a middle class.  He knew what the extremists were looking for.  
You know and I know where he won this election.  If he had gone to any group on earth he would not have 
won the last election.  That was one of George’s goals for survival.  This is a continuation of what he started in 
Iraq.  People look at him as a hero.  From what you have here and from what I saw, I know different, he is not 
a hero, he is just a con artist, a person.  He looks for the easy way.  He is drowning looking for a piece of hay to 
hang on to get to the safe beach. 

Q763 Sir Philip Mawer:  Can I just ask briefly a couple of other questions.  Do you know Burhan al-
Chalabi at all? 

Mr Zureikat:  No.  I know Dr Chalabi.  I met with him twice.  This Burhan Chalabi is a resident of Britain.  
The only thing I know about him, I saw his name on the report. 
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Q764 Sir Philip Mawer:  You have never had any dealings with him? 

Mr Zureikat:  No. 

Q765 Sir Philip Mawer:  You said you know Dr Chalabi.  He is the prominent former Iraqi opposition 
politician? 

Mr Zureikat:  He is Deputy Prime Minister now. 

Q766 Sir Philip Mawer:  You have only met him twice, did I hear you say? 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes.  I went because Fawaz and his people in the Government, especially agriculture, helped me 
with a contract of mine and I would have benefited 1.7 million from it.  They dragged it until the LC expired, 
they would not accept my papers, and I lost it.  The minister of water tried to save it for me.  I paid from my 
pocket banking expense and stuff, a little bit over US$350,000.  We manufactured all the equipment.  We 
owed the banks nearly €8 million and all Fawaz’s people at the Ministry of Agriculture. 

Q767 Ms Barry:  When did this deal fail? 

Mr Zureikat:  I started talking to the Senate in May and they interviewed and everything in about August and 
13 August was the expiration of the LC.  This was a very high price. 

Q768 Sir Philip Mawer:  On the subject of motivation, those outside may well say, “Why is Tony 
Zureikat telling you all this, what is his beef against Fawaz?  Is he trying to get his own back on Fawaz or 
George Galloway?”  Could you give me your own response to that? 

Mr Zureikat:  My own response is it is because I know the other face of the relationship.  I am not an angel, I 
am human, but I cannot sleep knowing stuff like that.  If I wanted to ask for money I would get it from them 
and not from you.  Okay?  I would get it from them.  They are willing to pay.  I have told you my views about 
money.  Money is very important for us to survive but for me, and I say it again, I want money so nobody 
knocks on my door and says, “Pay what you owe.”  I have everything paid in my life.  My baby girl is safe.  I 
am okay, I am a very rich person.  We wear good clothes. We are surviving well, better than others.  I am 46 
years old, I look 50 or 55.  I have been married four times in my life, ruined by women.  I am 46 and I want to 
survive another 14 years.  I cannot walk up these stairs.  I am not looking for millions, I had it in the past and I 
spent it in the past.  It is the principle.  George goes on TV and looks like an angel, but he is not an angel, he is 
a human who has made big mistakes. There are people who have made little mistakes.  A mistake is a mistake 
but George’s mistakes are not just little mistakes.  They used that little girl and knew he was not an activist and 
the purpose behind that was money.  I know so many people in the world who came to Iraq and benefited in 
the way George did, but George went further and further and further until at the last election everybody knew 
he went to the devil to win that.  This man spoke badly about Middle East leaders.  I asked him a question, I 
said, “George, why do you think the Middle East is not going to be right with today’s leadership?” and he said, 
“Because when any Deputy Foreign Minister from any Western country comes to the Middle East they put 
out the red carpet for him and the head of the state bends over backwards for them.”  That is his view.  This is 
the message he is spreading with people he knows over there.  This is not true.  Like myself in Jordan, we 
always needed protection.  We have no natural resource in Jordan, our benefit is to be as we are today, to get 
help from you and from everybody in Jordan.  We are not there to harm anybody around us, we want to 
survive.  We survive life like that.  We only need protection from Saddam.  Without the West, Saddam would 
be sitting in Mecca today.  The same thing is true of Lebanon and Syria.  They are allies.  George was 
convincing everybody that was not true, it was because of the leadership of the Middle East.  This guy’s views 
are bad, he is selfish.  He was not doing it because of the principle or message.  If he was true I would be one of 
his followers.  I told you that on the phone. He is not true.  It is money.  Why is his wife leaving him?  Because 
they are fighting over the money, they are fighting over positions, otherwise if I was the wife of an activist like 
this I would die with him, I would do anything for him. 

Q769 Sir Philip Mawer:  In short, you are saying you did not agree with his views, you do not agree 
with his views, and— 

Mr Zureikat:  I know he is lying. 

Q770 Sir Philip Mawer:  And you think he is lying. 
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Mr Zureikat:  I know he is lying.  I do not think he is lying, I know because I witnessed it.  As an activist he 
would go to the Ministry of Social Work, he would go rallying in the streets, he would not sit with the Minister 
of Agriculture to secure contracts to supply equipment that has nothing to do with the sanctions, or go to the 
Deputy Prime Minister for military and industry and try to work with Fawaz to get business to get missiles.  
That is not peace.  If I wanted to fight the US and Britain, I would fight them with facts to show the world that 
Saddam is right and they are wrong, without weapons, without radars, without, without, without. 

Q771 Sir Philip Mawer:  Understood. 

Mr Zureikat:  This is the principle, not because I have differences with them or whatever.  I had the choice to 
go along with them and make money, and I did not.  Those contracts I secured did not go through because I 
would not let Fawaz get involved with them.  It is not the money or because I want to get them back.  At every 
meeting, George and I argued sometimes but we were never enemies.  I have had no respect for him since 
then.  He did no harm to me for me to get him back.  He is a good man but he is doing bad things, things that 
I do not agree with and I would never cover up.  I am a good man.  Like I said, I am not an angel, I am human, 
and I have greed in me like everybody but up to a certain point, not to sell ethics to get to the other side.  I do 
not want to do that. 

Q772 Sir Philip Mawer:  I have a final question and it is this in essence:  I wonder if you could identify 
ways in which we can corroborate the different aspects of your story.  Clearly some of the collaboration 
you say is available in the form of documentation which is with the Senate Sub-Committee and you are 
giving us authority to ask them for it insofar as it is your documentation. 

Mr Zureikat:  Yes. 

Q773 Sir Philip Mawer:  There were various points in our interview this morning when you offered to 
identify dates or times for us.  To help you do that and to ensure that you are content that we have an 
accurate record of what you have said, I will make sure you see the draft of what we produce.  Are there 
other ways in which it would be possible to corroborate what you have said, people we should aim to talk 
to, documentation we should aim to look for? 

Mr Zureikat:  There are two very important letters which I mentioned.  One was written by Fawaz to the 
Minister of Agriculture and one typed and signed by Mr Shanti, who is a British citizen, reminding the 
minister on different subjects, one for fertilizer and one for irrigation.  Both were secured because of George 
Galloway.  Both visits to the Minister of Agriculture he wanted separately and he secured the business.  That is 
clear from the letters, one of them in Fawaz’s writing as a draft and the other one typed and signed by Shanti. 

Q774 Sir Philip Mawer:  In your belief, this is not them just using George’s name, this is based on a 
meeting that took place? 

Mr Zureikat:  Absolutely. 

Q775 Sir Philip Mawer:  Which to your knowledge took place. 

Mr Zureikat:  Let us say I hear this story and we look at it to see whether it is true or not.  First of all, the 
tender was closed, it was done previously.  The offer was done previously, the tender was closed and almost 
assigned to somebody else.  George went in, he said, “Stop everything”, and the minister stopped everything 
and told people to bring their offer.  This is mentioned in the letter.  On the second day the offer went with the 
letter and a week later the offer became a contract and a week later it became an LC executed and paid.  That is 
all in the document that is with the Senate, from A-Z.  George cannot deny he was there, he was there in Iraq 
sitting with the minister, the minister now working with the United Nations and the minister was called 
Abdul Hammadi, whatever his name was.  It is easy to bring him to testify. 

Q776 Sir Philip Mawer:  I have asked you about corroboration and you have identified those two 
important letters.  Is there anything else? 

Mr Zureikat:  There is a CD in which Shanti was addressing Aziz al-Douri to show the ties and relationship 
with this British person, the partner of Fawaz.  He stopped all ethics and regulations to be in Iraq and help the 
Iraqi Government towards the kickbacks or whatever.  If you get this guy to talk as a citizen of your country, I 
think that will be major evidence. 
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Q777 Sir Philip Mawer:  Thank you very much. 
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Agreed Notes of Meetings 

6. Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar—1 March 2006 

Abbreviations used in this note:  PM—Sir Philip Mawer; AM—Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar; GG—Mr George 
Galloway; FZ—Mr Fawaz Zureikat; AZ—Dr Abu Zayyad; SH—Mr Stuart Halford. 

1. What PM sought from AM was an insight into the operation of the Mariam Appeal, though he understood 
AM to have said that his knowledge was limited to its early stages.  PM was interested in the financing of the 
Appeal, the roles played by different individuals and the sources of finance.   

2. Theories about the implications of the documents56 found by the Telegraph’s reporter in Baghdad included: 

That, Mr Galloway had personally received support through the Oil for Food programme.  Mr 
Galloway, supported by a statement from his former wife Dr Abu Zayyad, denied this. 

That money from the programme was routed through third parties to the Mariam Appeal to 
support the campaign against sanctions against Iraq. Mr Galloway had denied any knowledge of 
this.  

That Mr Galloway was the victim of a conspiracy either by his political opponents or to exploit his 
name for personal gain.  

3. PM said he had no ‘axe to grind’ about GG’s political activities.  He needed to know:  

If GG had received money which he had not entered in the Register of Members’ Interests, or 

If GG had received political donations through the Appeal, or 

If GG was the victim of a conspiracy involving the use of his name either to advance the cause of his 
political opponents or to line the pockets of others. 

4. GG had suggested that the documents were forgeries or fabrications intended to bring him down.  It was 
PM’s task to try to reach the truth.  Some material had come to light indicating that supporters of the Appeal, 
Dr Al Chalabi and particularly Mr Fawaz Zureikat, had contracts under the Oil for Food programme and had 
subsequently given money from this source to the Appeal. 

5. AM said that he was aware of the role of the Standards and Privileges Committee, of the nature of 
parliamentary privilege and of what had been said about GG.  As a citizen he would like to assist PM.  He did, 
however, wear two hats.  He was present in a personal capacity, but as a lawyer he had a professional 
relationship with his clients.  GG was not a client. Dr Abu Zayyad was a client and Dr Al Chalabi might be. 

6. PM said that he understood that. If the conversation touched on sensitive matters, AM should say so. 

7. AM was not sure exactly when he first had met GG. It had been in about 1993 or 1994, at the time when it 
had become apparent that sanctions were killing Iraqi children.  AM had become aware that even the British 
government had restrictive rules, preventing, for instance, the supply of copies of the British Medical Journal 
to Iraq. AM himself had been told that he needed a licence to ‘export’ an Agatha Christie novel.  Following 
this experience, someone had suggested he write to his MP.  Subsequently he had attended a meeting at the 
House.  There he had met Tam Dalyell and other MPs.  Hence he had met GG. 

8. AM explained how his involvement in the Mariam Campaign had come about. 

 

 
56 Volume II, WE 1 and 4–8. 
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9. While a number of people had been making representations against the sanctions, GG had been one of the 
most active, one of the few MPs prepared to say aloud that children were dying.  The idea had arisen that it 
would be helpful if some MPs went to Iraq, and indeed a number had gone (this was public knowledge, not 
his personal experience).    The problem of children with cancer had become evident.  GG had found Mariam 
Hamza in Iraq and, because treatment was not available for her there had decided to bring her to the UK.  
This was the origin of the idea of the Mariam Appeal, and so a bank account had to be opened. 

10. There had been a meeting in a committee room in the House.  It had been an informal meeting, not one of 
a recognised group.  The suggestion had been made that the matter should be handled as a campaign—both 
to raise funds for Mariam’s treatment and to highlight the suffering of Iraqi children.  Some had suggested 
that the appeal should be a charity, but as a lawyer AM had been confident that it would not qualify.  AM had 
therefore suggested that it should be an unincorporated body, like a neighbourhood watch scheme, and had 
drafted a constitution, based on precedents, which he had sent to Stuart Halford  or GG.  He did not 
immediately recognise the document57 that PM showed him as the Appeal’s constitution, though he thought it 
was based on the document he had produced.  He had sent a copy of his original constitution to the Charity 
Commission in the course of their inquiries, and thought they would be able to supply PM with a copy. He 
did not know what had happened to the draft after he had sent it to SH or GG.  He thought that it might be 
that the Charity Commission had been approached about his original draft; PM said that the Commission’s 
report suggested that it had not. 

11. PM showed AM a document 58which appeared to be the minutes of a  meeting of the Committee of the 
Appeal on 14 April 1999 at which AM was noted as being present.  The sole agenda item was ‘Finances’, and it 
was minuted:- 

‘It was resolved that upon securing approval for the project from the authorities in the United Arab 
Emirates that Dr Abu Zayyad, Mr Al-Mukhtar and Mr Halford would be authorised to open an account 
called the MARIAM APPEAL with the National Bank of Abu Dhabi to reflect our gratitude to the His 
[sic] Excellency the Deputy Prime Minister Sheikh Sultan Bin Zayed Al-Nahyan. 

It was also resolved by those present that the National Bank of Abu Dhabi would be authorised to act on 
the instructions of any two of the following three signatories. Those selected as signatories are Dr Abu-
Zayyad, Mr Al-Mukhtar and Mr Halford.  All three agreed to be signatories for the account.’ 

12. PM also showed AM another document 59which appeared to be the minute of a meeting of the committee 
of the Appeal on 15 April 1999, listing AM as present, at which the officers were elected, Mr Al-Mukhtar to be 
treasurer.  AM said that he was aware of the contents of the minute but could not remember if he was present 
or not. If a meeting had taken place, it would have been a very informal one, not the formal type suggested by 
the minutes.  

13. PM summarised that AM was saying that while AM could not be sure he had been present at either 
meeting, he had been aware of the proposals recorded in the minutes, including that he would be a signatory 
to cheques.  AM agreed. He was aware that the bank had wanted to know the officers of the Appeal.  He had 
personally been to the bank to fill in the necessary forms.  He thought that the opening of the account and his 
nomination as a signatory was the last time he had personally had anything to do with the account at the Bank 
of Abu Dhabi. 

14. PM showed AM a copy of a mandate60 to the Bank of Abu Dhabi dated 18th August 1999 authorising 
them to honour all cheques signed by any two of the five signatories, of whom AM was one.  AM thought that 
the necessity for such a mandate explained the need for the minutes of the meetings. 

15. While AM had been appointed a signatory and had been involved in opening the account with the Bank of 
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59 Volume II, WE 35. 
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Abu Dhabi, he had had no further involvement with it.  AM said that he recalled hearing about delays in 
incoming payments and other problems but he had never thereafter seen the chequebooks or any statements. 

16. AM could not remember the chronology, but he was aware that as the Appeal had needed a high street 
bank account it had opened one with Lloyds.  A couple of times Stuart Halford had asked him to sign cheques;  
he might have signed three, of which one, he recalled, was to pay a BT phone bill. 

17. PM asked AM what was his impression, from his limited contact with them, of how the finances of the 
Appeal were controlled and run. 

18. AM said the role of Treasurer had been nominal, which was why he took issue with the Charity 
Commission report.  Obviously he had been an officer of the unincorporated entity but it had not been a 
company or a business but a political campaign.  Those elected as its officers had been ‘actors on the same 
stage but not in the same troupe.’  He had no idea how it was run, managed or controlled.  The first time SH 
had brought him a cheque to sign he had done so, but the next time he had said he couldn’t without sight of 
the relevant (BT) papers.  These had been forthcoming, but beyond that he had had no involvement.  The 
campaign had been the means of achieving the aim of alleviating suffering in Iraq, not a formal body. 

19. PM asked if AM had not thought that in becoming Treasurer he was taking on responsibility for financial 
probity?  AM said no.  If the body had been a registered company or charity he would have behaved 
differently.  As it was, the campaign was like a neighbourhood watch; he had no legal liability. Though the 
Charity Commission chose to be involved, he still did not think he had any liability.   

20. PM said that the impression he had formed from what AM had said was that the campaign had been a 
loose organisation and though AM had on paper carried some responsibility as Treasurer, in practice it had 
not been like that. AM assented. 

21. AM said that the campaign had been run by GG with SH and AZ assisting; he had not been involved. 

22. AM explained how he saw the management and operation of the Appeal.  If one watched any of GG’s 
activities it was clear that GG would come up with ideas. If he has someone to work with him he would get 
them to do bits and pieces.  SH had not carried the same weight, so it had been GG who had made the 
speeches and given the orders. There had been another young man around but AM forgot his name.  The only 
names he recalled were AZ and SH.  

23. SH had been Vice-Chairman of the Appeal and its day-to-day manager.  He had been an employee of 
GG’s and in the office all the time, though there were sometimes others.  The way the Appeal was run, was 
typical of the way such campaigns were run. 

24. PM said the picture presented was that GG had been the driving force but that he had been assisted in the 
day to day work by SH and AZ. AM agreed in respect of SH.    

25. PM said that he would like to speak with AZ, in the expectation that AM would also be present as her legal 
adviser. 

26. AM said that he had no knowledge of the sources of the funds available to the Appeal, whether they were 
GG’s or from others.  His knowledge was confined to the circumstances surrounding the opening of the Abu 
Dhabi bank account. 

27. PM said that he had the impression that GG valued the opportunity to use AM, as a sympathetic 
professional person, to assist with the formalities of the appeal.  AM agreed, saying that as one of the few Iraqi 
lawyers in London he had some status. 

28. AM had been on a couple of the North African legs of the London-Baghdad bus trip, including Egypt. He 
had met Fawaz Zureikat in Jordan and a few times thereafter (including, he thought, at a conference in 
Beirut), but there had not been recent contact.  There had been no specific reason for this and there had not 
been any problems but ‘the chemistry did not work’ between them.  They had not spoken for years.  He knew 
FZ to be a supporter of the campaign and that he had worked in Iraq in the oil sector.  FZ knew a lot of people 
in Iraq—more than did AM. FZ was prominent and well-connected there. Until the invasion of Kuwait AM 
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had not been to the country for 17 years; only after the destruction of the country did he feel it necessary to 
return to see things first hand.  AM had heard a rumour that FZ was now flourishing with the ‘liberators’ in 
Iraq. 

29. PM asked if AM had heard more of FZ after he had last seen him.  AM said that he had received a few e-
mails, for instance about the ‘Baghdad Library Project’, asking for money or books. It had seemed a noble idea 
but there were more pressing issues. 

30. AM said that Dr Al-Chalabi had come on the scene much later, maybe after Mariam Hamza was brought 
to the UK and went back, and after the time of the bus trip (which brought in many new people).  It was 
strange how much there was a blockade on information about the bus trip in the West; it had been big in the 
Arab media, which had used it to show how immoral many Arab rulers were.  At any rate he could not recall 
hearing about any involvement by Dr Al-Chalabi until after the bus trip. 

31. PM said that the impression he had gained was that AM had been involved in the original setting up of the 
Appeal and then from time to time in particular events like the bus trip.  AM demurred.  At the time of the 
Appeal’s creation it had not been fashionable to say that sanctions were an evil.  For an MP to stand up in the 
House and say so took courage.  AM was one of the few other people who could come out against sanctions.  
He had consistently supported the Appeal, but his only formal involvement was in terms of the constitution 
and the bank account.  Because he was involved only in name, he did not know when the Appeal itself had 
terminated.   

32. PM said that it had been alleged that Dr Al-Chalabi and FZ were in receipt of oil contracts and had 
subsequently given money  from their earnings on these to the Appeal.  AM said that he had no knowledge of 
any such involvement. 

33. Lastly, PM repeated that he was keen to talk to AZ on the same basis as AM.  He was not primarily 
interested in her activities but in those of GG; he needed her help in  resolving the complaint before him.  He 
understood that in his professional capacity, AM was sometimes in touch with AZ and he hoped that there 
might be an opportunity for AM to pass on PM’s interest.  AM said that he would pass on the request but that 
AZ was not in the UK at present.  
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7. Mr Stuart Halford—6 October 2005 

Abbreviations used in this note:  PM—Sir Philip Mawer; SH—Mr Stuart Halford; GG—Mr George Galloway; 
FZ—Mr Fawaz Zureikat; AZ—Dr Abu Zayyad.  Mr W, X, Y and Z—Identity not relevant to a conclusion on 

the complaint and therefore not disclosed below.  

1. SH asked who else had been interviewed in the course of the inquiry. He stressed that he wanted to give his 
version of events, and to bring the distress caused to him and his family by his involvement in these events to 
an end. 

2. PM explained who else had been interviewed and explained the nature of the conversation, including the 
implications of Parliamentary privilege. 

3. PM set out the different hypotheses that could be proposed in relation to the material published in the 
Telegraph.61  His job was to explore them and to try to discover the truth. 

4. SH said that he felt he had been unfairly treated by the Charity Commission report,62 which had identified 
him personally as having received unauthorised benefits and thereby blackened his name. He had been open 
with the Charity Commission and intended to be so with PM. He added that he had never considered himself 
as a trustee of the Appeal, which he believed, and had been advised, was a campaign rather than a charity. 

5. PM said that he understood, from his reading of the Charity Commission report, that the guiding lights of 
the Appeal believed that it was not a charity, had received legal advice confirming that view, and had acted 
accordingly. Although under charity law it had been inappropriate for trustees to receive payments, those 
payments had been paid for services rendered in good faith. 

6. SH accepted the report could be read that way, but believed he had been portrayed in a negative light and he 
reiterated that he had not believed, and did not believe the Appeal was a charity. 

The Nature of Stuart Halford’s Role in relation to the Mariam Appeal 

7. PM turned to the list of questions previously sent to SH.63 Question 1 asked about the nature of SH’s role 
and responsibilities in relation to the Appeal. 

8. SH replied that he had been director of operations. He had been GG’s researcher in the House of Commons 
since May 1996. The Appeal had started in 1998, but had not been fully operational until 1999 when it had 
received money from the UAE. He had been responsible for organising the campaign, including conferences, 
seminars, pickets and meetings; organising campaign materials; and delegating jobs to other, mainly 
temporary staff when possible. When he received bills or invoices he had written cheques and sent them off to 
co-signatories. He was not a bookkeeper and was not experienced in keeping financial records. He said he had 
asked GG for bookkeeping assistance. GG had refused, but after many requests by SH, had arranged for an 
accountant acquaintance of GG’s to look at the financial records during 2000/01. The accountant had looked 
over the books four or five times and had been happy with the records. 

9. SH said that he had a background in campaigning and believed the Appeal was not a charity but a 
campaign to highlight the killing of 7,000 children every month because of the UN sanctions imposed on Iraq. 
GG had said that the Appeal was a campaign not a charity, and SH believed that GG should, as a former 
director of War on Want, know the difference. Sabah Al-Mukhtar, a lawyer who was also a trustee, should 
also have been in a position to know whether or not the Appeal was a charity. 

10. PM understood that SH was saying that he had had no basis to believe otherwise. He asked about other 
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staff of the Appeal. 

11. SH explained that other staff were employed on a temporary basis as funds allowed. Other staff were 
involved in a range of activities, such as producing campaign literature, but were not close to the centre of the 
organisation. [Mr W] was GG’s Parliamentary assistant in Glasgow. He was good at designing campaign 
literature and had therefore been asked to produce some of the campaign materials for the Appeal. He was 
also involved in constituency work.  

12. [Mr X] had been on the Big Ben to Baghdad bus trip. He was a good talker and had helped at meetings 
handing out literature and greeting people. Neither he nor [Mr W] had been intimately involved in the overall 
running of the Appeal.  

The Overall Direction of the Appeal  

13. PM asked about who was at the core of the organisation. 

14. SH said GG was the figurehead, founder and chairman. GG was in control and would give instructions. 
Nothing happened without his say so. SH was GG’s number two, who would then delegate jobs to others. SH 
said that until FZ arrived, he (SH) would have discussions with GG and take away instructions. 

15. PM asked whether FZ took on a strategic role after his arrival. 

16. SH said that while FZ was a new presence who had assumed the chairmanship of the Appeal and become 
its main benefactor, GG still made the decisions regarding the work of the Appeal. SH (who continued in the 
status of employee) was not present at all meetings between FZ and GG but was told what was decided at 
those meetings and his job was to make it happen. GG was still the boss. SH had never taken direct instruction 
from FZ regarding the Appeal.  

17. PM asked who else had had a strategic role. 

18. SH said that GG had lots of friends. [Mr Y] was involved in the media strategy in connection with the bus 
trip to Baghdad. [Mr Y] was vice-chair of the Stop the War Coalition, but he was not on the books of the 
Appeal. SH said it was a loose organisation with little structure. Meetings were held and he then received 
instructions about what to do. 

19. PM asked whether SH’s responsibilities had changed over time. 

20. SH said that he basically organised the campaigns under GG’s direction. When money was available, other 
staff would be employed. As the money ran out staff left, the Appeal moved from offices in Northumberland 
Avenue to Borough High Street, and eventually to SH’s own home. As the operation contracted, SH took on 
more responsibilities, along with GG’s Parliamentary staff. SH confirmed that GG’s parliamentary staff were 
involved in some aspects of the Mariam Appeal, such as organising travel and helping when things were 
busy(eg to get out a mass mailing of 7,000 supporters). There had been close contact with GG’s office. 

21. PM asked whether that work related to the implications for GG’s Parliamentary commitments of Appeal 
activity, or related to the wider campaigning work of the Appeal itself. 

22. SH said that GG’s office staff did do work for the Appeal as well as Parliament. For example, some of GG’s 
parliamentary staff were counter-signatories for the Appeal and one went on the bus trip. The office was used 
as an extension of the Appeal in some ways and assisted in large database mailings, but did not use 
Parliamentary stationery, rather the time of GG’s staff. 

Receipts by SH from the Appeal  

23. PM asked about the second question from the letter, how much money did SH receive in payments from 
the Appeal. 

24. SH said he had been paid a salary—initially £30,000, which had risen to £35,000 after the success of the bus 
trip to Baghdad. In mid-2002 GG had increased his salary to £45,000. The bus trip had increased GG’s profile 
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and standing in the Middle East. GG had said to SH that he should buy himself a vehicle for £15,000 after the 
bus trip. SH had also received a pension contribution of 10 per cent, in line with that he had received as a 
member of GG’s Parliamentary staff. All of the pay increases and benefits had been suggested by GG rather 
than being solicited by SH. The only other payments SH had received related to office and other expenses 
which he had been reimbursed.  

25. PM explained that from the incomplete information received from the Charity Commission, it appeared 
that SH had received standing order payments, presumably salary, in the order of £73,000 and in addition 
cheques made out to SH between October 1998 and November 2002 totalled about £45,000. 

26. SH explained that he would pay for office stationery and equipment himself and be reimbursed.  He was 
surprised that over four years the total he had received in cheques was as high as £45,000.  This seemed a lot of 
money purely for office expenses. 

27. PM suggested that he provide SH with copies of the cheques on which we had based those figures, and 
then SH could provide an explanation for those payments. 

28. SH agreed to this suggestion and confirmed that the cheque to Hummigbird Motors was for the vehicle. 

29. SH said that GG decided on all significant aspects of the Appeal’s expenditure. 

GG’s role in relation to the Appeal  

30. PM asked about the third question, on GG’s role. From what SH had already said, it appeared that GG had 
been the guiding light of the Appeal throughout, having initially been chairman in 1998. 

31. SH said that GG had been the chairman from the start until the end of 1999 or early 2000. GG had then 
turned round and told SH that he was chairman, but after a few weeks GG had said FZ was chairman. SH did 
not know the circumstances surrounding those decisions, but had simply accepted them. Throughout, 
whatever his nominal role, GG had clearly been in charge of the Appeal.  

Fawaz Zureikat   

32. SH confirmed that he had first met FZ in Cairo on the bus trip in October 1999. FZ had then accompanied 
the bus from Cairo to Baghdad. 

33. SH explained that on the bus trip, when they arrived in a country they were met by a welcoming 
committee who would help smooth the way. In Morocco and Algeria the bus was accompanied by a local host 
and in Algeria the security services had accompanied the vehicle due to the political tensions in the country at 
the time. In Egypt they were also accompanied on the road much of the time. It was in Egypt that he first met 
FZ. FZ accompanied them on into Jordan (where he organised meetings) and then on to Iraq. 

34. PM asked whether AZ had made the introduction. 

35. SH did not know whether she had known FZ before. 

36. PM clarified that FZ was an active participant from October 1999 and (from the information available) 
had become a significant donor in August 2000. SH confirmed that FZ’s first involvement was in Cairo. 

37. PM set out the sequence of events as already known to him. FZ’s first involvement was in October 1999. 
GG then wrote a ‘to whom it may concern’ letter announcing FZ as his representative in Baghdad. According 
to the documents published in the Telegraph, the alleged meeting between GG, FZ and an Iraqi intelligence 
officer had taken place on Boxing Day 1999. FZ then became a donor to the appeal. 

38. SH said he did not know about the Boxing Day meeting and that he had not been in Baghdad at Christmas 
1999. He had first met FZ, and thought GG had first met FZ, on the bus trip. GG had returned to London 
after the bus trip but may have returned to Iraq at Christmas. PM said GG had admitted that he was in 
Baghdad during Christmas 1999.  
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39. PM asked about SH’s role during his brief chairmanship. SH said that the chairmanship had not changed 
his role and that it was a title without foundation. A few weeks later FZ had become chairman. 

40. PM asked if there had been any other chairmen. SH replied that only GG, himself and FZ had been 
chairmen, but that it was an empty title. Job titles bore no real relation to what people actually did. It was a 
campaign, with a fluid structure, and SH’s focus was on the job to be done.  

41. PM asked about the transfer to Jordan, in 2000, of books and records of the Appeal, when FZ had become 
chairman. SH said that he had no idea why the records would have been sent to Jordan, and that if they were 
sent they did not include any material that had been in his possession. GG had told him to get rid of the 
records he had of the Appeal at the end of 2002. SH did not consider any of that material to have been 
sensitive—it had consisted of petitions and letters of support, databases (of supporters, etc), receipts for 
expenditure, normal office material, information about other organisations’ anti-sanctions work, bank 
statements (which he knew could be replaced) and so on. He would not have been given any sensitive material 
by GG or FZ since he did not believe that GG had fully trusted him. 

42. PM asked about the records that SH had held. SH said that the records had consisted of letters, petitions, 
stationery and so on. He had been uncomfortable about GG’s instruction that they be destroyed but at this 
point the records had been held in his house and he had been the sole employee of the Appeal for some time. 
He did what he was told and GG was not someone to argue with. 

43. PM asked about the significance of the books and records which it was said had been transferred to 
Jordan. SH said that he had no knowledge of the records GG said he had sent to Jordan. They may have been 
documents GG considered sensitive. If documents were sent to FZ they did not include anything SH had held, 
but other documents could have been sent to FZ by GG. 

44. PM asked how things had changed when FZ had taken over as chairman. 

45. SH said things had been the same. GG may have found FZ a useful name and contact for organisations in 
the Middle East. When the Appeal was running out of money SH would notify GG. He would then tell SH 
donations were on the way, contact FZ directly to ask for donations or ask SH to contact FZ to ask for 
donations.  

46. PM summarised his understanding of what SH was saying. The Appeal was a campaigning organisation, 
with a fluid structure where titles were not significant in the allocation of responsibility. GG was the guiding 
light from start to finish, even after his formal chairmanship had ceased. 

47. SH confirmed this understanding. He said the titles made no difference to him. He simply carried on with 
his campaigning work. 

Donations to the Appeal  

48. SH confirmed that the Government of Abu Dhabi was the main contributor to the Appeal. They had 
donated around £500,000 in May 1999. That contribution had enabled the Appeal to take offices in 
Northumberland Avenue, and prepare for the bus trip. SH and GG had been to a symposium in Abu Dhabi 
paid for by the UEA Government sometime earlier, possibly in 1997. GG had made a good speech and had 
subsequently written asking for an audience with the Deputy Prime Minister. The audience had been granted 
and the donation secured after a number of trips to Abu Dhabi by GG. A contribution of £1 million had been 
promised. In the end it was £500,000. 

49. PM asked about the contribution from the Saudi Government. 

50. SH said that the Saudi contribution had been the first. He had been asked to go to GG’s home where he 
was given a large amount in dollars to pay into the original Mariam Appeal account held at Lloyds TSB, 
Westminster. This donation had largely paid for the hospital bills for Mariam. There was not much left over 
from that contribution and hence the lobbying of the UAE. After those contributions, FZ had kept the Appeal 
going financially.  

51. PM said that from the available records there appeared to be a later Saudi donation, made after the Abu 
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Dhabi contribution, on 30 November 2000. SH was unaware of that donation (£20,000 from the Saudi Royal 
Embassy in London). He could only recollect the initial Saudi contribution, which had paid for the hospital 
bills. SH said he understood GG had decided after a visit to a hospital ward in Iraq in 1998 to bring Mariam 
back to the UK for treatment. GG had later returned from a meeting with the Saudis with cash to cover the 
cost of this, which was paid into the account. The £20,000 (of which he had no recollection) must clearly be a 
later payment.  

52. PM confirmed that there were records of payments to Yorkhill NHS Trust, the Al Amal centre in Jordan 
and Christ’s hospital. SH thought the payment to Christ’s hospital may have been at the start of Mariam’s 
treatment, when she had first arrived in the UK.  

FZ’s Donations  

53. PM asked about FZ’s contributions, which according to the records available to him had included 
£225,000 in August 2000 and other payments totalling £238,000, making a total of around £463,000 (although 
those figures were subject to confirmation). 

54. SH said he thought the £350,000 mentioned in the press had sounded too high but on the figures PM had 
given, it appeared the contrary was the case.  

55. PM said that on the information available to him, FZ appeared to be the second largest contributor. SH 
agreed that without FZ’s donations the Appeal would have stopped once the UAE money ran out. 

56. PM asked whether SH would phone FZ if money was needed. SH said he would phone or meet GG and let 
him know the position on the account. GG would ring or ask SH to ring FZ, who would say if and when he 
could donate more money.   

57. SH said that he did not know FZ was an oil trader. GG had described FZ as a wealthy businessman who 
traded throughout the Middle East. SH said that he had heard that FZ was an oil trader only after the war. SH 
said he had also seen in Newsweek, of around 3rd May 2005, that Ron McKay claimed that FZ was supplying 
weapons to the US army or acting for a US arms manufacturer. It appeared that FZ was a businessman who 
did not mind which side he was on. 

58. Personally FZ was a nice guy who had good contacts in the UK as well as the Middle East and had treated 
the Appeal staff well. SH had not known FZ was involved in Oil for Food or was trading in Oil for Food 
contracts. However, before the Appeal had closed, SH had begun to develop suspicions about FZ’s links with 
the former Iraqi regime. For example, in the latter stages of the Appeal, FZ had facilitated high level meetings 
in Iraq where the British media were involved. At one point GG had asked SH to arrange a meeting for FZ 
with Dennis (the fire engine manufacturers), because FZ wanted to supply fire engines to the Iraqi 
Government. Only someone who had good links with the regime could have contemplated arranging such a 
deal. In the event, while the meeting had gone ahead, the deal had not.   

59. FZ was funding Arab TV, which was run by Ron McKay. SH had himself worked for the TV station for 
the first 3 months of 2003. After the Appeal had ended, GG had arranged for SH to take [Mr Z] out to Iraq to 
interview Saddam Hussein before the war. On that trip it was clear to SH that ATV was based close to the 
Iraqi Ministry of Information and must have had state backing. He had himself met the Iraqi Minister of 
Information (subsequently known as “Comical Ali”) during the trip. SH therefore concluded that FZ had very 
good links with the Iraqi regime. He was clearly able to arrange things at a high level in Iraq. Given all that had 
emerged since, SH now felt it was highly likely that the Appeal had been used by the former Iraqi regime and 
that FZ had been used to channel money to it. 

60. SH said that he would have been surprised if GG had not known about FZ’s links to the regime. He would 
also be surprised if GG had written the document64 referred to by David Blair. GG would not write such a 
stupid document and preferred not to have any written records. PM clarified that the document being 
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referred to was a memorandum of a meeting GG was said to have had with an Iraqi intelligence officer (the 
Intelligence Chief’s memo.) GG had not written the document, only the letter announcing FZ as GG’s 
representative in Iraq. He denied ever having had such a meeting.  

61. SH said that GG claimed the document was a forgery. When the discovery of the documents hit the news 
in April 2003, Channel 4 had sent a news reporter to the same offices where the document was said to have 
been found. A document relating to an e-mail exchange SH had had with Denis Halliday, UN humanitarian 
coordinator, had been shown on TV. It had been genuine. SH therefore believed the other document could 
have been as well. 

62. PM asked when the Appeal had folded. SH said that it had ended in December 2002 or January 2003. 

63. PM asked whether he was correct in understanding that SH was saying that with hindsight, he believed the 
money for the Appeal from FZ came about as a result of FZ’s close contacts with the Iraqi regime. SH said he 
believed this was highly likely.  

64. PM asked whether GG was aware of this connection. SH said that GG was not a stupid man. GG met FZ 
lots of times. SH did not know what GG knew about FZ. However, SH had had his own suspicions about FZ. 
If it were true that FZ had links with the Iraqi regime, he would be very surprised if GG was unaware of this.  

65. PM asked who had been the beneficiaries of the campaign. SH said that Mariam and her family had 
certainly been beneficiaries. GG and FZ had taken care of that. The campaign had saved her life. Her cancer 
was in remission but there were complications and she was now blind because it had not been possible to get 
the equipment necessary for her treatment in Iraq. She was mentally impaired because of that. She was, 
however, alive and last time SH had seen her she was happy and smiling, and learning Braille. 

66. PM asked about the role of AZ. It appeared that AZ had received £41,000 between June 1999 and June 
2001, in addition to cheques worth £20,000, making a total of £62,000. SH replied that she was officially the 
medical and scientific director of the Appeal. She had accompanied Mariam to Jordan and Baghdad. 
However, AZ had had little input to the Appeal. If she had attended any Appeal meetings, it was certainly only 
a couple throughout the entire duration of the Appeal.   

67. Generally, but not always, GG asked that his expenses were made out to AZ and were sent to their joint 
account at the Cooperative Bank in Glasgow.  SH believed that AZ would not have been aware that she was 
being paid all of the expenses that were actually being made out in her name.   

68. PM asked whether SH still had contact with AZ. SH did not have any contact with her and thought she 
would be in Jordan. 

69. SH confirmed the only things he still had linked to the Appeal were some photos and videos. For his part, 
he was content for PM to have access to any Charity Commission records about the Appeal.  
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