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Conclusions and recommendations

Iran’s Nuclear Programme

1.

We conclude that, whilst Iran’s suspension of an active nuclear weapons programme
since 2003 is welcome, its continued enrichment activities and questions over its
previous conduct mean its potential to develop such a programme remains. We
further conclude that although technological constraints are likely to prevent Iran
from developing a nuclear weapon, if that is its intention, in the near future, there is
nevertheless a strong possibility that it could establish a ‘breakout’ nuclear weapons
capability by 2015. (Paragraph 23)

We conclude that the E3/EU was too slow to build on Iran’s suspension of
enrichment activities. By failing to present a compelling offer to Tehran before the
ascendancy of President Ahmadinejad, the E3/EU made reaching an agreement a
much more challenging task. (Paragraph 31)

We conclude that Iran has a legal obligation established by a number of Security
Council resolutions to halt its enrichment activities. We also welcome the offers of
enriched uranium to Iran by Russia, deliveries of which have already commenced,
and the international community. These offers are significant. We further conclude
that Iran must not be allowed to develop a nuclear weapon. (Paragraph 39)

We conclude that the E3+3’s diplomacy over Iran’s nuclear programme is currently a
long way from successfully achieving all its goals. We acknowledge, however, that its
establishment has been useful in maintaining some degree of international unity
towards Iran, thus adding to the diplomatic pressure on the Iranian authorities.
(Paragraph 57)

The Regional Dimension

5.

We conclude that the call by President Ahmadinejad for the destruction of the State
of Israel and his provocative hosting of the Holocaust denial conference were
deplorable and we condemn these actions unreservedly. (Paragraph 63)

We strongly oppose President Ahmadinejad’s policies towards Israel and the
occupied Palestinian territories and reaffirm our support for a two-state solution of
an independent, democratic and viable Palestinian state peacefully co-existing with a
secure Israel. We conclude that Iran is a malign influence with regard to the
prospects for peace in the Middle East. (Paragraph 66)

We conclude that the support originating from within Iran for Iraqi insurgents has
been responsible for the deaths of coalition troops and is completely unacceptable
and reprehensible. We recommend that the Government continues to take a
vigorous and proactive approach in intercepting this support. We further
recommend that, in its Response to this Report, the Government sets out its latest
analysis of the levels of training, weaponry and finance provided by elements within
the Iranian regime to Iraqi militants. (Paragraph 74)
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We conclude that the reports that Taliban insurgents are receiving support from Iran
is a matter of very serious concern. Any such assistance is unacceptable, endangers
regional stability and can only hinder efforts to establish closer relations between
Iran and the international community. As with Iraq, we recommend that the
Government continues to take a proactive stance in intercepting any support
emanating from within Iran and that in its Response to this Report it sets out its
latest analysis of the level and nature of the support being provided by the Iranian
regime to Taliban insurgents. We further recommend that the Government supports
greater cooperation with Iran on counter-narcotics. (Paragraph 77)

We conclude that, should Iran acquire a nuclear weapon, it is very likely to lead to
other states in the Middle East developing their own weapon programmes. This
domino effect would heighten regional tensions and seriously weaken the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. It would also seriously undermine any prospect of moves to a
nuclear weapons free zone in the Middle East. (Paragraph 82)

The Domestic Dimension

10.

11.

We conclude that Iran is a complex and diverse society at present governed by a
theocratic regime. Iran’s quasi-democratic political system is not fully closed and
may lead to reform that will result in a more constructive approach on the nuclear
issue. We recommend that the Government should be careful to avoid action that
could be manipulated by the hardliners such as President Ahmadinejad to bolster
their position against the more pragmatic and reformist elements ahead of his
campaign for re-election in 2009. We recommend that the Government in its
Response to this Report sets out fully why it has resisted the decisions of both the
High Court in the UK and the European Court of Justice that the People’s
Mujahideen of Iran (PMOI), also known as the Mujahedin-e-Khalq (MeK), should
no longer be listed as a terrorist organisation. (Paragraph 98)

We conclude that Iran’s human rights record is shocking. We recommend that the
Government presses Iran to remove the death penalty, which includes hanging by
strangulation, stoning, flogging and amputation from its statute books. We further
recommend that the Government ensures human rights are not treated as a
secondary concern to the nuclear issue, and that it underlines to Iran that its poor
record in responding to human rights concerns makes it more difficult for the
international community to trust its intentions in other fields. (Paragraph 103)

Options for the International Community

12.

We conclude that the fundamental challenge of Iran’s nuclear programme is one of
mutual political mistrust—mistrust that is not misplaced on the part of the United
States and the European Union. We further conclude that a long-term solution to
this crisis will need to go beyond the necessary constraints on Iran’s nuclear
programme by eventually working towards a wholesale recasting of its relationship
with the international community, particularly with the United States and European
Union. (Paragraph 109)
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15.
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We conclude that although the sanctions currently in place against Iran act as a
disincentive for its nuclear programme, they are not sufficiently robust to coax it into
suspending its enrichment. We are concerned that the new political dynamic
following the publication of the US National Intelligence Estimate, and underlying
differences within the international community, mean future UN and EU sanctions
are likely to remain ineffective and may inadvertently help President Ahmadinejad
by providing him with a scapegoat for his economic failings. We recommend that
the Government in framing its sanctions policy does its utmost to try to preserve
unity within the UN Security Council and the EU. (Paragraph 117)

We conclude that it seems very unlikely that Iran will accept the demand that it
suspend enrichment before substantive talks can begin. It feels it got little reward for
its previous suspension, and its present Government has ramped up nationalist
feeling on this issue. This stalemate is in no-one’s interest but simply pressing for a
resumption of Iran-US dialogue without an end to President Ahmadinejad’s defiance
of UN resolutions will strengthen him and dismay and weaken reformers. We
recommend therefore that the Government urges the current US Administration to
change its policy and begin to engage directly with Iran on its nuclear programme, as
the absence of such engagement has deprived the international community of a
significant diplomatic tool. The international community has made clear that if Iran
suspends dual use enrichment it can expect cooperation on civilian nuclear power
and Condoleezza Rice has said she will meet the Iranians “any time, any place”. If
this positive offer is accepted then it would become possible to make progress
towards a solution. (Paragraph 126)

We conclude that the Government is playing a vital role in the E3+3. The UK’s
diplomatic presence in Iran and its close relationship with the United States put it in
a good position to show leadership on this issue. We note the Foreign Secretary has
met his Iranian counterpart on several occasions and we recommend that he
continues his personal diplomacy and gives consideration to visiting Iran at an early
opportunity to push the process forward. (Paragraph 130)

We conclude that the publication of the US National Intelligence Estimate has made
a military strike against Iran less likely. We remain of the view that such a military
strike would be unlikely to succeed and could provoke an extremely violent backlash
across the region. We recommend that the Government urges Washington to
consider offering a credible security guarantee to Iran if the Iranian Government in
turn will offer an equally credible and verifiable guarantee that it will not enter into a
nuclear weapons programme and improves its cooperation with the international
community in other areas. (Paragraph 140)
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1 Introduction

1. Iranian civilisation dates back thousands of years. Iran is one of the largest and most
powerful countries in its region, whose role in global security has become increasingly
significant in recent years. The Foreign Affairs Committee launched its Global Security
series with two Reports published last year on the Middle East and Russia. Given the
importance of relations with Tehran, our third Report in this series focuses on Iran, in
particular on the challenge posed by its nuclear programme.

2. Our predecessor Committee produced a Report on the UK’s relationship with Iran in
2004. We have continued to monitor the Government’s policy towards Iran in this
Parliament, for instance in our seventh Report in the series on Foreign Policy Aspects of the
War Against Terrorism published in 2006.' Last year, we considered Iran’s role in its region
in our Report on Global Security: The Middle East,* and we also produced a shorter Report
entitled Foreign Policy Aspects of the Detention of Naval Personnel by the Islamic Republic of
Iran, based in part on evidence taken for this current inquiry.?

3. Under our terms of reference, the issues considered in this Report include:
o the extent of the progress Iran has made on nuclear development;

o the relationship between Iran’s domestic political and human rights situation, and
its nuclear ambitions;

o the relationship between Iran’s regional and international security situation and its
nuclear ambitions;

o the regional and global security implications of Iran’s nuclear programme;

o the history of international engagement with Iran over nuclear non-proliferation,
in particular the role of the United Kingdom, the European Union, the United
States, Russia and the United Nations; and

o the options open to the international community in addressing the possibility of
Iran obtaining nuclear weapons, and the implications of these options for regional
and global security, nuclear proliferation and energy security.

4. The Committee took evidence in May 2007 from Dr Rosemary Hollis, Director of
Research at Chatham House, Sir Richard Dalton, Her Majesty’s Ambassador to Iran from
2002-2006, and Lord Triesman (with officials), who at the time was Under-Secretary of
State at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO). This evidence focused on the
detention of British naval personnel by Iran, but also touched on the wider issues covered
in this Report. We also took oral evidence from Dr Ali Ansari of the University of St
Andrews, Dr Frank Barnaby of the Oxford Research Group, Lord Archer of Sandwell, and

' Foreign Affairs Committee, Fourth Report of Session 2005-06, Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism, HC
573

2 Foreign Affairs Committee, Eighth Report of Session 2006-07, Global Security: The Middle East, HC 363

3 Foreign Affairs Committee, Sixth Report of Session 2006-07, Foreign Policy Aspects of the Detention of Naval Personnel
by the Islamic Republic of Iran, HC 880
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the Minister of State responsible for Iran at the FCO, Dr Kim Howells MP (with officials).
In addition, the Committee received a range of written submissions. We would like to
thank all those who took the time to submit evidence to this inquiry.

5. For ease of reference, we note here some of the other organisations and individuals
whose evidence we draw on frequently in this Report. Paul Arkwright and Antony
Phillipson are, respectively, the head of the counter-proliferation and Iran co-ordination
sections at the FCO. The British American Security Information Council (BASIC) and the
Verification Research, Training and Information Centre (VERTIC) are two NGOs with
expertise on Iran’s nuclear programme. Time to Talk is a coalition of NGOs (including
Oxfam and the Foreign Policy Centre) that advocates a particular solution to the crisis.
Mark Fitzpatrick is the Senior Fellow for Non-Proliferation at the International Institute
for Strategic Studies and Karim Sadjadpour is an Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace. Elahe Mohtasham is an Associate at the Foreign Policy Centre. We
also make repeated reference to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and its
Director-General, Dr Mohammed ElBaradei.

6. In November 2007, Members of the Committee undertook a productive visit to Iran as
part of our inquiry, hosted by our counterpart Committee in the Iranian Majlis. We would
like to thank them for their assistance in putting together our programme, which included
a meeting with the Secretary of Iran’s Supreme National Security Council (and chief
nuclear negotiator) Dr Saeed Jalili. We are also grateful for the assistance provided to us by
Her Majesty’s Ambassador in Iran, Geoffrey Adams, and his team at the Embassy. This
Report has also been informed by other visits of the Committee, most notably to New York
and Washington DC in October 2007 during which we discussed Iran with key
interlocutors within the US Administration and at the United Nations.
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2 Iran’s Nuclear Programme

Background

7. Iran’s ambition to develop a nuclear programme has dominated its relationship with the
international community following the exposure of its secret facilities by an opposition
group in 2002.* Iran claims that its nuclear development is for civil purposes, but this claim
has inspired little confidence in Western capitals. In our predecessor Committee’s Report
on Iran, published in 2004, it concluded that Tehran had been “developing covertly a
nuclear threat capability”.’ In light of recent developments and new intelligence, this
chapter first considers the progress Iran has made on its nuclear programme and examines
the evidence on how long it would take Iran to develop a nuclear threat capability should it
wish to do so. In the second half of this chapter, we assess the effectiveness of the
international community’s diplomacy in halting or modifying Iran’s nuclear programme.

Iran’s Nuclear Development

8. Iran’s civil nuclear programme is not new. It dates back as far as 1959, when the Shah,
Mohammad Pahlavi, acquired a research reactor from the United States. Dr Frank Barnaby
writes that the Shah ratified the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1970,
established Iran’s Atomic Energy Agency, and planned to construct up to 23 nuclear power
stations by the turn of the millennium with the assistance of the US. The first plant was to
be constructed at Bushehr by a German firm. The revolution that replaced the Shah with
the Islamic Republic of Iran brought an end to Western cooperation for Iran’s nuclear
activities, although Iran would later sign a contract with Russia in which the latter would
complete work on the Bushehr plant (this cooperation continues to this day).®

9.In 2002, the National Council of Resistance of Iran (NCRI), an opposition group,
publicly exposed the existence of a uranium enrichment site at Natanz, and the
construction of a heavy water plant at Arak, which, once operational, would be capable of
producing plutonium.” Neither of these activities is illegal per se as Article IV of the NPT
sets out the “inalienable right” of all States Parties to develop, research and produce nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes.® However, Iran had concluded a comprehensive Safeguards
Agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency (the UN body that monitors
nuclear activity and supervises compliance of the NPT) in 1974 under which it was
required to be transparent about its facilities.” In November 2003, the Director-General of
the JAEA, Mohamed ElBaradei, stated that “Iran has concealed many aspects of its nuclear

4Ev99
5 Foreign Affairs Committee, Third Report of Session 2003-04, /ran, HC 80, para 58

6 Oxford Research Group, Would Air Strikes Work? Understanding Iran's Nuclear Programme and the Possible
Consequences of a Military Strike, March 2007, p 4

7Ev 99
8Ev 106
9 Ev 107
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activities, with resultant breaches” of its reporting obligations under its Safeguards
Agreement.'

10. As the British American Security Information Council (BASIC) states, international
concern was heightened by the fact that the facilities at Natanz and Arak were ‘dual use’—
i.e. that they “could be used in civil or military programmes”" Another NGO, the
Verification Research, Training and Information Centre (VERTIC), argues in its written
submission that “what’s the point of hiding the country’s activities if there is no mala
fides?”, noting Iran’s counter-argument that the reluctance of the West to engage with it
forced it to rely on the secret underground network of the rogue Pakistani scientist Abdul
Qadeer Khan." Iran also defended itself by arguing it is bound by a religious decree that
prevents Islamic countries developing, producing or using nuclear weapons." It should be
noted, however, that Pakistan, a Muslim country, possesses such weapons.

Uranium Enrichment

11. Uranium enrichment lies at the heart of much of the analysis of Iran’s nuclear
programme, and (as discussed later in this chapter), the UN Security Council has, without
success, asked Iran to suspend its activities on this front. The fuel enrichment plant at
Natanz is regarded as ‘dual use’ because enriched uranium can be used in both civil and
military nuclear programmes. As Dr Barnaby explained to us, natural uranium contains
0.7% of the isotope uranium 235. The enrichment of uranium in a gas centrifuge plant
such as the one at Natanz increases this percentage. Dr Barnaby told us that, for the
purposes of a civil nuclear programme, a level of around 3.5% uranium 235 is required.
Uranium used in a nuclear weapons programme needs to be enriched to 93% (sometimes
referred to as highly enriched uranium or HEU). Whilst the gap between 0.7% and 3.5% is,
in percentage terms, much smaller than the gap between 3.5% and 93%, Dr Barnaby
warned:

The energy required to enrich from the natural 0.7% to 3.5% is some 80% of the
energy required to make weapons-grade material. So, if you can make nuclear fuel,
that is a big step towards making weapons-grade material.*

12. In its November 2007 Report on Iran’s nuclear programme, the IAEA stated that the
level of uranium enrichment at Natanz was at roughly the level required to produce reactor
fuel for a civil nuclear programme. It also stated that Iran had completed the installation of
eighteen 164-machine cascades at its fuel enrichment plant, and that uranium had been fed
in to each one.”” This provides for 2,952 operational centrifuges. BASIC notes “3,000
centrifuges running for long periods without breakdown could be enough to produce
enough fissile material for one nuclear bomb within a year”, should Iran choose to do so0.'

19 Ibid
" Ibid
2 Ev 146
¥ Ev 120
Q54

5 International Atomic Energy Agency, Implementation of the NPT Safeqguards Agreement and relevant provisions of
Security Council resolutions 1737 (2006) and 1747 (2007) in the Islamic Republic of Iran, 23 November 2007, p 6

® Ev 109
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Dr Kim Howells, the Minister of State responsible for Iran at the FCO, told us that Tehran
had not yet mastered this technology:

[T]he Iranians, like many others who have tried, have had a lot of difficulty with this
centrifugal system. The centrifugal cascades are not easy to operate. The engineering
has to be incredibly precise, and I doubt whether there has ever been a nation on
Earth that has tried it that has not experienced great problems with it.

He further argued that “3,000 centrifuges sounds a lot, but it is not in fact an awful lot, if
you want to produce sufficient quantity to be able to engineer an atomic bomb. You need
more than that.”’” VERTIC notes that Iran has announced its intention to install over
50,000 centrifuges at Natanz.'* However, Mark Fitzpatrick, the Senior Fellow for Non-
Proliferation at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, says it is “unknown”
whether Iran could produce this many centrifuges “indigenously”, given the IAEA’s
uncertainty over its access to materials and technology.” We will consider how the
uncertainty over Iran’s ability to expand its programme at Natanz affects the international
community’s diplomatic options later in this Report.

13. In December 2007, the United States National Intelligence Council released an
unclassified report into Iran’s nuclear weapon intentions and capabilities. It calls its
National Intelligence Estimates the “most authoritative written judgments” by the entire
US intelligence community. In this document, it argues that centrifuge enrichment “is how
Iran probably could produce enough fissile material for a weapon, if it decides to do so.” It
also highlights the continued “significant technical problems” at Natanz. Its two
conclusions on Iran’s enrichment capabilities are:

We judge with moderate confidence that the earliest possible date Iran would be
technically capable of producing enough HEU for a weapon is late 2009, but that this
is very unlikely.

We judge with moderate confidence Iran probably would be technically capable of
producing enough HEU for a weapon sometime during the 2010-2015 time frame.
(INR [the Bureau of Intelligence and Research] judges Iran is unlikely to achieve this
capability before 2013 because of foreseeable technical and programmatic problems.)
All agencies recognize the possibility that this capability may not be attained until
after 2015.%

7.Q 200
8 Ev 147
Y Ev 169

20 National Intelligence Council, National Intelligence Estimate: Iran — Nuclear Intentions and Capabilities, 3 December
2007. It defines “moderate confidence” as “information [that] is credibly sourced and plausible but not of sufficient
quality or corroborated sufficiently to warrant a higher level of confidence.” High confidence means that
“judgments are based on high-quality information, and/or that the nature of the issue makes it possible to render a
solid judgment. A ‘high confidence’ judgment is not a fact or a certainty, however, and such judgments still carry a
risk of being wrong.”
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This corresponds with Dr Howells” assessment that “the Iranians have a long way to go
before they get the enrichment process right.”*! However, Mr Fitzpatrick warns that once
Iran is able to master the technical difficulties, it could

produce a stockpile of low-enriched uranium under IAEA verification, and only
when it had a sufficient quantity, in one or two years, expel the inspectors and enrich
this stockpile to weapons grade in 5-8 weeks.*

14. On our visit to Iran, we heard from a number of interlocutors that Iran’s intention is to
enrich uranium to a low level for use in its nuclear power plants. BASIC’s written evidence
is sceptical about this claim, noting that there is as yet no finished reactor to load nuclear
fuel.” This argument was reinforced by Dr Howells when he appeared before us:

[D]eveloping or enriching uranium to the degree that the Iranians seem to be
pressing for is like trying to manufacture petrol before you have taken your driving
test or even bought a car. It does not make much sense. There is only one civil
nuclear reactor being constructed at the moment, and that is the one at Bushehr,
being constructed by the Russians, who have already told the Iranians that the very
highly engineered fuel rods that will be required for that reactor will be supplied by
Russia.*

Mr Fitzpatrick argues that Iran’s eagerness to “put the centrifuge cascades in place as
quickly as possible” likely reflected its desire “to establish a better bargaining position and
to be able to portray technological progress to its population.”

15. It is clear that Iran’s declared nuclear activities at Natanz could provide Iran with a path
towards weapons-grade uranium in the coming years. Another possible route towards
HEU would be the use of covert enrichment facilities. As we discuss below, Iran agreed an
Additional Protocol with the IAEA in 2003, giving inspectors greater access to its nuclear
activities.?® Since 2006, it has refused to implement the Additional Protocol, which has left
the Agency unable, in its own words, “to provide credible assurances about the absence of
undeclared nuclear material and activities in Iran.”” Mr Fitzpatrick comments that an
unreported facility “cannot be totally ruled out”, but notes that “no evidence has surfaced
pointing to a parallel, covert facility.””® The 2007 US National Intelligence Estimate
concluded “with moderate confidence” that Iran would likely use covert facilities rather
than its declared facilities to enrich uranium, and notes that Iran was probably engaged in

21Q199
2 Ev 167
ZEv 109
2%Q 199
% Ev 168
26 Ev 50

27 International Atomic Energy Agency, Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement and relevant provisions of
Security Council resolutions 1737 (2006) and 1747 (2007) in the Islamic Republic of Iran, 23 November 2007, p 9

2 Ev 168
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such activity before 2003, but that they were halted in that year and “probably had not been
restarted through at least mid-2007.”*

Other Activities of Concern

16. Uranium enrichment is not the only route towards producing the fissile material for a
nuclear weapon. In its memorandum to the Committee, the FCO comments that the heavy
water research reactor being constructed at Arak would be “eminently suitable for
producing weapons-grade plutonium.” Iran claims that the facility only has peaceful
purposes such as the production of radioisotopes for medical care.”® BASIC notes that Iran
has restricted the access of IAEA inspectors to verify design work at the plant, and argues
that the work at Arak “has been overlooked” by the West’s focus on uranium enrichment.?!
The US National Intelligence Estimate judged with “high confidence” that Tehran would
not be able to produce and reprocess enough plutonium for a nuclear weapon until about
2015.%% Elahe Mohtasham notes that once fully operational, the plant would be able to
produce enough plutonium for one or two weapons a year.”

17. As Mr Fitzpatrick notes, “producing fissile material is not all that is necessary to
produce a nuclear weapon” as such a weapon must also be “deliverable”. He states that
there are “few hard facts” that Iran has worked on “weaponization”. The most “damning”
evidence includes missile design plans that could accommodate objects with the
characteristics of a nuclear implosion weapon, which were handed over by a defector.*
Iran also possesses a 15-page document describing how to cast uranium metal into
hemispherical forms (the IAEA has said its relates to “the fabrication of nuclear weapons
components”). Iran claims this document was provided unsolicited from the AQ Khan
network.” Again, the US National Intelligence Estimate judged with “high confidence” that
Iran halted the work it was carrying out on “nuclear weapon design and weaponization
work” in 2003 and that it had not restarted this programme as of mid-2007.** Some have
suggested this high-profile conclusion was only made public because America’s intelligence
community was “anxious” about how its findings were used following the controversies
surrounding the Iraq war.”

2% National Intelligence Council, National Intelligence Estimate: Iran — Nuclear Intentions and Capabilities, 3 December
2007, p 8

30Ev 42
31Ev 110

32 National Intelligence Council, National Intelligence Estimate: Iran — Nuclear Intentions and Capabilities, 3 December
2007, p 8

3Ev125
34 Ev 167
3 Ev44

36 National Intelligence Council, National Intelligence Estimate: Iran — Nuclear Intentions and Capabilities, 3 December
2007, p 6

37 “Has Iran won?"”, The Economist, 2 February 2008
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18. The FCO’s submission noted Iran was testing the Shahab 3 missile based on North
Korean technology.”® It is capable of striking Israel and Riyadh, as the map below

illustrates.

Iran’s Strategic Weapons Programme

B Tehran

Source: Iran’s Strategic Weapons Programmes © IISS

3 Ev 47
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Dr Howells noted Iranian claims that it can deliver “a payload, which presumably they are
claiming is heavy enough for a very substantial bomb of some sort or other.” However, he
said they “need a lot more technology and it is not easy to engineer” a missile capable of
delivering a nuclear weapon.”” The FCO notes that “Iran has made no secret of its
aspiration to develop a satellite launch vehicle capability” and notes that it could use this
technology to test systems for “longer-range and intercontinental ballistic missiles” by “the
end of the decade”.* In February 2008, Iran fired a rocket from its newly inaugurated space
centre, laying the groundwork for what it says will be the future launch of its first
domestically produced satellite. Russian Deputy Foreign Minister, Aleksandr Losyukov,
was quoted by news agencies as saying the test “adds to general suspicions of Iran
regarding its potential desire to build nuclear weapons”. He noted that long-range missiles
“are one of the components of such weapons. That causes concern.”*

Nuclear Weapon Potential

19. In the section above, we have outlined a number of key concerns about Iran’s nuclear
programme. Iran may be able to produce fissile material at its overt facility in Natanz, or it
may choose to restart a covert uranium enrichment programme. Its facilities at Arak, once
completed, could also be used to develop weapons-grade plutonium. As Mr Fitzpatrick
argues, “producing fissile material [...] is the hardest part of developing a nuclear bomb”,
and that “at a minimum, Iran is keeping open the option to develop nuclear weapons.” He
emphasises that Iran’s weapons programme, which the National Intelligence Estimate
judged Iran has suspended, “can be saved for a rainy day, to be picked up again at some
future point.”*? Indeed, the NIE concluded that it “does not know” whether Iran intends to
resume its programme. It stated:

In our judgment, only an Iranian political decision to abandon a nuclear weapons
objective would plausibly keep Iran from eventually producing nuclear weapons—
and such a decision is inherently reversible.*’

20. Mr Fitzpatrick refers to the November 2007 Report by Dr ElBaradei which notes Iran’s
cooperation with the IAEA as “reactive”, not “proactive”.** Its slowness to cooperate and its
current unwillingness to implement the Additional Protocol makes it more difficult for the
international community to be certain that Iran’s activities are not directed towards
developing a nuclear weapons programme. Indeed, when Dr Howells gave evidence to the
Committee at the end of November, he commented that much of his assessment relied on

32.Q 202

40 Ev 47

41 "Iran: Russia Says New Rocket Raises Nuclear ‘Suspicions’”, Associated Press, 7 February 2008
42 Ev 167

4 National Intelligence Council, National Intelligence Estimate: Iran — Nuclear Intentions and Capabilities, 3 December
2007, p 7

4“4 Ev 166
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“instinct” rather than “intelligence”.*” Unanswered questions about Iran’s previous nuclear
activities remain a cause for concern.

21. Though Iran’s President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad presented the National Intelligence
Estimate’s conclusions as a “declaration of victory for the Iranian nation”, the document
itself does not provide a satisfactory level of confidence that Iran will not move towards
producing a nuclear weapon in the future.** Dr Howells wrote to us to make “very clear”
that the report would not alter the Government’s policies. He stressed that,

the basis of our concerns about Iran’s behaviour stems from their pursuit of a
uranium enrichment programme that has, as far as we can see, no civilian
application, but which could produce fissile material for a nuclear weapon, and from
our lack of clarity about the strategic intent that lies behind that programme. Those
concerns would, if anything, be heightened by confirmation that Iran did at some
point have a nuclear weapons programme.*

22. BASIC assesses that Iran is likely positioning itself to establish a ‘breakout’ nuclear
weapons capability, which it defines as “the ability to manufacture a nuclear device within a
short period of time by virtue of its non-military nuclear technical capabilities and assets.”
It suggests that if Iran reaches this breakout position, it would be on a par with states such
as Brazil and Japan, although it notes that both these countries remain in good standing
with the international community.*

23. We conclude that, whilst Iran’s suspension of an active nuclear weapons
programme since 2003 is welcome, its continued enrichment activities and questions
over its previous conduct mean its potential to develop such a programme remains. We
further conclude that although technological constraints are likely to prevent Iran from
developing a nuclear weapon, if that is its intention, in the near future, there is
nevertheless a strong possibility that it could establish a ‘breakout’ nuclear weapons
capability by 2015.

International Engagement

24. We now turn to consider the history of international engagement over Iran’s nuclear
programme, in order to assess what policies are likely to achieve the end of persuading Iran
not to develop a nuclear weapons capability. We cover the evolution of the E3 negotiating
group (France, Germany and the UK) to the E3+3 (including the US, Russia and China),
and establish the current areas of dispute between Iran and the international community.
After considering the influence of Iran’s domestic politics and its role in the region in the
next two chapters, we then turn towards the policy options facing the international
community in the final chapter.
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The E3 (up to 2005)

25. Our predecessor Committee’s 2004 Report on Iran covered the beginning of the
negotiations Iran held with the UK, France and Germany on the nuclear issue in some
depth. It praised the firm resolve of the three European countries and noted the
confidence-building measures agreed with Iran in October 2003. These included the
agreement of the JAEA Additional Protocol that would allow greater scrutiny of Iran’s
nuclear activities, and Tehran’s decision to suspend voluntarily all uranium enrichment
and reprocessing activities. However, it also noted Iran’s continued failure to declare some
aspects of its nuclear programme, and it argued that there was “no certainty” that the
initiative would achieve success.*’

26. As the FCO’s written submission to this inquiry highlights, the October 2003 bargain
with Iran required the IAEA Board not to refer its file to the United Nations Security
Council for further action (which was the approach favoured by the United States). It also
required “a prospect” of “opening a dialogue on a basis for longer term cooperation that
would include acceptance of Iran developing nuclear power plants.”® The memorandum
outlines the complex negotiations that followed, including over the precise definition of
which of Iran’s activities were to be suspended. In November 2004, the E3 (by now
supported by the EU Council Secretariat) secured what is referred to as the ‘Paris
Agreement’ with Iran. Defining the suspension of specific nuclear activities, it noted:

In the context of this suspension, the E3/EU and Iran have agreed to begin
negotiations, with a view to reaching a mutually acceptable agreement on long-term
arrangements. The agreement will provide objective guarantees that Iran’s nuclear
program is exclusively for peaceful purposes. It will equally provide firm guarantees
on nuclear, technological and economic cooperation and firm commitments on
security issues.”

27. The FCO writes that during the course of these negotiations, Iran was keen to resume
its uranium conversion and requested the IAEA to remove the seals at its facility in Esfahan
in preparation for this. The E3/EU delivered its proposal to Iran “for a long-term
agreement” on 5 August 2005, before conversion activity commenced. Just three days later,
Iran rejected the proposal as “an insult on the Iranian nation, for which the E3 must
apologise” and began to resume conversion work. Tehran was told that the resumption of
this activity undermined the Paris Agreement and negotiations came to an end.”

28. The FCO’s written submission does not discuss the E3/EU’s offer to Iran in much detail
(although it sets out the text of the offer in an annex). This is surprising giving the
significance of Iran’s rejection of the agreement and its violation of the Paris Agreement
thereafter. At the time the offer was made, BASIC characterised it as “strong on demands
and weak on concrete offers.” BASIC argues it,
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showed little willingness to make clear and concrete positive proposals until Iran had
made commitments not to develop its nuclear fuel cycle activities and to place all
nuclear work under tight safeguards. The E3 proposal failed to pay enough attention
to key Iranian interests, and may have been motivated more by a desire to appease
Washington, which was not prepared to tolerate any Iranian enrichment, than to
finding a solution. The Iranian response was furious [...]*

29. When we visited Tehran, interlocutors expressed Iran’s frustration that the E3/EU
appeared complacent about securing a deal during the period of its suspension because
they had already temporarily stopped Iran’s programme. Our interlocutors claimed that
this has influenced Iran’s approach towards current calls for renewed suspension. We
raised this issue with Antony Phillipson, the Iran Co-ordinator at the FCO. He told us that
“I would agree that there is an open question about whether they [Iran] could argue that
we did not offer enough” whilst Tehran maintained the suspension of its nuclear activities,
and alluded to the weakness of the 2005 offer by comparing it to a “considerably improved”
proposal made the following year by the E3+3 (a new grouping including China, Russia
and the United States).”* However, Dr Howells defended the 2005 offer, calling it “a

perfectly reasonable package”.”

30. BASIC notes that the 2005 offer eventually came following the election of President
Ahmadinejad. His hard-line approach replaced that of his moderate predecessor
Mohammed Khatami, who had appeared ready to propose relatively conciliatory
measures. It notes that Ahmadinejad’s election was a “turning point in relations” under
which “the opportunities for compromise” diminished considerably.”® We consider how
Iran’s nuclear programme relates to its domestic politics later in this Report.

31. We conclude that the E3/EU was too slow to build on Iran’s suspension of
enrichment activities. By failing to present a compelling offer to Tehran before the
ascendancy of President Ahmadinejad, the E3/EU made reaching an agreement a much
more challenging task.

The E3+3 (from 2006)

32. In our 2006 Report on Foreign Policy Aspects of the War Against Terrorism, we wrote
that there had been a “serious deterioration in the situation” after the relative optimism of
Iran’s ‘suspension’ period.” Iran’s angry rejection of the E3/EU offer set the tone for more
combative and confrontational diplomacy, and its decision to resume uranium conversion
inevitably led to a breakdown of the Paris Agreement process whilst doing nothing to help
restore confidence in Iran’s peaceful purposes. The dismantling of the Paris Agreement
was completed by Iran in January 2006, when it wrote to the IAEA to announce that it
intended to restart enrichment activities at Natanz.”® This was despite a unanimous IAEA
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Board conclusion in August 2005 that had urged Iran to “re-establish full suspension” of its
enrichment-related activities.”

33. The FCO’s written submission makes clear that up until the resumption of work at
Natanz, the E3 had been careful in not forcing the issue of Iran’s non-compliance with its
Safeguards Agreement to the UN Security Council (the body that can impose binding
resolutions and sanctions against States). However, with this latest deterioration, the E3+3
(now including all five Permanent Members of the Security Council) agreed that the IAEA
Board should report Iran to the Security Council. The IAEA Board eventually agreed such
a resolution in February 2006, passed with 27 positive votes to 3 negative and 5 abstentions
(both Russia and China voted for the resolution and Iran’s support came only from Cuba,
Syria and Venezuela).®

34. The E3+3 agreed a ‘twin-track’ strategy. The FCO characterises it as follows:

On one track the US agreed to support a further offer by the E3+3 to negotiate with
Iran about a mutually acceptable long term arrangement if Iran agreed to suspend
enrichment activities while the negotiations took place. On the other track Russia
and China agreed that, if Iran failed to take up this offer, they would support a
UNSCR [Security Council Resolution] depriving Iran of the right to enrich and
reprocess, and also contemplate sanctions if Iran then failed to respect that UNSCR.

Significantly, the US also agreed it would join multilateral talks with Iran if it suspended
enrichment (the two countries have not had bilateral relations since the Islamic Revolution
which overthrew the Shah in 1979).°! The twin-track strategy outlined above is crucially
important as, to this day, it remains the overall framework within which Iran’s nuclear
programme has been addressed diplomatically. The strategy also highlighted a new role for
the E3 in the grouping, which was to help find agreement between the US (which favoured
a tougher line against Tehran) and Russia and China (more inclined to favour a softer
line).

35. The E3+3 put together a new offer to Iran in June 2006 as a basis for further
negotiations. BASIC notes that it was “less demanding and included clearer incentives to
Iran”, but it also made clear that negotiations would only be held on the precondition that
Iran resumed the suspension of its enrichment related activities. ® The FCO states that Iran
has been offered,

technical assistance with its nuclear programme, as well as guaranteed fuel supplies.
In addition, the international community, through the E3+3, has offered a variety of
political and economic benefits, which include cooperation and assistance in
agriculture, civil aviation telecommunications, and high technology, as well as
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support for improving Iranian access to the international economy, an energy
partnership with the EU, and a regional security forum.®

36. Iran failed to meet the strict deadline to respond to the offer, which led to the E3+3
successfully achieving a Security Council Resolution demanding (under Chapter VII of the
UN Charter) Tehran suspends enrichment activities, giving it a deadline of one month. As
the FCO notes, “this finally put a legal obligation on Iran to suspend these activities” (its
previous suspension agreements had all been voluntary and went beyond Iran’s obligations
under the NPT).*

37. When it eventually arrived, Iran’s response to the E3+3’s offer rejected suspension as a
precondition to talks. However, Dr Ali Larijani, Iran’s nuclear negotiator at the time, had
commented that the offer contained some “positive elements”.®> BASIC notes that whilst
Iran’s counter-proposal has never been made public, official Iranian declarations since
then “strongly suggest” that Iran was willing to consider suspension within negotiations
instead.®® This policy appeared to still be in place in February 2007, when a Foreign
Ministry spokesperson, Mohammad-Ali Hosseini, was reported by the official Iranian
news agency as saying all issues, including the suspension of enrichment, could be brought
up within negotiations.®’

38. The E3+3 ‘twin-track’ strategy remains in place. On one hand, Dr Javier Solana, the EU
High Representative for Common Foreign and Security Policy (representing the E3+3),
has been engaged in ‘talks about talks” with his Iranian counterparts in a bid to urge them
to meet the suspension precondition. On the other hand, the Security Council has passed
two Resolutions (1737 in December 2006 and 1747 in March 2007) imposing limited
sanctions on Iran, including the ban on the export to Iran of certain nuclear and missile
related items, applying travel restrictions to a list of persons, and introducing a call on all
States and international financial institutions not to enter into new commitments for
grants, financial assistance and concessional loans to Iran (except for humanitarian and
developmental purposes). At the same time, the Security Council has also made it clear that
if Iran suspends enrichment related activities, it would suspend implementation of its
sanctions measures.®® So far, as the first section of this chapter made clear, none of these
measures have succeeded in halting Iran’s enrichment activities.

39. We conclude that Iran has a legal obligation established by a number of Security
Council resolutions to halt its enrichment activities. We also welcome the offers of
enriched uranium to Iran by Russia, deliveries of which have already commenced, and
the international community. These offers are significant. We further conclude that
Iran must not be allowed to develop a nuclear weapon.
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The Current Situation

40. We now set out the current state of affairs at the UN Security Council, the European
Union and within the United States, Russia and China. We also consider the current JAEA
‘work plan’ with Iran, and note the continued efforts of Javier Solana, as the E3+3
representative, to find a path towards restarting substantive negotiations with Iran.

Dr Solana

41. As noted above, Dr Javier Solana has represented the E3 and E3+3 in its talks with
Iran’s nuclear negotiators since 2003 (most recently Dr Ali Larijani and Dr Saeed Jalili). Dr
Solana’s task is to convince Iran to suspend its enrichment before what the FCO calls
“formal negotiations” can begin.® In late November 2007, Dr Solana met Dr Jalili in
London. Following the meeting, he said, “I have to admit that after five hours of meetings I
expected more, and therefore I am disappointed”. He had labelled talks in Rome five weeks
prior to this meeting as “constructive”.’® Without progress on the ‘carrot’ side of the
international community’s strategy, attention has been paid elsewhere to what ‘sticks’ can
be deployed to convince Iran to change its course.

The Security Council

42. At the time of drafting this Report, the E3+3 has agreed the contents of a draft Security
Council resolution that would impose a third round of sanctions against Iran, but the
contents of this draft have not yet been made public”' Antony Phillipson told the
Committee that the UN sanctions against Iran under Resolutions 1737 and 1747 were
“deliberately” limited:

The sanctions were limited, and deliberately so. As the Minister has said, they were
targeted on the nuclear and missile programme because that was the issue that the
UN Security Council was addressing. With regard to their effectiveness, they have
had some economic effect. It has not been great or dramatic because they were not
very harsh, partly so as not to allow the regime to say that we were hitting the Iranian
people.

He argued, however, that they had also had a “political effect”

The Iranians were surprised to have two 15-0 votes in December 2006 and March
2007, and we all want to work hard to protect that unity with the E3+3 [...] and
within the broader UN Security Council when we get there.”

Paul Arkwright, the head of the FCO’s counter-proliferation department, added that the
current UN sanctions on Iran’s nuclear technology may have slowed down its nuclear
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programme, whilst also making it clear that it was now illegal for states to transfer
particular types of dual-use goods to Iran.”

43. We asked Mr Phillipson whether Russian and Chinese reluctance to endanger their
business interests with Iran would limit the economic impact of UN sanctions. He replied:

The honest answer to your question is that there is no prospect of the next UN
resolution hitting investment in the oil and gas sector, but there will be an escalation
of the sanctions and a tightening of the screw.”

At the same evidence session, Dr Howells called the current UN sanctions “pretty weak”,
adding, “I do not think that the UN has gone out of its way to cripple Iran by any means.””
Despite this, Mr Phillipson stressed that it was the UK’s preference for the UN to be the
“principal vehicle” for sanctions as it “applies the broadest possible waterfront”.”®

The European Union

44. In implementing Security Council Resolution 1737, the EU has chosen to go beyond
the sanctions imposed by the United Nations (as it is entitled to do). This includes a travel
ban on a longer list of persons and adding more entities to the list of those subject to an
asset freeze.”” These were achieved through common positions agreed in February and
April 2007. Mr Phillipson explained the logic behind this:

We did that in order to have the EU do its bit and also because what the Iranians try
to do when they look at the international community taking action against them is to
look for comfort and for people who have not taken action. The EU, acting on the
back of the UN, reinforced the political message of the UN sanctions regime.

Referring to possible future sanctions, he added that,

We will be pushing very hard for the EU to be in a position to reinforce anything that
the UN does, or if the UN track fails, for the EU to be in a position to try to fill the
gap, because otherwise the result will be no pressure at all on Tehran.”

45. The Prime Minister, Rt Hon Gordon Brown MP, has argued that the EU should go
beyond merely reinforcing the UN’s actions by proposing a course of action that Mr
Phillipson acknowledged had “no prospect” of success in the Security Council. In his first
foreign policy speech at Mansion House, the Prime Minister stated that the UK would
“lead in seeking tougher sanctions both at the UN and in the European Union, including
on oil and gas investment and the financial sector” (the latter taken to include export
credits).” Despite strong support for harder sanctions by the French Government, Dr
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Howells admitted to the Committee that “there are obvious differences within Europe;
there is no question about that.”®

46. The main opponents to tougher EU sanctions are believed to be the Germans and
Italians, who both enjoy a relatively strong economic relationship with Iran. A senior
German diplomat told the International Herald Tribune, “unilateral sanctions don’t make
any economic sense”.*' The concern is that if sanctions are not globally enforced, the ‘slack’
created by European sanctions will be taken up by Chinese and Russian companies. Under
this thesis, the impact of sanctions would be felt by European businesses, not by Iran,
which would merely shift trading partners. We consider what role sanctions should play in
resolving the crisis (including how effective they can be in changing Iran’s decision-
making) in the final chapter of this Report.

The United States

47. The United States Government’s relationship with Iran has been consistently poor
since the Islamic Revolution and the hostage crisis involving US diplomats in Tehran. In
his January 2002 State of the Union Address, President George Bush labelled Iran as part of
the “axis of evil” (with Iraq and North Korea), a comment that was still resented in Tehran
when we visited nearly six years on. The US stance on Iran’s nuclear programme has been
tough. However, the US continues to contribute to the E3+3 process, and has committed to
talking to Iran if it meets the precondition of suspending its uranium enrichment. Dr
Howells acknowledged that the motives of the US with regards to Iran were “as complex as
all of us”. Whilst President Bush has refused to take the military option off the table, Dr
Howells argued that “they realise that they have enough problems as it is in Iraq and
Afghanistan without a new war in Iran”.*

48. The US has long had unilateral sanctions in place against Iran. In October 2007,
Secretary of State Dr Condoleezza Rice announced further sanctions, specifically targeting
the elite Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC), which she accused of “support for
proliferation”. Two Iranian state-owned banks were also sanctioned due to their alleged
support for proliferation. Alongside its nuclear concerns, the US also designated the Quds
Force (an arm of the IRGC) as a supporter of terrorism.* However, at the same time as
increasing the pressure on Iran, the US has also held formal bilateral talks with Iran for the
first time in nearly three decades.** These have been held at Ambassador level in Baghdad
and they have been narrowly confined to the issue of Iraq.

49. The publication of the National Intelligence Estimate in December 2007 has
significantly altered the debate about Iran in the US. The Democratic response to its
assessment that Iran stopped work on a nuclear weapons programme in 2003 was to call
for a ‘diplomatic surge’ to engage with Tehran. Leading Republicans also used the
document to urge against the possibility of a military strike against Iran. However,
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President Bush told a press conference: “Iran was dangerous. Iran is dangerous. And Iran
will be dangerous if they have the knowledge necessary to make a nuclear weapon”.®

50. US Congressmen such as the late Tom Lantos, Chairman of the House of
Representatives Committee on Foreign Affairs, with whom we had discussions during our
visit to Washington in October 2007, have previously sought to visit Iran but have been
denied visas by Tehran.* Iran’s reluctance to engage with these Congressmen may partly
be a result of the fact that there are no diplomatic relations between the two Governments.
It may also reflect anger over controversial Congressional support for regime change and
democracy promotion within Iran.*’

Russia and China

51. China and Russia make up the remaining two members of the E3+3. They both have
significant economic relations with Iran. Indeed, Dr Howells told us that China was
“positively slavering” at the potential market in Iran.®® Russia and Iran enjoy the world’s
largest and second largest reserves of gas, and there has been talk of establishing a potential
cartel. For its part, China has agreed a $100bn, 25-year gas deal with Iran.*

52. Russia has also assisted Iran with the construction of its nuclear reactor at Bushehr,
which is due to go online by late 2008. Russia is under contract to provide the fuel for the
reactor, and Iran received its first shipment of uranium fuel in December 2007. The
Russian Foreign Ministry said: “All fuel that will be delivered will be under the control and
guarantees of the International Atomic Energy Agency for the whole time it stays on
Iranian territory.” The Associated Press has noted that Russia has been protective of its
relationship with Iran over Bushehr, and asked for the removal of any reference to the
project in Security Council sanctions. The US, despite initially questioning the deal,
appears now to support it. President Bush argued: “If the Russians are willing to do that
[...] the Iranians do not need to learn how to enrich.” However, Iran replies that it plans to
build more nuclear reactors, for which it will require further enriched uranium.”® With
regard to China, the FCO notes that it was involved at an early stage with Iran’s plans for a
uranium conversion facility, but that these were shelved “largely as a result of US concerns,
shared to a greater or lesser extent by others.”"

53. Russia and China have been more reluctant than others in the E3+3 to impose
sanctions against Iran, but they nonetheless agreed to the two current rounds of UN
sanctions. Following the publication of the National Intelligence Estimate, China’s
Ambassador to the UN appeared to question the need for a new round of sanctions.”* Dr
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Ali Ansari told the Committee that it would be hard to predict the behaviour of Russia and
China with respect to firmer sanctions but that “the Russians are unlikely to give support.
It is clear that the current Iranian Government, in particular, are counting on that.” This
presents a serious dilemma to those countries, like the UK, that are seeking much stronger
action at the Security Council.

The IAEA

54. The TAEA has played a pivotal role in the international community’s efforts in
responding to Iran’s nuclear programme. As the body monitoring compliance with the
NPT and associated safeguards agreements, it has played a natural role. Its Director-
General and inspectors have produced authoritative technical assessments on which the
international community’s diplomatic policies have been constructed.

55. The most significant recent development in the IAEA’s relations with Tehran is its
agreement in August 2007 of a ‘work plan’ to resolve outstanding questions about Iran’s
previous nuclear behaviour. In his November 2007 Report, Dr ElBaradei noted progress in
a number of areas of the ‘work plan’, including on aspects of Iran’s centrifuge programmes.
However, he noted that Iran’s cooperation was “reactive rather than proactive”® In its
written submission, the FCO wrote that “the key test will be the implementation” of the
measures that were agreed to in the ‘work plan’* Further and more active cooperation by
Iran with the JAEA could be a way to generate a better atmosphere than as of present. In
January 2008, Iran agreed with the IAEA that it would clarify all outstanding questions on

its programme within a month.*

The Overall Dynamic

56. We present our assessment of the international community’s policies towards Iran, and
how these policies should be modified, in the final chapter of this Report. This chapter has
set out the parameters of some of the debates revolving around Iran’s nuclear programme,
looking at the different concerns of some of the key states involved in the E3+3. If one
considers the ‘twin-track’ strategy of the E3+3, it is evident that there is currently greater
discussion about what coercive measures should be in place against Iran rather than on
whether the incentives provided to Tehran are sufficiently enticing for it for it to be able to
suspend enrichment and resume formal negotiations. Whilst there are no new proposals to
modify the June 2006 offer to Iran, it is clear that the UK Government and its allies wish to
make sanctions more punitive than they currently are. In our final chapter, we consider
whether this approach is the correct one.

57. We conclude that the E3+3’s diplomacy over Iran’s nuclear programme is currently
a long way from successfully achieving all its goals. We acknowledge, however, that its
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establishment has been useful in maintaining some degree of international unity
towards Iran, thus adding to the diplomatic pressure on the Iranian authorities.
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3 The Regional Dimension

Background

58. This chapter examines Iran’s policies towards its region, and the implications of its
nuclear programme for stability in what has traditionally been a volatile geo-political arena.
Our first Global Security inquiry, into the Middle East, was published in August 2007. It
included a chapter on Iran’s role in the Middle East, and we do not propose to cover the
same ground in the same level of detail here.”” However, we wish to include an assessment
of Iran’s security relationships in the region, and to add new material on Afghanistan and
the risk of nuclear proliferation (two issues not covered in our previous Report).

Iran and its Region

59. When we took evidence for our Global Security: The Middle East inquiry, Dr Howells
told us that Iran was “an emerging great power” in the region.”® We noted Iran’s significant
influence in Lebanon, Iraq and the Middle East Peace Process. The FCO notes that Iran has
a “ballistic missile capability”, which already has the potential of striking Israel and Riyadh.
It is developing longer-range systems that could reach states such as Egypt. It assesses that
Iran is “on a par” in terms of tanks with Jordan or Saudi Arabia, but notes “its smaller
neighbours are much less well equipped”. ** It notes that Iran justifies its “active military
posture” by claiming the US and its allies are “intent on the destruction of the Islamic
Republic”.'®

Iran and Terrorism

60. US President George Bush called Iran “the world's leading state sponsor of terror”
during a January 2008 visit to the Middle East. He argued that Iran sent “hundreds of
millions of dollars to extremists around the world”.!”" As noted below, Iran is an active
supporter of Hamas in the Occupied Palestinian Territories, backs Hezbollah against the
Sunni-led Government in Lebanon and stands accused of providing weaponry to militants
in both Iraq and Afghanistan. Iran’s apparent support for terrorist activity in these areas
stands contrary to a commitment it made to the E3/EU in the 2004 Paris Agreement. In
this Agreement, the parties pledged that:

Irrespective of progress on the nuclear issue, the E3/EU and Iran confirm their
determination to combat terrorism, including the activities of Al Qa’ida and other
terrorist groups such as the MeK [the Mujahedin-e-Khalq]. They also confirm their
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continued support for the political process in Iraq aimed at establishing a
constitutionally elected Government.'*

In its defence, Iran denies providing weaponry to insurgents in Iraq and Afghanistan, and
it also argues that Hamas and Hezbollah are not terrorist organisations. However, this does
not correspond with the assessment of the international community, and Iran’s
cooperation on terrorism in the Middle East has been disappointing thus far.

Israel

61. The Islamic Republic of Iran has never accepted the existence of the State of Israel.
Iran’s policies towards Israel run counter to much of the rest of the international
community. In this vein, President Ahmadinejad hosted a provocative conference on the
Holocaust in 2006, during which participants questioned whether the genocide against
Jews actually took place. Speakers included the former Ku Klux Klan leader David Duke.
The then Prime Minister, Rt Hon Tony Blair MP, called the conference “shocking beyond
belief”, and the White House condemned it as “an affront to the entire civilized world”.'”®
Giving evidence to our inquiry on Global Security: The Middle East, Dr Ansari told us:

The reaction in Iran to that conference was quite striking because people had to
come out and explain themselves, and what on earth it was all about. If one good
thing came out of the conference, it was that it engendered a certain amount of very
negative reaction in Iran. People were wondering what on earth the point of it all
was. It brought Iran only a lot of bad publicity and did not, to my mind, represent
views there.'**

62. Iran has recently increased its hostile rhetoric towards Israel. It has an annual military
parade, during which missiles are draped with anti-Israeli slogans.'” In 2005, President
Ahmadinejad notoriously called for Israel to be “wiped off the map”.'* Mr Blair reacted by
saying “I felt a real sense of revulsion” at the comments.'” The comments have been used
to strengthen arguments against Iran’s nuclear programme, for instance in a recent
interview by President Bush in which he defended his use of strong rhetoric against Iran:

[M]y concern that if they end up with a nuclear weapon, a generation is going to pay
a terrible price. And the reason I've said that is because their own president has said
that, “we want to wipe out Israel,” for example.'®®

The FCO’s memorandum to the Committee also notes this “great concern”.!” When we
were in Iran, some interlocutors told us that President Ahmadinejad was merely expressing
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a desire for a one-state solution, and that his comments did not signify any military intent
against Israel. Since our Report on Global Security: The Middle East, the House of
Commons Library has published a paper which highlighted the difficulties surrounding the
translation of the phrase used by the Iranian President, noting that some argue the word
“map” was not used and that it would be more accurate to say “eliminated from the page of
history”."* Dr Howells told us:

I have heard lots of explanations of that statement of intent. The one that is used
mostly is the parallel with the former Soviet Union. It has been pointed out to me
that the Soviet Union does not appear on any contemporary maps any more and yet
the country is still there. That is an interesting argument.'"!

Whatever the real intentions of the Iranian President, his remarks were interpreted by
Israel as representing an escalation of rhetoric.

63. We conclude that the call by President Ahmadinejad for the destruction of the State
of Israel and his provocative hosting of the Holocaust denial conference were
deplorable and we condemn these actions unreservedly.

64. The US hosted the Annapolis Conference in late 2007 in a bid to reenergise the Middle
East Peace Process. President Ahmadinejad called it “a trap set by the Zionists” and neither
Iran nor Hamas were represented."> However, as Peter Gooderham, then the FCO’s
Middle East Director, told us when he gave evidence for our Global Security: The Middle
East inquiry, Iran has “said from time to time that it would accept any outcome to which
the Palestinian people themselves were committed”.!”* In our conclusions to that Report,
we strongly supported the goal of “an independent, democratic and viable Palestinian state
peacefully co-existing with a secure Israel” and we continue to hold this view.'"*

65. Israel has strongly opposed Iran’s nuclear programme. Its Defence Minister Ehud
Barak rejected the assessment of the US National Intelligence Estimate that Iran halted
work on its nuclear weapons programme in 2003. He argued: “it is our responsibility to
ensure that the right steps are taken against the Iranian regime. As is well known, words
don’t stop missiles.”’” In a recent briefing, The Economist noted that Israeli air strikes
destroyed one of Saddam Hussein’s uncompleted nuclear reactors in 1981, but argued that
“whether Israel would dare to go it alone in an attack on Iran is uncertain”."'¢

66. We strongly oppose President Ahmadinejad’s policies towards Israel and the
occupied Palestinian territories and reaffirm our support for a two-state solution of an
independent, democratic and viable Palestinian state peacefully co-existing with a

% Jran: The Controversy over President Ahmadinejad’s Comments about Israel, Standard Note SN/IA/4491, House of
Commons Library, 29 October 2007

1 Q 258

12 “ Annapolis is a trap set by Zionists”, Jerusalem Post, 22 October 2007

3 Foreign Affairs Committee, Eighth Report of Session 2006-07, Global Security: The Middle East, HC 363, para 200
"4 |bid, para 73

5 “Israel unconvinced Iran has dropped nuclear program”, New York Times, 5 Dec 2007

116 “ As the enrichment machines spin on”, The Economist, 31 January 2008



Global Security: Iran 29

secure Israel. We conclude that Iran is a malign influence with regard to the prospects
for peace in the Middle East.

Syria and Lebanon

67. Syria is Iran’s main strategic partner in the region. When we took evidence for our
inquiry into Global Security: The Middle East, we were told by Professor Anoush
Ehteshami that President Assad “regards Iran as Syria's only reliable partner in the region.”
We were told that the Iranians “have been very good partners to Syria” in a number of
areas, including hydrocarbons, and the two countries also share some cultural links. Syria
signed a memorandum of understanding on defence issues with Iran in June 2006.""”

68. Dr Howells told us during an evidence session for the same inquiry that he regarded
Lebanon’s Hezbollah movement as a “puppet organisation” run from Tehran. Though
Hezbollah undeniably receives arms from Iran, Dr Ali Ansari was more cautious, arguing
that the latter wasn’t able to direct the former in the way some suggest. He felt the
relationship was akin to that between the US and Israel. Professor Ehteshami warned us
that though Iran was keen for Hezbollah to play a key role in Lebanon’s domestic politics,
it also served to pose a security threat to Israel (as during the 2006 war), and could be
deployed by Iran if it feared a pre-emptive strike against its nuclear facilities. He also noted
that Iran was funding massive welfare programmes in the Shi’a areas of Lebanon."'®

69. We concluded in our Report on Global Security: The Middle East that Iran’s influence
in Lebanon was a “malign” one."”® Its approach to Lebanon has been similar to that of
Syria, and this has helped strengthen their partnership. Both Syria and Iran have also aided
Hamas in recent years. However, Syria’s participation in the US Annapolis Conference
suggests it may be increasingly interested in reaching a peace agreement with Israel. Such a
move would split Syria away from Iran, and weaken Tehran’s influence in the region.

Iraq

70. In our Report on Global Security: The Middle East, we noted, “Iraq is perhaps the most
intensive and important theatre for the projection of Iranian influence across the region”.
We highlighted the close cultural and religious relationship that Iran has with many Iraqis,
and we cited evidence from experts indicating that Iran was unwilling to allow Iraq to
threaten its security following the devastation of the Iran-Iraq war in the 1980s.'*

71. Members of the Iranian regime whom we met in Tehran were keen to remind us that
they enjoyed a strong relationship with Iraq’s ruling parties. However, the Multi-National
Forces in Iraq, present at the request of the Iraqi Government, have not enjoyed the same
treatment from Tehran. Lord Archer of Sandwell told the Committee that Iran’s
Revolutionary Guard had a presence in Iraq and that he was almost certain “that they are
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training insurgents to kill British and American forces.”'* The then Prime Minister told
the House of Commons in June 2007 that some of “those people who are fighting us in
Iraq” were “backed by elements of the Iranian regime.”'* Dr Howells wrote to the
Committee with further details of attacks against British troops in Iraq:

There is considerable evidence to suggest that a significant proportion of the
equipment being used by insurgents against UK forces in Iraq is of Iranian origin, or
at least has been transited through Iran. Further analysis is ongoing to determine
more categorically the origin of some specific equipment. We are unable to
accurately determine trend data to assess whether there has been a substantial
decrease in the transiting of equipment of Iranian origin in the last three months.
However, there has been a substantial overall reduction in the number of attacks on
UK Forces in Iraq during this period.'*

72. In our 2006 Report on Foreign Policy Aspects of the War Against Terrorism, we noted
that there was “strong evidence” of “malign Iranian involvement” in Iraq, in particular with
regard to the use of explosive devices.'** The evidence provided by the Government for this
current inquiry confirms this assessment. In his Report to Congress in September 2007,
General David Petraeus, Commanding General of the Multi-National Forces in Iraqg, said
“Iran, through the use of the Qods Force, seeks to turn the Iragi Special Groups into a
Hezbollah-like force to serve its interests and fight a proxy war against the Iraqi state and
coalition forces in Iraq”.'*

73. Comments by a US military spokesperson in January 2008 demonstrated a shift in the
American position from that articulated in September by General Petraeus. He said, “the
number of signature weapons that have come from Iran and have been used against
coalition and Iraqi security forces are down dramatically”. Despite this, he maintained that
levels of training and financing of insurgents by Iranian elements had not changed for the
better.'*

74. We conclude that the support originating from within Iran for Iraqi insurgents has
been responsible for the deaths of coalition troops and is completely unacceptable and
reprehensible. We recommend that the Government continues to take a vigorous and
proactive approach in intercepting this support. We further recommend that, in its
Response to this Report, the Government sets out its latest analysis of the levels of
training, weaponry and finance provided by elements within the Iranian regime to
Iraqi militants.
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Afghanistan

During our visit to Tehran, we were told that Iran had been a strong supporter of the
international community’s efforts in Kabul. President Hamid Karzai of Afghanistan has
said their two countries have “never been as friendly as they are today.”'* Members of the
Iranian regime told us that they are long-standing opponents of the Taliban. However,
there are again concerns that elements within Tehran have been supplying weaponry to the
militant group. Dr Howells wrote to us on this issue:

In Afghanistan, we are concerned that elements of the Iranian regime are involved in
supplying arms and funds to the Taleban, which could be used against NATO
troops. This view was confirmed by an operation on 6 September involving ISAF
troops which interdicted a number of EFP components. As part of the operation,
ISAF observed the convoy cross the border from eastern Iran into Farah province,
where it was intercepted. Any Iranian links to illegal armed groups either through
supply of munitions, training or funding are completely unacceptable.'*®

In its July 2007 Report on UK Operations in Afghanistan, the House of Commons Defence
Select Committee noted “with concern reports that explosives originating from Iran have
been used by insurgents in Afghanistan.”'* Dr Howells argued to us that Iran had taken
“very aggressive military action” against UK forces in both Iraq and Afghanistan. He
added: “I do not think that we can say that we would not take any [military] action if that
kind of situation got any worse.”**

75. Counter-narcotics has been cited as an area with potential for increased cooperation
between the UK and Iranian Governments. In 2006, the FCO estimated that 60% of all
heroin entering the UK transits Iran [mostly originating in Afghanistan]. In a written
answer, Dr Howells said: “Iran is actively involved in the fight against drug trafficking and
seizes far more opiates than any other country in the world. We have regular constructive
cooperation with Iran on counter-narcotics.” Our predecessor Committee concluded in its
Report on Iran that “continued co-operation between the United Kingdom and Iran in the
war against drugs is important for both countries” and recommended, “it remain a priority
objective of the bilateral relationship.”"!

76. Dr Howells told us that since 2004, the UK has provided over £1 million to help Iran
build its counter-narcotics capacity.'** Iran is believed to have two million opium users and
300,000 heroin addicts.'** During our visit to Tehran, we met the Deputy Secretary of Iran’s
Drugs Control Headquarters, Dr Mohammed Reza Jahani, who noted that over 3,500
Iranian police officers had died fighting the drugs trade. He also called for greater
cooperation between the UK and Iran on this issue. Iran has asked for equipment in
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dealing with traffickers emerging from Afghanistan, but the Government has assessed that
the “dual-use potential” of much of this means that it is subject to the EU arms embargo on
Iran.”** Dr Howells told us that the counter-narcotics relationship has become “more
difficult because of the generally frostier relationship on a more formal political level”, but
that it could ultimately be a “confidence-building measure between our two countries”.'*
77. We conclude that the reports that Taliban insurgents are receiving support from
Iran is a matter of very serious concern. Any such assistance is unacceptable, endangers
regional stability and can only hinder efforts to establish closer relations between Iran
and the international community. As with Iraq, we recommend that the Government
continues to take a proactive stance in intercepting any support emanating from within
Iran and that in its Response to this Report it sets out its latest analysis of the level and
nature of the support being provided by the Iranian regime to Taliban insurgents. We
further recommend that the Government supports greater cooperation with Iran on
counter-narcotics.

Nuclear Power in the Middle East

78. Paul Arkwright told us that the risk of nuclear proliferation was one of the
Government’s “prime motivations” in ensuring that Iran does not develop nuclear
weapons. Dr Howells noted that a number of other countries in the region,

feel that if Iran is a year, two or three years away from developing a nuclear bomb,
they will look at acquiring similar technology themselves. That is the most worrying
thing of all; the issue is not just about an Iranian bomb but about three or four other
countries in the area.'

At the end of 2006, the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), an organisation bringing
together Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates,
announced that it would be moving towards developing nuclear technology for peaceful
purposes.’”” Mr Arkwright told us that it was “no coincidence” that Iran’s neighbours were
now expressing these intentions given Tehran’s own programme.””® Saudi Arabia has
recently proposed that states in the Persian Gulf (including Iran) establish a consortium to
enrich uranium in a third state to help resolve tensions over the crisis, although Iran has
said it will not accept this if it means giving up its right to enrich on its own soil."*

79. The concern over the reaction of Arab states to Iran’s nuclear programme highlights
the tensions that have built up between Tehran and other countries in its region. In our
Report on Global Security: The Middle East, we noted the power struggle between Iran and
countries such as Saudi Arabia reflected through their support for opposing factions in
Iraq, Lebanon and within the occupied Palestinian territories. Professor Anoush Ehteshami
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told us that if Iran were to acquire weapons unhindered, it would have “acquired a major
lead over all its neighbours in both geopolitical and geo-strategic terms”, affecting all who
rely on the Persian Gulf for energy supplies.'* There is a grave risk that nuclear
development will become another theatre in the Middle Eastern power struggle. As the
FCO notes, the “domino” effect in the region of an Iranian weapon would “seriously
damage” the NPT and “lead to a dramatic reduction in regional and global security.”'*' A
further proliferation concern is that Iran may provide nuclear technology to its allies both
in the Middle East and elsewhere.

80. If Iran does acquire a nuclear weapon, it will not be the first state in its region to do so.
Its neighbour Pakistan is a nuclear power. Whilst Israel has not officially declared its
nuclear weapon status, it too is strongly believed to have such a capacity. Dr Howells told
us of the dynamic between Israel’s nuclear arsenal and Iran’s own programme:

Whenever I have spoken to Israelis they use the threat of an Iranian bomb as a very
good reason for not giving up their bomb, and when one talks to Iranians they say
exactly the same thing: “Well, why shouldn't we have a bomb? Israel has got a
bomb.”'**

81. In its submission to the Committee, the FCO argued that the UK remained committed
to the “universalisation of the NPT” (Israel, India and Pakistan are not signatories of the
NPT) and “the achievement of a Middle East free of WMD and their means of delivery”.**
Dr Howells spelt out what this would mean in practice:

We have tried on every occasion to get Israel to sign up to the NPT and to do so as a
non-nuclear state. [...] I cannot see the Israelis doing it in the near future, but they
must recognise that they have a responsibility too, as part of this great international
bargain, to say, “Okay, if we can get some guarantees from countries like Iran, then
we are prepared to throw this on to the negotiating table.”*

However, in the current political climate, without a comprehensive political agreement in
the region (including recognition of Israel by all its Arab neighbours as well as by Iran) and
movement by Israel on the issue of a nuclear weapons free zone, it is difficult to see how
this can be achieved. BASIC argues that a nuclear weapons free zone in the Middle East is
“more necessary” but “less likely” than ever before. '*

82. We conclude that, should Iran acquire a nuclear weapon, it is very likely to lead to
other states in the Middle East developing their own weapon programmes. This
domino effect would heighten regional tensions and seriously weaken the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. It would also seriously undermine any prospect of moves to a
nuclear weapons free zone in the Middle East.
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4 The Domestic Dimension

Background

83. We now consider the relationship between Iran’s domestic politics and the nuclear
issue. There are a number of linkages that need to be considered when assessing the
international community’s policy on the nuclear issue. We also consider in this chapter the
role that the British Government can play in encouraging change in other fields, in
particular on Iran’s human rights record.

Domestic Politics

84. Following the overthrow of the Shah nearly 30 years ago, Iran has modelled itself as an
‘Islamic Republic’. This is an appropriate appellation. Iran’s constitution provides for both
clerical authority (spared direct election), and the more republican notions of a President
and Parliament, elected by and accountable to the population. The diagram below
illustrates this complicated institutional architecture.

Iran’s Government Institutions and Structure
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85. The most powerful figure in Iran is the Supreme Leader (or faqih), a cleric appointed by
the Assembly of Experts. The first Supreme Leader was Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, who
was succeeded upon his death in 1989 by the incumbent Ayatollah Ali Khamenei. Article 5
of the Iranian constitution states: “The guardianship over the affairs of the community
shall be charged to the just faqih”."*® Under Khomeini’s theory of politics, the Supreme
Leader was afforded absolute authority in politics. Since his death, there has been a debate
about what constitutional limits should be placed on the Supreme Leader, but all within the
regime accept his role as the ultimate power broker in Iran.'”” As the diagram above
demonstrates, the Supreme Leader has authority over the armed forces and the Supreme
National Security Council.

86. Iran’s President is elected directly, and can hold office for a maximum of two
consecutive terms. He appoints Ministers, although his ability to shape policy is
constrained by the Supreme Leader. All Presidential candidates are vetted by a body called
the Guardian Council, which rejected hundreds of applications in the 2005 poll won by
President Ahmadinejad. Iran’s Parliament, or Majlis, can pass legislation, but this is subject
to the religious scrutiny of the Guardian Council.'**

87. On our visit to Iran, we heard that politicians are divided into three broad camps:
reformists, pragmatic conservatives and hardliners. The reformists are embodied by
former President Mohammed Khatami, who attempted to introduce more liberal policies
in Iran during his tenure in office from 1997 to 2005. The figurehead of the pragmatic
conservatives is Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, another former President who lost the
2005 election. President Ahmadinejad is seen as a hardliner, and to some degree has the
support of the Supreme Leader. Given the complexity of Iran’s political system, it is no
surprise that outsiders have found it difficult to analyse the current and future trends in the
power balance between these three camps.

The Internal Debate on Nuclear Affairs

88. Officially, nuclear policy is handled by the Supreme National Security Council. Elahe
Mohtsasham notes that all important decisions continue to be presented to the Supreme
Leader for his approval.'* When he gave evidence to our inquiry on Global Security: The
Middle East, Professor Anoush Ehteshami told us that,

In what are regarded as national security issues, the leader's office—not just the
leader himself, but his office, which is an elaborate machinery, a labyrinth in its own
right—has considerable influence in determining the Government line. From there
flows Government policy, as it were. On such matters as relations with the United
States [and] Iran's nuclear programme [...] the leader's office clearly has [...] a
monopoly over some of the discussions. Red lines are not crossed in a public
fashion."*
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However, Dr Ali Ansari told us that the current leadership did not have “a good track
record for being decisive”, which can cause difficulties in Iran’s international relations. He
also argued that President Ahmadinejad had the potential to play an effective “spoiler” role
in nuclear diplomacy, such as when it appeared that Dr Ali Larijani (Iran’s former nuclear
negotiator and former Secretary of the Supreme National Security Council) was making
progress in his talks with Dr Solana.™"

89. Dr Ansari argued to the Committee that,

[T]he nuclear programme and its development in Iran is a highly sensitive and very
nationalistic issue. I think that, in some ways, it has been exploited very effectively by
the Government of Mr. Ahmadinejad in order, perhaps, to disguise other failings in
his Administration.

However, he qualified this analysis by noting there was not uniform support for this policy
within Iran:

[T]here has been dissent, certainly among the more pragmatic elements within the
regime, as well as open dissent among some of the reformist politicians, who argued
that it was not in the national interest of the country to go down this route, because it
was harming the country’s security."

90. In his written submission, Karim Sadjadpour, an Associate at the Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace, argues that Iranian public opinion on the nuclear issue is more
nuanced than the regime admits. In particular, whilst the Iranian population would resent
any imposition of what they believed to be “double standards” on nuclear policy, he notes
that many in the regime agreed “nuclear pride had been manufactured” and that popular
support for the programme may not run that deep. However, he acknowledges that there
exists “little correlation” between public opinion and Iranian foreign policy. He also states
that Iranians did not list this inability to influence their Government’s foreign policy as a
particularly important grievance, and that it would not, in isolation, cause unrest amongst
the population.'>

91. We asked Dr Howells how the imposition of sanctions would resonate in Iran, in
particular whether President Ahmadinejad could use them to blame economic problems
on the international community. He replied:

There is always a fine judgment, as sanctions can generate a kind of siege mentality
[...]. President Ahmadinejad has been very clever at using external international
pressure against his policy on nuclear questions. He has used that to fly the Iranian
flag and stir up nationalist feelings within Iran."*
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Mr Phillipson told us that, despite this, there was a “debate under way” in Tehran, with a
former nuclear negotiator saying Iran’s foreign policy is “damaging to the country”. He
argued that EU and UN sanctions played into this debate.'*

92. The internal debate on nuclear policy was brought into the open somewhat in the
weeks before we visited Tehran. Dr Ali Larijani resigned from his position as Iran’s nuclear
negotiator after what were reported to be “repeated clashes with Ahmadinejad over
tactics.”'*® Though himself a hardliner, Dr Larijani had gained something of a reputation
for being willing to engage with the international community, and he appeared to be
contradicted by the President after talking warmly about the visit of Russian President
Vladmir Putin to Iran in October 2007. Saeed Jalili, a close ideological ally of the President,
was chosen to replace Dr Larjiani. Ali Akbar Velayati, a close adviser to the Supreme
Leader, said “it would have been better if this resignation had not taken place”."”” At least
183 of the 290 representatives in the Majlis signed their equivalent of an Early Day Motion
affirming their support for Dr Larijani."*® This episode highlights that even within the
regime, there is noteworthy dissent for President Ahmadinejad (and perhaps by proxy the
Supreme Leader) in his approach to this issue.

Encouraging Reform

93. Iran will hold elections for the Majlis in March 2008 and for the Presidency in 2009.
These two events will help gauge the political mood amongst the population, albeit
following the distortions to the democratic process carried out by the Guardian Council,
which vets candidates. In late 2006, President Ahmadinejad suffered a blow in elections to
the Assembly of Experts and local councils, with big gains for pragmatic and reformist
elements on a 60% turnout. Former President Rafsanjani was seen as the biggest winner.'”
He is tipped as a potential frontrunner in the 2009 Presidential election, and whilst his
main critique of Ahmadinejad appears to be in the economic sphere, his return to power
would open up the opportunity for a more constructive dialogue with the international
community.'®

94. Dr Ansari argued that the actions of the international community often hindered
reformist elements within the Iranian regime, noting that when a reformist President
[Mohammed Khatami] offered cooperation with the United States, he “was rewarded with
an accusation of being part of an ‘axis of evil”. He implied that the failure to work with the
reformists eased the way for a hard-line Government to emerge in Iran. He also strongly
criticised the “poor” position of the EU in failing to protest sufficiently when the hardliners
“seized the Parliament through wholly fraudulent means” in 2004 (when the Guardian
Council blocked the candidacies of 85 incumbent reformist MPs).'*" Karim Sadjadpour
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notes that whilst President Ahmadinejad’s popularity is expected to continue to fall in 2008
and 2009, the electoral behaviour of his allies in the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps
and the paramilitary bassij group “will play an important but unpredictable role in
deciding his fate”.'** It is important that the international community remains vigilant
about this possibility.

95. There is a broad range of opposition to President Ahmadinejad. Some, like former
President Khatami, prefer to work within the system. In Tehran, we met Shirin Ebadi, the
Nobel Peace Prize winner who campaigns against the injustice of the system, but works
through its courts. Amnesty International has highlighted the challenge faced by trade
unions in fighting for workers’ rights in Iran.'®® Others, such as the National Council of
Resistance and Mujahedin-e-Khalq (MeK), campaign from abroad for the overthrow of the
regime and have not been overtly politically active in Iran for a number of years. Akbar
Ganyji, a prominent and highly respected critic of the regime, has warned of the dangers of
Western support for those that reject the status quo:

Iranians are viewed as discredited when they receive money from foreign
governments. The Bush administration may be striving to help Iranian democrats,
but any Iranian who seeks American dollars will not be recognized as a democrat by
his or her fellow citizens [...] Iran’s democratic movement does not need foreign
handouts; it needs the moral support of the international community and
condemnation of the Iranian regime for its systematic violation of human rights.'**

His reference to the United States is linked to the $75 million State Department budget “to
support democracy promotion activities in Iran.” Human Rights Watch notes that a vast
majority of Iranian dissidents have publicly disassociated themselves from the initiative.'*®

96. The Home Secretary proscribed the MeK as a terrorist organisation in 2001. Dr
Howells explained to us the background of the MeK’s relationship with the Iranian
Government, noting its violent activities against Iranian embassies and politicians, which
led to some civilian deaths. On our visit to Iran, representatives of the regime were
particularly exercised by what they referred to as “the MeK terrorist cult” and sensitive
about the UK’s approach towards the MeK, although our discussions with a wide range of
interlocutors did not suggest that the MeK enjoyed a strong level of support within the
country. Soon after our return, the Proscribed Organisations Appeal Commission upheld
an appeal against the proscription of the MeK, although the Home Secretary is to appeal
against this finding.'® We will continue to monitor this case to its final resolution.

97. Lord Archer told us that the population in Iran was “seething with discontent”.'” He
argued that more could be done to coordinate the overthrow of the regime.'®® However, Mr
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Sadjadpour’s analysis is sceptical of the prospects of significant change within Iran. He
argues that,

There currently exists no credible, organized alternative to the status quo whether
within Iran or in the diaspora. And despite the fact that a seeming majority of
Iranians favor a more tolerant, democratic system, there is little evidence to suggest
that in the event of a sudden uprising it would be Iranian democrats who come to
power. The only groups which are both armed and organized are the Revolutionary
Guards (numbering about 125,000) and the bassij (numbering around two million).
Any successful political reform would have to co-opt these forces and make them feel
they will have some position in a changed Iran.'®

Rather than promote sudden upheaval, he argues that “professional and objective” news
broadcasts could play an important role in widening the possibilities for reform. He notes
the introduction of the BBC World Service’s Persian television broadcast, due to begin
operations in 2008, as a positive step. We have long urged the Government to introduce
this service and welcome this development as part of a constructive approach to reform.

98. We conclude that Iran is a complex and diverse society at present governed by a
theocratic regime. Iran’s quasi-democratic political system is not fully closed and may
lead to reform that will result in a more constructive approach on the nuclear issue. We
recommend that the Government should be careful to avoid action that could be
manipulated by the hardliners such as President Ahmadinejad to bolster their position
against the more pragmatic and reformist elements ahead of his campaign for re-
election in 2009. We recommend that the Government in its Response to this Report
sets out fully why it has resisted the decisions of both the High Court in the UK and the
European Court of Justice that the People’s Mujahideen of Iran (PMOI), also known as
the Mujahedin-e-Khalq (MeK), should no longer be listed as a terrorist organisation.

Human Rights

99. As a Committee, we have long taken an interest in the human rights situation in Iran
through our Reports on the FCO’s Annual Human Rights Report. During our visit, we had
a robust exchange with Dr Mohammad Javad Larijani, the head of human rights in Iran’s
judiciary, and raised our concerns with a number of other interlocutors. We were seriously
concerned by the way in which senior figures within the Iranian regime used their religious
and ideological beliefs to justify severe abuses of human rights in their country.

100. The FCO’s submission bluntly sets out the current situation in Iran. In particular:

e Iran executed more people in 2005 and 2006 than any other country in the world
except China (whose population is over 15 times the size).'”

e Iran was one of only two countries in the world known to have executed child
offenders in 2006."”*
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o Floggings, stonings and amputations remain on the statute books. A man was
stoned to death for adultery in Qazvin province on 5 July 2007, the first such
incident since a moratorium on stoning in 2002.'7

e Same sex relations are illegal in Iran and can carry the death penalty.'”
e In 2005, Reporters Sans Frontiers described Iran as “the biggest prison for
journalists in the Middle East”.!”*

e Domestic violence, gender inequality and discrimination against women remain
serious problems, despite the fact that women make up over half of Iran’s
university intake.'”

157

e Religious minorities such as the adherents of the Bahd’i faith continue to suffer
widespread discrimination and persecution. We received evidence from the Bahd’i
community in the UK that strongly suggests recent vigilante campaigns have led to

deaths amongst its adherents.””® Dr Howells called the treatment of the Bahd’i
“absolutely dreadful”.'””

101. The FCO states that recent months “have seen an unmistakeable increase in the
repression of human rights activists” and comments that there is a “real reluctance” on the
part of Iran’s Government to undertake necessary human rights reforms. The EU
established a human rights dialogue with Iran in 2002, but this has made little progress.
The UK Government “frequently initiates and participates” in EU demarches and public
statements criticising human rights abuses in Iran.'”®

102. Human Rights Watch’s evidence provides further examples of Iran’s human rights
violations. It charges the EU with prioritising the nuclear programme, with “human rights
concerns a secondary matter”. It argues:

The worldwide focus on the Iran nuclear issue has resulted in Iran’s rapidly
deteriorating human rights situation being ignored. This has encouraged
governmental authorities into thinking that their intensifying crackdowns on various
sectors of Iranian society will go largely unnoticed.'”

Dr Ansari told us it was “absolutely” the case that the international focus on the nuclear
issue was detracting from human rights."*® The FCO defends itself against this charge:
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Some activists have argued that the focus on the nuclear issue has led us to neglect
the human rights agenda. This has not been our policy, which is why we have
maintained public and private pressure on the Iranians over HR abuses.'®!

However, the FCO does acknowledge a linkage between human rights and the nuclear
issue. It notes that the Supreme Leader has,

on a number of occasions linked international criticism of Iran’s nuclear programme
with international criticism of its human rights record, saying that were Iran to make
concessions on the former, it would only invite increased pressure on the latter.'®

Dr Howells argued that he had “not found” that the nuclear issue made it “more difficult”
to lobby Iran on human rights.'®

103. We conclude that Iran’s human rights record is shocking. We recommend that the
Government presses Iran to remove the death penalty, which includes hanging by
strangulation, stoning, flogging and amputation from its statute books. We further
recommend that the Government ensures human rights are not treated as a secondary
concern to the nuclear issue, and that it underlines to Iran that its poor record in
responding to human rights concerns makes it more difficult for the international
community to trust its intentions in other fields.
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5 Options for the International Community

Background

104. We now consider the difficult decisions that lie ahead for the Government and its
international allies in addressing Iran’s nuclear ambitions and wider relations with the
Islamic Republic. The three preceding chapters have established the framework within
which we can assess these options. We have noted that the “twin-track’ diplomatic strategy
has not stopped Iran from enriching an ever-larger amount of uranium, although it
appears Iran has stopped work on an explicit weapons programme and that it remains
years away from a bomb. We have noted Iran’s uneasy relationship with its neighbours,
and the grave risk of nuclear proliferation if its programme is not addressed. We have also
examined its domestic political situation, highlighting the existence of an internal debate
on the nuclear programme and the prospect of a more conciliatory stance emerging from
within. All these factors are crucial in assessing the options open to the international
community.

105. In this chapter, we first highlight the fundamental problem that lies at the heart of the
current tension. We then expand on the analysis developed in Chapter Two by analysing
the current ‘twin-track’ strategy of the Government and the international community,
focusing in particular on the effectiveness of sanctions, the role of preconditions, and the
incentives provided in the June 2006 offer to Iran. We also assess how important it is for
the E3+3 to display unity, if the cost is weaker action. We also consider the role of the
military option, and the prospects that a recourse to force would have in resolving the
problem.

The Big Picture
106. Dr Ansari told the Committee:

We should recognise that we have a political problem in Iran, not a nuclear problem
per se. The issue is one of relations between Iran and the United States and Iran and
the European Union, but it also involves the way in which the political system
operates. We should pay some attention to that angle-we do not pay nearly
enough.'®*

In a similar vein, BASIC argues that the nuclear dispute “is not the cause, but a symptom,
of a failed relationship” between Iran and the West. It suggests that it is this underlying
relationship that needs to be improved if further political crises are to be avoided.'*

107. One way of characterising the political dilemma is by pointing to a deficit in trust,
which runs both ways. The international community does not trust that Iran will not move
towards a position where it is capable of developing nuclear weapons, and Iran claims that
it is not assured that it would be able to develop a civil nuclear programme if it suspends
and eventually ceases enrichment. During our visit, we noted that the Iranian regime
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articulated a strong narrative of being undermined by states such as the United Kingdom
and United States. Whatever the legitimacy of these claims, they can only make the process
of securing a deal more challenging.

108. Our analysis in this Report has also highlighted tensions over Iran’s relationship with
the international community as a consequence of its human rights record. The support
from elements within the Iranian regime to insurgents in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as
Iran’s direct support for Hezbollah and other terrorist organisations, has further eroded the
level of trust the international community has in Iran’s willingness to play a constructive
role in its region and worldwide.

109. We conclude that the fundamental challenge of Iran’s nuclear programme is one
of mutual political mistrust—mistrust that is not misplaced on the part of the United
States and the European Union. We further conclude that a long-term solution to this
crisis will need to go beyond the necessary constraints on Iran’s nuclear programme by
eventually working towards a wholesale recasting of its relationship with the
international community, particularly with the United States and European Union.

The ‘Twin-Track’ Strategy

110. We set out the current ‘twin-track’ strategy of the international community in
Chapter Two. The foundation of the strategy is the June 2006 offer made to Iran by the
E3+3. Javier Solana, the representative of the E3+3, has maintained a dialogue with Iran in
an unsuccessful attempt to encourage it to accept the package as a starting point for
negotiations. At the same time, the UN Security Council has passed two sanctions
resolutions against Iran in a bid to apply pressure on it to comply with the demand to halt
the enrichment related activity that is the cornerstone of its nuclear programme. We
consider here the possible future direction of this strategy.

Sanctions

111. We discussed the different types of sanctions imposed against Iran in Chapter Two.
They include:

o UN sanctions against Iran’s nuclear programme;
o Stronger EU sanctions including a total ban on arms exports;

e US sanctions that hit the Revolutionary Guards and key Iranian financial
institutions.

In the context of the ‘twin-track’ strategy, sanctions are designed to increase the cost of
Iran maintaining its current policy, thus increasing its incentive to cooperate with the
international community. This logical process requires two steps for success. First,
sanctions need to be able to hurt Iran’s economy or technological process (referred to here
as ‘Step One’). Second, this impact needs to make Iran more likely to comply with the
demands of the UN Security Council (‘Step Two’). As we noted in Chapter Two, Iran’s
current enrichment activities suggest sanctions have not yet achieved their goal.
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112. The FCO argues that sanctions, and the uncertainty caused by the threat of future
sanctions, are having an impact in terms of Step One. It argues: “[M]any companies are
understandably now choosing to avoid doing business with Iran. Trade statistics show that
in 2006 EU exports to Iran fell by 13% overall.” It notes that European oil and gas
companies are not undertaking new investments in Iran.'® Dr Ansari said it was “quite
apparent” that EU and US sanctions against Iran were having an effect, particularly on
Iran’s banking sector."” However, when we were in Iran, we heard that some trade was
now going through the Gulf States as a way of mitigating the impact of sanctions. We
raised this issue with Dr Howells. He noted:

There is a population of somewhere between 200,000 and 400,000 Iranians in Dubai
alone. Admiring their entrepreneurial qualities, I will say that this is an area that has
a long tradition of sanctions busting. They know how to break sanctions, believe
me'188

We also noted in Chapter Two that some of the reduction in Iran’s trade with the EU could
be made up through a shift in trade patterns towards other countries, in particular Russia
and China, and that this has led to the reluctance of some EU countries in pursuing more
forceful sanctions against Iran.

113. Sir Richard Dalton expressed concern about the current sanctions regime against Iran.
He argued:

The permanent five and Germany are placing huge emphasis on international unity
in approaching Iran, in order to give Iran no excuse to try to divide the powers and
international institutions with which they are dealing. That has worked, and there is
a very firm consensus. However, the cost of that international unity has been weak
measures, only slowly applied. So far, those who argue in Iran that, with just the
tightening of a belt or two Iran can see this one out, have a lot to point to.'®

Whilst it is clear that sanctions are having an economic impact in Iran, misgivings within
both the EU and in Russia and China mean it is uncertain whether a consensus will ever be
found on more robust sanctions, for instance against Iran’s gas and oil sector. However,
without international unity on financial sanctions, there is a serious risk that Iran will be
able to play oft different economic agendas in the West, Russia and China to its own
interest. Without sanctions against Iran’s gas and oil sector, Tehran also stands to benefit
from extra revenue from the increase in the price of these commodities that is in part
caused by the international tension over its nuclear programme. The US Council on
Foreign Relations has noted that Iran’s Treasury is “awash with cash” from energy
revenues and that the “soaring price of oil” has benefited Iran’s economy “while hurting oil
consumers like the United States.”*
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114. The second requirement for a successful sanctions regime is a change in Iran’s
behaviour, which we referred to as Step Two above. We noted in Chapter Four that Dr
Howells was wary of the way in which President Ahmadinejad was able to use economic
sanctions to bolster his own support. However, Mr Phillipson also noted the role EU and
UN sanctions were having in opening up debate in Tehran on Iran’s nuclear policy. A
significant passage in the US National Intelligence Estimate argued that Tehran’s decisions
are “guided by a cost-benefit approach”, suggesting “international scrutiny” and pressure
has had and will continue to have an impact on its behaviour. It said it was “difficult to
specify” how this pressure should be combined with incentives.””! However, others have
been more sceptical about the effectiveness of international pressure. An internal European
Union paper admitted,

In practice [...] the Iranians have pursued their programme at their own pace, the
limiting factor being technical difficulties rather than resolutions by the UN or the
International Atomic Energy Agency [...] The problems with Iran will not be
resolved through economic sanctions alone.'*?

115. At the time of drafting this Report, the E3+3 has agreed the contents of a draft
Security Council resolution imposing a third round of sanctions against Iran, but it has not
yet been voted on in the Council. Briefings by European and American officials suggest the
draft resolution will only moderately expand existing sanctions.'”?

116. The House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee recently published a Report
analysing the effectiveness of sanctions as a foreign policy tool. Drawing on a number of
case studies from around the globe, it warned that a regime can often “turn aspects of
sanctions to its advantage and increase its internal control.”* It noted that “targeted
financial sanctions have been less effective than is sometimes suggested.”**> It concluded:
“Reliance on sanctions as the main means of resolving the current disputes with North
Korea and Iran appears to be a recipe for failure.”’*® In its Response, the Government
argued that the role of sanctions in countering threats “should not be underestimated” and
that they could have a “significant impact in changing behaviour” when used as part of a
‘twin track’ strategy.'”’

117. We conclude that although the sanctions currently in place against Iran act as a
disincentive for its nuclear programme, they are not sufficiently robust to coax it into
suspending its enrichment. We are concerned that the new political dynamic following
the publication of the US National Intelligence Estimate, and underlying differences
within the international community, mean future UN and EU sanctions are likely to
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remain ineffective and may inadvertently help President Ahmadinejad by providing
him with a scapegoat for his economic failings. We recommend that the Government in
framing its sanctions policy does its utmost to try to preserve unity within the UN
Security Council and the EU.

Preconditions and future enrichment

118. We noted in Chapter Two that the June 2006 offer for long-term negotiations with
Iran (including dialogue with the United States) requires it to suspend its enrichment
activities first. This precondition to substantive talks has been the subject of significant
debate, and Dr Barnaby regards it as the “main dispute” between Iran and the West.'*®

119. The case for the suspension of enrichment as a precondition to substantive
negotiations rests on a number of arguments. First, as Mr Fitzpatrick argues, it “remains
the best way for Iran to rebuild international confidence.”™ Iran is also legally obliged to
suspend enrichment activities under a number of Security Council resolutions. Mr
Phillipson argued the precondition was required so the international community could
“apply a break point in terms of their ability to move to a position in which they have a
nuclear weapons capability” and that it was not “an arbitrary demand”.*® He further
argued that the incentives provided in the June 2006 offer, and the fact that the US was
signed up to this offer, meant that the suspension of uranium enrichment was a reasonable
request before talks began.”! There is also the question as to why Iran feels the need to
enrich any uranium on its own soil if it has been offered guaranteed supplies from abroad.
As Jenny Warren notes, the suspension required from Iran would also be met with a
suspension of UN sanctions.*” These are all important arguments.

120. However, there has been much disquiet over this approach. Our interlocutors in
Tehran argued that their previous suspension of enrichment brought them little reward.
We also got the sense that though Iran could use enriched uranium from abroad, the issue
had acquired a political and ideological importance for the regime from which it would be
reluctant to back down. Dr Hans Blix, the former chief UN weapons inspector, has called
the precondition “humiliating”. A former senior State Department official and now
President of the Council of Foreign Relations, Richard Haass, has said, “I do not think this
call for a precondition of stoppage of all enrichment activity ought to be allowed to torpedo
diplomacy”.**® The Time to Talk coalition (a grouping of NGOs including Oxfam and the
Foreign Policy Centre) argues that the precondition to suspend enrichment is an “obstacle”
which means “the potential of diplomacy cannot fully be tapped”.***

121. The precondition to suspend enrichment is currently the stumbling block to any
Iranian dialogue with the United States on topics other than Iraq (Dr Condoleezza Rice has
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said she is prepared to meet with her Iranian counterpart “anytime, anywhere” if
suspension occurs).””” Senator Barack Obama, currently a leading Democratic candidate
for the US Presidency, has said the US President should engage in “aggressive personal
diplomacy” with Iran, making clear that if elected as President, he would talk to Iran
without preconditions.”*® His approach was supported by Dr Ansari, who told us:

I have always been in favour of the Americans engaging Iran on an unconditional
basis. That does not mean that a compromise is made, but just that you start talking.
You can voice your disagreements openly. It is not a problem.*”’

Sir Richard Dalton told us the prospect of “serious negotiation between the United States
and Iran on a bilateral basis” was a requirement for success.*®

122. Dr ElBaradei himself has argued: “The fact of the matter is that one of the purposes of
suspension, keeping them from getting the knowledge, has been overtaken by events.”*
He has argued that, as it is too late to stop Iran from acquiring the necessary knowledge to
enrich uranium, a second-best position of trying to keep Iran’s programme from growing
larger should be pursued instead. In a similar vein, Elahe Mohtasham argues that the
recent technological advances made by Iran mean it is “highly unlikely” that it would now
agree to limitations on its programme.*’® Mr Fitzpatrick notes that the validity of this
argument depends on whether Iran has the capacity to greatly expand its facilities at
Natanz. He describes this as a “crucial unknown”.*"! However, if Dr ElBaradei is correct,
each passing month before substantive negotiations begin allows Iran to further expand its
programme, strengthening its bargaining position and moving it closer towards industrial
scale enrichment.

123. A key challenge for both the E3+3 (especially the UK and US Governments) and Iran
is that they have publicly and firmly established their positions. Iran’s Foreign Minister has
said that suspension of enrichment as a precondition to talks will “never materialize.”*'* Dr
Howells told us:

You need to have the terms for that negotiation on the table. It is not as if they have
suddenly been arrived at. [...] I think that they know exactly where they stand on the
issue. We know where we stand. It is a matter of somebody moving. That, it seems to
me, is very easy; it is to say, “We signed up to the terms of the safeguard agreement,
we are members of the International Atomic Energy Agency, and we are going to
abide by the rules.” Why is that so difficult?**?
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However, analysts remain concerned that the current lack of substantive negotiations
(combined with a lack of consensus over robust sanctions) may be placing Iran in an ever-
stronger position. BASIC argues that the current situation leaves it with “sufficient wiggle-
room to develop [...] nuclear weapons capability transparently and under existing
safeguards.”'* It should also be noted that Iran could choose to leave the NPT with three
months notice should it wish, as North Korea did in 2003."> The international community
needs to be aware of the likely consequences of pushing Iran into a position where it gives
serious consideration to withdrawing from the NPT.

124. VERTIC argues that one way out of the impasse would be for the E3+3 to agree to
“the continuation of some sensitive nuclear activities”, in particular pilot-scale enrichment
under “highly intrusive and robust” additional safeguards once the IAEA has adequately
resolved all outstanding questions about Iran’s programme. It adds: “Assuring Iran that it
will be permitted to restart its pilot-scale enrichment activities at an early date may help to
persuade it to suspend them now.” It also suggests that seeking a suspension is becoming
“increasingly ineffective” at denying Iran the knowledge it would need to build a
clandestine programme (a claim supported by Dr ElBaradei), and that it may be less
effective in limiting Iran’s programme than a continuation of pilot-scale enrichment under
safeguards.”'® BASIC also advocates the operation of a limited enrichment facility at Natanz
with “strict limits on the number of centrifuges [...] as well as an intrusive IAEA inspection
regime to prevent diversion to a nuclear weapons programme.”*"’

125. The latest US National Intelligence Estimate Report, which assesses that Iran does not
currently have an active weaponisation programme, may give increasing credibility to this
strategy as a way of placing some control on Iran’s nuclear activities. With tougher
sanctions proving difficult to achieve, such a proposal may present one way to restart
negotiations whilst allowing both sides to claim some sort of victory. However, as Mr
Fitzpatrick argues: “It will take a sustained period of full cooperation with the IAEA and
behaviour above suspicion befitting Caesar’s wife before Iran will be able to overcome the
confidence deficient it created the past two decades”.?*®* Whilst the option discussed above
may help overcome negotiating difficulties, there would be much hard work still to do to
resolve the crisis. Other facilities such as Iran’s heavy water reactor programme at Arak
would still need to be tackled—VERTIC argues that their termination would be a necessary
step towards rebuilding trust.?”® As Time to Talk argues, it is important to show flexibility
to close off “the easier routes to developing nuclear weapons” whilst ensuring adequate
safeguards are in place on remaining sensitive activities.”

126. We conclude that it seems very unlikely that Iran will accept the demand that it
suspend enrichment before substantive talks can begin. It feels it got little reward for its
previous suspension, and its present Government has ramped up nationalist feeling on
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this issue. This stalemate is in no-one’s interest but simply pressing for a resumption of
Iran-US dialogue without an end to President Ahmadinejad’s defiance of UN
resolutions will strengthen him and dismay and weaken reformers. We recommend
therefore that the Government urges the current US Administration to change its
policy and begin to engage directly with Iran on its nuclear programme, as the absence
of such engagement has deprived the international community of a significant
diplomatic tool. The international community has made clear that if Iran suspends
dual use enrichment it can expect cooperation on civilian nuclear power and
Condoleezza Rice has said she will meet the Iranians “any time, any place”. If this
positive offer is accepted then it would become possible to make progress towards a
solution.

Providing Incentives

127. In Chapter Two, we noted the incentives in the June 2006 offer to Iran included
assistance with a civil nuclear programme (including the provision of uranium enrichment
from abroad), improving Iran’s access to the international economy, an energy relationship
with the EU and the development of a regional security forum. Dr Howells argued that this
path would lead to “a renaissance in Iran, as far as trade and prosperity is concerned”**!
BASIC argues that these incentives could go further, for instance by “the lifting of US
restrictions on foreign investment in Iran’s oil refinery sector”.”> We agree with Sir
Richard Dalton’s assessment that the June 2006 offer provides a good set of incentives to
Iran**® The incentives on offer seem much less likely to be a stumbling block for a
resolution to the crisis than the precondition of the suspension of uranium enrichment and
the denial of any enrichment activities on Iranian soil.

The Role of the UK

128. The UK Government is an important member of the E3+3. The UK has strong
historical links with Iran. On our visit to Tehran, we noted that the Iranians place great
weight on the policies of the UK, given the Government’s close relationship with the
United States. On our most recent visit to the United States in October 2007, it was clear
that the political establishment there also places weight on the UK Government’s
assessment of the situation, given the fact that the UK is diplomatically represented in
Tehran whilst Washington is not. Time to Talk argues that the UK has played an
important role in “fostering a climate of pragmatism”. It adds that the UK is in a good
position to work towards the “stepping up of robust negotiations” between Iran and the
US.224

129. Whilst the E3+3 have officially acted together in unity, it is also clear that different
countries within the grouping have different roles to play. Dr Howells told us that the
Government was leading the debate on Iran’s nuclear programme and that “with regard to
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being open to new approaches and ideas, we are about as open as it is possible to be”.>>> He
added that British Ambassadors to Tehran were “among our very best”, and that the
Government was in a strong position to be able to use its influence in the Middle East and
historical relationship with Iran to good effect.”* The last visit by a UK Foreign Secretary to
Iran was in late 2003, when Rt Hon Jack Straw MP travelled there with his French and
German counterparts.”’ The current Foreign Secretary has met his Iranian counterpart
outside of Iran, for instance at the Davos World Economic Forum in January 2008.2*

130. We conclude that the Government is playing a vital role in the E3+3. The UK’s
diplomatic presence in Iran and its close relationship with the United States put it in a
good position to show leadership on this issue. We note the Foreign Secretary has met
his Iranian counterpart on several occasions and we recommend that he continues his
personal diplomacy and gives consideration to visiting Iran at an early opportunity to
push the process forward.

The Military Option

131. One controversial option that has been raised as a way of resolving the crisis is the use
of military action against Iran. As Time to Talk notes, military action would likely take the
form of air strikes rather than a ground invasion.””® This is in part due to Iran’s large land
mass and population, the commitment of troops elsewhere in the region, and the potential
sole objective of neutralising Iran’s nuclear facilities.

132. The US Government has not taken the military option off the table. Dr Barnaby notes
that “advocates of early military action argue that the consequences of a nuclear-armed
Iran are such that military strikes are justified, whether a smoking gun is found or not.”
However, he points out that Iran has a large number of targets and well-protected and
hidden facilities. He also warns that if Iran’s facilities “were severely damaged during an
attack, it is possible that Iran could embark on a crash programme to make one nuclear
weapon” by focusing its efforts on this single objective. He argues that “if Iran devoted
maximum effort and resources to building one nuclear bomb, it could achieve this in a
relatively short amount of time: some months rather than years.”**

133. We noted the extent of Iran’s influence across the region in Chapter Three. Time to
Talk argues that any military strike against Iran would have “grave repercussions” for the
Middle East, with particular concern given to the potential for the Revolutionary Guards to
launch more sustained attacks against coalition forces in Iraq.”! Given Iran’s “lynchpin”
role in energy security (40% of the world’s shipment of oil pass through the Straits of
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Hormuz), such an attack would also have a highly detrimental economic impact across the
globe.*

134. Dr Howells shared much of Dr Barnaby’s assessment of the difficulties faced in
launching a military strike against Iran. He noted that the US “would not look lightly upon
a military attack” and that he did not “see it as an immediate possibility at all”.*** He stated
that the UK had “no intention of taking military action against Iran,” although he hedged
this with a qualification that action may be taken against Iran’s support for insurgent
groups elsewhere in the region.***

135. In our 2006 Report on Foreign Policy Aspects of the War Against Terrorism, we
concluded that,

military action against Iran would be likely to unleash a host of extremely serious
consequences both in the Middle East and elsewhere and would not be guaranteed to
prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons in the long term. [TThe Government
should not undertake or support military action against Iran until all other options
have been exhausted or without broad agreement among its international allies.>*

We continue to hold this assessment of the consequences of military action, but it appears
to remain on the table. When we asked Dr Howells if keeping the military option on the
table would help bring about some resolution of the difficulties over this issue, he said he
did not believe it would, noting that “President Ahmadinejad has used the external threats
to strengthen his own position within the country, and [...] a military threat would be seen
as a very real one.”>

136. The then Prime Minister told the House in 2006 that giving an assurance that the UK
would not support a military strike against Iran would be seen as “a sign of weakness”.*’
Mr Fitzpatrick argues that the most important pressure applied on Iran in 2003 (when it is
judged to have halted its covert activities) was the prospect of war with the US. He suggests
that “the threat of military action thus has a role in providing the muscle that can make
diplomacy work.”>*® Based on Dr Howells’ evidence to the Committee, the Government’s
current strategy appears to be to talk down the prospect of a military strike against Iran

without ruling it out completely.

137. Dr Ansari told us that it would be helpful to develop a framework that provides the
Iranians with a sense of security.”® Though the military option is still left on the table,
talking down the prospects of the use of force may go some way towards achieving that.
However, it is clear that security guarantees from the UK Government would not help
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reassure the Iranians if they are not matched by the US. With regard to Israel, Dr Barnaby
and Dr Ansari agreed that they did not envisage it acting unilaterally without the support
of the US>

138. If military action occurs, the UK may be asked to lend diplomatic or military support
against Iran. The US may seek to use its base on Diego Garcia, an Overseas Territory of the
UK Government, for any attack. Dr Howells told us that the US would “always inform” the
UK if it sought to use its bases on sovereign UK territory for an attack.**! Though
acknowledging it was “above his pay grade” to answer whether there would be a
Parliamentary vote for any British support for a military strike, he said that there would
likely be “very extensive debate” before any decision was made.**

139. Mr Fitzpatrick argued that the publication of the National Intelligence Estimate has
deflated what had been “an unstinting escalation of tension” over Iran’s nuclear
programme. In his assessment, “barring the discovery of inflammatory new information

» <«

that would discredit the new findings”, “President Bush would have no empirical basis and

no political support for ordering military action against Iran’s nuclear program”.**

140. We conclude that the publication of the US National Intelligence Estimate has
made a military strike against Iran less likely. We remain of the view that such a
military strike would be unlikely to succeed and could provoke an extremely violent
backlash across the region. We recommend that the Government urges Washington to
consider offering a credible security guarantee to Iran if the Iranian Government in
turn will offer an equally credible and verifiable guarantee that it will not enter into a
nuclear weapons programme and improves its cooperation with the international
community in other areas.

240Q 89

21.Q 249
242.Q 250
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Wednesday 20 February 2008

Members present:

Mike Gapes, in the Chair

Sir Menzies Campbell Mr Malcolm Moss
Mr David Heathcoat-Amory Mr Greg Pope

Mr Eric lllsley Mr Ken Purchase
Mr Andrew Mackinlay Sir John Stanley

The Committee deliberated.

Draft Report (Global Security: Iran), proposed by the Chairman, brought up and read.

Ordered, That the Chairman’s draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph.

Paragraphs 1 to 22 read and agreed to.

Paragraph 23 read, amended and agreed to.

Paragraphs 24 to 30 read and agreed to.

Paragraph 31 read, amended and agreed to.

Paragraphs 32 to 38 read and agreed to.

Paragraph 39 read, amended and agreed to.

Paragraphs 40 and 41 read and agreed to.

Paragraphs 42 and 43 read, amended and agreed to.

Paragraphs 44 to 49 read and agreed to.

Paragraph 50 read, amended and agreed to.

Paragraphs 51 to 56 read and agreed to.

Paragraph 57 read, amended and agreed to.

Paragraphs 58 to 62 read and agreed to.

Paragraph 63 read, amended and agreed to.

Paragraphs 64 and 65 read and agreed to.

Paragraph 66 read, amended and agreed to.

Paragraphs 67 to 76 read and agreed to

Paragraph 77 read, amended and agreed to.

Paragraphs 78 to 81 read and agreed to.
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Paragraph 82 read, amended and agreed to.
Paragraphs 83 to 95 read and agreed to.
Paragraph 96 read, amended and agreed to.
Paragraph 97 read and agreed to

Paragraph 98 read, amended and agreed to.
Paragraphs 99 to 102 read and agreed to.
Paragraph 103 read, amended and agreed to.
Paragraphs 104 to 108 read and agreed to.
Paragraph 109 read, amended and agreed to.
Paragraphs 110 to 114 read and agreed to.
Paragraph 115 read, amended and agreed to.
Paragraph 116 read and agreed to.
Paragraph 117 read, amended and agreed to.
Paragraphs 118 to 125 read and agreed to.
Paragraph 126 read, amended and agreed to.
Paragraph 127 read, as follows:

If the Government feels that dropping preconditions is not possible, we recommend that one
possible alternative is to modify the June 2006 proposal by providing assurances to Iran that it
will eventually be allowed to enrich small quantities of uranium under rigorous safeguards if it
agrees to suspend its programme until the IAEA has resolved all unanswered questions about its
programme and an Additional Protocol has been implemented.

Paragraph disagreed to.

Paragraphs 128 and 129 (now paragraphs 127 and 128) read and agreed to.

Paragraphs130 and 131 (now paragraphs 129 and 130) read, amended and agreed to.
Paragraphs 132 to 140 (now paragraphs 131 to 139) read and agreed to.

Paragraph 141 (now paragraph 140) read, amended and agreed to.

Resolved, That the Report, as amended, be the Fifth Report of the Committee to the House.
Ordered, That the Chairman make the Report to the House.

Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for printing with the Report.

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the provisions
of Standing Order No. 134.

[Adjourned till Wednesday 27 February at 2.00 pm].
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Taken before the Foreign Affairs Committee

on Wednesday 2 May 2007

Members present:

Mike Gapes (Chairman)

Rt hon. Mr. David Heathcoat-

Amory
Mr. John Horam
Andrew Mackinlay

Mr. Ken Purchase
Rt hon. Sir John Stanley

Witnesses: Sir Richard Dalton KCMG, Ambassador to Iran 2002-06, and Dr. Rosemary Hollis, Director of

Research, Chatham House, gave evidence.

Q1 Chairman: We have before us two people whom
we know very well, Sir Richard Dalton and Dr.
Rosemary Hollis, and we are just beginning an
inquiry that will look at Iran. We thought that it
would be helpful if we focused initially on the recent
captives crisis and the events surrounding it. I am
conscious that, because of the election timetable,
some of my colleagues are not here today.
Nevertheless, we have a quorum, and I am sure that
we will be able to cover all the territory.

Would you both set out how you saw the objectives of
the Iranians in capturing and detaining our marines
and sailors? Why did they do it? What were they
trying to achieve? What was their purpose and did
they meet their objectives in doing this?

Sir Richard Dalton: We do not know. We do not
know what their objectives were because we do not
know who took the decision. There are three options.
The first is that the system decided that it wanted to
make an example of the British and this was the way
to do it wusing its constitutionally decreed
arrangements, ratified if necessary by the supreme
command of the armed forces, Ayatollah Khamenei.
Attheotherend of the spectrum, it might be thatlocal
commanders decided that this would be a good thing
to do; they believed that they had mounted a
successful operation against the British in 2004 and it
was a good time to do it again. In between those two
options, it could be that the commanders thought
that it was a good idea and checked it with their
military superiors, who had a quiet word with
somebody on the political side who said, “Well, go
ahead and do not worry; the system will back you up
after you have done it.” We have no evidence that I
am aware of publicly to choose between those three
options.

Speculating about their motives, I think that they
wanted to show that they were tough and ready to
repel anybody who wanted to aggress against their
territory, so they had a general objective of showing
military determination. Secondly, they wanted to
taunt the British, who are regarded as enemies,
particularly in the Revolutionary Guard and in the
higher clerical circles. The target was one that they
would have spotted because they keep an extremely
close watch on what goes on, and they would have

concluded that for low military cost they might well
be able to make a significant political demonstration
against the United Kingdom, their habitual enemy.
There might have been feelings to assuage because
they—particularly in the Revolutionary Guard—
had been on the receiving end of some setbacks, such
asthearrestsin Irbil by the Americans, with five of the
Revolutionary Guards’ associates kept by the
Americans. There had also been a high level probable
defector, Mr. Asgari, which was a blow to their pride.
The Revolutionary Guard commanders may have
thought that it was a good time to show that they
could not be taken for granted and were ready to
defend their position. Speculation about who took
the decision and what their motives were is beside the
point. The system took up the action as soon as the
news came through to Tehran that the captives had
been taken and ran withit. Within amatter of minutes
or hours, it became a system-wide exercise.

Q2 Chairman: We will go into other aspects of thatin
a moment, but have you got anything to add, Dr.
Hollis?

Dr. Hollis: 1 go along with everything that Sir
Richard has said about the options over how it
originated. I concur totally that once it had started,
the system was going to play it for all it was worth. I
would add that the Iranians seem to have a propensity
to play on a very large battlefield and to try to have as
many options in the air as possible. While it is not
actual warfare, it is a sort of asymmetrical warfare.
That fits in with Iran’s own rhetoric in which it said
that, “If the Americans attacked us, they would be
mistaken if they assumed that we would retaliate with
missile attacks on US assets in the region. We have
many other ways of making their life difficult.” That
episode fits nicely with Iran’s sense of its place in the
region. Ithas multi-faceted relationshipsin the region
and multiple opportunities to make its presence and
position felt.

Q3 Sir John Stanley: Sir Richard, will you explain
why you appear to rule out a fourth option, namely
that it was retaliatory action for the taking into
custody of certain Iranian personnel and, if the media
reports are to be regarded as authentic, for the news
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that more would be taken into custody in Iraq by
Iraqi security forces and the US? Sir Richard Dalton:
I certainly donotrule that out. I said that they wanted
to assuage their feelings that had been sorely hurt by
that action. It could have been a direct retaliatory
action on the grounds that the UK would be a softer
touch than getting directly at the United States.

Q4 Chairman: In your answer earlier, Sir Richard,
you referred to the regime taking on the issue and
using it. In an article that you wrote a few weeks ago,
you said that the Iranians appear to have been
improvising rather than working on an overall
diplomatic plan. Could you summarise how the
Iranian diplomacy worked once they had taken it on
in the way that you described?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 do not know any of the inside
story. You would have to ask the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office to give you a good answer to
that question. It wasclear, asin the case of the capture
in 2004, that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in
Tehran had to play catch up to find out which units
were holding those people and why, what the line of
communication was and what the view of the political
leadership was of the action taken to capture them.
How matters evolved in that interplay of the different
actors in Tehran is, in my experience, always
shrouded in mystery. They keep their counsel very
close. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs is a faithful
expounder of an agreed line, but does not take a
foreign embassy into its confidence about what line is
being taken by which players in the preparation of
that agreed line.

Q5 Chairman: A question for both of you: do you
feel that the Iranians now regard the way in which
they handled our personnel as sensible? I refer to their
use of confession, televising, and the threats that were
madeto the personnel. Inretrospect, might they think
that perhaps they should not have done that?

Dr. Hollis: If 1 may say so, I think that the Iranians
deemed it a pretty successful manoeuvre from start to
finish. It ended happily, and at the right time. They
had sent messages, they had tested to see how far they
could go and they regrouped when they came up
against the limits of that. I dispute the argument that
theymade at the time of the release of the personnel to
the effect that, had Tony Blair not taken the issue to
the Security Council and to other members of the
European Union, it could all have been resolved
sooner. The fact that they said that was indicative of
the careful manoeuvres in which they were engaged,
and it justified their position. However, by taking the
issue to the UN Security Council and to fellow EU
members, the British in effect raised the stakes, but
also established—for all to see—the extent of support
that they were likely to receive. They demonstrated to
the Iranians that they were not a pushover.

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 broadly agree with that. [ would
add that it was a very high risk strategy for the British
to go to the Security Council at the time that they did.
Making a large public fuss is rather different from
making private representations to allies and regional
neighbours of Iran. The more one uses publicity and
the international pulpit, as it were, the higher the

value of captives to some of the extremists in the
Government whom one is trying to influence. The
fact that the release of Faye Turner was aborted as a
consequence of going to the Security Council shows
the degree to which a risk existed.

In addition to the EU partners, who I suspect would
have been prepared to go into reverse in some of their
dealings with Iran had the issue remained unresolved
after a period of time, the key influences on the
Iranians were, I think, the regional ones. As Dr.
Hollis said, a major Iranian objective was to show
power in the region, yet they had a stream of phone
calls from all their regional neighbours, saying,
“Please bring this to an end.”

Q6 Mr. Horam: Why did the Syrians take the line
that they took? They made it plain that they were
against the Iranian position. Why would they do
that?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 do not think that they made it
plain publicly. There have been articles suggesting on
the basis of Syrian briefings that the Syrians were
pleased to help. That would fit with the Syrian wish to
make it plain to the west that it is not a country to be
put into the doghouse and isolated, in the way that
might be associated with US policy, but rather is a
reasonable country, that can be dealt with. Puttinga
good word in would have been a logical course as part
of the Syrian campaign to rehabilitate its image.

Q7 Mr. Horam: That is part of its wider game plan.
Sir Richard Dalton: Yes.

Q8 Mr. Horam: Do you agree, Dr. Hollis?

Dr. Hollis: 1 do. The Syrians saw it as an opportunity
to demonstrate that they could be useful. I think that
they capitalised to the extent that the US official
Nicholas Burns, talking this morning about US-Iran
relations, mentioned the Syrian Foreign Minister
Mr. Muallem by name as one of the players who will
be present with neighbours of Iraq and other
interested parties in the next two days of diplomacy
on reconstructing Iraq. Given during Mr. Burns’
presentation this morning on diplomacy with Iran, I
remark that as an indication that the Syrians have
quite successfully reinserted themselves in the
regional game.

Q9 Chairman: May I take you back to the issue of
how the release was arranged? Was it as a
consequence of the internal power struggle within the
regime? Sir Richard, you said originally that we do
not know why they were taken. Why were they
released when they were and why do you think that
Ali Larijani decided to go on Channel 4 News? Was
that part of the power struggle or was it for other
reasons?

Sir Richard Dalton: There is a power struggle for
influence in foreign affairs between Dr. Larijani and
President Ahmadinejad. It could be that Dr. Larijani
spotted an opening to insert himself, not only to solve
a problem for Iran but also to show that he can
deliver, which could be relevant to his standing in
Iran. We need to step back a little and ask ourselves
why the Iranians decided not to put them on trial,
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which was touted, as you know. There are precedents
for taking people who have transgressed the sea
borders of Iran—it did not happen in this case, but it
has happened in other cases—putting them on trial
and sentencing them for quite long periods. It was
always a distinct possibility, but, speculating again, it
would appear that the Iranians concluded that to put
them on trial would prolong the issue to Iran’s
disfavour and, as Dr. Hollis said, it had got all it was
going to get out of theissue after a couple of weeks. At
that point, there was scope for a pragmatic
international actor, as Dr. Larijani is, to a degree, to
stepin.

Dr. Hollis: 1 agree that there is a power struggle. I was
taking soundings as much as I could from Iranian
contacts, including those in Iran as the situation
unfolded, and my sense is that President
Ahmadinejad was persuaded to stay out of this until
he was given the opportunity to do the theatre at the
end. In the internal power struggle there was a
division of labour and Dr. Larijani felt to me to be
very much in charge at the Iran end of the overall
direction that it was going to take. As one Iranian
described it to me, the President’s reward for not
trying to hijack the issue was the drama at the end.

Q10 Andrew Mackinlay: My questions are for both of
you. You gave us possible reasons, or options, but
one that you did not mention—it comes later in my
brief, but I will touch upon it now—is the dispute
about whether the Royal Navy was in internationally
agreed Iraqi waters, in that area that is blurred or in
dispute, or in Iranian waters, and I want to link this to
the Security Council. As I understand it, we went to
the Security Council seeking condemnation of the
taking of our people, and so on, but other members of
the Security Council, particularly the Russians, were
not prepared to say that these were Iraqi waters. It
strikes me that they had an unexpected bonus because
the Security Council did not do what the United
Kingdom wanted it to do with regard to the location.
That was a point to Iran, and it could pump the air. I
am concerned that we did not do our preparation
before we went to the Security Council in order to
know what other Security Council players would sign
up to. It seemed to me that there was a diplomatic
failure or error by us and the Security Council. If the
Chairman will allow it we may also come later to the
matter of whether internationally other people agree
about the status of these particular waters and the
location of our RIB craft. I want to bounce that off
you both, because it seems it was a bit clumsy in New
York.

Dr. Hollis: Sir Richard called it a high-risk strategy. I
admit that I felt at the time that it went as far as it
could with the Security Council because not only did
the Iranians learn that the British would have
support, but the British learned the limits of that
support. The silver lining was that not endorsing the
British claim about where exactly the British vessel
was presented the opening for the resolution of the
crisis. Both sides could agree that it is a sensitive area,
in which one has to be doubly careful, and there is
some value in closer engagement to ensure that
misunderstandings do not happen in the future.

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 shall add to that by saying that I
do not believe that the we are talking, for practical
purposes, about disputed waters. An enormous
amount of shipping goes up and down those waters,
and there have not been any similar incidents—at
least, they have not been publicised. Thatis because it
is very much in the Iranian interest to respect the
international acquis, even if it isinformal, as to where
the border is.

When we had difficulties with the Iranians in 2003
over movements by their forces toward and beyond
theIragiborder, I took theissue oninstructionsto the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. It stoutly maintained
that Iran’s policy was to respect the commonly
accepted bordersin order that there could be a proper
negotiation in due course with an independent Iraqi
state, at which the borders would be fixed once and
for all at what, for Iran, would be a relatively
favourablesituation—that with which it was left after
the Iran-Iraq war in 1988.

Thereason why the Iranians did not contest where the
UK said the line was in the northern waters of the
Persian gulf was that it did not wish to set up an
irritation in its relationship with Iraq that would
make the maritime border harder to deal with.

Q11 Andrew Mackinlay: This is a very important
point. The British Government’s position was that
the waters were indisputably Iraqi. You said that
there was a modus vivendi by which merchant
shipping was let go, as happens in an awful lot of
waterways around the world that are subject to
opposing claims. I think that you have concurred
with my feeling that, in fact, the waters were disputed,
and that the Government would have known that.
There might well have been a custom and practice
that craft of all nations could go into the waters and
that that would not be an issue. It became an issue the
moment that somebody wants to say, “Youarein our
waters—in our bailiwick”.

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 would not agree with that. Only
if two parties to a border dispute it can we say that a
border is disputed. Neither Iraq or Iran is disputing
the line that exists on the Admiralty charts that are
used by 90%.—/ Interruption. |

Q12 Andrew Mackinlay: Whose Admiralty?

Sir Richard Dalton: Our Admiralty. The charts used
by the British Navy are the charts used by 90%. of the
world’s shipping, I am told. At the time of the
incident, neither Iraq or Iran was disputing the line.
There is a lack of clarity in international law because
there is no treaty between the sovereign Government
of Iraq and Iran to define the line. Royal Navy policy
was to leave a 1 km buffer zone between an operation
and the commonly accepted and undisputed line in
the Persian gulf because of the possibility of mistakes.
They were outside that self-imposed buffer area by
0.2 km.

Q13 Mr. Purchase: Could I just remind you thaton 2
April Ali Larijani said there was no need to proceed
with the trial, on 3 April Jalal Sharafi was freed in
return to Tehran and on 4 April Iran was told it could
have access to the five detainees from Irbil? The
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Secretary of State for Defence, Des Browne, said
there was no deal. You suggested, Sir Richard, that
there was a firm refusal, both in public and private, to
pay a price. Not that I want to spoil the Prime
Minister’s tea party on his 10th anniversary, but he
also said there was no deal and that it happened
without any negotiation or any side agreement of any
nature. Does it not seem a bit of a spin to suggest that
there was no negotiation and no side agreement—yet
on 5 April the lads were out?

Dr. Hollis: 1donot know whether spinisat work here.
I'think the word “negotiation” could beinterpreted in
different ways. I think what was meant was that there
was no negotiation in the sense that there was no
concession made and no demand and therefore no
responding concession. I think there was a great deal
of diplomatic activity—some might call that
negotiation—around the issue. It could well be that
there is nothing to hide here. It is a success.

Q14 Mr. Purchase: They are free, sure. Itis a success.
Butcredibilityis stretched a little—isn’t it>—when we
have these closely related events of what appears to be
recanting on two positions, then the next thing the
lads are out but there was no deal.

Dr. Hollis: Wait a minute. You are talking about the
service personnel recanting.

Q15 Mr. Purchase: No, I am talking about the five
detainees from Irbil. We gave the Iranian authorities
access to them.

Dr. Hollis: 1 am sorry. I was connecting it back to the
business of where they were in the territorial waters.

Q16 Mr. Purchase: I am sorry if I misled you.
Perhaps I did not provide a full enough description of
the events. On 4 April, Iran was told it could have
access to the five detainees from Irbil.

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 think what is happening here is
that there was a very helpful coincidence, but how it
arose I do not know. My hunch is that it arose out of
UK-US diplomacy rather than US-Iran diplomacy
or UK-Iran diplomacy. Itis an obvious thing to do to
ease the path of an Iranian climbdown for consular
access to be given to these US detainees in Irbil. Itis a
small step towards normal international practice by
the United States Government and is actually very
welcome on its own merits.

The return of Mr. Sharafi is even more of a mystery.
He is the second secretary from the Iranian embassy
in Iraqwho had been kidnapped. Thereis no evidence
linking the United States authorities with that. Buthe
was returned to Iran in the course of the exchanges
between the UK and Iran about the Royal Navy
captives. It seems to me to have oiled the wheels.

Q17 Mr. Purchase: In the middle of all this, on 3
April Nigel Sheinwald had a telephone conversation
with Mr. Larijani. The whole thing seems to me to fit
together for a negotiation—with people saying,
“We’lldo thisif you’ll do that.”

Dr. Hollis: Waitaminute. If youlook at the Jon Snow
interview with Mr. Larijani—

Q18 Mr. Purchase: On Channel 4?

Dr. Hollis: Yes. Larijani gave lots of information
without demands. It seems to me that a lot of
information was being passed among all the players
who gotinvolved, some publicly and some behind the
scenes. Deductions were made as to what would
smooth the path of diplomacy. I am not trying to
defend anybody’s position, but I recollect that
watching it unfold was like watching a carefully
choreographed dance.

Mr. Purchase: I am happy with the outcome. It seems
faintly ridiculous that we should deny, or that it
should be denied, that anything was done to enable
the happy release of our sailors to take place.

Q19 Chairman: Can I rephrase the question? Isitnot
really that we had sequenced, unilateral steps such as
confidence-building measures rather than a
negotiation?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1t could be. It is not the same
thing.

Chairman: It is not. Therefore, you could say that
there was no negotiation, but you could also take
unilateral steps, or get your allies to do so, to help
build confidence in order to secure the release.

Q20 Andrew Mackinlay: May I ask Dr. Hollis and
SirRichard a question? Admittedly, youarenotin the
Foreign Office, but I want to put to you my
impression. Des Browne, in his statement in the
House of Commons, implied that other people,
presumably coalition partners, were fulfilling
rigorously and with vigour the search and board, but
he has never been able to show that that was so. Last
week, there was an announcement that we have
returned to that. Surely the truth is that this day, the
Royal Navyisnotdoingsearch and board in the same
location, to the same extent and with the same
frequency, and that therefore the Iranians have
clearly gained their central objective.

Dr. Hollis: Wait a minute. If we are talking about the
exchanging of signals, it was 24 hours before the
personnel were captured that one member of the
British service personnel in the Basra area said that
although he could not proveit, he was being informed
that Iranians were behind the channel of money going
to Iraqis, averaging $500 a head, to pay them to
attack British soldiers. That is quite an accusation.
He said that he could not prove it, but that he was
hearing it.

I see one explanation for the Iranian action within a
couple of days of that. It demonstrated that we have a
very complex relationship. The background is that
the Iranians have been accusing the British of
interfering in Khuzestan, a south-west province on
the Iranian side of the border that is populated by a
majority of Arabs. It is therefore confusing for a
British soldier in Iraq when dealing with an Iranian
national who happens to be from Arabestan and is
speaking Arabic to some friends or relatives in Basra.
When are they doing transactions and friendly
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engagement, and when are they causinga problem for
the British? And exactly who is on whose side
anyway?

In those circumstances, one could give an
explanation for the British who might be conducting
operations in a somewhat different mode since the
episode. It might just be cautionary tactics, as
opposed to backing down specifically to Iranian
pressure. Both players in that difficult area have
accepted that there is far too much room for a small
misunderstanding to spin out of control, escalate and
cause blows.

Q21 Andrew Mackinlay: I welcome your explaining
that to us, but it gives credence to my feeling that
things are not being done in the same fashion, to the
same extent, in the same location and with the same
frequency as they did before the seizure of Royal
Navy personnel. That is your view?

Dr. Hollis: Yes, but that need not be backing down
under pressure.

Sir Richard Dalton: Do we have any information to
that effect—that things have been done differently by
the Royal Navy? I donot.

Q22 Chairman: Butitisa factthat wedonothave the
boats back. The Iranians still hold them.
Sir Richard Dalton: Yes.

Q23 Chairman: Therefore there is unresolved
business for our presence and the effectiveness of
what we can do.

Dr. Hollis: May I add another thing here? The British
were inspecting vessels, and still are, to look for
smugglers. How, if not through illicit trade, are some
of the militiamen who are fighting for control of the
local governorshipin Basra to get theirincome? How,
if not through that kind of trafficking, linking their
mates on one side of the border with their mates on
the other side? The British are literally interfering
with local politics in Iraq, and local politics and the
Iranians are in bed together.

Q24 Mr. Purchase: May I try to press you a bit
further? I am not quite sure how important this all is,
but to reinforce what I was trying to get across earlier,
we know that Margaret Beckett spoke to her Iranian
counterpart Mottaki on several occasions—whether
it was useful or not, she did that. We know that there
was the phone call from Nigel Sheinwald to Ali
Larijani, which was probably key to the whole affair.
The Prime Minister has said that there was a dual-
track strategy. One track was bilateral dialogue with
the Iranian regime, and the FCO in London and the
British ambassador in Iran made attempts to engage
with the Iranians. All that strikes me as probably
quite a successful effort to resolve the difficulties. I do
not understand why it is necessary to say that there
were no negotiations and there was no side deal. It
seems blindingly obvious to me that here were people
struggling to find a way forward and finding one, but
then for some reason not wanting to say that they had
found one. Let me specific: how important do you
think Sheinwald’s discussion on the telephone was to
the whole process?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 would have thought that it was
very important for Britain not to be seen to be paying
a price to get its own captives back. That was a
fundamentally important objective of Her Majesty’s
Government, and I support it. Somebody who acts
illegally to take captives in such a way will only be
encouraged to do so again, if they gain something
tangible from it.

I donot think that Iran was the winner in the episode,
and [ do not agree with Bolton—we may come on to
him later—that it was a “double victory” for Iran.
They managed to pull their chestnuts out of the fire by
conceding when they did, because the situation was
getting worse for them. I stand by my thought that
that happy coincidence could well have been
arranged, but I can quite see why the British
Government would want to deny that it specifically
paid a price to the Iranians. I do not know what Sir
Nigel Sheinwald and Mr. Larijani talked about, so I
cannot really comment on that.

Q25 Mr. Purchase: I will not press this any further. I
merely say that if you put the whole thing together it
lacks a certain credibility, and I think that we may not
have controlled it.

Dr. Hollis: 1 wonder, though; surely successful
diplomacy is about resolving a source of dispute with
face saved on both sides. I noticed the way in which
the press were asking questions towards the end of the
episode. They did not seem to be operating with a
concept of win-win. They wanted to discover who
had won. A more direct answer to your question
would have enabled them to say, “Aha, the British
caved in. We had to concede something to get this
resolved.” Then the British press would have been
assisting the Iranians, and the British politicians who
had given the straighter answer for which you are
looking could potentially have given the Iranians an
additional propaganda benefit. Personally, I was
puzzled that there seemed to be only a Bolton-like
understanding that there must be a winner and there
must be a loser.

Q26 Mr. Purchase: Ilike theidea that we arrived ata
sensible conclusion. There was a whole series of
events and the outcome was satisfactory, yet very
senior people suggested that nothing had happened,
that they just gave in.

Dr. Hollis: Could it also be that Jon Snow provoked a
new twist in the saga? Am I not right in thinking that
Sheinwald spoke to Larijani after he was given the
terms of the conversation on British television?
Chairman: Could we move on, please? We have other
areas to cover.

Q27 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: I think that you are
being fantastically innocent if you really think that
those parallel moves were not part of an overall
negotiation. It is only diplomats who can dress these
things up in that way. Let us leave it as a happy
coincidence.

I am interested in what lessons there are for future
relations with Iran. We have heard that we do not
know on whose authority the hostages were taken,
nor who was behind the decision-making process
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that led to their release. It is all opaque; there are
many centres of authority in Iran. How, then, will we
make agreements over issues such as Iran’s
interference in Iraq, where they are destabilising the
country and killing a lot of people, or the nuclear
issue? It is a large rogue state and we do not know
who is in charge. How and with whom will we
negotiate with the prospect of making agreements
that stick?

Sir Richard Dalton: We do know who is in charge: it
is the Supreme Leader, who is called upon to referee
disputes, if they exist, between his military and
civilian leaderships. It is exactly the same as the
power structure in any other Government; there is a
top dog who is called upon to arbitrate. Sometimes
he is called a President, sometimes he is called a
Prime Minister, but we should not be bamboozled
into thinking that nobody is in charge in Iran
because he is called the supreme leader and because
many of the concepts are rather unfamiliar. The
system works quite efficiently. The main politico-
security decisions are debated in the Supreme
National Security Council, which Mr. Larijani
heads. There is a representative of the Supreme
Leader in that body, who along with Mr. Larijani
has direct access to the Supreme Leader, who then
endorses or differs from the decision that has come
from the tier below. There is an iterative process as
decisions are prepared, in which the leader’s circle of
advisers are brought in and consulted. Again, there
are parallels in other government systems, including
our own. By the time the issue comes up for decision,
the path to something that will stick is smoothed.
It is extremely difficult to make that system work for
the benefit of foreigners, not so much because the
system is opaque, but because the issues are highly
difficult and the differences on the actual substance
are immense. As European negotiators, we felt that
if it had been possible in the course of European
negotiations on a Political Dialogue agreement to
reach agreement on human rights, weapons of mass
destruction, terrorism or the Middle East peace
process, and the Supreme Leader and the rest of the
system had endorsed the agreements that had been
negotiated at a lower level, they would have stuck.
Since we, as the UK, have tried to re-establish
diplomatic relations with Iran at the proper level,
our experience was that the agreements that we
reached were broadly fulfilled satisfactorily by the
Iranian side.

Q28 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: I am still unclear.
There is an unelected Supreme Leader and an elected
President, who we all thought had a lot of authority.
Finally, he paraded the captives and said how lucky
they were to go home. There is also a Foreign
Minister. We had difficulty reaching anyone in the
first week of the crisis. That does not seem to impart
a lot of confidence in how and with whom we will
reach agreements. Should we always make a
telephone call to the Supreme Leader? How do we
negotiate with people like that?

Sir Richard Dalton: In exactly the way that you
negotiate with other people.

Q29 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: We usually negotiate
with President Bush by going to see him, and he is
accountable.

Sir  Richard Dalton: There are nominated
representatives. We do not actually get access to the
Supreme Leader but we knew, for example, when for
a year and a half the Iranians honoured the
agreement to suspend their enrichment activities,
that that was an agreement endorsed by him. In the
intermediate stage, the key figures to whom we could
convey messages were the intelligence establishment,
the foreign ministry and the President. We did not
have direct access to the military, but of the four
main power centres that were dealing with whether
Iran should suspend, we could get messages through
to three. We reached an agreement at Foreign
Minister level in Tehran in November 2003, and it
was then cleared with the Supreme Leader by the
senior Iranian negotiator.

The system might not be 100% the same as ours, but
the principles behind it are similar, and it sticks. The
problem is whether the Iranians are willing to
change their views on the substantive issue.
Hitherto, they have not been willing to do that in
relation to most of the issues on which we have been
dealing with them.

Dr. Hollis: If I might add, one does not just negotiate
with President Bush, or whoever is the incumbent of
the White House. There are four or five different key
figures in Washington who need to be on board in
any given situation in order for diplomacy with the
Americans to be effective.

Q30 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: We heard earlier that
you could not tell us on whose authority the hostages
were taken, so the Supreme Leader does not seem to
be in charge of his own military forces. I do not think
that that is an exact parallel with the United States,
where I understand there to be a pretty clear chain
of command. My worry relates, for instance, to a
potential agreement over the future of Iraq. If there
are still rogue elements who are unknown and
unidentified, I am not sure that a lot can be said for
any agreement that is made with this mysterious
Supreme Leader—someone who is above the elected
President.

Dr. Hollis: Larijani will have sorted out with the
Supreme Leader the line that he will take both on
this episode and on the nuclear negotiations. He
speaks with authority on the nuclear issue, whereas
the President does not. However, he complicates the
picture with his dramatic rhetoric, his populism, and
his strutting on the stage. There is a need to unpick
the messages that come out of Iran, which is
frustrating, but I do not necessarily concur with the
idea that that makes them unreliable.

Q31 Sir John Stanley: On a wider question, could
you tell us your view of the Iranian Government’s
objectives in Iraq, and what political outcome they
want to see there?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 believe that they want to see a
Shi’a-dominated Government in a peaceful country
which is a good neighbour with Iran. They want
there to be no American bases in Iraq in the long run,
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and ideally they would like America to fail—to be
perceived as having extended its power into the
middle east in 2003 and to have made a Horlicks of
it and gone away with its tail between its legs. The
manner of the American withdrawal is very
important to Iran’s view that it is in an ideological
and potentially military struggle with the world’s
only superpower. They would see an American
departure as a triumph for justified resistance by
Muslim peoples in the region. One of their main
objectives in increasing the pain for the United
States is to increase the pressure for American
withdrawal.

I believe that previously the Iranians were trying to
achieve that pressure without precipitating Iraq into
a state of chaos, but I think that there is now a state
of chaos in Iraq, although that is not primarily the
work of Iran. When Mr. Negroponte said in his last
National Intelligence Assessment, in January this
year, that Iran’s behaviour was a factor in externally
generated instability in Iraq but not by any means
the main one, he was right. In calibrating its uses of
support for violence in Iraq, Iran is hoping to
achieve the political aims that I described.

Another political aim is to show the political actors
in Iraq that they must keep on good terms with Iran,
so that there will sometimes be support for enemies
of people whom Iran ultimately wants to have as
friends. For example, there is instability associated
with Iranian support in parts of the country, such as
the north, in which Iran is trying to have a good and
trusting relationship with the regional government.
They want to discourage that regional government
from ever thinking of supporting the Kurds inside
Iran. They have a many-layered approach to their
policies; some they operate at a national level in Iraq
and some at a rather local level.

Q32 Sir John Stanley: I will come to you in a
moment if I may, Dr. Hollis, to put the same
question to you. I wish to ask you further, Sir
Richard, when you say that you think their objective
is to have a Shi’a-dominated Iraq, can you tell us
what brand of Shi’a domination you think they are
going for? Are they comfortable with the type of
Shi’a Government that is in place now, who have
signed up for the basics of western-style human
rights, rights for women and so on, or do you think
that the Iranians want a much more radical, militant
brand of Shi’a domination, represented by the
militants?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 think they want a Government
that works. Their interest in stability is much greater
than their interest in the particular ideological
complexion of the Government. You could argue
that, in an ideal world, they would love to have a
theocracy that mirrored their own, but they have
never been able to work for theocracy in the whole
of Iraq and they have not done so, because they
know that it would be fundamentally contrary to the
views of the major theological authority in Iraqi
Shi’adom, namely Ayatollah Sistani. As it is not a
feasible objective, I believe that they have been wise
enough not to try it. They would like a Government
with the chance to operate on behalf of the majority

community, but ultimately success for an Iranian
policy in Iraq requires that Government to be on
reasonable terms with Kurds and Sunnis.

Q33 Sir John Stanley: Dr. Hollis, what is your view
of Iranian political objectives in Iraq? What sort of
Government structure and complexion do you think
the Iranian Government would like to see in Iraq?
Dr. Hollis: They would not like to see Kurdistan
becoming a separate state and they therefore want a
unitary state. Democracy suits them very well
because it gives power to the Shi’a majority, or that
majority is able to dominate the Government as it
does at the moment.

My sense is that they are possibly unaware of how
much hostility is building among non-Shi’a Iraqis
and Sunni Arabs generally over the increase in
Iranian influence in Iraq. I find that there is a
tendency among Sunni and secular Jordanians and
Saudis and Sunni Iraqis essentially to equate Shi’a
Arabs with Iranians even though they are, of course,
ethnically different and have different national
aspirations.

There is a larger conflict playing out here: the
Iranian preferences for Iraq seem to me to overlook
the kind of opposition that is building to the sort of
Iraq that they are getting and the sort of Iraq that
they want.

Q34 Mr. Horam: You said, Sir Richard, that one
aspect of Iranian policy towards Iraq, following the
question from Sir John, was that it would be very
happy if there were a world perception that the US
had failed to come into that area and gone out with
its tail between its legs. How could the US avoid that
perception? What US policy now could you see as
avoiding that?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 support the surge. Again, it is
high risk. Everybody knows that it is going to take
time to yield results and it is not clear whether the
United States domestic political timetable will
coincide with the timetable that General Petraeus is
asking for. But I am impressed by analysts who say
that we will not know whether the new set of policies
is working satisfactorily until the first quarter of next
year. Whether there are enough troops in the surge
to make a real difference is another big question but
I do think it right for the United States to make a
further effort to withdraw with honour because
withdrawing with honour requires stability of a kind
in Iraq and forward movement once again.

Q35 Mr. Horam: Could I come back to something
that you said at the time of the capture of the sailors?
You said that you thought that the Government had
let their anger at the way the sailors were being
treated get the better of them and that they might
have gone to the Security Council too early. I think
that Dr. Hollis commented on that, but you were a
bit nervous about the earliness. How do you see that
now? Do you still stand by that in the light of what
has happened?

Sir Richard Dalton: Yes, I do. I think that building
international pressure was the right thing to do, but
the pressure that really counted was the pressure in
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the region, rather than what actually happened in
the Security Council. The Iranians reacted badly to
our going to “our club” for the endorsement that we
were almost certain to get and to seek to open up a
front of that nature against Iran to add to the other
areas in which Iran was being, in its own view |
hasten to add, driven into a corner. I thought at the
time that there was still mileage in finding
understandings based on ensuring that things like
this should not happen in the future and that
exploring that fully, before having recourse to the
Security Council, was likely to be more productive.

Q36 Mr. Horam: And you still maintain that, even
in the light of what has happened? It seems to have
worked?

Sir Richard Dalton: Yes, because we have not yet
established whether it [the access to the Irbil Five
and the release of Sharafi] was an arranged
coincidence, or whether there were aspects of the
British Government’s presentation to Iran that have
not yet been announced, like ways of ensuring that
incidents like this do not happen in the future and
that there are better communications respecting
certain lines. These are not questions that I am
competent to answer. That is what worked. It is
impossible to say that X% of the formula which
enabled it to work was the Security Council.

Q37 Mr. Horam: Now all this has happened and is
water under the bridge, how do you think UK policy
towards Iran should change, if it should change? We
understand, for example, that a review is taking
place of UK policy towards Iran. What would you
say to the people who are undertaking that review?
Would you advocate any significant changes, or
should we carry on as before?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1t is a very difficult one this,
because we do not have that many bilateral levers to
use against Iran. There should be some attempt to
find an area of our co-operation with Iran which is
valuable to Iran and which we can withdraw for a
period in order to underline our rejection of what
they did and how they did it. So, yes, I think that it
is right—

Q38 Mr. Horam: To have a sort of cooling period?
Sir Richard Dalton: Exactly. But if you ask what we
are doing in Iran and what we are doing with Iran,
an awful lot of it is to the benefit of UK citizens. It
is possible in such circumstances to find something
to retaliate with which is actually cutting off your
nose to spite your face. I imagine that we wish to
maintain good services for British citizens and, for
access control to the UK, an effective visa presence.
We wish to maintain our programmes of co-
operation against drugs. There are Afghan issues to
handle and Iraqi issues to handle.

Q39 Mr. Horam: There is not much that we can do?
Sir Richard Dalton: 1 do not know. I would find it
hard to find something to do.

Q40 Mr. Horam: Would you agree, Dr. Hollis?
Dr. Hollis: Yes. I would also say that we had one or
two indications that there was not a well worked out
negotiation that was direct, back and forth, because
the Foreign Secretary was, convincingly, advising
everybody to expect the release to take a lot longer. I
got the impression that the release came sooner than
Ministers were expecting. As I said earlier, Jon Snow
intervened in a way that smoothed the path for the
conversation between Sheinwald and Larijani. All of
these things indicate to me that the British did not
overreact, but that there were moments of extreme
nervousness when they might have done. They were
being baited; they were being invited to get much
angrier and embarrass themselves; and they
managed to avoid doing that. The multiple lines of
communication that were set in motion produced
the result.

What do we deduce from that? For the future, we
deduce that there is a chance of another complex
situation emerging, especially given the British
position in southern Iraq and Iranian feelings about
the British and Iranian connections into southern
Iraq. The chances of something spinning out of
control in the future are great. Therefore, for those
reasons, I would say that Britain needs to move
forward with the greatest caution.

Q41 Andrew Mackinlay: What has troubled me
over the past couple of years is that we seem to have
been sending mixed messages of variable degrees of
indignation to Tehran. I would buttress that
comment by saying that the Prime Minister,
frequently at Prime Minister’s Question Time, has
linked the ordnance armaments and deaths of
British soldiers—you know, suggesting that the
smoking gun goes back to Iran. He has consistently
done that, and Defence Secretary Reid did that, too.
However, if one looks at Foreign Secretaries Straw
and Beckett, they have been much more fudging of
this, as have their junior Ministers—Kim Howells,
for instance, has said different things at different
times. Is not part of the problem that we are not
singing with one voice in Whitehall at ministerial
level? As I say, we are sending mixed messages. Is
that comment fair, or have you identified that
problem?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 have not been following what
Kim Howells has been saying, or what Margaret
Beckett has been saying, as closely as you have. I
apologise for saying this, but it was certainly not the
case up until March, when I left Tehran, that there
were mixed messages going out. What the Prime
Minister was saying was reflected in the more
detailed work of officials such as myself. As for what
has happened since then, what do you think,
Rosemary? Have mixed messages been sent?

Dr. Hollis: 1 think that in the diplomacy triangle
between the United States, Iran and the UK, what
the British Prime Minister has said is important—it
was much stronger on keeping the option of force on
the table. There would be no invasion—he said that
repeatedly—but he did not rule out the use of force.
That was a big contrast to Jack Straw and, as you
know, there were some theories that that was one of
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the reasons for moving Jack Straw. Now, one could
rationalise it as good cop, bad cop, but the fact that
the Prime Minister has taken the stand that he has is
the key issue, from my point of view.

Q42 Andrew Mackinlay: I would like to ask a final
question on this subject. In recent weeks, it seems to
me that, overall, the Iranian Government regime is
now emboldened by events. The dust has settled, as it
were, so what say you to that?

Dr. Hollis: Some members of the regime may be
emboldened. I have said before that I think that they
are over-confident about their regional situation and
how events such as this play to their advantage.
However, I am aware of a lot of Iranians who are
embarrassed, especially by the behaviour of their
President in the episode. I am also aware of Iranians
who think that they sent out a signal, although I do
not believe that it has been received. They think that
the signal that they sent was, “This is how to deal with
the nuclear issue: use complex lines of
communication; not step-by-step ‘I give you this, you
give me that’ negotiation but putting a number of
items on the table, moving them around, discussing,
and then arriving at a joint conclusion.” They think
that they sent that message in the way in which they
handled the business with the British, and that that
message is therefore there to be taken up in terms of a
new gesture from the EU3, the British and the United
States on the nuclear issue.

Sir Richard Dalton: 1 think that is too convoluted. I
do not think that there is a direct link between this
issue and nuclear diplomacy. The naval matter is
inherently a rather small issue. It certainly did not
humiliate the UK, and I do not think that the Iranian
system, at supreme leader level, would regard it as a
major act of state that the messages could be applied
across the board for Iranian diplomacy, other than
the very general ones, “We can kick back too,” which
we knew anyway, and “We will defend our borders,”
which we knew anyway, too.

I do not think that that is going to embolden the
Iranians. All the lines of policy action that they are
pursuing now in matters that are highly disobliging to
the rest of us—in Lebanon over the middle east peace
process, or on terrorism, the nuclear issue or Iraq—
were set long ago. It was under President Khatami in
his last days that the negotiating approach pursued
by the P5 and Germany on the nuclear issue was
firmly rejected.

Andrew Mackinlay: Another thing, Sir Richard—
Chairman: This will be your final question, Mr.
Mackinlay.

Q43 Andrew Mackinlay: I apologise. I am on a roll.
Are you satisfied as to the robustness of EU
sanctions—just the robustness, not necessarily the
prudence—in relation to materials going to Iran?
Things often have a dual use. For example, during
your timein Iran, some zirconium silicate was held up
in Bulgaria on behalf of the EU. That can be used for
various parts of the nuclear process. Sanctions have
been increased, but are the EU and the UK really
serious about them, and are there any flaws or
deficiencies in the process?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1t is not being done resolutely
enough. To achieve success in nuclear diplomacy,
should the Iranians decide to negotiate once more, we
need four things, and at present we have only about
oneand a half. Thefirst of those four thingsisa proper
vision leading to some form of process for a regional
security arrangement. The second is a set of firmly
articulated incentives to Iran—that is the “one” that
I said we already have, and there is a lot of that in the
May 2006 proposal, but it could be improved in
negotiation. The third is a set of real disincentives,
and this is the answer to your question.

The permanent five and Germany are placing huge
emphasis on international unity in approaching Iran,
in order to give Iran no excuse to try to divide the
powersand international institutions with which they
are dealing. That has worked, and there is a very firm
consensus. However, the cost of that international
unity has been weak measures, only slowly applied.
So far, those who argue in Iran that, with just the
tightening of a belt or two Iran can see this one out,
have a lot to point to. The fourth requirement, which
we do not yet have, although the Americans are
moving gradually in the right direction, is the
prospect of serious negotiation between the United
States and Iran on a bilateral basis.

Q44 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: Can we turn to the
performance of the British sailors and marines and
how they were usedin Iran? Clearly, the [ranians were
fortunate to have a group of people who turned out to
be very compliantand did more or less what they were
asked by the Iranians and, indeed, thanked their
captors on their release. Whether that was due to
poor training, morale or a more fundamental
problem of discipline in the Navy, we want to find out
from the inquiry when it reports. How do you think
that it has come across in the middle east? Is it a
symptom of a lack of western resolve or a loss of
military determination? The pictures that were
flashed all around the world cannot have done our
reputation much good. What are the diplomatic and
military implications?

Sir Richard Dalton: Can 1 pass that question to Dr.
Hollis?

Dr. Hollis: Some Iranians have tried to exploit an
aspect of this in terms of, “The British are not as
strong or as frightening as they used to be,” but they
have not succeeded totally in making that story stick,
in part because those in the region at least know how
complicated and muddled the situation is. I have
described it twice, so I shall not do it again. The very
complex context within which the personnel were
taken means that it is not a clear-cut case that they
should have behaved in a certain way, come what
may. That said, the overall effect was not of
professionalism.

Q45 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: I find that response
quite extraordinary. In my limited contacts with
people overseas who saw the photographs, they
thought, “Well, what has happened to Britain’s
senior service; what has happened to Nelson’s Navy
and to British military personnel, who used to hold
their heads up high and walk out with their uniforms
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on?” Wewould not have thanked our captorsin times
past. Are you saying that the general collapse in
British morale was already played out in those areas,
and that this came as no surprise? I am genuinely
asking you, because that conflicts with my anecdotal
experience when talking to people from overseas who
did not quite understand how it had happened to the
Royal Navy.

Dr. Hollis: 1 do not think that I am disagreeing with
you as much as I appear to have done. In terms of
professional conduct, stiff upper lip, withstanding
pressure and, in particular, having one woman
among them, the events did not do the British
reputation any good at all-—quite the contrary.
However, it is long since that the British are seen as
weak and as merely helping the Americans. The
general perception in the region is that the Iranians
would not have dared take the Americans, because
they would have been clobbered if they had. We then
point out that, if we had clobbered the Iranians, what
good would that have done in terms of getting the
service personnel back safely? We enter a discussion
in which I say there is some level of understanding
that the Britishmay have handled thisinsuchaway as
to extract their personnel. Did Britain have a very
high reputation for strength and for being a power
that you don’t mess with before that? No, it did not
have a very high reputation.

Q46 Chairman: May I take you to a different
international reaction, which was touched on
earlier—the remarks by John Bolton? He strongly
criticised the British approach, and said that we were
pusillanimous, weak, and various less polite
adjectives. He said that the Iranians had won a great
victory. How much do you think Bolton’s view is the
view of the US Administration, and how much is it
John Bolton being John Bolton? Given that the
Americans were so quiet early on in the crisis, was it
because we told them to be quiet and they listened or
because they did not regard it as being of great
significance?

Dr. Hollis: 1 think it was John Bolton being John
Bolton. I heard, with conviction, from American
service personnel, that they wanted the British to
hang tough, not to get agitated and not to overreact,
and that this could all be resolved peacefully. That
was from the US military directly engaged in Iraq.
Sir Richard Dalton: 1 think John Bolton was trying to
keep alive the dying neo-con agenda for dealing with
Iran. He was not approaching this from the point of
view of a diplomatic problem that had to be solved,
or, rather, a problem that had to be kept diplomatic if
at all possible rather than spilling out into anything
much worse. He was looking at it purely from the
point of view of his idea of geopolitics and the
handling of Iran. He and his ilk never established any
link between how they would like to have seen Iran
dealt with and getting the sailors back.

Q47 Chairman: I also want to take you to the
Security Council. The British Government did not
get quite what it wanted in terms of the Security
Council resolution. Was that because the Russians
watereditdown? If so, doesthat mean that Russia can

continue to play that role, in effect softening
international pressure on Iran on the nuclear and
other issues for the future? Is that likely?

Sir Richard Dalton: Russia looks at each issue on its
merits and decides what its own national interest is in
relation to that issue. On this issue, it was not
prepared to side either with Iran or the UK on exactly
where the capture took place.

Q48 Chairman: Why would Russia prefer to be
perceived to be assisting the Iranians rather than
supporting the UK? Is it because Russia-UK
relations are so difficult or for other reasons?

Sir Richard Dalton: 1t does not surprise me; I do not
know the exact reasons in this instance. Nobody gets
a blank cheque from Russia nowadays.

Q49 Chairman: Dr. Hollis, do you have a view on
that?

Dr. Hollis: 1 am not sure what the Russians’ motive
was.

Sir Richard Dalton: On where the Russians are on the
nuclear issue generally, I think they are in the right
place. They are maintaining their willingness to
consider an offshore enrichment facility in which Iran
would have a serious interest, and international
agreements would guarantee Iran access to the
product of that facility for power reactors in Iran, as
and when they are built. Secondly, they are aware that
Russia bilaterally has leverage with Iran and they are
willing to use it, for example in connection with
bringing the Bushehr reactor on stream. Thirdly, on
general sanctions, they are going to have an eye to
their own trade interests, but it should be possible to
getthem to agree a third round of sanctions, provided
that it does not impact too much on Russian traders.

Q50 Mr.Horam: Sir Richard, yousaidin yourarticle
in The Daily Telegraph that Britain’s reputation for
fairness and for understanding the middle east must
be restored. How could we go about that? You might
disagree that it has such a reputation anyway, Dr.
Hollis—from what you said, it appeared that you
thought it was rather weak these days.

Sir Richard Dalton: The first thing to do is to
recognise that there is a problem and to adjust our
performance on middle east issues so thatitis morein
line with our pretensions. We should not talk about
making a major effort to help resolve the middle east
peace impasse unless we actually have something to
do and something to say that will really contribute.
Secondly, on the detail, we need to recognise that the
boycott of the Palestinian Government has not been
asuccess. Thirdly, weneed to promote amove assoon
as we possibly can to dealing with the fundamental
issues around the final status of an independent
Palestinian state, living in security with Israel. Those
are the three main points to which I would draw
attention.

Q51 Mr. Horam: And as regards Iran? Has anything
positive emerged that could be helpful to UK-Iran
relationships?
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Sir Richard Dalton: 1 do not understand the question.

Q52 Mr. Horam: Has anything positive emerged?
We have had talks, for example, between Sheinwald
and Larijani. Has anything positive emerged out of
all of that that we could build on to have a better effect
on Iranian politics?

Sir Richard Dalton: No, 1 do not think it has. The
evidence for that is Margaret Beckett saying that
there has to be a review to see whether our
relationship, as currently constituted, ought to be
continued or modified. If the Foreign Office and No.
10 felt that something positively positive had
emerged, there would be a different sort of language.

Q53 Mr.Horam: The Prime Minister has said that he
thinks that something positive has emerged, because
of the contacts that have been made at an individual

level between UK and Iranian personnel.
Presumably, he is thinking about the talks between
Sheinwald and Larijani, for example. Y ou would not
agree with that, then.

Sir Richard Dalton: Access to Mr. Larijani has not
been a problem in the past. Face-to-face access has
always been possible, as with his predecessor, Mr.
Rowhani, and, as Sir Nigel Sheinwald is going to
Washington, I am not sure whether we have gained
much.

Chairman: I think that we must call an end here. We
will be taking evidence later this month on the Iranian
nuclear issue, and, to touch on your final points, Sir
Richard, we will also be pursuing wider middle east
questions.

Thank you very much, Dr. Hollis and Sir Richard
Dalton. The meeting is concluded.
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Chairman: Dr. Ansari and Dr. Barnaby, thank you
very much indeed for joining us today. As you know,
as part of our inquiry into global security, we are
concentrating on the whole Iranian dimension. We
are concerned, inevitably, with nuclear issues, and
we look forward to tackling your expertise.

Q54 Ms Stuart: I wish to pull two questions
together. These days there is a healthy suspicion
about the use of intelligence and, more to the point,
its reliability. What is your assessment of Iran’s
capability? How much time do we have before Iran
will be capable of developing aggressive nuclear
weapons and delivering them? My second question
is how do you assess the difficulty of allowing a
country such as Iran to proceed with the civil use of
nuclear energy, at the same time as wishing to
prevent the military and aggressive use of nuclear
weapons?

Dr. Barnaby: We do not know exactly what the
Iranians have and at what stage they are in their
programme. It is speculation. What we know mainly
comes from the International Atomic Energy
Agency’s inspections, which happen fairly regularly,
but it does not see everything.

What we say about the Iranian nuclear capability is
speculative. I must emphasise that. It seems as
though the Iranians are operating an uranium mine
at Saghand. They mine and mill uranium, and they
also have an uranium conversion facility that is able
to convert the yellowcake—uranium oxide U308—
into uranium hexafluoride, which is a gas that can be
used in gas centrifuges to enrich uranium. By
enrichment, we mean increasing the percentage of
uranium 235 in uranium.

Natural uranium contains 0.7% uranium 235—
seven atoms per thousand—whereas using it as
nuclear fuel, which is what the Iranians say they
want to do, involves increasing that from 0.7% to
about 3.5%, which they do in a gas centrifuge plant.
We know that they are operating two of those at a
place called Natanz: one is a pilot plant, the other is
a plant that could be used for industrial-scale
enrichment to produce a fairly large amount of
nuclear fuel for nuclear power reactors. The
Russians have just completed a 1,200 MW electricity
nuclear power reactor at Bushehr, but the Iranians
hope to have several more at Bushehr—the bid is out

for two more, for example—and they hope to
produce uranium dioxide fuel, which is 3.5%
enriched, for those reactors indigenously to fuel the
power reactors that they will eventually operate.
The suspicions that you have mentioned arise
because, if the uranium is enriched not to 3.5% but
to 93%, it could be used to make nuclear weapons.
The energy required to enrich from the natural 0.7%
to 3.5% is some 80% of the energy required to make
weapons-grade material. So, if you can make
nuclear fuel, that is a big step towards making
weapons-grade material. This is the point that
people are concerned about. The Iranians operate
the mines, mill the uranium and convert the uranium
to uranium hexafluoride for use in gas centrifuges.
The Iranians also operate four small research
reactors, three of which were supplied by China and
one by the US. They have been doing that for many
years. The first of those reactors came into operation
in 1967, which is a very long time ago, during the
time of the Shah. That long experience in operating
research reactors has given Iran a cadre of nuclear
scientists and engineers who could be diverted to
producing nuclear weapons and who would be able
to do that.

The second thing that I should like to emphasise is
that the technologies required for civil nuclear
power are identical to the technologies required for
military purposes. The only way in which we can
detect whether Iran is going for nuclear weapons
would be if we had evidence that they were
producing highly enriched—up to 93% —uranium.
That would be the indicator.

Q55 Chairman: Dr. Barnaby, I am conscious that
this is a huge subject and we could be here for a very
long time. I apologise, but we have quite a large
number of questions that we want to put to you. I am
afraid that I shall have to ask you to close this one,
so I can move on to further questions. I am sorry
about the time constraint.

Dr. Barnaby: The Iranians are now building. One of
the reactors is very old, as I have said, and they want
to replace it with a new research reactor at Arak.
That would be a heavy water reactor, which is ideal
for producing plutonium for nuclear weapons. That
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is the alternative to using highly enriched uranium.
The heavy water reactor at Arak is also a cause for
concern. Does that answer your first question?

Q56 Ms Stuart: It think it answers both, because
you are saying that we do not really know. The
nuclear and civil technology is so similar that it is a
question of gradation.
Dr. Barnaby: Yes, it is.

Q57 Ms Stuart: I also understood that the energy
required to get to the civil level is 80% of the energy
required—it is just another 20% to get to the next
level—so it is not much of a jump.

Dr. Barnaby: 1t is a very large percentage, although
I cannot remember exactly what it is.

Chairman: Thank you very much. We now come to
the key question of how domestic politics in Iran is
interfacing with this apparent drive in the nuclear
direction.

Q58 Mr. Hamilton: Gentlemen, as we know, Iran’s
political structure is very complex, and there are a
number of different centres of power. Are we sure
that the Iranians intend to produce nuclear
weapons, or a nuclear warhead, or a bomb of any
sort? 1 ask that because, when we were in
Washington recently, Iran’s ambassador to the
United Nations made it quite clear that it was
completely un-Islamic to produce a nuclear weapon
and that they were simply pursuing civil nuclear
power. Are we sure that nuclear weapons is what
they want, and if we are sure, do we know which of
the centres of power are behind this move to produce
nuclear weapons and whether all Iran’s politicians
are behind it?

Dr. Ansari: As many of us are aware, the nuclear
programme and its development in Iran is a highly
sensitive and very nationalistic issue. I think that, in
some ways, it has been exploited very effectively by
the Government of Mr. Ahmadinejad in order,
perhaps, to disguise other failings in his
Administration. What that has meant is that there
has been less debate about the nuclear programme
than we would have liked, certainly in the public
arena.

I think that there are very few people in Iran—
almost none at all—who would publicly say that
they want to go towards a weaponisation
programme. Almost everyone will say that this is a
civil programme, and that civil programme has
widespread support. However, there has been
dissent, certainly among the more pragmatic
elements within the regime, as well as open dissent
among some of the reformist politicians, who argued
that it was not in the national interest of the country
to go down this route, because it was harming the
country’s security.

The difficulty is really in the way in which we address
the issue from our side. For a long time, particularly
from across the Atlantic, there was basically blanket
opposition to any form of nuclear programme in
Iran. It must be said that it is difficult to convince
Iranians of any political hue that they cannot even

have a civil nuclear programme. I think that that
argument is effectively lost, and it is not one that we
should spend too much time on.

On the other side, yes, I think that there are elements
that can be engaged with, to use that term, to
examine the different views in Iran. Some in Iran say
that they do not want to go in a direction that would
be to the detriment of their national security. If
seeking a self-sufficient nuclear programme is going
to cause difficulty for Iran in the international
sphere, some say that Iran should rethink it. That
said, however, one could say that there is a very
broad consensus that the achievement of a civil
nuclear programme, in one form or another, is
something that Iran has a right to. I therefore think
that we do not have much room to explore in that
area. In other areas, however, I think that there is an
enormous amount of room to explore—it is just that
that has not been done yet.

Q59 Mr. Hamilton: Can I move on to ask you
another question, because I think that you have
dealt with how Iran’s nuclear ambitions are being
played out in its domestic politics? Iran’s human
rights record has been internationally condemned. I
think that they have the second highest level of death
penalties of any country in the world, after China,
and that stoning to death is still used along with the
execution of children. Do you think that the
concentration of the international community on
Iran’s nuclear ambitions, whether civil or for
weaponisation, is detracting attention from its
human rights record and its violation of human
rights?

Dr. Ansari: In a word, yes. I think that that is
absolutely right. One of the points that irritates me
no end is that the President in Iran champions and
defends Iran’s national rights, yet, quite frankly, he
ignores the national vote. He is not prepared to face,
even by Iranian standards, a free and fair election.
By Iranian standards, elections may be moving in
the right direction, although I would not necessarily
say that they are free and fair. None the less, even by
the standards of elections that were held in 1997 or
2000 and 2001, the elections that we have seen
subsequently have been pretty poor.

On the one hand, the President can say that he is a
popularly elected President who has the national
mandate, and so on and so forth, when he ignores
very basic rights on a number of different levels; and
yet on the other hand, he says, “Well, I am
championing national rights”. I think that that is a
point that has not really been made often enough,
but in fact many people in Iran make it—they point
out that there is a certain hypocrisy and
inconsistency. However, I think that we are so
obsessed—sometimes for justifiable reasons, but
sometimes I think that the obsession goes a little too
far—Dby the singular issue of security that we ignore
the other aspects of human security. We should
recognise that we have a political problem in Iran,
not a nuclear problem per se. The issue is one of
relations between Iran and the United States and
Iran and the European Union, but it also involves
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the way in which the political system operates. We
should pay some attention to that angle—we do not
pay nearly enough.

Chairman: Thank you. Mr. Keetch, you had a
supplementary question about what Dr. Barnaby
said at the outset.

Q60 Mr. Keetch: I just want to be specific. I accept
that we do not know everything that is going on—to
misquote Mr. Rumsfeld, we do not know what we
do not know. Given what you know, how quickly do
you believe Iran could produce a nuclear weapon—
two years, three years?

Dr. Barnaby: 1t would take them between five and 10
years, if they are allowed to carry on as they are
doing. If their nuclear facilities were bombed, that
would produce such popular support for the
Government, including among the scientific
community, that it would accelerate their
programme and they could do it within one or two
years. If we allow them to go on as they are going,
we will have five to 10 years to negotiate.

Q61 Mr. Keetch: At the moment, it is five to 10
years.

Dr. Barnaby: Yes. I think that there is consensus
about that.

Q62 Chairman: You are saying that a military strike
could be wholly counter-productive and would have
the effect of accelerating the programme rather than
delaying it.

Dr. Barnaby: Absolutely. There is a good reason for
that. The programme that the Iranians are
developing at the moment is a big programme for
producing nuclear fuel for a number of nuclear
power reactors. The programme required for a
nuclear weapon programme, however, is small, so if
we were to bomb them, we would simply encourage
them to reduce the size of their programme and
concentrate on producing a nuclear weapon, which
they could do much more quickly than they are
doing now.

Chairman: Thank you. We shall now come to some
of the regional dimensions of the Iran nuclear issue.

Q63 Mr. Horam: In so far as we believe that the
Iranians are intent on developing nuclear weapons,
how far do you believe that it is a purely defensive
measure in light of their feelings about insecurity at
a regional level?

Dr. Ansari: By and large, it is a defensive measure.
They see themselves as strategically on the defensive.
On the other hand, clearly the achievement as they
would see it—if we assume that they are going in the
direction that you have said—would provide the
Islamic Republic and the regime, particularly the
Government and perhaps Mr. Ahmadinejad, with a
certain legitimacy. It would be seen as a
technological advance, and I think that they would
try to use it on a political level regionally. It would
empower them.

Q64 Mr. Horam: How would they use that in those
circumstances?

Dr. Ansari: 1 think of it in terms of throwing their
weight around a little more in the region, which, as
we have recently been told, we have seen them doing
in Iraq and perhaps in Afghanistan. If the
technological breakthroughs are made under this
particular Government, it would obviously
empower a particular faction in Iran. They will be
seen to be the ones who made such a great modern
breakthrough.

As for the military aspect, anyone with any sense—
even a modicum of sense—in Iran would say, as Dr.
Barnaby says, that as far as the deterrent value or an
ability to have an aggressive posture, the Iranians do
not even believe that, if they went down the weapons
route, they could build more than one bomb every
three or four years. It is just not feasible compared
with what the Israelis, the Russians to the north and
even the Pakistanis or the Indians have. They do not
see it as a military option, but as something that
stabilises them politically.

I have always said that the nuclear programme for
Iran is what the railroads were for them 100 years
ago. It is a sign of modern achievement, and it gives
them a certain sense of gravitas.

Q65 Mr. Horam: Do you think that they have
thought through the reaction of the other players in
the regional context, particularly the other Arab
states and, of course, Israel?

Dr. Ansari: They do think those things. That is
partly why I do not see them going through the
weaponised route. My understanding also comes
from the historical perspective of seeing what the
Shah was doing with a nuclear programme. The
Shah basically always said at the time that he was
not going down the weapons route, but that he
would like the option. I think that that is basically
the attitude that the Iranians have. They say, “We do
not want to go down this route, but you never
know—the situation may change. Therefore, let us
have the infrastructure in place, just in case.”

Q66 Mr. Horam: Do you think that the situation
will change?

Dr. Ansari: Well, that depends a lot on the regional
dynamic, which is, of course, a lot messier than it
may have been 20, 25 or 30 years ago. I still do not
see the Iranians moving in a direction where they
would actively seek nuclear weapons, unless there
were the prospect of an attack. One of the things that
Frank has said very correctly is that, if Washington
adopts a very aggressive posture, it encourages Iran
to go down that route and to say that it must have a
deterrent for national defence.

To feel a little more secure on a political level, Iran
must, of course, be part of the political process,
which is the dilemma that we face. They also have to
share in helping the region to feel secure. They
cannot just expect everyone else to make them feel
secure; it is a bilateral process. I have never
encountered anyone, even from the more
conservative wing—in the Iranian sense—of Iranian
politics arguing that they see nuclear weapons as a
military tool. I have never encountered that view.
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Chairman: We want to move on to some of the wider
international dimensions of this issue. David
Heathcoat-Amory.

Q67 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: This is a theocratic
regime, which has perverted its religion into a kind
of death cult that supports suicide bombing and
terrorism in other countries. I notice that, in their
constitution, they explicitly refer to exporting the
Iranian revolution. Can we explore that a little
further, to determine whether they have an
expansionist, aggressive intent, or whether their
concerns are purely defensive, as I think you, Dr.
Ansari, thought they were? Maybe Dr. Barnaby has
another angle on this question, about whether they
are essentially expansionist or only concerned about
defending what they already have.

Dr. Barnaby: 1 would agree with Ali; I think that
they are mainly defensive. In other words, they feel
under attack and that countries have aggressive
attitudes towards them, particularly the United
States. They see a need to be heavily armed and
nuclear weapons may, in the minds of some Iranian
politicians, be a way of deterring that aggression.

Q68 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: So the constitution,
which is certainly the most aggressive constitution
that I have ever read, and the preamble to it are just
rhetoric and are there for internal consumption? Is
that the case?

Dr. Barnaby: 1 am not an expert on the constitution,
but from what I know I would say so.

Dr. Ansari: 1 would probably dispute some of the
assumptions that you came to, but it would probably
take us too long to go through that process.
Certainly, the issue of the export of the revolution
has been debated from the time of the revolution.
Even Ayatollah Khomeini himself said that, “When
we meant export, we do not mean export through
violent means”. Then again, there are those in the
regime, of course, who do feel that they should
export their idea through violent means.

We stand in a slightly awkward position, given the
situation that we find ourselves in regarding the
Middle East at the moment, because, from the
Iranian perspective, other powers are obviously
exporting their own revolution, so that is a difficult
issue to argue convincingly in Tehran. I think it is
better to ask, “Do the Iranians see themselves as a
regional power?” From the historical perspective, I
think that one must say, “Yes, of course they do”.
The fact is that the territories of Iraq, Afghanistan,
Transcaucasia, the Persian gulf—they make a point
about the Persian gulf, obviously—are their near
abroad. If one looks historically, these were the
territories in which they had their sphere of
influence. As far as they are concerned, it is the
Americans and, to some extent, the British who are
the interlopers in the region. So they obviously see
themselves as defending their interests, by their
interference in those areas. It is something that we
can dispute and not necessarily agree with, but the
fact is that that is the perspective in Tehran.

The Iranians would certainly not see their policy as
expansionist. I would say that the analogy is with the
way in which Russia continues to have an interest
and role in what it considers to be its near abroad, in
central Asia and obviously in Caucasia. Those are its
old imperial territories. Iran certainly has a
perspective of itself as a regional power, and I do not
think that we can deny that.

Q69 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: Does it see the United
Nations as a tool of western interests?

Dr. Ansari: Not until lately. In actual fact, until the
election—I use that word in inverted commas—of
Mr. Ahmadinejad, they saw the UN as something
they could work with. Up until last year, there was a
very strong desire to avoid going to the Security
Council. They were clear about that on the nuclear
matters in particular. Since Ahmadinejad has come
in with his new policies, he has been quite flippant
about it all and has turned everything on its head,
which, if you look at the issue in detail, has caused an
enormous amount of controversy within Iran. There
was a lot of criticism last December over the fact that
Iran had gone to the Security Council, which said,
“You told us this wouldn’t happen, but, lo and
behold, it has happened. Where do we go from
here?” 1 think that there is a strong section in the
Iranian political elite who would say that the UN is
something that they need to work with rather than
fighting it.

Q70 Mr. Purchase: Just a supplementary on
whether Iran is expansionist. It always claims to be
totally defensive, but history shows that it has a wide
sphere of influence, and it previously enjoyed
sovereignty over a great deal of the Gulf. People I
know in the Gulf say, “Yes, the Iranians do not
invade us; they merely populate us, infiltrate us and
subjugate us.” That is true of a number of people
that I know from various places in the Gulf. That is
just the same—isn’t it?—as an armed invasion.

Dr. Ansari: Well, you could say the same about
Americans, couldn’t you? Let us call it the Persian
Gulf, for the sake of consistency. In Dubai, for
example, something like 400,000 of the population
are Iranian or of Iranian origin. I dare say that, if
they all left, the economy of Dubai would suffer
quite heavily. A lot of the Gulf states depend quite
heavily on their trading relationship with Iran.
There is a lot of criticism in Iran about how much
money goes into Dubai. Dubai is widely seen in
Tehran as the private sector of Iran. Whether that is
a military expansion or some sort of imperial
expansion, I do not know. You get merchant
communities everywhere. The Persians, if you want
to use that term, are a great merchant nation, and
they are everywhere, even here. You will find that
Persian cultural influence can extend far and wide,
all the way to Los Angeles. I know that there is
sensitivity in the Arab world, but some of the
condemnation is, I have to say, from my point of
view, playing to an audience and some is Arab
nationalism gone slightly wrong. I do not think that
the Iranians are about to annex Dubai. I cannot see
that myself.
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Q71 Mr. Purchase: That would stand contrary to
the view in many Gulf states.

Dr. Ansari: 1 agree with you. They say that, but let
us look at the reality on the ground. What would
happen if all those Iranian merchants left? What
would happen if all that Iranian money went?

Q72 Mr. Purchase: You might as well say the same
about London. That is not quite a fair comparison.
We are talking about sovereignty.

Chairman: Mr. Purchase, I think you wanted to
continue on sanctions.

Q73 Mr. Purchase: Did I, in fact? The question is
there for debate. It is seriously being considered. Do
you believe that UN sanctions on Iran’s nuclear
programme would have a powerful impact or not?
Dr. Ansari: My view is that it depends on what
sanctions are considered. First, it is a question of
getting agreement around the UN, which will be
extremely difficult. But is it quite apparent that the
unilateral sanctions being taken by the United States
and the EU are having an effect, there is no doubt
about it—particularly those on the banking sector.
It is quite difficult now to transfer dollars inside or
outside Iran. It is having an effect on the business
community. What is interesting about the matter is
not so much that the sanctions are being
implemented, but the threat of sanctions. That leads
to more shifting of money into Dubai, which goes
back to your previous question. It does have an
effect, but it depends on what sort.

Q74 Mr. Purchase: Given that the Security Council
could continue to strengthen the sanctions, do you
feel that the international consensus about that
would start to fail if the sanctions regime were
toughened?

Dr. Ansari: There are enormous difficulties. It is
hard to predict what the Russians and, to a lesser
extent, the Chinese will do. I think that the Russians
are unlikely to give support. It is clear that the
current Iranian Government, in particular, are
counting on that. If you are going down that route, it
means that you have to be a little more selective and
precise. Basically, it is having an effect. It is a country
that runs on trade. You are cutting the source of its
ability to trade.

Q75 Mr. Purchase: In a slightly different direction,
it has been argued that the United States should
perhaps drop its demand for enrichment suspension
and move towards negotiations  without
preconditions. What signal would that send to Iran
if it were to happen?

Dr. Ansari: There are two schools of thought. One is
a sense of irony and disappointment. Some elements
in Iran say that, when the previous President was
offering all sorts of things, Iran was ignored, but
when a President runs a holocaust conference, Iran
is offered talks. There is a certain bitterness among
elements of the political elite in Iran. They feel that
that is counter-productive.

That said, I have always been in favour of the
Americans engaging Iran on an unconditional basis.
That does not mean that a compromise is made, but
just that you start talking. You can voice your
disagreements openly. It is not a problem. The
question is whether the Iranians would turn up. The
classic case is that, when the Americans put tentative
feelers in that direction, the Iranians tend not to
show. A real cat and mouse chase is going on. It is
not always clear whether the Iranians would show if
the Americans offered full-blown talks.

Q76 Mr. Purchase: In a nutshell, you would
advocate a pragmatic process of negotiation.
Dr. Ansari: Yes.

Q77 Andrew Mackinlay: I have been listening
closely to what you have been saying. Let us consider
the Americans being engaged or in dialogue with the
Iranians, as EU3 has. The position of Her Majesty’s
Government is that they are still the exporters of
terror. That is the Iranian regime. As recently as this
month, Prime Minister Blair reiterated that point. In
a sense, I am bewildered. There is nothing to show
from the dialogue that has taken place. Some years
ago, Jack Straw referred to constructive
engagement, but we are where we are. There is no
indication that they are prepared to concede
anything. It is the position of the British
Government that they are, as we speak, exporting
terrorism in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere.

Dr. Ansari: If I were to accept that premise that they
are exporting—

Q78 Andrew Mackinlay: That is
Government say.

Dr. Ansari: Let us be honest. Let us be pragmatic
about this; it is not the first time that we have talked
to people we do not like. We have just seen a result
in Northern Ireland. That obviously involved
talking to people who were conducting terrorism.
We could talk about South Africa. There are many
different cases. Taking that assumption, it should
not preclude us from opening up different levels of
engagement. Sometimes people take the words
“engagement” and “dialogue” to mean a
comfortable cup of tea somewhere. I do not think
that any discussion with Iran will necessarily be
amiable. It will be fairly tough.

The problem with the EU3 negotiations with Iran
was that there was an elephant in the room. It was
America. Even if it was not there officially, it was
always in the back room, and in actual fact the
negotiation was not bilateral: it was trilateral, in the
sense that the Europeans constantly had to go back
to Washington to check that things were okay.

The other thing is that the Americans have shifted
position considerably in the past two to three years.

what the

Q79 Andrew Mackinlay: Yes, but my point is that,
as of this afternoon, there is nothing to show either
for the EU3 engagements or for any American
change of position. As of today, the Iranians remain
the exporters of terror.
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Dr. Ansari: If you want to go into detail, let me give
you a very good and simple example of how policy
incoherence has sometimes made life rather too
difficult for us. A reformist president held out the
hand of co-operation after 9/11, and was rewarded
with an accusation of being part of an “axis of evil”.
Let us be frank that that makes life difficult. The so-
called moderates in the regime are actually ill
rewarded for their efforts, and we suddenly find
ourselves faced with a hard-line Government.

I have always been one of those who have argued
that the Iranians are responsible for their own
politics, but I also think that in a globalised
community we have a hand in such affairs, and that
we should have handled things somewhat more
coherently. I must say that, even in the run-up to the
parliamentary elections in Iran in 2004, when the
hard-liners seized the Parliament through wholly
fraudulent means, the EU position and to a lesser
extent the position of the US were both pretty poor.
Nobody protested. I know for a fact that even at the
time there were Iranians from the moderate to the
pragmatic who were calling for a response and
saying, “Where are our European friends?” You are
right that to some extent things have regressed, but
I do not think that we are ourselves wholly innocent
of the charge of having failed.

Q80 Andrew Mackinlay: It is about mixed
messages.

Dr. Ansari: Yes. At the moment, we are in a sense
catching up and a certain amount of progress is
certainly being made in this country. The hand that
we have been dealt, or at least the one with which we
have to deal, in Iran, is not the one that I would
choose. There is definitely a problem to solve.
Chairman: Thank you. We want to come back to the
military strike issue, and Mr. Pope has a question

on that.

Q81 Mr. Pope: Thank you, Chairman. In February,
Tony Blair said that as far as he was aware there was
no planning going on to make an attack on Iran, but
that he could not predict every set of circumstances.
I am sure that you are aware that Israel have
purchased bunker-busting technology from the
United States. Do you think that there is evidence of
a plan by either the United States or Israel to
attack Iran?

Dr. Barnaby: 1t is clear that some people in the
Pentagon are doing planning of a military type,
because there are people whose job it is to do that.
How seriously the politicians take that planning I do
not know. It would be so counter-productive that
one has to hope that there is really no political
possibility of a military attack in the foreseeable
future.

One has to remember that Iran is still a signatory to
the non-proliferation treaty, and to the extent that
we know about Iranian nuclear activities it is
because of that fact. IAEA inspectors go to Iran
because of it, and are to some extent able to see what
is going on. If the Iranians felt too threatened, they
would leave the treaty and we would then have no
way of knowing what was happening.

I have no evidence that there is a serious plan for a
military attack. It is true that the Israelis have
bought bunker-busting conventional weapons and
have made threats of using nuclear weapons against
Iranian buried targets. I would say that to use
nuclear weapons is out of the question. The
international reaction would be so great that Israel
would not do it. On the other hand, it is clear that
plans exist that could be called upon if there were a
political decision to make a military strike.

Q82 Mr. Pope: Could you just say a word on how
effective a strike might be? Some commentators have
suggested that a military strike could be in some
ways surgical, and that a brief strike would be in and
out, successful and over in a short time. However, 1
understand that the Iranians’ facilities are probably
inside mountains and well dispersed, so it would be
quite difficult to do that. I should be interested to
know your view on that.

You wrote that one possible side-effect of a strike
might be that “Iran could embark on a crash
programme just to make one nuclear weapon.” I
should be grateful if you could just enlarge a little on
that. It seems an extraordinarily nightmarish
scenario that the net effect, if the Americans or
Israelis embark on a strike, might be to enhance the
nuclear programme.

Dr. Barnaby: 1 believe that it is the truth that a
military attack would accelerate the programme. As
I have said, the current programme is broad and
almost on an industrial scale, whereas a military
programme would probably be very small. The
amount of resources used would be much less than
those needed for a large-scale programme to
produce nuclear fuel for nuclear power reactors.
Therefore, a military strike is likely to focus the
attention of the Iranians on getting a weapon or a
few weapons. If they did focus their attention on
that, they could do it rather rapidly, so it would
accelerate the programme.

One imagines that the Iranians are hiding facilities.
For example, they are clearly building large numbers
of centrifuges. We now know that they have 1,300
centrifuges operating and plan to have 3,000, which
is of the sort of scale that you would need to produce
highly enriched uranium for military purposes. One
would imagine that they are not using all their
production centrifuges and are keeping some aside
to produce nuclear weapons if they believe they must
do that. So they would not be starting from scratch.
Furthermore, if the Bushehr reactor is operating, the
Russians are under contract to provide enriched
uranium nuclear fuel for that. Once the reactor starts
operating, a military strike on the reactor would be
a Chernobyl, so that may make it very unlikely.
Unless it destroyed the reactor, the military strike
would not serve much purpose, because the
plutonium produced in that reactor can be separated
chemically from the spent fuel and used to produce
nuclear weapons, so it would then become part of
their military programme. It is a very complicated
issue.
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We must not forget that they will, eventually, within
a few years, have a heavy water reactor operating, so
they have a number of routes to fissile material to put
into nuclear weapons. It would be very difficult in a
military strike to destroy all those facilities. We do
not know where they are—the intelligence is bad—
so to pinpoint them will be extremely difficult. Some
of them are hidden and protected. It is hard to see
how one military strike could succeed. If you are
talking about wave after wave of military attacks,
which would essentially destroy the infrastructure of
the country, that is a different matter, but within
reason it would be extremely difficult. Of course, you
would not kill all the scientists involved, so they
would have the knowledge and the capability left
after a military strike. It would be the worst possible
way of stopping the Iranians getting nuclear
weapons.

Q83 Mr. Pope: It seems to me that there is an
interesting divergence of views. On one hand, we
have people like the Committee’s favourite neocon,
John Bolton—/ Interruption ]. 1 was not being ironic.
He said that if the choice is between a nuclear-
capable Iran and the use of force, we need to look at
the use of force. That is a very clear view from the
right-wing neocons in the United States. You are
saying that, actually, this could invoke the law of
unintended consequences and that taking that
course action could have the opposite effect: it would
be hard to degrade the whole of their capability and,
in any event, it might speed up their capability of
getting the bomb, which would be an entirely
unintended consequence.

What then are the politics if we did the opposite? If
we say to Iran, “OK, we’re going to take the option
of military strikes completely off the table and rule it
out completely,” is that likely to have an effect on the
Iranian regime, to give them a sense of security so
that they do not need to try to militarise their nuclear
programme rapidly?

Dr. Barnaby: 1t would help if the Iranians felt less
threatened. However, to do what you suggested as a
negotiating move may not be very sensible. If you
started off negotiating without any preconditions,
without saying that we will not negotiate until they
stop enriching uranium, I think that the Iranians
may negotiate sensibly. It is when you impose
preconditions that it makes it very difficult for them
to negotiate.

Dr. Ansari: 1 certainly agree that, if we were able to
develop a framework that provided the Iranians
with a sense of security, it would help to persuade
them not to go down that particular route, but the
problems are much more serious than that, in that
there is a strong perception in Iran—it has been
denied in Washington, but probably not volubly
enough—that the Americans are involved in
fomenting ethnic separatism in the country;. That is
another form of military option, and in many ways
a much more pernicious one, I have to say, which
could cause a lot more problems in the long term. If
you have a country in the throes of what is essentially
a very strong nationalistic sense—which could go
chauvinistic at any moment, it must be said—and

you excite that sense by seeking to generate ethnic
disturbances in Balochistan, Khuzestan or wherever
you might want, that will cause a lot of difficulties.
Of course, that process does not make them feel
secure either.

For me, that is the one truly red line that I wish the
likes of Bolton, Michael Ledeen and our other
neocon favourites would stop talking about, because
the issue is a real powder keg and it would cause
enormous problems, not just for Iran itself, in
geographical terms, but much more broadly in the
region.

Dr. Barnaby: The people who think like John Bolton
would see a military strike not solely as destroying
the nuclear capability but also as a way to get
regime change.

Q84 Mr. Keetch: Dr. Barnaby, may I say first that I
certainly do not want to see a strike? However, you
are suggesting something that is counter-intuitive to
some of the military advice that all of us on the
Committee have heard: that Iran is not only
potentially developing a nuclear weapon but
developing a missile system to deliver it, and that it
would then also need to miniaturise its weapon to be
fitted on to such a delivery system—I accept that
that is another stage entirely. What you are saying to
us is that, at the moment, they are engaged in some
kind of long-term, broad scheme, which may or may
not, in five to 10 years, produce a weapon for them,
but that if we do something now, bingo, they could
suddenly produce a weapon in a year to two years.
If it so easy for them to do that in a year to two years,
why do they not do that now, just in case we attack
them, because certainly if I was the Iranians I might
think that that was a better insurance policy?

Dr. Barnaby: 1 would argue two things. First, maybe
one should take at face value the declaration that the
purpose of their programme is to produce nuclear
fuel for their nuclear power reactors.

Q85 Mr. Keetch: So why have the missiles?

Dr. Ansari: Thatis a legacy of the Iran-Iraq war. The
fact is that, in the Iran-Iraq war, they were being
subjected to Scud missile attacks from Iraq and they
had no defence, so they just want missiles for
defence. I do not think that they necessarily want to
build missiles to send nuclear devices.

Q86 Mr. Keetch: They are certainly building
missiles that have a range way beyond Iraq.

Dr. Ansari: Sure. They want to be able to hit Israel
if Israel hits them. They do not have the air force that
Israel has. They want to be able to retaliate.

Dr. Barnaby: The fact is that the missiles at the
moment do not really have the payload to deliver the
nuclear weapon they are likely to produce first. As
you say, the militarisation process is a difficult one.
So I think Ali is right: they are concentrating
resources on missiles for historical reasons rather
than for the specific purpose of delivering nuclear
weapons.
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Q87 Mr. Moss: I have two questions. Given Iran’s
huge resources of oil and gas, what is the logic of the
argument that says they need nuclear power to
produce electricity?

Dr. Barnaby: They say the logic is that they need to
sell oil and gas to get foreign currency, which they
need for obvious reasons, and they are better able to
do that if they conserve their oil and gas by having
nuclear power for their own electricity production.
That is what they say.

Q88 Mr. Moss: Do you see that argument?

Dr. Barnaby: Yes, 1 do see that that is a possible
argument. I am persuaded that they do want quite
an ambitious nuclear power programme. As we have
said, that dates back to the Shah. If they have that
programme, it is reasonable for them to want to
produce the fuel indigenously. It is an argument;
whether one accepts it or not is a matter of judgment.
Dr. Ansari: 1 agree: they have rather ambitious, and
to my mind fanciful notions of how much electricity
they can get from a nuclear industry. I think they
have a very grandiose scheme of the number of
power stations. Quite clearly this could be much
easier, and a much larger percentage of their energy
needs could come from gas. Natural gas in Iran has
largely been left untouched. There is another
dimension, of course, in that oil and gas are still
sanctioned. No foreign company can invest in Iran
because of US sanctions, and they are now in the
process of producing another secondary sanctions
Act, which will remove the White House’s waiver, so
that EU companies will come under that.

I have to say I think the Iranians are very bad at
getting a deal with western oil companies, in many
ways; they have not really been innovative, but at the
same time, when it comes to why they are developing
an indigenous civil nuclear industry and why they do
not explore their oil and gas resources more, one of
the arguments is that they have been under quite
severe sanctions at least since 1996. You could
certainly make the case stronger if it was free and
open to invest in that oil and gas.

There were some deals—some tentative offers—
made during the Clinton Administration, that
Rafsanjani was on the verge of accepting: swapping
Bushehr for a gas plant. That never materialised, but
there were talks about it; that the Americans would
support the development of a natural gas electricity
generating power station. It was being thought of.

Q89 Mr. Moss: My second question is this: do
either of you envisage any situation at all in the
future where Israel may be tempted to make a
unilateral strike on the nuclear facilities in Iran?
Dr. Barnaby: A nuclear strike?

Mr. Moss: No, a strike against a nuclear installation.
Dr. Barnaby: 1 do not see how they could do it
without American backing. It would have to be done
with the Americans.

Dr. Ansari: 1 do not see a unilateral option for the
Israelis.

Q90 Mr. Hamilton: President Ahmadinejad’s
biggest propaganda weapon in his domestic politics
is to tell his people that it is the west that is trying to
stop Iran developing civil nuclear power. That is of
course not the case, because they are entitled under
the non-proliferation treaty to develop civil nuclear
power. Have we in the west done enough to make it
clear that they have that right, as long as they do not
use it to develop nuclear weapons?

Dr. Barnaby: 1t is true that they are legally entitled
to do it under the non-proliferation treaty.
Moreover, the parties to the non-proliferation treaty
are legally bound to help the Iranians get civil
nuclear power. So I do not think we have done
enough; I agree.

Q91 Mr. Hamilton: What more could we do?

Dr. Barnaby: 1t is hard for us to preach to Iran about
its nuclear weapon capability when we are
improving the quality of our own nuclear weapons.
I think that it would be easier if there were moves
towards nuclear disarmament globally.

On the other hand, you could argue, and some
people do, that one should accept the fact that Iran
will have nuclear weapons in the foreseeable future,
which means that other countries will have them—
Egypt and Saudi Arabia are threatening already—
and that we should be prepared to live in a world of
many nuclear weapon powers. There are two ways of
looking at it.

Dr. Ansari: Public opinion is one of the
battlegrounds, and we have not engaged with it yet.
It is as simple as that. We are talking at politicians,
not communicating with the people. That point has
been made, but not so that ordinary Iranians can
hear. That is probably the best way to put it.

Q92 Ms Stuart: Can I explore a bit further
something that both Mr. Pope and Mr. Keetch
raised? Given the technology, why are they not
developing it in any case, or much quicker? There is
a completely different way of looking at the whole
question of the threat of Iran acquiring nuclear
weapons. There is an argument that militarily the
United States is now technologically at the level at
which it can do about 95% of what a nuclear weapon
could do without nuclear weapons. The threshold of
engagement is that much lower, and that technology
is therefore much more dangerous than a nuclear
weapon, which has a really high threshold of
engagement. The Iranians know that, and so do the
Americans. For the Iranians, as I think you were
trying to indicate in the opening statements, there is
a hangover from the Iran-Iraq war. It is quite a
defensive position and actually quite an outdated
gut reaction rather than a serious, strategic, thought-
out future plan for the country. Or am I wrong?

Dr. Ansari: No, I agree with that. In some ways there
is an element of always fighting and deterring the last
war. In a sense they are deterring the Iraq of the
1980s. There is the pursuit of missile technology and
the purchase of submarines, for instance. There was
a huge discussion in Iran about what the point was
of having three submarines in the Persian Gulf,
which are hardly the deepest waters. They were quite
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determined to get them, partly because they were so
affected by the tanker war and felt very vulnerable in
their oil supplies. There is undoubtedly an element
of that, quite apart from the hyperbole that comes
out and the rhetoric from some of the military
commanders who say that they have invented all
sorts of weird and wonderful weapons that will affect
the Americans.

As in any political society there is a wide variety of
views. There are those that we are much more
familiar with and are much more sensible, people
who are saying, “Look, this is not really a realistic
military strategy for us. Our strategy has to be more
political and cultural rather than economic.” That
was one argument that they made—that they have to
be the economic engine of the region rather than
have big tanks, loads of weapons and sophisticated
weapons, which was not something that they could
realistically think about. There is an element of
that there.

Q93 Mr. Ilisley: Just a quick one. You said a few
moments ago that you did not think that the western
world had engaged with Iran post-2003 or 2004,
given the elections and the move to the right. Do you
think that the EU mission, the troika, which began
in October 2003, has completely failed over the past
few years? If you do agree that there has been that
level of failure, is it because we have misjudged
Iran’s hardening line from that time to the present?

Dr. Ansari: 1 would not say that they failed entirely.
They had an extremely hard time of it—trying to co-
ordinate within the EU itself was often quite
difficult, let alone with other powers that might want
to come in. On engagement, I would say that the
failure to engage happened earlier. We misread the
signs much, much earlier, partly for reasons that I
have talked about at some length at various times,
including the absence of expertise at critical
moments.

In a sense there is always a time lag, so by the time
we started to engage with issues on a political level
the Government in Iran had changed. So we were
trying to have a negotiation with someone who did
not want to talk to us, basically. That was the
problem. Now there is a change of mood, certainly
in the FCO among specialists working on Iran. Back
in 1997 or 1998, the number of people working in
Iran was fairly limited, and the number of people
who had seen service there was limited, partly
because diplomatic relations were so tight. I would
not want to say that the EU has failed entirely—
certain progress has been made—but clearly it has
not gone as far as we would have liked, for a variety
of reasons. There is no doubt that it was hampered,
and the hand it was dealt was a very tough one in
some ways.

Chairman: Dr. Ansari and Dr. Barnaby, thank you
very much for coming and joining us today. It is
much appreciated.

Written evidence submitted by Dr Frank Barnaby, Nuclear Issues Consultant, Oxford Research Group

UNDERSTANDING IRAN’S NUCLEAR PROGRAMME AND THE POSSIBLE
CONSEQUENCES OF MILITARY ACTION

INTRODUCTION

1. Dr. Barnaby is Nuclear Issues Consultant to Oxford Research Group (ORG). He is a nuclear physicist
by training and worked at the Atomic Weapons Research Establishment, Aldermaston in the 1950s. He was
also on the senior scientific staff of the Medical Research Council; Executive Secretary of the Pugwash
Conferences on Science and World Affairs (which was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1995); Director of
the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI); a Professor at the Free University in
Amsterdam; and a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota. In addition to his work for ORG, he
is now a freelance defence analyst and a prolific author on military technology.

2. Oxford Research Group is an independent non-governmental organisation and registered charity
which seeks to bring about positive change on issues of national and international security. Established in
1982, it is now considered to be one of the UK’s leading global security think tanks. ORG is a registered
charity and uses a combination of innovative publications, expert roundtables, residential consultations,
and engagement with opinion-formers and government, to develop and promote sustainable global security
strategies. In 2003, Oxford Research Group was awarded the Niwano Peace Prize, and in 2005 The
Independent newspaper named ORG as one of the top twenty think tanks in the UK.

3. Since mid-2005, ORG has been working both publicly and behind-the-scenes to highlight the
potentially disastrous consequences of military action against Iran and its nuclear programme, arguing that
diplomacy must be made to work. This written evidence explains that, far from setting back Iran’s nuclear
programme, a military attack might create the political conditions in which Iran could accelerate a nuclear
weapons programme. It supplements oral evidence on this issue given to the Foreign Affairs Committee by
Dr. Barnaby on 23 May 2007.
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IRAN’S NUCLEAR PROGRAMME

4. In spite of a flurry of recent meetings—between, for example, Iran’s chief nuclear negotiator Ali
Larijani and the German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier and between Larijani and the
European Union’s foreign policy chief Javier Solana—there has been no breakthrough on Iran’s main
dispute with the West—its refusal to suspend nuclear enrichment as a precondition for negotiations on trade
benefits and other issues.

5. The West continues to accuse Iran of developing nuclear weapons in a programme disguised as a civil
nuclear-energy programme. Specifically, Iran is accused of intending to use its gas centrifuge enrichment
facility at Natanz to produce highly enriched uranium for nuclear weapons. Tehran continues to insist that
its nuclear programme is aimed solely at the peaceful generation of electricity and refuses to stop the
enrichment of uranium, an activity that it says it has an inalienable right to conduct under the NPT.

6. TAEA inspectors believe that Iran has now solved most of the technological problems associated with
its uranium enrichment programme and is enriching uranium on a far larger scale than before. The rate of
progress they have made in recent months on enrichment has surprised IAEA officials. Iran appears to be
on course to enrich uranium to the level of about 90% in uranium-235 required to fabricate nuclear weapons,
if they take the political decision to do so.

7. In a recent IAEA inspection of Iran’s enrichment facility at Natanz the inspectors found that Iranian
engineers were already running about 1,300 gas centrifuges to produce fuel, enriched to about 4.5% in
uranium-235, suitable for use as fuel in a nuclear reactor. In addition, 300 centrifuges were being tested and
300 more were reportedly under construction. The Iranians are now able to spin the centrifuges at the high
speeds necessary to make nuclear fuel, and to run them smoothly. According to Iranian officials, the Natanz
facility has 1,600 active centrifuges, and will soon have 3,000 operating.

8. Mohamed El Baradei, the Director General of the IAEA, stated that: “The Iranians pretty much have
the knowledge about how to enrich. From now on, it is simply a question of perfecting that knowledge.
People will not like to hear it, but that’s a fact.” What is not clear is whether or not Iran can keep up the
rate of its recent progress and be able in the foreseeable future to produce a civil nuclear-power reactor on
an “industrial scale” as Iran’s President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad says Iran plans to do.

9. It must be assumed, however, that the Iranians will continue to increase the number of centrifuges
installed at Natanz. They have announced the intention to operate about 50,000 centrifuges at the plant to
produce fuel for a number of nuclear-power reactors they intend to construct in the future and possibly to
export nuclear fuel.

10. Having reached an enrichment of about 4.5% in uranium-235, Iran could circulate enriched uranium
hexafluouride gas repeatedly through the centrifuge plant to increase the enrichment to about 90% for use
in nuclear weapons. If they take the political decision to do this, the Iranians would presumably withdraw
from the NPT and not allow IAEA inspectors into the country (as did the North Koreans).

11. According to a recent estimate by El Baradei, Iran is likely to take between three and eight years to
acquire enough fissile material for a nuclear weapon, if it encounters no further serious technical problems
in their programme. Three thousand centrifuges of the type Iran has (called P-1 centrifuges) could, if they
are operating smoothly and continuously,{ produce about 40 kilograms of highly enriched uranium per
year, enough to fabricate two nuclear weapons. However, the components for a nuclear weapon will have
to be manufactured and tested and nuclear warheads will have to be miniaturized for delivery by Iranian
surface-to-surface missiles—these steps will take a significant time to achieve. There is, therefore, still time
for diplomacy to work.

QUESTIONING THE CASE FOR MILITARY ACTION

12. Despite the above conclusion, there are some in the US and Israeli administrations, in particular, who
argue that military action must be taken before it is too late. Advocates of early military action argue that
the consequences of a nuclear-armed Iran are such that military strikes are justified, whether a smoking gun
is found or not.

13. It is true that, alongside other regional powers such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt, it is reasonable to
assume that Iran has conducted research and development into the fabrication of nuclear weapons.
However, there is no evidence to suggest that Iran has embarked on production engineering—putting in
place the technical facilities needed to build a bomb—and, as already stated, it is known that it is some way
off being able to produce the amount of fissile material needed to produce a nuclear weapon.

14. The contention that military action will set back Iran’s nuclear programme significantly can and
should be questioned. Iran’s nuclear programme is extensive and dispersed; a military strike would have to
contend with:

a. A large number of targets.

b. Well-protected and hidden facilities.

c. Inadequate intelligence.

d. The likely survival of key scientists and technicians.



Ev 22 Foreign Affairs Committee: Evidence

15. If the aim of military strikes is to destroy key nuclear facilities, they would have to target:
The Kalaye Electric Company that produces components for gas centrifuges.

The nuclear power reactor at Bushehr.

The heavy-water reactor and the heavy water production plant at Arak.

The uranium enrichment facilities at Natanz.

The uranium mines and mills at Saghand.

-0 a0 o

The research reactors at Isfahan.

16. There is therefore an inherent contradiction in arguments that a military strike could both encompass
all key facilities and be surgical and brief. A compromise would have to be made on either the scale of
military action or the certainty of success. In either case, the numbers of innocent civilian casualties would
probably be high because a surprise attack would catch many people unawares and unprotected.

17. There also is a real possibility that Iran has constructed secret facilities in the anticipation of a military
strike. It is also conceivable that Iran has built false targets, installations that appear to hold nuclear facilities
but in fact act as decoys. With inadequate intelligence, it is unlikely that it would be possible to identify and
subsequently destroy the number of targets needed to set back Iran’s nuclear programme for a significant
period. Furthermore, with the probable survival of key scientific personnel, it would only be a matter of time
before Iran could rebuild its nuclear programme. The question is, how much time?

CRASH RECONSTRUCTION

18. If Iran’s nuclear facilities were severely damaged during an attack, it is possible that Iran could
embark on a crash programme to make one nuclear weapon. In the aftermath of an attack, it is likely that
popular support for an Iranian nuclear weapon capability would increase; bolstering the position of
hardliners and strengthening arguments that Iran must possess a nuclear deterrent. Furthermore, Iran has
threatened to withdraw from the NPT and, should it do so post-attack, would build a clandestine
programme free of international inspection and control.

19. In the aftermath of an attack, following a political decision to change the nature of the nuclear
programme to construct a bomb as quickly as possible, Iran could:

a. Used stored, fresh nuclear fuel to produce highly enriched uranium (HEU) in a small centrifuge
facility to fabricate a weapon.

b. Chemically remove plutonium from irradiated reactor fuel elements—from the Bushehr or Arak
reactors, if either were operational-—and use it to fabricate a nuclear weapon.

c. Assemble new centrifuges and produce HEU. Some centrifuges might survive a military attack,
but it is conceivable that Iran has stored additional centrifuges in secure locations.

20. This process would be hastened if Iran had a secret supply of uranium hexafluoride or if it had
constructed a small primitive reactor, fuelled with natural uranium, to produce plutonium for nuclear
weapons. It is also possible that, post-attack, Iran could purchase additional needed materials from
sympathetic states or on the black-market.

21. In the aftermath of a military strike, if Iran devoted maximum effort and resources to building one
nuclear bomb, it could achieve this in a relatively short amount of time: some months rather than years.

CONCLUSION

22. The argument that military strikes would buy time is flawed. It does not take into account the time
already available to pursue diplomacy; it inflates the likelihood of military success and underplays the
possibility of hardened Iranian determination leading to a crash nuclear programme.

23. Post military attacks, it is possible that Iran would be able to rapidly build a nuclear weapon as part
of a crash programme, and would then wield one in an environment of incalculably greater hostility.

24. Tt is, therefore, a mistake to believe that Iran can be deterred from attaining a nuclear weapons
capability by bombing its facilities. Diplomacy is the only realistic course of action.

7 June 2007
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Witnesses.: Lord Triesman of Tottenham, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, and Neil Crompton, Iran
Co-ordinator, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, gave evidence.

Chairman: Lord Triesman and Mr. Crompton,
thank you very much for joining us this afternoon.
As you know, we are going to hold 45 minutes or
thereabouts of this sitting in public, after which we
will move into a private session for matters that you
wish to discuss with the Committee entirely
privately.

Q94 Mr. Hamilton: Lord Triesman, you know, as
we all do, that on March 23 our British naval
personnel were captured and held by the Iranians in
the Shatt al-Arab waterway. The Iranians claim that
the personnel were in their territorial waters. We
obviously disputed that. The Foreign and
Commonwealth Office has said in a submission to us
that many key officials were unavailable to speak to,
because it was the Iranian new year holiday.
However, the Foreign Secretary spoke to Foreign
Minister Mottaki during that period. Why did very
little happen during the holiday period? Was it
because Mr. Mottaki was not senior enough to effect
the release of the sailors?

Lord Triesman: 1 think that the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs does not have the same prominence when
crises break out in Iran as you would expect a foreign
affairs ministry to have and, on occasion, it probably
does not have the same authority. However, the
ministry is the channel through which you have to go
to conduct any kind of dialogue. On two
occasions—on 25 and 27 March—the Foreign
Secretary was able to speak to Foreign Minister
Mottaki and set out the issues.

In dealing with the Iranians in London, I took the
view that I did not mind whether it was the new year
or not. There were meetings that had to be had, there
were things that needed to be said and there were
things that needed to be clarified. For those reasons,
although people put it to me that it was a traditional
holiday in Iran, I insisted on having meetings,
démarching the ambassador and conducting the
discussions that were necessary.

Q95 Mr. Hamilton: We know that you spoke with
Ambassador Movahedian, the Iranian ambassador
in London, on a number of occasions—one assumes
almost daily. Did you, at any time in that period,
speak to Mr. Larijani in Tehran?

Lovd Triesman: No, I did not. I saw the ambassador
on eight occasions and spoke with him in two very
long phone calls as well. My understanding was that
he was able to speak to Mr. Larijani, but that Mr.
Larijani was unlikely to speak to me. We made an
application—which I think I am right in saying was
first made at the beginning of that period, or close to
it, on 30 March as I recall—to have a discussion with
Dr. Larijani. We got no response at all to that. It was
only when he appeared on Channel 4 and indicated
that he was willing to take part in a discussion that
we got the first positive sign from him that he would
be willing to have such a discussion.

Q96 Mr. Hamilton: So why did it take “Channel 4
News” to open up the channels of communication
with Dr. Larijani?

Lord Triesman: Actually, he opened up the channel,
because he refused to deal with us through any
channel, until he decided to make the announcement
that he was available.

Q97 Mr. Hamilton: So what you are saying is that it
was nothing to do with “Channel 4 News”
contacting him, but the fact that he made himself to
“Channel 4 News”?

Lord Triesman: He contacted them.

Q98 Mr. Hamilton: And then after that, on 3 April,
Sir Nigel Sheinwald spoke to him directly, we
understand.

Lord Triesman: That is right.

Q99 Mr. Hamilton: What was said? Have you any
idea? Can you let us know?

Lord Triesman: 1 can let you know in outline what
was said, although it may be useful to talk a little
further later. The burden of the points that were
made to Dr. Larijani were the issues that had come
up all through the week and that had been refined
down in their details. Those points were, first, that
we wanted—and want—good bilateral relationships
with Iran, and we want them to be substantive and
capable of doing a job into the future. Secondly, we
wanted our people released, and we wanted them
released immediately and unconditionally. Thirdly,
in the process of release, we wanted consular access
just to assure ourselves and their families that they
were physically all right. Fourthly, we wanted our
boats and equipment released.

Finally, throughout the week a number of things had
been gradually discussed—perhaps rather more in
London than elsewhere—in which there were
possibilities for future substantive discussion that
would benefit both sides by making a better
relationship. That was the core of the discussion,
and the other critical thing to say about it is that
because it was a discussion involving the Prime
Minister’s senior foreign policy adviser, it was
understood to be at a level that should be taken
completely seriously not just by Dr. Larijani but by
the supreme leader in Tehran.

Chairman: Thank you. We now want to come to
some questions about the strategy that Her
Majesty’s Government were trying to follow to
terminate the hostage crisis.

Q100 Ms Stuart: Can we begin by looking at the
way Her Majesty’s Government conducted
themselves with the Security Council? Traditionally,
we are conciliatory, we negotiate and we play a long
game, but on this occasion, it appeared that the
Prime Minister called on 27 March for a “different
phase”. Subsequently, there were reports in the press
that suggested that Foreign Office officials felt that
they were being “bumped into” an aggressive stance
and that we ended up going to the Security Council
far too early, particularly given that the resolution
that we secured in the end was fairly mild mannered
and therefore a tactical mistake with hindsight. The
question is twofold. Was the Foreign Office uneasy
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at, or driven by, a push from No. 10 which was not in
keeping with its initial instinct? And, with hindsight,
should we probably not have gone to the Security
Council at that stage?

Lord Triesman: If I can put it in a tiny bit of context,
it will be easier to answer your question precisely.
We started off by trying to persuade the Iranians
that we had precise and accurate co-ordinates that
were achieved by good scientific method, which
placed the sailors 1.7 nautical miles in Iraqi waters.
As you will know, they responded by coming in with
a completely different set of co-ordinates, but which
also, when we plotted them, put the sailors in Iraqi
waters. They were clearly very surprised when I told
them that, and they later came back with a further
set of co-ordinates that placed the sailors in
Iranian waters.

The reason why I mention that is because, during the
first phase, we tried on a bilateral basis to say,
“These kinds of mistakes can happen. Everybody
can climb back down the ladder on the basis that
there is a misunderstanding.” I am utterly confident
about our co-ordinates, but there is no doubt that
the military inquiry will confirm those points.
However, we thought that at that first stage, there
was a real prospect that we could deal with the issues
in a way that allowed everybody to save face, and
without having an wunnecessarily protracted
international dispute. By the time they came back
with their second set of co-ordinates, we concluded
that they were not willing to do that.

Through a process that went on the entire time at
Cobra, with a meeting every day to work and refine
what we thought we should do next, we all came to
the conclusion—I emphasise that we all came to the
conclusion—that it was imperative to exert
international pressure, because we were not getting
anywhere on a straightforward bilateral track. I
think it was a very significant and correct step to
take, because from then on, there was consistent
international pressure, which produced much more
flexibility in the dialogue. I do not think it was a
mistake to do it; it would have been extremely hard
to have a good sound negotiation at that stage if we
had not done it.

Q101 Ms Stuart: My colleagues will come back to
the issue of co-ordinates. Are you still firm that you
did not simply move from the bilateral to the
international? Was it right to go straight to the
Security Council once that that bilateral basis
ceased?

Lord Triesman: We concluded that we needed
significant support from the states in the Gulf, the
Arab League and from people who have not
traditionally been as close to us as we might desire.
We needed to do that through international forums
as well as bilateral discussions. The Foreign
Secretary had many such discussions with her
opposite numbers in the states to which I referred.
We needed to explode the myth that our sailors and
marines were in Iranian waters for as long as that
contention was being made in public in world
forums. That meant going to the UN and the EU.

In reaching that conclusion, we took a flexible
position. Our position was sufficiently flexible so
that when we got back to the point at which it was
possible to have a serious bilateral discussion, we
were able to do so. It was not that we embarked on a
different course that we could then never get off. The
position was constructed to give us the optimum
amount of space for discussion at any stage.

Q102 Mr. Illsley: To expand on what you said, Lord
Triesman, would you refute the Guardian report that
said that the FCO was “bumped into an early
escalation by a gung-ho prime minister”?

Lord Triesman: 1 can assure the Committee that that
is not what happened. I cannot recall a dissenting
view in the Cobra discussions between anyone there,
on any of the issues I described, and certainly not
from the FCO. I mentioned the FCO, but the same
goes for everyone.

Q103 Mr. Illsley: So there was co-ordination across
the whole of the Government on what you were
doing even prior to the Prime Minister’s statement?
Lord Triesman: Yes. That is absolutely right.

Q104 Mr. Ilisley: Is there no need to review
anything that happened in that period in terms of
Government co-ordination in the event of any such
future incidents?

Lord Triesman: As colleagues here will appreciate, I
have only limited experience of the operation of
Cobra, but that episode was an example of Cobra at
work, and I can say that it was extremely focused,
unified and clear about the tactical approach. It
dealt with the alternatives—after all, there is always
more than one possible tactic. It evaluated the
alternatives and everybody lived with the
conclusions, which was, I think, very helpful.

Q105 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: Our hostages started
to co-operate with the Iranians very quickly,
whether owing to a lack of training or to other
factors about which we do not yet know. Obviously,
that was a big factor for you to consider. What
contact did you have with the Ministry of Defence
on the matter in order to anticipate the behaviour of
our personnel?

Lord Triesman: The Ministry of Defence was
represented in all of the Cobra meetings. It is in a
position to make the assessment about the training
and preparedness for such events, which I have no
doubt it will put before Sir Rob Fulton. I am no
specialist on commenting on the training of military
personnel.

It was my expectation and that of those who advised
me that the Iranians would probably put our people
on television, probably having put them under
duress, because of what had happened on a past
occasion. If anything was to be read or learned from
the past, it was that such actions were certainly a
strong possibility. From my earliest discussions with
the Iranian ambassador, I made it clear that we
would find such a step intolerable; that the parading
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of our people would be intolerable. I recall that, in
2004, the Iranians paraded people blindfolded in the
most demeaning circumstances.

The Iranians’ explanation this time was that they
wanted the families to see their daughter and sons,
to feel confident that they looked in good health and
that they were being well looked after. I can tell the
Committee that I responded in turn. I regarded it as
an outrageous step and an outrageous pressure on
the families, not as a reassurance.

Q106 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: So you anticipated
the behaviour of the hostages and the fact that they,
including two officers, ended wup virtually
apologising to the Iranians? You factored that into
your calculations? It has obviously handed an
enormous propaganda coup to the Iranians, who
now portray the whole of our armed services as
completely pathetic. Did you anticipate that and do
anything to counter it?

Lord Triesman: There was nothing that I could do in
my discussions with the Iranian ambassador or the
discussions that Geoffrey Adams, the ambassador,
had in Tehran with the foreign ministry there. It is
very difficult to know what people will do, other than
that they will be put under significant pressure. Their
own account of it, as you will know, is that they tried
to use very ambiguous turns of phrase and so on. I
suppose that people will judge whether that was
successful in giving their account of what happened.
From a personal point of view, I was not in much
doubt that they would be put under significant
pressure. I think that it is very hard to know how
people will deal with that kind of pressure if you are
not in their circumstances.

Q107 Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: Have you put reforms
in train or urged your Ministry of Defence
colleagues to try to prevent that from happening
again, so that people are properly trained for a
similar event if it should recur? We are still in action
in that part of the world. Future hostage-taking is
not only possible but, in my view, quite probable.
Lord Triesman: Sir Rob Fulton is looking at the
whole of that—I do not answer in that way to avoid
your question. It is not within my area of knowledge
what training had been provided, whether it was
adequate and what needs to be done in future, but I
will be as attentive to the findings of that part of the
investigative process that this country must go
through as anybody else. If there is something that
the FCO can add to it, I will certainly wish to do so.

Chairman: We now come to some issues relating
to the Shatt al-Arab waterway.

Q108 Andrew Mackinlay: Minister, there are two
sets of co-ordinates, which I shall put aside for a
moment—the United Kingdom’s co-ordinates and
the Iranian Government’s. As I understand those
days, the United Kingdom Government were
resolute on one thing—namely, that our service
personnel were in indisputably and internationally
recognised Iraqi waters. I put it to you that that is
not true—that they were in waters recognised by us
but not indisputably internationally recognised as

Iraqi. The Russian Federation and some others close
to the Security Council took a different view, saying
that it was a grey area.

Is it not a fact that we overstated our case there and,
as often happens with waterways around the world,
that ownership of those waters was a grey area even
long before the existing regime? There is a fudge.
Often it does not matter, because the waterways are
not disputed, but is it not the case that the waters in
which our service personnel were found were
disputed, even using United Kingdom co-ordinates?
What say you?

Lord Triesman: 1 do not think that they were
disputed, in two senses. First, I have made the point
that I am very confident about the co-ordinates with
which we were provided and the basis for obtaining
those co-ordinates. As I have said, rather than two,
there were three sets of co-ordinates at play,
because the—

Q109 Andrew Mackinlay: Take any one of three, or
all three; my question still stands.

Lord Triesman: The Iranians did not dispute, for the
time being and at the time, what the international
barrier at sea was between Iraqi and Iranian waters
in the upper Persian Gulf. There is a process by
which that is agreed, because it is true that sand
banks and other physical entities move in those
waters. When it is thought that those movements
have been significant, there is an international
mechanism by which people can address that
question and ask whether the international
boundary needs to change to reflect it. I can tell you
that Iran did not at any stage raise any question
about where the border was. It was absolutely
confident, as we were, that we knew at that point
where the border was.

Q110 Andrew Mackinlay: Why did the Russian
Federation and other people on the Security Council
baulk at, or hesitate to support, the United
Kingdom’s very definite view that these were
indisputably internationally recognised waters?
Lord Triesman: 1 want to choose these words very
carefully, but the propensity of the Russian
Federation to disagree with a number of things that
I would regard as self-evidently right seems to me to
increase in the Security Council by the day.

Q111 Andrew Mackinlay: The French?

Lord Triesman: 1 do not believe the French satellite
readings were any different from ours, nor do I
believe they had a fundamental difference of any
kind about where the border was.

Q112 Andrew Mackinlay: But the Security Council
did not support us in our definitive statement that
these were indisputably internationally recognised
Iraqi waters, did they? There was doubt in the
international community.

Lord Triesman: 1 do not think there was a great deal
of discussion about that particular proposition. I do
not know whether Neil has anything to add to that,
but the bulk of the discussion was about the extent
to which the international community should
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intervene to help us to secure the release of the
sailors. There was not a great deal of technical
exchange on that question. Some may have had it in
their minds but it never emerged as an issue and,
most significantly for me, was the fact that the
Iranians themselves had no question at all about
where the border was at that time.

Q113 Mr. Keetch: Lord Triesman, this is not the
first time that a Royal Navy boat has been captured
in that stretch of waterway by Iranian
Revolutionary Guards. To lose one set of sailors
might be unfortunate; to lose two might be regarded
as careless. Why is it that the rules of engagement,
which are drawn up by the Ministry of Defence in
conjunction with the Foreign Office, did not assume
that there might be an attempt to repeat what had
happened a few years earlier? Undoubtedly it has
provided for the Iranians, some would suggest,
something of a propaganda coup. Why did we allow
this to happen a second time?

Lord Triesman: Without trying to trespass on what
Sir Robert will investigate and say in his report,
which I think it will go into that kind of issue in some
detail, I can tell the Committee that when we talked
with senior military personnel at each stage during
the Cobra exercise they repeated their confidence in
the rules of engagement that they had. Obviously
one must feel satisfied that one is dealing with these
things properly, but something that it is quite hard
not to accept is the serious advice of the senior
military personnel about the quality of the rules of
engagement and how they interpret them.

It is obviously possible that Sir Robert will reach
whatever conclusion he reaches on those things. It
must be a matter of disappointment that this event
happened twice, but there is no doubt in my mind
that it represented an incursion into Iraqi waters by
Iranians from the Revolutionary Guards part of
their naval force, undertaken at speed. Plainly our
response was not rapid enough to ensure that those
sailors and marines were kept on our side of affairs,
if I can put it that way.

Q114 Mr. Keetch: We do not have Sir Robert
Fulton in front of us. Indeed, he is looking at the
military aspects, and I want to concentrate on the
diplomatic aspects. Is it true that there was a
warning or a threat issued some weeks before this
incident by Revolutionary Guards in the south of
Iran that they wanted to capture blond British
sailors? Was that recognised at the time?

Neil Crompton: The threat I am aware of was not
made particularly in that context; it was made by
someone affiliated to a Revolutionary Guards
organisation, and it was made as a response to the
American operations against Revolutionary Guards
personnel in January this year. Certainly I do not
recall any specific reference to Britain.

Q115 Mr. Keetch: So there was no specific threat to
capture blond British sailors; there was a threat to
try to capture somebody in that area by the Iranians?

Neil Crompton: 1 do not think the threat to which
you refer was made by an Iranian Government
representative. It appeared on one of the many
websites that one sees in Iran that are affiliated to
different factions, some of which have connections
with the Government, while some do not.

Q116 Mr. Keetch: I am not saying that it was made
by the Iranian Government or the President of Iran,
but we all know that the Iranian Revolutionary
Guard does not always act under instructions.
Indeed, in the previous incident when the sailors
were taken originally, there was some dispute at the
time about whether that action had been sanctioned
by the Iranian Government. I want to be quite clear.
There was a threat around the time that somebody
associated with the Iranian Revolutionary Guard
wanted to capture—if not “blond British sailors”—
somebody.

Lord Triesman: 1 paused because I wanted to be
certain in my mind about the nature of the threats
that were around and not to make any misleading
comment about it. It was my understanding that it
was one of the things that had appeared on one of
the multiple websites. If we look at all of the websites
that are available, I suspect that we would find all
sorts of things and threats. I do not draw the
conclusion from that that the threats are not serious.
On the contrary, I take all such threats very
seriously. It means that there must be real caution
when operating in the upper Persian Gulf.

Q117 Mr. Keetch: Given what happened in the first
incident, presumably the advice of the Foreign
Office about the rules of engagement would have
been to the Ministry of Defence that the threat of
British sailors being captured again was a real threat
and that its operations should take into account
that threat.

Lord Triesman: 1 agree with you. My understanding
of the rules of engagement was that they were
designed to deal with such threats and that it was
believed that they would be adequate for those
purposes, not least because the thalweg—the
navigable channel—and how it moves makes it
important to be accurate on facts and accurate on
response. One of the significant things that came out
of the process of discussion with the Iranians was
that wherever anybody felt anyone was, there was no
mechanism in place for people to alert each other to
what they might regard as a serious problem—
something that you would do if you were trying to
take the heat out of a difficult international
environment. That is a very important fact.
Chairman: We want to come to another important
issue, which is whether the hostage release was or
was not part of a wider deal.

Q118 Mr. Moss: Were there any discussions
between the Government and the United States
regarding consular access to those Iranian detainees
at Irbil in Iraq?
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Lord Triesman: No, there was none.

Q119 Mr. Moss: Do you know of any discussions
that took place between the United States and Iran
over that issue?

Lord Triesman: 1 am not aware of any. [ can say with
absolute confidence from the first meeting that I had
in my sequence of meetings—the same points were
repeated to Geoffrey Adams in Tehran—that the
Iranians said from the beginning that they wished to
make no connections whatever with any other
bilateral problem or multilateral problem with
which we were all concerned. I confirmed
immediately that that would be my understanding of
all the subsequent discussions. There were technical
questions about where the sailors and marines had
been. I made some comments about how we tried to
deal with that, but the concept of any exchange of
consular access or exchange of personnel was ruled
out on the first day and was never pursued.

Q120 Mr. Moss: Do you therefore agree with Sir
Richard Dalton that the provision of that consular
access to the detainees at Irbil and the release of Jalal
Sharafi were a “very helpful coincidence™?

Lord Triesman: They were certainly a coincidence. If
they improved the atmosphere, they improved the
atmosphere. But I can assure the Committee in
absolute seriousness that there was no such trading
whatever.

Chairman: That brings us to the US dimension.

Q121 Mr. Pope: I am interested in the reaction of
our closest allies, the Americans. They had a US
navy fleet on manoeuvres in the Gulf at the time, and
it was reported in the press that the Pentagon offered
to adopt an aggressive military pose towards Iran,
perhaps including low flying by American planes
over Revolutionary Guard bases, and that that offer
was made to the British Government. Can you
confirm that the offer was made and that we declined
it, preferring to pursue a more diplomatic route?
Lord Triesman: The United States had two carrier
battle groups—I believe they were the Eisenhower
and Nimitz groups. Each contains quite a large
number of ships, and the two would obviously have
sizeable air power based on them. Their plans and
manoeuvres, as I understand it, had been formulated
along time in advance. In general, such manoeuvres
involved them staying on the Iraqi side of the
waterway and inland. In the past, they have certainly
involved them flying over oil installations on that
side of the border, both at sea and inland. We simply
expressed the view—at this stage I would rather go
no further—that low flights, even over the oil
platforms, would not be helpful in trying to conduct
the discussions that were going on.

Q122 Mr. Pope: It looks with hindsight like that
was the right call to make. I wonder whether the
difference of opinion between allies has done us
some damage in Washington. A number of articles
have been written—I shall get into trouble if I keep
quoting John Bolton, because I quoted him earlier,
but he said that the British response was

characterised by a “passive, hesitant, almost
acquiescent approach”, and that the Iranians had
“probed and found weakness” in the allies. Writing
in The Sunday Times, Andrew Sullivan said that
many of President Bush’s allies “harrumphed” at the
pusillanimous nature of America’s closest ally. Can
you tell us, from your own dealings with the
American political establishment, whether those
views are widely held by people in the Bush
Administration? If so, is our standing damaged?
Lord Triesman: 1 have not dealt extensively with the
Bush Administration on this question, although I
am obviously aware of the general track of
discussion. There is no doubt in my mind that we
were not in tremendously different places over what
was needed during those days.

I understand that John Bolton takes an entirely
different view about how and when we should deal
with Iran. It is not my view or that of this
Government. I profoundly hope that it is not the
view of any major party in Westminster. What we
wanted to try to achieve—it is different from John
Bolton’s view of what it is necessary to achieve, as he
expresses it—was the most rapid and effective
diplomatic extrication of our people from a bad
place, and that is what we set about doing. I tried to
describe earlier the variety and choices that we made
tactically as we went through it and their flexibility.
My feeling, if I reflect on it, is that were we to have
chosen other tactics with a group such as the
Revolutionary Guards in control of our people, we
would probably be having this hearing about how
we were going to extract them rather than whether
we had extracted them.

Mr. Pope: Not for the first time, I am grateful that
we are not represented by John Bolton. Thank you.

Chairman: Minister, the important issue, then, is
who was relatively helpful to us at that crucial
moment.

Q123 Mr. Purchase: From the FCO’s written
evidence, we learn that a number of key capitals
responded to our calls and assisted as they could and
when they could. It would be interesting to find out
which states did not respond to our calls for help.
Could you help us with that?

Lord Triesman: 1 will not go through the list of those
who did, but there is a useful guideline to what
happened. While we were trying to generate support
and pressure, Iran was trying to generate support
and pressure, too. We were all calling people
throughout the region and the international
community to generate that support. I think that
they were profoundly unsuccessful, and we were
successful. If I was asked about those who were not
particularly helpful—

Q124 Mr. Purchase: Call out the names.

Ms Stuart: Alphabetically.

Lord Triesman: That is not so hard because it is not
a long list, and I can do alphabets. Thinking of a
permanent member of the Security Council, I do not
think that we had as much help from Russia as I
would have wished. I did not expect us to get a huge



Ev 28 Foreign Affairs Committee: Evidence

23 May 2007 Lord Triesman of Tottenham and Neil Crompton

amount of support from Venezuela, and we did not.
If you look at it in Security Council terms, it was
interesting that the Foreign Secretary’s discussion
with Foreign Minister Li of China produced very
rapid help and a good response. In terms of response
and pressure, that bilateral effort had been
incredibly successful. It was even the case that some
states in the Middle East which we had not expected
to make vociferous offers of help did so.

Q125 Mr. Purchase: You certainly got the alphabet
right between Russia and Venezuela, but we did not
get much further than that. Perhaps we could go the
other way around. Which countries would you say
gave the most help in persuading the Iranians to be
a little more co-operative?

Chairman: It would be helpful if you followed up this
exchange with a written letter to the Committee
because it would be good to know those who were
helpful and those who were less helpful. Would you
do that for us?

Lord Triesman: Yes, 1 will certainly do that.

Q126 Mr. Purchase: I was not demanding it to be in
alphabetical order.

Lord Triesman: 1 will certainly do it by letter. It is
important in this context to say that a significant
number of Arab and Islamic states, or the secular
Islamic states—I make that distinction because
Turkey played a significant role in this—were very
willing and very vigorous. At one stage, we were told
that Mr. Mottaki was complaining that one of the
reasons he could not speak to us more often was that
he was on the phone all the time to all of those people
who were phoning him.

Chairman: Thank you very much. Now for the last
area, but by no means the least, the media
dimension.

Q127 Sandra Osborne: May I take you to the time
after the sailors were released and brought back to
the UK? Can we look at how the media here were
handled given the level of public concern at the time?
There was a press conference and Lieutenant Felix
Carman read out a prepared statement in which he
said that those involved had been told by the
Iranians that if they admitted that they had strayed
into Iranian waters they would be released and sent
back in a plane very soon. If they did not admit that,
they could face up to seven years in jail, which may
have had something to do with the sailors’ reaction
while they were in Iran. More controversially, the
MOD allowed the sailors to sell their stories to the
newspapers, which was met with quite a lot of public
comment. Newspapers—presumably those which

had not received the story—were critical of the
MOD in that respect. What was the FCO view of
that and was it consulted in any way about it?
Lord Triesman: 1 believe that it was a significant
mistake.

Q128 Chairman: On that, there was a wider issue of
Foreign Office policy. Would you like to express any
general Foreign Office view as a matter of policy as
to the desirability or otherwise of serving armed
forces personnel selling their stories while still in Her
Majesty’s service?

Lord Triesman: 1 am not sure that we have a formal
policy on what the armed forces and the MOD
should do about it, so I am expressing the view that
I take, which I suspect is probably well shared
around the FCO, which is that it is undesirable. I
would make exactly the same point about serving
diplomats or Ministers in the FCO or other
Departments. We work in a very sensitive world.
Whether we use the word “negotiation” or not, these
are very intricate, difficult discussions that can easily
go wrong, and future discussions can be hopelessly
prejudiced by unhelpful conduct from the past. For
those reasons, I come to the conclusion that I have
expressed to the Committee.

Q129 Sandra Osborne: May 1 follow up briefly?
You said that it was a significant mistake. Did the
MOD seek the FCO’s advice? Is that the advice it
was given?

Lord Triesman: 1 think that Tony Hall, in his inquiry
into the press handling, will probably be able to set
out all that detail, and I hope it will be to your
satisfaction. My understanding—I really do rely on
the full facts being explored in that inquiry—was
that the advice would have reflected exactly what I
have said.

Q130 Chairman: On that point, there is an
important issue for the Committee. I wonder,
Minister, whether you could kindly follow up
Sandra Osborne’s question and let the Committee
have a note as to what consultation took place
between the MOD and the FCO, and on what dates,
on whether service personnel should be allowed to
sell their stories.

Lord Triesman: 1 shall certainly do that.

Q131 Andrew Mackinlay: On 25 April, Mr.
McCartney, your fellow Minister, told Westminster
Hall that the Hall inquiry would be available in
May. Is that still on target?

Lord Triesman: To the best of my understanding,
it is.

Chairman: Thank you. We are now going to end the
public session.

[For Q132 to Q138—See 6th Report of Session 2006-07, HC880, Ev21]
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Q139 Chairman: Good afternoon, everybody.
Could I ask all members of the public to switch off
their mobile phones, or take the batteries out?
Lord Archer, Peter, welcome. As you know, we are
conducting the inquiry into Iran. You sent us a
submission, and as a result we decided to ask you to
come along to give oral evidence. Can I begin by
asking you for your assessment of the current
situation with regard to the Government’s listing of
the People’s Mojahedin Organisation of Iran as a
terrorist organisation, and how you see the current
position with regard to that, both in the UK and in
the European Union?

Lord Archer: 1 would be happy to answer that
question. In fact I would be delighted. I am slightly
troubled, but I am entirely in your hands. The matter
is sub judice at the moment. It is the subject of an
appeal. But if you think it right for me to continue,
I should be happy to do so.

Q140 Chairman: As far as you are aware, has the
European Commission explained why the PMOI
continues to be listed as a terrorist organisation?
Lord Archer: 1 see. There are two separate
proscriptions. There is the one in Europe and there
is the one under the Terrorism Act in this country.
In relation to the European one, the most up-to-date
position that I have come across is that the
Commission has put in a statement of the reasons for
the proscription, somewhat belatedly because it had
been criticised by the Court for not having informed
the Court of those reasons. If I remember correctly,
the last incident that it mentioned was prior to 2001.
As far as I could see, there was no suggestion that
there had been any kind of activity that could be
classified as terrorism after that date. I do not think
that there has been anything further than that.

I believe that the Council of Ministers has passed a
resolution, but I do not think that there have been
any further proceedings. The position was that the
court declared the 2005 proscription to be unlawful.
The Council of Ministers then relied on the 2006
proscription, but there was simply no difference
between them. There is not the slightest reason to
think that if the 2006 proscription had been before
the Court, there would have been any difference in
its deliberations. So that is the position at the
moment, I think.

Q141 Chairman: That refers to the decision of the
Council of Ministers when it met just a few days ago,

is that correct? You are talking about the meeting on
28 June?

Lord Archer: 1 am not sure what emerged from that
meeting that changes things. I believe that the
Council basically confirmed where it stood.

Q142 Chairman: Are you saying that, as far as you
are aware, there is no new information and this
decision is simply based upon the previous position?
Lord Archer: 1 have not seen any new information,
certainly not about the merits of the case.

Q143 Chairman: We now have a new ministerial
team in the Foreign Office. It is substantially a new
team—one Foreign Office official is still in the same
position as before. Essentially, there is a completely
new Foreign Office team. Is it your expectation or
hope that there will be any change in the British
Government’s position with regard to this issue?
Lord Archer: 1 am always reluctant to guess on these
matters, because normally I guess wrongly, but, of
course, the proscription is a matter for the Home
Office. What is so surprising in this case is that a
Home Office decision was supported by evidence
that was confined to evidence from a Foreign Office
Minister. You may think that that supports precisely
what some other people were saying, namely that
this decision was not reached on the merits of
whether the organisation’s members were terrorists
or not, but in fact it related to whether it was a
diplomatic advantage to proscribe them.

Q144 Chairman: The then Foreign Secretary, Jack
Straw, who introduced the proscription when he was
Home Secretary, said in 2003 that the “MEK is a
terrorist organisation and one which I banned as
Home Secretary two and a half years ago”. So
clearly it was not just a Home Office decision, and
the same Minister was clearly involved.

Lord Archer: Indeed, it was the same Minister, yes.

Q145 Andrew Mackinlay: We have just heard that
Jack Straw told this Committee that he banned this
organisation two and a half years before 2003. From
your understanding, there has never been any
suggestion either by the European Union or the
United Kingdom Government that there has ever
been any terrorist or military activity by the
organisation since 2001. Is that correct?

Lord Archer: Yes, I have not heard any suggestion of
such activity.
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Q146 Andrew Mackinlay: And so far as you are
aware, was there not—please help me on this
matter—some public declaration, or manifestation,
of the repudiation of arms by the PMOI?

Lord Archer: Yes. In 2001, the PMOI formally
renounced violence of any kind. Prior to that time,
it was true that it had had exchanges of fire with
Government troops, because it was attacking police
stations where it thought that people were being
tortured; I believe that that was the case. Such
attacks were not on any large scale, but were carried
out on one or two occasions. I think that two
Ministers were killed, both of whom were notorious
torturers. That was what the PMOI practised before
2001. It was never at any time targeting civilians.

Q147 Chairman: Is it not the case that, at one point,
the PMOI was responsible for blowing up members
of the Iranian Parliament and also that it was
associated with Saddam Hussein’s activities against
the Kurds in Iraq?

Lord Archer: The answer to both those questions is
no. As I said before, I believe that many years ago,
in the early days of the “revolution”, the PMOI
assassinated two particular people, both of whom
were officials and notorious torturers. I am not
aware of the PMOI ever blowing up anyone,
including members of the Iranian Parliament. So far
as being associated with Saddam Hussein, no, the
PMOI was not; it had a presence in Iraq, because it
could not stay in Iran. So it was over the border in
Iraq, but it was not in any way concerned with the
regime in Iraq. The PMOI members were tolerated,
possibly because the Iraqi regime thought that it
would be getting at Iran in that way.

Q148 Chairman: May I interrupt you on that point?
Is it not a fact that they were in Paris, and that they
were expelled from France and went to Baghdad?
Lord Archer: That is not quite the case either. It is
true that they had a presence in Paris, and the French
Government proscribed them in the same way as the
British Government. Subsequently, of course, the
French courts held that that was unlawful, and the
proscription was cancelled. However, some of them
did go, not to Baghdad but to Camp Ashraf.

They all had a presence there. There was no secret
about it; it was well known. They said at the outset
of hostilities that they would not participate in the
hostilities in any way, and there is not the slightest
reason to believe that they ever did. They did not
even retaliate when they were attacked by coalition
forces. Subsequently, the American authorities
investigated them at great length; they said that they
were quite satisfied that there was no element of
terrorism and that they should be on a list of
protected persons.

Q149 Chairman: Why were the Iraqi Kurds in
particular so hostile to them, feeling that they were
on Saddam’s side?

Lord Archer: 1 never discovered that.

Q150 Chairman: It is true, is it not?

Lord Archer: 1 have heard it said. How far it is true,
I do not know. I am not in a position to say. But I
have heard it said that at least some Kurds believed
that they were on the side of Saddam. Whether that
is because they were confused with the Iranian
revolutionary guards, who were on the side of the
Government and not on the side of the National
Council of Resistance, I do not know. I do not know
what the reasoning behind that view was.

Q151 Andrew Mackinlay: It is probably a matter for
debate afterwards, but to use a Northern Ireland
phrase, there was a repudiation, was there not, in
2001? You are not aware of any evidence of that
being abrogated by any individual or group. Indeed,
the United Kingdom Government have not offered
any evidence, have they?

Lord Archer: That is absolutely right.

Q152 Andrew Mackinlay: And have the UK
Government at any stage given you or the
representative body, the National Council of
Resistance, any evidence of why proscription should
be continued?

Lord Archer: No, they have not.

Q153 Andrew Mackinlay: The rules of natural
justice dictate, do they not, that if you are accused of
something you are entitled to disclosure? I am not
talking about the courts but about the political
position. One is entitled to respond to or repudiate
an accusation, but nothing has been given to you,
has it?

Lord Archer: No. In fairness, I have to say that we
are talking about intelligence from sources that
cannot easily be disclosed as it would endanger
them. That is the reason that the Government gave,
and I respect it. However, we have no indication of
what is motivating the Government to take the view
that they do.

Q154 Andrew Mackinlay: I understand that Camp
Ashraf—also called Ashraf city—is a camp of those
people that is patrolled, guarded and policed by the
United States.

Lord Archer: Now it is, yes.

Q155 Andrew Mackinlay: It is. And the United
States has diligently maintained that those people
have protected persons status. Can you help me on
that? What is their status?

Lord Archer: Protected persons status means that
they cannot be extradited back to Iran. The Iranian
Government are, of course, desperate to get them
back, and we know what would happen if they went
back. Having protected persons status under the
Geneva convention certainly entails that they are
not terrorists in any way. They could not be awarded
that status, if they were terrorists.
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Q156 Andrew Mackinlay: I am told that the United
States military command authorised, allowed or
permitted them to have bank accounts and so on.
Lord Archer: Certainly. They were investigated—I
think for 16 months, if my memory is right—Dby the
United States authorities, who said that they were
completely satisfied.

Q157 Andrew Mackinlay: My final question is this.
It has been suggested to us, perhaps in your
submission, that there has been a trade-off. You
mentioned it a few moments ago. What do you know
about it? Is it, “We’ll keep them proscribed provided
you play ball on nuclear.”?

Lord Archer: Again, I must take care not to stray
into territory that is sub judice. However, under the
Terrorism Act the Secretary of State can include
someone in the schedule if he is satisfied, in brief,
that they are committing acts of terrorism. If he is
satisfied about that, then he would be entitled to take
extraneous matters into account, such as whether it
assisted our diplomatic relations with Iran, or
whether the Iranians would regard that as a reason
for doing the things that we are asking them to do.
What has been said by the Government—I certainly
have not said the Home Office—via the evidence
from the Foreign Office, is that the Secretary of State
was satisfied of that. The evidence includes a long list
of things that he took into account, however, all of
which were deals with the Iranian Government.

Q158 Chairman: What would happen to the people
in Camp Ashraf if the Americans ceased to protect
them? Do you think that they would be received
warmly by the Iraqi people, or would they effectively
be driven out of Iraq?

Lord Archer: We do not know who the Iraqi people
are, because there are obviously many different
groups. There are the Shi’a and the Sunni. I have
very little doubt there are groups in Iraq who would
like to attack the people in Camp Ashraf, but there
are others who regard them as the one force that
could ensure that the two sides in Iraq unite. The
trouble is that, if the Americans were to withdraw,
there would be a very real attempt by elements loyal
to Iran to get them back into Iran. Knowing what
happens to people who criticise the Government in
Iran makes that a very worrying aspect.

Q159 Chairman: What is the attitude of the Iraqi
Government to Camp Ashraf?

Lord Archer: They tolerate it, and there is no
hostility of any kind, as far as I know. I am reminded
that a short time ago, 5.2 million Iraqis signed a
petition saying that the people of the PMOI are the
people who can give a hope of future peace in Iraq
and hasten the withdrawal of the Americans, whom
they did not particularly want to have there.

Chairman: Thank you.

Q160 Mr. Hamilton: Lord Archer, may I just turn
to human rights in Iran? I know that you have some
interesting information about popular dissent,
which I imagine comes from Iran regularly. We

know that Iran has a disturbing human rights
record; we know that stoning to death and the death
penalty are still practised regularly.

Lord Archer: Certainly.

Q161 Mr. Hamilton: We know that President
Khatami tried, without much success, to reform the
human rights record, and that President
Ahmadinejad has perhaps been more oppressive. He
has removed a number of human rights. For
example—we have seen this quite starkly—many
women have been arrested for not wearing the
right attire.

Lord Archer: Indeed.

Q162 Mr. Hamilton: In our recent human rights
report, we highlighted the continuing use of the
death penalty. We know, for example, that in the last
few weeks there have been riots in many areas of
Iran, caused by popular unrest, and we know that
they have been about the petrol price.

Lord Archer: That is right.

Q163 Mr. Hamilton: Although Iran has a lot of oil,
it does not have the facilities to refine it. It therefore
has to re-import the refined product. I want to try to
pinpoint whether that dissent is caused by economic
factors, or by the oppressive human rights record of
the Iranian Government. The recent unrest seemed
to be triggered by the fuel prices, but is it actually
expressing a deeper dissent to do with the political
situation?

Lord Archer: We certainly know that large numbers
of women feel very much oppressed. We know that
students were rioting—that is the only verb that
could apply to it—at Tehran university, when the
President visited last year. We know that university
lecturers are being sacked because they do not follow
the Government line. There is a very real human
rights record. In fact, I believe that Iran has been
condemned on 54 separate occasions by institutions
of the United Nations concerned with human rights.
It has, probably, the worst human rights record in
the world.

What is causing the unrest is more difficult to assess.
There is no doubt that people are very worried about
the economic situation, not only about petrol. We
know that large numbers of people are unemployed.
We know that food is very difficult to obtain. There
is unrest about the economic situation. Since it is
that that usually triggers unrest, perhaps more
immediately than concerns about human rights—
only some families suffer from human rights
abuses—I would suspect that it is probably the
economic unrest. What is certain is that Iran is
absolutely seething with discontent. There is no
doubt that if there were an opportunity to change
the regime, a very large number of Iranians would
want to change it. I am told that a secret survey was
carried out a short time ago, in which 94%. of those
interviewed said that they would like a change of
regime.
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Q164 Mr. Hamilton: President Ahmadinejad was
elected on the basis that President Khatami’s
economic reforms had failed, that he had failed to
deliver economic progress, and that the oil that Iran
was lucky enough to have should be converted into
prosperity for all. Are you saying that he completely
failed? Do the reports that you receive tell you—
from what you have just said, that is probably the
case—that he has completely failed in that?

Lord Archer: 1 think that is so. Every report that we
have in the press indicates that that is so. Most of the
oil revenues previously went into weaponry. They
did not find their way to people’s standards of living.
I think that there is very little doubt now that what
he was trying to do has totally failed because it did
not get people back to work and it did not get the
economy moving.

Q165 Mr. Horam: Lord Archer, can we come on to
Iranian influence on Iraq? There is a connection
between the two. You mentioned the petition signed
by 5.5 million people. Could you help us in giving
some estimate of the extent of Iranian support for,
or involvement in, actions hostile to British forces in
Iraq? What evidence do you have about that?

Lord Archer: The most obvious recent example was
the helicopter that was shot down with the loss of
five British lives. That was shot down by a ground-
to-air missile, which was undoubtedly supplied by
Iran. We believe that they are supplying weapons on
a very large scale. The Prime Minister himself said
that at the Lord Mayor’s banquet. He is quite
convinced that that is happening. There is no doubt
that there is a great deal of stirring up. This is a
regime that believes that it is under instructions from
God to export the revolution. It is a regime that
wants to see Iraq going in the same direction. One
could go on for some time. The revolutionary guard
have their presence in Iraq, and we are almost
certain that they are training insurgents to Kkill
British and American forces. The answer to your
question is yes.

Q166 Mr. Horam: What do you think are the
objectives of the Iranian regime in Iraq? On the one
hand, one could say that they might want a stable
Iraq that is no threat to them militarily, given the
history of the Iran-Iraq war. They might want that.
On the other hand, they might want to export the
revolution and cause huge difficulty for the
American and British forces there.

Lord Archer: One thing that they will certainly want
is to destabilise that region. They want to be the
dominant power, because they believe that that is the
way to export their brand of fundamentalism. They
want to go beyond just getting rid of the Americans
and British, although that is part of their agenda.

Q167 Mr. Horam: So they do not want to create
some sort of stable Iraq in future. They want to
create chaos.

Lord Archer: Quite the reverse. They want an
unstable Iraq, I think. That seems to be the view of
many Iraqis. I am told—I have just received this—
that at the last estimate, there are 32,000 Iraqgis on

Iran’s payroll. I confess that I do not know
personally where that figure comes from, but that is
the figure that I have just been given.

Q168 Mr. Horam: Thirty-two thousand Iraqis?
Lord Archer: Who, presumably, will be extremist
Shr’as.

Q169 Mr. Horam: I think that you say in your paper
that the United States and the United Kingdom will
be better talking to Iran’s exile group than to the
Iranian regime.

Lord Archer: Yes.

Q170 Mr. Horam: What practical advantages
would that bring?

Lovd Archer: We say that for two reasons. The first
is that there is to be some kind of barrier against this
kind of Islamic fundamentalism, but what we have
here are moderate Islamists, so it cannot be said that
they are contrary to Islam, or that they are trying to
undermine Islam. They are the people who would
hold back the fundamentalists.

Q171 Andrew Mackinlay: Is there not evidence that
the US, the UK and the United Nations have been
made aware of the subterfuge of the nuclear
programme by the people in exile?

Lord Archer: That is undoubtedly the case. The
second point that I wanted to make was that it is
difficult to know how to deal with an Iran that is
spreading nuclear weaponry. One thing to do would
be to go on trying to come to an accommodation
with it. That has been tried for a long time. We know
that the people there do not keep the deals that they
make. They have been offered almost every incentive
and in the end none of it has come to anything.
The second possibility is to invade them, and
nobody is suggesting that an invasion of Iran is the
solution. The third possibility seems to be to do
nothing and hope that in due course the thing will go
away. We know that the likelihood is—it is the
assessment of a number of experts—that they will
have effective nuclear weapons by the end of the
decade.

The only remaining option is to tune in to what we
were talking about a few moments ago—the seething
discontent within Iran. We know that there comes a
stage at which people simply want to overthrow a
regime, as they did in the case of the Shah. What they
need is somebody to co-ordinate the activities. It is
no use having a demonstration here and a public
meeting there, and not co-ordinating them. The
people who could co-ordinate them are the Council
of Resistance. The one hope of solving this problem
and changing the regime would be to talk to the
Council of Resistance.

Q172 Mr. Hamilton: Thank you. Lord Archer, may
I pick you up on that? Two thirds of the population
of Iran are too young to remember the revolution
of 1979.
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Lord Archer: 1 was not suggesting that.

Q173 Mr. Hamilton: No, you were not, but why has
a counter-revolution or second revolution not
happened up to now? There have been co-ordinated
riots and demonstrations on many occasions, yet
they have been put down with incredible violence
and oppression by the Islamic state. Why are you
hopeful that that will happen at some time in the
future if it has not happened already?

Lord Archer: Well, they are not finding it very easy
to contain it. There were 500 demonstrations in one
month last year, despite everything that the police
could do. You can arrest people; you can torture a
few. You might even open fire on them, although I
do not think that there is much evidence that they
regard that as a good solution. However, sooner or
later, you are going to get demonstrations that you
cannot contain, and I think that that is what is
happening, despite all the repression. That being so,
and knowing what we do about the internal
situation in Iran, I should have thought that it is
pretty fair to say that they are awaiting the
opportunity. They will not try spontaneously, and
there will not be a rising that goes right across Iran
and can be effective.

Think of the Russian revolution. We know that the
people of Russia were ready to rise in 1917, but it was
not until there was somebody in the saddle—good or
bad—to organise the revolution that it took place. I
think that that could happen in Iran, because we
know that the Council of Resistance, which is the
umbrella organisation including the PMOI, is well
organised and does have a strategy. It could bring
that together.

Q174 Chairman: May I put it to you that many
Iranians in exile think that the PMOI is a small, very
vocal group, which is active outside Iran but does
not have any real base in the country?

Lord Archer: 1 suppose Iranians in exile—the
Iranian diaspora—are like diasporas everywhere;
they do not speak with one voice and all pass a
resolution. I was thinking of Shirin Ebadi, a human
rights worker in Iran, who has just written a very
interesting book, particularly about the way women
are treated there. She does not get on terribly well
with the Council of Resistance because she thinks
she can do more good by staying in Iran and will be
safer if she keeps them at a distance; they think that
she is too cosy, otherwise she would have been
arrested and tortured by now. Of course, the
diaspora does not speak with one voice, but I would
be surprised if there is a very large proportion of the
diaspora who think that the PMOI is small and
ineffective.

Q175 Ms Stuart: [ want to ask you about your views
on some of Iran’s neighbours, and I return to Mr.
Horam’s original question. What troubles me about
the suggestion that the answer is to talk to Iranian
exiled groups is that we talked a lot to exiled Iraqi
groups about Iraq and what we got out of it was a
whole bunch of misleading, out-of-date and
inaccurate information.

Lord Archer: The information that we know has
been given by the Council of Resistance up to now
has transpired to be only too tragically accurate. It
was they who first alerted the international
community to the nuclear weapons programme in
Iraq; they have given a great deal of information. I
am supplied with a vast amount of information by
them, probably more than by any one other single
group, and I have not so far come across anything
that has transpired to be inaccurate. I do not think
one can say any more than that.

Q176 Ms Stuart: We must be careful of the
parallels. If your information is correct, that needs
to be put on the table as well.

I want to ask you what you think about the position
of Afghanistan, because on the face of it, our interest
in Afghanistan in defeating the Taliban and dealing
with the possible resurgence of the Taliban coincides
with Iran’s interest. However, it would appear that
in the more recent months Iran’s position has not
been quite as straightforward as that. What is your
latest information?

Lord Archer: We know that Iran has been supplying
weapons to extremist groups in Afghanistan. Quite
what their relations are with any particular part of
al-Qaeda, for example, we do not know, but there is
no general council of al-Qaeda; they do not speak
with one voice. There is no spokesman for them. So
it could well be that certain people, even people who
export terrorism like the Iranians, may not be on
speaking terms with particular groups in
Afghanistan. I would be ready to concede that.

Q177 Ms Stuart: Do you have more precise
information than we currently have about Iranian
activity in Afghanistan? Could you add something
to the evidence we have that is in the public domain
so far?

Lord Archer: No. If 1 obtain any, and if you will
allow me to do so, I will be happy to submit it to the
Committee.

Q178 Ms Stuart: That would be very helpful. There
is one other thing: one of my colleagues asked a
question about Iraq and you said, “Well, who are the
Iraqis? You have the Kurds,” and so on. We have
just been to Baku in Azerbaijan and it came to me as
a great surprise that there were 13 million Azeris
living in Iran. To what extent can we speak about the
Iranian people and to what extent are there other
factions within it?

Lord Archer: We certainly know that the
revolutionary guards have a very real presence there.
There may be other Iranians who have a presence
there, too; I suspect that if they cross the
revolutionary guards they probably will not be there
for very long as they will be assassinated. Azeris are
probably a compact group, which, if I am right, do
not really create serious problems for anyone. It may
be that for that reason no one thinks that they want
to be taken out. That is speculation, I accept.
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Q179 Ms Stuart: It is an observation. The problem
is that if things get difficult they may want to try and
return to Azerbaijan, and then we have a serious
problem on our hands.

Lord Archer: That may be a problem for the next
Foreign Office Minister.

Q180 Mr. Moss: May I turn to relationships
between Iran and the inner Middle East—Israel,
Lebanon and that sort of area? Since the President
came to power in 2005, it seems obvious that the
anti-Israel component has been elevated, but how
deeply does anti-Zionism run within Iranian society?
Would it be any better if there were a regime change,
for example?

Lord Archer: 1 think that the President is the first
senior member of the Administration who has
actually said out loud, “We want to wipe Israel off
the face of the earth.” There may be some anti-
Zionism; there is certainly anti-Zionism within the
regime because the Jewish group—since it was made
up of all Jews—must have been targeted for that
reason. The people were in prison certainly a few
months ago and had been there for some time. I do
not know whether the group has now been released.
We know that the regime is strongly supporting and
supplying weaponry to Hezbollah, to Hamas and to
the group within Palestine, the name of which
escapes me for the moment. We know that, before he
became President, he had established a group—
again, the name of which escapes me—the purpose
of which was to eliminate Israel.

Q181 Mr. Moss: If there were a regime change, do
you believe that the attitude of the new Iran towards
Israel would be markedly different?

Lord Archer: 1 cannot recollect much evidence of
strong anti-Zionism under the Shah, and I certainly
cannot recollect any external action against Israel
under the Shah.

Q182 Mr. Moss: I mean if there were regime change
from the present situation.

Lord Archer: Oh, I am sorry. You mean since the
President came to power.

Q183 Mr. Moss: Yes. If there were a regime change
now with the new people coming in whom you are
talking about, do you think that there would be a
marked difference in approach towards Israel?
Lord Archer: Whether there has been an escalation
in the support given to Hezbollah, Hamas and the
others is difficult to assess. Obviously, they do not
send us specific reports of what they are doing, but
we know that they have been much more strident in
their pronouncements than previously.

Q184 Mr. Moss: What evidence do you have of
Iranian involvement and influence in the Lebanon,
particularly Hezbollah?

Lord Archer: We know that they supported
Hezbollah strongly. In fact, we have the Prime
Minister’s authority for that. He dealt with it at
some length at the Lord Mayor’s banquet last year.

Chairman: The former Prime Minister.

Lord Archer: 1T will get used to that. It is like a new
year, is it not?

We know that that has been happening.

Q185 Mr. Moss: Would you go as far as to say that
Iran pulls Hezbollah’s strings, for example—that it
is in control of what goes on there?

Lord Archer: Again, it is difficult to say. I think that
we could put it the other way round. They could
probably pull the blanket from under Hezbollah, if
they so chose, because Hezbollah seems to rest
pretty heavily on their resources. How far they are
pulling the strings, I do not know. At the very least,
they have a common purpose, which is to eliminate
Israel.

Q186 Mr. Moss: How active do you believe Iran has
been in the Palestinian territory? For example, do
you go along with the idea that the Iranians were
instrumental in the recent activities of Hamas in
Gaza?

Lord Archer: Certainly a lot of people believe that
they were. What will be the effect now that Hamas
has, as it were, joined the club, I am not sure. If you
want to destroy Israel, there is everything to be said
for supporting particular groups dedicated to
destroying Israel. Once they have joined up, there is
not much point in continuing to supporting them.
But, whether or not that is the case, I certainly have
no evidence either way.

Q187 Mr. Moss: Do you have any evidence of a
very strong economic and financial commitment by
Iran to both Hezbollah and Hamas? If that were
true, would that be one of the reasons why there are
economic problems back in Iran?

Lord Archer: Almost certainly, I think. We have a
very rich oil country. If the oil had been wisely used,
the standard of living would have been much higher.
First of all, a great deal of the income was devoted
to weaponry, and secondly, as you say, a great deal
has been poured into international terrorism. We are
not talking only about Hezbollah and Hamas. For
example, only a few days ago there were extradition
proceedings against former President Rafsanjani
and others in relation to the bombing in Buenos
Aires of the Jewish centre which cost so many lives
in 1994. This has been going on for a very long time
and is not confined to Israel.

Q188 Mr. Hamilton: Does Iran hate Israel or does
Iran hate the Jews? Is it the Iranian state we are
talking about or the Iranian people? The Shah had a
very close alliance with Israel. Was that supported
by the Iranian people? Is it the state of Israel that
they are targeting or the Jewish people?

Lord Archer: 1t is certainly the state, because as we
know the whole thing has stepped up in recent years.
We know about the imprisonment of the group of
people who could only have been targeted because
they were Jews. That is certainly the state. It is part
of the ideology because this is an extremist form of
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Islam, part of which wants to export Islam to the rest
of the world and standing in the way is what it
regards as an anti-Islamist outpost.

Whether it is true of the Iranian people is very hard
to assess. One does not see it in ordinary newspapers
every day of the week. It is not like Germany was in
the 1930s. I have never come across a demonstration
either way, and certainly not an anti-Semitic
demonstration in Iran. I suspect that it is being
whipped up by the Government and, to put it at its
lowest, there would not be great resistance from the
people if there was a Government who said, “We
now want an accommodation with Israel.”

Q189 Andrew Mackinlay: Lord Archer, picking up
on what Malcolm Moss was asking, what is the
position on Israel of the Iranian exiles with whom
you have dealings?

Lord Archer: 1 have never heard an anti-Israeli word
from them. I ought to have explained earlier. I wrote
the letter initially to the Committee at the request of
the British Parliamentary Committee for Iran
Freedom, the Chairman of which is my noble Friend
Lord Corbett of Castle Vale. This note came from
him and he is quite right that the NCRI is pledged to
the peace process. It is true that I have never heard
any suggestion that any part of the NCRI is anti-
Israeli. It is not something that is greatly discussed,
except in the context of the hostility of the present
regime to Israel.

Q190 Ms Stuart: Given that we are talking about a
country of which people have various impressions,
did you see or listen to the programme that the BBC
did on modern Iran? It sent out a CD to every MP.
It was on the modern world and what life is like. It
gave the impression essentially that the Government
are out of tune with their people; the people are far
more moderate. Do you think that is just PR or is
that really how modern Iran is? I am getting terribly
confused here.

Lord Archer: 1 have forgotten where the information
came from.

Q191 Ms Stuart:
programmes on
“Understanding Iran”.

Lord Archer: 1 am not sure where they got the
information from.

The BBC ran a series of
modern Iran called

Q192 Ms Stuart: They talked to Iranians.

Lord Archer: 1 have come across colleagues in the
House who have said, “Well I have visited Iran and
I did not see anyone being tortured.” We have to
point out that torture does not normally take place
in the market square. It would be difficult to gather
any feeling about this. I would be surprised if there
is any support for the Government line on this
among the general public.

Q193 Sir John Stanley: Lord Archer, in your
evidence you said that there was a broad expectation
that, by the end of this decade, Iran would become a
nuclear weapon state.

Lord Archer: Yes.

Q194 Sir John Stanley: Do you think that there is
any policy option open to the British Government
and the international community to prevent that
from happening?

Lord Archer: One opportunity obviously is article 41
sanctions. It is only a personal opinion, but I cannot
believe that article 41 sanctions, however rigidly
applied, would actually bring down the Iranian
regime, or that it will change its direction. What
sanctions might do, however, is to exacerbate
general unrest among the public. So it is possible. I
would advocate article 41 sanctions, but without any
belief that they would solve the problem.

As I say, there are only two other possibilities. One
is to negotiate with the Iranians, hoping that we can
persuade them to become much more peaceful and
to become good citizens of the international
community. But that is not their ideology. That is
not why they participated in the revolution in the
first place. I think it is virtually impossible that we
could change their direction.

The third possibility is invasion, but I cannot believe
that anyone regards that as a desirable way forward.
The only way would be regime change, based on the
unrest in Iran and the fact that, if there were a
direction towards revolution, it would be strongly
supported. That is by far our best hope.

Q195 Sir John Stanley: So you are giving us the
clear view that you do not believe that there is any
external, viable option to prevent Iran becoming a
nuclear weapon state. You put your hope in the
possibility of some form of popular uprising, a la
eastern Europe after the collapse of the Soviet
empire. Do you believe that the structure of the
Iranian state, its security apparatus and so on,
makes likely the internal combustion, of a
democratic or semi-democratic nature, that you
postulated earlier? Do you think that that is likely
to happen?

Lord Archer: We know that it has not contained the
unrest at the moment. There have been 500
demonstrations in one month. There have been
constant demonstrations, including in the
universities and so forth—and demonstrations by
motorists. It does not seem that any repressive
machinery can keep it down for ever. But what it
does need, I think, is co-ordination and direction.
That, I think, is where the hope lies.

Sir John Stanley: Thank you.

Q196 Chairman: Your paper rules out the military
attack by non-Muslim foreign soldiers, but it is silent
on the question of air strikes. Do you have a view
about what might happen if there were to be air
strikes on Iran?

Lord Archer: 1 personally would be against it. First,
air strikes target the wrong people; the people who
would be killed and maimed and whose livelihoods
would be destroyed would not be the members of the
regime. Secondly, it would still be an article 42
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attack; unless it was sanctioned by the Security
Council, it would be unlawful, and we saw what can
happen when it was used before.

Q197 Chairman: So you are saying that in order to
stop Iran’s nuclear programme—I am following Sir
John’s question—we somehow or other have to wait
for a revolution from the streets to change the nature
of the regime?

Lord Archer: Not to wait, if I may say so, but to
encourage. At the moment, we have the Council of
Resistance waiting to intervene. We are doing the
very best we can to undermine it. As I said, I have
been careful about the sub judice rule, but if it were
the case that they were not labelled as terrorists in

the west—if it appeared that the rest of the world
supported the Council of Resistance—that would
make life much easier for them. I think that it would
shorten the odds substantially.

Q198 Chairman: Lord Archer, thank you for
coming here today. We appreciate your evidence,
and we are grateful for your written submission. If
you have anything else that you want to send us in
writing, will be happy to see it.

Lord Archer: That is most kind. Thank you very
much.

Chairman: We are now ending the public evidence
session. We have a private meeting next, so I ask
members of the public to leave quietly.






