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THURSDAY 11 NOVEMBER 2004 

________________ 

Present 

Bowness, L (Chairman) 
Inge, L 
Lea of Crondall, L 
Maclennan of Rogart, L 
Morris of Aberavon, L 
Northover, B 
Park of Monmouth, B 
Tomlinson, L 
________________ 

Witness: Dr Stephen Pullinger, Special Adviser, Saferworld, examined. 

Q1  Chairman:  Dr Pullinger, good morning.  As you know, the Sub-Committee is 

commencing an inquiry into the European Union’s Strategy Against the Proliferation of 

Weapons of Mass Destruction. We are grateful to you for agreeing to come and give us your 

advice and evidence.  This is in fact the first evidence session we have taken, certainly of 

witnesses outside of government.  You have a number of questions which I think the clerk has 

indicated to you we would be quite grateful if you could cover in an opening statement, and 

members of the Sub-Committee then can pick up with supplementary questions.  I appreciate 

that may not be possible, but it would assist us a great deal, and it may assist you with time as 

well.  

Dr Pullinger:  Thank you very much.  First, my Lord Chairman, I would like to thank the 

Committee for inviting me to give evidence today.  If I may, I would like to make some brief 

introductory remarks before answering the specific questions that the Committee has put to 

me.  The challenges posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction are profound 

and extremely complex.  I welcome the European Union’s initiative in this field and I am 

pleased that your Committee has decided to conduct an inquiry into that initiative at this early 

stage in its development.  I do so from the perspective of a committed multilateralist who 
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feels that the non-proliferation regime is under strain and that it is in urgent need of 

strengthening.  The challenge, I think, is to attempt to address the acknowledged weaknesses 

of that regime, to ensure that it is relevant to the challenges of the early 21st century, without 

abandoning the principles upon which it is founded and to which Europe subscribes.  I believe 

that any successful counter-proliferation strategy has to answer four basic questions: How 

best do we prevent States of concern and terrorist groups from acquiring such weaponry?  

How do we prevent them using that capability should they nevertheless acquire it?  How do 

we prepare to mitigate the impact of those weapons if they are used?  And, fourthly – and 

perhaps most important of all and the one that the European Union is attempting to tackle – 

How do we persuade such States and groups that they do not want weapons of mass 

destruction in the first place?  The nature of the threat is changing.  The nexus of 

fundamentalist terrorists, States of concern and weapons of mass destruction is a critical new 

element of the challenge, especially as State-run programmes provide the easiest route by 

which fundamentalist terrorist groups can acquire such weapons.  In my opinion, and in line 

with the EU’s apparent thinking, the answer lies not in abandoning existing treaties and 

dismantling the non-proliferation regime but in updating and strengthening it.  To make it 

relevant to meeting the latest manifestation of a developing threat, our policy instruments 

need to be recalibrated rather than consigned to the dustbin.  This brings me on to the specific 

questions that the Committee has asked me to address, the first of which is: “Where do the 

gravest WMD risks lie? – for example, in possession by States of adverse motivation or 

uncertain stability, or in acquisition by terrorists?”  Perhaps I could look at terrorists first.  We 

know that al-Qa’eda and similar groups are seeking weapons of mass destruction and that if 

they did acquire them they would certainly use them.  State-run WMD programmes provide 

the easiest route by which these terrorists can acquire weapons of mass destruction, because, 

first, these State-run WMD programmes will be provided with the necessary resources, the 
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facilities, the expertise to develop and weaponise, and, moreover, they would be better placed 

to conceal such activities from external scrutiny.  Secondly, there are circumstances whereby 

these State capabilities can be accessed, either through deliberate State co-operation, the 

operation of the black market – one could see the case of Pakistan and the assistance that was 

provided by Abdhul Qadeer Khan – or the collapse of centralised State control – and that is 

obviously a problem that has arisen through the collapse of the Soviet Union.  I would suggest 

that we cannot afford to wait for the threat posed by this nexus to materialise, because the 

terrorist WMD threat will neither be containable nor deterable.  WMD developed in rogue 

States are more likely to be used – perhaps by the host regime, or, certainly, if they do fall 

into the hands of fundamentalist terrorists.  We will find it nearly impossible to defend our 

citizens adequately against the use of WMD in all circumstances.  I am not saying we cannot 

take protective measures, but we cannot guarantee that we can prevent our citizens being 

subject to such attack, the consequences of which, of course, would be catastrophic.  There 

are a number of States of concern – and I will not run through them all; perhaps we will do 

that in subsequent questions you may ask   The States at which we are obviously looking, at 

the top of our agenda here in terms of States of concern, are Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, 

India, Israel, Russia – I would put those at the top of the list – and we have to ask a number of 

questions about those States.  Are they in stable deterrent relationships?  India-Pakistan, for 

example: there is a sort of balance of capability, but is that a deterrent relationship that is 

stable?  There are a number of questions around that.  Will there be regime change in that 

possessor State?  North Korea obviously is a very unpredictable regime: might the country not 

implode and there be a democratic replacement – in which case that will be a change in the 

right direction.  In Pakistan one could envisage, perhaps, there no longer being a friendly 

regime in place and instead there might be a fundamentalist Islamic State – in which case the 

regime change would be definitely in a more worrying direction.  What are the motives for 
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these States to possess weapons?  Not necessarily are they planning to use them aggressively.  

Do they want to use them primarily as a deterrent?  Are they trying to seek some sort of 

economic leverage by their possession?  And, lastly: How good is their control, their security 

measures for the sensitive materials and facilities that they have and how good are their 

command and control processes?  As I say, I will leave the individual countries at this stage 

and perhaps you might want to return to looking at them in more detail.  The second question 

was: “Should the EU prioritise its efforts; for example, as between classes of weapon?  Do 

chemical weapons, for example, matter as much as nuclear and biological ones?”  I am glad 

you have asked this question because I think the term “weapons of mass destruction” is a 

misnomer.  It is one that we certainly had problems with during the Iraq debate: it was used 

by both sides of the argument in different ways to their own advantage.  We normally talk 

about weapons of mass destruction being nuclear, biological, chemical.  Radiological is added 

on at the end, not usually bracketed with those three.  If I may, I will take each in turn.  

Nuclear weapons are genuine weapons of mass destruction.  They are the most threatening, 

they are the most destructive, they obviously knock down buildings as well as kill people, 

they contaminate areas.  The problem with acquiring nuclear weapons is really to do with 

getting hold of the material.  That is not at all a straightforward process.  If you do get hold of 

the fissile material, it is difficult to hide the fact that you might be developing a bomb, but, as 

we have seen, it is not impossible.  There has to be quite a lot of industrial activity around it 

but it can be done in a medium-sized facility that one could disguise.  We have the non-

proliferation treaty, which forbids all but five States actually having nuclear weapons, but the 

problem with the non-proliferation treaty – which we are now seeing very much in relation to 

Iran – is that the treaty allows the State to develop a civil nuclear programme up to a point at 

which they could be only six months away from making a nuclear weapon.  That is the real 

fundamental problem with the non-proliferation treaty: it allows States to get to the point 
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where they can break out within only a number of months.  In terms of biological weapons 

(that is, the deliberate use of disease) it is much easier to conceal that you are working on 

these things.  It is not easy to weaponise or disseminate those agents, but, nevertheless, if you 

are able to do that, the potential for use of biological weapons can reach a strategic level.  You 

could kill hundreds of thousands of people if you were to deploy a lethal agent in an effective 

manner.  There is a biological weapons convention, but the verification mechanisms/control 

mechanisms there are fairly weak.  There is also a biotech revolution taking place which is 

throwing up the possibilities of more military applications of biotechnology to be for use as 

weapons – which is a most worrying development.  Chemical weapons – that is the use of 

poison, mustard gas, nerve agents – tends to be more for use at a tactical level.  It is possible 

to protect people if you put on protective suits. There are problems with dissemination of 

chemical weapons’ agents, but a number of States have managed it.  In the debate over Iraq, 

when we talked about weapons of mass destruction, a lot of people were thinking about 

nuclear bombs going off, thousands of people being killed.  The Iraqi capability we thought 

they had was more likely to have been confined to battlefield use of chemical and biological 

weapons, which was a different level of capability and threat. The fourth element is 

radiological; that is essentially using conventional explosive to scatter radiological material 

over an area thereby making it uninhabitable.  It is not going to kill a lot of people.  The 

explosion itself might kill a few people, but it spreads this radioactive material – which could 

be uranium, low enriched uranium or high enriched uranium, or it could be something else 

like caesium – and I think the impact there is much more likely to be psychological: the panic 

that it engenders when it goes off, people not quite knowing what is involved.  There is a 

commercial impact to letting off a “dirty bomb”, as a radiological weapon is sometimes 

called: one could imagine using one in the City of London, which could render an area of 

great commercial strategic importance to the country uninhabitable for a period.  The third 
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question is: “Will the EU really be able to reach a common mind on key WMD issues; for 

example are there not likely to be serious differences of view within the Union about nuclear 

weapons and article VI of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty?”  The EU strategy has 

avoided confronting the question of disarmament of nuclear weapon States directly.  It is 

encouraging that the EU has got as far as it has with this strategy.  In the past, it has always 

had the problems of talking with a united voice on these issues, because two of its Member 

States are in possession of nuclear weapons, the United Kingdom and France, but there are 

also other States in the European Union that currently deploy American nuclear weapons on 

their territory through NATO, Holland, Belgium, Italy and Germany.  The non-proliferation 

treaty, as we know, allows for five States to possess nuclear weapons.  It allows for the United 

Kingdom and France legally to be in possession of nuclear weapons, although they are 

supposed to move toward nuclear disarmament.  And one could say, because the United 

Kingdom and France have nuclear weapons and they are part of European alliances, that in 

some sense this helps other European countries not to think about developing their own 

nuclear weapons.  Would certain other European countries think more seriously about 

developing their own nuclear weapons if France and the United Kingdom did not have them?  

That is a question which I could perhaps leave hanging.  There is a problem here, though – 

although I am not sure to what extent it has become a serious problem - but it is an issue 

which I feel concerned about: the United Kingdom and France have national nuclear forces.  

They have reduced those national nuclear forces to what they describe as “minimum deterrent 

forces” – and I would say that, especially in the case of the United Kingdom, we are now 

down to a minimum level below which one could not really go without challenging the 

credibility of the force itself, which would not really make a lot of sense – but what concerns 

me is: Are these weapons remaining as purely deterrent weapons, weapons of last resort, 

purely to cancel out the possibility of anybody threatening us with nuclear weapons, or are we 
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being drawn into this American doctrine, which talks about making nuclear weapons more 

useable, integrating them into their preventative war strategy?  Some of us are concerned that 

before the Iraq war broke out the Defence Secretary in evidence to the Defence Committee in 

the Other Place talked about the possible … he would not rule out the use of nuclear weapons 

against Iraq.1  As Secretary of State for Defence, perhaps, he did not feel able to – but this 

was in the context of possibly using nuclear weapons first, pre-emptively, against Saddam’s 

WMD capability.  I think that is where some of us had a problem, for all sorts of reasons, that, 

if we are thinking about using our nuclear weapons more pro-actively in that sort of context, 

that was worrying.  I remember the former Prime Minister John Major made a pledge in early 

1991, before the first Gulf War broke out, when he ruled out entirely the use of British 

nuclear weapons in that context.2  That was not the case this time. I am worried about that 

direction because that has a number of spin-offs.  If we are moving in that direction, there are 

negative security assurances that we have given which may come into conflict with that new 

doctrine; there are implications possibly for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.  I 

understand the EU wants to agree a common position prior to the Non-Proliferation Treaty 

Review Conference next spring.  The fourth question is: “Even if the EU can agree internally, 
                                                 
1 “They [the Iraqis] can be absolutely confident that in the right conditions we would be willing to use our 
nuclear weapons.” Rt Hon Geoff Hoon MP, Secretary of State for Defence, during oral evidence to the House of 
Commons Defence Committee, 20 March 2002, published in Missile Defence, First Report, Defence Committee, 
Session 2002-03, HC 290-I, Q237.  The Defence Secretary made further salient comments in the media during 
this period.  His comments and the issue about possible use of United Kingdom nuclear weapons against Iraq are 
analysed in Military Action against Iraq: the Nuclear Option, ISIS Briefing no. 83, April 2002 at 
http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/regpapers/no83.pdf. 
  
2 “On the use of nuclear weapons, I think that I made it clear in the debate the other day that we did not envisage 
the use of nuclear weapons.  To the best of our knowledge Iraq does not have a nuclear capacity.  Under the non-
proliferation treaty, which has been signed by the United States and ourselves, we would not therefore use 
them.” Rt Hon John Major MP, Prime Minister, Official Report, House of Commons, 17 January 1991, cols 
974/975. 
 
“May I ask the Prime Minister a direct question?  In the event of poisonous gas or bacteria being used in the 
middle east in the event of war, will he reserve the option to use a nuclear device if that is necessary for the 
protection of our own troops?” Sir Trevor Skeet MP. 
 
“We have made it very clear to the Iraqis that we would take a very serious view indeed of the use of any 
chemical or biological weapons, but I must say to my hon. Friend that we have a wide range of weapons and 
resources at our hands and I do not envisage needing to use the sanction that he suggests.” 
Rt Hon John Major MP, Prime Minister, Official Report, House of Commons, 15 January 1991, col. 276.  
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will it not find itself often at odds with the United States; for example, in working out a 

common approach to the NPT Review Conference” in the spring of 2005?  I think I should 

say at this point that the situation we were in a few years ago was that we had this multilateral 

non-proliferation regime in place but there was a great deal of complacency about how well it 

was working.  At least the American administration – the Bush administration and perhaps the 

one before it – shook us out of our complacency.  They said, “Look, there are these States of 

concern and they are getting very close to getting these weapons, and this non-proliferation 

regime has allowed them to get into that position.  We have to really buck our ideas up, sort 

the proliferation regime out, find some new mechanisms for dealing with the problem, and be 

much proactive in our implementation of that regime.”  I think the European reaction through 

this security strategy is probably a response to that, in terms of the European’s saying, “We 

are multilateralists.  We want this regime to work, we need to strengthen it.  We have to take 

the American concerns seriously,” and if it has been born out of that, then all well and good, 

and I pay tribute to the British government for being instrumental, I think, in pushing the 

European Union into adopting this strategy and taking the issue seriously.  If we return to the 

2005 Review Conference though, in terms of the conflict with the United States, potentially, 

then there are serious issues for concern there.  The Review Conference for the NPT takes 

place every five years.  At the end of the last Review Conference in 2000 there were a number 

of practical steps which were listed for disarmament and moves towards arms control, and 

this was all part of the balance between the NPT being a bargain between stopping everyone 

else developing nuclear weapons but benefiting from nuclear power, and these other five 

nuclear weapon States being allowed to have them but demonstrating that they are intent on 

eventually disarming themselves of that capability.  At the end of the 2000 Review 

Conference there were listed a number of issues on which we had to make progress in terms 

of disarmament. The first one that was listed was that the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
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should be ratified and entered into force, but the United States has gone cold on the whole 

idea of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: they are not ratifying it - the United Kingdom 

and France have ratified it - but that means, I am afraid, that the treaty cannot enter into force 

until the Americans do.  The Indians, the Pakistanis, the North Koreans have to ratify it too, 

one should add, but the fact that the Americans are not going to ratify it means that it is stuck 

in limbo.  The second disarmament priority was the Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty which 

was to stop the production of any more fissile material for military purposes, but that has gone 

absolutely nowhere.  That is partly because India and Pakistan have had disagreements about 

whether it should cover future production or stock piles.  China has also been awkward about 

it and the Americans this year said they did not think the treaty could be verified in any case.  

So that has gone nowhere.  In respect of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2000 – and it is 

still extraordinary that they managed to agree to this language – all the States’ parties said that 

the ABM Treaty should be preserved and strengthened, when everyone knew that the 

Americans were determined to deploy missile defences.  The United States has subsequently 

withdrawn from the treaty; it is now deploying anti-ballistic missiles.  We can talk about the 

wisdom or otherwise for doing that, but the fact remains the ABM Treaty has gone.  There 

was also an unequivocal statement provided by each of the weapon States to disarm.  I do not 

believe any of them currently means it, certainly not in the short term – quite the reverse.  In 

fact, there should have been a diminishing role for nuclear weapons and we seem to be 

moving in the other direction. The Americans are looking for new roles for nuclear weapons.  

Russia certainly wants to retain nuclear weapons because it is a competitive advantage in 

military terms.  With the United Kingdom and France, as I say, there is some ambiguity about 

which direction their doctrine is going in.  In terms of the clash, if you like, between this 

American hard-line unilateralist position and the European multilateralism, the test is going to 

be what happens over Iran – which I am sure you will want to ask me more questions on.  The 
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fifth question you asked me was: “Is there a risk of too many cross-cutting initiatives, with 

too much talk and not enough action” – you have EU strategy, the US Proliferation Security 

Initiative, Global Partnership Initiative, G8.  If it is all complementary, all well and good – 

and I think there are good reasons why these certain initiatives have come from certain 

directions.  I think the global partnership is really to do with the co-operative threat reduction 

programme, which is helping the Russians particularly get rid of their nuclear facilities, 

secure the nuclear materials.  That is an extremely important job, and coming from the G8 

was probably the best way for doing that.  The US Proliferation Security Initiative was 

something they came up with and they are now drawing other people in alongside.  There is 

nothing wrong with doing that: it is probably a good addition to our instruments of tackling 

the problem. The EU strategy I think is important because it elevates the problem amongst all 

the Member States: they now take it seriously, it raises its profile, it is mainstreaming non-

proliferation concerns in all EU policy instruments and policies with third parties.  It is 

important that happens.  It is also important there is another focus for multilateralism in 

conjunction to what the Americans are saying the way forward should be.  It is important not 

to lose momentum and I hope that the American and the European positions can be brought 

together.  I think there is some reason for optimism on that.  We can talk about that perhaps a 

little bit later.  The sixth question – and I think this is extremely important – is whether the 

EU could “do more to influence the demand side of WMD proliferation; that is, either to 

make it less likely that States will see reasons for acquiring WMD or to make the penalties  of 

doing so more evidently severe.”  I think this is the key really to the EU security strategy. For 

effective multilateralism to work requires us to alter State behaviour.  If that fails, then we 

take sanctions against them but we use due process: we use the treaties that they have signed 

up to which they are not in compliance with; we refer them to United Nations Security 

Council.  There is a due process to go through if we do not succeed in persuading them 
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otherwise.  That is not to rule out that if all goes wrong, the UN Security Council vetoes it for 

whatever reason, there should not be recourse to taking further action in certain 

circumstances, but it is to instil the fact that we have to do it through that multilateral process.  

I think what is good about the EU strategy is that it recognises that States do have legitimate 

security concerns that may turn them towards the pursuit of WMD, and we need to understand 

those motivations if we are going to influence the potential proliferators’ behaviour.  There 

are various mechanisms, I believe, for making the acquisition of WMD more expensive and 

for increasing the rewards for abstinence, if you like.  We have to have tighter controls.  We 

have to stop them getting hold of these things.  We have to make our export control 

mechanisms more effective.  Particularly we have to watch the developments in bio-

technology, as I said earlier.  Disarmament assistance: we really do have to continue our 

efforts on this co-operative threat reductions programme, helping the Russians and others to 

disarm. We have to enforce legal obligations through treaties.  I think there is an important 

distinction here, which I believe the Prime Minster made in relation to Iraq, which is that the 

onus should no longer be on us to demonstrate proliferators’ non-compliance; the onus should 

be on them to demonstrate their compliance.  Here, I think you can contrast the behaviour of 

Iraq and Libya.  Libya made a conscious decision to come clean on its WMD programme: it 

wanted to dismantle them, it gave every co-operation to the inspectors to allow them to see 

everything they wanted to see because it was genuinely disarming and it wanted to prove that 

fact to the rest of the world.  Iraq was quite content for us to try to prove that they were in 

non-compliance, and that is extremely difficult to do, as we have seen, especially on chemical 

and biological weapons.  So it is turning that equation around.  The regional approach is 

another important element the EU had identified.  I think this is fairly important because the 

one-size-fits-all approach to dealing with this proliferation problem does not work.  India and 

Pakistan is in an entirely different situation to the Iranian situation in the Middle East context, 
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that is entirely different from North Korea.  If we address it in regional terms, we are likely to 

make more progress.  Let us wield bigger sticks but offer bigger carrots, so the degree of 

sanction applied to proliferators should be greater, but then also should the rewards be to 

those who abandon those ambitions in terms of political, economic and trade rewards.  

Stronger security guarantees: if people are going to be asked to give up these weapons, they 

need to be given some sort of security assurances in return.  Those already exist to a certain 

extent in a negative sense, in terms of we say we will not use our nuclear weapons against 

people who do not have them, with some conditions attached, and in the positive sense we say 

we will come to the assistance of States who are being threatened by the use of weapons of 

mass destruction.  There are two more. The illegal use:  we have to raise the level of 

international punishment imposed on those who actually use weapons of mass destruction 

illegally.  I think this is being brought out in the UN Security Resolution 1540 which was 

adopted in April this year, which calls upon all States “to adopt national legislation to 

criminalise the possession, manufacture or trafficking of WMD and their means of delivery.”  

Last of all, I think we need to reduce the saliency of nuclear weapons.  No one is expecting us 

to move to nuclear disarmament overnight.  It may never be possible.  It may be that we have 

to have some weapons left in order to cancel out the incentive for anybody else to try to 

develop them, but I think we should be trying to marginalise nuclear weapons, to put them at 

the back of the cupboard, if you like, and certainly not move in the other direction where we 

are giving them added military utility.  Your final question, the seventh question, is “Has the 

EU equipped itself with the necessary instruments … to implement its strategy?”  I hope so. It 

is early days.  Obviously in a legal sense, these treaties are already in place, we have control 

mechanisms, supplier-control regimes.  The EU is trying, as I said earlier, to include a non-

proliferation clause in its dealing with other parties now.  In a practical sense, it is providing 

assistance to the co-operative threat reduction programmes.  It is giving intelligence and 
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diplomatic assistance in the fight against terrorism – so the WMD link.  In terms of the 

Proliferation Security Initiative, I suppose one assumes that the EU should put at the disposal 

of this mechanism military assets to intercept the trafficking of these materials or whatever.  

In an informational sense, the EU has set up its own threat assessment unit now.  It also has a 

monitoring unit to monitor the progress of this strategy – which has already conducted one 

six-monthly report of progress, so there is momentum behind it.  In resource terms, it has 

given money to CTR: it gave money to the International Atomic Energy Agency earlier this 

year, and at a Joint Council meeting on 17 May, which was to improve the physical protection 

of nuclear materials and facilities, the EU provided a certain amount of money for that 

purpose.  So it is moving forward, and I hope that it makes further progress, obviously.  

Perhaps I could finish there and hand back over to you, my Lord Chairman. 

Q2  Chairman:  That is very kind.  Thank you very much for dealing so comprehensively 

with the questions.  When you referred to acquisition of weapons by terrorists, are you 

worried principally about acquiring them by accidental leaks from various sources or criminal 

activity or are worried principally about States deliberately transferring weapons or both? 

Dr Pullinger:  I suppose both.  There is a third possibility that I did not mention which is that 

they could develop them under their own steam to a certain extent.  We have had terrorist 

groups in the past that have managed to get to the stage where they have developed chemical 

weapons at least.  I think of the Japanese terrorist group that let off sarin on the Tokyo 

subway, which killed a few people and caused a lot of panic.  We should not rule out the 

possibility that terrorist organisations can under their own steam develop chemical and 

biological weapons.  I think with nuclear weapons it will be much more difficult for them to 

do that, although radiological weapons are relatively straightforward.  I think leakage is the 

main problem.  I think we have neglected, to a certain extent, the problem with the collapse of 

the Soviet Union and the security of the material and the facilities.  The expertise has leaked 
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out onto the black market. We have tried to act.  The Americans took a lead on this – the Bush 

administration initially rowed back from it, but has now fortunately come on board – and the 

European Union is playing a significant part as well.  But I do not think we can ever perhaps 

do enough in that respect.  So the implosion of States … One worries about the situation in 

Pakistan, as I mentioned earlier.  They have established a nuclear weapons programme.  If 

that State should collapse for whatever reason and an extremist regime comes in and it is all 

there for them to take over, would that State then be prepared to sell that capability, hand  it 

on to like-minded terrorist organisations?  It is certainly an issue of great concern. 

Q3  Lord Lea of Crondall:  I rather picked up the rather chilling phrase “making nuclear 

weapons more useable”.  I am sure that some doctrine somewhere, somewhere in America, 

has some source of reference/papers on that.  I do not know whether you can give us the 

source, so that we can have it circulated.3  But, if it means what it sounds like, how do you 

square that in a broad philosophical sense with helping the Russians to disarm, etcetera?  I 

mean, I have not got it. 

Dr Pullinger:  To an extent, there has been a misconception about the role of nuclear 

weapons for a number of years.  The military have them as weapons and they have to think 

about ways in which they could be used.  The politicians obviously say, “This is deterrence; it 

is inconceivable that we would ever use them;” the military have to plan to use them.  There 

is a difference in the debate now.  Whereas in terms of the Soviet Union and the United States 

there was never any question really, to my mind, that anyone would deliberately launch a 

                                                 
3 See, for example, testimony of Joseph Cirincione, Director of the Carnegie Non-Proliferation Project before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, May 16, 2002.  Reproduced in “US Nuclear Posture Review – Deeply 
Flawed”, ISIS policy Brief, No. 2, May 2002.  Can be found at: 
http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/regpapers/no02.pdf. 
 
Or the Union of Concerned Scientists, US: “The Bush NPR calls for the development of new, more “usable” 
nuclear weapons; for the pre-emptive use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states; and for 
reducing the time required for the United States to resume nuclear weapons testing.”  Full article at: 
http://www.ucsusa.org/global_security/nuclear_weapons/index.cfm. 
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nuclear war.  It was inconceivable because one knew the retaliation would be overwhelming 

and completely counter-productive.  The circumstances in which certain elements of the 

American polity is thinking about this are: if you have a rogue State, which you do not believe 

you can deter conventionally, which is working on weapons of mass destruction, then, rather 

than wait for them to develop nuclear weapons with which they will threaten the region – and 

perhaps be more eager to use them, despite knowing that you have similar weapons that you 

could retaliate with – if those facilities for making these weapons are buried deep 

underground in concrete bunkers, and the only way you can get to them is to use a nuclear 

weapon to destroy that facility, that might be what they have to do. 

Q4  Lord Lea of Crondall:  But what does that sound like in Moscow or Beijing? 

Dr Pullinger:  In Moscow and Beijing they are worried.  In Moscow they know that they still 

have the capability to retaliate: they are not worried for themselves, they are worried in the 

direction in which the Americans may be going. 

Q5  Lord Lea of Crondall:  I though you were helping the Russians to disarm. 

Dr Pullinger:  I see.  Yes.  We are helping the Russians to dismantle the weapons they have 

already agreed to dismantle through the Strategic Arms Reduction Process.  The Russians are 

retaining a significant number of nuclear warheads for their deterrent capability but they have 

agreed to dismantle an awful lot of it.  That is a very complicated process.  Now the United 

States and the European Union are helping the Russians to dismantle that excess capability, if 

you like, to ensure that it does not fall into the wrong hands, but that is not to say that the 

Russians are disarming completely.  The Russians still have a very significant nuclear 

capability. 
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Q6  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  Rather a narrow technical question on nuclear matters.  Is 

the IAEA able to act exproprio motio to indicate to the wider international community what it 

sees as the ways of tackling particular problems?  Or is it an agency that is so much part of the 

legal aid system that it has to be very conscious of the different attitudes and a member of the 

Security Council, for example, not actually saying, “This is what ought to happen at this 

stage”?  I am really groping for a reference point which governments could turn to in support 

of or the prioritisations of a particular focusing that they are embarking upon which is seen to 

be or is genuinely as objective as it comes. 

Dr Pullinger:  I think we have seen this with Iran.  The IAEA has gone about its business and 

it is asking the Iranians to prove that they are not seeking to divert materials for nefarious 

purposes from its own civil nuclear programme.  They have gone through that process: they 

have drawn the attention of the rest of the world to the fact that the Iranians are doing things 

which they are not entirely happy with, and that has now become a subject of international 

debate.  That is why the European foreign ministers went to Tehran because the IAEA had 

notified them of that fact.  And now the question is whether, if the Iranians fail to satisfy the 

IAEA – who are still regarded as an objective international organisation, I believe – that will 

be referred to the UN Security Council.  That is the next ratcheting up of the process, if you 

like.  So I think it does work and it has been shown to work in that sense.  There is another 

thing that the States’ parties have done to strengthen the IAEA.  In the past all the IAEA did 

was it took the declarations from these States and it just checked against the record that what 

they declared was actually accounted for, but they did not determine whether the declaration 

was the full declaration of what they had.  A country would say, “This is what we have got,” 

and they would say, “Yes, okay, we have ticked it off,” but they might not have been 

declaring other material, other activities that were going on, and that is why Iraq was 

supposedly a compliant member of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, because it said, “We are 
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doing this at this plant.  You can come and check it.” – “Yes, it is fine.” – but they were doing 

other things in other plants.  There is now an additional protocol which we are trying to get 

every State to sign up to, and that additional protocol means that the inspectors from the 

IAEA can go anywhere.  They have much greater access.  They can say, “We are not just 

going to where you declare you are doing this work; we can actually go to this plant because 

we have suspicious that you are doing something else there.” That is a demonstration of how 

they are strengthening that regime and the European Union has tried to get everyone to sign 

up to an additional protocol, as the Americans are, and it is an important way of building the 

regime. 

Q7  Lord Morris of Aberavon:  I am currently looking at the Organisation for the 

Prohibition of Chemical Weapons.  Is the ordnance of proof, working in that field, which has 

been partially successful, under the Libyan or the Iraq template?  Where does the ordnance of 

proof lie? 

Dr Pullinger:  In terms of the chemical weapons convention, we were all quite surprised at 

the time – it was 1993 – when the chemical weapons convention was agreed, ratified, the 

Americans signed up to it, their chemical industry signed up to it, European chemical industry 

signed up to it.  They put quite a lot of onus on them to demonstrate that they were in 

compliance.  There is a lot of dual-use capability, of course, and so verification is a very 

important element of making that regime work.  I think we are at the stage where the treaty 

has grown.  People are used to it.  It has this organisation the OPCW to oversee progress.  The 

next stage – and I think this is the big hurdle, and I think it has been drawn out by the EU 

strategy as well – is when a challenge inspection is issued against one of the State’s parties.  

That is within the treaty: if there is suspicious activity going on in a particular State party, 

then another State party  can go to the OPCW and say, “We have serious concerns about what 

is going on in this State in terms of possible chemical weapon activity.  We demand to be able 
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to go in there” – and a challenge inspection is almost “go anywhere any time”: I think they 

have to give a few hours’ notice but it is quite short notice – “and see whether that State is 

actually doing anything it should not be doing.”4  There are a number of States that we are 

suspicious of in terms of chemical weapons’ capability, a number of Arab States in particular.  

Syria is one, I suppose.  Iran, obviously, is another.  The next test of the chemical weapons 

convention will be when somebody issues a challenge inspection and then either that State 

refuses admission, in which case that creates one set of problems, or it allows the inspectors in 

but restricts their movements, which will create another set of problems, or maybe it just 

opens itself up and says, “Look, we have nothing to hide” and has a clean bill of health.  One 

worries in that sense that the Americans, for example – and there may be others too – who are 

convinced that country X has chemical weapons, will go to the OPCW, the chemical weapons 

convention is put into force, the inspectors go in and they do not find anything, and the 

Americans are still convinced they have got something.  What happens in that situation? 

Q8  Chairman:  Could you help me.  I am very anxious that we limit ourselves, in so far as 

we can, to the EU aspect of this vast subject.  Could you tell me something about the 

Australia Group, which it appears is something which the EU itself is a member of and a 

number of Member States also.  We pay some considerable sums of money into that 

organisation.  What exactly does it do?  How effective is it?  Is it right that there is also some 

other organisation that operates in connection with the Korean Peninsula where there is a 

similar involvement? 

                                                 
4 Under the terms of the Chemical Weapons Convention each State Party has the right to request an on-site 
challenge inspection of any facility or location in the territory of any other State Party for the sole purpose of 
clarifying and resolving any questions concerning possible non-compliance with the provisions of the 
Convention, and to have this inspection conducted anywhere without delay by an inspection team designated by 
the Director-General and in accordance with the Verification Annex.  The Director-General shall transmit the 
inspection request to the inspected State Party not less than 12 hours before the planned arrival of the inspection 
team at the point of entry.  Source: US CWC website, at: http://cwc.gov/treaty/articles/art-09_html.  
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Dr Pullinger: The Australia Group is a club of States who have come together to ensure that 

certain chemicals are not exported to people they do not think should be receiving them.5  So 

is a control group of States really in relation to chemical and, I think, biological agents as 

well.  So it is constantly updating itself on developments in the field in terms of what should 

and should not be going into these countries.  It is a sort of living control mechanism.  The 

EU, yes, has a representation there now.  There are other similar controls.  There is the 

Nuclear Suppliers Group which does similar sort of work and the WASINA Group which 

does it on conventional weapons.6  I do not think the European Union can formally be part of 

the Nuclear Suppliers Group, but I think it has observer status, some sort of attached status in 

that respect.  In terms of where the European Union can make most impact, I think in these 

control regimes – which are fairly non-contentious in terms of the EU’s relationship with the 

Americans: I think both sides are agreed that they need to strengthen these control 

mechanisms – that is definitely the way forward and something in which the European Union 

should develop its capabilities because it is really in terms of co-ordinating your export 

control policy, making sure you are aware who is being sold this, that and the other, what 

developments are taking place in the field that you should be aware of that might have 

military applications.  In terms of the Korean Peninsula, I am not sure about that, my Lord 

Chairman.  I will have to write you a note about that. 

Chairman:  Perhaps you could let us know. 

                                                 
5 The Australia Group is an informal arrangement that aims to allow exporting or trans-shipping countries to 
minimise the risk of assisting chemical and biological weapon (CBW) proliferation.  The Group meets annually 
to discuss ways in which the national level export licensing measures of its 38 members, plus the European 
Commission, can collectively be made more effective in ensuring would-be proliferators are unable to obtain 
necessary inputs for CBW programmes, which are banned under international law. 
6The Nuclear Suppliers Group is a similar group of states that determine guidelines for nuclear exports and 
nuclear related exports.  The European Commission participates as an observer. 
 
The Wassenaar Arrangement promotes transparency and greater responsibility in transfers of conventional arms 
and dual-use goods and technologies. 
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Q9  Lord Inge:  You have talked about biological and the ability to create mass casualties 

and that you thought people were getting better at thinking how it might be used in a military 

context.  Were you thinking of particular countries when you talked about that?  How good 

are we at detecting and really knowing about it? 

Dr Pullinger:  Which country did I have in mind?  I would have to think about which ones on 

the list.  Iraq was quite near the top of the list.  I think Iran there are seven or eight of 

concern.7  In this public session I would not want to name the others in case I made a mistake.  

But I could obviously provide further information on that.  I do not want to use the phrase 

“behind the loop” but it probably describes it.  Something which the European Union is now 

addressing is the importance of controlling the potential for biological weapons’ development, 

in terms of monitoring developments in the field – setting up a centre for disease, so that can 

have early warnings about outbreaks of disease.  One of the particular problems with this 

which is incredibly frightening if you take it to the nth degree is that you may not actually 

know when it has been used because you may not be able to trace the source until it is too 

late, particularly infectious disease, against which people are not inoculated because you were 

not prepared, you did not know.  It all comes down to the great civil defence argument about 

how on earth we will cope with that sort of biological warfare attack in a major city: how we 

stop people leaving, how we control the outbreak, how we deal with the information of telling 

people that that disease was now prevalent.  It engenders a quite frightening set of 

circumstances.  I struggle to see what a State would gain from using disease as a weapon, and 

I think there are some limits to what some terrorist organisations would be prepared to do, but 

I do not exclude it at all from what some fundamentalist terrorist groups might be prepared to 

do. 

                                                 
7 Those states believed to be in possession of chemical and biological weapons are listed, for example, on the US 
Arms Control Association website at: http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/cbwprolif.asp. 
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Q10  Lord Inge:  You talked about weaponisation or military use – and technically it does 

create quite a lot of difference.   

Dr Pullinger:  Yes, it does, indeed. 

Q11  Lord Inge:  What knowledge do we have that some nations are getting better at 

weaponising it? 

Dr Pullinger:  I think we must be guessing to some extent.  We know from the experience of 

the Soviet Union that they had a massive biological warfare programme – and it was much 

more extensive than we believed at the time – so they were able to do it.  The Iraqis have been 

able to do it – they might have got rid of it or left it alone for a while, but they certainly had 

that capability at some stage, and people had been working on those programmes and where 

are those people now?  It is difficult to weaponise it but State programmes have managed to 

get that far.  We cannot rule it out.  As I say, the developments in the field make the military 

applications of the technology more useable in weapons terms, and that is particularly 

concerning.   

Q12  Lord Lea of Crondall:  If Europe is developing some sort of role and the Americans or 

the people in Washington are thinking the unthinkable, without being in a multilateral context 

– in other words, the US following unilateralism – how do you see this working with Europe?  

Is this dilemma not getting worse?  How can we stop the Atlantic getting wider? 

Dr Pullinger:  I think at the moment it is getting worse.  Europeans are committed 

multilateralists.  Of course the present US administration is more unilateralist but obviously 

there are strong forces within the United States that feel differently and feel that 

multilateralism has to work, has to be given that chance. I think experience will bring the 

Americans back to the importance of multilateralism.  They need allies; they need other 

countries to help them deal with this problem.  They certainly cannot do it on their own.  So 
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the reality of the experience will bring them to that point of view.  Having said that, in the 

Iranian situation this is the Europeans trying to make multilateralism work; trying to persuade 

the Iranians that they should not go down this route.  They are trying to use the IAEA as a 

means of stopping them from doing that.  The Americans, I think, at the moment, partly 

because they are diverted in Iraq and elsewhere are watching this situation and saying, “Are 

you going to be able to do it this way?  Because we have a bottom-line here, which is that we 

do not want Iran to have nuclear weapons in the Middle East.  That is our policy.  If you 

cannot give us that assurance, through your multilateral process, through the IAEA, that they 

are genuinely giving up this capability and they will not be able to develop it, then we are 

going to have to find other ways of dealing with it.”  That may not be imminent but it is 

certainly down the line.  Israel is not going to tolerate Iran having nuclear capability in the 

Middle East and I do not believe the United States is either.  That is partly because the 

Americans do not want to have a State in the Middle East which has a nuclear weapon able to 

threaten an area of strategic interest which will then deter the Americans from taking action in 

that region.  It is not necessarily that the Iranians are going to start firing nuclear weapons at 

the United States, but it is that the Americans cannot go into the Middle East and take action 

freely if they know that Iran has a functioning nuclear weapons’ capability which they – the 

United States - is deterred by. 

Q13  Lord Inge:  Equally, the target this time is dramatically different from OSIRAQ.   

Dr Pullinger:  Yes.  There is something published recently saying that the OSIRAQ attack 

did set back the Iraqi programme but nevertheless it drove it into other areas8.  It pushed it 

underground, it made the Iraqis much more convinced that they had to have that capability 

because that was the only way they could deter the Israelis.  In terms of Iran, you could not 
                                                 
8 Iraq’s reconstitution of its nuclear weapons programme following the Israeli attack on the Osiraq reactor is 
analysed in Dan Reiter, “The Osiraq Myth and the Track Record of Preventive Military Attacks”, Policy Brief 
04-2, October 2004, Ridgway Center for International Security Studies, University of Pittsburgh, at: 
http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/RW/ReiterPB.pdf 
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know you were getting everything, you certainly would not get everything, you would not kill 

the expertise, you would not get rid of all the material, you would set it back but the cost of 

doing so would be enormous.  I do not have to describe what that might be.  I am sure it 

would convince the Iranians that they should try to develop a nuclear weapon.  The Islamic 

world would be enflamed.   I do not think you would achieve the objectives that you wanted 

to by doing that. 

Q14  Chairman:  Dr Pullinger, may I thank you very much for coming to give evidence and 

replying to our questions so comprehensively.  We look forward to hearing from you in 

writing on one or two outstanding points. 

Dr Pullinger:  It has been a pleasure, my Lord Chairman.  Thank you very much. 


