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THURSDAY 3 FEBRUARY 2005 

________________ 

Present 

Bowness, L (Chairman) 
Dykes, L 
Freeman, L 
Hannay of Chiswick, L 
Inge, L 
King of Bridgwater, L 
Lea of Crondall, L 
Maclennan of Rogart, L 
Morris of Aberavon, L 
Tomlinson, L 
________________ 

Witnesses: Dr Ian Anthony, Research Co-ordinator at the Stockholm International Peace 

Research Institute (SIPRI) and Project Leader of the SIPRI Non-Proliferation and Export 

Controls Project, Dr Christer Ahlström, Deputy Director of SIPRI, and Mr Richard 

Guthrie, Leader of the SPIRI Chemical and Biological Warfare (CBW) Project, examined. 

Q135  Chairman: Thank you for coming to meet this sub-committee.  I should perhaps just 

explain to you, although you may already know this, that we are a sub-committee of the main 

European Union Select Committee.  Our remit is to look at foreign affairs, defence and 

development policy.  As part of that work, we are looking at the European Union Strategy on 

Non-Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction.  We are endeavouring to focus our report 

on that strategy and the European Union element of it.  Clearly, there are questions as to how 

that relates to other organisations.  Dr Anthony, I do not know how you wish to handle this 

morning and whether the three of you are the only ones who are going to contribute.  

Certainly, if any of your colleagues want to contribute, I am sure the Committee would be 

very happy to hear from them so long as we know, for the record, who they are.  May I ask 

you whether you would like to make any opening statement or to proceed to questions and 

answers straight away? 
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Dr Anthony: We would like to proceed straight to the questions and answers.  We have 

submitted written information in advance which can serve as an opening statement. 

Q136  Chairman: I am sure the Committee will be content with that.  Perhaps I could ask 

you a very short question on what is a massive subject and in an area where there are all sorts 

of people playing a role:  where do you think the European Union can best contribute, and 

indeed do you think the strategy is, in fact, directed properly to that area to achieve those 

ends? 

Dr Anthony: I think there are two areas really where the European Union can best contribute.  

First, I think there is a practical need to release resources, meaning intellectual as well as 

financial resources, to new tasks in managing security problems.  It is very appropriate to put 

this into the context that the problems really should define the activities of the institutions and 

not the other way around.  I think the strategy does take that approach, which is a useful and 

correct approach.  This practical need to release resources reflects the fact that this is now a 

much more important issue area for the European Union.  It is a new and complicated set of 

issues, many of which have their roots outside of Europe.  A lot of the intellectual and 

financial resources in the security field are still orientated towards managing problems that 

were inside Europe.  So we do need this re-targeting, if you like, of the activities, and the EU 

can help play a role, not only in establishing priorities but also in helping to release the 

resources through better co-ordination and through reduction of the transaction costs of inter-

governmental co-operation.  The second area where the European Union really can make a 

valuable contribution is as a force multiplier.  Because the EU is the only one of the European 

institutions which has the full spectrum of activities and a full spectrum of capacities to 

address security problems, it does have a special role to play, not only in harmonisation and 

co-ordination but in giving a new quality to European contributions in the management of 

security problems.  Partly that reflects the capacity of the EU to draw on the comparative 
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advantages of the Member States, but I think it is also important to keep in mind that there are 

common resources which can and should in future be applied to the management of security 

problems.  In that regard, I think it is interesting to pay particular attention at the moment to 

the development of the next Community Budget for the cycle 2007-2012, which is really an 

opportunity to make sure that the resources are both adequate in volume and also targeted in 

the right way to help the management of security problems.  When thinking about the size of 

the common budget and also the structure of that budget, we need to keep in mind that the 

European Union now has these responsibilities and a role to play in the management of 

security problems. 

Q137  Lord Tomlinson: Can I ask one very specific question that arises from that?  You talk 

about the inadequacy of the budget.  What do you regard as being the imperative minimum 

that the European Union budget should have for the non-proliferation activities, bearing in 

mind that the 2005 budget was only allocated something like €6 million?  

Dr Anthony: That is a critical issue.  If you look out over the period of the next budget cycle 

to the year 2012, the first starting point is that there are already certain commitments that have 

been undertaken in the framework of the G8.  If you look at the volume of spending that has 

occurred in the period between the G8 Kananaskis Summit in 2002 and the onset of the next 

Community budget cycle, they would add up to roughly a quarter of what the Community 

Budget was committed to contribute.  There is a very significant shortfall.  If the G8 

commitment is going to be met, you are probably going to have to allocate resources in the 

order of €750 million in the next Community budget if you are going to get to this €1 billion 

total that was committed at Kananaskis.  We are talking about a dramatic increase in the scale 

of the resources to meet that financial commitment. 

4 



Q138  Lord Tomlinson: If I may interrupt, the difference between €6 million and €750 

million is taking us really into Alice in Wonderland figures.  What do you believe is 

practicable in terms of getting a realistic budget, bearing in mind the commitment of 

governments such as this to see the financial perspective for the forthcoming years confined 

within a 1 per cent of Community national income ceiling?  In talking about €750 million, we 

can all say that is not going to happen.  What is a realistic figure? 

Dr Anthony: Personally, I hope that that is not already clear, that that is something still open 

for discussion.  If you take the follow-on, this commitment is in fact addressed to a set of 

issues which was discussed in Kananaskis, which has now been supplemented by additional 

discussions in the G8, which increase the functional scope of the G8 non-proliferation 

activities and which may well bring new areas of responsibility to the table in the next few 

years.  If it is the case that this is a more serious security problem facing the Union and if it is 

the case that the resources have to be there in order to make a serious attempt to tackle these 

problems over an extended period of time and the problems are too complex for us to believe 

that they can be addressed through any simple solution, then the only way to square that circle 

is to make the resources available..  I hope it is not correct to say that these things are already 

off the table as possibilities. 

Q139  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: You spoke of the transactional costs of inter-

governmental co-operation.  I would like to know where you think the work should 

practicably be carried out.  Are you speaking of your view about a new institutional 

development beyond what already exists to use the common funds which you are advocating 

should be available?  Our understanding is that rather small numbers of individuals centrally 

are engaged on this within the Commission. 

Dr Anthony: I think, in terms of the transaction costs, it is a particular issue of concern for 

a number of the Member States which have limited human capacities as well as more limited 
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financial resources.  The capacity of the smaller Member States to run large, complicated 

programmes is extremely limited, so they will have to think in future about functional 

divisions of labour and the extent to which one country can support activities which are, in 

effect, led from an administrative perspective by others, what you could think of as a kind of 

piggy backing, if you like, the contribution of certain elements of the much larger programme 

from individual Member States.  Some form of structure which facilitates that kind of 

functional division of labour I think would be very valuable in terms of increasing the overall 

effectiveness of European Union actions.  This is one aspect of the problem which is really 

directed at the way in which Member States organise their activities.  A second area where it 

is necessary to consider the future is the way in which assistance is delivered.  Here we are at 

an early stage of thinking through what the institutional implications would be.  There 

probably would have to be clear guidance about where the main responsibility for developing 

and implementing programmes should be in conditions where the European Union would 

both be carrying out functional activities, for example in the technical areas such as nuclear 

security, but will also be carrying out increased activities in the context of the new 

neighbourhood policy with specific countries.  Should the lead in programme development 

and implementation be with the country programme officers, should it be with the functional 

elements?  These are the kinds of things that need to be thought through to make sure that we 

have the minimum possible overlap and duplication. 

Q140  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I wonder if Dr Anthony could help us more specifically.  

You have expressed the considerations that ought to be borne in mind.  Do you actually have 

a clear view as to what kind of institutional changes might be required to make this effective? 

Dr Anthony: I do not have that today.  This is something we are actually in the first stages of 

considering in a project we are carrying out in co-operation with the Commission and with the 

United Kingdom Foreign Office.  We are now at the first stages of carrying out a project 
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which is going to evaluate exactly this basket of issues.  It would be premature to try to come 

with a very detailed picture of what we think would be necessary. 

Q141  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Can you give any indication as to how it might fit in to 

the collapsing of the pillars, for example, and the new role of the Minister for Foreign Affairs 

and whether it would be a separate agency, or how you see it?  I have not got a picture.  You 

have raised a lot of issues and a lot of considerations that need to be in mind but what are the 

consequences? 

Dr Anthony: The implementation of the constitutional treaty would actually be enormously 

helpful because already a lot of thinking has been done about how this would fit together, but 

we have to keep in mind at least the possibility that the full Community budget cycle 

2007-2012 might be played out in conditions where the constitutional treaty is not in effect.  

Although at a macro level I think it is fair to say that the situation would be very much 

improved by the most rapid possible ratification and implementation of the treaty, 

nevertheless we cannot simply suspend operations until the day when that occurs.  In the 

meantime, we do have to think about how to make the existing system function as effectively 

as possible. 

Q142  Chairman: Can we just clarify the question of the money?  You referred to €6 million.  

Is that not the CFSP budget and not taking account of the Community budget? 

Dr Anthony: I did not introduce the €6 million.  My own understanding is that the figure is 

somewhat higher than that.  Current spending occurs in a number of different ways.  You 

have some projects which are financed under existing assistance programmes, like the TACIS 

programme.  A certain number of TACIS projects, a small part for sure, are directly relevant 

to issues of non-proliferation.  You also have financial contributions that the European Union 

already makes today to some institutions which have a non-proliferation relevance, such as 
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the STCU in Ukraine and the ISTC in Moscow.  Added to that, you have specific actions 

which are taken in the form of joint actions financed from the CFSP budget.  When you add 

all that together, you come to more than €6 million.  We could probably provide you with 

more precise figures if you were interested. 

Q143  Lord Tomlinson: My Lord Chairman, I introduced the figure of €6 million but I did 

take it from the answer to question 4 that we had given to Dr Giannella and in that reply she 

says:  “I do not expect 2005 to be any less expensive but, as of now, only some €6 million are 

set aside for the non-proliferation on the CFSP budget in 2005”. 

Dr Anthony: To clarify, she is referring to financing which is available through individual 

specific joint actions that are financed through to the CFSP budget, but you also have 

spending which comes from the Community budget which is administered by the 

Commission, and that is non-proliferation relevant.  If you add that in, you come to a figure 

that is significantly higher than the €6 million.  The Kananaskis commitment was made for 

Community spending, so it covers not only the CFSP budget but the full spectrum of 

activities.  This is why I very much hope that the €750 million is not in question. 

Q144  Lord King of Bridgwater: You started by saying you need more people and more 

money, which is a common cry on this programme.  If it does not happen, what are the most 

important things that will not be done? 

Dr Anthony: Then really the question really is:  if you have to prioritise, where should the 

main priorities be? 

Q145  Lord King of Bridgwater: It is the other way round:  what will you not do?  Having 

prioritised, what will be the things that will get left off? 
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Dr Anthony: If we start from that way round, there is a long list of things in the overall 

spectrum of non-proliferation activities that really need to be done, but the priority will 

inevitably be given to those things where there would be the highest consequences of failure 

of policy and those things where we believe that actions taken today could have some 

meaningful traction on the problem.  I would say that that would mean that the efforts would 

be concentrated in the nuclear area, if this was to be the way it was approached.  That would 

mean that a range of things in the biological area, in the area of radiological weapons, would 

probably fall by the wayside if the priorities are structured in this way. 

Q146  Lord King of Bridgwater: Such as? 

Dr Anthony: If you take the questions in the radiological area, we have now the development 

of the Code of Conduct within the IAEA, which is part of their overall nuclear security 

programme that is specifically intended to reduce the risks that radiological weapons would 

be used by making sure that powerful radiological sources are under close control.  This is 

a very useful project.  It has a direct link to the current security imperatives but also, by the 

way, has very useful environmental impacts in the sense that these radiological sources can 

also be environmentally unfriendly. 

Q147  Lord King of Bridgwater: That is being done by the IAEA presumably under their 

budget? 

Dr Anthony: But they do not have adequate resources.  This is exactly the kind of area where, 

through co-operation between the EU and the IAEA, you could facilitate the implementation 

by the IAEA.  I am not suggesting that the EU duplicates or undertakes this but it could 

certainly help to finance a project like that. 
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Q148  Lord King of Bridgwater: What you were saying when you talked about a force 

multiplier – a phrase you used before, or reinforcement of resources – is that in one aspect all 

the EU would do would be simply to give money to other people’s programmes that were 

under-funded? 

Dr Anthony: It is a big “all” but that is certainly one of the most valuable things it could do. 

Q149  Lord King of Bridgwater: Would there be an alternative route to suggest that if those 

agencies are to avoid the complication, they should be properly funded themselves? 

Dr Anthony: We have been having that discussion for a long time now. 

Q150  Lord King of Bridgwater: Is there any reason to drop it? 

Dr Anthony: I am not suggesting it should be an either/or.  I think it is certainly very 

important that the IAEA receives the resources from its Member States that it should receive.  

The reality is that a number of EU Member States, even today, do not pay what they should 

into the Nuclear Security Fund. 

Q151  Lord King of Bridgwater: You said this would be quite an important part of it.  For 

which other programmes of other people do you see the EU simply being an additional source 

of funding? 

Dr Anthony: Partly it is an additional source of funding.  The IAEA example is one where 

they have a set of international standards that have been developed by the agency and which 

need to be implemented.  In other areas like, for example, bio-security, we are still in need of 

the highest possible international standards to be accepted by the international community.  

Here there is an important role for the EU to play in standard-setting.  This area of 

bio-security, if the resources are not available, could easily also be one that at an early stage is 

just pushed to the side. 
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Q152  Lord King of Bridgwater: The question I really ask is:  for what other agencies did 

you see the IAEA being asked to reinforce their funding? 

Dr Anthony: In the context of bio-security, and I should turn to Richard Guthrie. I think the 

World Health Organisation is one where the question of standard-setting would certainly be 

on the agenda. 

Q153  Lord King of Bridgwater: Do you see the EU contributing and making a contribution 

to WHO? 

Dr Anthony: It would be working with WHO to develop the highest possible standards in 

bio-security and then making sure that adequate resources were available to implement those 

standards. 

Q154  Lord King of Bridgwater: Rather than hold this up, could I ask if we could have a list 

of bodies for which you think the EU would be asked to be a supplementary funding source? 

Mr Guthrie: Perhaps this conversation is ending up focused at a particular angle.  I certainly, 

for example on bio-safety and security, would not see the EU necessarily giving money 

directly to WHO, as you were suggesting. 

Q155  Lord King of Bridgwater: I as not suggesting it.  It was your colleague who did so. 

Mr Guthrie: That could happen.  One place where I see the strengths of the EU is, because of 

its ability to set standards and then encouraging others to adopt those standards, that quite 

often they will end up having to give some form of contribution to the adoption of those 

standards.  One of the important things in the entire weapons of mass destruction field is that 

we are dealing quite often with technologies that have both benign and hostile uses, and the 

EU is a major trader in those technologies.  So if we adopt standards within the EU countries 

for dealing with some of these technologies and then say that these would be very valuable for 
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non-proliferation purposes and we want other countries and other organisations to adopt those 

standards, very often they will not want to do that unless there is a contribution to that 

activity.  Quite a lot of the time a contribution to an organisation may be along those lines 

rather than a simple direct financial one.  Perhaps I could just clarify one thing about the 

budgeting questions.  Some of the figures that have been talked about are figures for five 

years and some are annual figures.  The figure of €750 million that was being discussed in the 

G8 context is over a five-year budget cycle, so that is €150 million a year rather than any 

annual budget. 

Q156  Lord King of Bridgwater: I asked about a list. Would you be able to provide a list? 

Dr Anthony: Yes.  I have made a note and we will supply that. 

Q157  Lord Morris of Aberavon: As a former spending minister in many departments, one 

has to satisfy the Treasury when one has a proposal.  Where precisely would you propose, 

given your order of priorities, money needs to be spent? 

Dr Anthony: As to the first part of your question, we have now made in the European Union, 

in the context of the Security Strategy that was adopted in December 2003, a very clear 

statement that non-proliferation is one of the highest priorities for the European Union.  

Within that Security Strategy and then the WMD strategy, we have made certain statements 

about what we need to do in order to secure the EU.  This is presumably a convincing 

argument for making sure that we have the adequate resources available.  In terms of what 

really needs to be done as a matter of priority, as I said before, personally I think just at the 

moment the most critical issues in terms of the problems to be solved are in the nuclear area.  

That is true both from the perspective of state-centric problems and also in the field of 

non-state actor security problems.  Personally, I think just at the moment, partly because of 

the urgency of the problems and partly because there are certain processes which are already 
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under way in the nuclear area that could be fairly easily, in my view, supported by the EU, 

that would be the place to focus the immediate attention. 

Q158  Lord Morris of Aberavon: I still do not know where the money would go?  

I understand the priorities.  You come to me as a Treasury minister and tell me where 

precisely the money is going to be used before I hand the money over.  Can you tell me? 

Dr Anthony: What I have been focusing on so far is the Community budget.  What you are 

asking me, as I understand it, is a question about where the priorities should be at the Member 

State level. 

Q159  Lord Morris of Aberavon: You said that you would put the nuclear problem at the 

top of your priorities.  There is a shortage of funding but for what? 

Dr Anthony: That is a fair question.  We have a number of things where we can make good 

progress at the moment.  One is in the area of nuclear material security, where again, the 

IAEA has developed standards which countries should introduce at a national level in order to 

make sure that fissile materials are under the closest possible control.  We need to have a 

situation where countries, as a matter of urgency, introduce these standards.  To do that, we 

probably need to provide them with technical assistance to explain to them how to do that.  

That is one important priority.  The second important priority is in the area of export control 

systems.  We have seen now in the last few years a lot of information coming out to suggest 

that the quality of enforcement of export controls in a lot of countries that have significant 

technical capacities is inadequate.  We need to have the highest possible standard of export 

control legislation in place in the widest possible number of countries, and then we need to 

make sure that that legislation is enforced.  That again requires technical assistance to be 

provided by people who already understand the problems and have some idea of what the 

solutions might be, so that export control technical assistance is another urgent priority.  In 
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the area of nuclear security, as I said before, there are large numbers of powerful radiological 

sources which are inadequately secured and which are potential components of a radiological 

dispersal device.  Again, we need to support those processes that will make sure these 

radiological sources are under control and that we know how many there are and where they 

are so that we have adequate measures in place to make sure they do not get into the wrong 

hands.  These are the kinds of priorities which I think should be at the top of the list or the 

first steps. 

Q160  Lord Lea of Crondall: I think you have dealt with the broad question to some extent 

of where you think the biggest dangers lie, but there is one big danger at the moment and that 

is Iran.  How does all this relate to the political level?  We have now something that our 

tabloids call the “EU big three” – Britain, France and Germany.  How do you think that where 

we are with the Non-Proliferation Treaty fits into the UN backing for what people might want 

to do – this is behind my question – of putting a security umbrella over the Middle East and 

Israel and so on?  What do you think is the relationship between the EU three, which on this 

occasion has announced that they are reporting to the Council of Ministers, and the stated 

strategy, which is not just about what is going on in Omsk but it is also about backing up the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty, including, in your interesting memorandum, drawing our attention 

to the fact that there is a disarmament leg, which is to some extent what you we are doing in 

Russia and North Korea, or wherever it is, as well as what you might call technically 

a non-proliferation leg.  Could you comment on that broad territory? 

Dr Anthony: That is a very interesting basket of questions.  What is happening in Iran I think 

is evidence of the way in which the EU is becoming a more critical actor in the management 

of urgent security problems.  I think that what is happening there is a very pragmatic attempt 

to make a contribution to the solution of a critical problem.  It simply would not have been 

realistic to try to produce a policy by harmonising the views of all 25 Member States on every 
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occasion that we were going to have any interaction with the Iranian side.  The management 

of this by a smaller group, which reports back to colleagues, seems to me very appropriate 

and pragmatic.  Iran certainly is an example, but only one example, of the fact that the global 

non-proliferation regime is facing a number of threats which, if they are not managed 

successfully, might lead to deterioration within the regime overall.  We have already seen one 

country, North Korea, withdraw from the Non-proliferation Treaty, having spent a 

considerable period of time building up its technical capacities while still nominally being a 

member of the treaty.  This is a very serious challenge.  It opens the risk that additional 

countries could withdraw from the treaty and go ahead to develop nuclear weapons 

programmes.  If this happens too frequently, we are really into uncharted territory, given that 

some of the countries of concern are in areas which are unstable and given that we have a 

number of countries, including the most important country of the world that has made a very 

clear statement that it is not prepared to accept this without some immediate measures.  We 

really do have to address this is a matter of concern.  Although, at the moment, it is the case 

that there is only a very small number of countries that are of immediate proliferation 

concern, the risk is that if we do not handle these cases successfully, that will trigger a second 

wave of programmes so that, if you look out over a 10 to 15 year perspective, you may be 

dealing with an international system with multiple nuclear weapons states.  We simply do not 

know what the consequence of that development would be, so it is a very serious problem.  

You have the forthcoming review conference, which is, I think, an opportunity for the 

European Union to make a practical contribution to managing some aspects of this problem.  

The review conference is not a place where you can engage with very specific issues like Iran, 

but nevertheless I think the EU could make a very real contribution, and I think they have an 

obligation to do so.  I do not think it would be satisfactory, in my own personal view, for the 

European Union to arrive at a review conference with a common position that is like the ones 
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they have had in the past.  Too much has happened in the last five years to arrive at a review 

conference with what is basically the lowest common denominator position.  They need to 

have a common position and that common position needs to have more substantive content 

than may perhaps have been the case in the past.  The aim of the EU should be to persuade the 

conference of the need for a set of practical measures, some of which we have already talked 

about, like strengthening export controls, strengthening nuclear safeguards and strengthening 

nuclear material protection, accountancy and control.  These need to be spelled out in quite 

practical terms.  That needs to be put to the conference in a format that will assist 

implementation after the conference.  I do not know to what extent you followed the 

discussion of the so-called 13 steps that were agreed in the past, which was a very practical 

set of measures but which has never in fact been implemented.  That is because they are 

essentially a declaration of a political type which, when the political winds change, are simply 

disregarded.  I think it would be useful to try to persuade the conference that these practical 

steps should be codified in a way that would increase the probability of enforcement, perhaps, 

for example, as a protocol to the treaty. 

Q161  Lord Lea of Crondall: You see the EU as some sort of honest broker with the United 

States and the rest of the world who might, as a default position, get behind the UN panel 

package? 

Dr Anthony: I think more than an honest broker; they should try to be the main driver of this 

process because on the issues that I have just enumerated I believe at the moment there is 

a very broad recognition in the international community that these are the practical steps 

forward.  If you look at the response, for example, to the United Nations Security Council 

Resolution 1540, really quite a lot of states have engaged in that process actively, not as many 

as we would like but a significant number.  I think the climate now would be right for this 

kind of practical set of measures to have some realistic prospect of getting very widespread 
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support.  It is something that ought to be driven as a matter of priority by the EU.  Personally, 

I believe it would be more useful to take that approach than to emphasise some of the 

questions which have been emphasised in the past, such as universalisation of the treaty or the 

need for disarmament where we do in fact already know that it would be extremely difficult to 

make any progress.  In fact, that is a euphemism; it would make no progress.  It would be 

better to emphasise a practical set of measures that has some prospect of implementation. 

Dr Ahlström: May I give you some additional comments on the Lord Lea’s question in 

relation to what is happening in Iran and the EU Strategy.  I think it is important to know that 

even if one looks at the way the EU Three, as they are appropriately called because the 

European Union as such came in at a very late stage in this, essentially late last fall, has 

approached this issue, one finds several links backs to the strategy we are discussing here 

today.  One is the willingness of the EU Three to address the security situation in Iran, and 

that has replaced the holistic view expressed in the WMD Strategy.  We also find the EU is 

interested in remaining true to multilateralism and that it value treaties with the emphasis on 

implementing the NPT, and that of course also contains part of the problem in relation to Iran.  

Perhaps I should not comment on that.  Then we also find the element of conditionality which 

states that if we can see progress on the enrichment programme, we will go forward with the 

trading and co-operation agreement.  We see evidence of this. 

Q162  Lord Inge: Dr Anthony, I think you said there were 13 practical steps that could be 

taken and that people needed to sign up to them and, if they did not do so, these would be 

enforced.  Could you say a little bit more about what you mean by “enforce”? 

Dr Anthony: The 13 steps I was referring to were contained in a document that was agreed at 

the previous NPT review conference.  In fact, many of these steps have never been 

implemented.  What I was really making the case for was an alternative approach to try to 
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improve the likelihood that anything we recommend now would have a better prospect of 

success. 

Q163  Lord Inge: You did use the word “enforce” at some stage. 

Dr Anthony: I may very well have done. 

Q164  Lord Inge: I am interested to know how you do it. 

Dr Anthony: It is an interesting area.  I think those elements are also contained in the security 

strategy, the WMD strategy, and we are beginning to see now an element of conditionality 

being introduced in the European Union interaction with third countries.  Increasingly, they 

are including what they call the WMD clause into their agreements with third parties.  Behind 

that is the clear implication that if you do not do the things which are agreed in the specific 

document that would have to be elaborated with each country, because the specific contents of 

the agreement would have to be tailor-made to the country in question, there will be 

consequences for your relationship with the European Union in the trade area and in the 

technical assistance area, and also it would be damaging for your political relations.  This 

element of conditionality is there now.  That is one of the reasons why I was saying earlier 

that it is very important to make sure that the people who are responsible for the programmes 

and the country desks in the EU are fully conversant with what their colleagues in more 

functional areas, such as non-proliferation, are thinking of doing.  The best prospect for 

success, of course, would be that the country with whom you have the agreement receives 

a consistent message and consistent signal.  You do not want to have a situation where the 

country desk officers are saying one thing and then a week later the non-proliferation people 

are saying something completely different.  These are the kinds of issues which they really 

need to deal with now internally within the Commission. 
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Q165  Lord Inge: I understand what you are saying.  Are you also saying, behind all that – 

and you talked about political powers and about trade and everything else – that we do not 

have any real powers of enforcement, or do we, that are stronger than those? 

Dr Anthony: We do not yet but I think that is linked to a bigger question.  The 

non-proliferation strategy is essentially a preventative measure and it is dealing with one area 

of the overall security agenda.  My own personal view is that we need to have an equally 

comprehensive and energetic look at other parts of the security policy agenda, and we need to 

think about how they fit together.  That means that we also need to think about what this 

means for the ESDP as well as CFSP.  That is a more long-term project, of course, but 

ultimately as a part of the overall expression “effective multilateralism”, we do need to think 

about not only non-proliferation but also the position on what is now called 

counter-proliferation and what we do in response to events if there were to be some sort of 

incident or attack on the European Union.  At the moment, it is very important that we do 

what we can do on the non-proliferation strategy.  We need to have in mind that this is only 

one part of the overall management of security problems.  We have done more in this area 

I would say than we have done in some of the other areas and they need to catch up. 

Q166  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: I would like to turn to the UN High Level Panel report 

and a section of that report that contained I think 17 recommendations for action in the field 

of non-proliferation.  Would you like to comment on the substance of those recommendations 

and then, at the same time that you have already started to do that, how you think the EU 

should get behind them; and, thirdly, which of these areas could be the object of progress 

during the non-proliferation review conference? 

Dr Anthony: I think the High Level Panel report is, of course, really interesting.  You have 

used the expression “effective multilateralism” and I think the High Level Panel report has 

also taken into account the need to think about that that means.  We have seen a situation in 
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the last few years, not least in the non-proliferation area, where most of the important 

initiatives have been taken outside the framework of the institutions, whether it is in more 

political bodies like the G8 or the multilateral export control regimes, or the Proliferation 

Security Initiative.  These are things which have been done outside the framework of the 

international organisations.  The reason for that, in my view, is that the international 

organisations have found it very difficult to come to terms with the changes in the 

international system.  In particular, they have found it difficult to come to terms with the role 

the United States now has as an agenda-setter.  They are not yet ready to go to the extent of 

modifying the agenda of the organisations essentially to match the security priorities of the 

Untied States, which would be one way to resolve this effective multilateralism.  In answer to 

the point that you would simply put the organisations at the service of the US agenda, the 

organisations are not ready to go that far.  At the same time, it is clear that you have to find 

some way of accommodating US views to a greater extent than before in thinking about how 

to take action.  I think the EU strategy and the High Level Panel report are both very practical 

ways to address that need.  It seems to me at least that they are moving along exactly the right 

line and finding a way in which the United States and the international community can work 

together to solve specific problems.  Since they mirror this broad philosophical approach, it 

seems to me that the EU ought to be able to work to implement the recommendations of the 

High Level Panel in the non-proliferation area.  The things which are enumerated in the High 

Level Panel report are very similar to the things I have already been talking about.  There is 

specific reference to the question of nuclear material protection, accountancy and control in 

the recommendations.  There are specific recommendations on strengthening IAEA 

safeguards, the need for effective export controls, the need to accelerate chemical weapons 

destruction and the need for enhanced bio-security.  All of these are continued in the High 

Level Panel report.  It seems to me that there is a lot in there which the EU really should 
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regard as serious food for thought when they are thinking about how they can assist with the 

development of effective multilateralism.  The Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference 

is probably the first opportunity to make some tangible progress in this area.  I very much 

hope that when they are preparing their composition they take very seriously the High Level 

Panel report because it provides them with a very substantive agenda for action. 

Q167  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: If I may just follow up on that, Mohammed El Baradei 

had a very interesting article in the Financial Times yesterday in which he basically picked 

out what I think he regarded as the five most important recommendations of the panel and he 

pushed them, without any cross-referencing back to the fact that they came from the panel; 

there is no problem about that.  Could I just ask about one of them that seems to me to be very 

close to the heart of all this, which is the attempt to prevent any further plants for the 

production of enriched uranium, for the separation of spent fuel to have plutonium, and the 

need to have a moratorium; he proposed a five-year moratorium and the panel simply 

proposed a limited term moratorium.  I imagine you would agree that this all has some read 

across also to the discussions with Iran because it would be easier of course to persuade the 

Iranians to do something that applied worldwide than something that would simply apply to 

them.  Could you comment on whether you think it is realistic to work for a system which 

would enable the IAEA to guarantee to civil nuclear users access to low enriched uranium and 

reprocessing facilities at rates which would not be ruinous to them and a system which would 

not be liable to intervention by a single country to cut off its supply. 

Dr Anthony: As you know, that is one question that has been discussed also in the Nuclear 

Suppliers Group.  There are difficulties with it because some of the Nuclear Suppliers Group 

members are not entirely convinced that they are willing to sign up to this themselves.  I think 

the great majority of them are but there are one or two countries, and I think they are named 

usually, that are not; Brazil is one and Italy is another.  It is quite difficult to get the NSG to 
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operate by consensus, to put its weight behind this.  Given that one of the countries sometimes 

named as an obstacle to this is Italy, there may be also problems in coming up with a common 

European Union position on this.  I think it is the case, in fact I am sure of it, that it was 

submitted to the Legal Service of the Commission, which also raised some questions about 

whether this would be consistent with the Single Market where you could not actually prevent 

the transfer of the relevant technologies within the Single Market.  You would need to have 

these questions resolved first.  I just wonder whether that is possible in the timeframe between 

now and May.  You will also have the discussion within IAEA by the expert group of various 

alternative approaches to international control of the most sensitive parts of the fuel cycle.  

I believe it is the case that they will produce their report in February or March, and so there is 

probably going to be a lot in there which countries will need to look at and digest.  The issue 

is very important and certainly should be a matter of priority, but whether it is possible to 

resolve this in time to come up with a clear and coherent position before May when it would 

need to be presented to the conference I think is another question. 

Mr Guthrie: My speciality is chemical and biological.  I have done a certain amount of work 

in the nuclear field, to which I will make a quick reference at the end these comments.  May 

I say that the High Level Panel gives some good illustrations of how the EU’s range of 

capabilities can be used.  For example, in the biological sphere, they make specific 

recommendations relating to the fact that the Biological Weapons Convention has no 

comparable verification and compliance measures, unlike the other WMD treaties, but not 

simply just for a verification protocol; they have also mentioned the control of disease 

generally because of course biological warfare is nothing more than deliberate disease.  Here, 

for example, the EU has a whole range of skills and has made the decision to make our own 

centre for disease prevention and control, which will be based in Stockholm.  Those resources 

will, if the EU took the decision to assist the world in controlling these things, be of particular 
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value.  The other example where one could see potentially some EU co-ordination that bears 

further looking at is when the High Level Panel re-visits an ideal about a form of roster of 

experts for the United Nations.  When the roster of experts in the United Nations for 

inspection or investigation of alleged use has happened with national contributions, it has 

often ended up that the United Nations has had a lot of one form of expert and not many of 

another.  This would be a very interesting way for the EU to become involved and say, “We 

can look at the breadth of capability that would be needed and then collectively try to come 

up with a roster of experts”.  I have just a quick comment on the question of fuel cycles and 

the nuclear safeguards.  How to allow certain peaceful activities was a debate that happened 

right at the beginning of the European Union’s history, which is why, under the EURATOM 

Treaty in 1957, all civil nuclear materials within the Community belonged to EURATOM, 

and that is how the EURATOM safeguard system operates.  When one looks at what appear 

to be new proposals and at how you could safeguard fuel cycles so that people could have the 

economic reliability of access to fuel but the ultimate ownership would not be in the state 

where it is being used and so the material could be used broadly, it was hinted that those 

materials were being misused.  The European Union itself has a very good precedent to show 

the rest of the world that, yes, it does work and it has worked successfully for a number of 

years. 

Q168  Lord Lea of Crondall: One question in the panel’s report is part of a series on the 

obligations of a nuclear weapons state.  It is very striking how much prominence in the 

panel’s report was given to obligations within existing nuclear weapons states.  It is 

contended by some of the non-weapons states, of course, that there is one law for the nuclear 

five and another law for everybody else.  I guess that may be why some of these other states 

will take the panel report as a default position.  Could I ask if you have any priorities within 

what you would press for on the eight recommendations for the nuclear weapons states or 
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have you not got that conveniently to hand?  It would be interesting if you could follow that 

up because the one recommendation which is of particular interest is that the Security Council 

would be explicitly placed to take collective action in response to a nuclear attack or the threat 

of such an attack on a non-nuclear weapons state.  That may give some credence to carry on 

with something like the present treaty, although the original one was signed, it says here, in 

Washington, London and Moscow in 1968.  You can understand why the situation has 

changed a bit since then. 

Dr Anthony: I do not know I have a very coherent reply. 

Mr Guthrie: This is a question that came up during the negotiations on the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty.  In fact, in parallel to the signing of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, there was a United 

Nations Security Council Resolution 255 passed in relation to what are so-called positive 

security issues; that is, coming to the assistance of a state which has been attacked with 

nuclear weapons.  The difficulty politically, of course, was that the non-nuclear weapons 

states were in a position of recognising that the nuclear weapons states that existed at the time 

were the same as the Permanent Five Members of the Security Council.  The thought was that 

almost certainly an attack would come from one of the members of the Security Council and 

therefore how would the Security Council act against that member?  I suspect there is no way 

of squaring that circle.  It would be to a great extent like the debate on negative security 

assurances, which is putting it the other way round:  the nuclear weapons states promising not 

to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapons states where the nuclear weapons states 

do not want to give much ground and the non-nuclear weapons states want a lot of ground to 

be given.  I just see there being too big a gap.  It is one of those issues that perennially is 

raised.  I suspect, just as in previous decades, it is easy to raise it but very difficult to find an 

easy solution. 
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Q169  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: Surely there has been a change in the situation now 

because there are at least three states which are not formally recognised nuclear weapons 

states but which have nuclear weapons, and a fourth one about which it is stated that it has 

nuclear weapons.  A security assurance of the sort that is proposed by the panel would 

probably be seen by many people as most likely to be applicable to the activities of Israel, 

North Korea, India and Pakistan. 

Mr Guthrie: In essence, an attack would be covered by Security Council Resolution 255 in 

the same way as about the United Nations coming to the assistance of a state attacked with 

nuclear weapons.  I can find a copy of the resolution for the Committee. 

Q170  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: It does not refer to a state threatened with attack? 

Mr Guthrie: Not threatened, that is true.1 

Dr Anthony: If I could add one point, it seems to me that a lot of the important activities are 

going to be taking place on these questions at the regional level, in the foreseeable future at 

least, and that what we are seeing now is, at least in north-east Asia, an attempt to put together 

                                                 
1 Operative Paragraph 1 of Security Council resolution 255 adopted on 19 June 1968 reads: 
“1. Recognizes that aggression with nuclear weapons or the threat of such aggression against 
a non-nuclear-weapon State would create a situation in which the Security Council, and above 
all its nuclear-weapon State permanent members, would have to act immediately in 
accordance with their obligations under the United Nations Charter”. 
 
The issue was revisited in operative Paragraphs 2 and 3 of Security Council resolution 984 
adopted on 11 April 1995 which read: “2. Recognizes the legitimate interest of non-nuclear-
weapon States Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to receive 
assurances that the Security Council, and above all its nuclear-weapon State permanent 
members, will act immediately in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Charter of 
the United Nations, in the event that such States are the victim of an act of, or object of a 
threat of, aggression in which nuclear weapons are used;” 
“3. Recognizes further that, in case of aggression with nuclear weapons or the threat of such 
aggression against a non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, any State may bring the matter immediately to the attention of the Security 
Council to enable the Council to take urgent action to provide assistance, in accordance with 
the Charter, to the State victim of an act of, or object of a threat of, such aggression; and 
recognizes also that the nuclear-weapon State permanent members of the Security Council 
will bring the matter immediately to the attention of the Council and seek Council action to 
provide, in accordance with the Charter, the necessary assistance to the State victim;” 
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a regional security structure whose basic objective is to contain North Korea’s nuclear 

weapons programme through, in effect, the creation of strategic stability within that region.  

The immediate objective is not likely to be disarmament.  The same is true in south Asia:  the 

discussions that are going on between India and Pakistan and with outside countries are 

basically aimed at creating strategic stability; they are not aimed at disarmament, although in 

both cases, of course, disarmament can be kept as an ultimate objective.  This is probably 

something that is seen as a long-term rather than a short-term objective.  This question of how 

to construct stable regional relations in places where nuclear weapons have already appeared 

seems to me to be the immediate area of activity 

Q171  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: Are you saying that the North Korean discussions do not 

envisage the dismantling of North Korea’s weapons’ arsenal? 

Dr Anthony: I think that is a very desirable objective but is not realistically achievable under 

the present conditions.  In fact, it is already happening that they have the capability. 

Q172  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: So you discount the fact that the Americans say it is 

a sine qua non? 

Dr Anthony: You can say it but how are you going to achieve it? 

Q173  Lord Morris of Aberavon: We have been following the differences in progress 

between the chemical side and the biological side.  You mentioned, Mr Guthrie, a few 

minutes ago your expertise on verification.  As regards biological weapons, is the main 

problem verification or does that flow from and is the root cause of it the industrial interface, 

fears of countries as regards their industrial capability?  Have you any substantive ideas as to 

how you could make progress – and the items in your paper refer to procedural matters – and 

is there anything that you think is practicable? 
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Mr Guthrie: There are two ways of approaching this problem.  One is in the broadest sense 

and the other is what the EU and its Member States can do to contribute to that.  As I have 

said, there is this great difficulty that there is no adequate or no comparable verification 

mechanism.  This is also a field within the life sciences that is moving ahead so rapidly that 

most people do not want to see themselves restricting what they might do in the future 

because one does not know where the life sciences are moving.  There are tremendous 

positive benefits from the greater knowledge within the life sciences, but, of course, that 

greater knowledge can also be used for hostile purposes.  The more you know about the 

workings of the processes of the human body, the greater the chance you have to intervene, 

positively or negatively.  One thing that is very much a focus internationally in the biological 

sphere is that in 2006 there will be the next review conference of the Biological Weapons 

Convention.  If there is to be any progress in this field, the review conferences are really the 

only decision-making body and they only act every five years.  To be frank, the last review 

conference in 2001 was looking as though it could end up as a real mess.  It was only 

retrieved by suspending the session and reconvening in 2002.  That resulted in an 

inter-sessional process, a meeting of states’ parties.  Some people are looking very 

minimalistically at 2006 and saying that maybe we just want something like that, but others 

are trying to get something more substantive.  The European Union has a very interesting set 

of roles it can play at this point.  The first is as a major grouping of Member States of the 

Biological Weapons Convention.  But because it is a convention dealing with dual-use items, 

of which there is tremendous trade, the first thing the EU can do is to put its own house in 

order on all the politically binding things rather than legally binding things that surround the 

convention.  For example, there are certain transparency measures, confidence-building 

measures, that, frankly, have never really taken off in the way intended.  Part of that was 

because there was a thought that there would be a more strict verification process.  The last 
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time confidence-building measures were properly discussed in the Biological Weapons 

Convention context was in 1991, but in 1992 you had the first meeting of experts mandated 

by the 1991 Review Conference to look at the verification arrangement.  People were not 

really wanting to strengthen the CBMs; they though those would be supplemented by 

something.  Now we do not have that protocol, it would be perhaps a good time to go back to 

the CBMs, but not all Member States submit CBMs.  One of the first things we could do, and 

it has been discussed, is to try to get some coherence within the Union on that.  More 

importantly, it could form a plank of what the EU could do externally, and this comes into the 

broader question of such things as the non-proliferation clause.  The non-proliferation clause 

is essentially very loosely worded, usually it is a model clause, and it asks for states to be 

party to and in compliance with the relevant conventions.  If you are a party signing an 

agreement with the EU and you are trying to work out what you have to do under the 

Chemical Weapons Convention or under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, there are standards and 

benchmarks out there in relation to your verification and your interaction with the OPCW and 

the IAEA.  In the biological sphere there is nothing:  no benchmark and no standard to be set 

other than political declarations about national implementation.  Here is a role where the 

European Union could say:  “This is what we regard as a set of benchmarks.”  They do not 

have to be very specific but they could be, for example, completing all of the politically called 

for transparency measures.  By that means, we start creating a track of implementation 

globally by encouraging other states to do this, to be in compliance with their non-

proliferation clause.  Before we can do that, we would have to ensure that our own house was 

in order.  There are ways to do that with the things that are happening.  The study referred to 

in the document that was paid for by the Dutch Government was awarded to SIPRI and I led 

it.  Some of it is very forward-looking to 2006.  Sometimes it is very difficult to get 

governments to look two years ahead.  It was very good of the Dutch Government to start 
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thinking about this.  Some ideas were put together in consultation with Member States and a 

lot of that is now back with Member States for them to be thinking about.  One would not 

necessarily want to comment too much on the detail at this stage.  There is a role there both 

for Member State activity and the European Union as a whole to be able to use its resources to 

enhance implementation of some of these measures.  Then, as we move towards 2006, we get 

progress and we have created more of a momentum where people might have an expectation 

that we could actually get something out of it.  Part of the difficulty, as I am sure many 

members of this Committee will know with their experience on the international stage, is that 

if everybody is looking pessimistically towards an international conference, quite often you 

get a poor result.  What we need to do is to show that there are ways in which progress can be 

made, maybe not at the greatest level that some people would like but that we can make 

substantive progress. 

Q174  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: To follow up on something you said there, are you 

suggesting that there is a real conflict between pursuing a verification protocol and working at 

confidence-building measures or merely a perceived conflict?  Do you believe, in the context 

of 2006, that the EU can pursue both or has it to decide to pursue one or the other? 

Mr Guthrie: The reality for 2006 is that I do not think you could ever get the review 

conference to establish a mandate for a resumption of negotiations on a legally-binding 

verification measure. 

Q175  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: Because of the American position? 

Mr Guthrie: It is primarily the Americans but I think you will find there are a number of 

other states which are willing to let the Americans take the pressure and who are not 

particularly happy with increased verification in this area but are quite happy to let the 

Americans be the ones making the most noise.  Perhaps one thing you could say is that if we 
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cannot get a mandate out of 2006, what are those things which we can do which would 

contribute to an eventual process?  One could draw an interesting parallel with the Chemical 

Weapons Convention.  The text of the Chemical Weapons Convention was agreed in 1992; it 

was signed in 1993; it entered into force in 1997.  A lot of the real substantive work of the 

organisation actually only happened a couple of years later, just with the effort of 

institution-building.  Part of that is doing things like persuading states to provide their 

declarations and pass their laws.  If one is looking at the long term of the biological weapons 

verification regime, a lot of the elements that states would have to have and a lot of the 

records to be kept and preparing of their declarations and the information have all been called 

for politically.  One could say, if we start moving forward with some of these things from 

2006, if you were to get a mandate for verification arrangement or a compliance arrangement 

later, you could actually incredibly shorten the time it would then take to implement.  It is 

a useful function and so right.  Of course, once you have got towards the possibility of 

implementing it, then there may be fewer political barriers because people will see what could 

happen with implementation and maybe it is not as scary as they thought it might be. 

Q176  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: So you are basically saying there is not a contradiction? 

Mr Guthrie: There is not a contradiction but I think if you aim too high, you could get 

a negative result. 

Q177  Chairman: Dr Anthony, this has been a very interesting session, but I fear that time is 

going on.  There are three other questions on which we have asked you to expand in your 

written evidence.  I wonder if I could trespass on your goodwill and ask you to do that in 

writing, unless there is anything you particularly want to say to us?  I have particularly in 

mind that you say that the strategy should have been more ambitious.  If you have anything in 
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particular you want to say about that, anything pressing you want to say to the Committee, 

please do so, otherwise, if we could have the replies in writing, that would be very helpful. 

Dr Anthony: I would be happy to do that.  Perhaps I could just give a very quick clarification 

of what I meant by that, to be absolutely clear?  As far as I am concerned, the strategy was an 

excellent first step and I think the implementation of the strategy by the people involved has 

been energetic and also effective within the limits of the resources they have available to 

them.  I was not in any way trying to suggest that the development of the strategy or its 

implementation has fallen short.  To a certain extent, we have already talked about the issues 

in this session.  It seems to me that the strategy, by addressing non-proliferation, is looking at 

one part of the broader security picture, and now we need to make sure there is the same 

amount of attention given to the other parts of that report. 

Chairman: That seems a suitable note on which to close.  Thank you very much indeed for 

coming and thank you for answering our questions and giving of your time. 

 


