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Maclennan of Rogart, L. 
Morris of Aberavon, L. 
Tomlinson, L. 
________________ 

Witness:  Dr Hans Blix, examined. 

Q178  Chairman:  Dr Blix, good afternoon.  May I welcome you to this meeting of the Sub-

Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Development Policy of the European Union 

Select Committee.  Indeed, we are very pleased that the Chairman of the main Committee, 

Lord Grenfell, is sitting with us this afternoon.  We are carrying out an inquiry into the 

European Union Strategy on Non-Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction.  We are 

particularly glad that you have been able to come this afternoon to give evidence to the 

Committee.  We have already indicated some of the areas that we would like to cover but in 

the first place perhaps I could ask you to make some opening remarks to the Committee and 

we will take some questions on that before we move on to the other items that we have 

already listed. 

Dr Blix:  Thank you very much, my Lord Chairman, your Lordships.  I am very pleased to be 

here and to have the opportunity to present my humble views on the matter.  Let me say 

straight away that I am very positive to the European Strategy.  I think they have got most 

things right.  Their proposals are in a broader setting and perhaps I can touch on that with 

some comments as well.  The weapons of mass destruction are often described in the media as 
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the gravest threat facing the world, and they are liked by both politicians and headline writers, 

they are somewhat sexy.  I think that the High Level Panel of Kofi Annan, which recently 

presented its report, was right in saying that we must broaden our view on the concept of 

security.  Security used to be security of states from attacks by other states, but security must 

be seen also as encompassing security against poverty, against disease like HIV and 

pandemics like SARS, and the environment.  Today we see a lot about the environment and 

the threat of global warming.  Personally, I feel that the long-term threat of global warming is 

as dangerous a thing as the short and medium-term threats of weapons of mass destruction.  I 

think it is useful to have our feet on the ground and to see things in the right proportions.  

What is happening increasingly with weapons of mass destruction is that they are within the 

reach of more nations.  It is not anything new.  When the NPT was concluded in 1968 one did 

not worry so much about developing countries but along came Argentina and Brazil as 

countries which saw it within their reach, and then of course Iraq and North Korea.  Now we 

have seen how the Khan workshop in Pakistan has sold it for commercial and perhaps for 

some other reasons as well.  We see also that high technology and biotechnology are 

producing a lot of new items which are highly dangerous.  The latest thing is the capability of 

synthetically making very long molecules which could imitate viruses.  It is scary, although 

one should be aware that this is not an easy thing.  The anthrax fellow in the US must have 

been a very accomplished person because handling these materials is not easy.  Chemical is a 

more traditional threat of weapons of mass destruction, if indeed one should call it a weapon 

of mass destruction.   There is no legal definition of this term.  I had a discussion in Cairo 

yesterday when someone suggested WMDs could be something that could kill 10,000 people 

in one go.  That was shot rejected immediately.  Chemical, nevertheless, is the one that is 

traditional and efforts to prevent its use came in the 19th Century when you had bans on the 

use of poison.  Thereafter you had the Second World War and the use of gas and the Geneva 
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Protocol of 1925 prohibiting both chemical and bacteriological weapons.  It has a long history 

and also long use, not only in the First World War but in Yemen and in Iraq.  Iraq has used it 

against the Iranians and Iranians against the Iraqis, and a fact finding commissioner 

established this.  Also, non-state actors on the Tokyo Subway, it was chemicals which they 

used.  Many think that would be the preferred media for non-state actors.  Missiles are 

increasingly within the hands of states and handheld missiles constitute a threat against 

aviation in many places; it is a very real threat and a very big one.  There you have the 

difficulty of drawing lines between short range and long range.  Everybody is agreed that the 

intercontinental ballistic ones are evil, but where do you draw the line?   We have no 

international treaty about missiles.  We have treaties about nuclear, biological and chemical 

but there is no treaty - only MTCR, the export control - about missiles.  Most of the time we 

are talking about proliferation and it seems entirely justified.  However one should be aware 

that this agenda is set by the P-5, of which the United Kingdom is one, and the United States 

is the most prominent one.  They set the debating agenda for the world and those of us who do 

not come from any one of the P-5 countries are aware that these weapons in the hands of P-5 

states, also constitute a danger.  We have nuclear weapons on a hair trigger alert in the United 

States and then we hear that readiness to use the weapons has occurred in the past, in the 

Middle East crisis.  There is a tendency, at least in the US media, to ape statements made 

about hand guns:  guns are not dangerous, people are dangerous.  The same thinking seems to 

be applied to nuclear weapons; that the weapons in themselves are not dangerous, it is who 

has them, the evil ones, the Axis of Evil, or others outside the good circle of the P-5.  I do not 

think that view is shared by the rest of humanity, nor is it the basis, in fact, of a Non-

Proliferation Treaty which I think is rightly seen as a bargain between those who have it and 

those who do not have it.  Those who do not have it have committed themselves not to 

acquire it and those who have it have committed themselves to nuclear disarmament.  The 
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total aim will be one of doing away with these weapons.  This is new in Non-PT.  Before the 

Second World War we only had bans on use and it is the use that we want to avoid, but with 

nuclear weapons it became so important to be assured that there would not be any use that 

they said the safest nuclear weapon is the one that you do not have and then we go into non-

possession.  The problem arises about peacetime.  If non-possession is the commitment, you 

have to look after it in peacetime and the whole problem of verification and inspection comes 

up, which did not exist before the Second World War.  Returning now to non-proliferation, 

we will have a review conference this spring, in May.  People ask who is next to acquire 

nuclear weapons and from some of the media you could get the impression that there are lots 

of candidates for this.  I am rather doubtful about that.  I think a little reflection will show that 

we have a list of the usual suspects, if I may say so.  The usual suspects have materialised in 

some cases and now seem to be fairly settled:  India, Pakistan and Israel.  They are outside the 

P-5 context and they seem almost to be accepted.  I do not see any strong American efforts 

directed vis a vis any one of them.  Beyond those, you have the usual suspects, who are of 

course Iraq and Iran, North Korea and Libya.  Do we really suspect that any others are around 

there?  Do we suspect Saudi Arabia?  I do not think so.  Syria is mentioned, I think that is 

highly doubtful.  We have not seen any substantiation of the suspicions.  Brazil: there was a 

little discussion about the verification of the Brazilian enrichment plan but nothing serious.  

There is a bit of hyping in the current discussion.  It is not that there is no risk, particularly if 

Iran were to move on and if North Korea were to move on.  That could have domino effects.  

Iran might affect the Middle East.  In the Far East it could be even more dangerous because 

Japan would be a country that is entirely capable of making nuclear weapons within a short 

time.  They have the technology, they have the enriched uranium, they have the plutonium, 

they could do it.  They are very much averse to it and you do not see any sign that they are 

going to change but, nevertheless, domino effects could be there.  Iran/Iraq, DPRK these 
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names have been there for a long time.  I admit I was a little surprised about Libya.  

Everybody has suspected Gadaffi, however the country is very far from the others at the 

technological level and I am not even sure that it would have been capable of handling 

enrichment technology, at least not with indigenous staff, but Gadaffi was a little less 

predictable than the others.  Iraq is a problem that has been solved.  The North Koreans and 

the Iranians, it seems to me, are under good care.  Whether that care succeeds is another 

matter.  Essentially it is a question of finding the right mix of carrots and some sticks.  Mr 

Armitage at the State Department has talked about the good cop/bad cop function on Iran and 

that may be so.  The US normally says that they do not exclude any options, which is a way of 

saying that the military option of some cruise missile strikes would be a possibility whereas 

the Europeans have said very clearly that they favour a political solution. There is a division 

of labour, a difference of emphasis on the two sides.  Beyond these, if we look at the non-state 

actors are we aware of any others other than al-Qaeda who might have an interest in this?  

Chemical maybe, yes, but there are no strong indications of it.  Chemicals have been, and 

remain, a risk.  What has been seen of al-Qaeda has been played up a fair amount.  There 

seemed to be interest at a very low level of technology.  Turning to what remedies are 

proposed, I am somewhat sceptical about what we see in the newspapers coming from 

government at the moment.  A number of highly fashionable proposals, it seems to me.  They 

are not useless, not at all, but not terribly important either.  First, we have a proposal that there 

should be a freeze on new facilities for enrichment and reprocessing in the world.  For one 

year or for five years no country should undertake to build any new enrichment capability.  

Enrichment is what we saw in Iraq and it is also what the North Koreans may now be doing.  

However, what would we gain?  We are not stopping the Iranians or the North Koreans.  

Beyond the P-5 there are now enrichment capabilities in Brazil, South Africa and Japan, three 

non-nuclear weapon states.  If the world were to accept such a proposal now it would mean 
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that a number of countries that are not really interested in building enrichment at the moment 

would be affected by it.  Canada, which has a lot of uranium, Australia has a lot of uranium, 

Germany; these countries could not then build an enrichment plant.  I am not aware that they 

have the slightest plans to do it.  The only country where I am aware of such plans is the 

United States, where the private sector is proposing to build a new enrichment plant for 

commercial reasons.  I am somewhat doubtful that this new idea is very helpful.  Nor is it 

very damaging, but I do not think it hits the point.  Another proposal is to convert research 

reactors from the use of highly enriched uranium to low enriched uranium, but that is a 

process that has been ongoing for as far as I can remember in the International Atomic Energy 

Agency: you can have research reactors with low enriched uranium fuel.  There is no risk then 

that highly enriched uranium will be stolen.  It is somewhat useful but not enormously.  Then 

we have the PSI, the Proliferation Security Initiative, which now has some 60 adherents and 

which is an understanding to the effect that the states belonging to this group generally are 

free to interdict ships on the high seas if they suspect them of illegally carrying any weapons 

of mass destruction or equipment for that purpose.  I think they are also seeking to modify a 

convention under the International Maritime Organisation to put these things on a par with 

drugs and some other things.  That sounds nice and they had a beautiful manoeuvre outside 

the Sea of Japan some time ago.  The only case we have seen, which was very successful, was 

the ship interdicted on its way to Libya.  It was a German ship and they found centrifuges and 

other equipment on it.  That was successful.  There was another one preceding that outside 

Yemen a couple of years ago.  They did not find anything but Scud missiles which were 

intended for Yemen.  It strikes me that this right to interdict to stop other nation’s ships is of 

use at a stage when the items have left port - when they are on the high seas.  However, if 

intelligence does its job, I would have thought it would spot the items when they were on 

land.  If they get on to the high seas then intelligence has been late.  It is the same thing with 
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items on aeroplanes; we catch the items by stopping or diverting the planes.  In most cases 

they should have found them on land.  The cases where there will be a use for an agreement to 

do something on the high seas will not be very numerous.  But it makes for rather good 

headlines.  They do say that they will not take any measures that are contrary to international 

law.  That is reassuring but at the same time I would think there is a bit of a threat to the 

North Koreans if they ship something on their own ships.  They are certainly not part of PSI 

and they would feel that they might be interdicted, and I think it is highly like that they would 

be.  I am not sure I would scream if they were.  My main point is that the scheme is played up 

a bit.  Then you have Resolution 1540 of the Security Council where the current Member 

States are urged to criminalise any individual trying to make nuclear weapons.  That in itself 

is useful, but it is not a big thing.  The Nunn- Lugar Programme in the United States seeks to 

sweep up and make sure that no fissile material that could be used for weapons purposes 

would be easily available.  They put better locks on stores, especially in Russia.  That is 

welcome.  That has been going on for a long time, there is nothing new or dramatic about it.  

It is good as far as it goes.  On the other hand, one thing that is not talked about so much is the 

strengthening of safeguards.  I would say that is a significant matter.  The additional protocols 

which we started to work on in 1993 in the IAEA, which were adopted during my last year as 

Director General in 1997, have been adopted by all European countries but there are lots of 

other countries which have not:  Iran has signed them but not yet ratified.  They have 

committed themselves to apply them in the present period and that is good - but they are not 

ratified.  There are lots of interesting states around the world, which have not yet ratified them 

and accepted them.  It makes a very big difference if a state has only the traditional 153 

safeguards or if it has these more far-reaching safeguards.  Even though they are a far cry 

from the inspection rights we have under Resolutions 687 and 1441 nevertheless they allow 

inspections to go to undeclared installations and to make wide use of environmental sanctions.  
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It strengthens the verification and the capability for detection and thereby also the deterrent.  

That is a significant and important matter.  Arguably the movement of India, Pakistan, Israel, 

Iraq, et cetera, to nuclear weapons is a significant erosion of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  

However, we have lived with India, Pakistan and Israel without screaming and it seems to me 

that we are usefully and meaningfully tackling proliferation.  Iraq is settled, Libya is settled 

and we are grappling with Iran and North Korea.  It is a matter of choice whether you term it 

“erosion”.  Certainly there has been a change but to me the erosion in the Treaty through the 

non-action of P-5 is perhaps even more serious.  They were to pursue measures of nuclear 

arms control.  What is particularly disturbing and dismaying, and eroding the sense of 

commitment to the NPT, is the fact that the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which we 

worked towards for such a long time, is not coming into force.  The United States Senate 

rejected it and China has not accepted it.  In the United States they even talk about developing 

new kinds of nuclear weapons and perhaps even testing; there are some who urge testing. A 

US acceptance of the Treaty and putting this Treaty into force, would have a positive domino 

effect.  If the US ratified it, I think China would without much hesitation.  If China does, India 

does and if India does, Pakistan does, and if Pakistan does I think Iran will and Israel will 

without any great difficulty.  On the other hand, if the US were to test new nuclear weapons it 

is highly likely that others will test too, perhaps starting with China.  That is a very stark 

choice.  The other big item for the P5 is the FMCT, the draft agreement on a ban on the 

further production of fissile material for weapons use, that is enriched uranium, highly 

enriched uranium or plutonium.  The US has declared this year that they support the concept 

and a convention but without verification.  It is as if their sceptical/negative attitude to 

verification has carried so far that they do not believe it can work.  Such a treaty including 

India and Pakistan without verification would be very seriously reduced in value.  To that 

comes the US missile shield, which is under way.  I have come from a meeting where we had 
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Russians and Chinese experts and I said to them, “We have been told by the Americans that a 

missile shield is only intended to stop incoming missiles from rogue states or from non-state 

actors, is that the way it is perceived in Russia and China?” and they said, “No, 90 per cent of 

our experts are absolutely convinced that the further development of this is intended also to be 

a shield against the Russians and Chinese”.  Thereby, the mutually assured destruction, which 

has worked in the past, would disappear.  Whether this is true or not, I do not know, however; 

this is the perception among the experts in Russia and in China.  It is their own perception 

they will operate on rather than assurances from the American side.  There is also the US de-

emphasising of treaties.  Mr Bolton, who is reputed to be leaving the State Department 

responsible for disarmament, wrote a long article in the Financial Times last autumn in which 

he said that the excellence of the PSI was that it was not a treaty, there was no international 

bureaucracy, it was an activity.  This attitude seems very much ideologically motivated; there 

should be no obligations, just activities which are undertaken in an alliance of the willing.  

This attitude is disturbing to a world that has been used, under US leadership, to developing 

these treaty regimes which give you a bit more reliability than other commitments, and also a 

bit more predictability.  Very recently in a House of Representatives Sub-Committee it was 

stated that, yes, treaties are okay but they are not the main avenue.  Other things, like PSI, are.  

However, let me turn it to anticipatory self-defence.  One might see the Iraq affair as an 

anticipatory self-defence against what Condoleeza Rice called the “mushroom cloud” and 

what Bush termed the “growing threat”.  The idea is that if a growing threat is identified 

anywhere, then cruise missiles may be shot although there is little connection with Article 

51[on self-defence] of the UN Charter.  The shift in attitude seems to be there, but they are 

not discarding treaties, not discarding the regimes that have been built up over a long time.  

The shift is highly disturbing to a large part of the world.  There is a sense in many countries 

that the P-5, nuclear weapon states, are not moving on with their side of the commitment 
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under NPT, while the other states, the non-nuclear states, accepted an unlimited extension of 

the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  Up until the extension conference they were not bound forever 

by that treaty, but at that conference they accepted to be bound forever unless they use the 

withdrawal clause, of course, which is possible.  They expected the commitments made by the 

nuclear states to be implemented and the new regimes (CTBT and FMCT) to materialize, but 

they did not.  What are we to do in these situations?  Expectations for the NPT review 

conference are not very high.  I think there is great despondence and dismay in the 

disarmament community.  For my own part, and I will conclude on this note, I think that the 

political solutions of festering conflicts and controversies is the most important and that 

squares completely with the European Union Strategy.  They say that the best way to avoid 

proliferation is to remove the incentives to go for weapons of mass destruction.  Looking at 

the Middle East conflict, it is encouraging with the Palestine situation that there may be a 

window of opportunity coming up there, and with the DPRK I think it is encouraging that the 

United States have said that they are not averse to some idea of security guarantees being 

given to the North Koreans.  The North Koreans have talked about a non-aggression pact with 

the United States and the US have not brushed this aside, they are aware of it.  If these two 

cases, North Korea and the Middle East, Israel and Palestine, were to be solved I think it 

would affect the atmosphere.  The Iranian dimension is a new one to the question of a zone 

free of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East.  The Arabs feel that a zone is 

something that they should have and that Israel should roll back from its nuclear weapon 

status.  They do not question Pakistan and India, but they question a future peace with an 

Israel that retains nuclear weapons.  They see the development with Palestine as a positive 

feature.  However, they are aware that if Iran were to move on toward a nuclear weapon then 

Israel will not go along with a zone.  Therefore, the Iranian case is a new complication.  There 

could be a positive development in the most important areas, the DPRK, Iran and the Middle 
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East.  There could be a negative development if the US were to test nuclear weapons.  Here in 

the United Kingdom I think you have questions before you whether you will prolong the 

Trident Programme and whether you will commit the United Kingdom to a future possession 

of nuclear weapons or not.  For my own part, and for the Commission which I am heading, 

and which is dealing with weapons of mass destruction, the preference is for an inclusive 

approach in future.  While the US has been more of a unilateralist and working with small 

groups of states, I think for the future of the world one needs to draw on the will of the 

membership of the international community, all of whom, I think would like to move together 

to a reduction of nuclear weapons.  We do not talk about eradication, that is very far away, 

but a reduction.  I think I will stop there. 

Chairman:  Dr Blix, thank you very much for that very comprehensive introduction.  Can I 

ask Members of the Committee whether there are any particular points that are not covered in 

our planned questions that they would like to take up with Dr Blix on his introduction? 

Q179  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  I would just like to ask you to reflect a little more on the 

central point you made about the change in the United States’ approach to treaties and 

whether you believe that the way ahead is for the countries that do not take that view to seek 

to demonstrate by their practical success in tackling particular problems - and it may be that 

the European Union countries are exemplars of that approach – that the US should reconsider 

its position.  You have spoken about the disturbance that it has created in many countries but 

it is a fact how best to bridge this gap. 

Dr Blix:  I am a bit unsure about what made the US change its course.  It was not only the 

Bush Administration, it started much earlier than that.  In 1991, when President Bush the 

elder started the Gulf War and had the authorisation of the Security Council and built the 

alliance we all saw, he himself said that this was a new international order that was created.  It 

was the first time that we saw collective security as the concept of the UN Charter, 
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functioning.  We were elated.  However, as our first inspectors went into Iraq in June 1991 

they found the Tarmiyah plant and the calutrons, which were there.  They discovered what the 

IAEA had not seen under the old safeguard system in the 1980s because it was so limited.  

We had not known about the installations and we would not have had the right to inspect 

them if we had heard something about them.  Conceivably there could have been some kind 

of challenge inspection.  In any case, I think the US then began to ask itself “What use do we 

have of the NPT?”  Here was a country cheating the regime that the US was trying to rely on.  

Then came the North Korean violation which the IAEA discovered because of our analysis.  It 

was not the US, there were no whistle blowers, it was the IAEA who discovered the violation.  

However, it strengthened the view that the NPT regime was not really reliable, that it might 

be like Swiss cheese with holes, that the safeguard system, the verification system, did not 

function.  I think that was a shock to the US.  That was the period, when for the first time I 

heard the expression “counter-proliferation”.  It was a bit woolly but the gist of it was 

nevertheless - remembering the Israeli bombing of the Osirak reactor - that you can take 

military action against proliferation.  There have also been assassinations of nuclear scientists 

occasionally in the past.  I think there was a great loss of US faith in treaty-based regimes.  In 

part it was a very unfair reaction against the organisation that I headed because we did not 

have the means.  The scepticism against inspection continued however.  I think that in the 

year 2000 the US military probably was permeated with people in the year 2000 who were 

sceptical about UNMOVIC.  They looked to their own intelligence and did not care very 

much when we at UNMOVIC were saying that we did not see any evidence of smoking guns.  

They tended to disparage that.  This is part of the US scepticism towards the treaty regime.  

Also, in the 1990s the US increased its military power to become the only military power in 

the world.  Russia was not any match any longer.  I am sure that must have given the US the 

feeling that “Yes, we can take care of this.  We do not rely much upon these treaties, we can 
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take care of it.  We are the only ones who can take care of it”.  If I were in an optimistic 

mood, I would ask why could the US not both work hard and loyally with the international 

treaty regimes, which they have helped to create, and aware that in the last resort they could 

use force.  The Europeans say that in the last resort they do not exclude that they might take 

military action, on the basis of international law which seems to be a little wider than a 

reference to.  It is matter of reality that they have the weapons.  They can take the decision.  

As an international lawyer, I do not like that very much but I am aware of it.  In the long run 

the reactions of the international community – state practice - will develop the rule – like 

common law.  Sometimes we accept a state’s action, as when Nyerere marched into Uganda; 

that did not cause much criticism, but the US invasion of Iraq, as I see it has neither been 

accepted by the UN or by the world community.  Gradually it may become clear what is 

acceptable/permissible and what is not.  For the US, it seems to me it would be wise to get 

back to the treaty regimes which they have helped to create, be loyal with them and certainly 

not move to testing nuclear weapons.  Why is the US so negative about inspection and 

verification?  They could make it clear that if they feel they are convinced there is some 

violation, they will reserve to themselves the right to take action.  They know they can. 

Q180  Lord Lea of Crondall:  Dr Blix, I am sure we all found your tour d’horizon 

enormously helpful but it came across to me in some respects as a paradox that you did not 

think it was right for people to hype up the risks but, on the other hand, you did say that you 

thought there was some erosion of the credibility of the Non-Proliferation Treaty regime and 

in particular the trade-off in 1967 of obligations on nuclear weapon states and obligations on 

people had now perhaps become one law for the nuclear weapon states and another law for 

everybody else, which was a slight change from your original hypothesis.  My question is 

although we can all paint pictures of Armageddon, and politicians do tend to use that when 

they think it is helpful politically, are you saying that these threats are more or less zero? 
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Dr Blix:  Oh, no.  I am heading a Commission that is trying to grapple with them.  You 

frequently see in the newspapers that if more biological weapons are being spread, one gram 

or one milligram could kill so many people.  I think this is being exploited.  There are real 

dangers, I agree with that, but nevertheless it is important to remember that there are other 

dangers too which are very, very substantial.  I think the High Level Panel of Kofi Annan was 

helpful in calling our attention to that.  For my own part I feel that the long-term 

consequences of global warming, warrant the same concern as the short to medium-term 

dangers of weapons of mass destruction.  Personally, I deal much more with weapons of mass 

destruction than I deal with environmental problems.  However, I strongly support nuclear 

power as a main source of electricity. 

Q181  Lord Lea of Crondall:  Just on that point, Chairman, one of our witnesses said that in 

fact in the medium-term in the world the fact that there is global warming, nuclear power is 

likely to be used by a very great number of countries – 20, 30, 40, name a number – and, 

therefore, it is more difficult then to police the non-proliferation system.  Would you see any 

connection? 

Dr Blix:  That was a problem they faced already when Atoms for Peace was framed by 

President Eisenhower, how to make use of the beneficial part of nuclear energy and at the 

same time prevent the military use.  The more countries that can handle nuclear energy, the 

more are capable of using it for military purposes.  As I understand the European Union 

strategy against proliferation, the main thrust is trying in areas of tension to create conditions 

which will reduce and take away the incentive, but as they say, this can take time.  It can take 

decades and meanwhile, of course, we cannot be passive and simply wait for them.  At the 

present time both in the case of Iran and North Korea, negotiations are on their way; it is a 

question of finding the right mix of lots of carrots and also some sticks.  The approach we 

have had so far in the world to nuclear is a fragmentary one.  We have geographical approach 
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that is fragmented: the whole of South America is de-nuclearized through the Tlatelolco 

regime, the whole of Africa through the Pelindaba regime, the whole of the South Pacific and 

also Indonesia and there are discussions about a decentralized zone for Central Asia, so huge 

areas are covered but not the tension areas.  Then we have a vertical approach that is also 

fragmentary, in the Partial Test Ban Treaty and in the effort to reach a convention on the non-

production of fissile nuclear material for weapons.  Of course, there are also American 

bilateral agreements between America and Russia. 

Chairman:  Thank you.  We will now move to the questions although many of them you 

have answered, at least in part, in your opening. 

Q182  Lord Freeman:  Dr Blix, you have identified the long list of steps that might not be 

very helpful in reducing ---- 

Dr Blix:  Moderately helpful. 

Q183  Lord Freeman:  But there are three points I would like to pick up and then ask how 

the international community can best bring influence to bear on the United States.  I think you 

indicated that the United States could help by ratifying the Test Ban Treaty. 

Dr Blix:  Yes. 

Q184  Lord Freeman:  By ratifying the verification procedure for fissile material and 

rethinking the missile shields and resuscitating the philosophy and policy of mutually assured 

destruction.  What can the international community do to help influence the United States 

reduce the wider dangers in the world that you have identified and rethink these three key and 

crucial issues? 

Dr Blix:  The United Kingdom has special relations with the United States, so presumably 

you have a lot of dialogue.  There are also very good think-tanks and you are in touch with 
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them.  I would have thought it would be natural if the US, after the Iraq War, internally 

reviewed and considered the lines they have taken recently.  We all know mistakes are made 

in our own countries and elsewhere, I do not think we expect governments to make apologies 

or admissions, but they consist of intelligent people and, therefore, I think it could be 

expected that they would undertake internally reviews and say “Something did not go quite as 

we expected.  What were the weaknesses?  Is what we are doing still right essentially?”  The 

change to the Bush II regime is one that has not got Colin Powell, who was a restraining 

voice, and I think put his warning to the President.  Nevertheless they must have felt 

afterwards that things did not go right and there could be a case for review.  I have been in 

touch with lots of other governments and, as I see it, they are almost in unison in feeling that 

we cannot depart from the approach that we have been working on since the Second World 

War; even during the Cold War lots of things were done.  I do think that solutions to the cases 

of Iran and North Korea, plus Palestine and Israel, have a capability to influence change the 

climate.  Now we have had the elections both in Palestine and Israel.  I think it is saying a bit 

much that it was a policy drive for democracy that brought about elections in Palestine, I 

think it was more the death of Arafat that brought it about.  The Iraqis and everybody else 

welcome the result of the Iraq election.  In Europe we do welcome any such evolution.  That 

may help.  I do not think you have any hope of elections in Iran in the short-term but the 

Iranians are clearly divided and I think there is a chance to come to an agreement with them, 

although it might entail some security guarantee from the US or through the UN.  I think Iran 

cannot be settled without American participation.  Even if they ask for support for entry into 

the World Trade Organisation, which is a likely carrot on the table, that would require 

American support.  I think dialogue between the governments and their friends is what might 

influence them.  I am not sure that the line that the US has taken in the last few years vis-à-vis 

Iraq has a broad support in the US.  There is a political group that has very been very, very 
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strong, but when you travel around in the US you do not have the feeling that the Iraq 

approach is something that people favour.  On the contrary, I would suggest there is some 

support for the United Nations in the US, even though there is much bashing of the UN and 

describing Oil for Peace as a case of terrible corruption.  When you get out in the US you find 

a more positive attitude.  I am not sure that the theology followed in the case of Iraq goes that 

deeply.   

Q185  Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  You mentioned one or two of the High Level Panel’s 

recommendations.  Perhaps you could just have a shot at commenting on the overall chapter 

on proliferation.  I note very much, and of course naturally share, your view about the threat 

agenda being a wide one, not a narrow one, and that being helpful, but could you say a bit 

about the totality of the proposals there and how you think the EU ought to handle these both 

in the context of the NPT Review Conference and also more widely in the run-up to the 

summit in September? 

Dr Blix:  I think the report is very well written.  One might have thought that the majority of 

proposals and approaches would be very conflicting with the American foreign policy but the 

Panel has tried to show understanding.  Where they part from US’s current approaches, they 

do so in a very conciliatory way.  They do depart from them when they talk about co-

operative security.  One has the feeling sometimes that the US is bent on being the sheriff of 

the world.  The report talks about co-operative security, a multilateralist approach.  In that 

sense it coincides with the European Strategy.  Secondly, the report usefully widened the 

concept of security, saying that while the UN Charter seeks to protect states from attacks 

against each other they have a duty to protect their own citizen.  If they do not do that then the 

international community must exert pressure on them.  In the last resort, in the extreme cases, 

like those of Rwanda or Cambodia or the Red Khmers, then even force could be used.  This 

broadening of the concept of security would cover the cases of genocide, pandemics and 
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environmental disasters.  In the tsunami catastrophe where we have had a clear illustration of 

the need for global cooperation: firstly, the co-ordination of help.  We heard how the US first 

suggested that the US, Japan, India and Australia should take the lead.  Then, they changed 

and said it is the international community that should organise the assistance.  Secondly, in 

the question how we strengthen the systems of observation and warning of such events there 

was a meeting in Kobe in Japan at which they agreed that it will be for the international 

community to organise that.  The illustrations of what the High Level Panel says are there.  

Through gentle, friendly, formulations it has tried to say that we have to move on with 

inclusiveness and with common efforts.  On the question of the use of force and pre-emptive 

action, the Panel is taking a very clear stand that there should be no amendment to Article 51.  

The UN Charter allows the use of force in two situations: one is the inherent right of self-

defence when an armed attack occurs; the other is when the Security Council decides on 

military force.  The council is not limited to the case of an armed attack, the Council can also 

do it in the case of a threat or use of threat or force.  There has been some discussion about a 

modification of Article 51 to open it up I think most international lawyers and interpreters of 

the UN Charter would say that the case of an imminent attack can be assimilated to an attack.  

That goes back to a case between the United Kingdom and the US - Caroline case in the 19th 

Century where attack was deemed to be imminent.  The Panel rejected going beyond 

‘imminence’ and said that giving greater license – President Bush talked about a “growing 

threat” – would raise greater dangers of abuse.  They further said that the Security Council 

should itself be more aware and more receptive, more open, to the threats.  So if the US says 

“Here is a threat”, then the members of the Security Council should take it seriously and 

should not throw vetoes perfunctorily.  If it did not act it would mean that force might come 

to be used and that force will be judged in the light of the reaction of the UN and the world 

community.  I think that is realistic and it is a good approach that the Panel has taken.  Of 
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course, it is remarkable that they had consensus in that group, in which you, Lord Hannay, 

participated.  You would know more about it than I do, but you also had Ben Scowcroft, 

former national security advisor, Primakov and Qian Qichen from China.  I would like to 

congratulate you on the success of this.  For the rest of the report, there are 101 concrete 

proposals but I do not think they are reshaping the world very much.  There is the proposal for 

a new kind of council of the UN to deal with countries which are in some critical condition.  

Maybe it will work, I do not know.  There is another deputy secretary-general for 

disarmament questions and that is not something that really shapes the world.  They will do 

away with the Trusteeship Council.  Again, that is not so remarkable.  They suggest that there 

should be less micro-management by the policy-making organs and I think that is good, but it 

is not enormous.  Most attention will be devoted to their suggestions on the Security Council 

and the expansion of the Security Council, that is the sexy part of it.  They have two options.  

Earlier, I was sceptical against any expansion because we know, and Lord Hannay knows 

better than anyone, that the Council must be viable and if it gets very big it gets very heavy.  I 

changed my view when I saw the Council in operation in the Iraqi case.  The Council was 

originally created to be powerful and power was military power, but today power is not only 

military power, it is also economic power and it is legitimacy.  If you want to have economic 

power and economic sanctions, for instance, then the active participation of countries like 

Japan and Germany is important because they are large economic powers.  If you want to 

have legitimacy, it is important that countries like India or other countries with more than 100 

million inhabitants are there.  We saw how Mexico was on the Council in the Iraqi crisis and 

Mexico had got the seat in place of the Dominican Republic which was slated to get it.  I can 

just imagine the difference there would have been if you had a very tiny Latin American 

country rather than Mexico.  I thought that if one were not to succeed in reforming the 

composition it would be a good thing if these were to be an understanding was that those who 
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are elected to sit there represent the region, by which they are nominated.  If you have a small 

African country, like Mauritius or Cameroon, for example, on the Council and they say 

something, it does not carry very much weight, but if they say “I have consulted the other 

countries in my region, and we have come to the following conclusion”, I think that carries 

greater weight.  This can be done regardless of reform or expansion of the Council, but if 

there were to be an expansion of the Council, at the present time I think it should work more 

on a regional basis with countries nominating them regionally and you could change after four 

years and give a new mandate or a repeat mandate to the same country, rather than having a 

number of new countries which would be good at looking after themselves.  In the book that I 

wrote, Disarming Iraq, I took up the case whether it is legitimate for an individual member 

state, a developing country of the Security Council, to vote for a proposal advanced by the US 

because it was offered $50 million in technical assistance?  That is how the world is today, it 

can well happen.  Such trading can go on in national parliaments but is that legitimate for the 

UN?  It is more likely to happen if you have small states.  If you had, as we did, Mexico and 

Chile, they were strong countries and they did not go along in the case of Iraq for very 

different reasons.  If you had very small states not acting for a group it could have been 

different. 

Q186  Lord Lea of Crondall:  Could I just pick up on this last point about regional 

representation on the Security Council because the analogy with what is going on in the Big 

Three, as our tabloid headline says about the Iran and the EU Big Three – France, United 

Kingdom and Germany – is very interesting.  In the last few months, as you know very well, 

they have had a reporting structure to the Council of Ministers and some people think that the 

only way Europe can really work is with something like a Big Three or something like that.  

With Germany joining, given that these are likely to be the Big Three on the Security Council, 

would you think that the way in which the Iran negotiation is being carried out is increasingly 
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seen on behalf of the EU as a sort of model to square the circle between what is pretty 

impossible at the moment, which is the suggestion of the Commission – that the EU should be 

on the Security Council – and the fact that Britain, France and Germany will not hear of it? 

Dr Blix:  Coming from a small country like Sweden, I am not sure I should voice any 

enthusiasm about the Big Three representing Europe in relation to Iran.  I admit that you 

cannot have a whole council of people, it has to be more limited than that.  One can arrange 

negotiations in a way so that many states are heard in advance.  It is not absolutely necessary 

that it only be the big countries in the Council.  There can be some small economies in the 

Security Council and if you had regional representation.  You could have Uruguay, and 

Uruguay is discussing with Argentina and Chile, and therefore can speak for them all.  For 

viability, we must have some limitation on the numbers, but wisdom may come not only from 

the big states; there can occasionally be a wise word from the small ones too. 

Q187  Lord Tomlinson:  Dr Blix, almost your very first words were that you were very 

positive towards the EU Strategy.  What I would like to hear from you is how specifically you 

believe that the EU can best contribute to reducing dangers and whether you believe that the 

EU Strategy is sufficiently backed by necessary, even adequate, human and financial 

resources to match the magnitude of the task that it wants to engage in?  You also spoke, I 

think twice, quite specifically about reducing the incentives to acquire weapons of mass 

destruction as being the most important part of the EU Strategy.  Again, how specifically do 

you think that the EU can contribute to the pursuit of that goal?  Do you think that, again, 

with their human and financial resources they have got the adequate, real commitment to be 

able to achieve the objectives that they have so easily set down on paper? 

Dr Blix:  I remember the origin of this Strategy.  The former Swedish Foreign Minister, Anna 

Lindh, had a hand in this, and so did Mr Papandreou of Greece.  Anna Lindh was in touch 

with me several times about this matter and I remember her saying we were facing the Iraq 
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affair and I said it is not enough that Europe voices scepticism against the US’s energetic 

efforts against non-proliferation, Europe must also be constructive, we must also be active in 

this.  I saw so often in the IAEA that it was the US that came out for the strengthening of the 

review and so frequently others were rather passive.  I was very pleased to see the new 

European approach I think it was entirely wise.  I did refer to reducing of the incentives to go 

for the weapons and that, of course, entails trying to reach détente.  The greatest thing that 

happened for disarmament was global détente.  Active efforts on solving the 

Israeli/Palestinian problem, would also be of great value.  I think your Prime Minister has said 

he felt nothing would be more important to reduce terrorism than the solution of that conflict I 

agree with that.  The Americans have wanted to have a settlement but the Palestinians 

perceive them as being very much more in favour of Israel and have despaired of the US 

being an honest broker.  It may be that this will change now, that they will be more ready to 

use their influence on the Israeli side.  What can Europeans do?  The US is on top in military 

terms, there is no question about that, but in economic terms, although the US is very 

significant, the European Union, too, is very significant.  I think that is what they have made 

wise use of in the case of Iran.  They are accepting, first of all, that Iran has a right under the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty to enrich uranium, but not a right to make fissile material for 

weapons purposes.  However, the US seems to have asked why Iran should have nuclear 

power when they have so much oil?  I have not heard them say that of Mexico.  It is not a 

very convincing argument.  They never said it to the Shah either; on the contrary they tried to 

sell nuclear installations to the Shah in the past.  One should recognise that in Iran there is a 

very high technological level and if they want to sell their oil and make electricity by nuclear 

power, fine.  In the long run oil will run out.  One should recognise also that there is an 

element of dignity.  One should not ignore that.  I think the Europeans have said that they are 

even willing to help with the technology.  Iran has two nuclear power plants in Būshehr, 
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originally built by the Germans, by Siemens, and then they moved out during the war. The 

Russians have continued building, as you know.  The Europeans accept the reopening of 

Būshehr, and, in the economic field they seem open to the possibility of investments and, 

perhaps, even to supporting Iran for entry into World Trade Organisation – which would 

require, of course, American support as well.  Europe is economically important in Iran, so 

they are exercising and flexing the muscle that they have, and I think that is wisely done.  The 

US has talked more about economic sanctions, and the pipelines, whenever they go through 

Iran, go through a longer way.  So the US has been more inclined to use the stick most of the 

time, I think, than the Europeans, and the Europeans cannot really flex any military muscle. 

Q188  Lord Tomlinson:  Can I take it from that, as I asked you specifically whether you 

thought the strategy was sufficiently backed by the necessary human and financial resources 

and as you have not made a criticism in that area, that you think the answer to that question is 

yes – you know, for the time being? 

Dr Blix:  What I talked about was the European offers in terms of economic measures.  I am 

not sufficiently knowledgeable on how many million euros do they actually spend for 

verification and for strengthening of safeguards and so forth.  The European Union, in my 

experience, was fairly positive to the IAEA, and they certainly have been frequently 

expressing support for the strengthening of a safeguard system.  That needs to be manifested 

in action.  The economic costs for verification are not very great.  I think the IAEA safeguards 

cost something like between $80 million and $100 million a year – a year – for the whole 

world – and UNMOVIC, which I was heading, cost $80 million a year in Iraq when we were 

in operation.  When you think of how many billions of dollars were used then to establish that 

there were no weapons of mass destruction through the war, you must conclude that the war 

was a very expensive way of establishing that there were not any weapons of mass 

destruction.  I think international verification is a very good bargain (in the economic sense) 
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but one must also be aware, of course, that it does not bring 100 per cent clarity.  Even with 

the new types of safeguards, we should never boast that they give 100 per cent.  In my view, 

this verification should be combined with assistance and information from intelligence.  I am 

highly critical of how intelligence, did not live up to their duties as civil servants and exercise 

sufficient criticism in either the United Kingdom, France, Germany or the United States.  But 

intelligence is necessary.  And it can be of help to international verification.  International 

verification has the right to go in on the ground: it is legal.  We do not spy, we do not do 

anything illegal, we do it with the consent of the country, we do things that intelligence 

cannot do.  Intelligence, on the other hand, has the huge listening of our cell telephones and 

what-not, and they have spies on the ground.  What they can do is to give information to 

inspectors.  After 1991, I took the step of asking the United Kingdom to suggest a 

professional intelligence man to be working with me in the IAEA secretariat – because, the 

intelligence Community, tends to talk better to someone of their own profession – and the 

IAEA has had a professional intelligence man since that period.  What happened during the 

UNSCOM period, I think, was unfortunate, which was that the US, in particular, got too much 

power over the UN verification system.  Eventually, of course, it was a scandal.  These people 

who came from the CIA and others were in the teams of inspectors: they would do things 

which were not for the UN but were for the CIA, and it all became discredited.   So both Dr 

Mohamed Elbaradei and I have the view that has been that this should be a one-way traffic in 

principle.  You must tell them what you are interested in and so forth, but international 

organisations must not be the prolonged arm of national intelligence.  There can be very good 

cooperation.  They can tip you and suggest, “Why don’t you go to this place or that place,” 

and that is very useful.  They have lots of skilful people, and I take off my hats to them.  

However, I think they went wrong is in Iraq . 
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Q189  Chairman:  While you are talking about this, the EU strategy does have a paragraph 

about verification: “… the EU will make best use of, and seek improvements to, existing 

verification mechanisms and systems …” and “… is prepared to enhance, as appropriate, its 

political, financial and technical support for agencies in charge of verification.”  From what 

you have just been telling the Committee, do you think those are the main lessons that you 

can learn about verification from the Iraq experience? 

Dr Blix:  Yes.  First of all, the rights of inspection play a role.  As I said, the rights under 687 

of 1441 were vastly larger than those we have under the INFCIRC 153 and even under the 

additional safeguards’ protocol.  The further one can go in this respect, the better.  It is the 

sovereign countries that are not very keen on having inspectors milling around their nuclear 

installations.  Therefore, the first thing I said when I took over UNMOVIC was that we 

proposed to pursue effective verification but we were not there to provoke, to harass or to 

humiliate Iraq.  That was the style in which we wanted to work.  You have to strike a balance 

between, on the one hand, respecting the dignity of those you deal with – regardless if they 

are cheaters or not, you have to do that – and, on the other hand, an intrusiveness.  The more 

rights you have to intervene …. 1441 gave us unquestionably the right to go into Saddam’s 

premises, for instance, and we did that a couple of times, so that there were no sanctuaries, 

there were no local sanctuaries.  In the Chemical Weapons Convention, which goes further 

than the IAEA, they have means under which you can shroud particular equipment which 

countries might have legitimate reasons for not revealing.  So the rights of the inspection are 

fundamental, but so is the funding.  There has been a certain stinginess in this regard.  It is 

only recently that they have gone away from the zero real growth term for the IAEA and I 

think they should lift that.  But, then, how do we train the inspectors involved?  When 

UNSCOM came in in 1991, they had no inspectors and they phoned the capitals and said, 

“Can you give us so and so many biologists?” and they constituted their inspection teams ad 
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hoc for each inspection.  There were a large number: 50/60 inspectors were flown in, and they 

were briefed at the American base in Bahrain, the gateway – and they were debriefed at the 

American base too, which was less attractive.  UNMOVIC did not; we had the “benefit” of 

the Iraqis keeping us outside for two years and we used those two years to go through the 

archives, to say, “What do we want to see?”  We would go through thousands of photographs 

and satellite images, and training inspectors.  Our inspectors were stationed in Baghdad for a 

period of several months and they all of them had a minimum of one month special training 

for that job.  They were all biologists or chemists or ex-missile experts, but they had been 

trained, to know what the UN was doing.  We also had recruitment from the whole world, so 

we had a credibility, in political terms, that we were not too dependent upon the United 

Kingdom and the US.  These two countries had performed a very helpful service to 

UNSCOM, but there were weaknesses in this help which proved fatal later on.  Of course you 

get very qualified people if you ask the United Kingdom or the US government: you get lots 

of PhDs from Porton Down and from Los Alamos, and that is very good, but it is sometimes 

at the expense of the geographical distribution.  Perhaps we did not get as many PhDs from 

Jordan or from Slovakia but we got through greater political credibility.  And every inspector 

does not need to have PhD – there are many functions of inspections for which it is not so 

necessary. 

Q190  Lord Lea of Crondall:  Leading up to Iraq, you did not crack the nut of getting 

intelligence co-operation as you would have wished.  I think you are on the record or in your 

book as having said that.  Presumably intelligence cooperation is vital and yet high-level, 

high-quality intelligence will be close to the military and close to the heart of the nation 

states, the biggest powers in the world.  Can you see any further way in which you could help 

to crack the nut, so that you would not be left stranded with the State Department putting out 

press releases denigrating what you were doing because you did not have the right 
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information, and yet they claim to have intelligence that they did not give to you, and that is 

unsatisfactory.  Can you throw any further light on what we can do in the future to avoid that 

Catch-22? 

Dr Blix:  I hope we were in some special situation in the case of Iraq.  There was, as we know 

from O’Neill’s book and other books, an interest in the US to change the regime – which pre-

dated 9/11 but became much stronger.  As Wolfowitz has explained, there were many 

different reasons why they wanted to go to war.  Wolfowitz used the expression that 

“weapons of mass destruction were selected for bureaucratic reasons” – he used the term 

“bureaucratic” – and by that he meant that in the US administration there were many different 

rationales but the one on which they could all agree was weapons of mass destruction.  And, 

of course, that was the one that was most plausible to sell to the US Congress and to the 

United Kingdom Parliament, and possibly to the Security Council and the world.  But there 

were others.  We have been told the intervention was a signal to terrorists, a signal against 

non-proliferation.  I think an important purpose was to move American troops out of Saudi 

Arabia (where they were seen as less welcome) into an Iraq, a much more secularised country 

and with a different regime after Saddam.  So there were strong incentives for the US to go 

for the war.  It was active in the political leadership and, from there it moved into a loyal 

administration.  We have seen that, while perhaps the CIA was not ordered to come up with 

evidence of a particular kind, nevertheless they felt under pressure to do this and I think they 

succumbed to it.  They saw that the political leadership welcomed a particular kind of 

interpretation, the worst-case scenario.  It did not welcome other things.  I remember talking 

to Condoleezza Rice.  I said to her that we were not impressed by much of the intelligence 

that we had seen, and she said, “It is not US intelligence that is under scrutiny here, it is Iraq 

that is under scrutiny.”  It was not welcome really to look very much at ones own weaknesses.  

I think that the role of inspection is like the role of investigating police.  When you have a 
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murder, you may have a hunch, you may have a feeling, but you have to keep your eyes open 

and you have to apply critical thinking to all of it.  In the fall of 2002, I felt like most other 

people: my gut feeling was that they had weapons of mass destruction, because they had 

behaved in such a way, but when I was asked a question by the media, I refused to answer 

that.  I said, “I’m not here to tell the world about my gut feeling, I am here to provide 

inspections, and that is what we will do.”  The more we did of the inspections, the more 

sceptical we became.  I think there was an element of arrogance on the part of the US and a 

disdain of the UN, and a bit of hubris, actually, in the way they looked at us.  Vice-President 

Cheney, after all, had said that inspection was worse than having any at all, and he clearly 

ascribed much more credibility to US intelligence.  However, there was a failure by the 

intelligence side not to stand up to their obligations as national civil servants.  Even if they 

would have felt the pressure from the government side, they should have stood up to it.  We 

did.  But we were in an easier situation than the governments: governments have to take 

decisions on where to go; inspectors can report simply on what they see.  The criticism I have 

made of them is rather that they did not exercise critical thinking on the substance that they 

saw.  If, say, they had 70 or 50 per cent of the evidence, they should examine that critically.  

That they have to take decisions on less than 100 per cent information, yes, this is a necessity 

of government. 

Q191  Lord Dykes:  You have come up with some very clear explanations and they are very 

fascinating to us, of course, but it was also sad, earlier on, to hear you specifically using the 

phrase, “there is at the moment despondency in the world disarmament community”.  

Obviously it is axiomatic that, in so far as the EU is only just starting really to grapple with 

the security strategy and the WMD strategy, it is early days, and there is still not enough 

funding, as has been referred to so far.  Could I widen it out but remain in the terms of the 

discussion.  Could you say in a little more detail, without being other than brief, which you 
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have been on all the answers, why you feel there is that despondency and what the reasons are 

for it.  If you come back to the ex post immediate war conflict situation in Iraq, then the 

subsequent UN certification and authorisation and so on has inevitably had a catch-up look 

about it.  Even if that was not the fault of the UN itself, it was bound to have that in the 

circumstances.  It looked as though it was trying to get subsequent control of the situation, 

where control had been wrested from it by unilateral action by the United States, supported by 

Britain.  Do you feel now that that is one of the reasons for despondency in the world 

disarmament community as well?  Does that mean that, because the UN remains not 

sufficiently respected and strong in the total global sense, there are problems of it developing 

its own effective WMD strategies as highlighted in the high level planning decisions? 

Dr Blix:  I think despondency stems essentially from the fact that the NPT bargain has not 

been respected.  The missile treaty is something apart and highly disturbing and potentially 

dangerous, I think.  However, the killing of the Comprehensive Test Ban through US non-

ratification was a very severe blow.  There was not just distrust of the treaty itself but the 

rejection also had something to do with revenge against Clinton.  There were lots of American 

military, including Colin Powell, who supported the Comprehensive Test Ban, and this was 

an instrument that the world community and the CD had worked on for many, many years.  

Now the CD has not succeeded in getting an agenda for a number of years.  Totally passive.  

And this is in a period of full détente, I sometimes feel optimistic long-term about the world 

community and think the risk of world wars is not very great for the future because wars used 

to be fought about territory or about ideology and there is no fight between great powers 

about territory any longer.  Everybody subscribes to the market economy.  Taiwan is a 

flashpoint, but, otherwise, not.  So, in the midst of détente, which helped to solve many things 

and had its peak in 1991, when Bush the elder took action, we see how this work that has 

been going on for decades is now going into a stalling.  We see the EU is less and less 
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interested in it, and the fissile material ban is not getting anywhere.  We have seen how the 

US turned around very quickly one day on the Biological Convention and say, “We throw it 

out.”  After having discussed the problem of verification and implementation for years and 

years and years, they suddenly give the message that, “Well, we have diluted it in the 

direction we want it, but now we throw it out anyway.”   All the people who have been 

involved in this then felt, “This is clearly hopeless.”  Then there came the doctrine of pre-

emptive strike - a new direction.  Maybe one should not exaggerate, they are not tossing out 

restraints altogether, and if I feel some hope they might be persuaded, “Look, you must not 

abandon this treaty path, you must remain loyal to it.  It does not mean that they have taken 

away the possibility from you to act unilaterally if you deem that necessary.  There are lots of 

people who are critical of the way you did it in Iraq, but it is there – it is always there with the 

military power that you have.”  So the despondency is there.  At the same time you can see in 

the support of the idea of the free zone, of enrichment, and the PSI, etcetera, that the world 

disarmament community tries to patch up, tries to be understanding and a bit conciliatory vis-

à-vis the US.  I understand that.  We can see recently how the French were quick in 

supporting the US peacekeeping operation in Haiti.  All this is an expression, I think, of the 

wish of the Europeans and others, to patch up: “We are all together.”  But I think one must 

not forget that something important has been going on and may continue to go on.  The US 

may be moving more to be a sheriff of the world than one that is with others.  That is a very, 

very big thing, which is somewhat hidden in the current discussions about the NPT.  I am not 

sure I have understood all your question, but there is one point I would like to make, and that 

is that the US asked us to move aside with inspections, and then they took the war-occupied 

country and they sent in the Iraq Survey Group, under David Kay first and then later Charles 

Duelfer, and now they have made it clear that they will not look for weapons any more.  So 

they have given up on that.  They are not saying that there are no weapons but they have 
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given up on it.  So the implication is that they have ….  Duelfer is not even supporting 

allegations that things could have gone to Syria.  If you will recall, Resolution 687 from 1991 

states that sanctions can be lifted when the Council has concluded on the basis of weapons 

inspectors that weapons of mass destruction have been eliminated..  The resolution also says 

that they see the inspection and the elimination of weapons of mass destruction Iraq as a step 

towards a zone free of weapons of mass destruction.  So one can ask oneself, now that the US 

has drawn the conclusion that they give up on looking for any further weapons, would it not 

be becoming, at any rate, for the US to report to the Council that these are the conclusions, or 

would they find it unpleasant to do so?  The next step is perhaps even more important, to look 

again at a zone free of weapons of mass destruction for some sort of security in the area.  This 

is an idea I heard in Cairo, where I was yesterday.  It was said that all the countries, including 

Iran, are very much in favour of the zone and the links between the Israeli and the Iranians are 

very important, so reviving a multilateral channel, a multilateral line here, I think, would be 

an interesting thing and as entirely indicated by the past resolutions. 

Q192  Lord Grenfell:  Dr Blix, what is the value of a suspension on the enrichment 

programme?  In Iran Mr Sabien is waiting for those carrots which, in his view, are not pulled 

out of the ground yet and then put on a plate for him.  When the period comes when he 

decides or they decide that they want to reinstate that enrichment programme, does that not 

take us back to square one?  What is the real value of a temporary suspension? 

Dr Blix:  You would need a great many centrifuges in order to produce any substantial 

quantities of enriched uranium.  They have some.  I have not seen the numbers.  They are 

relatively small.  They have the capability to produce more centrifuges, but if you have 

thousands of centrifuges then you have the capability of enriching not only to five per cent but 

also to 85 and 90 per cent.  The fact is, of course, that Iran has demonstrated a capability to 

make enriched uranium, and that capability is not going to disappear.  Iraq has also had the 
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scientists and engineers to do it, and this particular technology is now so widely known, 

through Khan and through others, that it is everywhere.  It is a question of the will to do so.  

But with transparency and with effective safeguards and additional safeguards, well then there 

can be a greater reliability in the Iranians actually not doing the industrial scale.  There is a 

game now: how effective can the verification be?  Is there a risk that they would be able to 

hide something 12 metres deep, not in tunnels but in some other place in Iraq?  That depends 

upon how much transparency they will have.  If you were to have a weapons free area, 

including Israel, you will need to have inspections which go far beyond even the original 

protocol. And the Israelis will insist upon having also Israeli inspectors and other inspections 

from the region and there will have to be additional systems for challenge inspections and so 

forth.  So, yes, this is an essential part of it.  I think you cannot have 100 per cent guarantees 

against cheating but you may come very high, especially with the techniques of detection are 

improving all the time.  You are familiar with the way the Americans first got the suspicion 

about enrichment: in Iraq in 1990, before the war broke out, the Iraqis had taken hostages and 

they placed some of the American hostages into Tuwaitha, their nuclear research centre, and, 

as the Americans were released they took their clothes and analysed them and they found tiny, 

tiny particles, and said, “Ah, hah, they are dealing with enrichment.”  And these techniques 

have developed since then.  That was the beginning of the nineties and the environmental 

sampling technique has gone far since then.  The combination of satellites, surveillance, 

environmental sampling which the IAEA has now, yes, this takes us much, much further.  But 

100 per cent?  No, I do not think it would be. 

Q193  Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Is it not the case that you are more likely to be able to 

persuade countries which might be contemplating or might be some small way down the 

track, like Iran is on enrichment, not to proceed any further, perhaps even to dismantle the 

enrichment, if you have some kind of worldwide approach to this rather than just an Iran-
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specific approach?  Surely the experience is that country-specific approaches are very 

objectionable to the country in question because they assume that that country is in fact a “bad 

boy” and that, therefore, having a wider approach – which is the approach of moratorium – 

sometimes has political attractions to it.  The other thing on which perhaps you could 

comment that has struck me in this matter is that the enrichment and reprocessing plant, but 

particularly enrichment, does require very large scale construction.  And, as you just said 

yourself, you cannot just produce it in a laboratory, like you can do with biological weapons.  

Perhaps there is more to an approach for the moratorium than you in your initial account 

suggested and the number of people who could provide enrichment and reprocessing services 

is quite large.  It is not limited to the United States.  You gave a list of some, but it did not 

include Germany and the Netherlands, for example, which can do so too.  So a country that 

participated in IAEA calling rights, as it were, a programme for these services, would have 

reasonable chances for believing they would not be interrupted if there was an international 

agreement. 

Dr Blix:  Here I think you have a point.   If the Iranians hear that it is not only they who will 

suspend their enrichment, that also the North Koreans will do that under verification and all 

other countries in the world – none of whom is interested in doing it! – it might be a sort of 

mild consolation.  I think that is the point.  The alternative is to say, “Look, you happen to be 

in a region which is very tense and if you move on you know very well that the tensions will 

increase in this region, therefore it is our suggestion that you voluntarily renounce this 

enrichment or a suspend the enrichment.  In return there will be a multilateral assurance of 

supply, which is already on the table.”  Such assurance of supply will have to be, I think, not 

only from the West Europeans, but should also comprise the Russians and the Chinese, 

because the guarantee is greater if there is diversity than if from a limited market.  I think the 

suggestion is a bit empty, would a world that does not intend to go for enrichment and that 
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commits itself not to do it, to give some consolation to these two cases.  That strikes me as a 

little bizarre.  But I think you have a point, that it is conceivable that it might make it less 

unappetising to them than if they are to do it alone. 

Q194  Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Would you not agree that because the nuclear weapons 

free zone, whether it is South Asia or the Middle East or North-East Asia, and particularly 

because of the Middle East one, can only really be conceivably contemplated in the context of 

an agreement on the Palestine issue, there is not a possibility that there will be one?  Because 

Israel will not enter into these discussions, surely, until it actually knows that there is an 

agreement in which it has participated.  Given that that may take really – let’s be careful about 

it – quite a long time, then it is a very risky business to balance the whole of your non-

proliferation strategy for the Middle East on prior attainment of a settlement on the 

Palestinian issue. 

Dr Blix:  Yes. 

Q195  Lord Hannay of Chiswick:  Because, during that time, all these people, these 

wonderful scientists, are of course churning away, doing what they are paid to do.  It strikes 

me that although, as you know, the panel shares that view that the nuclear weapons free zones 

is the way in the long term of addressing problems in those high tension regions, it is surely a 

very dangerous proposition to say that you put the whole bank on that when you do not know 

when you are going to get it. 

Dr Blix:  I think the European Strategy is entirely right on this in saying that: “Yes, the 

political incentive is the most important; however, we cannot wait until this gives dividends, 

you have to take other measures before.”  As I saw the discussions about the zone, which I 

listened to in Cairo now in the past few days, you have the Arabs saying, “This is a point 

Israel votes for and has done so for year, so, let’s pursue it. When do we get it?”  The Israelis 
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say, “That’s very far down the line.  It is at the bottom of the agenda.  First, we will have a lot 

of other problems, so … We may want to have peace negotiations, there are other issues, 

etcetera.  When confidence has come, then we can do away with the nuclear weapons in a 

zone.” Whereas the Arabs will say, “Look, here you are asking that we should enter into a 

marriage and you will be sleeping with 80 plutonium bombs under your pillow for ten years 

before we do away with it.”   I think if you have movement towards settlement with the 

Palestinians, maybe this timetable will be a little contracted: the Arabs will tolerate waiting a 

little bit more and the Israelis will be ready to give earlier.  But, before that happens, I think 

you are right, one must try to do other things, and the acute point today of course is Iran.  

Whether they really need to have the consolation that also Canada and Australia convinced 

themselves to not do the enrichment plants for the next ten years, I am not sure, but they 

perfectly well understand that tension will increase if they go ahead.  I think the Iranians are 

divided.  There are those who may want to have their weapons and there are others who want 

to make use of this as a way of settling other things.  They probably want to have 

normalisation and do not feel an immediate need of nuclear weapons either. 

Q196  Lord Maclennan of Rogart:  When the negotiations opened between France, 

Germany,  Britain and Iraq, there was clearly an urgent need to engage in these talks since 

there was an alternative policy being suggested by the United States.  That goal of Europeans 

was represented as being to bring about a moratorium.  But is it your suggestion, I just want to 

be clear, that the negotiating objectives should now change for the European Union, to one of 

bringing about a regime of openness, a regime of openness involving inspections, which goes 

further than a mere moratorium but which would also take account of the rights of the 

Iranians to possess enriched uranium.  If that is so – and if it is not, we can scrub it – it seems 

to run up against the American disbelief in inspection as a means of tackling the problem of 

perceived threats of possession.  
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Dr Blix:  As I understood the European line, they will not accept any enrichment at all.  

Whether you term it a moratorium or a final and definitive renunciation … I talked about a 

moratorium of enrichment and I think the Americans are on the same line.  There must not be 

any activity, whether in Iran or North Korea, that is on the path to nuclear weapon.  If you 

have enrichment of five per cent, then you are on the path to nuclear weapon material.  It is 

not acceptable, something that is for three months or one year or for a limited period of time, 

but it is an open-ended one.  But I think there is a difference between the US and the 

Europeans, in that the Europeans clearly accept new peaceful nuclear activities – not 

enrichment, but at the Būshehr plant they have two nuclear power plants for which they have 

paid a lot and which give electricity.  I am not sure the Americans have said that they accept 

that.  I think they should accept that.  In fact, for many years the Americans were urging the 

Russians not to help to complete those plants, and said that this was a way, a conduit, for 

technology.  I think they were barking up the wrong tree all the time.  It turned out that it was 

Mr Khan and his exports to Iran that were of importance.  You asked about the openness: Do 

we ask for more openness than what we have now?  Yes, the Iranians have not ratified the 

additional protocols, and I think that is the standard which is asked for – I have not heard it 

suggested that Iranians will have more than that.  It would be welcome if they did so.  Of 

course openness in general is very good.  It was whistle-blowers, after all, who set the world 

to oppose what was going on in Natal, so …. and Iran is a much more open country than Iraq 

was before 1991.  I heard Iranians say the other day, when someone said that they are 

secretive, “If we can keep a secret for three months in Iran, that’s great.”  But perhaps one 

should not be tempted to be taken in by it.  I think the standard is the additional protocol – 

continued acceptance of the protocol, not more. 

Q197  Lord Morris of Aberavon:  Dr Blix, how do you rate the threat of biological 

weapons?  What have you done about it? 
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Dr Blix:  Rapid development of biotechnology is something that we are being told about as 

enabling those who have the resources and have the advanced expertise to construct 

biological agents against which you cannot vaccinate and which are extremely powerful.  The 

delivery of it has been much more difficult, but we are beginning to master the technique for 

this.  Most of the experts I listen to are sceptical about the ability of non-state actors to handle 

this.  It is quite difficult. And, as I said, the fellow in the United States who sent anthrax by 

mail, he was very accomplished.  He was someone who came from an advanced community 

of biological scientists.  Mostly people I talk to seem not to be too agitated about the risk of 

non-state actors to handle this, except if you have a Dr Strangelove of this kind – not the al-

Qaeda – certainly not. 

Q198  Lord Morris of Aberavon:  How do you rate the threat of this? 

Dr Blix:  Relatively low. 

Q199  Lord Morris of Aberavon:  As regards action by states, treaties and the like, the 

difficulties of verification, industrial interfaces, how can we get over those? 

Dr Blix:  Most of the advice we get is pointing to the mechanism for defence.  That points to 

the health security system of the different countries, a rapid detection of any epidemic of any 

kind and a rapid action against it.  I, for my part, think that points to making use of the World 

Health Organisation.  It ought to be possible to combine such a capability and duty in that 

organisation with their job to look after other epidemics that come around.  We have had 

several.  HIV is one in which the world has failed.  The World Health Organisation is given 

the charge – perhaps not with sufficient resources, but it is difficult once it has spread.  Then 

we had SARS.  Right now we have fear of the avian flu – and that seems in some cases to 

have jumped from person to person and it could be very, very troublesome.  In these cases 

clearly the World Health Organisation is there to spot it and to organise common action.  We 
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do not want to have the US or some other powerful country that would do it, but we all in our 

regions or in our countries need to have a national defence against epidemics, whether they 

come from the weapon of manmade, man-engineered, or  something that nature itself brings 

upon us.  Then you have also another sector and that is the ethical rules in the industry and 

among the scientists.  What do they do?  What do they deal with?  There are some Australians 

who came up with something half a year ago which was a bit of a surprise, they had not 

intended to produce what they actually came out with, and there a treaty, a protocol, between 

governments may not be very helpful.  You need to have intensive discussions by 

technological industry and with the scientific community.  So it is many-fold, but, to me, so 

far, it seems that the defence lies with health systems for spotting and for taking measures. 

Q200  Lord King of Bridgwater:  Could I ask for clarification.  You said that proper 

biological weapons was strictly a problem of delivery.   

Dr Blix:  Has been. 

Q201  Lord King of Bridgwater:  But you said they are beginning to get over that. 

Dr Blix:  That is right. 

Q202  Lord King of Bridgwater:  Who do you mean by they? 

Dr Blix:  Well, the Iraqis had developed biological weapons and they had even weaponised 

them in some bombs.  The problem, as I understand, was that when ----- 

Q203  Chairman:  Dr Blix, I think we have probably come almost to the end of the session.  

If, when we have a moment’s silence, you could answer the question, then I think the 

Committee can adjourn for the purpose of voting and I will conclude the session.  
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Dr Blix:  We have heard from the military that they have better techniques now of 

disseminating these through aerosols and spreading them in the air, whereas earlier they had 

great difficulty and they perished on the way down to the ground. 

Q204  Lord King of Bridgwater:  You said the Iraqis? 

Dr Blix:  Yes.  Not Iran. 

Chairman:  Could I just say, Dr Blix, in the moment of silence that is left to me, thank you 

very much indeed for coming.  We are grateful for the detailed answers you have given to our 

questions. 


