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THURSDAY 16 DECEMBER 2004 

________________ 

Present 

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

Witness: Professor Michael Clarke, Director, International Policy Institute, Social Science 

& Public Policy, King’s College, London, examined. 

Q15  Chairman: Professor Clarke, thank you very much indeed for coming to give evidence 

to the sub-committee.  As I think you know, we are carrying out an inquiry into the European 

Union Strategy on the Non-Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction.  I do not know 

whether you propose to make an opening statement, but it would be helpful in opening if you 

could, in any event, before going on to the questions, of which you have been given notice, 

perhaps give us your view of the European strategy, how effective you think it is, where it fits 

in as it relates to other agencies, other countries, and other activities.  Perhaps you could, in 

particular, draw some distinction, if you see a distinction, between the different types of 

weapons of mass destruction.  Perhaps we could start in that way. 

Professor Clarke: Yes.  I was asked to comment on the EU strategy, the document that 

appeared last year “EU Strategy Against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction”, and 

the outline to that strategy.  I would say that it says all the right things.  One does not read it 

with a sense that there is anything particularly missing in an intellectual sense, but of course 

the question is how much real political impetus is there behind this?  One of the things I 

noticed very clearly with the document is that it says very early on, in chapter 3, paragraph 
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14, “Our approach will be guided by our conviction that non-proliferation should be 

mainstreamed in our overall policies….” and that sounds pretty positive.  That interesting 

word “mainstreamed” does not appear again until the end of the document when it merely 

recommends mainstreaming non-proliferation policies into the EU’s wider relations with third 

countries.  There seems to be a bit of a contradiction here, which reflects on how much 

political impetus there really is behind this document.  That, I think, is the problem with all 

non-proliferation at the moment, that there are no clever, new ideas waiting to be developed.  

I think most non-proliferation specialists have a good sense of what could be done that is 

within the realms of the politically possible, but what pushes the boundaries of what is 

politically possible is the open question.  That is much more a political than a technical 

question.  One final introductory point I would make is that it seems to me that within the 

technologies of weapons of mass-destruction we are entering an era where we may be close to 

a take-off point with quite a lot of the technologies.  Proliferation is not nearly as bad as we 

used to fear it might be, and there certainly has been some good news on the proliferation 

front over the last 20 years, particularly in some aspects of nuclear proliferation and some 

chemical, but, in general, if we think of nuclear, chemical, biological and radiological 

proliferation, there is good reason to suppose that in the next 10 to 15 years those 

technologies may reach a take-off point, after which it would be genuinely difficult to do 

anything about those technologies.  So I think we have lots of opportunities as well as lots of 

dangers, and the NPT conference of next year, the review conference, I think is absolutely 

critical.  It goes well beyond the nuclear issues that NPT will face.  My final opening point is 

that I think the regime approach to arms control is actually going to be at stake in the review 

conference next year.  I would not put it any less strongly than that. 

Q16  Lord King of Bridgwater: Would you say that last sentence again? 
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Professor Clarke: The regime approach to arms control, that we should deal with arms 

control fundamentally through strengthening international regimes, I think will be, to a large 

extent, at stake in the NPT conference next year.  I put it as strongly as that.  I think we are on 

the tipping point of a quite different approach to counter-proliferation as opposed to 

non-proliferation, which the Europeans need to think through very carefully. 

Q17  Lord Inge: Could you just say what that approach might be? 

Professor Clarke: The regime approach is the one that we have had to date, which is really 

quite good.  The non-proliferation regime through the NPT has been pretty good.  The 

Chemical Weapons Convention on paper is an excellent convention since it deals with all 

aspects of chemical problems.  There is a framework for biological and toxicological 

weapons, but it is not implementable at the moment.  There are some regime approaches to 

nuclear terrorism which have been dominated by or stimulated by the events since 9/11.  All 

of those taken together add up to a series of I think quite useful regimes, which have been at 

least partially successful, and the NPT has been really quite successful.  I think predominantly 

the United States’ approach to counter-proliferation, however is to have very little faith in 

regimes and to assume that regimes can be used more for deception than prevention and that 

they are a way for cheating states to appear to obey the rules while actually breaking them.  It 

is very difficult for countries wanting to affect US attitudes not somehow to be co-opted by 

that agenda.  I think there is a real tactical issue for the NPT review conference next year as to 

how the Europeans would react.  Without banging on about this too much, in European circles 

now I hear, more than I have ever heard before, European specialists talking about drawing 

“lines in the sand” between us and the United States and that the Europeans cannot be co-

opted any longer to this neo-con approach.  I find that very disturbing because ultimately I do 

not believe there is any alternative but to continue dialogue around a consensus with the USA.  
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A lot of European specialists are now perceiving that there is a fundamental difference in 

attitude towards the proliferation problem. 

Q18  Lord Lea of Crondall: I am not quite clear how that ties in with the criticism of the EU 

document, which otherwise I would be very sympathetic to, that we in Europe are not really 

investing political capital in getting this thing to be meaningful at all.  Can you reconcile that 

with what you have just said about going along with the neo-con thing and so on? 

Professor Clarke: I think the European Union has potentially a very important role to play in 

three or four different ways in trying to reconcile.  In a sense, we are trying to square a circle. 

Q19  Lord Lea of Crondall: Could you characterise that a little more specifically in three or 

four ways? 

Professor Clarke: Yes.  As the EU document lays out, and in my own view, the Union should 

certainly support the regime approach to the NPT, which it does.  It talks about the need to 

continue pressure for the universalisation of our non-proliferation regimes.  It also talks, very 

sensibly it seems to me, about strengthening the role of the UN Security Council in matters of 

non-proliferation.  It anticipates some of the work of the High Level Task Force that reported 

to the Secretary General on 2 December.  In those sorts of ways it helps.  That is the first way:  

the EU can simply add its weight institutionally I think to the United Nations’ own report of 

last week, which is very sensible on these matters.  I do have a personal interest in saying that.  

If you have read my CV, you will know that I was involved in one of the groups that did some 

of the work that built into this report, so of course I think it is sensible.  I think the EU could 

do that.  Secondly, the EU can open up much more dialogue with the United States on 

proliferation issues.  There is a need for this both at a broad political level, but also at a more 

detailed technical level as well.  At the broad political level, I think it is simply to keep 

characterising the problem as a problem of maintaining regimes.  At the specific level, there 
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are areas of dialogue with the United States, such as how we support the Proliferation 

Security Initiative of the US.  The PSI is quite an important development, which could be 

supported, and in a way that is consistent with regimes.  There is also quite a role for the 

European Union to talk to the United States about defining bio-toxin elements.  The EU’s 

own proposal to establish an EU disease control centre I think would actually make for a very 

good interlocutor, both at the United Nations, particularly in the WHO, and with the United 

States.  Above all, the EU has got to find a better way of engaging with the United States on 

approaches to Iran.  I think the Iranian issue will be absolutely critical.  At the moment, it is a 

carrot and stick approach where the Europeans provide the carrot and the US provides the 

stick.  How much better it would be if together they were providing both carrot and stick, 

rather than providing it because they differ in their relative approach.  That is a huge issue, 

which I will be glad to talk to you a bit more about.  A final way for the European Union to 

engage at a detailed level would be in supporting the NPT regime in general.  There is not a 

great deal that the EU could do, and I could talk about some of the details.  But the area of 

greatest opportunity for the EU would be to be more proactive on the Chemical Weapons 

Convention and in trying to get some teeth to the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention.  

Those two areas of chemical and bio are the areas where the EU’s comparative advantages 

would play out I think to most effect.  In a sense, while leaving the NPT - not to its own 

devices - but to its own dynamics, the EU could be much more proactive on those other areas 

where its ability to monitor industry, to create package deals and to put together complex 

policies in a range of fields could be potentially applied to these areas if it wanted to take a 

much more serious lead. 

Q20  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Just to clarify some of your initial comments, when you 

talk about take-off, where are you taking that?  The development of technologies would be so 
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open, so available. that enforcement would be technically not possible under the existing 

regimes.  What is the signification of the take-off comment? 

Professor Clarke: I think it varies in the case of all three main WMD elements.  In terms of 

nuclear issues, my guess is, and I cannot say that this is an accurate analysis, it is a guess, that 

around about 2015, in perhaps ten years time, we may have reached the point where a number 

of states have reached a nuclear threshold, which they will choose not to cross because it is 

easy to cross when they do choose to do so.  There will be no immediate advantage of 

crossing; they will just remain at the nuclear threshold.  It is the threshold to which Iran is 

presently coming very close.  Other countries will also arrive at that threshold in perhaps 

another ten years time.  What I then think we might see is, as a result of a series of regional 

crises, states may then go nuclear quite close together and, from a world of now effectively 

eight or nine nuclear states, we might suddenly find that we have a world of 22 or 23 nuclear 

states, as a result of particular regional crises.  Then it will not be impossible to do anything 

about it but it will be a lot more difficult than it is now.  That is the take-off point in nuclear 

terms.  I think it varies a little with chemical and biological. 

Q21  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Turning to what can be done now, is it your view that the 

role of the EU is to influence?  I was not quite clear whether you were saying that the EU’s 

influence on the US ought to be to seek to extend their co-operation on what might be called 

the legislative role of the international community, that is, extending the regimes and their 

effectiveness through inspection and so forth, or are you saying that somehow what you 

described as the counter-proliferation stance of the US would be to accept, embrace, and the 

two could live side by side?  Are you saying there is an ineluctable difference in approach and 

that the two cannot be married, or what? 

Professor Clarke: I am saying that there is a philosophical difference in approach between 

what I define as counter-proliferation in the United States’ sense and non-proliferation in the 
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regime sense.  I think they spring from different views of the world and of future security.  It 

is not the case however that just because they are philosophically different, that they cannot 

be married together in a political framework that may rub along and work.  I think as 

Europeans, and certainly in my own view, we would be much more in favour of a regime 

approach, of a legal approach, to the whole problem but one recognises that if the United 

States thinks differently, that cannot be wished away and that US support at some level for 

regimes must somehow be maintained.  If I were asked about what is the best tactic for the 

EU to adopt if the EU members took the same view that I do, I would say that it is to make 

very specific proposals in nuclear terms, which would strengthen the NPT regime, and there 

are a number of quite good proposals around which could do that. 

Q22  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Could you illustrate? 

Professor Clarke: For instance, to make withdrawal from the NPT more difficult; at the 

moment, one could withdraw from the NPT quite legally in three months, in 90 days.  

Supposing it became more difficult and a state could only withdraw, say, after three or five 

years?  Supposing withdrawal from the NPT automatically triggered an emergency meeting of 

the Security Council, an emergency investigation of the nuclear technologies that the 

withdrawing country had?  All of these would be measures that would act as disincentives to 

countries to withdraw trivially from the NPT.  They are not easy but it would be a way of 

strengthening the regime because the NPT has achieved reasonable universality.  Of course 

the non-joiners are the ones we all worry about, but nevertheless the Iranian case is a very 

important case because Iran, within the NPT, may get very close legally to nuclear weapon 

production, even with the additional protocols in place that it has agreed to, and then 

withdraw very quickly and be nuclear by 2008/2009.  That is an entirely feasible possibility.  

If that were more difficult to do, both for Iran and for other powers, then the NPT regime 

would be strengthened; it would be easier to keep the US on board and commit it to the NPT 
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regime if it could be seen that ways of strengthening it were given some real political impetus 

by the Europeans.  That would be my tactical approach to it. 

Q23  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Your view is then that it is not hopeless to seek to engage 

the US Administration in strengthening the regime approach? 

Professor Clarke: No, I do not believe it is hopeless.  It is certainly more difficult than it used 

to be, and I wish I were not speaking from this basis, but I do not believe it is hopeless. 

Q24  Lord Tomlinson: Professor Clarke, you have painted very clearly this potentially 

important role of the EU in relation to the United States.  I spent a fascinating eight to ten 

days in Washington during the summer going round the think-tanks, the State Department and 

the Pentagon, and I found it very difficult to find anybody there who took the EU seriously.  

They were particularly ill-informed about the EU.  They saw the new draft constitution as 

being highly integrationist as far as Europe was concerned, and therefore were saying they 

needed to find new interlocutors.  How do you propose that we should get the United States to 

take the EU seriously and to have that role of being the interlocutor on that important agenda 

that you put to us? 

Professor Clarke: I agree absolutely with your perception of US attitudes towards most 

European institutions at the moment.  One hopes that that will change over the course of the 

Bush Administration.  However, if I had to say how the Europeans can get on the American 

map a bit more firmly, I think that would come through two main avenues.  One is that 

Member States, in speaking bilaterally to the United States, have got to make it as clear as 

they can as often as they can that their policy is EU policy, and make it clear to the US that, 

though the US by and large prefers to deal with its allies and its partners bilaterally, what they 

are dealing with is, nevertheless, a united EU policy.  Secondly, going back to something 

mentioned before, the Iran issue, I cannot stress enough in my view how critical this is for 

9 



future non-proliferation and for future co-operation between Europe and the United States.  If 

we get the Iran issue right and at least find a way of buying more time before Iran goes 

nuclear, and I suspect that is the most that is possible at the moment, if we can at least do that, 

then we can show that arrangement with the US is potentially effective.  If we do not do that 

and if our policy is as poor as it was in European-American terms two years ago, then I am 

very pessimistic. 

Q25  Lord King of Bridgwater: Can we just go back a bit, because the point was picked up 

about the take-off, and just talk about nuclear, but I think you applied it to all weapons of 

mass destruction.  Can you tell us what is the take-off in chemical or radiological? 

Professor Clarke: In chemical, I think the dynamic is a little bit different.  We know that 

under the Chemical Weapons Convention about 70.000 tonnes of chemical weapons were due 

to be destroyed, and less than 10,000 have been destroyed.  If we are lucky, and if everything 

goes well, it will be 2012 before the 70,000 tonnes target is met and those weapons are out of 

the way.  Between now and then, there is quite a lot of time for either those weapons or some 

of those elements to leak, which relates to the radiological and the terrorist problem.  I think 

the chemical problem is a little bit different to the nuclear problem.  It is not so much the 

danger that states will go to this big threshold and then cross it in a grand gesture.  I think it is 

more that states will develop elements of chemical weaponry, which will probably, like the 

Iraqi chemical programme in the early Nineties, be pretty unreliable, but nevertheless will 

have a psychological effect and will be usable in certain situations.  That creeping 

“weaponisation” of chemical stocks and chemical capabilities I think can also happen quite 

easily within the next 10 to 15 years, but it will happen in a much more informal way.  

I suspect that, as with chemical and biological, the real dangers to world security will not be 

so much from the overt weaponisation of chemical agents but the leakage into terrorist hands, 
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and that raises the radiological issue, which I am happy to speak about now or later, if you 

like. 

Q26  Lord King of Bridgwater: Yes, please do so now. 

Professor Clarke: On radiological weapons, most people think of a radiological weapon as 

a dirty bomb that is nuclear waste packed around a conventional explosive of some sort.  It is 

much more feasible, from a terrorist point of view, to speak in terms of radiation being 

dispersed through water, through air supply, or even by making cars drive through it.  It 

would not be difficult to create a radiological sheep dip somewhere on a motorway and, by 

the time it was discovered, 10,000 cars would have driven through it and gone to all parts of 

the country.  Such dispersion would cause almost no threat to health, but the psychological 

impact would be huge, and that is the problem with radiological weapons, that one can think 

of lots and lots of horror stories that could create that psychological impact.  The issue for 

chemical is a little bit similar.  If chemical stocks begin to leak into unauthorised hands, then 

some of the psychological dynamics of radiological weapons would also apply to chemical 

weapons and, in terms of its effect on society, its potential effect could be quite great, at least 

psychologically, if not in reality.  I always use the example of the Tokyo underground attack 

by Aum Shinrikyo in 1995.  That only killed 12 people but it injured about 5,000.  

Nevertheless, it could have been a great deal worse.  The difficulty for terrorists of getting 

concentration of chemical agents is really quite great, but the psychological effect of any 

release is huge.  Biological is a different matter again, and I think we are looking at a longer 

timeframe before biological agents could easily be used in ways that would create genuinely 

mass casualties.  Although biological weapons are very frightening, there are a lot of antidotes 

and palliative measures available if societies want to take their protective measures a little 

more seriously. 
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Q27  Lord King of Bridgwater: Are you satisfied that the Russian institute’s work on their 

supplies is sufficiently controlled? 

Professor Clarke: No, not at all.  That is the issue we face in all areas of WMD, that the 

accounting of stocks and the protection of stocks is not good enough and is almost certainly 

becoming poorer.  One of the things that the Western worlds in general could do, and the 

Europeans in particular, is put a lot more effort into helping Russia and other states to protect 

those vulnerable stocks, but that too, of course, is politically sensitive. 

Q28  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Going back on the EU for a minute, I would like to ask 

you to flesh out a little how you think the EU could do some of these things and also what 

possible incentives they could offer to countries not to acquire weapons of mass destruction.  

Do you think that this should be done by, in a sense, a new security initiative which results in 

a review of the bilateral agreements between the EU and third countries highlighting this issue 

and perhaps seeking new agreements to intervene?  I am not clear what the signification of 

what you are generally suggesting would be in practical terms. 

Professor Clarke: It would vary from case to case.  I think there is a difference between 

European counties and the EU as an organisation. 

Q29  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I was speaking of the latter primarily. 

Professor Clarke: They would need to work together.  For instance, the Europeans, if I may 

just make that point for a moment, could certainly strengthen the non-proliferation of nuclear 

weapons regime by more strongly backing fissile material cut-off proposals; in other words, 

supplying nuclear fuel in return for a moratorium on enrichment and reprocessing in those 

states that are engaged in enrichment and reprocessing for civilian purposes.  It is not difficult 

to imagine the developed world in general, but the Europeans in particular, possibly through 

an EU policy but certainly the Europeans, providing as much nuclear fuel as is required for 
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civilian nuclear fuel cycles to reduce the number of enrichment and reprocessing facilities 

operating in the world and in the states, say, of Central Asia, south Asia and the Middle East.  

Those are the regions where the European countries can make the biggest difference.  I think 

there are things that the Europeans can do to strengthen the NPT.  There is quite a long list of 

suggestions.  The European Union as an organisation I think can best use its facilities; as it 

says in the document of 2003, it can apply lots of different policy levers and can integrate, at 

least in theory, policy levers towards a coherent policy, as indeed in some sectors it has.  If it 

applied that ingenuity to non-proliferation a little bit more vigorously, it has within its ambit 

the ability to monitor industry in Europe, the ability to act as a magnet to countries that want 

association agreements with the European Union to introduce codes of practices and codes of 

good behaviour, and to monitor and provide information, say, through its own situation centre 

but certainly through into the IAEA and the OPCW for chemical weapons, to send 

information of the right sort, properly digested, into those organisations.  So the European 

Union Commission’s capabilities that it uses in agriculture, fisheries and energy could also be 

used more actively in pulling together information and in monitoring what its own industries 

and other industries that it relates to are actually doing.  In some ways, that gets over some of 

the political sensitivities of intrusive verification regimes. 

Q30  Chairman: Can I just ask you this, Professor Clarke.  We had circulated to us an article 

from the European Voice saying about the strategy there is now, and I quote the headline, 

“WMD strategy hits the wall in the Commission-Council dispute”.  It talks about the 

Commission not being able to prepare for funding the Organization for the Prohibition of 

Chemical Weapons subject to this dispute.  “The Commission and member states are also 

divided on how to organize their assistance on nuclear disarmament in Russia.  The EU 

executive has asked for a fully fledged unit to deal with it”.  There is a whole number of 

issues there.  Would you care to comment on how well or otherwise the Union is organised in 
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this regard, because this is almost as important as the validity of the piece of paper we are 

looking at. 

Professor Clarke: I have to say, as an observer of arms control over the years and with fellow 

observers of arms control, when we read EU documents and we observe that they say all the 

right things, we also smile and shake our heads a little because we always know that the issue 

will be whether any real resource will be put into these initiatives and statements.  I think 

there is a constant tension between what we observe the European Union could do and what 

the European Union actually does do.  We know that because of the internal dynamics of the 

Union, a lot of these problems become lost in internal disputes.  I am not particularly 

impressed with the actual outputs of the European Union’s non-proliferation policy, but it 

could be so much better, there is no doubt about it. 

Q31  Lord Lea of Crondall: In the same article in European Voice we are told:  “The Union 

has agreed to provide €1 billion to the partnership, whose initial remit has been focused on the 

stockpile of fissile materials in Russia” and that “Commission officials have identified 

a serious shortfall between what has been pledged and the amount of money being released. 

Around €46m per year is to be provided in the 2003-06 period”.  It is an order of magnitude.  

Whose fault is that?  This is an example presumably of:  are we real?  Where can we bridge 

that gap?  Is that because we are kidding ourselves about the European budgetary 

commitment generally, or what does this €1 billion mean that is being committed? 

Professor Clarke: My own feeling is that that arises through two sources.  One is because the 

Commission, some rudely say, tries to make work for itself, but the Commission is always 

very ambitious about what it wants to do, and it should be; it is right to be ambitious.  The 

Commission will always look as if it wants to take on more responsibilities.  The Member 

States when they make these commitments of course sometimes have a rather hazy idea as to 

how they will back them up.  Ultimately, the failure to produce the amount committed to the 
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problem of “loose nukes”, as it often called, goes back to individual Member States.  They are 

making relatively unrealistic commitments.  Perhaps when they make the commitments they 

do not feel that they are unrealistic but time and again they turn out to be. 

Chairman: Perhaps this is a matter we can pursue in our next witness session. 

Q32  Lord Tomlinson: I just want to pursue one more thing with Professor Clarke because 

he has made it quite clear to us I believe that, however good the documents are, the EU is not, 

in his opinion, particularly well equipped in terms of resources, expertise, influence, whatever 

it happens to be, to put them into effect.  Against that basis, where can and where should the 

EU best prioritise in order the sooner to get a quite clear added value in this process against 

that background of the British Government quite clearly saying that the financial resources 

available to the European Union ought to be reduced from the level at which they presently 

stand, reduced by some 23-24 per cent? 

Professor Clarke: The most important issue on the horizon for the EU in which it needs to 

make an impact is one none of us can escape, and it goes back to the NPT review conference 

next year.  I would repeat I think that is a fairly critical juncture in the history of 

non-proliferation efforts in our era.  I think all that the EU can do to underpin the regime 

approach, to try to make a reality of the 13 principles that were adopted at the NPT 

Conference in 2000 and more or less forgotten about since, almost renounced completely, is 

to make an attempt to get those commitments back on track.  That is probably the most 

important short-term goal.  Beyond that, the EU I think can add the biggest value in 

strengthening the Chemical Weapons Convention and finding ways of implementing what is 

now a very good treaty, a very good framework and a really good template, which could be 

applied to other areas.  Going back to what I said about the EU’s abilities in terms of 

regulating and monitoring industry, that is the problem for chemical weapons; it is the fact 
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that chemicals are so generally available and are so comparatively easy to “weaponise”, at 

least in a rather crude way. 

Q33  Lord Tomlinson: Would, therefore, the EU be serving us better if it were to 

concentrate on two or three attainable priorities rather than have a document that says all the 

right things but leaves people like you with a wry smile on your face when you read it? 

Professor Clarke: I am very happy that the document says all of the right things because it 

shows a grasp of the whole problem, but I do believe that this document and documents like it 

would be a lot stronger if there was then an annex which said, “Our priorities for action for 

the next three yeas are the following”.  That would make a big difference.  The danger with 

all of these documents is that the EU looks as if it wants to do everything about everything, 

and we all know it will do very little about anything. 

Q34  Lord Morris of Aberavon: You rightly distinguish between various forms of weapons 

of mass destruction.  You gave information regarding chemical weapons.  I attended and 

spoke at the conference at The Hague when a large number of countries were present on this 

very issue.  The question I have is this.  If one can compare chemical and biological, which 

I am coming to in a moment, on the chemical side it seems to be reasonably effective; the 

Convention is working, although you have just mentioned the need to strengthen the treaty; 

167 counties have ratified.  You have mentioned the programme of destruction, which will go 

on for quite a few years.  It seemed to be approaching it in a professional way.  On the 

biological side, I think the words you used earlier were that there is a framework.  Comparing 

those two facets, we know that chemical weapons are (deliverable) and secondly they are 

simple, comparatively.  On the biological side, what kind of machinery would play a useful 

part in bringing the biological side up to whatever standard the chemical side has reached? 
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Professor Clarke: In some ways, that is more difficult and in other ways easier.  It is more 

difficult because bio-technology is moving at such a rate, it is not even clear now what sorts 

of biological weaponry may be possible even in five or eight years’ time.  When the 

Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention was concluded, there were very few actual 

specific biological technologies under review, although many potentials were recognised.  

There is a mystique about biological agents, which is partly created by the sheer revolution in 

biotechnology within this group.  On the other hand, a convention with teeth would be a little 

bit easier than for chemicals because fewer countries can do it anyway.  There are only certain 

areas of the world in industrial terms where biological agents could be diverted, or could be 

perverted, into weapons stocks.  The problem with the bio convention has always been that 

nobody is prepared really to tackle the problem of verification, or even effective monitoring.  

Until we get hold of that, then I think this is almost a black hole in the arms control regime 

façade.  That is why I am so keen on the Chemical Weapons Convention, because at least it 

provides a very good framework, which in theory can apply to quite a lot of the bio agenda. 

Q35  Lord Morris of Aberavon: Is the lack of political will the reason that we cannot get 

similar effective machinery as in the chemical side? 

Professor Clarke: I think there is also an intellectual problem in grasping the enormity of 

bio-developments, which I think is a very genuine problem.  It is not beyond the wit of man to 

do it but it has been very difficult to enshrine into agreements.  Of course, it is also politically 

difficult because the sort of verification and potential restrictions that it would possibly 

impose might be economically very damaging to some industries in some countries, and 

no-one quite wants to sign up to prohibitions which may be fundamentally deleterious to their 

industrial development.  That has been the whole problem with bio weapons. 

Q36  Lord Morris of Aberavon: Which countries are those? 
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Professor Clarke: The country that is the most sceptical has, generally speaking, been the 

United States, but Asian countries too when they have looked at this are certainly not very 

keen. 

Q37  Lord Inge: The main question I was going to ask has already been asked by 

Lord Tomlinson.  Could I just ask you perhaps a stage further?  If the European Union as 

a whole is bogged down in state bureaucracy and therefore is having no real impact on what is 

for me a very serous issue, would it be right then to suggest that the European Union needs to 

get a group of certain nations together, which may not only include European Union nations, 

to really start putting pressure on people to do something about this problem?  Then you 

talked about the take-off point.  Not ignoring, because it is a key issue, but putting aside to an 

extent Iran and North Korea, where would you start looking next for us to be worried about? 

Professor Clarke: I very much agree that an effort by some European Union members to pull 

in the states, the countries, that can make a difference would be very valuable.  One hears 

a great deal of common cause made in countries like Canada, for instance, that takes a very 

Europeanesque view on proliferation.  One can find similar countries in east Asia.  I think that 

would be an extremely useful idea.  It would not be to the detriment of the EU as a whole to 

have a leading group of EU states do that on behalf of EU thinking and EU policy more 

generally.  In terms of future thresholds, one point I would like to make is that it seems, 

although we know that chemical and bio weapons are in some ways more threatening, nuclear 

weapons are still the essence of the problem because they are the key which tends to open the 

others.  It has been the nuclear area where we have had the greatest success in non-

proliferation.  But it is also in the nuclear area where countries gain the biggest benefits from 

breaking through the threshold.  After all, nuclear military power denotes not just a 

technological ability but also an industrial and military ability, and some sort of delivery 

system.  While that prestige still attaches to nuclear weapons – and I do not think that is likely 
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to go away in our lifetimes – then it seems to me that nuclear arms control becomes the key.  

If nuclear arms control is battened down and largely successful, then other forms of arms 

control become, through regimes, all the more possible.  But if the regime is seen to be 

ineffective, then why should any other regime be effective?  It does seem to me that nuclear 

issues sit on top of the proliferation pyramid, which brings me to the question of the new 

thresholds.  The thing that I find less frightening about proliferation and more encouraging is 

the fact that the nuclear proliferation problem is not yet completely out of control.  The 

number of states that are nuclear is comparatively few.  The number of states that may go 

nuclear is still comparatively few, and restricted to three main regions.  The issues are:  the 

Middle East, north-east Asia, and south Asia.  It is really those three regions.  If you look at 

the states involved in the Middle East, the issues are:  Israel; Iran for definite; then possibly 

Egypt; possibly Iraq some time in the future, who knows; possibly Saudi Arabia some time in 

the future, just possibly; and then of course Russia and USA.  That is the nature of the 

problem.  That threshold – Israel is already a nuclear power and Iran will become a nuclear 

power pretty quickly – is the next one we face.  If we look at north-east Asia, the issues there 

are:  China; North Korea, which is effectively now a nuclear power; and then possibly Japan; 

possibly Taiwan; and then of course United States’ and Russian nuclear power is relevant.  If 

you look at south Asia, they are:  Pakistan and India definitely for now, possibly with the 

involvement of China, Iran, and Russia at some time in the future.  Those are the three danger 

areas:  the Middle East, north-east Asia and south Asia.  There are potentially successful 

measures of regional security, and security guarantees, and a fairly tough non-proliferation 

regime could capture quite a lot of the proliferation dynamics in these regions, 

notwithstanding the failure of Israel, India and Pakistan to join the NPT.  I am reasonably 

encouraged that although we are approaching regional thresholds pretty quickly, they are not 

impossible for us to do something about. 
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Q38  Lord King of Bridgwater: What about Central Asia? 

Professor Clarke: In proliferation terms, I do not see that as such an immediate problem.  

I think Central Asia is an immense problem of stability, which is going to have an impact on 

the greater Middle East and on south Asia.  We will certainly be living with the politics of 

Central Asia for some time to come, but I am not too bothered in proliferation terms about 

either nuclear or chemical proliferation in that area for, say, the next decade. 

Q39  Lord Lea of Crondall: I would like to go back to square one, if I may.  I am not 

a specialist in this area but the perception that you have put across in the last five minutes, in 

answer to Lord Inge, is that there is a prestige in being a country which has nuclear weapons, 

I think you said.  Almost like the debates of years ago about CND, if they are a deterrent, that 

is fine, but if the result is that people say, “I want them too because you have got them”, and it 

is a prestige to have them, I do not quite see what the long-term regime thought is that at 

present countries that have got them can hang on to them.  Would you mind reminding me 

from square one what the answer to that is? 

Professor Clarke: You tempt me strangely with that question!   The arguments are always 

that, in the case of counties like the United States, Russia and China, their superpower status 

somehow entitles them to the best weaponry that is available and that they are responsible 

owners of those weapons.  For middle powers, like the United Kingdom and France, we 

would argue normally that these are hangovers of a previous security situation where we did 

need them and it would be foolish to get rid of them now, since they are paid for and we 

provide a responsible example of trusteeship of these weapons.  While those arguments all 

hold a certain amount of weight, I am bound to say personally I am not that impressed by the 

arguments that are made in the case of the United Kingdom and France.  But it is true that if 

realistically we assume that CND views will not hold sway and that in the next era nuclear 

weapons will still exist, that we are not going to live in a de-nuclearised world completely, 
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nevertheless, one could make some real progress if the existing nuclear powers, the five 

original nuclear powers within the NPT, showed some real commitment to the commitments 

they made under Article VI of the NPT to pursue active disarmament, which in reality means 

moving significantly down the armaments scale in a way that impresses the rest of the world.  

Of course, the existing nuclear powers will say, “Look at the number of weapons that were in 

the world 20 years ago.  Look at the number we have now.  It is very few by comparison.  It is 

about one-third of the old stockpile.  But of course it is a very modernised stockpile, and the 

fact is that the rest of the world does not really believe the existing nuclear powers are 

committed to really significant measures of nuclear disarmament.  Until the powers are 

prepared to do something to create a process which makes that commitment look realistic, 

then the rest of the world is entitled to regard the NPT, even though many are within it, as 

effectively discriminatory. 

Q40  Lord Lea of Crondall: It is, is it not? 

Professor Clarke: Objectively, I would say it is discriminatory.  I would also have to add that 

even if the NPT was not discriminatory, it would be hard to imagine India and Pakistan still 

joining it.  I think the NPT is as big as it is going to be in effect now and we have to find other 

ways of pulling in India, Pakistan and Israel to a non-proliferation regime.  There is a constant 

conundrum here that the established nuclear powers have not convinced the rest of the world 

that they are committed to either as low a nuclear future as possible or still less to the 

possibility of a non-nuclear future.  That is a real problem.  For as long as they do not believe 

it, of course it will not happen.  If it will not happen, then they should not believe it.  That is 

the paradox. 

Chairman: There are no further questions.  Professor Clarke, thank you very much indeed for 

coming and giving your time in answering our questions.  It has been a very interesting 
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session.  I am sure it will be of great assistance to us in our deliberations.  Thank you very 

much indeed. 


