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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: Dr David Landsman, Head of Counter Proliferation Department, Foreign 

and Commonwealth Office, and Dr Bryan Wells, Director of Counter Proliferation 

and Arms Control, Ministry of Defence, examined. 

Q41  Chairman: Dr Landsman, Dr Wells, good morning.  As you well know, the 

European Union Sub-Committee is conducting this inquiry into the European strategy 

on non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and you know that there are a 

number of particular questions that we want to ask.  We want to endeavour to focus 

this inquiry on the EU strategy and the implications for the European Union, and not 

stray to far into the more general aspects.  Is there anything that you want to say to us 

in the first instance, or would you like to go directly to questions? 

Dr Landsman: We would be happy to start by answering questions.   

Q42  Chairman: Can I then put to you the opening questions.  It has been suggested 

and commented that this strategy says all the right things, but it is actually not likely 

to be implemented in full, so where do the realistic priorities for action lie under that 

plan, and what steps is United Kingdom taking to ensure that the Council of Ministers 

establishes those priorities?  Have all the European Union countries got the necessary 



legal powers, intelligence, finance and expertise, to implement those elements of the 

strategy that the Council of Ministers want to pursue, and particularly have we got 

them?  Is the EU properly organised to implement the strategy?  We have before us a 

report from the European Voice, which suggests that the Council and the Commission 

have fallen out over implementation of funding of the weapons of mass destruction 

policy.  It quotes various aspects such as a division between the Commission and 

Member States on how to organise their assistance on nuclear disarmament in Russia, 

a mismatch of finance, and indeed a suggestion that financial support for the 

organisation and prohibition of chemical weapons probably cannot be supplied 

because of that dispute, to just name three of them.  Where does the EU stand on 

implementing it, and particularly how does the United Kingdom stand and how does it 

view some of those issues? 

Dr Landsman: The European strategy is perhaps best viewed as doing two things.  It 

is a clear statement of the EU’s appreciation of the threat of weapons of mass 

destruction proliferation, and a statement of what the European Union believes needs 

to be done to address that threat; and then it is what is described somewhere in the 

document as a “living action plan” of specific points of action where the European 

Union, as the European Union, can make a difference, using the levers and resources 

that the European Union has.  That is characterised in the strategy by a familiar 

phrase, that is to say “effective multilateralism”.  The Member States of the European 

Union are also members of other organisations and are parties to various international 

instruments such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Chemical Weapons Convention 

and so on.  Therefore they will sometimes be acting in their capacity as members of 

the organisations; but there are some specific areas where the European Union can 

add real value, both as a diplomatic multiplier, for example the diplomatic action that 



the EU can take to promote universal adherence to the main non-proliferation 

instruments, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Chemical Weapons 

Convention, the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, and the IAEA’s 

Additional Protocol, which is a particularly good example.  That protocol allows the 

IAEA extra access to countries’ facilities to find out whether they are diverting 

nuclear material for military purposes and requires countries to make detailed 

declarations about their nuclear activities and holdings.  There, the European Union, 

as the EU, has embarked on a proactive diplomatic campaign to encourage countries 

to adopt additional protocols.  Whether or not each country has a nuclear industry of 

substance of its own, it is important that there should be a universal and non-

discriminatory approach, in which all countries support and are prepared to take on 

the burdens and responsibilities of supporting non-proliferation initiatives.  There is 

an example of where the EU can lend its diplomatic weight.  It is now 25 countries, 

and some of them are nuclear weapons states like the United Kingdom and some of 

them are not, and the diplomatic weight of the EU can be particularly valuable in 

cases like that.  The European Union can lend its financial support to non-

proliferation initiatives, for example the Commission has pledged a substantial sum to 

the Global Partnership, the G8-sponsored initiative for the reduction, elimination, of 

threats from, for example, redundant nuclear programmes in the former Soviet Union, 

from the destruction of chemical weapons, and other areas where the EU as a 

multiplier has particular weight and resources.  Another area where the EU is 

singularly able to operate effectively is in the area of export controls.  Whereas 

responsibility for purely military exports remains a matter for the sovereign decisions 

of each Member State, although there is of course an EU code of conduct, in the area 

of dual use exports, that is to say exports of materials and equipment which we would 



use both for civil and military purposes, the single market applies.  Clearly, there is an 

increasing concern about some dual-use materials which can be used for WMD 

programmes.  Here, where there is Community competence, where there is a single 

market, it is particularly important that the EU should act effectively and be aware of 

the overall context of the threat of WMD proliferation.  One particular example of an 

initiative the EU has taken on is the so-called peer review of export control systems.  

Each country has its own export control laws, based on its own legal system.  The 

code of conduct sets out the broad principles, the criteria, against which exports 

should be judged, and there is a dual-use regulation at Community level, but each 

country will have different systems and different law-enforcement bodies.  In one 

country the police may have responsibilities that in another country the customs 

authorities have, and so on.  It is therefore important that one should be sure that in 

practice the high standards that are called for in theory in the European Union-wide 

measures and strategies are maintained.  We have therefore embarked on a peer 

review process.  Member States of the EU have been grouped together and have 

examined each other’s systems and have been able to make a number of 

recommendations at the EU level for additional consistency and tightening up of 

controls, ensuring that best practice is adopted in each case.  For the moment, 

Chairman, I will give a few examples against those three headings: the diplomatic 

weight, the economic weight, the financial weight, and the practical legislative-related 

measures where the EU can add particular value.  That is not to say that everything 

that every EU Member State does towards addressing the WMD threat will be done 

through one of these European Union instruments.  We would not want to go that 

way, not least for falling foul of one of your concerns, which is that we would be 

cutting across existing initiatives.  The EU for example is working within the G8 



Global Partnership initiative, and representatives of the European Commission attend 

the co-ordination meetings that are held under the auspices of the G8 Global 

Partnership and contribute to that process so that what they do is entirely consistent 

with what the United Kingdom, the United States and Canada are doing and so on.   

Dr Wells: I would like to make a few points about the role the EU has played in 

strengthening the treaties as well as broadening them, which is something that David 

has spoken of.  Its work under the Chemical Weapons Convention:  the EU has been 

very active in promoting a greater awareness of the provision for challenge 

inspections that exist under that convention.  Austria hosted a conference on this 

during 2004, and that has heightened awareness amongst Member States and amongst 

international bodies on the provision for challenge inspections and how such 

inspections may be conducted; and the EU is now working with the OPCW to take 

that forward.  A second area that I would like to highlight where the EU is working to 

strengthen the regimes is in the Biological and Toxins Weapons Convention, where 

there is a programme of work over the three years from 2003 through to 2005 leading 

up to the sixth review conference in 2006, where the EU has been active amongst 

Member States in taking forward specific programmes of work to strengthen that 

convention.  Turning now to the specific area of chemical weapons destruction under 

the G8 Global Partnership, the EU is able to demonstrate that it is committing funds to 

this work and in fact has spent €900,000 through the United Kingdom’s project for 

chemical weapons destruction that is managed by the Ministry of Defence.  This 

money has been used to procure items of equipment for an electricity sub-station at 

the chemical weapons destruction facility at Shchuch'ye in western Siberia, and this 

overall project, which was managed by the United Kingdom, the Ministry of Defence, 

was completed in November on budget and six weeks ahead of schedule.  That is a 



very concrete demonstration of how the EU can spend money effectively through its 

Member States in support of its strategy.   

Q43  Lord Morris of Aberavon: How is destruction of chemical weapons 

monitored?   

Dr Wells: The destruction of chemical weapons in Russia is monitored by OPCW, as 

provided for in the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

Q44  Chairman: Coming back to the question of priorities, the document covers 

many fields, and your answer covers many fields.  Has the United Kingdom 

Government got a priority?  If it were asked to prioritise the various policies in the 

strategy document, what would those priorities be? 

Dr Landsman: Chairman, I think that one of the characteristics of 21st century 

counter-proliferation is that the threat is increasingly multi-faceted and so the 

response has to be increasingly multi-faceted, clearly within each particular area, for 

example the Global Partnership where all the projects are extremely costly and 

resources are finite, and one has to prioritise between chemical weapons destruction, 

which is clearly a high priority in the Russian Federation, measures for EU security.  

We also support that under the G8 Global Partnership.  Clearly, there is not enough 

money to do everything.  More broadly, one has to pursue quite a number of different 

tracks at the same time: the multilateral underpinning of our non-proliferation efforts 

are treaties, the conventions, to some extent the export control regimes, and 

institutions like the Additional Protocol.  We need all of those, and we need them to 

be strengthened and to gain further international legitimacy.  We need to work on 

making sure that some of these aspirations are cashed out in reality, so we need to 

work on the export control measures to make sure they function, for example Security 



Council Resolution No.1540 on proliferation threats from terrorism is a measure that 

the EU has taken very seriously.  It has produced its own report separate from the 

reports produced by Member States on what the EU is doing at Community level to 

strengthen its export controls and transit controls to ensure that dangerous materials 

do not fall into the wrong terrorist hands.  The EU has a particular ability to intervene 

in offering technical assistance to third countries whose own controls and institutions 

are insufficiently developed to respond to the threat.  I do not think that one could 

usefully prioritise between strengthening export controls and strengthening the 

multilateral regimes and undertaking dismantlement work in the former Soviet Union, 

for example.  Clearly, in each of those we would have to make calculations as to how 

much time, effort and money to spend on particular projects. 

Q45  Lord Tomlinson: My Lord Chairman, when I left the Foreign Office many 

years ago, a private secretary, who was trying to insult me I think, said to me that I 

had never allowed the language of diplomacy to confuse meaning.  I have to say that 

the language of diplomacy this morning has rather confused the meaning for me 

because in relation to what I regard as a simple question about realistic priorities on 

an EU strategy, a specific document that we have, we went through the G8 Global 

Partnership; we went through transit controls and everything else.  What I would like 

to know is this: on that specific document, which to me reads like a rather nice wish-

list to Father Christmas – “Dear Father Christmas, can we have all these things” – 

which priorities does the Foreign Office support in that document?  It seems unlikely 

that you are going to get them all.  In your reply, Dr Landsman, you said that it was 

called for in theory in the EU strategy.  I want to know what you are calling for in 

practice in the EU strategy; what are the priorities?  You referred to financial support.  

What is the view of the Foreign Office about the relative priorities of the demand of 



Her Majesty’s Government to cut the European Union budget and the demand of this 

policy for additional financial support?  Where do we stand in relation to joined-up 

government?  I would like a couple of specific things out of that rather than a much 

more rounded global view on it.   

Dr Landsman: I would like to return to the thought that one has to approach the 

proliferation threat at different levels.  It is definitely a priority for the EU and for the 

United Kingdom that the multilateral non-proliferation regime be strengthened, and 

its legitimacy be further enhanced, essentially because whatever we do ourselves 

within the United Kingdom or the EU, if other countries do not believe in the system, 

they will not be prepared to take the necessary measures.  When you are talking, for 

example, about export controls or transit controls, the chain is only as strong as its 

weakest link, so we need to work further on raising standards and raising acceptance 

for the need for those standards. 

Q46  Lord Tomlinson: Unless my information is seriously out of date, physical 

checks in terms of transit controls apply to less than 1 per cent of movements.  Is that 

still the case; and, if not, how can we make transit controls really effective? 

Dr Landsman: Chairman, I would not be able to answer the numerical question, but it 

is obviously right that one is not working on a system of examining every cargo and 

checking whether it has some dangerous materials on board.  The approach one has to 

take I suppose one would characterise as risk management, and it would be based in 

large part on the use of intelligence or law-enforcement resources to identify the 

likely sources of proliferation-sensitive material, the likely customers, the likely 

routes, and to take action there.  This is another example where we need our own 

systems within the European Union to be tight and effective, hence initiatives like the 

peer review.  We also need others to take the necessary action, hence the need for 



global measures.  In that context, I would particularly draw attention to the 

Proliferation Security Initiative, the PSI.  This is an issue that is a little over 18 

months old, initiated by President Bush, with strong support from the United 

Kingdom and now very strong support from the EU as well.  The EU has a particular 

relevance here, if you start talking about institutions where there is some sort of 

Community competence, customs for example.  If it would be of interest, Dr Wells 

might like to say something further on why this is an important initiative and for the 

EU as well. 

Dr Wells: The Proliferation Security Initiative was launched by President Bush in 

Krakow in May of 2003, and over the last 18 months it has made quite significant 

progress in building a group of like-minded countries and developing their 

capabilities to intercept and interdict illicit trafficking in weapons of mass destruction 

precursors and their means of delivery.  One of the key elements of the Proliferation 

and Security Initiative has been a series of exercises.  Some, but not all, have been of 

a military nature, but they have also involved law enforcement agencies such as 

customs.  These exercises have tested the abilities for nations to co-operate together in 

the transfer of information, and also to work together to intercept suspect trafficking, 

to bring in the case of maritime traffic the container shipments into port for further 

investigation.  On the political side, the PSI nations agreed a statement of interdiction 

principles in Paris in September of last year, and the work of the exercise programme 

has really been to make sure that PSI nations are able in practice to undertake the sorts 

of operations that are called for in the statement of interdiction principles.  We are 

looking very widely at how we can co-operate to improve our interdiction efforts on 

the PSI.  To touch on Lord Tomlinson’s point, one issue that is being addressed by 

nations, which the EU has collectively supported, is the proposal that container 



shipments give the importing country 24 hours’ notice in advance of the imprest of 

shipments on that boat, which will clearly help the analysis before the ship comes to 

port.  This is one specific example of a very broad range of approach that is being 

undertaken by PSI.  In terms of the EU’s involvement in PSI, clearly, if exercises, as 

they sometimes do, touch on EU competence, then the EU has sent observers to 

participate in the exercises.  The EU has also sent individuals from the Commission to 

be part of the presidency delegations during the meetings of the operational experts, 

which discuss the exercise programme for PSI.   

Q47  Chairman: Can I come back to the question of how the EU and its institutions 

are organised, and ask again about this report about the difference between the 

Commission and the Council.  The report may not be directly referred to, but it was 

headlined:  “WMD strategy hits the wall in Commission/Council dispute … It is 

hoping that the Council can proceed with adopting planned initiatives on nuclear 

disarmament in Russia and on applying the ban on chemical weapons before the end 

of this month.  But bypassing the Commission could prove problematic, according to 

insiders, as the EU executive administers the Union’s support to the Global 

Partnership on fighting WMD, set up by the Group of Eight (G8) industrialised 

countries in 2002.”  I quoted some of the other elements earlier.  Again, I come back 

to the point that the report has some fine words, but if you are on the ground it is not 

agreed who will implement it and who will finance it and how.  It will not get very 

far.  Do you have a view about this; has the Government a view about it? 

Dr Landsman: First, can I draw your attention to the document that we have passed 

you, which is the most recent progress report under the WMD strategy.  It sets out in 

more concrete terms perhaps than I have been able to do what has been achieved so 



far.  This most recent six-monthly report was approved by the General Affairs and 

External Relations Council on Monday.   

Q48  Chairman: I am afraid things do not travel quite that fast!  It was approved on 

Monday. 

Dr Landsman: I think you will find it useful as a more detailed summary of what has 

been achieved.  I do not think that we recognise at all the idea that the implementation 

of the strategy has hit the wall.  There are a number of European institutions that have 

a role in this process.  An important step was the appointment last year by High 

Representative Javier Solana of a personal representative for WMD proliferation 

issues, Madame Annalisa Giannella.  She and her office have significantly enhanced 

the capacity of the Council secretariat of Javier Solana to play an active political role 

in the European Union’s efforts on counter proliferation; and indeed she was a major 

inspiration for the draft conclusion of the strategy.  Clearly, in this area as in all 

others, the Commission has its competencies and budget lines, and the Council 

secretariat as the instrument of the common security policy, if that is the right term, 

has is competencies and budget lines.  I do not recognise the idea that the programme 

has been derailed by individual differences between people on one side or the other.  

In Brussels it is clearly very important that we would set great store by these 

institutions working effectively together.  We have, as a Government, seconded staff 

to Brussels, working on these issues.  We obviously want to make sure that these 

various institutions work effectively.  One particular example is that the Commission, 

which has pledged €1 billion for the Global Partnership over ten years, which is a 

significant sum, is now embarking on a study which it is attracting independent 

experts to work on, to ensure that future money spent by the Commission in this 

process is spent effectively and according to appropriate priorities for the 21st century.  



The United Kingdom, has in a rather curious bit of Community practice, has been 

appointed as a co-sponsor of this project.  We are making a financial contribution to 

it, and we will also be involved with others in discussing this project as it develops.  

We will obviously want to ensure that the priorities that are identified are sensible 

priorities.  This group will report I expect during the United Kingdom’s presidency of 

the EU next year, and we will want to make sure that sensible priorities are adopted 

and effectively carried through in what the Commission does with our money. 

Q49  Lord Tomlinson: Can I ask that the Foreign Office look at that answer to the 

financial question again, because it was very clear to me that you said the 

Commission had pledged financial resources.  My recollection of European Union 

budgetary rules is that the Commission had no control over it; they can make a 

proposal to the twin arms of the budgetary authority, the Council and European 

Parliament, and they can only then execute the budget as the budgetary authority have 

agreed it.  The Commission itself has no power to make those pledges. 

Dr Landsman: I accept that.  The pledges effectively made – for a ten-year 

programme – certainly by the Commission, and I suspect also by a number of other 

partners in G8, will have been made obviously according to the laws which apply in 

the particular country or institution, in some cases no doubt subject to parliamentary 

ratification later on.  The headline pledges are there, but in the case of the 

Commission it will, quite clearly, only get the money which is voted for it, to be able 

to implement those later.  I accept that. 

Q50  Lord Lea of Crondall: I deduce from Dr Landsman’s penultimate answer that 

we have a certain fuzzy line now between what is EU and what is not EU; you have 

an EU plus, or within EU, United Kingdom or France takes the lead, or a bit of 



creative accountancy about whether contributions are through the normal code of 

budgetary contributions or whether we can do a bit more.  Is this part of the way 

forward in the EU, in that Britain and France clearly are, for example nuclear powers, 

and want to be seen to be very good players within the EU, although on a wider basis 

dealing with proliferation at a wider level Britain and France have to play their cards 

in a bigger way by being active on this within the EU, although there would therefore 

be a fuzzy line between EU and what is not technically EU.  Can you comment on 

that? 

Dr Landsman: I see two points, Chairman.  In the financial sense the Global 

Partnership was a G8 initiative coming out of the Canadian Presidency of the G8, and 

it is the case that contributors to the Global Partnership include both the European 

Commission and a number of Member States.  It might be worth clarifying that the 

Global Partnership is not a single pot of money into which the United Kingdom offers 

a contribution or the Commission offers a contribution; it is an umbrella, a co-

ordinating mechanism which the Commission for its part, the United Kingdom, 

France, Italy, Germany, and the other G8 members, for their part, have allocated 

funds which they decide individually how and where to spend.  However, the Global 

Partnership umbrella is the mechanism that allows the countries and the Commission 

to co-ordinate their work to avoid duplication to ensure that some agreed priorities are 

followed through in practical application.  The Commission, within its legal 

capabilities, has pledged fund and is spending some money already, and we, the 

French, the Germans, and so on have done the same separately.  The European Union, 

as the strategy shows, can do a great number of things under different headings 

towards the objectives of non-proliferation.  I said earlier on that there will still be 

some areas where individual Member States will act in their individual capacities.  



The European Union is not a party to the NPT or the Chemical Weapons Convention, 

and though we will try – and I am anticipating a later question, I know – as best we 

can to maximise the leverage that the EU has, for example in the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty Review Conference next year, nevertheless individual Member States are 

parties to that treaty in their own right and will continue in some areas at least to 

express their own individual positions where there is not a common European Union 

position. 

Lord Lea of Crondall: I found that very helpful.  Thank you. 

Q51  Lord Morris of Aberavon: You have just mentioned the EU’s role and the 

individual countries of the NPT.  Will the EU be able to reach a common position on 

the NPT at the conference next year; and, equally important, will that be compatible 

with the likely US approach? 

Dr Landsman: It is important to distinguish between a Common Position as a term of 

art, as a legal term in the European Union, and common ground.  There will certainly 

be a great deal of common ground between all the EU Member States in preparation 

for the NPT Review Conference.  I do not know whether that will be translated into a 

Common Position in capital letters, but there will clearly be a great deal of common 

ground.  This will be the case in large areas covered by the NPT.  As the strategy 

itself embodies, there is a common EU understanding of the threat from nuclear 

proliferation and a common understanding of the need to strengthen the NPT.  The 

question of the IAEA Additional Protocol is very much the business of the NPT and 

the Review Conference, and there will be a common EU approach to that issue.  

There will be a common EU approach to the importance of compliance with the 

Treaty; that there should be measures in place to deter countries that might be inclined 

not to comply with the NPT.  Quite clearly, there will be some areas – and nuclear 



disarmament is the most obvious one – where there will not be complete common 

understanding between 25 members of the EU.  There are two Nuclear Weapons 

States among the 25 of course, and there are some among the 25 that have been 

particularly proactive in their advocacy of some disarmament measures which the 

Nuclear Weapons States would not be able to accept in full.  The Government’s view 

is very much that the EU will maximise its leverage and influence by working closely 

together in all those areas where it is possible to have very strong agreement between 

the 25, and that is the approach which it makes sense for the EU to take in the Review 

Conference.  I do not know whether Dr Wells would like to add anything. 

Q52  Lord Morris of Aberavon: Can you touch on the compatibility between the 

EU approach and the US approach? 

Dr Landsman: Again, I think there is a great deal of common ground between the EU 

and the US, and it is very much in the areas that I identified as reflecting common 

ground in the EU:  the seriousness of the proliferation threat; the importance of 

strengthening the NPT and the associated instruments in order to address that threat; 

the importance of the Additional Protocol; the importance of measures on compliance.  

There are some known differences, one of which is the Comprehensive Test Ban 

Treaty, which is a matter that is always discussed in the NPT review context.  There is 

a Common Position there in favour of early entry into force of the CTBT.  The EU 

has taken an active role in encouraging those states that have not ratified the CTBT 

and those on the list of 44 that are required to do so for the Treaty to come into force.  

The United Kingdom has been active.  There is clearly an area of difference with the 

United States, which has not ratified the CTBT, and where, as far as one can see, both 

the Administration and Congress remain opposed to it.  There will be those areas and 



one or two others as well, but very largely there will be far more areas of convergence 

than divergence. 

Q53  Lord Lea of Crondall: Can you comment on the hypothesis that you can tick a 

lot of boxes of what we are all doing to discourage proliferation of weapons of mass 

destruction and you can tick a number of boxes about how we are actually 

encouraging it - we are encouraging it by being seen to have prestige by being a 

nuclear power, for example – and the fact that it is somehow discriminatory against 

other countries that want to become nuclear powers.  It might be 5, 10, 15 or 20 over 

the years, and that is very dangerous and why we are doing the study, I suppose.  

However, can you comment on whether that you could do more whether by sticks or 

by carrots to persuade states which possess weapons of mass destruction or related 

material and know-how to reduce the risks of leakage to terrorists? 

Dr Landsman: In respect of nuclear non-proliferation the NPT contains a number of 

obligations.  Some of them apply to all states, some of them apply to the Non Nuclear 

Weapon States – that is to say that they should not seek to acquire nuclear weapons – 

and the Nuclear Weapons States are also committed to pursuing good faith 

negotiations on disarmament, which is article 6 of the NPT.  This clearly reflects the 

nature of the bargain that was entered into when the NPT was negotiated.  We believe 

that we are fulfilling our side of that bargain.  We are making good progress as a 

nuclear weapons state against our obligations in article 6.  We clearly believe that it is 

also vital that all states fulfil their obligations under the non-proliferation elements of 

the treaty, and the fact that the NPT enjoys the strong support of the European Union 

as a whole – 23 out of 25 members of which are Non Nuclear Weapon States – 

demonstrates that non proliferation is in the interests of the international community 

as a whole, not just in the interests of the Nuclear Weapons States. 



Q54  Lord Lea of Crondall: They are not the states we have in mind of course, are 

they, in this worry about proliferation?  We can mention ten states right now that are 

the worry in the next ten years, can we not?  Those states feel that it is discriminatory 

in favour of nuclear states. 

Dr Landsman: It is certainly interesting and vital to examine the motivation of those 

states which have been tempted to develop nuclear weapons, or which might be 

tempted to do so.  In our view it will be the case that the threat that they perceive 

would not be one that emanates from the United Kingdom and from our nuclear 

deterrent.   

Q55  Lord Lea of Crondall: Discriminatory in a slightly different sense than being 

threatened by the United Kingdom, but there is no level playing field more generally. 

Dr Wells: It is well known that the United Kingdom has taken its obligations under 

the NPT very seriously.  Over the last several years at the NPT Preparatory 

Conferences1 we have presented papers on how we can verify disarmament.  These 

have been well received by other governments who see disarmament as a key part of 

the NPT bargain, and we are planning a final presentation of this series at the NPT 

review conference in New York next year.  These are seen as a very important 

contribution to the United Kingdom’s obligations under the NPT under article VI. 

Q56  Chairman: At this stage, we have lost a number of members, and we ought to 

bring this evidence session to a conclusion, unless there is something you particularly 

want to add. 

Dr Landsman: I would welcome the opportunity to reply to the second part of Lord 

Lea’s question.  He asked whether the EU could do more through sticks or carrots to 
                                                 
1 Technically, these are sessions of the Preparatory Committee for the 2005 Review Conference of the 
NPT. 



persuade states that possess WMD related material and know-how to reduce the risk 

of leakage.  Specifically in those terms, we would think less of sticks and carrots 

where the problem of leakage rather implies lack of capacity, and the overwhelming 

problems that part of the former Soviet Union have been left with as a result of 

history.  This is where initiatives like the Global Partnership comes in, the de-

nuclearisation projects, the chemical weapons destruction projects come in, and so on.  

However, there is an important area where the EU’s sticks and carrots do apply, and I 

would like to draw your attention to the so-called Non-Proliferation Clause, which 

was agreed by European Union foreign ministers should be included in all future 

European Union so-called mixed agreements, that is to say those agreements which 

relate partly to Council competence and partly to Community competence with third 

countries.  This means that in all future agreements with third countries the EU will 

insist on a clause that recognises the seriousness of the WMD threat, requires the EU 

and the third country to work together in this areas; and requires in particular work 

towards adherence to all the international instruments, co-operation and export 

controls and so on.  As an essential element of that, discussion on how this is being 

done, that is to say how the EU and the third country are implementing these 

commitments, will form part of the ongoing political dialogue between the EU and the 

third country.  This is what I would call the EU putting its money where its mouth is.  

We have the Strategy and we have a number of actions that the EU can take; now the 

EU is saying:  “Third countries, if you want to have the benefits of one of the various 

kinds of agreement which the EU will sign with you, you have to make some 

commitments in this area.”  It shows that the EU is serious about non-proliferation 

and it is not something it does as a side issue one day and then gets on with the 

serious business of foreign policy, and agreements with third countries, another day; it 



is an integral part, just as there are similar mechanisms to deal with counter terrorism 

have been introduced.  This is an important area under the sticks and carrots rubric.   

Dr Wells: Lord Lea also asked about transfer of know-how and leakage of know-how.  

We have already discussed the issue of leakage of material and the work we have 

under the Global Partnership to destroy chemical weapons stocks, but a number of G8 

states and also the European Union are actively involved in programmes to redirect 

former WMD scientists to gainful employment.  The United Kingdom has a project 

for WMD scientists in Georgia at the moment, and we have also been involved in 

other cities.  The EU has contributed finance to the two centres, one in Moscow and 

one in Ukraine, that co-ordinate these redirection projects.  So in terms of prevention 

of leakage of know-how we are also active in this area, as is the EU. 

Chairman: I am sorry that we have run out of time.  There has been a leakage of 

members, I am afraid!  Will you let us have replies to those questions that we have not 

been able to put, which would be much appreciated?  Thank you both for coming with 

your officials.  We are very grateful for your assistance.  


