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THURSDAY 27 JANUARY 2005 

________________ 

Present 

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

  
Witnesses: Dr Gary Samore, Director of Studies, International Institute for Strategic Studies, 

examined. 

Q100  Chairman: Dr Samore, good morning.  Welcome, and thank you for coming.  I hope 

you have recovered from your previous week’s illness. 

Dr Samore: Thankfully, I have. 

Q101  Chairman: As you know, and forgive me for emphasising this just for the record, this 

is a Sub-Committee of the European Union Select Committee of the House of Lords.  We are 

carrying out an inquiry into the European Union strategy on non-proliferation of weapons of 

mass destruction.  As you know, we have a number of questions.  Before we move to the 

questions would you like to make an opening statement? 

Dr Samore: Thank you, Mr Chairman.  It is quite an honour to have an opportunity to testify 

before the Sub-Committee.  I would like to make a very brief statement.  As you go about 

your work, I would recommend that by far the single most important issue facing the 

Europeans in the non-proliferation area are the current EU3 negotiations that are going on 

with Iran.  If those negotiations succeed, it will do far more to strengthen the regime and 

prevent the spread of nuclear weapons than any other single measure I can think of.  So far, 
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the EU has played its hand pretty well, I think: threatening referral to the Security Council if 

Iran does not suspend its fuel-cycle activities; and at the same time offering modest political 

and economic inducements if Iran will agree to abandon those activities.  My guess is that 

right now Tehran is undecided about which course of action to take.  On the one hand, they 

would clearly prefer to complete their nuclear weapons option, which they have been working 

on for nearly two decades now, but on the other hand I think they are quite reluctant to risk a 

confrontation with the big powers at the UN Security Council.  Therefore, there is still room 

to try to influence calculations in Tehran, and I would recommend that the EU look at ways to 

strengthen their negotiating position in the coming months.  That means strengthening both 

sticks and carrots.  On the sticks side, the EU is in a very strong position to try to get 

agreement among the UN Security Council members on a resolution that would require Iran 

to restore a suspension on its fuel-cycle programme if it walks away from the talks and 

resumes those fuel-cycle activities.  If the Iranians know that the Council has already agreed 

to take such a measure, it will act as a very powerful deterrent from them calling a halt to the 

talks.  I think, just based on my discussions with the other big powers, with the P5, there is a 

pretty good chance you could get agreement on such a draft resolution.  The EU is in a strong 

position to lead the way, since they are the ones that are doing the negotiating.  On the carrots 

side, the inducement side, it really means that the EU has to use its influence with 

Washington, to persuade the United States to more actively support these negotiations.  In 

rhetoric the US supports the talks but in actual fact the US has not decided what steps it would 

take to help the Europeans implement any agreement that might emerge.  It is important for 

the British, French and Germans to use what political influence they have on Washington in 

order to try to pressure the United States to more actively support their efforts.  To the extent 

that there is limited leverage, the talks with Iran are probably much more important than other 
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contentious issues which the United States is likely to resist in the disarmament in the non-

proliferation area.  I would be happy to discuss those in the course of your questions. 

Chairman: That was a very stimulating opening, and I think members of the Sub-Committee 

will probably want to pursue both Iran and the issue of co-operation with the United States 

before we address anything else. 

Q102  Lord King of Bridgwater:  How is the time looking on this? 

Dr Samore: In terms of how soon Iran will have a nuclear weapon?  Right now, the key 

facility is their enrichment facility.  Right now they have quite a small capability actually 

installed.  They have 164 centrifuge machines in a single cascade; that is far too small to 

produce any significant quantity of weapons-grade uranium.  They would need something of 

the order of 2,000 to 3,000 centrifuge machines before they could produce about one bomb’s 

worth of highly enriched uranium, in the course of operating for a full year.  They only have 

on hand, as far as we know, enough components for a few hundred more centrifuge machines, 

none of which is installed.  I would say that it is probably at least a couple of years before 

they could manufacture the other components, actually install a few thousand centrifuge 

machines and then get them to run reliably.  Fortunately, we do have some period of time 

where there is an opportunity for diplomacy to work.  As long as the freeze is in place and 

Iran is not cheating on the freeze, then time works in our favour. 

Q103  Lord King of Bridgwater:  What assessment do you make of the risk of them 

obtaining materials elsewhere? 

Dr Samore: I think it is very small.  As a general matter, as far as we know the history of 

efforts to acquire nuclear weapons usable material on the black market has been mostly hoax 

and fraud.  A lot of groups and countries that have tried to purchase material have ended up 

buying worthless fraudulent material.  To the extent that there has been some actual sale of 
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nuclear weapons usable material, it has been relatively small amounts.  The period of greatest 

danger was really in the early nineties, right in the aftermath of the collapse of the Soviet 

Union when their internal security system was no longer operative.  The threat has 

significantly diminished since Putin has taken over. 

Q104  Lord Dykes: Do you detect even just nuances of difference in the policy approach of 

any of the EU3, or are they all exactly the same in their approach, both to Washington and to 

the discussion with the Iranians? 

Dr Samore: My sense is that, as in any negotiation, there will always be some subtle 

differences among the three.  In the beginning the British and the French were probably much 

more convinced of Iran’s intent to acquire nuclear weapons capability than the Germans were, 

and I think the British and the French somewhat more than the Germans appreciated the 

importance of threats as a component of any negotiating strategy.  My sense is that as the 

talks have gone along and the Germans have come much more in line with the British and 

French position, to the extent that there may be some subtle differences among the three, there 

may still be some residue of the British and French being more willing to contemplate 

coercive measures if the negotiations collapse, and the Germans being a little bit more on the 

side of trying to find ways to provide proper inducements to Iran.  I think those differences 

are very modest now.  I think the three are fairly well united on the main elements of their 

negotiating strategy; and they certainly all agree on what they are trying to achieve, which is 

an abandonment of Iran’s fuel-cycle programme. 

Q105  Lord Dykes: Coming back to both the Realpolitik and the street politics in the whole 

area, the Mullahs’ regime in Iran has a wonderful propaganda gift which is saying: “The 

approach to us is interesting in comparison with any approach to Israel, which seems to ‘get 

away with murder.’” 
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Dr Samore: Yes. 

Q106  Lord Dykes: Although Israel, with 200 nuclear bombs, would not be able to just 

attack Iran without assistance from the US, because it is too far and problems in regard to air-

to-air refuelling and so on, there is an irony there that is exploited in the Middle East and the 

Arabian countries as well.  Does this policy and the approach of the EU3 to Iran mean that 

they have to build in those arguments as well into their discussions, and will it also mean, and 

should it mean, fairly and for practical purposes, that there are equivalent negotiations with 

Israel later on? 

Dr Samore: Any deal that might emerge between the Europeans and the Iranians will pay lip 

service to the objective of achieving a Middle East nuclear weapons-free zone, or a Middle 

East zone free of weapons of mass destruction.  However, as a practical matter all the 

European powers recognise that the achievement of such a zone or even the beginning of 

serious negotiations are premature; that the peace process really has to make much more 

progress before one can imagine a serious regional discussion or before one could imagine 

that the Israelis would be prepared to give up their nuclear weapons.  The Europeans 

recognise that if Iran makes Israel disarming, as a condition, that will not be considered a 

serious negotiating position.  You are right that there is a handicap for any Western 

negotiator, perhaps less for the Europeans than the Americans – and that is one of the 

advantages that the Europeans have in this negotiation, because they are not seen as being 

close to Israel.  You are right that nuclear inequality gives Iran an easy propaganda argument 

and a talking point, but I do not think anybody, including the Arab countries in the region, 

realistically expect that a solution to the Iranian threat lies through disarmament of Israel; that 

is just not a realistic policy, and it is seen as more of an Iranian negotiating gambit than as a 

serious proposal. 
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Q107  Lord Morris of Aberavon: You mentioned the possibility of active US support for 

the German, French and United Kingdom efforts, which are perceived to be making 

considerable progress, and is to be welcomed; but is that really the issue?  How would you 

categorise the attitude of the United States?  Is it lukewarm, supportive, or antagonistic? 

Dr Samore: I would say confused and undecided.  Most politicians and most government 

officials in Washington would genuinely welcome an agreement, although they are very 

sceptical that the Europeans will succeed; but the US has its hands full in the Middle East 

with both challenges and opportunities from Iraq and trying to get the peace process started 

again.  I do not think the United States is looking for a confrontation with another Middle East 

country. As I said, I think the US is very undecided about how or whether to support the 

European efforts, for three reasons.  First, most people in Washington are convinced that even 

if the Iranians agreed to end their nuclear weapons programme, they would cheat on it.  Even 

if the diplomats are sincere, there are other elements of the Iranian government who control 

the nuclear programme who would just ignore any agreement.  Secondly, as Secretary of State 

Rice said in her confirmation hearings, the US is concerned that if it gives up some of its 

carrots for a nuclear deal, it will not have enough leverage left over to deal with other 

problems like lack of democracy in Iran and support for terrorism or opposition to the peace 

process.  Further, there is an element in Washington that believes that a nuclear deal would 

help consolidate the rule of the Mullahs and would therefore make regime change more 

difficult.  Washington has to make a decision about where its priorities are, whether the 

nuclear threat is so great that it should be willing to expend some of its leverage.  Even if the 

United States does not believe that the negotiations will be successful, it seems to me that the 

US has an interest in appearing to be as supportive as possible of the Europeans, so that if the 

talks collapse it will be blamed on Iran and not on Washington.  So far the United States has 

not yet been able to reach an agreement on letting the Europeans play some of the cards that 
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would require Washington to go along.  Let me give one obvious example.  One of the things 

the Europeans were offering if there was a deal would be to support Iran’s entry into the 

World Trade Organisation.  The US has to be willing to go along with that; that is something 

the Europeans cannot deliver on their own.  Washington, if they were interested in really 

supporting their allies, could say that the Europeans could say to the Iranians, if there is a 

deal, Washington will not block WTO membership, if Iran meets all the other criteria.  So far 

the US has not been able to agree on those kinds of practical measures. 

Q108  Lord Morris of Aberavon: They seem to be on a different planet on some of the 

matters.  You said earlier the US was not looking for another confrontation in the Middle 

East:  one of the recent newspaper reports certainly saw there are some elements in the United 

States that are of the view that a confrontation seems to have some support.  Is that realistic or 

is it sabre-rattling? 

Dr Samore: Certainly Washington believes that the threat of force serves an important 

diplomatic function in terms of healing to persuade Iran to make a deal with the Europeans in 

order to avoid a war with the United States.  There is no doubt that there are some tactics 

involved in that.   

Q109  Lord Morris of Aberavon: But they are not muddled on that aspect! 

Dr Samore: I do not think they are muddled, and privately I think most of the Europeans 

would say that they do think that is helpful, that the American threat is useful.  At the same 

time, most Washington officials that I talk to – maybe I am talking to the wrong people, but 

most of the people I talk to think that a military attack on Iran’s nuclear facilities is a pretty 

unattractive option, and there is a real question about how effective it would be - if, for 

example, most people think that if the US bombed the key nuclear facilities most likely 

Tehran would withdraw from the NPT and that would be seen actually as a justified action, 
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and then they could re-build their nuclear programme over a period of years without any 

international inspection whatsoever.  So the best you can do with a military tack is buy some 

time.  There would be tremendous political downsides, both in the region and internationally 

in terms of US relations with key allies and with countries in the Middle East.  I do not think 

the prospect of having to attack Iran is very attractive as an option for the United States.  In 

any event, it is a premature question.  As I said, it will be at least several years before the 

Iranians are able to reach the point where they can begin operating these facilities on a large-

scale basis.  The sabre-rattling you are hearing now I do not think indicates that there are 

imminent plans to carry out a strike; it is partly just media frenzy, but to the extent that it is an 

element of government policy I think it is intended to put pressure on Iran and try to 

intimidate Iran. 

Q110  Lord Morris of Aberavon: What is your view of the efforts of the United Kingdom, 

France and Germany as regards Iran?  Would you endorse it as a good thing, and if it 

succeeds a very good thing? 

Dr Samore: Yes.  It is the best available approach because if we do get into a situation where 

we have an international confrontation with Iran and try to take coercive political and 

economic measures, it will be very tough because obviously, given Iran’s importance as an oil 

and gas producer, the extent to which the international community is going to be prepared to 

suffer the consequences of applying sanctions is going to be real.  The Iranians do not want to 

run that risk right now, but I also think there is a risk that the Security Council will be unable 

to act effectively as they have, for example, in the case of North Korea, which would be very 

damaging.  I also think that the military option is pretty unattractive, so a diplomatic solution, 

if possible, is the best course of action.  As I said, I think the Europeans are playing their 

cards pretty well, but they need to strengthen their hand, both on the threat side and on the 

inducement side.  I also think that, as in any negotiation, to the extent that the Europeans are 
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able to demonstrate that they have made a genuine effort and given Iran a very credible and 

attractive deal, and Iran turned it down, that makes it much easier to mobilise international 

support for follow-up measures. 

Q111  Lord Lea of Crondall: There are two points arising out of your very interesting 

remarks.  We are not discussing the whole of the Middle East, but you made a point about 

Israel not giving up its nuclear weapons, which is very interesting.  The UN panel report, 

which will be discussed in the autumn when conclusions will be reached ranging from this 

chapter through to the new membership of the Security Council, states that Germany should 

be added to Britain and France as far as Europe is concerned, and we now have this phrase 

EU Big 3, or EU3, and it may be that we ought to have a footnote in our report about what 

this means.  Is there such a thing, or is it just a tabloid headline?  It is not a bad tabloid 

headline because it focuses people’s minds on a couple of things you have said.  We all know 

that President Bush is going to Brussels next month but do you think the EU should be putting 

more pressure on the United States?  The converse of that is that it could lead Bush to be even 

more wary of the European future profile of the world if the EU is seen as putting that sort of 

influence on Washington?  It is totally uncertain territory at the moment, and I would be very 

interested in that.  The other point is that the UN report also refers to the idea of there being 

no first use or no use by a nuclear weapons state on a non-nuclear weapons state; and that is 

relevant to Israel.  It is different to your phrase “giving up nuclear weapons”.  I assume that 

Israel has nuclear weapons but it is something to do with not using them.  Can you comment 

on both those points? 

Dr Samore: I agree with you that the EU needs to pick its fights with Washington carefully.  

There is no point in expending political capital on an issue on which Washington is simply 

unbending, for example a comprehensive test ban treaty, or, as we may discuss later, a more 

clear statement of NSA or negative security assurance.  Those are issues on which, even if the 
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EU used all its leverage it is not likely to have much success.  On Iran, in part because 

Washington is divided and uncertain, and in part because there is a very strong strategic and 

tactical argument in favour of the US being more supportive to the EU3 negotiations, there is 

an opportunity for the Europeans to persuade the US to support their diplomatic efforts.  In 

addition, the Russian foreign ministers to Washington and the statement to Secretary of State 

Rice reflects the interest of the Europeans in trying to change Washington’s mind before it 

has made up its mind.  On the question of Israel and giving some kind of negative security 

assurance for non-nuclear weapons states, from Tel Aviv’s standpoint that is just a total non-

starter.  The reason why they have nuclear weapons, or the original reason why they 

developed nuclear weapons, was to defend themselves against what was seen at the time, in 

the 1950s and 1960s, as a potentially overwhelming conventional Arab threat, and to the 

extent that the Israelis retain any strategic rationale for their nuclear weapons, that still 

remains one of the elements, so it is very unlikely that Israel would agree to give up the right 

of first use, just as NATO would not give up the right of first use during the Cold War. 

Q112  Lord Lea of Crondall: That is rather begging the question as to whether we are 

looking at just a non-proliferation treaty or a treaty – you used the word “disarmament and 

non-proliferation”.  In fact, this is a very good example of the asymmetry that some people 

would say is in the treaty – if the treaty does not mean what it appears on the face of it to 

mean – which is that there are obligations on people in the current nuclear weapons states. 

Dr Samore: I completely agree with the argument that both Article 4 and Article 6 have to be 

implemented.  Unfortunately, as a practical reality, the prospects for making much dramatic 

progress on either those Articles is very, very limited.  I do not think there is an international 

consensus.  There are lots of interesting ideas floating around and they should be fully 

discussed, and smaller groups of countries can agree on measures, like the G8 for example.  

In terms of an international consensus, meaning all the nuclear weapons states, all the de facto 

11 



nuclear weapons states – Israel, India, Pakistan and North Korea – all of the potentially 

nuclear weapons states like Iran and all the non-nuclear weapons states, I just do not see right 

now a real opportunity for any of these bold new ideas to really command a consensus. 

Q113  Lord Boyce: At the risk of knocking the United States out of sight, because we have 

covered a lot of the points, by way of clarification, you are saying there is no deliberate policy 

co-ordination between the EU3 and the United States.  Do you think that is what Iran 

believes, and do you think they might believe there is a hard cop/soft cop activity going on 

here; and what does that do to the EU3’s negotiating stance? 

Dr Samore: It is a very good question because the one thing about the Iranians is that they 

will never take anything at face value.  Everything always has a hidden meaning - there is 

always an effort on the part of your adversary to deceive you and mislead you.  My guess 

from talking to them is that they are probably very unsure whether or not the apparent lack of 

connection and co-ordination between the Americans and the Europeans is real or whether it 

is a ruse intended to trap them into taking some unwise action.  Certainly they believe that the 

Americans are much more hostile than the Europeans are – that is obvious to them.  They 

understand that the United States is much more willing to take coercive measures than the 

Europeans are, and from that standpoint they do appreciate there is a good cop/soft cop 

division of labour.  I think that from Iran’s standpoint, they would like very much to have the 

negotiations fail because the Europeans thought Washington was too intransigent and too 

stubborn.  They have not reached that point yet because they have not actually put on the table 

a very realistic proposal to solve the problem, but if the negotiations get serious and the 

Iranians are prepared to take the kinds of steps that the EU3 are demanding, at some point it is 

inevitable that the Iranians will say, “we will do this; we will give up what you want us to 

give up if Washington does X, Y and Z”.  At that point, the Europeans will probably be in a 

pretty strong position to go to the United States and say, “we can get a deal but only if you do 
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these things”.  It is going to be very hard for the US to say “no” because then the US will be 

blamed for the failure of the negotiations, and Washington will find it very hard to convince 

anyone else to join it in sanctioning Iran.  We have not reached that point yet. 

Q114  Lord King of Bridgwater: You said that the Germans – and you distinguished 

between the British and the French and Germans – are perhaps less aggressive in their 

approach, or inclined towards the possibility of taking coercive actions.  Is it right that they 

have much the closest industrial link in some of these areas?  Would you like to say anything 

about the effectiveness of export controls in respect of any of these materials that might be 

useful to the Iranians? 

Dr Samore: I do not actually know enough in order to do a comparison with the financial and 

economic links among the big three with Iran.  I would put the German difference more down 

to structural/cultural reasons.  The French and the British are more used to the exercise of 

power in a Realpolitik way.  They understand much more than the Germans do, coming out of 

World War II, the use of both threat and incentive in order to achieve a diplomatic objective.  

That is more of a reason. 

Q115  Lord King of Bridgwater: I am sorry, but is it not historically true that there have 

been more equipments coming out of Germany and going to Iran, that there has been ----- 

Dr Samore: For the nuclear programme? 

Q116  Lord King of Bridgwater: In some of the dual use areas. 

Dr Samore: It is a very good question.  I do not know enough about the origin of some of the 

key equipment that the Iranians have bought to be able to say exactly where it came from.  In 

terms of the most important sources of external supply, Pakistan is clearly the key because 

that is where all the key technology came from including sample centrifuge machines, in the 
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late 1980s.  After that, I would probably put Russia and China as the most important suppliers 

for the Iranian nuclear programme, both in terms of nuclear technology and in terms of dual-

use material and commodities.  There may be some specialised manufacturing of equipment 

that has come from Germany, but I do not actually know of any such cases.  One of the 

reasons why it is much more difficult to prevent proliferation now is because many more 

countries than a couple of decades ago manufacture and sell the kind of high-quality machine 

tools that can be used by countries like Iran.  If you wanted to buy a computer-controlled 

machine tool, you do not have to go to Germany any more; you can buy it from a lot of 

countries in Eastern Europe, even in East Asia.  Their export controls are much worse than the 

German export controls. 

Q117  Lord King of Bridgwater: You think export controls – well, Pakistan is presumably 

closed off after the exposures. 

Dr Samore: Yes. 

Q118  Lord King of Bridgwater: Do you think that Russia is closed off? 

Dr Samore: That really requires access to intelligence information, and I just do not know in 

the last three years whether there are still concerns going on.  That is something you have to 

ask somebody who follows that day-to-day.  Put it this way, I am not aware of any but that 

does not mean anything; there may be lots of things going on that I just do not know about. 

Q119  Lord Lea of Crondall:  One of the biggest risks in proliferation – we have had some 

evidence which almost suggests a galloping proliferation with numbers going from 10, 12, 15, 

18.  Numbers are going up like that from states, leaving aside the question of terrorists.  

Which is more important – and will you comment on that?  Which states within the list would 
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you think are the biggest threats?  We want to know which classes of weapons you think can 

be discounted as a second-order problem as opposed to other classes of weapons. 

Dr Samore: Let me start with the nuclear area, which is the one I know best.  I think the 

nuclear proliferation threat is very limited.  The vast majority of countries that are parties to 

the NPT do not have nuclear weapons programmes; they have no ambitions to acquire nuclear 

weapons.  Most regions of the world do not pose a nuclear proliferation threat.  It is really just 

two parts of the world that you have to worry about:  East Asia, where North Korea could 

potentially spark nuclear weapons programmes in Japan and South Korea; and the Middle 

East.   If Iran acquires nuclear weapons, that could put pressure on Arab countries to follow 

suit.  The situation in the Middle East and East Asia is really a mirror image.  In East Asia the 

technical constraints to proliferation are minimal.  Japan and South Korea could have nuclear 

weapons in a very short period of time.  But there are still very powerful political constraints, 

both domestic, especially in Japan, but also because of the US security relationship.  Neither 

country right now feels an urgent security need to have nuclear weapons because they are 

protected by the US umbrella.  I am relatively unworried about the North Korean programme 

driving Japan and South Korea to acquire nuclear weapons, as long as the US security 

relationship remains strong.  Even if North Korea does something very provocative like test a 

nuclear weapon, I do not think that will lead to an immediate collapse of the regime in East 

Asia.  In the case of the Middle East, there is very little political constraint.  All the Arab 

countries think it is very unfair that they do not have nuclear weapons and Israel does; and if 

Iran gets nuclear weapons, that will really create a lot of political pressure on Arab countries 

to follow suit.  At the same time, the technical constraints on the Arab countries are very 

great.  Now that Iraq is no longer in the business, there is no Arab country that can quickly 

develop on its own a nuclear weapons capability.  It would take many years, and there are a 

number of political constraints.  Countries like Egypt, for example, have to be worried that if 
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they start a nuclear weapons programme and were found out by the United States, it could 

result in a cut-off of vital foreign assistance.  Again, in the case of the Middle East, if Iran 

acquires nuclear weapons I do not see an immediate collapse of the regime; it would be more 

of a long-term unravelling if the Arab countries feel compelled to begin to expand their 

nuclear capabilities in order to develop a nuclear weapons option.  Outside of the Middle East 

and east Asia it is very hard to construct scenarios where other countries in Europe, Africa, 

Latin America and south-east Asia would seek to acquire nuclear weapons.  It is a very 

limited problem, but very tough because both North Korea and also Iran pose very tough 

threats.  On the threat from terrorists, I think that is really a biological weapons threat.  The 

amount of damage they can do with chemical weapons is very limited.  The likelihood that 

they can acquire nuclear weapons is very small, although obviously it would be devastating if 

they did so you need to take some measures to make that unlikely; but the biological threat 

strikes me as the one that is the most serious.  Unfortunately, it is just about unstoppable.  To 

me, it is amazing that terrorists have not used biological weapons yet, and I find it very 

curious because it is relatively easy, even for terrorist groups, to acquire simple biological 

weapons. 

Q120  Lord Lea of Crondall: They are not that dangerous, are they?  Somebody wrote in 

evidence that the US experience was that in the scale of things this is a second-order level of 

destruction. 

Dr Samore: It depends.  The thing about biological weapons is that it depends a great deal on 

quantities and types.  If it is ricin, you are probably not going to be able to kill a lot of people; 

if it is smallpox you can probably kill a couple of hundred thousand people.  It depends a 

great deal.  The magnitude of the threat of biological weapons is very variable.  I am thinking 

of the upper end threat rather than the lower end threat. 
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Q121  Lord Boyce: Your analysis of where the threat possibly exists in other regions of the 

world, other than the two you have mentioned – out of interest, it is difficult to see why it 

should happen, but how fast could South Africa regenerate a capability if something very 

strange happened down there? 

Dr Samore: I would say very fast.  They still have the production capability, and of course 

they have the know-how since they manufactured half a dozen nuclear weapons.  I would say 

that within a very short period of time, certainly less than a year, they could manufacture 

nuclear weapons. 

Q122  Chairman:  Can we come back to the EU strategy itself, which everybody 

acknowledges is very wide-ranging and covers everything.  On the assumption that it is not 

possible to do everything at once, which particular elements within the strategy should the EU 

be concentrating on; or perhaps more accurately what decisions should Member States be 

making to ensure the priorities? 

Dr Samore: I think that is the key, Mr Chairman, because when it comes to non-proliferation 

policy it really is driven by the Big 3.  I think the British, French and Germans have done a 

good job of coming up with a number of very interesting ideas to strengthen the non-

proliferation regime.  Certainly the British are in a very strong position, as a host of the G8 

this year, in order to try and put together a joint position that would be adopted by all of the 

G8.  From that standpoint, many of the very innovative ideas will probably not command a 

very strong international consensus, or even by accepted by Washington for that matter, but 

there are lots of good ideas out there on the table.  I will expect to see coming out of the G8 

strong agreement on some modest measures like making the additional protocol a condition 

for nuclear supply, or the idea that countries in violation of their safeguards obligation should 

be denied fuel-cycle technology – which is a British proposal.  Those kinds of things can be 

pushed both by the separate European countries, as well as by the EU as a whole. 
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Q123  Lord Morris of Aberavon: You have dealt for the second time with the Big 3, France, 

Germany and the EU, and if I may say so you are right to commend what has been achieved.  

All this is outside the EU machinery, with the Big 3 acting on their own as if the EU hardly 

existed. 

Dr Samore: My impression is that an effort is being made by the Big 3 to at least their 

activities within some kind of EU umbrella.  As I said, as a practical matter, in the non-

proliferation business countries like the United Kingdom and France are going to have a 

special role because they are P5, because they are nuclear weapons states under the NPT; and 

thereby have a much more important role than the EU can have because of that special status. 

Q124  Lord Morris of Aberavon: What evidence do you know of, in your own words, that 

the Big 3 are trying to integrate their activities with the EU as a whole? 

Dr Samore: My impression is that in some of the negotiations with Iran, the EU has formally 

supported what the Big 3 are doing.  I do not think they are part of the negotiations or 

anything like that, but they have tried to dress it up to have some kind of EU support. 

Q125  Lord Lea of Crondall: For the people drawing up evidence in Brussels and 

Washington to the non-proliferation treaty review conference, what do you think is a 

reasonable agenda for the EU and what do you think is a reasonable agenda for the 

Americans? 

Dr Samore: I think we should have very low expectations for the NPT review conference.  

For one thing the new Bush administration will just be getting its bearings, and it is unlikely 

there will be any dramatic change in long-standing US positions, especially on Article 6 

issues.  I think the Americans and Europeans can agree on a number of measures to 

strengthen safeguards and Article 4 issues, and it is important to have those presented and 

discussed at the review conference, but I think it is very unlikely that there will be an 
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international agreement in the final document to support any of these very interesting ideas.  

For every idea that the Western group can put on the table for strengthening the non-

proliferation side of the treaty, others can put forward ideas to strengthen the Article 6 

element of the treaty, and I do not see any consensus. 

Q126  Lord Lea of Crondall: Instead of you having a scenario where Europe and America 

go to this conference and say “look, old chap, there is not a lot that can be done here; let’s all 

have a drink and go home” – the others will not play that, will they?  I am talking about what 

the agenda is, given the fact that politically to draw attention to the fact that Europe and 

America would then be in the dock, Europe standing behind Britain and France, and America 

standing behind its own range of international positions - it does not sound like to anybody in 

politics as if there is any plan B in your pocket.  What is plan B in your pocket? 

Dr Samore: I think the best you can achieve is a good discussion of the issues.  Think of the 

2005 conference as a preparation for the 2010 conference.  At that point, you might have been 

able to achieve enough agreement so that you could put forward a document that would 

command support among the 188 countries.  My impression is that there is no intent on the 

part of the EU to try and isolate the US on issues where there is clear disagreement, like the 

CTBT.  In fact, as I suggested, I think there will be a fair amount of consensus in the Western 

groups on the steps that are necessary to strengthen compliance, export controls and 

safeguards, and even some ideas perhaps to try to limit the spreads of sensitive technology 

under Article 4.  The Western group can put forward a pretty strong position in terms of the 

kinds of things they would like to achieve.  That would be important for a discussion.  

However, I do not think that the conference would be able to endorse those ideas. 

Q127  Lord Lea of Crondall: Is there a driver you can identify in the world, for example 

Brazil or some place, of what you might call a G77 position,  or some big coalition of other 
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forces in the world that would have other things on the agenda?  How would that work?  Who 

is driving positions, or who is the leader? 

Dr Samore: I was talking to a diplomatic who is working on the review conference, and one 

of the reasons why he was so sceptical that anything useful would come out of it is that in fact 

there is a lot of fragmentation.  The various groups that were able to negotiate with each other 

in the 2000 conference really do not exist now, and of course you cannot have 188 countries 

negotiating – that is impossible.   You have to have a few groups that can speak and work out 

the language in a final document.  The new agenda coalition, for example, which was very 

instrumental in the 2000 conference in getting the 13 steps, are really very fragmented now.  

One of the problems is that there is not any clear alternative group to work out language with 

the Western group.  Individual countries will fight very hard on specific issues.  Egypt, for 

example, will hold everything hostage to language on universality, i.e., Israel.  Obviously the 

Iranians are going to fight to the death to prevent any language that would try to institute 

restrictions on fuel-cycle technology.  Brazil will have its own particular issues.  Individual 

countries will fight very hard. 

Q128  Lord Lea of Crondall: Lord Hannay cannot be here today, but he was on the UN 

panel and he thinks that we ought to look at the UN panel report because there is a chapter on 

this, containing some ideas in it, and it was agreed by high representatives from all parts of 

the world.  This has to feed into the General Assembly and the Security Council at some 

point, and it may well be that a lot of people will get behind the chapter in the UN panel 

report. 

Dr Samore: I was told that you would not want to discuss this, but I think there are a lot of 

interesting ideas here.  A lot of them are unworkable and impractical, in the sense that they 

are not going to be supported.  That does not mean they should not be advocated because 

sooner or later there will be elections in certain countries that may bring the power of 
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governments that are prepared to take different actions.  You should not be under the illusion 

that most of the recommendations in the high-level report are going to be accepted.  I just do 

not think they will be, but I am happy to discuss them individually. 

Lord Lea of Crondall: We are running out of time, but if there are any points, if you could 

put them on paper, I am sure we would all be enormously in your debt. 

Q129  Chairman:  If there is anything that we do not cover which you feel we should have 

asked ----- 

Dr Samore: I am happy to have a conversation with you at some other point about it. 

Q130  Lord Morris of Aberavon: You have mentioned biological weapons, and the 

comparison in my view is always with the BWC Verification Protocol; the chemical weapons 

structure that we have, which I have visited, and which, apart from the comparative – I would 

not say modest but partial success in implementation - the machinery is there; it is substantial, 

running to 400 and odd staff; and 167 countries were ratified at the convention.  What can be 

done similarly in the biological field?  Is it a problem so far as the United States is concerned, 

the industrial interface – maybe other countries, and I am sure other countries as well – that it 

is not easy to disentangle a strict biological weapon and the implications of prohibition on the 

industrial interface? 

Dr Samore: It is a very good question.  When I worked in the White House, the worst issue 

that I dealt with was the BWC Verification Protocol, because except for the White House no 

other element of the US Government was enthusiastic.  The Commerce Department thought it 

would jeopardise the interests of industry; The Defense Department thought it would 

jeopardise US bio-defence efforts; the State Department thought it was pretty worthless 

because it is so easy to hide biological weapons, and it was a real bureaucratic struggle to try 

to push the process forward.  At the end of the Clinton administration I thought we had come 
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up a proposal, thanks in large measure to the help of the FCO.  That was a modestly helpful 

verification measure.  It was not very strict because we had to protect our own industry and 

bio-defence efforts, but I thought it would have been a useful tool, or at least it would not 

have done much harm.  When the Bush administration came in early on, given their 

predisposition for international arms control effort, went along with the rest of the US 

bureaucracy and decided that it was not worth it.  I do not see any likelihood that that position 

will change, so for the next four years you are not going to see any shift in the US hostility to 

any legally binding protocol to support the BWC.  Maybe that will change after the next 

election.  In the meantime, one of the ideas in the high-level panel, which is a very good idea 

and I think workable is the idea of trying to come up with some bio-security measures that 

could be applied under the terms of the BWC, and also under the terms of US Security 

Council Resolution 1540, which mandates that states put in place very effective measures to 

protect sensitive bio materials and to put in place proper export controls.  That is an area 

where you can make progress in the next four years, but in terms of a verification protocol, I 

just do not think that it is going to go anywhere. 

Q131  Lord Morris of Aberavon: You are saying that in relation to what you have identified 

as the biggest danger – not nuclear, not chemical but biological – the chances of verification 

are slim. 

Dr Samore: Well, remember that the BWC Verification Protocol is directed against states.  

The intent is to try to detect states that are developing biological weapons.  I actually think 

that is, in relative terms, not as serious a threat as the danger that individual terrorist groups 

will seek to acquire biological weapons.  In order to address the terrorist threat, the BWC is a 

very limited utility.  Of much greater utility is to protect hazardous materials, to have strong 

export controls and to strengthen co-operation among intelligence agencies.  The treaty is not 

designed to deal with the terrorist threat; it is designed to deal with the state threat.  I do not 

22 



think there is a huge state threat from biological weapons.  I think the terrorist threat is much 

more likely and much more challenging.  Fortunately, as I say, for interesting reasons, that I 

am not sure I understand, Al-Quada has been content to use conventional explosives rather 

than to make any serious effort to mount biological attacks, although there have been a few 

individual cases where, fortunately the police and intelligence services have been able to act 

before the terrorists could use their weapons.  I think it is just inevitable in the next ten years 

that there will be use of biological weapons by terrorists.  It may not cause a lot of casualties 

but it is bound to happen. 

Q132  Lord Lea of Crondall: Does it not mean that the non-proliferation treaty is a side-

show, and the rules of the game on dealing with terrorists and non-proliferation are being 

made up as we go along?  We have one regime in the world that is a Non-Proliferation Treaty, 

treaties made between states, ratified or not by parliaments and so on- - so then you are 

talking about a whole different world governed by intelligence agencies and relationships that 

we cannot fully understand between them and people that are dealing with agents going into 

some place.  Can you give us some final reflections on the consequences of what you have 

just said, that there is a parallel universe that it is very hard to report on? 

Dr Samore: I think you will just have to distinguish in your report between two very different 

kinds of threats.  There is the state threat, which is a traditional threat that the non-

proliferation regime was constructed to deal with, and, as I suggested, I think that is working 

pretty well in the nuclear area except for these isolated cases, which pose very difficult 

challenges.  At the same time there is a new threat, which we have become aware of, which is 

terrorist groups, and especially Al-Quada type groups, which have been willing to use 

weapons of mass destruction if they could obtain them.  To deal with that threat you need to 

develop other instruments.  The treaty-based systems that are designed to apply to states have 

a limited utility, but there are lots of other things that can be done, for example Security 
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Council Resolution 1540, which was a tremendous accomplishment.  If it was fully 

implemented it would make a dent in terms of making it more difficult for terrorists to acquire 

the kinds of technology and materials they need.  My impression – and I am sure that Lord 

Hannay could comment on this – is that the implementation of 1540 has not been very 

impressive so far, and that a lot more resources need to be devoted to the special committee 

that was set up in order to ensure full implementation.  This is an area where the EU can be 

very active in offering assistance to countries that do not really have very effective export 

controls outside of the normal industrialised group and offer help in terms of making it 

possible for them to set up more effective export control systems, as well as enforcement 

systems. 

Q133  Chairman: That leads on to our remaining questions about what the EU can do to stop 

leakage of weapons of mass destruction from countries that already have them and similar 

material, and what we can do to stop other people wanting them – although I am not quite 

sure whether anybody is capable of doing that.  In answering that, can you let us have your 

views about the very considerable efforts both in terms of the manpower and money that has 

been put in to try and help Russia? 

Dr Samore: Sure. 

Q134  Chairman: There appear to be differing views from the evidence that we have seen.  

In some cases it seemed to be a success and other people seem to think we are having the 

wool pulled over our eyes; and other people just think that the Russians are being difficult and 

rather unco-operative, somewhere in the middle. 

Dr Samore: Of course.  I think the various co-operative threat reduction programmes have 

been quite successful in a number of areas, especially in the early nineties when the threat of 

leakage out of Russia was very serious.  In the last five years or so I think the Russians have 
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done a pretty good job in beginning to reconstitute their internal security capabilities, and the 

threat is probably lower, although my friends who follow this issue in great detail say that the 

level of Russian security is still not we would like it to be, so there is an important area for 

working with the Russians to try to help secure and dispose of hazardous materials.  The 

primary obstacle to speeding up or completing these activities is Russia.  They are much less 

willing to co-operate with the United States and the EU in carrying out these programmes for 

a variety of reasons.  In part, they do not really need the foreign assistance as much as they 

used to because the price of oil has taken care of some of their financial problems, and in part 

it is because as they tighten down internal security, and the FSB has taken a greater role, they 

are much more resistant to the kind of transparency and access that the US and the EU have 

asked for in order to carry out these programmes.  In part, I think the Russians think they can 

handle the problem themselves.  They just do not need outside assistance.  To the extent that 

we worry about lack of good security in Russia, I think the focus has to be not so much on 

bigger budgets in the Western governments as it should be on convincing the Russian 

Government that there still is a problem, and that steps need to be taken to correct that.  Part 

of the reason why people are frustrated and unhappy with the various programmes is because 

the Russians are basically demanding a big bribe.  They are saying to the West, “we will help 

you in the areas you are worried about like securing nuclear material, if you will help us in the 

areas that we really worry about, which is helping to dispose of chemical weapons and 

helping us to dismantle general-purpose nuclear powered submarines”.  They are much more 

environmental problems than they are serious proliferation problems.  That is okay; I do not 

think there is anything wrong with that kind of a deal, provided that it actually gets the job 

done.  I talk to my friends who work in the nuclear area, and there is a lot of frustration that 

the Russians are not really being very co-operative in terms of their part of the bargain, which 

is to try to secure nuclear materials and nuclear technology. 

25 



26 

Chairman: We very much appreciate your coming to this Committee.  It has not only been 

very useful, but I can probably speak for all the members of the Committee when I say that 

we have enjoyed the evidence session.  If there is anything that you want to add, please let our 

clerk know. 


