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Conclusions and recommendations 

The ongoing threat from terrorism 

1. We conclude that despite a number of successes targeting the leadership and 
infrastructure of al Qaeda, the danger of international terrorism, whether from al 
Qaeda or other related groups, has not diminished and may well have increased. Al 
Qaeda continues to pose an extremely serious and brutal threat to the United 
Kingdom and its interests.  (Paragraph 15) 

2. We conclude that the dispersal and fragmentation of al Qaeda into more 
autonomous local cells mainly linked together by a common ideology will make it 
more difficult to tackle the threat of international terrorism. We further conclude 
that the situation in Iraq has provided both a powerful source of propaganda for 
Islamist extremists and also a crucial training ground for international terrorists 
associated with al Qaeda.  (Paragraph 21) 

3. We conclude that propaganda is one of the major tools in al Qaeda’s arsenal. We 
further conclude that progress towards resolving key international conflicts would go 
some way to removing widespread feelings of injustice in the Muslim world that feed 
into the causes of and support for terrorism. Although the United Kingdom and its 
allies recognise this, and are working to resolve these conflicts, they are putting 
insufficient effort and funding into countering terrorist propaganda. Much greater 
effort needs to be made to communicate effectively with the Arab and Islamic world 
in order to bridge the gulf of mistrust that feeds into international terrorism. We 
recommend that the Government continue to engage with Muslim leaders and 
clerics who speak out against distorted and extremist versions of their faith. We 
commend the Government’s Engaging with the Islamic World Programme as well as 
the decision to set up an Arabic BBC World Service television station, but note that it 
will initially broadcast for only 12 hours a day and be much less generously funded 
than al Jazeera, which is heavily subsidised by the government of Qatar. We conclude 
that much more could be done. We recommend that the Government set out in its 
response to this Report what plans it has to expand its work in this field. We also 
recommend that the BBC World Service carry out an evaluation of the cost-
effectiveness of this expenditure.  (Paragraph 30) 

4. We acknowledge that there is a problem of what to do with some of the detainees at 
Guantánamo and that those detained include some very dangerous terrorists. We 
also conclude that the continuing existence of Guantánamo diminishes US moral 
authority and adds to the list of grievances against the US. We further conclude that 
detentions without either national or international authority work against British as 
well as US interests and hinder the effective pursuit of the ‘war against terrorism’. We 
conclude that those who can be reasonably safely released should be released, those 
who can be prosecuted as criminals should be prosecuted and that as many others as 
possible should be returned to their countries of citizenship. We commend the 
British Government for its policy of urging the US government to move towards 
closing Guantánamo.  (Paragraph 46) 
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5. We conclude that there has been a lot of speculation about the possible use of 
rendition to countries where torture can take place, so called “Black Sites” and the 
complicity of the British Government, all of which would be very serious matters, but 
that there has been no hard evidence of the truth of any of these allegations. The 
British and US governments have categorically denied that either UK airspace, or 
airports have been used by the US government for rendition or extraordinary 
rendition since 11 September 2001. We reiterate our strong view that the 
Government must deal with extraordinary rendition in a transparent manner with 
timely answers to questions from this Committee. We conclude that it is regrettable 
that far more detailed information has been given in parliamentary answers to 
opposition party spokesmen than has been given in response to questions from this 
Committee.  (Paragraph 58) 

6. We conclude that despite the reforms adopted by the 2005 UN General Summit, 
there remain uncertainties over the international legal framework for humanitarian 
intervention. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this 
Report what steps it is taking to establish a consensus on whether and when 
intervention on humanitarian grounds is permissible.  (Paragraph 66) 

Saudi Arabia 

7. We conclude that there remains a serious terrorist threat in Saudi Arabia, and that 
this is directed at both the Saudi authorities and foreign interests.  (Paragraph 77) 

8. We conclude that Saudi Arabia is taking the threat of terrorism very seriously and is 
providing valuable assistance to the international community in this area. The 
Kingdom has put in place an effective security-focussed strategy targeting individuals 
and this has had a forceful impact on the al Qaeda presence in the Kingdom. 
However, we also conclude that the level of regional cooperation could be 
significantly improved, and recommend that the Government give assistance in this 
area, setting out in its response to this Report what steps it is taking. We further 
recommend that the Government pursue with its Saudi counterparts the possibility 
of a regional terrorism centre headed by Saudi Arabia.  (Paragraph 87) 

9. We conclude that Saudi Arabia is taking very seriously the causes of terrorism and 
process of extremist recruitment and has conducted valuable research in this area. 
We further conclude that Saudi Arabia is pursuing crucial long-term policies to 
tackle the causes of terrorism. We conclude that the United Kingdom could usefully 
learn from Saudi Arabia’s experience in this field, highlighting the two-way nature of 
cooperation with the Kingdom.  (Paragraph 99) 

10. We conclude that despite a number of reform steps, the political environment 
remains severely constrained in Saudi Arabia. This raises serious concerns, and in 
the context of glaring socio-economic disparities, could feed into extremism and the 
causes of terrorism. Nevertheless, we conclude that the Saudi reform process must be 
domestically driven; perceived interference by the international community could be 
counter productive.  (Paragraph 128) 

11. We conclude that the human rights situation in Saudi Arabia continues to give cause 
for grave concern. We recommend that the Government continue to make clear that 
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discrimination against women, other human rights abuses which are endemic in 
Saudi Arabia including discrimination against migrant workers, torture and the 
shortcomings of the judicial system, breed discontent and fall far short of universal 
standards. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report 
what progress was made in this area at the April 2006 meeting of the Two Kingdoms 
Forum. We further recommend that the Government set out whether it is seeking a 
memorandum of understanding with Saudi Arabia.  (Paragraph 135) 

12. We conclude that the United Kingdom’s relationship with Saudi Arabia is of critical 
and strategic importance. Not only is the Kingdom a crucial ally in the international 
‘war against terrorism’, but it is central to many of this country’s national interests 
and meets most of the Government’s strategic priorities. We further conclude that 
while the United Kingdom may not see eye to eye with Saudi Arabia on a number of 
issues, it is critically important that the two countries remain close and 
communicative allies. We conclude that Saudi Arabia is a country where a significant 
British diplomatic presence can make a difference. The stability of Saudi Arabia is 
vital to the United Kingdom’s interests, particularly in the context of the war in Iraq 
and developments in Iran. We conclude that stability requires significant reform.  
(Paragraph 139) 

13. At the time of concluding the drafting of our Report, the United Kingdom’s courts 
had just determined that the Saudi Arabian government is immune, in international 
law, from being pursued in UK courts in relation to the unjustified detention and 
alleged torture of British citizens. We recommend that the British Government 
disclose what it knows about this grave incident and what  representations it made 
on behalf of the British nationals. (Paragraph 140) 

The United Arab Emirates 

14. We conclude that the UAE is an important ally in the international ‘war against 
terrorism’. We further conclude that the UAE has taken important steps to improve 
banking regulation in order to target money laundering; we welcome the role of 
British personnel in this area. However, we conclude that there are limits to what 
regulation of the banking sector can achieve with regard to terrorist financing. We 
further conclude that important work is being done to tackle the risk of proliferation, 
in large part through work between the UAE and the USA by means of the 
Container Security Initiative (CSI). We recommend that the Government set out in 
its response to this Report its current position on placing British officials in major 
ports overseas to improve security for the United Kingdom and its Overseas 
Territories.  (Paragraph 167) 

15. We conclude that the public and Congressional concern in the USA at the prospect 
of a deal that would have given Dubai Ports World control over a number of US 
ports is very regrettable, and sends the wrong signals to the Arab and Muslim world. 
However, we also conclude that the level of regional cooperation is not as high as it 
could be. We recommend that the Government work to support regional efforts at 
cooperation where appropriate and that it set out in its response to this Report what 
steps it is taking in this regard. We conclude that as a Muslim country, the UAE has 
an important role to play in countering sources of terrorism, such as religious 
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teaching and education system; indeed, the Federation’s leaders have provided bold 
and courageous leadership in this regard. We further conclude that the UAE’s 
experience in this area could provide useful lessons for the United Kingdom.  
(Paragraph 168) 

16. We conclude that there is a serious democratic deficit in the UAE, although informal 
channels of consultation appear to go some way to address the needs of the 
population. We recommend that the Government work to support moves towards 
democratisation in the UAE, offering assistance wherever appropriate.  (Paragraph 
173) 

17. We conclude that there remain areas of human rights concern in the UAE, notably 
the treatment of foreign workers. We recommend that the Government work to 
encourage the UAE to sign up to the remaining ILO rules and improve the status of 
foreign workers. We further conclude that there have been serious efforts to improve 
the situation of child jockeys, nevertheless, we recommend that the Government 
remain seized of this issue and remind the UAE of the need to protect children.   
(Paragraph 182) 

Israel–Palestine 

18. We conclude that the recognition given to the state of Israel in President Abbas’s 
proposed 18-point peace plan is welcome but that the recognition should be explicit 
rather than implicit. We recommend that the FCO state whether or not it favours the 
holding of a national referendum in the Palestinian territories on President Abbas’s 
18-point peace plan.  (Paragraph 187) 

19. We conclude that the Government is correct to refuse to deal directly with Hamas. 
We recommend that, until Hamas accepts the existence of Israel and commits itself 
to both to a two-state solution and exclusively peaceful means of achieving its goals, 
the Government should continue to refuse to deal with it directly. However, we 
further recommend that the Government continue to work with President Abbas, 
work with international organisations and non-governmental organisations in order 
to assist the Palestinian people, and seek out, where feasible, ‘back channels’ in order 
to facilitate movement towards negotiations between the Palestinians and Israelis.  
(Paragraph 192) 

20. We conclude that the Government was right to refuse to channel its aid through a 
Palestinian administration led by Hamas, and we endorse the Government’s support 
for the policy set out by the Quartet in the London statement of 30 January. 
However, it is important that the Palestinian people are not punished for exercising 
their rights as voters and we support the subsequent decision to create a mechanism 
for channelling aid directly to those who most need it. We recommend that the 
Government act with all speed to ensure that this mechanism is fully implemented 
and that it has the desired effect of averting an economic and humanitarian disaster 
in the Palestinian territories. We further recommend that the Government, in its 
response to this Report, set out what steps it is taken to avert an economic and 
humanitarian crisis in the Palestinian Territories.  (Paragraph 197) 
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21. We reiterate the Committee’s previous conclusions on the illegality of the current 
route of the separation barrier and underline our concerns about the impact it is 
having on the lives of ordinary Palestinians. We recommend that the Government 
continue to make the strongest representations to the Israeli authorities to align the 
route of the barrier with the 1967 border and that it raise the question of the present 
alignment of the barrier in international fora such as the new United Nations 
Council on Human Rights.  (Paragraph 206) 

22. We conclude that satisfactory road and rail links between Gaza and the West Bank 
are essential for the creation of a viable Palestinian state. We recommend that the 
Government intensify the international efforts being made to achieve progress with 
these projects and provide the Committee with a full statement of the latest position 
in its response to this Report.  (Paragraph 213) 

23. We conclude that there is little prospect of the Israelis and Palestinians reaching any 
agreement on the way forward without substantial commitment and engagement by 
the Quartet, by regional players and above all by the USA. We recommend that the 
Government do everything possible both bilaterally and through international 
mechanisms to encourage both parties to implement their Road Map obligations.  
(Paragraph 222) 

Iraq 

24. We conclude that the continued deterioration in the security situation in Iraq is 
extremely worrying, as are the deepening sectarian and ethnic dimensions of the 
violence. We further conclude that Iraq’s neighbours have yet to take sufficient steps 
to prevent the movement of insurgents across Iraq’s borders, although we note that 
the length and porous nature of these borders make this task extremely difficult.  
(Paragraph 232) 

25. We conclude that despite continued hard work to build up the Iraqi Security Forces, 
and the dedication and bravery of many of the members of those forces, they remain 
a long way from being able to take the lead on security across Iraq. We further 
conclude that relying on Shia and Kurdish communities to build up the Iraqi 
Security Forces has contributed to the development of sectarian forces and that this 
is regrettable in the volatile security and political environment in Iraq. We 
recommend that the Government continue to work with its international partners to 
address this problem and make clear to the Iraqi authorities the importance of 
legitimate national Security Forces. We further recommend that the Government set 
out in its response to this Report what steps it is taking to assist the Iraqi authorities 
to establish a security infrastructure that respects human rights.  (Paragraph 238) 

26. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report the 
circumstances under which it would withdraw British forces from Iraq. We further 
recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report the findings 
of the ‘joint committee to transfer security responsibility’.  (Paragraph 245) 

27. We conclude that, in the context of the insurgency and the appalling level of 
violence, detention will continue to be necessary; however, the level of such 
detentions is a problem for coalition forces too and for the United Kingdom’s image 
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in the region. Wherever and whenever possible such detainees should be handed 
over to the Iraqi government for trial. We recommend that the Government set out 
in its response to this Report the current number and status of detainees held by the 
United Kingdom in Iraq, including the basis for their detention, as well as any plans 
to transfer them to Iraqi or US custody or to subject them to due judicial process. We 
also recommend that the Government provide in its response the latest information 
it has as to the number of detainees being held by the USA in Iraq and the number 
being held by the Iraqi authorities.  (Paragraph 247) 

28. We conclude that the Government is making slow progress towards resolving the 
issue of how to regulate private military and security companies. This is regrettable 
given the increase in the use of such firms in Iraq and elsewhere. We recommend 
that the Government accelerate its efforts in this area and that it set out in its 
response to this Report what measures it plans to take.  (Paragraph 253) 

29. We commend the continued commitment of ordinary Iraqis to the democratic 
process in Iraq and are impressed by the obvious desire on the part of ordinary Iraqis 
to achieve a more representative political system. We reiterate the conclusion of our 
predecessor Committee that it is essential that the international community, and 
especially the USA and United Kingdom, refrain from interfering in Iraqi politics 
and decision making. Nevertheless, there is an important continuing role for the 
international community in support of the democratic government in Iraq. We 
recommend that the Government do all it can to facilitate the UN’s role in Iraq, both 
in terms of providing security assistance in Iraq and through support in the Security 
Council. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report 
what progress has been made on providing security to the UN in Iraq and what plans 
there are to facilitate a greater UN presence. We further recommend that the 
Government set out in its response to this Report the progress made in establishing 
EU assistance to Iraq.  (Paragraph 261) 

30. We conclude that concerns over Iranian involvement in Iraq reinforce the need for 
dialogue and engagement with Tehran. We recommend that the Government 
engage with both its Iranian and Iraqi counterparts to ease concerns in this area and 
that it work to encourage Washington to take a similar approach. We further 
conclude that serious concerns exist over Iranian involvement in Iraq and that the 
organisation, weaponry and technology for a number of terrorist incidents in Iraq 
have emanated from within Iran.  (Paragraph 265) 

31. We conclude that the reconstruction process has been made extremely difficult by 
the insurgency, both by sabotage and by the level of violence to personnel involved; 
however, the lack of progress risks dissatisfaction with the political process. We 
recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report its plans to 
make reconstruction efforts more effective as well as its plans, if any, to take part in 
setting up Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Iraq.  (Paragraph 275) 

32. We conclude that conditions remain extremely difficult for British personnel in Iraq 
and commend the good work they are doing in testing circumstances. We 
recommend that the Government update us in its response to this Report on the 
number of British personnel in Iraq, their location and its plans to improve facilities 
further.  (Paragraph 279) 
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33. We conclude that the deterioration in the security situation and the continuing 
difficulties in relations with the local communities in Basra are deeply worrying. We 
commend efforts that have been made to build bridges and repair relations. We 
recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report what further 
steps it is taking to improve the situation in the four south-eastern provinces of Iraq 
and to bring about a resolution of the differences between Shia groups.  (Paragraph 
286) 

34. We conclude that there remain significant disagreements about the timing of the 
decision to go to war with Iraq. We recommend that the Government set out in its 
response to this Report the chronology of when decisions were made with regard to 
the Iraq war, including publication of the memorandum of the conversation between 
the Prime Minister and President Bush on 31 January 2004.  (Paragraph 291) 

Iran 

35. We conclude that there is clear cause for international concern over Iranian nuclear 
intentions and a number of substantive issues have yet to be resolved, as spelled out 
in successive IAEA reports. We further conclude that the Government is correct to 
take extremely seriously the possibility that Iran is seeking to acquire nuclear 
weapons. A nuclear armed Iran would radically alter the security geography of the 
region and would lead other countries to seek nuclear weapons or guarantees 
themselves.  (Paragraph 303) 

36. We conclude that despite achieving a high degree of international agreement about 
the need to address Iran’s nuclear ambitions, there has been a worrying lack of 
consensus among the Permanent Members of the UNSC on how best to tackle this 
problem. We commend the Government’s commitment to diplomatic efforts to 
resolve the nuclear standoff with Iran. We sincerely regret the breakdown of 
negotiations in 2005 and Iran’s resumption of enrichment activities. We commend 
the international consensus achieved among members of the IAEA Governing Board 
and the efforts taken to maintain this consensus in the decision to report Iran to the 
UN Security Council. We also commend renewed efforts by the EU3 to resolve the 
crisis by diplomatic means and we recommend that the Government keep us 
informed of the progress of these negotiations.  (Paragraph 312) 

37. We commend the high-level cooperation between the United Kingdom, France and 
Germany in their negotiations with Iran. We conclude that US engagement will be 
an essential component of any lasting agreement and commend US involvement in 
the current EU3 diplomatic initiative. We recommend that the Government use its 
close relationship with the USA to encourage it to engage further with Iran and that 
it set out in its response to this Report what steps it is taking to do this.  (Paragraph 
324) 

38. We conclude that a broad range of options are available to the international 
community with regard to Iran, but that that some are fraught with difficulty. We 
further conclude that in the interest of legitimacy as well as effectiveness it is highly 
desirable that maximum international consensus is maintained on any action taken 
against Iran.  (Paragraph 332) 
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39. We conclude that military action against Iran would be likely to unleash a host of 
extremely serious consequences both in the Middle East and elsewhere and would 
not be guaranteed to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons in the long 
term. We further conclude that the Government should not undertake or support 
military action against Iran until all other options have been exhausted or without 
broad agreement among its international allies. We also conclude that the lack of 
international consensus for sanctions against Iran combined with the extremely 
worrying prospect of military action mean that all possible diplomatic efforts must 
be applied to reaching a negotiated agreement with Iran; we recommend that the 
Government make this point absolutely clear to the administration in Washington.  
(Paragraph 340) 

40. We conclude that Iran’s position towards the ‘war against terrorism’ has been 
contradictory, and extremely unhelpful in a number of key areas. Iran continues to 
have links with terrorist groups, while statements by the Iranian president about 
Israel and denial of the Holocaust are deplorable and cannot be dismissed as empty 
rhetoric. We commend the Prime Minister’s robust response to these comments and 
recommend that the Government continue to make clear to the Iranian Government 
that such behaviour and comments are unacceptable.  (Paragraph 353) 

41. We conclude that the human rights situation in Iran remains extremely 
unsatisfactory. We recommend that the Government continue to use its diplomatic 
contacts with the Iranian government to promote respect for human rights and 
political and religious freedoms, and actively encourage the EU to do likewise. We 
further conclude that the democratic process in Iran is deeply flawed, and that 
although this issue must be handled with care, there is a role for the United Kingdom 
and the international community more broadly in supporting reform efforts. We 
recommend that the Government seriously consider funding a Farsi BBC television 
service.  (Paragraph 361) 

Afghanistan 

42. We conclude that bringing stability to Afghanistan remains a key British interest. We 
commend the Government for its role in hosting and co-chairing the London 
Conference and welcome the Prime Minister’s comments that the United Kingdom 
will remain by the side of the Afghan people in their struggle for freedom, 
moderation and democracy.  (Paragraph 366) 

43. We conclude that there has been a worrying deterioration in the security situation in 
Afghanistan, and that there are signs that the tactics that have brought such 
devastation to Iraq are being replicated in Afghanistan. We recommend that in its 
response to this Report the Government indicate what steps it is taking to prevent 
further deterioration.  (Paragraph 371) 

44. We commend the Government’s work assisting the Afghan authorities to establish 
secure prison facilities and in providing training in prison techniques. We 
recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report what further 
assistance it could give in this area, particularly in respect of increasing the Afghan 
capacity to house drug offenders at the provincial level.  (Paragraph 377) 
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45. We reiterate our predecessor’s Committee’s conclusion that “the United Kingdom’s 
lead role in co-ordinating the UN’s counter-narcotics strategy in Afghanistan is one 
of the Government’s most important responsibilities overseas”. We conclude that 
negligible progress has been made reducing opium poppy cultivation in Afghanistan. 
We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report how it 
intends to make better progress in tackling this problem. We further recommend 
that the Government clarify its position towards eradication and that it set out what 
progress has been made on developing alternative livelihoods for Afghan farmers. 
(Paragraph 383) 

46. We conclude that there is potential for a blurring of the United Kingdom’s counter-
insurgency and counter-narcotics objectives in Afghanistan. We recommend that 
the Government clarify the role of British personnel, including with regard to the 
policy of eradication and support to eradication activities. We further conclude that 
the expansion of ISAF’s area of operation requires careful consideration of how best 
to coordinate with the US-led Operation Enduring Freedom. We reiterate our 
predecessor Committee’s conclusion that “increased synergy between and better 
integration of NATO’s operations in Afghanistan and those of the US-led coalition is 
a potentially positive move, which if correctly implemented should enhance the 
effectiveness of security, reconstruction and counter-terrorist activities alike”. We 
recommend that the Government update us in its response to this Report on NATO 
planning to achieve this greater synergy.  (Paragraph 391) 

Non-proliferation 

47. We conclude that the failure of the May 2005 NPT Review Conference is a matter of 
serious concern. We recommend that the Government do all in its power to sustain 
the NPT, as the most effective tool for the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.  (Paragraph 401) 

48. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report what it is 
doing to strengthen the non-proliferation tools available to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA), and set out its views on the proposals for strengthening the 
IAEA put forward by Director General Dr Mohammed ElBaradei. We further 
recommend that the Government work with its IAEA partners to establish a 
permanent section of the IAEA dealing with nuclear proliferation by non-state 
actors, with adequate and sustainable funding arrangements.  (Paragraph 406) 

49. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report what 
impact the agreement between New Delhi and Washington on nuclear co-operation 
might have on the existing non-proliferation framework. We also recommend that 
in its response to this Report the Government set out what progress has been made 
on introducing revisions to the guidelines of the Nuclear Suppliers Group.  
(Paragraph 409) 

50. We conclude that the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) is a crucial tool for 
the control of the spread of nuclear weapons, and the work of the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty Organisation (CTBTO) is both technically impressive and of great 
worth. We recommend that the Government urge those states that have not yet 
ratified the CTBT to do so, concentrating its efforts on the states which have not 
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ratified for technical reasons, such as Colombia, Indonesia and Vietnam.  (Paragraph 
414) 

51. We conclude that a successful outcome of the Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention (BWC) Review Conference is essential in order to preserve confidence 
in the global non-proliferation regime. We recommend that the Government outline 
what progress has been made by the various meetings of experts and state parties 
since the middle of 2005, and set out what it hopes to achieve at the Review 
Conference. We also recommend that the Government explain how it proposes to 
ensure compliance with the BWC without the existence of a verification mechanism.  
(Paragraph 419) 

52. We conclude that universality of the Chemical Weapons Convention is a most 
desirable objective, and we recommend that the Government step up its efforts to 
encourage Middle Eastern states such as Egypt, Israel, Lebanon, and Syria to ratify 
the CWC. We also conclude that the destruction of chemical weapons is a priority, 
and recommend that the Government urge other states to accelerate the destruction 
of their chemical weapons.  (Paragraph 422) 

53. We conclude that the work of the G8 Global Partnership makes a valuable 
contribution to the reduction of nuclear and chemical weapons material in the 
former Soviet Union, although the slow progress on plutonium and chemical 
weapon destruction is a serious concern. We recommend that the Government set 
out in its response to this Report how it will maintain the momentum behind the G8 
Global Partnership. We also recommend that it explore the possibilities of expanding 
the Partnership’s work beyond the borders of the former Soviet Union.  (Paragraph 
428) 

54. We welcome the Government’s outreach work on the Missile Technology Control 
Regime (MTCR) and we recommend that in its response to this Report the 
Government set out what further steps it is planning to take in this area. We also 
welcome India’s decision to comply with MTCR guidelines voluntarily, and we 
recommend that the Government work to encourage India to become a full member 
of the MTCR. However, we conclude that the spread of knowledge of cruise missile 
and space programme related technology may outpace the MTCR’s best efforts, and 
we recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report how it will 
ensure that the MTCR keeps pace with the spread of technology and what steps it 
will take to give the MTCR greater enforceability.  (Paragraph 432) 

55. We welcome the expansion of the Wassenaar Arrangement, both in terms of 
membership and its trigger lists, but fear that the organisation will continue to work 
at the lowest common denominator. We recommend that the Government explore 
means to strengthen the Wassenaar Arrangement, perhaps by establishing an 
inspections regime. We also conclude that the lack of interaction between the 
Wassenaar Arrangement and UN bodies dealing with small arms and light weapons 
hinders the effective implementation of an international non-proliferation regime on 
small arms and might have a deleterious impact on the establishment of an Arms 
Trade Treaty (ATT). We recommend that the Government work to bring the 
Wassenaar Arrangement into closer collaboration with the UN and other 
international efforts related to the ATT. (Paragraph 437) 
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56. We welcome progress towards an international ATT and recommend that the 
Government continue its work to garner support for such a treaty. However, we 
recommend that the Government does not allow its desire to establish 
internationally accepted norms lead to a treaty that operates only at the lowest 
common denominator.  (Paragraph 440) 
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1 Introduction 
1. This is the seventh Report in a series on foreign policy aspects of the ‘war against 
terrorism’. Our predecessor Committee launched this inquiry following the 11 September 
2001 terrorist attacks in the USA. These Reports, supplemented by other Reports on the 
decision to go to war in Iraq, on British–US relations and on human rights, have 
contributed to the ongoing debate on both the causes of terrorism and the United 
Kingdom’s response to it. During the course of the inquiry, the Committee has discussed 
wide and varied themes, such as the fall of the Taliban and efforts to rebuild Afghanistan, 
shifts in the organisation of al Qaeda, the war and subsequent situation in Iraq, multilateral 
efforts to tackle terrorist financing and global work to prevent the proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction. 

2. In this Report, we return to a number of these themes. We discuss the fast developing 
situations in Israel and the Palestinian Territories, Iraq and Iran. However, for the first 
time we also discuss in some detail the United Kingdom’s relations with Saudi Arabia and 
the United Arab Emirates and the role of these two countries in the international ‘war 
against terrorism’. Both countries were linked to the attacks of 11 September: fifteen of the 
nineteen suicide aeroplane hijackers were Saudi citizens; two were UAE nationals. In 
addition, both Saudi Arabia and the UAE have significant experience fighting terrorism, 
both through security-based counter-terrorism measures and by tackling the causes of 
terrorism through educational reform and cooperation with religious authorities. Not only 
are both countries key allies in the fight against international terrorism, but there is also 
much that could be learned from their efforts to understand and thwart recruitment of 
extremists. 

3. Although for consistency with our previous Reports we have entitled this one ‘Foreign 
Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism’, we have come to the conclusion that the 
phrase ‘war against terrorism’ is inappropriate. The phrase may initially have seemed an 
adequate description for international efforts in the context of the attacks of 11 September 
and subsequent action against the Taliban in Afghanistan. However, it does not adequately 
describe what has become a multi-faceted and complex international effort to thwart 
terrorist attacks across the globe simultaneously with attempts to address the background 
to international terrorism. We shall give further consideration to providing a more 
appropriate phrase when we produce our next Report on countering terrorism. 

4. If any reminder were needed of the continuing threat posed by international terrorism, 
on 7 July 2005 four suicide attacks in London left 56 dead and hundreds injured. The 
bombers were British, but their crimes were committed against a backdrop of global 
terrorism. In March 2006, the FCO published its new strategy document “Active 
Diplomacy for a Changing World.” This document sets out nine strategic international 
priorities for the United Kingdom: 

• Making the world safer from global terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. 

• Reducing the harm to the UK from international crime, including drug trafficking, 
people smuggling and money laundering. 
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• Preventing and resolving conflict through a strong international system. 

• Building an effective and globally competitive EU in a secure neighbourhood. 

• Supporting the UK economy and business through an open and expanding global 
economy, science and innovation and secure energy supplies. 

• Promoting sustainable development and poverty reduction underpinned by human 
rights, democracy, good governance and protection of the environment. 

• Managing migration and combating illegal immigration. 

• Delivering high-quality support for British nationals abroad, in normal times and in 
crises. 

• Ensuring the security and good governance of the UK’s Overseas Territories.1 

5. Many of these priorities are relevant to international efforts to fight terrorism and the 
circumstances in which extremism and terrorism flourish. Critically, the document states 
that “The priorities cannot be pursued in isolation. They intersect in many of the urgent 
international problems the UK faces, such as the search for peace in the Middle East and 
South Asia, the reconstruction of Afghanistan and Iraq, or dealing more effectively with 
poverty and conflict around the world.” Throughout the course of the Committee’s inquiry 
into foreign policy aspects of the ‘war against terrorism’, it has become clear not only that 
the ‘war against terrorism’ must consider wider and more complex issues than terrorism 
itself, but that the development and implementation of policy to protect British interests 
must be carried out as part of a coherent foreign policy strategy. 

6. Much of the evidence taken for this Report was received before the change of Foreign 
Secretary, and therefore was provided by Jack Straw ahead of the appointment of Margaret 
Beckett in May 2006. We heard oral evidence from Jack Straw on three occasions. We also 
held discussions with senior figures at the UN in New York, with members of the US 
Administration in Washington DC, with key personnel in the European Commission and 
with ministers, politicians, senior officials and others in Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Israel, the 
Palestinian Territories and Iraq. We also heard formal and informal evidence from a range 
of witnesses and received written evidence from a variety of sources; we express our thanks 
to all of these. 

 
1 Foreign & Commonwealth Office, Active Diplomacy for a Changing World: The UK’s International Priorities, Cm 

6762, March 2006. In June 2006, the new Foreign Secretary, Margaret Beckett, added a further strategic priority of 
climate change. 
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2 The ongoing threat from terrorism 

Continuing International Threat 

7. In response to the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, the USA and its allies adopted 
a policy of targeting al Qaeda’s senior leadership, infrastructure and funding networks. 
Speaking in October 2005, US President George Bush outlined some of the successes of this 
campaign: 

Together, we’ve killed or captured nearly all of those directly responsible for the 
September the 11th attacks; as well as some of bin Laden’s most senior deputies; al 
Qaeda managers and operatives in more than 24 countries; the mastermind of the 
USS Cole bombing, who was chief of al Qaeda operations in the Persian Gulf; the 
mastermind of the Jakarta and the first Bali bombings; a senior Zarqawi terrorist 
planner, who was planning attacks in Turkey; and many of al Qaeda’s senior leaders 
in Saudi Arabia.2 

8. The White House responded to an audio message by Osama bin Laden broadcast by al 
Jazeera satellite television station on 23 April 2006 by saying: “The al Qaeda leadership is 
on the run and under a lot of pressure. We are continuing to take the fight to the enemy 
abroad, and making it difficult for them to plan and plot against America. We are on the 
advance, they are on the run, and we will not let up...We will prevail. It's important that we 
continue to use every tool at our disposal as we take the fight to the enemy.”3 More 
recently, President Bush described the killing of Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the head of al 
Qaeda in Iraq, as a severe blow to al Qaeda.4 

9. Paul Wilkinson, Professor of International Relations and Chair of the Centre for the 
Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews, wrote to us 
about the impact of the international ‘war against terrorism’: 

Al Qaeda’s core leadership, communication and training capabilities suffered major 
disruption and damage when the Taleban regime in Afghanistan, which had 
provided Al Qaeda with safe haven, was overthrown in autumn 2001. Since 9/11, 15 
leading Al Qaeda militants have been captured or killed, and over 3,000 suspected Al 
Qaeda followers have been arrested or detained. Moreover, millions of pounds of Al 
Qaeda assets have been frozen in the banking system.5 

A letter believed to be from Osama bin Laden’s deputy, Ayman al-Zawahiri, to Zarqawi, 
suggests that al Qaeda has indeed felt the impact of this campaign. In the letter, Zawahiri 
says that al Qaeda has lost many of its key leaders and is virtually resigned to defeat in 
Afghanistan. He also says that its lines of communication and funding have been severely 
disrupted and makes a plea for financial support.6 

 
2 Remarks by President Bush, National Endowment for Democracy, Washington D.C., 6 October 2005 

3 Press Gaggle by Scott McClellan, 23 April 2006 

4 “Zarqawi killed in Iraq air raid”, BBC News Online, 8 June 2006, news.bbc.co.uk 

5 Ev 1 

6 “US 'intercepts al-Qaeda letter’'’, BBC News Online, 7 October 2005, news.bbc.co.uk 
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10. However, despite the claimed successes of the campaign, international terrorists 
nevertheless clearly retain the capacity to strike across the world. Professor Wilkinson 
wrote to us about the enduring threat: 

In attack after attack Al Qaeda’s network of networks has proved its ability to deploy 
large numbers of operatives and to recruit more than sufficient new members to 
replace those lost by capture and death in suicide bombing or in armed 
confrontations with security forces… There is no evidence that the movement is 
unable to obtain the funds and explosives it needs to carry out major coordinated 
mass-killing suicide bombing attacks.7 

In fact, there is broad consensus that al Qaeda continues to represent the most dangerous 
terrorist threat ever posed by a non-state actor. With a presence in over 60 countries, it is al 
Qaeda’s explicit commitment to mass killing that makes it so dangerous. Professor 
Wilkinson, told us about this: 

I think we must not underestimate the sheer ruthlessness and brutality of this 
movement. It is still acting on the decree, the fatwa that was issued by bin Laden in 
February 1988 in which all Muslims were urged to kill Americans and their allies, 
including civilians, whenever and wherever possible… Fortunately they have not 
succeeded in doing anything as ambitious or as deadly as the 9/11 attacks, although 
they certainly have plotted to undertake more deadly attacks. In some cases those 
conspiracies have been thwarted. In some cases we believe the plans may still exist, 
they just have not been implemented, and it is a worry that they may still try to 
implement them.8 

11. On 24 October 2005, the then Foreign Secretary also highlighted the brutality of the 
threat posed by al Qaeda when he described to us the indiscriminate nature of terrorist 
attacks and the fact that they “really do not mind who they kill provided they kill somebody 
in the name of a totally perverted ideology. It is a further illustration of the evil which we 
are dealing with.”9 

12. While agreeing about the extreme danger posed by al Qaeda, Peter Taylor, of BBC 
Panorama, also warned against the tendency of attributing every terrorist incident to al 
Qaeda: “there is a danger of putting the al Qaeda stamp on everything that happens—
sometimes it is justified, sometimes it is not—nevertheless, the threat that these new kind 
of cells that subscribe to the same philosophy as al Qaeda and bin Laden are extremely 
dangerous and I think the evidence speaks for itself.”10 

13. Indeed, the evidence does speak for itself. There has been no let up in terrorist attacks 
across the world since our predecessor Committee’s last Report in this inquiry.11 Since that 
Report, terrorism has hit at the heart of the United Kingdom. On 7 July 2005, four suicide 

 
7 Ev 2 

8 Q 8 [Professor Wilkinson] 

9 Q 56 

10 Q 1 [Mr Taylor] 

11 Foreign Affairs Committee, Sixth Report of Session 2004-05, Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism, HC 
36–I 
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bombers from a home-grown group inspired by al Qaeda struck in central London, killing 
52 people and injuring hundreds.12 The report into the attacks by the Intelligence and 
Security Committee found that two of the bombers spent time in Pakistan: “It has not yet 
been established who they met in Pakistan, but it is assessed as likely that they had some 
contact with Al Qaida figures.”13 The degree of al Qaeda involvement remains under 
investigation:14 “The extent to which the 7 July attacks were externally planned, directed or 
controlled by contacts in Pakistan or elsewhere remains unclear. The Agencies believe that 
some form of operational training is likely to have taken place while Khan and Tanweer 
were in Pakistan. Contacts in the run-up to the attacks suggest they may have had advice or 
direction from individuals there. Claims in the media that a ‘mastermind’ left the UK the 
day before the attacks reflect one strand of an investigation that was subsequently 
discounted by the intelligence and security Agencies.”15 Two weeks after the 7 July attacks, 
on 21 July, four would-be-bombers targeted London’s transport system once again; none 
of their devices exploded. 

14. Elsewhere, on 23 July 2005, two car bombs and a bomb placed in a suitcase in the 
Egyptian tourist resort of Sharm el Sheikh killed at least 88 people, including 11 British 
tourists.16 The region was targeted once again on 24 April 2006, when a series of explosions 
in the Egyptian seaside resort of Dahab killed at least 23 people and injured more than 60.17 
The Egyptian authorities have blamed the attacks on local groups ‘inspired’ by 
international extremist ideology. Tourists were once again the target on 1 October 2005, 
when three suicide bombers killed at least 23 people and injured around 150 people in Bali, 
Indonesia.18 On 9 November 2005, a triple bomb attack in Amman in Jordan left at least 56 
dead and around 100 injured.19 Meanwhile, the insurgency in Iraq continues to blaze, with 
a rising death toll, and the situation in Afghanistan has deteriorated, with an increase in the 
number of terrorist attacks and evidence that the Taliban is regrouping. We discuss both 
countries in greater detail later in this Report. 

15. We conclude that despite a number of successes targeting the leadership and 
infrastructure of al Qaeda, the danger of international terrorism, whether from al 
Qaeda or other related groups, has not diminished and may well have increased. Al 
Qaeda continues to pose an extremely serious and brutal threat to the United Kingdom 
and its interests. 

 
12 Home Office, Report of the Official Account of the Bombings in London on 7th July 2005, 11 May 2006, HC 1087. 

This report found that: “55. There is as yet no firm evidence to corroborate this claim or the nature of Al Qaida 
support, if there was any. But, the target and mode of attack of the 7 July bombings are typical of Al Qaida and 
those inspired by its ideologies.” 

13 Intelligence and Security Committee, Report into the London Terrorist Attacks on 7 July 2005, Cm 6785, May 2006, 
para 37 

14 Ibid, para 40 

15 Ibid, para 38 

16 “Toll climbs in Egyptian attacks”, BBC News Online, 23 July 2005, news.bbc.co.uk 

17 “Explosions at Egyptian Red Sea resort kill at least 23”, Financial Times, 25 April 2006 

18 “Bali bombs death toll rises to 23”, BBC News Online, 8 October 2005, news.bbc.co.uk 

19 “’Al-Qaeda’ claims Jordan attacks”, BBC News Online, 10 November 2005, news.bbc.co.uk 
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Developments in al Qaeda 

16. The international ‘war against terrorism’ has had a marked impact on al Qaeda. Peter 
Taylor told us about this: 

[T]here is a fundamental change in the nature of al Qaeda and its associated, but not 
necessarily directly related, groupings. That is the result of the successes that the 
coalition had in removing the jihadi training camps in Afghanistan. Al Qaeda was 
denied a base in Afghanistan, it tried to set up bases in places like Fallujah, in Iraq. 
They were destroyed again by the coalition forces. My understanding is that in the 
course of interrogation of senior or middle ranking al Qaeda people they said they 
were under orders to return to their countries of origin to recruit and train for Jihad 
on home ground, recruiting home-grown would be jihadis, and I think what the 
recent attacks show is the operation of those semi autonomous cells that do not 
necessarily have any directly linear connection with al Qaeda. The 9/11 attacks were 
the result of al Qaeda planning. Al Qaeda was the command and control centre. It no 
longer works like that, so these cells are their protean: they change; they are 
autonomous, or semi-autonomous. What binds them together is a common 
association with the philosophy of bin Laden and al Qaeda.20 

17. This shift has implications for international efforts to tackle terrorism. Professor 
Wilkinson and Peter Taylor both told us about this: “it does make it far more difficult for 
the intelligence services and the whole intelligence community of the coalition against 
terrorism to track down cells and to identify new networks as they are created, but it is 
even more complex than that.”21 Moreover, its diffuse structure gives al Qaeda “the 
flexibility and resilience to adapt and sustain its global jihad in spite of the many severe 
blows the movement has suffered.”22 

18. Our witnesses were all deeply concerned about the boost that the war in Iraq has given 
to al Qaeda. Peter Taylor told us about this: “they manipulate the situation in Iraq… They 
use the situation there to recruit, to propagandise, to fund raise, to train and also to plan 
and operate.” 23 Jack Straw concurred on this point, telling us: “It is self-evidently the truth 
that al Qaeda et cetera are exploiting what is going on in Iraq.”24 The situation in Iraq is a 
gift to al Qaeda in terms of propaganda. Peter Taylor told us that recorded attacks and 
beheadings in Iraq are “one of the most powerful recruiting tools that they have”.25 Indeed, 
Peter Taylor told us that by going into Iraq, “what we have done is fanned the flames of 
terrorism rather than subdue them.”26 

19. Professor Wilkinson wrote to us about the importance of al Qaeda’s experience in Iraq 
in terms of training: 

 
20 Q 1 [Mr Taylor] 

21 Q 1 [Professor Wilkinson] and Q 13 [Mr Taylor] 
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23 Q 14 [Mr Taylor] 

24 Q 65 

25 Q 14 [Mr Taylor] 

26 Q 17 [Mr Taylor] 
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By far the more important capability for carrying out local attacks is the availability 
of expertise, especially in bomb making, operational planning and tactics. The Al 
Qaeda network’s supply of well-trained and experienced terrorist operatives has been 
enormously increased as a result of the field experience provided in the Iraq conflict. 
Foreign terrorists who have been involved with the Al Qaeda Jihad in Mesopotamia 
led by the Jordanian Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, are now able to return to their countries 
of origin, including the EU member states, battle hardened and with skills acquired 
and honed in Iraq. It is also noteworthy that in recent weeks we have seen tactics 
methods copied from the terrorist campaign in Iraq being used in Afghanistan by 
Taleban and Al Qaeda-linked groups and their Afghan warlord allies to attack.27 

20. Despite this rather gloomy picture, our witnesses gave us some cause for optimism. 
There has been some evidence of strategic and ideological divisions within the broad al 
Qaeda movement. This has been precipitated by the targeting of Muslims in suicide attacks 
in Iraq and elsewhere. A letter believed to be from Zawahiri to Zarqawi warns that 
insurgents’ tactics, notably the killing of hostages and bombings of mosques, may alienate 
the wider Muslim population.28 Professor Wilkinson told us about this: 

I do not think all the networking arrangements necessarily favour the al Qaeda 
movement, because when you have a movement which is constituted of a network of 
networks worldwide there are bound to be some that begin to differ from the core 
leadership in its strategy and tactics, and we are beginning to see that. We see it in the 
communication that was intercepted between Zawahiri and Zarqawi… [W]here one 
sees a schism, where you see people with some political criticisms of a leadership, 
that is a hopeful sign because the history of terrorism shows that when they start to 
quarrel with each other that is the beginning of their decline.29 

21. We conclude that the dispersal and fragmentation of al Qaeda into more 
autonomous local cells mainly linked together by a common ideology will make it more 
difficult to tackle the threat of international terrorism. We further conclude that the 
situation in Iraq has provided both a powerful source of propaganda for Islamist 
extremists and also a crucial training ground for international terrorists associated 
with al Qaeda. 

Public diplomacy and human rights 

22. Professor Wilkinson wrote to us about some of the successes and failures of the 
international community’s counter-terrorism policy. He highlighted the importance of 
international cooperation, despite the deep divisions that were caused by the war in Iraq. 
Professor Wilkinson also emphasised the success that EU member states have had in 
“using their criminal justice systems to try persons suspected of involvement in al Qaeda 
linked terrorism” as well as “the un-dramatic but vital work of capacity building in the 
developing countries, for example the assistance programme of the FCO in disseminating 
expertise in anti-terrorism law, policing and intelligence work and the work of the 

 
27 Ev 2 

28 “US 'intercepts al-Qaeda letter’'’, BBC News Online, 7 October 2005, news.bbc.co.uk 

29 Qq 2, 8 [Professor Wilkinson] 
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international agencies such as ICAO, IATA and ACI in enhancing aviation security and of 
IMO in maritime security.” He also noted the progress that has been made on counter-
terrorism cooperation in Europe “for example through the Europe Arrest Warrant 
mechanism, and the enhanced intelligence sharing and judicial cooperation procedures 
through EUROPOL, SITCEN, and EUROJUST.”30 

23. However, our witnesses argued that al Qaeda is doing rather better than the 
international community when it comes to public diplomacy. Peter Taylor has looked in 
some detail at al Qaeda’s use of the internet as a propaganda tool. In one of his Panorama 
programmes, Taylor noted that: “al Qaeda has changed, the internet has given it wings… al 
Qaeda has become a global brand, driven by the power of the worldwide web.”31 Professor 
Wilkinson also wrote to us about the importance that al Qaeda attaches to propaganda: “Al 
Qaeda videotapes and websites demonstrate the great importance they attach to 
propaganda. Recently they have expanded into broadcasting their own news programme 
called Voice of the Caliphate which attempts to use world events to put over their 
movement’s perverted doctrines.”32 

24. The conduct of the international community’s foreign policy, and the exploitation of 
perceived injustices in this policy, are central to al Qaeda’s propaganda. Key international 
conflicts such as those between Israel and the Palestinians and between India and Pakistan 
over Kashmir, and the situation in Iraq, are fed into this propaganda. Peter Taylor told us 
about the role that such conflicts play in recruitment: “potential recruits are identified at 
radical mosques but the actual indoctrination—the showing of videos, of Palestine, of 
Chechnya, of Kashmir and increasingly of Iraq—is done privately in apartments, flats, etc, 
afterwards.”33 

25. This point is illustrated by bin Laden’s audio message, broadcast on 23 April 2006.34 
This message accused the West of waging a war against Islam and sought to identify with 
the Palestinian cause, which resonates strongly with Muslims across the world. Bin Laden 
said: “Our countries are burning, our homes are being shelled and our peoples are being 
killed and nobody cares about us. An example of the blatant attacks on our beliefs, our 
brothers and our countries is what your ally, Israel, did in terms of storming and 
demolishing Jericho Prison with the collusion of America and Britain.” He expanded to 
cover other perceived injustices of the West’s foreign policy: “An example of ridiculing 
people and holding them in contempt is that your aircraft and tanks are destroying houses 
over the heads of our kinfolk and children in Palestine, Iraq, Afghanistan, Chechnya, and 
Pakistan… They are determined to continue with their Crusader campaigns against our 
nation, to occupy our countries, to plunder our resources, and to enslave us.” Bin Laden 
also asserted that the role of al Qaeda is to defend Muslims across the world “Our aim is 
clear: that is, defending Islam, its people, and land.” 

 
30 Ev 3 

31 The New Al Qaeda, Part One 

32 Ev 1 

33 Q 1 [Mr Taylor] 

34 “'Bin Laden' accuses West—excerpts”, BBC News Online, 23 April 2006, news.bbc.co.uk 
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26. There is a clear recognition of the need for the international ‘war against terrorism’ to 
be multi-faceted. In October 2005, the then Foreign Secretary told us that in addition to the 
security focussed aspects of counter terrorism policy, the United Kingdom and its allies are: 

[S]eeking to deal with the causes of terrorism, for example, in the work we have done 
over many years to support the Middle East Peace Process, the very active 
engagement of the United States and United Kingdom Governments, Colin Powell, 
Secretary Condoleezza Rice, myself in the Peace Process in respect of Kashmir, many 
other theatres, and the work which we and the UK Government are doing both with 
the Home Office and the Foreign Office to improve understanding of Islam and to 
give those who are of the Islamic faith greater confidence to stand up against these 
evil people; all of that is the only strategy that is sensible to follow.35 

27. While Jack Straw told us that he thought “We would be naive if we thought if we 
eliminated those problems, this infection will go”,36 he also said that “if we want to engage 
the minds of people in the Islamic world we need to see better progress, for example on the 
Middle East Peace Process.”37 Asked whether the United Kingdom is doing enough to 
counter terrorist propaganda, the former Foreign Secretary told us: “I think we can never 
do enough to counter the propaganda, it is a most extraordinary moral relativism. We have 
to counter it and we have to say there are some absolutes in our society.”38 However, Jack 
Straw also noted the work that is being done in this area, for example the FCO’s Engaging 
with the Islamic World Programme.39  

28. During a visit to Indonesia in March 2006, Prime Minister Tony Blair emphasised the 
need for greater understanding between people of different faiths, adding that “within that 
greater understanding we’ve got a chance of resolving the conflicts that there are in the 
world.”40 There have also been efforts to communicate better with the Muslim community 
worldwide. For example, ‘British Muslims’, a recent publication by the British Council, 
seeks to inform the dialogue between communities.41 However, all of our witnesses were 
clear in their opinion that the United Kingdom and its allies should be doing far more in 
this area. Professor Wilkinson told us: 

I think we are failing on this particular score. The Americans are only spending, we 
discovered, 3 per cent of their entire defence budget on public diplomacy on 
information. If you compare that with the Cold War years where information was so 
important—it ultimately helped us to end the Cold War—I think it is absolutely 
incompetent of us not to be doing more to use all the channels of communication 
that are open to us. We have the people with the language expertise, we have the 
media technology, but we are not making enough use of it, in my view, and I think 
that is a big failing: because as long as those ideas are unanswered, we are really 

 
35 Q 56 
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37 Q 58 
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40 “Blair vows to boost defence ties with Jakarta”, Financial Times, 31 March 2006 

41 The British Council, British Muslims: Media Guide, 2006 
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creating new generations of suicide bombers while we are busy trying to unravel the 
existing networks and new ones are emerging… [I]f only we had invested the effort, 
and I think it is not too late. We should be doing far more of that. The money we 
spent on it would be chicken feed compared to the sort of money that is being spent 
on the deployment of our forces and the expensive technology that that requires.42 

29. Peter Taylor told us about the role that the BBC could play in this area: 

The BBC Arabic Service, which is in the planning, will not be a propaganda vehicle. 
That is not the BBC’s job. We are not in the business of propaganda. What it will do, 
I am sure, is present an alternative or a different perspective on events to that 
propounded by an Al Jazeera, which has been phenomenally successful. You go into 
any Arab cafe in America or anywhere and they are not watching BBC World, they 
are watching Al Jazeera; so I think the advent of a BBC Arabic service will go some 
way towards correcting the perceptions, but I stress, it will not be a propaganda 
vehicle, it will be a sort of corrective, if you like.43 

30. We conclude that propaganda is one of the major tools in al Qaeda’s arsenal. We 
further conclude that progress towards resolving key international conflicts would go 
some way to removing widespread feelings of injustice in the Muslim world that feed 
into the causes of and support for terrorism. Although the United Kingdom and its 
allies recognise this, and are working to resolve these conflicts, they are putting 
insufficient effort and funding into countering terrorist propaganda. Much greater 
effort needs to be made to communicate effectively with the Arab and Islamic world in 
order to bridge the gulf of mistrust that feeds into international terrorism. We 
recommend that the Government continue to engage with Muslim leaders and clerics 
who speak out against distorted and extremist versions of their faith. We commend the 
Government’s Engaging with the Islamic World Programme as well as the decision to 
set up an Arabic BBC World Service television station, but note that it will initially 
broadcast for only 12 hours a day and be much less generously funded than al Jazeera, 
which is heavily subsidised by the government of Qatar. We conclude that much more 
could be done. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this 
Report what plans it has to expand its work in this field. We also recommend that the 
BBC World Service carry out an evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of this expenditure. 

31. Professor Wilkinson wrote to us about the impact of international policy on human 
rights: 

There has been a tragic failure to wage the battle of ideas against the extremists who 
preach hatred and incite people to commit terrorism. All democratic governments, 
including our own have a special responsibility to actively promote democratic 
values, the rule of law and human rights… Action counts far more than words in the 
difficult world of upholding democratic values and human rights. If the behaviour of 
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democratic states flatly contradicts our stated values we lose our credibility in the 
battle of ideas worldwide.44 

Two areas of policy with regard to the international ‘war against terrorism’ have caused 
particular concern vis a vis human rights: Guantánamo Bay and extraordinary rendition. 

Guantánamo Bay 

32. The US government has claimed that the detention camp at Guantánamo Bay, which 
has been used to hold suspected al Qaeda terrorists since shortly after the attacks of 11 
September 2001, plays a key role in the ‘war against terrorism’. However, its existence has 
been extremely controversial, especially among human rights groups, many of which have 
condemned what they believe are extralegal detentions at the camp. Current criticism 
centres on the continuing detention of about 500 people, including nine individuals 
previously resident in the United Kingdom and one Australian citizen currently seeking 
British citizenship, and allegations of abuses committed at the Guantánamo Bay prison 
complex. The USA has made moves recently to release 140 of the detainees; in April 2006, 
the Pentagon announced that 141 detainees could no longer be classified as enemy 
combatants and would be freed.45 Positively, it has also now released the names of all those 
held at the camp. 

33. Amnesty International has attacked the system of detentions, saying: 

The detention camp at the US Naval Base in Guantánamo Bay in Cuba has become a 
symbol of the US administration’s refusal to put human rights and the rule of law at 
the heart of its response to the atrocities of 11 September 2001. Hundreds of people 
of around 35 different nationalities remain held in effect in a legal black hole, many 
without access to any court, legal counsel or family visits. As evidence of torture and 
widespread cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment mounts, it is more urgent than 
ever that the US Government bring the Guantánamo Bay detention camp and any 
other facilities it is operating outside the USA into full compliance with international 
law and standards. The only alternative is to close them down.46 

34. We asked Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch for evidence that torture is 
being used at Guantánamo Bay. Kate Allen, Director of Amnesty International UK, told us: 
“I think we have very strong accounts, particularly from young men from Tipton, who 
documented on their return to the UK what had happened to them, of being kept awake, of 
loud music, of threats being made to them, of being held and interrogated endlessly day 
after day…  I think that amounts to torture.”47 Ms Allen went on to say: “I think if you hold 
people incommunicado and you interrogate them endlessly day upon day, that you have 
extremes of temperature that are used, that you do not allow them any contact with their 
families, that you have loud noise playing continuously, that you threaten people in terms 
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of their lives and their well-being, I think that adds up to torture.”48 Steve Crawshaw, 
London Director at Human Rights Watch gave his perspective: 

I think it is important to remember that torture is not just applying electrodes to the 
testicles… to put it this way, a number of the techniques that have been used have led 
to both self-incriminating evidence which was completely false—in other words the 
pressures were great enough that they confessed to things which they had not done 
and provably had not done—you know, having been together with Osama bin Laden 
at a particular time when demonstrably, and as, indeed, the British authorities later 
confirmed, they had actually been somewhere else.  Those kinds of pressures are 
banned for the same reasons…  [N]ot everybody has been tortured at Guantánamo.  
That is not the suggestion.  Some people have got off relatively lightly and others 
have not.49 

35. In April 2006, Professor Philippe Sands QC told us his views on Guantánamo Bay: 

I think Guantánamo should be closed down tomorrow. Guantánamo is terribly 
undermining of a legitimate effort to protect against a serious threat and it is being 
used mainly as an indication of the values that our societies purport to hold dear not 
being followed when their vital interests are at stake, and I think it has been terribly 
undermining in that sense. I recall here a statement made by the great American 
diplomat, George Kennan, who wrote a famous telex in 1947 from Moscow, where 
he was posted for the State Department, on the emergent Soviet threat, and he ended 
that telex by saying, “The greatest threat that can befall us as a nation is to become 
like those who seek to destroy us.”50 

The recent suicide of three detainees at Guantánamo Bay has reinvigorated calls for the 
camp to be closed down. 

36. Professor Sands told us that in his view there were only two categories into which those 
detained at Guantánamo might fall and that they should either be treated as Prisoners of 
War or as Criminals.  He said that there is no third category of Illegal Combatants as the 
US asserts. The US view is that they are not Prisoners of War and they cannot all be treated 
as criminals and prosecuted with due process for practical as well as legal reasons. The USA 
therefore argues that there is a third category of Illegal Combatants into which those 
detained at Guantánamo fall and that they are entitled to detain them. 

37. The USA denies allegations that it is mistreating detainees and argues that 
Guantánamo Bay is an important tool in the ‘war against terrorism’. Speaking at Chatham 
House in February 2006, John Bellinger, Legal Adviser to the US Department of State, 
outlined the US position: 

[W]e believe we have been and still are engaged in an international armed conflict 
with al Qaida. They have attacked our embassies, our military vessels and military 
bases, our capital city, and our financial center. On September 11, they killed nearly 
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three thousand people, including 67 British nationals. The UN Security Council has 
reaffirmed our right of self-defense in relation to their attacks, which were planned 
and launched from abroad, in resolution 1373. In the context of this conflict, we 
believe that the appropriate legal framework for the detention and transfer of al 
Qaeda is the international law of war. While domestic criminal law has been used in 
the past to deal with terrorism, we believe that traditional systems of criminal justice, 
which were designed for different needs, do not adequately address the threat posed 
by this enemy, which continues to plan and launch attacks of a magnitude and 
sophistication previously achievable only by organized states.51 

Mr Bellinger went on to set out the USA’s position on torture: 

“In its activities relating to detainees, the United States Government complies with its 
Constitution, its laws, and its treaty obligations. We have made clear our position on 
torture: U.S. criminal law and treaty obligations prohibit torture, and United States 
policy is not to engage or condone torture anywhere… Where there have been cases 
of unlawful treatment of detainees, the U.S. has vigorously investigated and, where 
the facts have warranted it, prosecuted and punished those responsible.” 

38. During her visit to Blackburn on 1 April 2006, US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice 
spelled out the difficulties that the USA faces over what to do with suspects captured in 
Afghanistan and elsewhere. She also reiterated the point that Guantánamo Bay is a US 
response to the very real threat posed by international terrorism: 

[W]e have to recognize that Guantanamo is there for a reason. It’s there because we 
captured people on battlefields, particularly in Afghanistan but sometimes, frankly, 
on the battlefields of our own democratic societies, who were either plotting or 
planning or actively engaged in terrorist activities. And we have released hundreds of 
people from Guantanamo. It is not as if everybody who was in Guantanamo on 
October 1st, 2001 or January 1st, 2002 is still in Guantanamo. We have gone out of 
our way to try to release people. We’ve released British citizens back to Great Britain. 
We've done that with many different countries. But there are some people who 
cannot either be safely be released to their countries or certainly safely released, and 
there are people for whom the value of the information that they have is still relevant 
to the fight against terror.52 

39. The British Government has been criticised for its reticence to criticise loudly the 
Guantánamo Bay camp. In evidence to this Committee, Human Rights Watch said: “the 
UK government chooses to praise the US government even while it remains in blatant 
defiance of international law. As far as we are aware, the British government has not 
expressed its concerns about the US failure to provide the conditions in which rapporteurs 
can do their work. Instead, it has publicly ‘welcomed’ the alleged ‘engagement’, which has 
so far proved worthless.”53 For its part, Amnesty International has described the United 
Kingdom’s role on Guantánamo as “lamentable and not improving” since “we have moved 

 
51 Remarks by John Bellinger, at Chatham House, 9 February 2006, available at: www.chathamhouse.org.uk 

52 Remarks with British Foreign Secretary Jack Straw at Blackburn Town Hall, 1 April 2006 

53 HC (2005–06) 574, Ev 27 



28    Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism 

 

 

from commenting…on Guantánamo to an attempt to offer an explanation as to why 
Guantánamo might be necessary.”54 

40. The last Report in this inquiry called on the Government to make strong 
representations about the complex. The Government responded by saying that the US 
authorities were familiar with the British position.55 In a previous Human Rights Report, 
we noted the oppressive conditions and mistreatment at Guantánamo Bay and the USA’s 
strong denial of mistreatment at the facility as well as its determination to continue to hold 
detainees there. The Report also noted criticisms of the Government’s failure to engage 
seriously with the USA on these points as well as calls by international human rights 
groups for the Government to take a more publicly critical stance. Ian Pearson, the then 
Minister for Human Rights, was quick to reject these suggestions, telling the Committee: 
“We made clear to the US authorities on many occasions and at every level that we regard 
the circumstances under which detainees are held in Guantánamo Bay as unacceptable, 
and the US Government knows our view on this.”56 Notwithstanding the Minister’s 
comments, we concluded that the continued use of Guantánamo Bay as a detention centre 
outside all legal regimes diminishes the USA’s moral authority and is a hindrance to the 
effective pursuit of the ‘war against terrorism’. We recommended that the Government 
make “loud and public” its objections to such a prison regime.57 

41. The Committee’s concerns were echoed by a UN report released in February 2006, 
which called for the closure of Guantánamo Bay as soon as possible. Among its 
conclusions, the Report says: 

Terrorism suspects should be detained in accordance with criminal procedure that 
respects the safeguards enshrined in relevant international law. Accordingly, the 
United States Government should either expeditiously bring all Guantánamo Bay 
detainees to trial, in compliance with articles 9(3) and 14 of ICCPR, or release them 
without further delay. Consideration should also be given to trying suspected 
terrorists before a competent international tribunal.58 

The White House dismissed the report as “a discredit to the UN”, because investigators did 
not travel to the camp. “[The Unedited Report] selectively includes only those factual 
assertions needed to support those conclusions and ignores other facts that would 
undermine those conclusions. As a result we categorically object to most of the Unedited 
Report’s content and conclusions as largely without merit and not based clearly in the 
facts.”59 In response, the investigators said they rejected an offer to go to the prison 
complex because they would not have been allowed to meet the prisoners.60 
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42. Recently, the British Government has edged towards a more critical public stance on 
Guantánamo Bay. In the wake of the UN report, Northern Ireland Secretary Peter Hain 
said that he would prefer to see the camp closed.61 The Prime Minister, who had previously 
referred to the prison complex as an “anomaly” that should be dealt with “sooner or later”, 
went further when he said on 17 March 2006 that it would be better if it were closed.62 We 
asked the former Foreign Secretary Jack Straw about Guantánamo Bay just two days before 
this, and he told us:  

On Guantánamo Bay…it is an anomaly which, as the Prime Minister said, will come 
to an end and should come to an end sooner or later, we all hope sooner. The 
American Government is aware of that and it is working on it, but again I simply, at 
the risk of repetition, say that they have practical problems. On the issue of damage 
to the United States’ reputation, I think views vary but it is just worth bearing in 
mind that the September 11 terrorist atrocities actually happened and they were not 
caused by the CIA or Mossad but by al Qaeda.63 

43. He went on to explain that the USA’s attempts to close Guantánamo Bay had slowed 
because: 

[T]he problem they face is what to do with these individuals, which countries they go 
back to. In the case of British citizens, it would be straightforward, we would have 
them back here. I was able to negotiate that, and that has been true for citizens of a 
number of other countries, but their concern is that quite a number of these are 
Afghans. Do they go back to Afghanistan? Some are Pakistanis. Do they go back to 
other countries? In what circumstances can they transfer them? There is a process 
taking place.64 

Notwithstanding the practical difficulties of closing the camp, the right to a free and fair 
trial is enshrined in international instruments to which the USA and United Kingdom are 
party, such as the Universal Declaration on Human Rights and the International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights. 

44. We also asked Mr Straw why the Government had not made loud and public its 
opposition to the prison regime, and he said: 

I talk about the issue quite regularly to my American counterparts. They are also well 
aware of opinion around the world and in the United States on it, but they have just 
got practical problems they have got to deal with, and if we were in that situation we 
would have a practical problem, too. I do just say that if September 11 had happened 
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in this country rather than the United States, it would have changed our politics and 
security parameters just as it has changed the Americans. It just would have done.65  

In its response to our annual Report on Human Rights, the FCO went further than in 
previous exchanges with the Committee when it stated that the Government: 

has made clear publicly that it regards the circumstances under which detainees 
continue to be held in Guantanamo as unacceptable. The United States Government 
knows our views. As the Prime Minister said on 16 March 2006, it would be better if 
Guantanamo were closed. We will continue to raise our concerns about 
Guantanamo Bay and work with the US authorities to resolve outstanding issues.66 

45. We note that in a speech to the Royal United Services Institute the Attorney-General 
described not just the circumstances but the very existence of the camp at Guantánamo as 
“unacceptable”, although he was careful to say that this was his personal opinion.67 He 
called for the camp to be closed down: 

Not only would it, in my personal opinion, be right to close Guantanamo as a matter 
of principle, I believe it would also help to remove what has become a symbol to 
many—right or wrong—of injustice. The historic tradition of the United States as a 
beacon of freedom, liberty and of justice deserves the removal of this symbol.68 

On 15 June 2006, during a debate on the Committee’s Report on Human Rights, Minister 
for Trade and Human Rights Ian McCartney told the House:  

We have long made it clear that we regard the circumstances under which detainees 
continue to be held at Guantánamo Bay as unacceptable. The US Government know 
our views, which we have reiterated to them. As the Prime Minister has said, it would 
be better if Guantánamo were closed. We have also heard the public remarks of the 
Attorney-General and the Lord Chancellor. We raise those concerns in our regular 
discussions on detainee-related issues with the US Government. I give my hon. 
Friends the commitment that we will continue to do so.69  

Pressed by the Chairman on whether Guantánamo Bay is unacceptable and should be 
closed, the Minister added: “Yes, that is what has been said. Furthermore, that is what I 
believe.” On 19 May 2006, the UN Committee against Torture added its voice to those 
calling for the closure of the camp. 

46. We acknowledge that there is a problem of what to do with some of the detainees at 
Guantánamo and that those detained include some very dangerous terrorists. We also 
conclude that the continuing existence of Guantánamo diminishes US moral authority 
and adds to the list of grievances against the US. We further conclude that detentions 
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without either national or international authority work against British as well as US 
interests and hinder the effective pursuit of the ‘war against terrorism’. We conclude 
that those who can be reasonably safely released should be released, those who can be 
prosecuted as criminals should be prosecuted and that as many others as possible 
should be returned to their countries of citizenship. We commend the British 
Government for its policy of urging the US government to move towards closing 
Guantánamo. 

Extraordinary rendition 

47. Over the past year, there has been considerable speculation over whether, as part of its 
efforts in the ‘war against terrorism’, the USA is making use of the practice of extraordinary 
rendition.70 This is a procedure whereby criminal suspects are sent to other countries for 
interrogation that may involve the use of torture by the recipient state. Detainees have no 
access to lawyers and details of their detention may not be passed to the relevant 
consulates. The alleged destinations may include Egypt, Jordan, Morocco and Pakistan. 
Accusations have also emerged that the USA has sent or rendered terrorist suspects to a 
system of prisons (known to the CIA as “black sites”) across Eastern Europe, possibly in 
Poland and Romania, and also in Asia. Although there is firm evidence that flights have 
taken place, there is no firm evidence of the transfer of individuals or the application of 
torture. Much of the debate on this subject is based on journalism. 

48. The US government has denied the use of torture as part of the process of rendition. In 
response to a letter written by the then Foreign Secretary on behalf of the United Kingdom 
as President of the EU, US Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice said on 5 December 2005: 

Rendition is a vital tool in combating trans-national terrorism. Its use is not unique 
to the United States, or to the current administration…[However] the United States 
does not permit, tolerate or condone torture under any circumstances.  

• The United States has respected—and will continue to respect—the sovereignty of 
other countries.  

• The United States does not transport, and has not transported, detainees from one 
country to another for the purpose of interrogation under torture.  

• The United States does not use the airspace or the airports of any country for the 
purpose of transporting a detainee to a country where he or she will be tortured. 

• The United States has not transported anyone, and will not transport anyone, to a 
country when we believe he will be tortured. Where appropriate, the United States 
seeks assurances that transferred people will not be tortured.71 

49. These comments prompted discussion about differences between the interpretations of 
what constitutes torture in the USA and United Kingdom. We asked Jack Straw about this. 
He wrote to us, saying: 

 
70 ‘Rendition’ is the practice of transferring detainees to other countries; ‘extraordinary rendition’ is the practice of 
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First of all, it is important to note that the US Detainee Treatment Act, enacted on 30 
December 2005, provides that no individual in the custody or under the physical 
control of the US Government, regardless of nationality or physical location, shall be 
subject to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment of punishment… On the question 
of definitions, the United Kingdom understands the term “torture” to have the 
meaning set out in Article 1 of the UN Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, 
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT). Article 1 CAT defines 
torture as “any act by which severe pain or suffering whether physical or mental is 
intentionally inflicted...”. It does not, however, give specific examples of what 
constitutes torture. The understanding of the definition of torture made by the US 
on ratifying CAT specifies the meaning of “mental pain or suffering” in more detail 
than Article 1 CAT. The UK made no reservations or understandings on ratification 
and has not adopted a formal definition of what constitutes mental pain or suffering 
for the purposes of Article 1. Section 134 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988 provides 
that a public official commits torture if he intentionally inflicts severe pain or 
suffering on another in the performance of his duties, and does not define “severe 
pain or suffering”.72 

50. The campaign group Reprieve has outlined allegations of British involvement in the 
rendition of Bisher al Rawi and Jamil El-Banna, who were detained in the Gambia and then 
sent to a prison in Kabul and Bagram airbase in Afghanistan for interrogation, before their 
transfer to Guantánamo Bay. Commenting on the case, Reprieve wrote: 

“There is developing evidence of (1) British governmental involvement in the men’s 
seizure and rendition, (2) British assurances that the men could safely go to the 
Gambia to set up a mobile peanut-processing plant, (3) telegrams that indicate direct 
British involvement in their seizure once they arrived, (4) the identity of the CIA 
plane that was used to render them, and (5) the failure to assist them despite the fact 
that they worked to help British intelligence.”73  

In addition, Reprieve outlined the case of Binyam Mohammed Al-Habashi, who 
underwent torture and interrogation in Morocco after his detention in Pakistan; some 
information may have come from British intelligence sources.74 We asked the former 
Foreign Secretary about the al-Habashi case, but he refused to answer our questions, saying 
that he considered the issue a matter for the Intelligence and Security Committee.75 

51. On 15 June 2006, during a debate on the Committee’s Report on Human Rights, 
Minister for Trade and Human Rights Ian McCartney commented on these cases: “In the 
cases of el-Banna and el-Rawi, we did not request the detention, and we played no role in 
their transfer to Afghanistan and Guantánamo. Benyam Mohammed Al Habashi was 
interviewed once by a member of the security services in Karachi in 2002, but the security 
services had no role in his capture or transfer from Pakistan.”76 
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52. The Foreign Affairs Committee has a long-standing interest in the question of 
extraordinary rendition. The last Report in this inquiry concluded: “If the Government 
believes that extraordinary rendition is a valid tool in the war against terrorism, it should 
say so openly and transparently so that it may be held accountable.”77 Our recent Human 
Rights Report also discussed the issue. We noted that a range of investigations into 
extraordinary rendition and black sites had been launched across Europe, including one by 
the Council of Europe and at a judicial level in Germany, Italy and Spain. In June 2006, the 
Council of Europe’s Committee on Legal Affairs and Human Rights released a draft report. 
This claimed that 14 European states have colluded with the CIA in its pursuit of 
extraordinary rendition and that there is evidence to support suspicions that secret prisons 
are or were located in Poland and Romania.78 Washington rejected the report, saying that it 
contained nothing new and was full of allegations but “thin on facts”.79 

53. The Government has denied any role in the process of extraordinary rendition, and 
said in its response to our last report on the Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against 
Terrorism that its “policy is not to deport or extradite any person to another state where 
there are substantial grounds to believe that the person will be subject to torture…The 
British Government is not aware of the use of its territory or airspace for the purposes of 
‘extraordinary rendition’.”80 The then Foreign Secretary told the Committee on 24 October 
2005 that its position in respect of extraordinary rendition: 

has not changed. We are not aware of the use of our territory or air space for the 
purpose of extraordinary rendition. We have not received any requests or granted 
any permissions for use of UK territory or air space for such purposes. It is perfectly 
possible that there have been two hundred movements of United States aircraft in 
and out of the United Kingdom and I would have thought it was many more; but 
that is because we have a number of US air force bases here, which, under the 
Visiting Forces Act and other arrangements they are entitled to use under certain 
conditions.81  

54. Jack Straw did undertake to conduct research to establish if the USA had made any 
requests for renditions through British airspace, and on 12 December 2005 issued a written 
answer stating that research by Government officials had failed to identify any occasion 
since 11 September 2001 when the USA had requested permission for a rendition from or 
through the United Kingdom.82 Both the British and US governments have categorically 
denied directly to the Committee that the USA has used British airspace or airports for the 
purposes of extraordinary rendition since 11 September 2001. 
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55. In March 2006 Alistair Darling, then Secretary of State for Transport and Adam 
Ingram, Minister of State (Armed Forces) at the Ministry of Defence admitted that six CIA 
planes linked to rendition had passed through the United Kingdom.83 We asked Jack Straw 
about this on 17 March 2006, and he told us: 

I have not got the answer in front of me from Adam Ingram, but it did not add a 
scintilla of evidence in support of the claim that there had been secret CIA flights 
coming through here with prisoners on them about whom we knew nothing. Not a 
scintilla…It does not follow for a second that because there are flights here with CIA 
aeroplanes that on those aeroplanes, in breach of undertakings given by successive 
American administrations, there were people being rendered through UK air space 
or territory without our agreement…if there had been people rendered in this way, I 
think it is a fair bet that somebody would have spotted this, somebody on the 
ground, or somebody would have told somebody. No one has come forward, nobody 
at all.84 

Nevertheless, the Government adhered to its position in its response to our annual Report 
on Human Rights, stating that it has not approved any renditions, that it has made clear to 
the USA that renditions through British or Overseas Territory airspace require its 
permission, and that it is co-operating fully with the investigation by the Council of 
Europe.85 

56. In December 2005 Jack Straw told us that allegations in the media of mistreatment of 
detainees in Greece by the British intelligence services were “in the realms of the 
fantastic.”86 When subsequent press reports appeared to cast more light on these 
allegations and threw doubt on the former Foreign Secretary’s comments, we wrote to him 
requesting fuller answers. His response stated: 

You have made a number of inaccurate assertions about “what did or did not happen 
in the presence of British officials in Greece” last year… I am not going to give details 
of operations nor of contacts with liaison services, all of which take place within 
authority provided by Parliament…You make a serious unqualified further 
allegation that, “not for the first time,” your Committee “has been told, at best, only 
part of the truth.” Since you have been categorical in this claim, please let me know 
the details of the occasions when I have told your Committee “at best only part of the 
truth. You also say that the Committee’s questions on extraordinary rendition over 
the last year “have not been taken seriously.” What justification do you have for 
saying this? It is completely untrue. I have, as I always do with your Committee’s and 
any other Parliamentary colleagues’ questions, gone to great lengths to deal with the 
matter very seriously.87 
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The Chairman of the Committee responded: 

You also ask me to justify the Committee’s view that its questions on rendition have 
not been taken seriously. There is nothing new in this. You will recall that in a Report 
at the end of the last Parliament, the Committee concluded that “the Government 
has failed to deal with questions about extraordinary rendition with the transparency 
and accountability required on so serious an issue” and called on it to “end its policy 
of obfuscation.” The comment was justified at the time and in the Committee’s view 
it remains justified. This view has been reinforced by the recent development which 
has seen the FCO providing quite full answers to opposition party spokesmen—
fuller, certainly, that those it has provided to the Committee. Welcome though these 
fuller statements are, we fail to see why they could not have been made in response to 
the Committee’s questions. A particular case in point is the admission to William 
Hague in your letter of 6 February that an approach was made by the US authorities 
in connection with the rendition of a detainee in 2004.88 

57. This exchange of letters underlines the unwillingness of the Government to engage 
with the Committee on this issue in a transparent manner. Although the then Foreign 
Secretary issued a statement on extraordinary rendition on 20 January 2006, this was in 
response to a leaked document that appeared to demonstrate the Government’s 
determination to limit debate on rendition, not the Committee’s inquiries. In that 
statement, Jack Straw said again that the United Kingdom had no knowledge of the 
transfer of people through British airspace for the purposes of extraordinary rendition, and 
that the FCO had completed a search for requests from the USA. 

58. We conclude that there has been a lot of speculation about the possible use of 
rendition to countries where torture can take place, so called “Black Sites” and the 
complicity of the British Government, all of which would be very serious matters, but 
that there has been no hard evidence of the truth of any of these allegations. The British 
and US governments have categorically denied that either UK airspace, or airports have 
been used by the US government for rendition or extraordinary rendition since 11 
September 2001. We reiterate our strong view that the Government must deal with 
extraordinary rendition in a transparent manner with timely answers to questions 
from this Committee. We conclude that it is regrettable that far more detailed 
information has been given in parliamentary answers to opposition party spokesmen 
than has been given in response to questions from this Committee. 

The International Rules-Based System 

59. Previous Reports in this inquiry have considered in some detail international law in the 
context of the ‘war against terrorism’. Our predecessor Committee noted in July 2004 that 
concern about the spread of WMD is putting pressure on the existing framework of 
international law. “In particular, the limits to timely warning of an imminent WMD strike 
have raised doubts about the efficacy of classical interpretations of the doctrine of self-
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defence, and some states have proposed changing the existing legal framework in 
response.”89 

60. The Committee set out the three bases for the use of force by states: 

The United Nations Charter outlaws the use of force with only two established 
exceptions: individual or collective self-defence in response to an armed attack 
(Article 51), and action authorised by the UN Security Council as a collective 
response to a threat to the peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression (Chapter 
VII). In addition, some have argued that there exists a right to use force to protect 
against a massive violation of fundamental human rights (humanitarian 
intervention).90 

The Committee also set out comments by the Prime Minister in March 2004 that have 
been interpreted by some to suggest that he questions the adequacy of international law on 
the use of force and hinting at his support for a reappraisal of anticipatory self-defence and 
the existing order of international law.91 

61. The Committee asked the Government about its position towards reform of 
international law in this area. It also looked forward with interest to the conclusions of the 
Panel of eminent Persons examining the case for reform in the UN and concluded that “a 
doctrine of humanitarian intervention appears to be emerging, but that its application in 
the context of the war against terrorism raises difficult questions of interpretation and 
embodies significant risk.” In its response to that Report, the Government told the 
Committee: “The Government supports the work of the Secretary-General’s High Level 
Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change. We hope that it will provide concrete 
recommendations for improving the UN’s response to the full range of threats to 
international peace and security.”92 In the area of humanitarian intervention, the 
Government told us: 

“there are occasions when it is right to intervene militarily in response to large-scale 
humanitarian crises. The Security Council has been increasingly willing to take this 
view in particular situations… There have been a number of attempts to establish 
international consensus on guidelines or criteria to be used in deciding when 
military action is justified… The Government hopes that the High Level Panel 
established by the Secretary-General will make recommendations in this area.” 

62. When he appeared before us as a witness in April 2006, Professor Philippe Sands QC 
said this about the existing framework of international law: 

[C]oming back to the fundamental question: are the rules adequate to deal with the 
threats that we now face?  My view is that they are adequate, that if the State finds 
itself in a situation in which a malign organisation, al Qaeda or some other entity, is 
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assembling weapons of mass destruction, it does not have to wait until the Security 
Council has authorised the use of force; if it is threatened by the actual use of force it 
is entitled to use force in self-defence.  So those rules remain adequate to deal with a 
changed situation.  So it is the positive side of the rather amorphous nature of 
international law rules that they are sufficiently ambiguous to evolve with time to 
take into account new situations.  They are not set in stone.93 

At the same time, Professor Sands cautioned against unilateral efforts to alter the 
international legal framework: “[I]n a complex globalising world we have an interest in a 
rules-based system setting forth minimum standards of behaviour.  If you start unilaterally 
tinkering with the rules and getting rid of the ones that you do not like others will do the 
same thing in relation to the rules that they do not like.”94 

63. On the question of humanitarian intervention, Professor Sands told us about the 
limited reforms endorsed by the UN General Summit in September 2005. These reforms 
did not go as far as the recommendations of the High Level Panel: 

[U]ltimately the changes which were adopted were regrettably very limited and I 
think insufficient to apply the changes that the Secretary General’s high level panel 
required, particularly, for example, in relation to the question of a state’s 
responsibility to protect.  What do you do when a massive and fundamental violation 
of human rights is taking place in another country, do you stand by and do nothing 
at all?  The high level panel came up with reasonably specific rules to try to move the 
UN rules along a little bit and State said, “No, we are not having that, we are basically 
satisfied with the rules as they are.”95 

64. On the subject of humanitarian intervention, the UN Summit’s outcome document 
says: 

Each individual State has the responsibility to protect its populations from genocide, 
war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. This responsibility entails 
the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement, through appropriate and 
necessary means. We accept that responsibility and will act in accordance with it. 
The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to 
exercise this responsibility and support the United Nations in establishing an early 
warning capability. 

The international community, through the United Nations, also has the 
responsibility to use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful 
means, in accordance with Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter, to help to protect 
populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against 
humanity. In this context, we are prepared to take collective action, in a timely and 
decisive manner, through the Security Council, in accordance with the Charter, 
including Chapter VII, on a case-by-case basis and in cooperation with relevant 
regional organizations as appropriate, should peaceful means be inadequate and 
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national authorities are manifestly failing to protect their populations from genocide, 
war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. We stress the need for the 
General Assembly to continue consideration of the responsibility to protect 
populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against 
humanity and its implications, bearing in mind the principles of the Charter and 
international law. We also intend to commit ourselves, as necessary and appropriate, 
to helping States build capacity to protect their populations from genocide, war 
crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity and to assisting those which 
are under stress before crises and conflicts break out.96 

65. Professor Sands wrote to us about this. Commenting on the various reform proposals, 
he told us that they  

“indicate a move towards a right to use military force to protect fundamental human 
rights. However, the conditions under which such force could be used, if at all, 
remain unclear, and a number of important states remain opposed to this 
development. In my view the recent conflict in Iraq has tended to undermine 
developments in this direction, since it has supported doubters who are concerned 
about motive and possible abuse.”97 

66. We conclude that despite the reforms adopted by the 2005 UN General Summit, 
there remain uncertainties over the international legal framework for humanitarian 
intervention. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this 
Report what steps it is taking to establish a consensus on whether and when 
intervention on humanitarian grounds is permissible. 
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3 Saudi Arabia 

Saudi Arabia and the ‘War against Terrorism’ 

Background 

67. Saudi Arabia came under great scrutiny following the 11 September 2001 terrorist 
attacks. Fifteen of the nineteen suicide aeroplane hijackers were Saudi citizens. In the 
aftermath of the attacks, the country’s rulers, religious beliefs, social customs and education 
system came under examination as the Kingdom came to be widely portrayed as a 
breeding ground for terrorism. Members of the Committee visited Saudi Arabia in 
November 2005, and held meetings with government ministers, the ruling family as well as 
members of the business community and civil society. 

The terrorist threat in Saudi Arabia 

Enhanced threat 

68. Since the mid-1990s, there have been periodic violent attacks against foreign and state 
interests in Saudi Arabia. However, the violence reached a new level in 2003. On 12 May 
2003, attacks on Western housing compounds in Riyadh killed 35 people; and on 8 
November 2003, 17 people, most of them expatriate workers from Arab countries, were 
killed in a suicide attack on a residential compound in Riyadh. The following months saw a 
series of deadly bombings and shoot-outs as militants attacked expatriate workers and the 
Saudi police. In June 2004, three gun attacks in Riyadh left two Americans and a BBC 
cameraman dead, and BBC Security Correspondent Frank Gardner seriously wounded. 
The same week, a US engineer was abducted and beheaded.98 More recently, in February 
2006, the Saudi authorities announced that they had foiled a suicide attack on a major oil-
processing plant at Abqaiq—the first direct assault on Saudi oil production.99 

Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula 

69. The identity and affiliation of the militants is the subject of some speculation. The most 
active appear to be linked to the al Qaeda network. However, little is known about the 
organisational structure or membership of the ‘al Qaeda Organisation in the Arabian 
Peninsula’. For example, it is not known if it is a coherent organisation as opposed to a 
network of autonomous cells. There is also no reliable estimate of the number of 
individuals operating in Saudi Arabia; some analysts speculate that there are no more than 
1,000–2,000, while others suggest much higher or lower figures.100 Frank Gardner told the 
Committee that al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula “is relatively small. They have very 
grand ideas. They have an online magazine, Al-Batar, where they have issued advice and 
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instructions to their followers on how to ambush princes and kidnap people. They are a 
small but extremely bloodthirsty organisation.”101 

70. Describing the links between the international al Qaeda leadership and cells in Saudi 
Arabia, Frank Gardner told us: 

The nexus is weaker than it was. There was an intercept by Western intelligence 
collectively. I do not know whether it was the NSA or GCHQ, but there was an 
intercept in January 2003—this is public knowledge—of a communication from the 
hills of Waziristan in Pakistan, where some of al Qaeda’s fugitive leadership were 
hiding out and still are, and their followers in Saudi Arabia. That communication 
said: “It is time to start the insurgency.” The Saudi would-be insurgents said, “Hang 
on, we are not ready yet; we are not organised yet; we can get the weapons, but we 
are not ready.” They said: “No, this is an order; you have got to start.” Four months 
later they drove three suicide truck bombs into the compounds in Riyadh and killed 
35 people, so it began.102 

71. On 19 October 2005, Professor Paul Wilkinson, Professor of International Relations 
and Chair of the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University 
of St Andrews, told the Committee about al Qaeda’s goals in Saudi Arabia: “they would 
undoubtedly like to undermine the royal family and change the regime radically… 
Remember that al Qaeda’s leader is a dedicated enemy of the royal family. He was expelled 
by the royal family, and he feels bitter that the American forces were allowed to operate 
near the holy cities, which was one of the reasons he gave for starting al Qaeda in the first 
place.”103 Frank Gardner expanded on this: 

Originally, when Osama Bin Laden was setting up in Afghanistan, his big beef was 
with the presence of US uniformed forces in Saudi Arabia, in the Land of the Two 
Holy Mosques. He objected to the presence of 5,000 US Airforce men and women at 
Prince Sultan Air Base; and they were there from 1990 right the way through to late 
2003. They have gone, so that particular aim is no longer there. There are those who 
support al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia, who consider that their entire peninsula needs to 
be cleansed of non-believers, of “Kuffar”, as they call them. I think that that was 
certainly the aim of the people who attacked us. Here was a chance to have a pop at 
some Westerners, scare others into leaving the country, and embarrass the Saudi 
Government. Ultimately they want to turn the Saudi Kingdom into something that is 
much more approaching a theocratic Islamist state. They do want to get rid of the al-
Sauds. They have different reasons for this. In some cases, it is economic frustration; 
in some cases it is political frustration.104 

72. Saudi Arabia’s large pool of unemployed youth and the prevalence of extremist 
religious beliefs create a natural constituency for militant groups. Professor Wilkinson 
referred to this problem when he told us that despite the improving response to terrorism 
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by the Saudi authorities, there remains the “problem of many potential supporters and 
sympathisers within their own society.”105 Although polls suggest popular respect for 
Osama bin Laden, they also indicate that the vast majority of Saudis would not support 
him or his organisation as political leaders. Anecdotal evidence suggests a general revulsion 
at acts of violence, especially when perpetrated against Saudis.106 According to some 
analysts, Saudis support the militants’ rhetoric, particularly their criticism of the USA and 
corrupt Arab regimes, but the violence in Saudi Arabia has aroused fear rather than 
admiration. Speaking about popular support for al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia, Frank Gardner 
told the Committee: “To a limited degree there is a kind of wellspring of anger, be it 
directed against the Americans because of what is going on in Iraq, or be it directed against 
the al-Saud in some cases. The numbers are hard to put a figure on.”107 However, he also 
made the point that the majority of the population is staunchly opposed to violence: 
“Generally, the Saudi population is very anti-terrorism, and the Saudi authorities have been 
able to reach out to them.”108 

73. The threat of terrorism does not come only from Saudi citizens. There has been some 
surprise in Saudi Arabia over the presence in the country of jihadis from around the world: 

The Saudi authorities… were quite surprised and shocked to find that at a big shoot-
out they had at a place called al-Ras in April [2005], … they found that they had 
killed in the shoot-out somebody called Abdul Karim Majati, who was a Moroccan. 
They did not even know he was in the country. He was instrumental in the 
Casablanca bombings of May 2003 in Morocco, and is thought to quite possibly have 
had a hand in the Madrid bombings, through connections to Moroccan extremists… 
it is making them wonder how many other international jihadis might have come 
back to Saudi Arabia and be hiding out there. 109 

Iraqi ‘bleed-back’ 

74. There is concern that the violence in Iraq is exacerbating the terrorist problem in 
neighbouring Saudi Arabia. The two countries have a long and porous border and it is 
feared that jihadis are crossing between the two countries. Frank Gardner told us: 

[T]here is a very ominous dark cloud on the horizon, and that is what the CIA refer 
to as “bleed-back”, the return of militants who have gone to fight in Iraq who have 
come back to Saudi Arabia; and there is an organisation for this, a pipeline to bring 
them back. The latest estimate I saw for the number of Saudi Mujahideen, as they call 
themselves, who have gone to fight the coalition and the Iraqi Government in Iraq, is 
about 350. I suspect that that is probably an underestimate and that the numbers are 
probably bigger than that. Obviously, some of these people do not come back. They 
think they are going to Paradise, and blow themselves up. However, there are those 
who are coming back, and there are indications that a recent shoot-out in Dammam 

 
105 Q18 

106 International Crisis Group, Can Saudi Arabia Reform Itself?, 14 July 2004 

107 Q 143 

108 Q 152 

109 Q 148 



42    Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism 

 

 

in Eastern Province involved some Saudi militants who had come back from Iraq. 
Remember that these are people who are going to come back utterly brutalised, with 
all sense of humanity, as we would know it, dissipated. These are people who have 
watched beheadings first-hand, and possibly have even done them themselves.110 

This problem was highlighted by the capture in March 2006 by the Iraqi authorities of a 
man suspected of involvement in an attempted suicide attack on an oil facility in Saudi 
Arabia. The suspect is reported to have been arrested on the desert border between Iraq 
and Saudi Arabia and is believed to have been heading to Mosul, in northern Iraq.111 

75. We heard about this problem during our visit to Riyadh. The Saudi authorities are 
deeply concerned about bleed-back and would like to see better intelligence in Iraq as well 
as improved border control. We heard that around 900 people are believed to be 
operationally active in Iraq and ready to conduct operations in Saudi Arabia. Neil Partrick, 
Senior Analyst at the Economist Intelligence Unit, wrote to us about Saudi frustration over 
this: “Officials keenly wish that the Iraqi/coalition side of the border could be more 
effectively policed to prevent the very ‘wash-back’ that others have effectively 
encouraged.”112 

76. We also heard from our Saudi interlocutors about the use that is made of the situation 
in Iraq for propaganda purposes. In particular, we heard concern over the use of recorded 
attacks in Iraq as a powerful recruitment tool. The Saudis seek to counter this propaganda 
by showing images of the impact of terrorism, for example by broadcasting and publishing 
images of the carnage caused by suicide attacks. 

77. We conclude that there remains a serious terrorist threat in Saudi Arabia, and that 
this is directed at both the Saudi authorities and foreign interests. 

Counter-terrorism policy 

78. There were initial concerns over the Saudi commitment to the international ‘war 
against terrorism’. Professor Wilkinson told us about this in June 2003: “I think that the 
Saudi situation is one where al Qaeda has been able to recruit and plant a cell structure and 
that the Saudi authorities appear to have underestimated this danger.”113 In November 
2005, Frank Gardner reiterated this point to the Committee: “I do not think that the Saudi 
authorities had taken al Qaeda seriously… Prince Naif, the Interior Minister, had boasted 
and said: “We do not have any al Qaeda sleeper cells here; if we did, we would have woken 
them up long ago.” There was an element of “head in the sand”; al Qaeda was somebody 
else’s problem.”114 However, this all changed in 2003, when there were a number of 
devastating terrorist attacks in Saudi Arabia. 
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Security strategy and international cooperation 

79. Since the attacks of 2003, Saudi Arabia has turned around its approach towards 
terrorism and is taking concerted efforts to tackle the problem. In a marked change in 
rhetoric, King Abdallah vowed to crush the “scourge” of al Qaeda in his first televised 
interview after becoming monarch. Speaking to US television, he admitted that there 
remains an extremist threat in Saudi Arabia.115 

80. Professor Wilkinson told the Committee: “there is no doubt that the Saudi authorities, 
from a security measures point of view, have really sharpened their efforts against al 
Qaeda.”116 Speaking after the May 2003 attacks, Frank Gardner reported for Newsnight 
that the Saudi Authorities were now “on a mission to beat terrorism”. He also said that the 
May bombings had “galvanised” the Saudi authorities and that they were now giving full 
cooperation on the ‘war against terrorism’.117 Speaking to the Committee, Mr Gardner 
added that while there will undoubtedly be further terrorist attacks in Saudi Arabia, the 
country has taken very credible steps against terrorism. 118 

81. Neil Partrick wrote to us about the Saudi counter-terrorism strategy and the 
importance of both short and long-term approaches. Neil Partrick told us that Saudi 
Arabia “continues to pursue a mixture of short term conventional security measures inside 
the kingdom against terror attacks, and some steps with an eye toward shifting the longer 
term social and economic conditions in order to tackle the causes of disaffection.”119 

82. Describing the impact of Saudi policy on the ranks of al Qaeda in the Kingdom, Frank 
Gardner told us: 

They are heavily depleted; they have taken huge losses in the last couple of years, 
particularly in the last ten months. Their leadership is very fragmented. A lot of the 
main leaders have been killed in the last two years; for the record, men like Abdul 
Aziz al-Muqrin, Salah Al-Oufi, Yousef Al-Ayeeri and Turki Nasser Al-Dandani. All 
these men have been killed in the last two years, so a lot of the brains at the top of this 
organisation are no longer there. However, there are still recruits coming into it.120 

Professor Paul Wilkinson reiterated this latter point, telling the Committee that while al 
Qaeda has suffered some severe setbacks with the capture and killing of individuals, this 
“does not mean that there are no candidates for replacing them—I am sure that they are 
being replaced—and there are plenty of potential recruits in Saudi Arabia.”121 

83. Given the importance of Saudi production to world oil supplies, there has been concern 
over the danger of a terrorist attack on the country’s oil industry. Al Qaeda would certainly 
like to wreak havoc on the industry; Osama bin Laden has called for action against oil 
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installations in both Iraq and Saudi Arabia to “put an end to ‘the biggest theft in 
history’.”122 The Saudi authorities have taken particular care to ensure that the industry is 
protected. Professor Wilkinson told us that security measures for the energy industry are 
particularly impressive because the authorities recognise how damaging attacks on the 
energy industry would be to the economy.123 Frank Gardner reiterated this point: “I have 
been several times to the oil facilities and they are very well guarded. They would need a 
light aircraft or something like that, and even then they have got anti-aircraft defences. Last 
year, to get to Ras Tanura, which is the main loading terminal for Saudi’s oil exports to 
bring them out to the Gulf, I had to pass through six checkpoints, where we were checked 
very thoroughly. However, where there is a will, there is a way, and it is always possible.”124 
Indeed, in February 2006, the Saudi authorities announced that they had foiled an attack 
on the country’s oil industry. A statement published on a website used by Islamic militants 
in Saudi Arabia said that the attack was part of al Qaeda’s campaign to force infidels out of 
the Arabian Peninsula.125 

84. Saudi Arabia’s security and intelligence cooperation with the international community 
has improved significantly in recent years. During our visit to the region, we heard that 
since 2003, the United Kingdom and Saudi Arabia have developed a very substantial and 
mutually beneficial counter-terrorism relationship. Frank Gardner told the Committee 
about Saudi Arabia’s commitment to cooperating with the international community on 
terrorism: 

How reliable a partner is Saudi Arabia? At the moment it is reliable. The co-
operation between Saudi Arabia, Britain and the US is intense in the CT field in 
Saudi Arabia. It has not always been that way, and remember that this is often quite 
difficult for the Saudis to manage because there will be people at middle and low level 
who cannot stand the Americans and who do not think that we are much better 
because we are, in their eyes, crusading, occupying forces, who have gone in to try 
and re-colonise Iraq. 126 

85. In contrast, there is concern about the low level of regional cooperation. There are a 
number of areas that would benefit from enhanced regional collaboration, for example 
work to tackle weapons smuggling, the movement of terrorists and intelligence sharing. 
For example, Frank Gardner told the Committee that it is very easy for insurgents in Saudi 
Arabia to get hold of weapons from Yemen or Iraq.127 During our visit to the region, we 
heard more about this issue as well as Yemen’s role as a traditional route for smuggling 
arms in the region and concern over the failure to make full use of forensic material in Iraq. 

86. King Abdallah has proposed the establishment of an international terrorism centre. 
However, given the strong reluctance of states to share intelligence multilaterally, this is 
unlikely to gain support; a regional terrorism centre might be more successful. During our 
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visit we heard a suggestion that the Gulf Cooperation Council-funded Naif Centre could 
take the lead on a regional counter-terrorism centre, with the potential for a great deal of 
very good work in this area. 

87. We conclude that Saudi Arabia is taking the threat of terrorism very seriously and is 
providing valuable assistance to the international community in this area. The 
Kingdom has put in place an effective security-focussed strategy targeting individuals 
and this has had a forceful impact on the al Qaeda presence in the Kingdom. However, 
we also conclude that the level of regional cooperation could be significantly improved, 
and recommend that the Government give assistance in this area, setting out in its 
response to this Report what steps it is taking. We further recommend that the 
Government pursue with its Saudi counterparts the possibility of a regional terrorism 
centre headed by Saudi Arabia. 

Financial measures 

88. There are ongoing concerns over the channelling of terrorist funding through Saudi 
Arabia. Professor Wilkinson told the Committee about this: “We know that money is still 
flowing from wealthy donors in Saudi Arabia despite the Saudi effort to regulate their 
charities and so on… I think there is more to be done in suppressing the financial 
assistance that comes from wealthy Saudi supporters of al Qaeda.” 128 Frank Gardner 
expanded on the problem: 

Saudis are generally very generous people… The way it often works is that somebody 
will literally sign pretty much a blank cheque for what he thinks is a charitable cause 
—an orphanage in Bosnia, a madrassa in Pakistan, a blind charity somewhere—and 
the problem has been that in giving this charity Saudis have not been nearly strict 
enough with themselves in asking questions as to where it is going. A lot of the funds 
that people thought were going to genuine charitable causes were ending up in the 
hands of al Qaeda—in Afghanistan in the past.129 

89. Neil Partrick wrote to us about Saudi efforts to tighten financial regulation: 

Saudi Arabia’s central bank (SAMA; the Saudi Arabian Monetary Agency) began to 
initiate legal changes before the FATF [Financial Action Task Force] visit, but, in the 
wake of the latter’s initial recommendations, went further. The monitoring of 
significant bank deposits and/or transfers is now far more comprehensive, while 
charitable giving, formerly a key means for transferring monies to armed groups, is 
much more closely circumscribed, with one notable organisation eventually being 
prevented from operating… SAMA is more efficient in following financial trails and 
in limiting the potential for monies to be transferred out of the country for nefarious 
purposes than a number of other GCC countries’ central banks.130 

90. Nevertheless, there is scepticism over the effectiveness of tackling terrorist funding. 
Frank Gardner told us: 
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The trouble is that you cannot control it completely, and terrorism is cheap—9/11 
cost half a million dollars; Madrid cost $50,000. This is nothing; it is peanuts; this is 
pocket money to some of the people who come to Bayswater in the summer. This is 
not a lot of money. Personally, I think that the financial war against terrorism is a bit 
of a red herring. 131 

We discuss this issue in more detail in the chapter on the United Arab Emirates. 

Targeting the sources of terrorism 

91. In addition to its security driven counter-terrorism strategy, Saudi Arabia has also 
formulated a longer-term approach targeting the causes of terrorism and the recruitment 
of terrorists. Frank Gardner told us about Saudi thinking behind this: 

[T]he man who is in charge of the counter-terrorism effort in Saudi Arabia is Prince 
Muhammed bin Naif, one of the sons of the Interior Minister. He is very highly rated 
by both Saudis and Western diplomats. He views it that physical measures are less 
than half the battle. They have got to win over the hearts and minds.132 

We talked to the Saudi Interior Ministry about this approach. There is a firm recognition 
in Saudi Arabia that the military and security solution are only part of the answer. The 
Saudi government has done extensive research into the causes of terrorism, recruitment 
and training. 

92. The Saudi government has sought to use religious authorities to tackle the ideology 
behind terrorism. Clerics have been encouraged to refute militants’ arguments, preaching 
against the religious rhetoric and explaining in mosques and on television that their acts 
are breaches of Islam. Religious scholars, some of them known for their conservative views, 
have issued strongly-worded statements, bolstered by references to the Quran and the 
traditions of the Prophet, clearly condemning al Qaeda’s actions and its attacks on 
Muslims and non-Muslims.133 Repentant militants have also appeared on television and 
Islamist mediators have been brought in. We were told all about these efforts during our 
visit to the region. 

93. Frank Gardner told the Committee about this work: “One thing that the Yemenis have 
done, which the Saudis are also doing, is to use scholars, experts, people who know the 
Islamic scriptures inside out, to try and persuade deviants, as they put it—militants—to 
renounce violence and to turn their back on it and of course to betray some of the people 
in their organisation. This has had some success.”134 Neil Partrick also wrote to us about 
these policies and the importance of work “pressing the moral case, backed up by pressure 
on clerics directly and through more willingness to police their ranks and his success in 
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securing fatwas in which mainstream ulema as well as former jihadis explicitly condemn 
terrorism.” 135 

94. There have also been efforts to reform the education system. Until recently, Saudi 
religious text books suggested that a good way to show love for God was to treat infidels 
with contempt. Students learned that communism, secularism and capitalism were forms 
of apostasy. Such passages have now been purged, albeit with fierce resistance from some 
of the religious establishment.136 Frank Gardner told us about these efforts: 

[There are a number of projects underway in Saudi Arabia to try and take the sting 
out of jihadism to try and make people less suspicious and distrustful of Westerners. 
I have to say that the state itself has a lot to answer for here, having fostered and 
allowed an education system for decades that bred this hatred of non-believers, as 
they call it, particularly of Jews. I have been to every Arab country and have spent 
much of the last 25 years in the Arab and Islamic world, and it is really only in Saudi 
Arabia that I have encountered this xenophobia.137 

95. Shortly after the Committee’s visit to Saudi Arabia, the Kingdom hosted a conference 
of the Organisation of the Islamic Conference (OIC) in the holy city of Mecca. This was a 
Saudi initiative to promote a more moderate vision of Islam. During the conference, King 
Abdallah criticised al Qaeda using “Islamically loaded terminology”.138 The conference’s 
final communiqué stated that “Islam is a religion of moderation which rejects bigotry, 
extremism and fanaticism.”139 

96. Professor Robert Springborg, MBI Al Jaber Chair in Middle East Studies and Director 
of the London Middle East Institute at the School of Oriental and African Studies, 
University of London, wrote to us about importance of isolating ‘trans-national jihadis’ 
from mainstream Islam: 

Because their views are essentially heretical and because their leadership is not well 
versed in Islam itself, trans-national jihadis are vulnerable to being isolated from and 
shunned by other Muslims. This is probably the single area in which facilitation of 
dialogue about the true nature of Islam and encouragement of Islamic liberals is a 
useful tool…. [T]rans-national jihadis, the primary target of the war against 
terrorism, do not enjoy widespread support and what support they do enjoy is in 
inverse proportion to their distance from any given Muslim population. These 
jihadis are vulnerable to being isolated from local Muslim populations and the war 
against terrorism should seek to do just that.140 

This is clearly mainly a task for Muslim states, such as Saudi Arabia, rather than the 
international community. 
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97. During our visit we also heard about the Saudi approach to terrorist suspects and those 
who have been targeted by terrorist recruiters. While those who have committed crimes are 
dealt with by the legal system, the authorities seek to ‘convert’ those who have not yet 
committed crimes with the help of their families, clerics, mosques, schools and universities. 
If individuals are released, their families are made responsible for them. The approach 
appears to be having a good degree of success. Frank Gardner told us about this work. He 
made the point that the majority of the population is staunchly opposed to violence and 
that the authorities have tried to use this to put pressure on would-be jihadis: 

They have employed some quite controversial methods. They have talked to the 
families of militants, and in some cases pulled the families in for questioning, and 
said: “You put pressure on young Abdullah; bring him back in and talk to him.” You 
could see that as a subtle way of applying pressure or as essentially holding the family 
to ransom, in a way.141 

98. The Saudi media is playing a significant role in supporting these counter-terrorism 
policies. Not only are the devastating and gruesome impact of terrorist attacks broadcast 
and published, but there is also a high-level of coverage of the issues. Neil Partrick also 
wrote to us about this: “The messages that are endlessly conveyed on TV adverts, debates, 
newspaper articles; and in large, often ghoulish, hoardings depicting the after-effects of 
terror outrages have played their part too in the culture of condemnation of what until 
recently had seemed to seriously threaten the stability of the country.”142 

99. We conclude that Saudi Arabia is taking very seriously the causes of terrorism and 
process of extremist recruitment and has conducted valuable research in this area. We 
further conclude that Saudi Arabia is pursuing crucial long-term policies to tackle the 
causes of terrorism. We conclude that the United Kingdom could usefully learn from 
Saudi Arabia’s experience in this field, highlighting the two-way nature of cooperation 
with the Kingdom. 

Saudi Arabia and reform 

Background 

100. Former Foreign Secretary Jack Straw explicitly linked efforts to counter international 
terrorism with the spread of democracy. In October 2005, he told us: “I believe that the 
only way we are going to get relative peace and security across the Middle East is through 
democracy… [W]e are seeing the beginnings of a movement for democracy which I believe 
is the only sure way of eliminating terror and alongside that the lack of progress in the 
Arab countries, which is another cause or contributor to the environment in which 
terrorism can breed, is through democracy.”143 The FCO’s strategy paper ‘Active 
Diplomacy for a Changing World’ also links the issues, stating that to make the world safer 
from global terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, it is important to address “the 
factors which encourage radicalisation and terrorist recruitment at home. These may 
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include social and political alienation, poor governance, conflict and extremist 
propaganda.”144 Clearly, the linkage between the absence of democracy and terrorism is far 
from simple. Nevertheless, it is possible that the absence of political representation could 
feed into the causes of terrorism. Moreover, as Members of the British Parliament we 
wholeheartedly endorse the spread of democracy. Nevertheless, we admit that the process 
of democratisation is problematic, as evidenced by the recent election victory of Hamas, a 
group that continues to espouse the destruction of Israel, and that speedy moves towards 
reform could have dangerous destabilising effects in some societies. 

101. Saudi Arabia is one of the least democratic states in the region. Political parties are 
banned, the opposition is organised from outside the country and political activists who 
publicly broach the subject of reform risk being jailed. The King and senior princes 
dominate the political system. High-ranking members of the royal family hold positions as 
the most prominent ministers and governors of the main cities and provinces. The Council 
of Ministers, which is appointed by and responsible to the King, advises on policy 
formulation and oversees the bureaucracy. 

102. There are various well established methods of consultation. The appointed 
Consultative (Shura) Council advises the King and Council of Ministers. During our visit 
to Saudi Arabia we met members of the Consultative Council, including members of the its 
foreign affairs and security committees. We were greatly impressed by the calibre of the 
members and their work. As a recent Economist Survey on Saudi Arabia noted “It is easy 
to dismiss this all-appointed body as window-dressing, but even detractors admit that its 
legislative record is good, and its membership broadly representative of the kingdom’s 
diversity (with the huge proviso that it excludes women).”145 Nevertheless, the Council is 
unelected, has only limited powers to make recommendations on legislation and question 
ministers, and has no budgetary oversight. 

103. There are also well-established traditions of access to senior officials, usually at a 
majlis, or public audience, and the right to petition. However, this tradition is marred by 
the exclusion of women, who for example are unable to participate in the weekly majlis, 
where senior members of the royal family listen to the complaints and proposals of Saudi 
citizens.146 Although this form of consultation is limited, and often focussed on dispensing 
largesse rather than influencing policy, it does offer an opportunity for exchange between 
the country’s rulers and their subjects. The King and senior princes are also careful to gain 
the support of important constituencies for their policies. This has been especially true of 
the counter-terrorism strategy. 

104. Like many countries in the region, Saudi Arabia has come under international 
pressure to reform. Compared with many of its neighbours, Saudi Arabia has been slow to 
reform: 
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• Oman has a bicameral legislature. Although its 58-seat upper chamber has only 
advisory powers and is appointed by the Emir, the 83-seat lower chamber is elected by 
universal suffrage of all Omani men and women over 21 except for members of the 
military and security forces. It has limited powers to propose legislation. The next 
elections are scheduled for 2007.147 

• Qatar has a 35-seat appointed unicameral Consultative (Shura)Council. Although no 
legislative elections have been held since 1970, Qatar held two nationwide elections in 
1999 and 2003 for a 29-member Central Municipal Council (CMC), which has 
consultative powers aimed at improving the provision of municipal services. Under the 
new constitution, which came into force on 9 June 2005, the public would elect by 
universal suffrage two-thirds (30 members ) of the 45 members of an enlarged 
Consultative Council and the Emir would appoint the remaining 15 members; 
preparations are underway for elections in early 2007. 

• Bahrain’s bicameral Parliament consists of a Shura Council of 40 members appointed 
by the Emir and a House of Deputies of 40 members directly elected to serve four-year 
terms by universal suffrage of men and women. The next election is to be held in 
September 2006. 

• Kuwait has a 50-seat unicameral National Assembly. Members are elected by popular 
vote to serve four-year terms. The electorate consists of adult males who are not in the 
military forces, and since 16 May 2005, adult females. All voters must have been 
citizens for 20 years. Elections were last held on 6 July 2003. The new Emir Sheik Sabah 
Al Ahmed Al Sabah dissolved Parliament on 19 May 2006 and called for elections to be 
held a year early. 

• Although the UAE does not have elected bodies, it is pursuing a serious programme of 
economic liberalisation. 

105. US President George Bush’s call for democratisation in the Middle East could not 
have been more relevant to Saudi Arabia. Indeed, his key speech to the National 
Endowment for Democracy in November 2003 was largely seen as being directed at the 
Saudi government.148 However, there have also been domestic calls for change. In 2003 and 
2004, reform issues entered the mainstream of debate and conversation, with petitions 
calling for an independent judiciary, economic reform, social reform and elections to the 
Consultative Council.149 

Tentative reform measures 

106. The government has responded to calls for reform with a number of political 
openings. These have included setting up of the National Dialogue and, most recently, 
holding of municipal elections. In November 2005, Dr Mai Yamani, Associate Fellow of 
the Middle East Programme at Chatham House, told the Committee about this moves: “In 
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Saudi Arabia they have made some limited, careful steps towards reform, but if you talk 
about competitive elections, freedom of expression, of assembly, of organisation, reforms 
of the educational system or the judiciary, they are more serious—and the policy of 
discrimination, on the basis of religious sect or tribe is still very much visible in the 
country.” 150 Neil Partrick also wrote to us about these reform steps, making the point that 
while they have been relatively modest by international standards, they have been “quite 
dramatic” by Saudi standards.151 

National Dialogue 

107. Starting in 2003, the National Dialogue is intended to ‘acknowledge’ the country’s 
diversity and pluralism. For the first time, Saudis from different religious sects and political 
orientations were brought together to talk about sensitive issues such as religious 
differences, education and the causes of Islamic extremism. Some of the discussions have 
been televised. During our visit to the region we met members of the secretariat of the 
National Dialogue. We heard about the series of meetings that have been organised and 
efforts to bring together disparate groups, some of which are considered heretical by the 
Saudi mainstream. We also heard about the impact that these meetings have had on 
influencing popular debate in the country. 

108. Dr Yamani has criticised the National Dialogue as an “intellectual encounter” 
divorced from domestic reality: “Dialogue meetings resulted in discussions that have not 
been legitimised by the religious authorities, so nothing changed in the realities of everyday 
life. Shi’as still cannot practice their religious rituals, be a witness in court and even work as 
a butcher.”152 Nevertheless, Dr Yamani also noted that “such gatherings are unprecedented; 
government and other participants put their relationship to a real test, bringing together 
groups that have never talked before.”153 

109. Neil Partrick wrote to us with a similarly mixed analysis of the National Dialogue. 
While the initiative has “proven to be largely a discussion forum on increasingly less 
pertinent issues”, it has also “provided a symbolic inclusiveness which, at its early stages, 
had seen an important expression of Shia ‘acceptability’ in the eyes of the regime, 
underscored by the sight of radical clerics associated in the early 1990s with a militant 
assertion of an essentially Sunni chauvinism sitting with representatives of the Shia 
minority… In essence, the National Dialogue has offered a more inclusive approach to the 
Shia and other minorities, raising the hope rather than providing the guarantee of fairer 
treatment for them as fellow Muslims.”154 

Municipal elections 

110. In 2005, elections for half the seats on Saudi Arabia’s 178 municipal councils were 
held for the first time; the government appointed the remainder of the council members. 
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Popular engagement with the elections was mixed; less than half of eligible voters 
registered, but there was vigorous campaigning in some areas, especially in Riyadh and the 
Eastern Province.155 

111. There was initial ambiguity over whether women would be able to participate in the 
elections: the wording of the regulations did not specifically exclude women, but it was 
subsequently announced that women would not be able to vote or stand for election. The 
reasons given for this were logistical: an insufficient number of women to run women-only 
registration centres and polling stations, and a shortfall in the number of women holding 
the photo identity cards required to vote.156 Women have since been promised that they 
will be able to vote in the 2009 municipal elections. 

112. While a groundbreaking step in Saudi Arabia, the municipal elections have prompted 
a fair degree of cynicism. Writing in the World Today, Dr Yamani criticised the process: 
“In accordance with Saudi tradition a prince has been appointed chairman of the general 
committee overseeing polling. The message here is not one of wider political participation, 
but rather of continued dominance by the ruling family.”157 She reiterated this point to the 
Committee in November 2005: “They have had partial municipal elections that we saw in 
February to April, which were not inclusive. About one-quarter of the male population 
participated. Half the members were appointed, and the whole female population was 
excluded.” 158 The delay in setting up the councils only fuelled such criticism; it took eight 
months to publish the regulations governing Council proceedings and the councils were 
not formed until December 2005.159 

113. Nevertheless, other analysts have emphasised the importance of the elections as an 
initial step in the democratisation process. Writing about popular perceptions of the 
elections, Saudi journalist Rasheed Abou-Alsamh said: 

Many Saudis remain deeply cynical about the powers of the partially elected councils, 
but this baby step towards democracy has nonetheless given hope to some that they 
will see elections for the Shura Council, which is currently being expanded from 120 
to 150 members, during their lifetimes. They also believe that the municipal elections 
have opened the door to further reforms, and say it is a door the government will not 
be able to close again easily.160 

Continued repression 

114. Despite these tentative reform steps and what appears to be a general 
acknowledgement of the need for reform by the Saudi authorities, reformers continue to be 
subjected to harassment. This has ranged from official impatience and pressure to refrain 
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from publicising reform demands and the forced cancellation of meetings to stormy 
reprimands by ministers, arrests and prison sentences. 

115. According to Human Rights Watch, the Saudi security forces have violently dispersed 
gatherings such as the October 2003 demonstrations in Riyadh and other cities, and 
arrested individuals attempting to protest peacefully. On 12 January 2005, a court in 
Jeddah affirmed the unofficial ban on public demonstrations by sentencing 15 individuals 
to prison sentences and lashes for participating in a demonstration in October 2004.161 

116. In May 2005, a court in Riyadh sentenced three reformers to lengthy prison sentences 
for circulating a petition that called for the establishment of a constitutional monarchy. 
The charges against the men are reported to have included incitement to unrest, 
attempting to disturb the peace, rebelling against the ruler, speaking to foreign media and 
incitement against the Wahhabi school of Islam. The trials were conducted in camera and 
the defendants’ lawyers have faced imprisonment and harassment.162 In August 2005, King 
Abdallah pardoned the three men along with their lawyer, who was awaiting trial. 

Reform prognosis 

117. These mixed signals have prompted varying interpretations of the long-term 
prospects for reform. A number of members of the royal family have made comments 
suggesting that they support substantive reform. In 2003, then Crown Prince Abdallah was 
the first high-ranking official to adopt the expression “expanding political participation”. 
He said that municipal elections would “be the beginning of the Saudi citizens’ 
participation in the political system.” For his part, foreign Minister Prince Saud Al-Faisal 
has said that Saudi Arabia “has reached a stage in our development that requires expanding 
political participation.”163 Speaking to the Committee in October 2005, an FCO witness 
said: “the government there does appear to be committed to what I think is fair to describe 
as an evolutionary approach to further democratisation in that country.”164 

118. Some believe that growing domestic and international pressure compelled the royal 
family implement reforms, but that it has not made a strategic decision to transform the 
political system. Dr Yamani told the Committee that the limited reform moves were aimed 
at mollifying international demands for democratic reform: “[W]hen Abdullah, Crown 
Prince at the time, now King Abdullah, arrived in May to visit President Bush, he said: 
“You see, we have had the elections. We had the Islamists, but we are controlling and 
managing the situation. That was very good for the whole talk about reform and 
democracy in the Middle East. “165 

119. Others attribute the mixed signals to divisions within ruling circles over the 
desirability and speed of change. The smooth succession of King Abdallah in August 2005 
after the death of his half-brother, King Fahd, prompted speculation that the pace of 

 
161 Human Rights Watch, “Human Rights Watch Memorandum to the Government of Saudi Arabia on Human Rights 

Priorities in the Kingdom”, 7 February 2005, available at: www.hrw.org 

162 Human Rights Watch, “Saudi Arabia: Political Reformers Sentenced”, 16 May 2005, available at: www.hrw.org 

163 Arab Reform Bulletin, March 2004, volume 2, issue 3 

164 Q 127 

165 Q 168 



54    Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism 

 

 

reform would accelerate. King Abdallah is widely considered to be a reformer and many 
believe that his succession will give him more authority to push ahead with reform.166 
However, given the tradition of decision-making by consensus in the royal family, there are 
likely to remain royal brakes on reform. 

120. During our visit to Saudi Arabia, we heard optimism that there may be further reform 
steps in the near future. These include a possible expansion of the powers of the 
Consultative Council and reform of the judiciary. We were also assured that the reform 
process is irreversible. However, we were also warned about the risks of reform and were 
told that the nature and pace of reform must be appropriate to Saudi circumstances. We 
were told about fears that change could jeopardise social and political cohesion. We heard 
many times that western-style elections are not a ‘miracle solution’. We also heard about 
the strong conservatism of the Saudi population and its resistance to reform and the 
danger of democratisation in the absence of the crucial underpinnings of democracy. The 
point was made that Saudi Arabia has advanced tremendously in the last 20 years and that 
the process is continuing; the country needs to advance gradually and in stages. Much of 
the Saudi population remains attached to very conservative religious values, which makes 
reform in areas such as women’s rights and education especially sensitive. From the 
discussions we had in Saudi Arabia, this factor, more than any other, emerged as the main 
impediment to reform. 

121. Disquiet over the potential consequences of a hurried political opening is not limited 
to officials, and has also been expressed by members of the business community and 
reformers. As one journalist put it: “It would be like putting the carriage in front of the 
horse. There has to be some kind of political opening up, but our society still thinks along 
tribal and religious lines. Its political consciousness has not developed to the point where it 
would elect the most efficient… The culture of democracy accepts the pluralism of 
opinions and relativity in all things. How can you reconcile relativity with a society that is 
governed by religion?”167 

122. There is some difference of opinion over the obstacle posed to reform by the religious 
establishment. It is certainly true that the legitimacy of the ruling family rests to a very large 
extent on its religious credentials. The International Crisis Group has argued that in the 
context of the ‘war against terrorism’ and the domestic fight against violent Islam “no 
Saudi ruler can contemplate a significant policy shift without taking into account the likely 
reaction of the country's religious establishments.”168 However, other analysts emphasise 
the ‘give and take’ between the ruling family and the Ulema. Nevertheless, Government 
efforts to reform the education system have faced serious opposition from the clerics, who 
have warned against any dilution of the curriculum’s Islamic content, accusing the regime 
of bowing to US pressure. 

123. In addition to fears over the risks associated with speedy reform, there are dangers in 
reforming too slowly, especially in the context of socio-economic disparities and popular 
grievances. There is concern that the slow pace of reform could be creating a fertile 
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recruiting ground for groups such as al Qaeda. There is anger among some parts of the 
population over the growing gap between rich and poor as well as over the relationship 
between the government and the West. 

124. Insufficient job creation, an ill-adapted education system and anachronistic economic 
structures, particularly when coupled with the sight of thousands of Princes enjoying lavish 
lifestyles, risk popular discontent. Calls for social justice, an end to corruption and wider 
access to the country’s huge natural wealth have long been central to calls for reform. 
Saudis increasingly point out that the frustration of their youth and resentment of social 
injustice are fuelling support for violent Islamic militancy.169 Neil Partrick wrote to us 
about the problem of unemployment: 

Despite the cyclical patronage power of oil revenue windfalls, radical clerics have 
been able to exploit a relative economic downturn that has seen per capita GDP, 
although rising again in recent years, remain far below that enjoyed from the late 
1970s to early 1980s. With officially admitted unemployment running at 10% among 
a 26m population rising in excess of 3% a year, and the state unable to provide 
meaningful jobs for its burgeoning numbers of annual school or college leavers, then 
economic pressures are likely to continue to cause political frustrations. In this 
context radicals are easily able to point to corruption and the effective political 
complicity of the al-Saud leadership in US and UK policies which, at the popular as 
well as elite level, are judged to be unconscionable, whether in Iraq or Palestine.170 

Educational reform is a critical aspect of tackling the employment situation. 

125. Dr Yamani is critical of the failure of the international community to put pressure on 
Saudi Arabia to pursue meaningful reform.171 However, there is concern that pressure in 
this area could be counterproductive. Nevertheless, international engagement may have an 
indirect effect on the pace of reform. In December 2005, Saudi Arabia joined the WTO 
after 12 years of talks and this could accelerate the pace of reform. The country will need to 
adopt the entire body of WTO legislation, a process that involves liberalisation of currently 
restricted sectors. Saudi Arabia will have to open its protected economy to the outside 
world, including fellow WTO member Israel. The accession should enhance the business 
environment in Saudi Arabia by improving transparency and predictability.172 

126. There is also a role for the international community in supporting reform efforts. Dr 
Peter Gooderham, Director Middle East and North Africa at the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office, told the Committee about the Government’s efforts in this area: 
“the fund that we have available in the FCO, the Engagement with the Islamic World Fund, 
and the £10 million that the Foreign Secretary referred to—we are using a lot of that 
money for precisely projects designed to bolster rule of law, the participation of women in 
the political and democratic processes in various countries in the region; so we are doing 
what we can.”173 However, Dr Gooderham also cautioned against political interference: 
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“Obviously, we have been doing what we can to encourage the process of democratisation. 
We are not alone; there is a G8 process that is active; but we are very careful to put that in 
the context of encouragement rather than trying to impose or direct, because that would 
clearly be counterproductive.”174 

127. The Government has supported a number of projects in Saudi Arabia using the 
Global Opportunities Fund. These have included training journalists on election reporting, 
promoting the participation of women in civil society and promoting economic reform 
and liberalisation. The British Council has also been active in supporting the reform 
process, for example by running women’s self-development and leadership workshops. 

128. We conclude that despite a number of reform steps, the political environment 
remains severely constrained in Saudi Arabia. This raises serious concerns, and in the 
context of glaring socio-economic disparities, could feed into extremism and the causes 
of terrorism. Nevertheless, we conclude that the Saudi reform process must be 
domestically driven; perceived interference by the international community could be 
counter productive. 

Human rights 

129. There are numerous human rights concerns in Saudi Arabia. The FCO’s Annual 
Report on human rights has an extensive section on Saudi Arabia. This says: “There has 
been a small but significant improvement in the situation in Saudi Arabia since our last 
Annual Report. However, the Saudi government has continued to violate human rights, 
including by restricting freedoms of expression and press, assembly, association, religion 
and movement. The government also continues to discriminate against women, foreigners, 
non-Muslims and non-Sunnis Muslims and to impose strict limitations on workers’ 
rights.”175 In particular, the Report refers to: 

• the introduction of a new code for criminal procedure, although torture of detainees is 
still routine; 

• discrimination against non-Muslims and restriction of women’s rights; and 

• the slow process of reform. 

130. In our latest Human Rights report, published in February 2006, we said: 

Human Rights Watch have raised concerns that the Government “may be 
contemplating a possible Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Saudis, 
regarding commitments not to torture those who might be deported to Saudi Arabia, 
along the lines of MOUs which have already been agreed with Jordan and Libya.” 
Additionally, Kate Allen of Amnesty International told the Committee: “We would 
recognise that there have been small steps. We are not sure whether those are 
significant or not. The human rights situation in Saudi Arabia is still absolutely dire 
in very many ways that we have documented, including appalling use of the death 
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penalty and the use of torture.” The use of the death penalty for a broad range of 
crimes such as apostasy, drug offences, witchcraft, adultery and murder, as well as 
broad crimes such as ‘acts of sabotage and corruption on earth’, raises particular 
concerns.176 

We also noted concerns about the treatment of British and Commonwealth nationals, 
including Dr William Sampson, who confessed to a bombing while in Saudi police 
custody.177 

131. In its response to that Report, the Government told us that it continues to raise its 
concerns about human rights with the Saudi authorities at all levels, and noted the 
enhanced bilateral cooperation through the Two Kingdoms Dialogue (we discuss this 
positive initiative later in this chapter).178 It also outlined some of the positive steps that 
have occurred, for example with regard to women’s rights. 

132. We pursued these issues during our visit to Saudi Arabia. We were particularly struck 
by the complete segregation of society, with Saudi women excluded from meetings. This 
was particularly evident at one meeting, when our female interlocutors observed us via a 
video link and were unable to participate themselves. In February 2006, Human Rights 
Watch outlined its concerns about the position of women: 

Women in the kingdom continue to suffer from severe discrimination in the 
workplaces, homes, and courts, and from restrictions on their freedom of movement. 
Women do not have the right to leave the house without a male relative or written 
permission from their guardian, which is also required to enrol in school or 
university, seek medical help, or open a bank account. There are reports that some 
government institutions have refused to accept women’s new identity cards, insisting 
on seeing a woman’s family card as well. A recent study of the Saudi-American Bank 
found that “compensation of Saudi males is on average two times that of Saudi 
females with the same level of education.” The government has so far also failed to 
act on a recommendation from the government-appointed National Dialogue calling 
for the appointment of women judges to family courts.179 

133. During our visit we heard about a number of positive steps on women’s rights. These 
include changes in the labour law to allow women to work in more fields and measures to 
improve the training and education available to women. For the first time, women have 
been allowed to stand for election to the Jeddah Chamber of Commerce; despite a 
reportedly hostile campaign by several imams, two women were elected (out of 12 
representatives) and a further two women were appointed to sit on the board (out of six 
appointed members).180 We were also assured that there will be further steps to improve 
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the situation of women. Nevertheless, women’s rights in Saudi Arabia remain seriously 
constrained. As Dr Yamani told the Committee: 

[I]t is the only country in the world where women are not legally allowed to drive 
cars or travel between one city and another without permission of their guardian. 
Obviously, it is the only country where women are not allowed to vote… 
Unemployment for women remains at 95 per cent. There is some progress though; 
King Abdullah is planning to have more jobs created for women, but it is very gender 
segregated and still has to comply to the definition by the Wahhabi clerics of the 
nature of women. 181 

134. During our visit, we were also deeply concerned by what we heard about the rights of 
foreign workers. We got the impression that this issue is not taken as seriously as it should 
be by the Saudi authorities. In its memorandum, Human Rights Watch outlined the 
situation: 

Migrant workers continue to suffer from discrimination in practice and in law. Long 
working hours and round-the-clock confinement put domestic workers at a 
heightened risk of abuse. Non-payment of wages for several months and confiscation 
of passports and residency permits, in contravention of the law, are common 
violations. The public school system remains closed to the dependents of migrant 
workers. Poor migrant workers have little if any access to the justice system, given 
their lack of resources, literacy, and Arabic language capabilities. One-half of those 
judicially executed so far in 2005 have been migrant workers, although they 
constitute less one third of the population.182 

135. We conclude that the human rights situation in Saudi Arabia continues to give 
cause for grave concern. We recommend that the Government continue to make clear 
that discrimination against women, other human rights abuses which are endemic in 
Saudi Arabia including discrimination against migrant workers, torture and the 
shortcomings of the judicial system, breed discontent and fall far short of universal 
standards. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report 
what progress was made in this area at the April 2006 meeting of the Two Kingdoms 
Forum. We further recommend that the Government set out whether it is seeking a 
memorandum of understanding with Saudi Arabia. 

Bilateral relations 

136. The bilateral relationship with Saudi Arabia is clearly immensely important to both 
countries. Saudi Arabia meets nearly all the government’s strategic priorities. As Neil 
Partrick told us: “Saudi Arabia is a pivotal player in the security and stability of the Arabian 
peninsula”.183 In recent years, there have been a number of high level visits between the 
countries, with the Prime Minister visiting Saudi Arabia several times in the last year and 
Jack Straw visiting in the first half of 2006. The United Kingdom and Saudi Arabia have 
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particularly strong defence and commercial ties, with growing opportunities as a result of 
the high oil price. 

137. A bilateral forum has been set up to facilitate dialogue. The first meeting of the ‘Two 
Kingdoms’ forum was held in February 2005 and was joint hosted by the former Foreign 
Secretary and Saudi Foreign Minister Prince Saud. The meeting discussed reform issues, in 
particular economic reform, youth and women. The second meeting was convened in 
April 2006. Jack Straw told us about the importance of this forum: “There was the joint 
conference on Saudi reform, which I chaired with His Royal Highness Prince Saud Al-
Faisal in February. If you had said to me even a year ago that there was going to be this 
kind of joint conference, one would have been very sceptical; but it indicates an increasing 
commitment by the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia to its reform programme.”184 

138. Neil Partrick wrote to us about the need for the United Kingdom to take a critical 
stance towards Saudi Arabia: “It also requires greater UK government frankness about the 
political and administrative changes needed in the kingdom to enhance accountable and 
transparent decision-making; a direction that, if anything, appears to be being setback of 
late.”185 However, others emphasise the limits to the influence that the international 
community can have on Saudi Arabia, especially on domestic policy, and the importance 
of quiet and private diplomacy. 

139. We conclude that the United Kingdom’s relationship with Saudi Arabia is of 
critical and strategic importance. Not only is the Kingdom a crucial ally in the 
international ‘war against terrorism’, but it is central to many of this country’s national 
interests and meets most of the Government’s strategic priorities. We further conclude 
that while the United Kingdom may not see eye to eye with Saudi Arabia on a number 
of issues, it is critically important that the two countries remain close and 
communicative allies. We conclude that Saudi Arabia is a country where a significant 
British diplomatic presence can make a difference. The stability of Saudi Arabia is vital 
to the United Kingdom’s interests, particularly in the context of the war in Iraq and 
developments in Iran. We conclude that stability requires significant reform. 

140. At the time of concluding the drafting of our Report, the United Kingdom’s courts 
had just determined that the Saudi Arabian government is immune, in international 
law, from being pursued in UK courts in relation to the unjustified detention and 
alleged torture of British citizens. We recommend that the British Government disclose 
what it knows about this grave incident and what  representations it made on behalf of 
the British nationals. 
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4 The United Arab Emirates 

The United Arab Emirates and the ‘war against terrorism’ 

Background 

Links with the Taliban and al Qaeda 

141. The UAE was one of only three countries to recognise the Taliban as the legitimate 
government of Afghanistan (Pakistan and Saudi Arabia were the other two). During 
Taliban rule, the UAE continued to allow Ariana Afghan airlines to operate services to the 
UAE. It has been argued that this resulted in “the growth of an organic link between 
groups in Afghanistan on the one hand and Saudi Arabia and the UAE on the other, as 
contact, travel and financial flows between them did not encounter the problems faced 
elsewhere.”186 Many US officials believe that al Qaeda activists might have spent time in the 
UAE.187 Notably, two of the highjackers in the 11 September 2001 attacks were UAE 
nationals. 

Financial links with terrorism 

142. The UAE had a long-standing reputation as a haven for smuggling and money 
laundering. Even before 2001, al Qaeda was known to have financial links with the UAE. In 
1999, a US delegation travelled to the UAE with evidence that Washington claimed proved 
that Osama bin Laden was channelling funds through the Dubai Islamic Bank.188 However, 
early international pressure on the UAE to clean up money laundering and smuggling met 
with little success.189 

143. Frank Gardner told the Committee about the situation in the UAE: 

Dubai particularly is an international conduit for both good and bad things. It was 
long a centre for smuggling gold into India. It has often been used as a place for 
money-laundering, particularly by Russians who were coming out of the CIS states 
with just wads of cash, and buying up electronics and going back. Nobody ever asked 
where the money came from. I used to live in Bahrain as well, and Bahrain had a very 
tight financial system because they had close links with the Bank of England, so the 
monetary agency worked very closely and was very strict on money-laundering. 
Dubai did not have those tight, stricter controls. When I used to be a banker, we were 
always rather wary of doing business in Dubai because we could not be sure of where 
the money came from. It is very much a home of Hawala transactions, which are 
paperless, record-less transactions, all done over the phone…There are no auditable 
records of this; it is all done on trust. It is done very much on trust. It is an ancient 
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system and it allows people to evade strict financial controls. There has been a lot of 
concern that this has helped terrorists to get funding.190 

144. Much of the financing for the 11 September attacks is known to have passed through 
the UAE via the unregulated Hawala money-transfer system. However, the formal banking 
sector is also believed to have been involved. Frank Gardner told the Committee: “It is 
known for a fact that some of the funding for the 9/11 attacks did pass through a bank in 
Dubai, not through the Hawallah system, but through an actual bank.”191 

Proliferation 

145. The UAE has also been involved in proliferation networks. According to a press 
report in 2005, an MI5 document entitled ‘Companies and Organisations of Proliferation 
Concern’ lists the UAE as “the most important” of the countries where front companies 
may have been used. The list was compiled in an attempt to prevent British companies 
from inadvertently exporting sensitive goods or expertise to organisations covertly 
involved in WMD programmes.192 

146. This is not the first time that there have been concerns over businesses based in the 
UAE. In 2001, the United Kingdom told the UAE to shut down the air freight businesses of 
a Russian accused of trafficking weapons to rebel movements in Africa including in 
Angola, the Democratic Republic of Congo and Sierra Leone.193 

147. AQ Khan’s proliferation network has also been linked with the UAE: “In connection 
with recent revelations of illicit sales of nuclear technology to Iran, Libya, and North Korea 
by Pakistan’s nuclear scientist AQ Khan, Dubai was named as a key transfer point for 
shipments of nuclear components sold by Khan. Two Dubai-based companies were 
apparently involved in trans-shipping such components: SMB Computers and Gulf 
Technical Industries.”194 The UAE was the main transhipment point for much of the 
equipment bound for Libya.195 

Terrorist target? 

148. The UAE, and especially Dubai, have been seen as prime targets for al Qaeda given the 
number of highly visible western companies and individuals there. Al Qaeda and affiliated 
groups have threatened the country. A letter dated 26 May 2002 warned the UAE that 
continued cooperation with the USA would “bring the country into an arena of conflict, in 
which it will not be able to endure or escape from its consequences”. The letter noted the 
UAE’s economic dependence on “impudent tourism”. Another warning listed the 
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government’s work with the UN and in training and equipping the Iraqi police force as 
leaving “no room for doubt that the punishment of God will befall your country”.196 

149. However, when he appeared as a witness to the Committee, Frank Gardner 
downplayed this threat: 

It has surprised a lot of people that Dubai has not yet been hit by a terrorist attack, 
but Dubai is a huge melting pot. If al Qaeda hit Dubai, it would be an own goal… I 
am quite certain that al Qaeda has supporters, possibly even operatives there, but 
there have been no signs so far that they have chosen to make any big attacks. It 
would be disastrous for everybody but also for the Makhtoums.197 

Other analysts have speculated that the UAE has been spared attacks due to its usefulness 
for al Qaeda as a communications and financial hub.198 However, some others believe that 
the UAE has not been attacked so far because of the extremely tight security in the country, 
and that it is inevitable that there will be terrorist attacks in the UAE at some time. 

Counter-Terrorism Policy 

150. The attack on the twin towers led to a dramatic change in the approach of the UAE 
authorities. The UAE strongly condemned the September 2001 terrorist attacks and broke 
off relations with the Taliban. It has since cooperated with the international community in 
tackling international terrorism. During our visit to the region we were reassured that the 
UAE is totally ‘onside’ when it comes to cooperation in counter terrorism. While the level 
of this cooperation is difficult to gauge in some fields, it is known that the UAE has 
extradited a number of high-profile jihadi figures. The UAE acknowledged assisting in the 
2002 arrest of at least one senior al Qaeda operative in the Gulf (Abd al-Rahim al-Nashiri). 
The country also arrested Qari Saifullah Akhtar, a senior al Qaeda operative who trained 
militants for combat in Afghanistan and is believed to have been involved in two attempts 
to assassinate Pakistani President General Pervez Musharraf; Akhtar was subsequently 
turned over to Pakistan.199 

151. Although the UAE has so far escaped attack, its government knows that it is a 
potential target and has taken stringent precautions. Even a failed attack could be 
disastrous for Dubai’s booming tourist industry. In its fight against terrorism, the UAE is 
aided by the fact that it is a small country with no large cities in which terrorists can 
disappear. Moreover, it benefits from a high level of wealth which goes some way to 
mitigate against domestic discontent. 

152. During its visit to the region, the Committee heard about bilateral cooperation on 
aviation security. Secondees from the Department of Transport are working to monitor 
airport security and are providing invaluable assistance on practical aviation security. This 
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work is being funded by the Global Opportunities Fund. Officers from the Metropolitan 
Police’s SO18 division have also visited the region to discuss ways to tackle the threat from 
Man Portable Air Defence Systems (MANPADS). 

153. The UAE has good bilateral relations with the United Kingdom and the USA. This is 
highlighted by cooperation in the defence field. In 1994, the UAE and USA reached a 
defence pact; the 1996 defence cooperation agreement is the United Kingdom’s largest 
single commitment to the defence of a single country outside Nato.200 

154. The EU has no representation in the UAE. During our visit, we were told that given 
the absence of regionally administered development programmes, it has been difficult for 
the EU to secure funds to set up a mission in the UAE. We also heard concern that the lack 
of an EU presence is contributing to a failure to create a good image for the EU in the 
region and that the UAE–EU relationship ‘lacks substance’. 

155. EU relations with the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) are channelled through a 
Cooperation Agreement signed in 1989 between the European Community and the GCC. 
Negotiations for an EU–GCC Free Trade Agreement were opened in 1990 and re-launched 
in 2001 after the GCC moved to establish a customs union; there is concern that 
negotiations have been ‘dragging on’. The Commission is also seeking to enhance 
cooperation activities with the GCC against the framework of the Strategic Partnership for 
the Mediterranean and the Middle East approved by the European Council in June 2004. 

156. In May 2004, the members of the GCC agreed a counter-terrorism accord. This 
accord focuses on intelligence sharing and efforts to use the media and religious platforms 
to tackle terrorism.201 However, there are doubts over how effective the accord is. The Gulf 
States Newsletter has commented that the lack of transparency over the accord has given 
many the impression that its announcement was more “style than substance”.202 During 
our visit to the region, these sentiments were echoed. We were told that there is a need for 
greater cross-border cooperation on terrorism, but that as is the case internationally, 
intelligence communities are reluctant to share information. 

Financial reform 

157. The UAE has taken a number of steps to tighten regulation of the financial system. 
During our visit we heard about money laundering legislation that has been formulated in 
line with international Financial Action Task Force (FATF) directives.203 Steps have also 
been taken to bring the hawala system under control204. According to the International 
Monetary Fund’s 2005 Article IV Consultation for the UAE: 

Major steps have been taken to put in place a strong legal framework to prevent 
money laundering and financing of terrorist activities. Two laws were passed in 2004, 
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one on dealing with financing of terrorism and the other addressing AML/CFT 
[anti-money laundering/counter-terrorist financing] issues in the financial free 
zones. A law criminalizing money laundering that was adopted in 2002 has been 
widely cited as a model of best practices. Hawala dealers continue to voluntarily 
register and have been certified by the CBU. As of end-February 2005, the CBU has 
received 156 registration applications and 133 certificates have been issued.205 

158. Frank Gardner told the Committee about these measures. He also highlighted the role 
played by the United Kingdom in assisting these efforts: “If you talk to the Foreign Office 
you will find that there are a number of people in Customs & Excise who, every now and 
then, are stationed in the British Embassy in Dubai.”206 During our visit to the region we 
heard about the success of cross-departmental work in British embassies, notably the 
posting of a secondee from HM Treasury at the embassy in Abu Dhabi to work with the 
UAE Central Bank on anti-laundering exercises, and Home Office and HM Revenue & 
Customs staff working at the embassy in Abu Dhabi. 

159. Nevertheless, there are concerns over both the utility of efforts to tackle terrorism 
through banking reform and the continued exploitation of the hawala system, despite 
increased regulation. Banks have been forced by compliance rules to spend hundreds of 
millions of dollars recording details about transactions. However, there are doubts over 
whether banking systems are likely to spot impending terrorist attacks.207 In large part, this 
is because terrorist funds are tiny and according to some estimates make up just 1% of the 
dirty money in the financial system. Terrorist attacks do not require large amounts of 
money. 

160. Many in the sector have come to believe that there is little preventative value in anti-
terrorism regulations.  

“The only practical use of data about transactions is after an attack, when there might 
be some chance of tracing links in the networks that sustain terrorist movements… 
But information to allow this existed before the introduction of today’s massive 
regulatory system…. There is no risk in scrapping the specific rules relating to 
terrorist finance. Much information will still be captured, because parallel efforts to 
combat money laundering will continue (and are anyway more effective).”208 This 
opinion was strongly expressed to the Committee during its visit to the region. We 
heard great frustration over the emphasis put on banking reform to tackle terrorist 
financing. We were told that while the banking sector can work to uncover money 
laundering, exposing terrorist financing and proliferation is a job for the intelligence 
agencies and the police. 

161. There are also doubts over the impact of reform on the hawala system. This method of 
money transfer has been used for generations; many immigrants rely on it as a cheap way 
to send money home. During our visit, we were told that the hawala system is under 
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control in the UAE and is not extensive; only small amounts are transferred by hawala. 
However, while the hawala houses have genuine business, it is possible that terrorists could 
still make use of them. 

162. Neil Partrick agreed about the limits to what can be achieved by financial regulation in 
the ‘war against terrorism’: 

[T]here is still a practical, as well as political, limit to what can be done to prevent 
money transfers in either direction. With the operation for example of the hawala 
system, which Saudi Arabia and other GCC countries are very keen to stress they 
monitor very carefully, it is very difficult to prevent monies reaching terrorists. The 
ease with which this informal transfer system can operate is what defines it; harsh 
constraints would render it unrecognisable and make the transfer of monies by much 
foreign labour in the kingdom very difficult.209 

Proliferation 

163. The UAE has been taking steps to tackle the risk of proliferation. In particular, it has 
been working with the USA: in December 2003, the USA organised a basic awareness 
course on WMD for UAE law enforcement agencies. This was followed by a course in May 
2004 on Seaport Interdiction and Counter-Proliferation. The course was intended to 
enhance the ability of UAE law enforcement agencies to analyse, target and examine high-
risk commercial shipments that may lead to the interdiction of weapons of mass 
destruction or their related delivery systems.210 

164. In December 2004, the USA and Dubai signed a Container Security Initiative (CSI) 
Statement of Principles aimed at screening US bound containerised cargo transiting Dubai 
ports.211 Our predecessor Committee’s last Report in this inquiry outlined the 
establishment of the CSI by the USA. It noted: “The United Kingdom joined the CSI in 
December 2002; ports included in the initiative are Felixstowe, Liverpool, Southampton, 
Thamesport and Tilbury. However, the United Kingdom does not have officials carrying 
out a similar function in major ports overseas. Without the posting of HM Customs 
officials overseas, the United Kingdom’s ports may remain under terrorist threat.” The 
Report concluded that “the Container Security Initiative is a sound means to promote the 
security of the United States. We recommend that the Government examine the 
possibilities of enacting a similar initiative to secure the ports of the United Kingdom and 
its Overseas Territories.”212 

Educational and religious reform 

165. Similarly to Saudi Arabia, the UAE has been taking steps to reform religious teaching 
and the education system in order to address the root causes of terrorism. The government 
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of the UAE is well aware of the causes of radicalisation and realises that it is necessary to 
keep track of what imams are preaching and schools are teaching. Crown Prince Sheikh 
Mohammed bin Zayed al Nahyan (the Crown Prince of the Emirate of Abu Dhabi) has 
been particularly vocal on the need to address the religious aspects. Following the 
November 2005 terrorist attacks in Jordan, he said:  

“There should be a firm stand by Islamic clerics and scholars who live among us 
against this terrorism… Personally, I blame the clerics and Islamic scholars who live 
among us and with us. If they do not declare them apostate, the least they would do 
is to drive them out of the faith. Terrorism came to us in the name of Islam, so there 
is no point trying to throw it into other directions. We should be the ones who 
confront and resist it.”213 During its visit to the region, the Committee heard about 
some of the work being done to regulate mosques and religious teaching. The 
Committee was also interested to hear that the President’s religious adviser has 
forged strong links with a number of British institutions. 

166. The Committee also heard about the need to reform the school curriculum, which is 
“not as robust and complete as it should be”. We heard that one problem has been that the 
education system relies on foreign teachers and there is concern that some of them have 
been ‘misrepresenting’ Islam to pupils. We also heard concern over the use of schools and 
mosques to brainwash people and “convince youth to commit horrific acts”. We were 
reassured that the UAE authorities are seized of the need to confront this problem. 
Nevertheless, the Committee also heard concern over the impact of western policies in the 
region and their role in causing indignation among Muslims, assisting the efforts of errant 
clerics. 

167. We conclude that the UAE is an important ally in the international ‘war against 
terrorism’. We further conclude that the UAE has taken important steps to improve 
banking regulation in order to target money laundering; we welcome the role of British 
personnel in this area. However, we conclude that there are limits to what regulation of 
the banking sector can achieve with regard to terrorist financing. We further conclude 
that important work is being done to tackle the risk of proliferation, in large part 
through work between the UAE and the USA by means of the Container Security 
Initiative (CSI). We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this 
Report its current position on placing British officials in major ports overseas to 
improve security for the United Kingdom and its Overseas Territories.  

168. We conclude that the public and Congressional concern in the USA at the prospect 
of a deal that would have given Dubai Ports World control over a number of US ports is 
very regrettable, and sends the wrong signals to the Arab and Muslim world. However, 
we also conclude that the level of regional cooperation is not as high as it could be. We 
recommend that the Government work to support regional efforts at cooperation 
where appropriate and that it set out in its response to this Report what steps it is 
taking in this regard. We conclude that as a Muslim country, the UAE has an important 
role to play in countering sources of terrorism, such as religious teaching and education 
system; indeed, the Federation’s leaders have provided bold and courageous leadership 
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in this regard. We further conclude that the UAE’s experience in this area could provide 
useful lessons for the United Kingdom. 

The UAE and Reform 

Democratisation 

169. The UAE is a federation of seven emirates. The style of government has been 
described as “medieval feudalism… with a veneer of 21st century regulations”.214 The UAE 
has no democratically elected institutions and political parties are banned. 

170. During our visit to the region, we were told that the UAE is one country where a 
traditional form of consultation works effectively. The population are able to express their 
concerns directly to the leadership through traditional consultative mechanisms, such as 
the open majlis (council) held by many leaders. This system is made possible by the small 
size of the population: according to the UN, the population is around 4.5 million, of which 
75–80% are believed to be foreign.215 There are regular meetings with the ruling sheikhs at 
which people can raise their concerns.216 

171. The UAE is politically stable and there are few calls for reform. While there have been 
demands by a number of intellectuals for elections to the Federal National Council (FNC, a 
40-strong consultative body that acts as a parliament but is appointed by the rulers of the 
seven sheikhdoms and is limited to an advisory role), pressure for political reform is muted 
by free healthcare and education, a booming economy and domestic stability.217 Frank 
Gardner told the Committee about the lack of interest in politics in the UAE: “The UAE is 
essentially non-political. I have never met any Emirati who is interested in politics: he 
wants his plot of land, his villa, his four-wheel drive, and his holidays twice a year to 
Orlando or Paris. They are not interested in politics there.”218 During our visit, we were 
told that the UAE is a unique case: it is a wealthy, small country with no compelling 
economic reason for reform. 

172. Nonetheless the UAE’s leadership knows that things will have to change. We were 
assured that the UAE’s ruler, Sheikh Khalifa bin Zayid al Nahyan, recognises the need for a 
more democratic system and is likely to act soon. Indeed, shortly after our visit tentative 
reform measures were announced. In a speech delivered in Abu Dhabi, Sheikh Khalifa said 
the UAE was to “embark on a march that culminates in more participation and interaction 
from all the citizens of the country”. This will begin with limited reform of the FNC.219 
How far this reform will go is unclear. The highest decision-making body remains the 
Federal Supreme Council, which is made up of the leaders of the Emirates.220 
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173. We conclude that there is a serious democratic deficit in the UAE, although 
informal channels of consultation appear to go some way to address the needs of the 
population. We recommend that the Government work to support moves towards 
democratisation in the UAE, offering assistance wherever appropriate. 

Human rights 

174. There are a number of human rights concerns in the UAE. One key area is the rights 
for foreign workers. As with other countries in the region, the UAE is heavily reliant on 
migrant workers: an estimated 75–80% of the population is foreign. These workers are 
often excluded from the rights afforded to nationals and are denied basic rights such as 
freedom of association and the right to collective bargaining. 

175. Construction workers face particular difficulties. Human Rights Watch recently 
conducted research into the problem. The organisation found that employers routinely 
deny construction workers their wages. According to official figures, in 2005 alone, nearly 
20,000 workers filed complaints about the non-payment of wages and labour conditions. 
Most construction workers secure work in the UAE by taking loans from recruiting 
agencies in their home country. A typical construction worker uses a large portion of his 
wages to repay these loans, and without wages he falls further into debt. The result is 
“virtual debt bondage”. There are also reports that death and injury at the workplace are on 
the rise.221 

176. In a press release issued in March 2006, Human Rights Watch called on the UAE to 
take immediate steps to end abusive labour and criticised it for being “unwilling to make a 
real commitment to stop systematic abuses by employers, including the extended non-
payment of wages, the denial of proper medical care, and the squalid conditions in which 
most migrant workers live.”222 In particular, Human Rights Watch called on the UAE 
Government to: 

• Expand its staff overseeing migrant labour treatment (according to government 
sources, the ministry of labour employs only 80 inspectors to oversee the activities of 
nearly 200,000 businesses that sponsor and employ migrant workers). 

• Reform its labour laws to conform to international standards set by the International 
Labor Organization, and become a party to the International Convention on the 
Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families. 

177. Human Rights Watch also called on the international community to take firmer 
action on the issue. In particular it called on the USA, the United Kingdom and Australia, 
which are currently negotiating free trade agreements with the UAE, to: 

• Require the UAE to improve labour practices and legal standards before signing 
agreements. 

 
221 Human Rights Watch, UAE: Address Abuse of Migrant Workers , 30 March 2006 
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• Include in any free-trade agreement strong, enforceable workers’ rights provisions that 
require parties’ labour laws to meet international standards, and the effective 
enforcement of these laws. 

178. Following the criticism by Human Rights Watch, the UAE government announced 
changes to the regulations governing foreign workers. According to press reports, an 
amendment to the labour law is awaiting cabinet approval and would pave the way for the 
establishment of a labour union. New regulations would require companies to pay workers 
through cash dispensing machines, giving the authorities a quick audit of companies that 
are delaying payments. Compulsory health insurance is also due to come into effect by the 
end of 2006.223 

179. Another issue of international concern is the use of small children as camel jockeys. 
The FCO’s annual human rights report commented on this issue: 

There have been significant improvements during the reporting period in the UAE. 
The ministry of interior has replaced the camel racing federation as the organisation 
responsible for regulating the sport. Publicity campaigns by Anti-Slavery 
International and the American TV channel AHBO’s Real Sports programme, 
highlighting the practice of small children being used as camel jockeys, have played a 
major part in persuading the federal authorities to take such a firm stance on this 
issue. A prominent advertising campaign by the ministry of interior in February 
2005 announced regulations, issued by presidential decree, prohibiting the use of 
boys under the age of 16 and less than 45 kilograms as camel jockeys. First-time 
offenders face fines of approximately £3,000. A second offence carries a one-year ban 
from camel racing and subsequent offences may incur prison sentences. Measures 
introduced by the ministry of interior to enforce the ban include stringent 
immigration checks, a requirement that all children entering the UAE must have 
their own passport, and DNA testing at race meetings of jockeys suspected of 
breaching the rules. These measures were introduced at the close of the racing 
season. We await the start of the new season and will seek to ensure that the 
regulations are being rigorously enforced.224 

180. Limited press freedom is also problematic. During our visit, we were told that there is 
considerable self censorship by the press and that some subjects are strongly off bounds. 
The FCO’s human rights report also comments on this: 

In UAE, the government exercises some restriction in practice and journalists self-
censor. UAE law prohibits, under penalty of imprisonment, criticism of the 
government, ruling families, and friendly governments, as well as other statements 
that threaten social stability. There has been increased coverage by the print media of 
some contentious local issues such as poor performance of ministries and labour 
disputes. The presence of respected international media operators such as the BBC, 
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Reuters and CNN at Dubai Media City has led to greater openness in the media, 
though there remains room for further improvement.225 

181. In recent years, the UAE has made some progress on women’s rights. In January 1999, 
the wife of former ruler Sheikh Zayid said that women would be given a role in the 
country’s political life. Sheikh Zayid subsequently appointed a women as Under-Secretary 
of the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs—the first woman to hold a high-ranking post. 
Shortly before his death, Sheikh Zayid appointed the first female minister, Sheikha Lubna 
al Qassimi, to head a combined economy and planning ministry. In 2003, Sharjah 
appointed five women to its 40-seat consultative council and increased the number to 
seven in 2004. However, no women have been appointed to the Federal National Council. 
In 2004, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs increased the number of women in the diplomatic 
corps to 40, equal to 17% of the service. 

182. We conclude that there remain areas of human rights concern in the UAE, notably 
the treatment of foreign workers. We recommend that the Government work to 
encourage the UAE to sign up to the remaining ILO rules and improve the status of 
foreign workers. We further conclude that there have been serious efforts to improve 
the situation of child jockeys, nevertheless, we recommend that the Government 
remain seized of this issue and remind the UAE of the need to protect children.  
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5 Israel–Palestine 

Developments in 2005–06 

183. Since the Committee’s last Report in this inquiry, events in the Israel–Palestine 
conflict have continued to move with great speed and sometimes in unexpected directions. 
However, progress towards peace has been slow and in recent months the prospects for 
success have receded. In this section of our Report, we chronicle developments since our 
predecessors last reported on the situation; we evaluate some of the more recent events; 
and we seek to draw conclusions about how British and international action might yet 
contribute towards putting the peace process back on course. 

184. In previous Reports in this series, the Committee identified the continuing failure to 
achieve a peace settlement acceptable to both Israel and the Palestinians as a contributory 
factor in the spread of militancy among sections of Muslim society worldwide. For this 
reason, we deal with the Israel-Palestine question in the context of a Report on Foreign 
Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism. 

Political developments in the Palestinian Territories 

185. When members of the Committee visited the Palestinian territories just weeks before 
the January 2006 elections to the legislative assembly, we naturally asked about the likely 
outcome of those elections. Most of those to whom we spoke suggested that Hamas would 
win between one fifth and one third of the vote. In the event, in the party list election for 
half of the 132 seats, Hamas gained 44.45% of the vote, against 41.43% for Fatah, giving 
them 30 seats to Fatah’s 27. In the first-past-the-post constituency elections for the other 66 
seats, Hamas candidates won 45 seats and Fatah 17. Thus, in total, Hamas gained 74 seats 
and Fatah 45.226 

186. Although Hamas won the elections to the Palestinian legislature, and thus fills the 
ministerial posts in the Palestinian Authority, much of the executive power remains in the 
hands of the directly elected President, Mahmoud Abbas. President Abbas is a member of 
Fatah and remains committed to the peace process. He also exercises control over a 
significant proportion of the Palestinian security forces. Members of the Quartet (the UN, 
the EU, the USA and Russia) have continued to deal with him since the elections. More 
recently, Israel has resumed high-level contact with President Abbas, with an initial 
meeting between him and Vice-Prime Minister Shimon Peres and Foreign Minister Tzipi 
Livni in Egypt on 21 May. In early June, Prime Minister Ehud Olmert said that he was 
ready to meet President Abbas to discuss the stalled peace process.227 Reflecting the 
tensions between the positions of the President and Hamas-led authority, at the end of 
May 2006, President Abbas proposed an 18-point peace plan, based on positions agreed by 
Fatah and Hamas prisoners in Israeli jails, that implicitly recognises Israel and supports the 
establishment of a Palestinian state in territory occupied by Israel in 1967. President Abbas 
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has called on Hamas to support the plan, saying that if it fails to do so, he will put the plan 
to a national referendum.228 

187. We conclude that the recognition given to the state of Israel in President Abbas’s 
proposed 18-point peace plan is welcome but that the recognition should be explicit 
rather than implicit. We recommend that the FCO state whether or not it favours the 
holding of a national referendum in the Palestinian territories on President Abbas’s 18-
point peace plan. 

188. Hamas is regarded as a terrorist organisation because of its past attacks on Israeli 
civilians. The military wing of Hamas is among the organisations proscribed in the United 
Kingdom and the British Government has no dealings with it.229 However, Hamas does not 
operate globally and is not believed to be linked to al Qaeda. Professor Paul Wilkinson told 
us: “Hamas … are well aware that if they were seen to be getting into bed with al Qaeda 
and being seen as part of that network, they would lose an enormous amount of potential 
leverage in terms of the road to peace, so it would be very unwise for them to do that. They 
have a totally different agenda.”230 Nomi Bar-Yaacov, an independent analyst and the 
former Research Fellow for Conflict Management and Head of the Middle East Conflict 
Management Programme at the International Institute for Strategic Studies agreed with 
this assessment.231 

189. Hamas and some other Palestinian armed groups regard the state of Israel as an illegal 
entity, in occupation of land which is by rights their homeland. Over time, some groups, 
including the Palestine Liberation Organisation under the late Yasser Arafat, have moved 
to a position of recognising the right of the state of Israel to exist within secure borders 
alongside a Palestinian state. Other groups, such as Hamas and Islamic Jihad, refuse to 
accept the existence of the state of Israel at all. It is this rejectionist stance, together with a 
refusal to commit to entirely peaceful means or to engage in the peace process, which make 
it impossible for most democratic states and international institutions to deal with such 
groups. 

190. On 15 March 2006, the Prime Minister set out the United Kingdom’s policy towards 
Hamas: 

One thing should be made very clear again: we totally respect the mandate that 
Hamas secured in the elections. We supported those democratic elections, we 
support them still. But if it wants our help—both financially and politically—to make 
progress, it has to be on an understood basis, which means giving up violence, 
negotiating peacefully and accepting the existence of Israel.232 

On the same day, the then Foreign Secretary, Jack Straw, told us: 
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[T]he more Hamas show themselves willing and able to do what the Quartet has 
asked, which is to respect existing international agreements and to agree on the non-
violent path, the more pressure we can put on the Israelis; the reverse is also true.233 

On 12 June 2006, the Prime Minister responded to a question whether he advocated talks 
with Hamas by saying: “You can only negotiate with people who accept your existence and 
stop violence. A negotiated settlement is easily, manifestly the best thing.”234 

191. We accept that no responsible government can deal directly with groups that engage 
in acts of terror and that Hamas has been and appears still to be such a group. However, we 
are also mindful of the way in which progress was eventually made after many years of 
abortive efforts in Northern Ireland, where mechanisms for dialogue were established, and 
bore fruit in the 1998 Belfast Agreement. It is possible that such a process might be 
developed based on informal contact and channels of communication with those who now 
exercise authority in the Palestinian territories, but at present the prospects for a process 
leading to a negotiated agreement look bleak. 

192. We conclude that the Government is correct to refuse to deal directly with Hamas. 
We recommend that, until Hamas accepts the existence of Israel and commits itself to 
both to a two-state solution and exclusively peaceful means of achieving its goals, the 
Government should continue to refuse to deal with it directly. However, we further 
recommend that the Government continue to work with President Abbas, work with 
international organisations and non-governmental organisations in order to assist the 
Palestinian people, and seek out, where feasible, ‘back channels’ in order to facilitate 
movement towards negotiations between the Palestinians and Israelis. 

Aid to the Palestinians 

193. Around one quarter of Palestinian households are directly dependent on a public 
sector wage-earner and many traders and businesses are indirectly dependent on this 
income. Thus, Israel’s decision to cut off customs revenues due to the Palestinian Authority 
and the move by international donors to freeze much of their aid following Hamas’ 
election victory created an economic crisis in the Palestinian territories.235 Many public 
sector employees, including those in the security forces, were unpaid for weeks or even 
months, fuelling resentment and contributing to tension. It is perhaps ironic that generous 
financial aid was given to the Fatah administration, which was widely perceived as corrupt, 
but that aid has been withheld—for entirely understandable reasons—from Hamas, which 
has a good reputation for financial propriety. 

194. The Government was reluctant to suspend its aid programme. In March 2006, Jack 
Straw told us: “[W]e do not want to be in a position where aid is suspended to the 
Palestinian Authority. We talk about this continuously inside the European Union and 
with the Americans and we want to do everything we can to avoid that.”236 However, the 
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United Kingdom was among those countries that supported the Quartet’s January 2006 
decision that the continued provision of direct aid to the Palestinian Authority would 
require it to demonstrate a “commitment to the principles of nonviolence, recognition of 
Israel, and acceptance of previous agreements and obligations, including the Roadmap.”237 

195. Since the formation of the Hamas-led administration, Russia is the only member of 
the Quartet to continue to provide direct aid to the Palestinian Authority. Declarations by 
Iran and some Arab countries that they would make good the shortfall have amounted to 
little, partly because Palestinian banks are wary of their potential legal liability under US 
anti-terror legislation if they process such funds.238 Hamas is alleged to be among those 
groups that have close links with countries hostile to the peace process, notably Iran.239 In 
May 2006, a senior Hamas official was intercepted by Palestinian police backed by EU 
monitors at the Rafah crossing from Egypt, attempting to smuggle €639,000 in cash, 
apparently donated by Arab supporters of Hamas in Qatar.240 

196. Principals of the Quartet met in New York in May to discuss how to maintain their 
engagement in view of Hamas’ victory. In a statement issued after the talks, they 
announced their “willingness to endorse a temporary international mechanism that is 
limited in scope and duration, operates with full transparency and accountability, and 
ensures direct delivery of assistance to the Palestinian people.”241 On 13 June 2006, we 
asked Foreign Secretary Margaret Beckett about the progress that has been made on setting 
up the temporary mechanism. She told us: 

[W]ork is proceeding with urgency to try to develop this temporary international 
mechanism… [T]here is a clear agreement that there should be a relatively small 
number of areas where we seek to put funding.  We in the UK are inclined to the 
view that it would be best to concentrate on support for health care.  Some other 
Member States do not want to restrict it just to health care.  That discussion is 
ongoing.  Also, of course, should such a mechanism be successfully set up there is 
then the issue of whether or not other players would contribute through it… There is 
anxiety to get this up and running as soon as possible in order to try to stave off the 
development of substantial humanitarian problems…  I do not recall getting a 
deadline… but they are moving as fast as they can.242 

On 19 June 2006, the EU External Relations Commissioner, Benita Ferrero-Waldner, 
announced that emergency aid payments were likely to be released to Palestinians from the 
beginning of July. Under an agreement reached by the Quartet, the EU will give 100 
million euros to provide support for local health services, guarantee fuel supplies and 
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provide for the basic needs of poor Palestinians. This money will bypass the Hamas-led 
government.243 

197. We conclude that the Government was right to refuse to channel its aid through a 
Palestinian administration led by Hamas, and we endorse the Government’s support 
for the policy set out by the Quartet in the London statement of 30 January. However, it 
is important that the Palestinian people are not punished for exercising their rights as 
voters and we support the subsequent decision to create a mechanism for channelling 
aid directly to those who most need it. We recommend that the Government act with all 
speed to ensure that this mechanism is fully implemented and that it has the desired 
effect of averting an economic and humanitarian disaster in the Palestinian territories. 
We further recommend that the Government, in its response to this Report, set out 
what steps it is taken to avert an economic and humanitarian crisis in the Palestinian 
Territories. 

The Jericho incident 

198. In 2002, as part of the Ramallah Agreement which ended the Israeli siege of President 
Arafat’s headquarters in the West Bank, the United Kingdom and the USA agreed to 
provide a number of unarmed officials to monitor the detention of six Palestinian 
prisoners, including four convicted of involvement in the murder of an Israeli government 
minister.244 The prisoners were detained by the Palestinian Authority and held in a prison 
in Jericho. Palestinian security forces were responsible for the safety of all those involved. 

199. As the then Foreign Secretary told the House on 14 March 2006, over a period of a 
year the Government had become increasingly concerned about the level of security at the 
prison and the danger that this exposed the monitors to.245 After a series of representations 
to the highest levels of the Palestinian Authority failed to improve the situation, the British 
and US governments decided to withdraw their monitors, for their own safety. In 
compliance with the terms of the Ramallah Agreement, the governments simultaneously 
informed both the Palestinian and the Israeli authorities that this was happening. 
Immediately after the withdrawal, Israeli forces seized the prisoners and removed them for 
trial in Israel. 

200. When we questioned the then Foreign Secretary about this incident, he was robust in 
defending his actions and in apportioning responsibility: 

[M]y principal concern was the security of the monitors, but the responsibility for 
their security rested with the Palestinian Authority, and they knew that. They failed 
to meet the conditions of the Ramallah Agreement and they placed the monitors in 
circumstances where their security was being compromised. What has happened is 
tragic, but I am afraid to say the responsibility has to rest with the Palestinian 
Authority and with the prisoners themselves, who pushed their luck in terms of 
wilfully breaking the terms of the Ramallah Agreement. They knew, everybody knew, 
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that this arrangement with the prisoners being held in a Jericho prison under 
international supervision was an alternative to only one thing, namely incarceration 
in an Israeli jail, and I think they made the wrong choices.246 

Notwithstanding the former Foreign Secretary’s comments, the fact remains that the 
Jericho incident and the subsequent unrest in the West Bank and Gaza, during which a 
British Council library was destroyed by a mob, underline the mistrust of the United 
Kingdom felt among sections of Palestinian society. This is despite the fact that the United 
Kingdom is the second highest donor to the Palestinian people and organised the London 
Meeting to encourage and coordinate assistance to the Palestinian Authority. 

Political developments in Israel 

201. The dramatic developments of the Palestinian elections overshadowed an equally 
unforeseen change in Israeli politics, with the incapacitation of Prime Minister Ariel 
Sharon and the emergence of Ehud Olmert as the new leader of the newly-established 
Kadima party and, following the elections to the Knesset, as Prime Minister of Israel. Mr 
Olmert has continued the policies of his predecessor and has announced that, although he 
is willing to negotiate with a Palestinian administration that recognises Israel’s right to 
exist, he will if necessary implement a solution of his own devising. From his policy 
speeches, it seems likely that Mr Olmert’s vision is for the withdrawal of Israeli settlers 
from outposts and from outlying settlements in the West Bank, the incorporation of other 
settlements into Israel behind the separation barrier, the incorporation of the whole of 
Jerusalem and continued Israeli military control beyond the barrier.247 

202. When we visited Israel and the West Bank in November 2005, we saw how in the two 
years since the Committee’s previous visit the barrier had been extended around and even 
through Jerusalem. A vast programme of building in the area to the East of Jerusalem 
called Ma’ale Adumim and the adjacent ‘E1’ zone was creating new facts on the ground, 
and the Palestinian population’s freedom of movement was increasingly restricted, with 
consequential damage to the economy. The ‘trisection’ of the West Bank into North, 
Central and South zones and the isolation of some towns has caused a significant increase 
in journey times for Palestinians within the West Bank, in some cases by a factor of three.248 

Continued violence 

203. In mid-June, Hamas resumed rocket fire against Israeli targets for the first time in 
nearly 18 months. This was in response to an alleged Israeli naval strike on 9 June, in which 
seven Palestinians were killed on a Gaza beach. Hamas, along with most other Palestinian 
groupings, had been observing a ceasefire for some time, but other groups such as Islamic 
Jihad had refused to abandon what they see as their struggle for liberation. Suicide 
bombings, rocket attacks (many of them launched from the Gaza Strip) and other acts of 
violence against both the Israeli Defence Forces and Israeli civilians have continued 
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unabated. A suicide bombing in Tel Aviv on 17 April 2006 killed ten; it was swiftly 
condemned by President Abbas, but the leadership of Hamas referred to the outrage as a 
“legitimate act of self-defence” and refused to denounce it.249 The Minister for the Middle 
East, Kim Howells, rightly described this behaviour as “unacceptable and reprehensible.”250 

204. In retaliation, Israel has shelled areas of the Gaza Strip from which rockets are believed 
to have been fired. It has also carried out ‘targeted’ assassinations, and has continued to 
mount military operations in the West Bank, in the course of which many Palestinians 
have died.251 Palestinians are also subject to violence from extremist groups of Israeli 
settlers.252 Palestinians have also been the victims of violence between different Palestinian 
factions. In May 2006, fighting broke out between Palestinian security forces under the 
authority of President Abbas and militias loyal to Hamas. On 22 May, the victims included 
a Jordanian official accredited to Jordan’s diplomatic mission in Gaza. The FCO has rightly 
condemned this violence.253 

205. As we have noted already, Israel has continued with construction of the security 
barrier, which it sees as the most effective means of defence against violent attack by 
Palestinians.254 In previous Reports we have made clear our concerns about the security 
barrier.255 We accept, as does the Government, that Israel has a sovereign right to erect 
such a barrier along its internationally recognised border if it wishes, but it does not have a 
right to construct it on Palestinian land; at present, 80% of the barrier lies on Palestinian 
land.256 The route and form of the barrier, as well as the extensive system of checkpoints 
throughout the Palestinian territories, severely disrupt the daily life of thousands of 
Palestinians and impair the viability of a Palestinian state. 

206. We reiterate the Committee’s previous conclusions on the illegality of the current 
route of the separation barrier and underline our concerns about the impact it is having 
on the lives of ordinary Palestinians. We recommend that the Government continue to 
make the strongest representations to the Israeli authorities to align the route of the 
barrier with the 1967 border and that it raise the question of the present alignment of 
the barrier in international fora such as the new United Nations Council on Human 
Rights. 

The withdrawal from Gaza 

207. The most dramatic development in 2005 was Israel’s unilateral withdrawal from the 
141 square miles of the Gaza Strip and the return of the whole of that territory to 
Palestinian administration in August. This move, which was bitterly opposed by some 
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Israelis, marked a significant change in direction by Prime Minister Sharon and led to the 
break-up of his Likud party. In November 2005, US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice 
brokered a deal under which Israel, the Palestinian Authority and the Quartet agreed to 
work together to put in place a series of measures intended to ensure that the people of 
Gaza could prosper, while addressing the legitimate security concerns of Israelis. The 
Agreement on Movement and Access (AMA) and the associated Agreed Principles for Rafah 
Crossing were described by Dr Rice thus: 

First, for the first time since 1967, Palestinians will gain control over entry and exit 
from their territory. This will be through an international crossing at Rafah, whose 
target opening date is November 25th. 

Second, Israel and the Palestinians will upgrade and expand other crossings for 
people and cargo between Israel, Gaza and the West Bank. This is especially 
important now because Israel has committed itself to allow the urgent export of this 
season’s agricultural produce from Gaza.  

Third, Palestinians will be able to move between Gaza and the West Bank; 
specifically, bus convoys are to begin about a month from now and truck convoys are 
to start a month after that.  

Fourth, the parties will reduce obstacles to movement within the West Bank. It has 
been agreed that by the end of the year the United States and Israel will complete 
work to lift these obstacles and develop a plan to reduce them.  

Fifth, construction of a Palestinian seaport can begin. The Rafah model will provide a 
basis for planned operations.  

Sixth, the parties agree on the importance of the airport. Israel recognizes that the 
Palestinian Authority will want to resume construction on the airport. I am 
encouraging Israel to consider allowing construction to resume as this agreement is 
successfully implemented—construction that could, for instance, be limited to non-
aviation elements.257 

This agreement promised much. More than eight months on, what has been delivered? 
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208. With the assistance of EU monitors, the Rafah crossing opened for foot passengers 
only on 25 November 2005. Members of this Committee visited it a few days later and 
found an efficiently-run, busy border crossing, with Palestinian staff working under the 
close watch of Italian Carabinieri and other European police officers, including some from 
Demark and Romania, the whole operation being monitored remotely by Israeli cameras. 
Although the crossing has since been the scene of violence and from time to time has been 
closed—for example, when Fatah gunmen barred access to it in January 2006258—it is 
generally regarded as a success. 

209. The agreement also made provisions for crossings for the movement of people and 
goods between Gaza and Israel. When some of us visited in November 2005 we saw two of 
these crossings in action. At the Erez crossing, which is the main point of access for 
travellers, we spent three hours waiting to get through owing to the ‘loss’ of our entry 
permission by the Israeli authorities. Once in Gaza, we visited the Palestinian side of the 
‘back-to-back’ freight crossing at Karni. There, we saw how trucks unload their cargo on 
one side of a high concrete wall. The goods are then transferred to a concrete pen and 
scanned, pallet by pallet or even item by item. The steel doors on one side of the pen are 
closed, those on the other side are opened and the goods are loaded onto another truck for 
the next stage of the journey. This process, which is in place primarily to protect Israel 
from arms or explosives that could otherwise be smuggled with the cargoes, may take 
several hours. Frequently, the crossing is closed for hours or even days at a time. For 
example, in 2005 the crossing was closed on 18 percent of days. From 1 January to 26 April 
2006, the crossing was closed for 47 percent of days and even when it was open for goods 
crossing from Israel into Gaza, exports from Gaza to Israel and beyond were severely 
limited.259 

210. According to a report by the United Nations Office for Coordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs (OCHA) in April 2006: 

Between 1 January and 20 April, more than 8,400 tonnes of produce had been 
harvested in the [Gaza] greenhouses. Of this, only 1,500 tonnes has been exported. 
The remainder has been distributed to PEDC’s [Palestine Economic Development 
Council] 4,100 employees, donated to local hospitals and societies or else been 
destroyed. ‘Dumping’ produce on the local market has not been a serious option for 
fear of further deflating prices for other producers. Total losses incurred by the 
PEDC now exceed US$ 8.5 million.260 

This is clearly at variance from both the spirit and the letter of the AMA, which states that: 

[B]y December 31 [2005] … the number of export trucks per day to be processed 
through Karni will reach 150, and 400 by end-2006. … In addition to the number of 
trucks above, Israel will permit export of agricultural produce from Gaza and will 
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facilitate its speedy exit and onward movement so that quality and freshness can be 
maintained. Israel will ensure the continued opportunity to export.261 

211. Israeli concerns about the possibility of weapons or explosives being smuggled from 
Gaza were underlined when on 26 April 2006 Palestinian police reportedly intercepted a 
truck carrying explosives heading for Karni; the crossing was closed for four days as a 
result of this.262 However, those of us who visited Karni in 2005 were told that most 
closures are unrelated to incidents in the vicinity and that the crossing is frequently shut in 
response to violence in the West Bank, or for no reason at all. 

212. The third element of the AMA referred to by Dr Rice was the institution of vehicle 
convoys between Gaza and the West Bank. With Israel increasingly inclined to isolate its 
economy from that of the Palestinians, trade and movement between the two Palestinian 
territories is essential to their economic survival.263 Under the AMA, bus convoys should 
have begun by mid-December 2005, and truck convoys by mid-January 2006. This did not 
happen. When we raised this issue during our visit to the region, we were told that Israel 
was insisting that the convoys run in a tunnel or deep ditch. This would obviously involve a 
huge construction project and would take considerable time. Israel pulled out of 
discussions on implementation of this aspect of the Agreement on 15 December, following 
a suicide bombing attack in the coastal town of Natanya. As of June 2006, there had been 
no convoys, although limited vehicle movements have been permitted by the Israelis. 
Minister of State for Europe Geoff Hoon wrote to us about this issue. 

Secure and reliable links between Gaza and the West Bank are crucial for the success 
of the Palestinian economy.  Dr Howells has taken a close interest in this. Sir John 
Stanley is right that there is a strong case for constructing a road link between Gaza 
and the West Bank. The European Commission, USAID and the World Bank are 
scoping the prospects for doing this, along with the various alternatives, such as a rail 
link and/or tunnel. A safe and permanent connection between Gaza and the West 
Bank will make a lasting impact on the prospects for a viable Palestinian state. We 
are concerned that the United Nations Office for the Co-ordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs has reported an increase in the number of obstacles to movement in the West 
Bank and that the deadlines for the introduction of bus convoys by 15 December 
2005 and truck convoys by 15 January 2006 were missed.  

We continue to urge Israel and President Abbas, bilaterally and through the Quartet, 
to work on the Gaza–West Bank link and other issues as set out in the 15 November 
Movement and Access Agreement relating to the Gaza Strip. This includes 
Gaza/Israel crossing points; freedom of movement in the West Bank; and the 
construction of an airport and seaport in Gaza.264 

213. We conclude that satisfactory road and rail links between Gaza and the West Bank 
are essential for the creation of a viable Palestinian state. We recommend that the 
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Government intensify the international efforts being made to achieve progress with 
these projects and provide the Committee with a full statement of the latest position in 
its response to this Report. 

214. Obstacles to movement within the West Bank remain in place. As those of us who 
visited the region saw for ourselves, these obstacles include fences, road blocks and earth or 
rubble mounds. According to the Twelfth Report on the Implementation of the Agreement 
on Movement and Access, compiled by OCHA in May 2006, the number of obstacles in 
the West Bank has actually increased since the Agreement: to over 500, from under 400 in 
November 2005.265  

215. There has been no progress on construction of a new seaport for Gaza, or on 
reconstruction of the airport, which has been closed since 2000. All goods and people 
wishing to enter or exit Gaza continue to have to pass through an Israeli-controlled 
crossing, or the Rafah crossing to Egypt. 

216. It is clear that the goals of the AMA have not yet been achieved and are unlikely to be 
achieved for some time to come. Further international engagement, particularly by the 
USA, will be required if progress is to be made on any of the elements of the Agreement. 

International engagement 

217. The AMA represented the high point of efforts to move Israel and the Palestinians 
closer towards peace over the past year. The Agreement was the result of a renewed 
engagement by the US administration, working closely with the Quartet and its Special 
Envoy, James Wolfensohn. In previous Reports in this series, the Committee identified US 
engagement as being among the most critical requirements for progress on the Middle East 
peace process. In 2004, we called on the Government to “do its utmost to promote greater 
US engagement in the Israeli–Palestinian conflict”266 and “to seek to convince the US of the 
importance of sending a high-level emissary to the region.”267 The visits paid to the region 
by Dr Rice, the appointment of James Wolfensohn as the Quartet’s Special Envoy and the 
appointment of General William Ward (later replaced by General Keith Dayton) as US 
Security Coordinator (USSC) were all positive signs of a renewed US interest and 
determination. 

218. Therefore, it is particularly unfortunate that the election of a new Palestinian 
Assembly dominated by Hamas has caused difficulties for the USA and the rest of the 
international community in its dealings with the Palestinian Authority. In announcing his 
decision to resign as the Quartet’s Special Envoy, James Wolfensohn cited the election of a 
Hamas administration as the main reason he could no longer play a useful role.268 Mr 
Wolfensohn has not been replaced. The central dilemma for the USA and other countries 
seeking to play a role in the peace process following the Palestinian elections was succinctly 
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described by General Dayton in his March 2006 evidence to the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee: 

The future is obviously an open question. But a few things are not. First and 
foremost is … strict adherence to the US policy of no contact with and no support of 
any kind for Hamas. Second is the recognition that Palestinian security sector reform 
and performance is an important element for progress in accordance with the 
Roadmap, and is essential for a viable two state solution. And third, it remains in 
America’s national interests to stay engaged in the Palestinian–Israeli situation, a fact 
that has been made even more critical by the Hamas victory. The question, I think, is 
how.269 

General Dayton concluded his remarks as follows: 

I want to emphasize one final point. Let’s remember why the United States, through 
the agent of the USSC, is so visibly involved in the region. It is not altruism, and it is 
not because we have nothing else to do. We are here because it remains profoundly 
in the US national security interest for us to be involved in the search for peace and 
progress towards the two-state vision. The Hamas victory has not changed that.270 

The future of the Road Map 

219. At the time of preparing this Report (June 2006), the prospects for the Road Map—
the Quartet’s phased plan for a two-state solution—do not look good.271 There is no 
expectation that Hamas will recognise Israel, and thus little prospect of a resumption of 
negotiations between the Israelis and the Palestinians. Without negotiations based on the 
Road Map, Israel is likely to seek to impose its own solution. Prime Minister Olmert and 
his government appear determined to proceed with enclosure of the majority of Israeli 
settlers behind the separation barrier and with the annexation of the land on which their 
homes are built, and East Jerusalem. The suicide bombers and terrorist groups show no 
sign of ceasing their deadly campaigns, and while such indiscriminate attacks continue the 
Israelis will retaliate and target those whom they believe to be responsible. The effects of 
this retaliation can often be indiscriminate, killing innocent people and reinforcing the 
cycle of violence. For as long as this state of affairs prevails, ordinary people on both sides 
will continue to suffer. 

220. Speaking about the seemingly unstoppable construction of new Israeli settlements, the 
building of the separation barrier and the way this is changing the facts on the ground, Jack 
Straw said “What do we do? We keep up the pressure and keep talking to international 
partners, particularly the Americans, as I have done pretty continuously, and to the 
Israelis.”272 He might have said much the same in respect of the Palestinians. We asked 
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Foreign Secretary Margaret Beckett what the Government is doing to impress upon the 
Israeli government the need for a negotiated settlement. She told us:  

We have made it extremely clear to the Israeli Government, and the Prime Minister 
did to the Israeli Prime Minister yesterday, that we are looking for negotiations and 
for a negotiated settlement and that we would view any unilateral action by the 
Israeli Government as—I was going to say very much second best, but we would be 
reluctant to see such unilateral action because we believe that negotiation is the right 
way forward.273  

Asked whether this position was too weak, the Foreign Secretary replied  

I certainly do not intend the view of the British Government to sound weak… 
[A]lthough there were strong reservations about moves that were made unilaterally 
on Gaza there was nevertheless a rather grudging recognition in the end that some of 
these were moves in the right direction although there was obviously much 
preference for there to be negotiation… We have made and will continue to make it 
extremely clear that there has to be a serious attempt to return to the process of 
negotiation and that that in the long term is the only sound basis for a way 
forward.274 

221. In our view, the USA remains the key to achieving peace in the Middle East; in the 
absence of a willingness by either of the directly-involved parties to make concessions or 
even to talk, only the intervention of the USA can facilitate progress. This was true before 
and it is even more true now. 

222. We conclude that there is little prospect of the Israelis and Palestinians reaching 
any agreement on the way forward without substantial commitment and engagement 
by the Quartet, by regional players and above all by the USA. We recommend that the 
Government do everything possible both bilaterally and through international 
mechanisms to encourage both parties to implement their Road Map obligations. 
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6 Iraq 

Security situation 

Further deterioration 

223. In previous Reports in the inquiry our predecessor Committee outlined the 
deterioration in the security situation in Iraq.275 The Reports also described the various 
types of violence in Iraq, ranging from ‘high-profile’ insurgent attacks aimed at the Iraqi 
security forces as well as individuals connected with the political process to the “tide of 
rampant criminality” that has emerged in the security vacuum and has affected all sectors 
of Iraqi society.276 Regrettably, the security situation has deteriorated still further since the 
last Report. Against a backdrop of continuing and already brutal violence, an attack on the 
al-Askari shrine in Samarra on 22 February 2006 prompted widespread protests and 
unleashed a wave of sectarian conflict.277 The shrine is one of the holiest sites in Shia Islam 
and the attack was almost certainly intended to exacerbate sectarian tension. There has also 
been renewed concern over the role of foreign forces with reports of the alleged massacre 
of 24 Iraqi civilians in the town of Haditha by US marines in November 2005.278 

224. The upsurge in violence has prompted concern that the country is slipping into civil 
conflict, despite calls for restraint by religious and political leaders. In an indication of the 
size of the problem, on 10 May 2006 Iraqi President Jalal Talabani said more than 1,000 
people were killed in April 2006 in Baghdad as a result of sectarian violence.279 Following 
the Samarra bombing, hundreds of Iraqis fled their homes.280 A Red Crescent Society 
report on the refugee problem in Iraq concluded that more than 100,000 people fled their 
homes in the two months following the Samarra attack.281 According to the report, this 
number is increasing and could soon reach 180,000; the refugees include both Sunnis and 
Shias. 

225. On 5 March 2006, General Peter Pace, Chairman of the US joint chiefs of staff, said 
that Iraq was not on the verge of civil war, but added that Iraqis had “walked up to the 
abyss” with the escalation in violence. This followed comments by US Commander in Iraq 
General George Casey, who we met during our visit to Iraq in January 2006, who refused to 
rule out the possibility of civil war, saying that “anything is possible”.282 Meanwhile, former 
Iraqi Prime Minister Iyad Allawi has gone on the record saying that civil war has already 
broken out, although this view has been challenged by Iraqi as well as US and British 
politicians.283 
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226. Our witnesses were all deeply concerned about the security situation. Zaki Chehab, 
Political Editor of the Arab daily newspaper al Hayat, told us that although the Samarra 
bombing was clearly important, “the sectarian killing started in Iraq straight after the fall of 
the regime.”284 Asked whether Iraq is already in a state of civil war, Yahia Said, Research 
Fellow of the Centre for the Study of Global Governance at the London School of 
Economics, told us: 

[T]he answer depends on how one defines civil war. If civil war is defined in terms of 
loss of security, in terms of the fact that there is a myriad of arms factions, militias, 
armed groups, and that the threat to Iraqi civilian lives and property can come from 
any of these groups—and in a way the groups are becoming increasingly difficult to 
distinguish from one another: for example, terrorists dressed as policemen; Shi’a 
militias working through the police units; Sunni insurgents dressed as military units 
—a situation like that could be defined as civil war, as a breakdown of the state’s 
monopoly on legitimate violence and pervasive and systemic violence. However, if 
one looks at civil war and thinks “Bosnia: a sort of all-out sectarian war” then Iraq is 
not there yet. However, Iraq is getting very close to that moment because, 
increasingly, not only are political elites, who have started to define themselves in 
ethnic terms, confronting each other, but also society is beginning to get polarised 
along ethnic and sectarian lines. 285 

227. Describing the level of insecurity in and around the capital, Zaki Chehab told us: “Not 
a single road which connects the capital with any of the main cities in Iraq is safe.”286 The 
security arrangements for our visit to Iraq in January 2006 were certainly more rigorous 
than for visits to Iraq by our predecessor Committee. The last Report in this inquiry noted 
that despite the poor security situation, the violence had not spread throughout the 
country.287 In its response to that Report, the Government emphasised the point that 
“much of Iraq is secure… Ten provinces, including those in the Multi National Division 
(South East), account for less than 2% of attacks.”288 Although there remain areas that are 
quieter than others, our witnesses were concerned that the calmer areas are those that are 
homogenous in terms of ethnic and sectarian groups. We were told: “[T]he violence is 
concentrated in mixed areas. Everywhere where there is a co-existence of the various 
components of the Iraqi society there is violence: Mosul, Kirkuk, Hella, Baghdad and the 
areas around it. Indeed, the western areas, the ethnically homogenous, western areas of 
Iraq are relatively quiet, apart from insurgency operations against coalition troops and 
counterinsurgency operations by these troops.” 289 

228. Indeed, one of the most alarming aspects of the situation has been the sectarian 
dimension of the violence. Our witnesses told us about some of the factors feeding into the 
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emergence of sectarian divisions. They told us that Iraq does not have a history of sectarian 
conflict: 

[H]owever we have seen sectarianism grow in Iraq, especially over the last three 
years. There have been many factors that have played a role in that. The most 
important among them is of course al Qaeda terrorism, which was always designed 
to foment sectarian war – always that was the intention of al Qaeda—however, there 
were other factors. Unfortunately a lot of the actions of Multinational Forces in Iraq 
have contributed to increasing sectarian polarisation; for example, using Iraqi units 
comprised mainly of Shi’a and Kurdish militias in Sunni areas or defining Shi’a 
parties and Kurdish parties as allies and defining Sunni parties as enemies. This has 
contributed to the polarisation. This policy had been reversed over the last six 
months as it became evident how counter-productive it is. However, it may be too 
late to prevent an all-out sectarian polarisation in the country. 290 

229. We have already discussed the importance of Iraq to al Qaeda, which has made 
tremendous propaganda and training gains from its experience in Iraq.291 Zaki Chehab also 
told us about the importance that al Qaeda attaches to fomenting sectarian conflict in Iraq: 
“I believe the bombing of Samarra, the religious site, was carried out by Zarqawi after he 
felt that Sunnis for the first time in Iraq started having some kind of dialogue with the 
Americans—especially the influential Sunni tribes and the ones who are close to the 
insurgency... The only environment where Zarqawi can benefit is from seeing a Sunni–
Shi’a sectarian war taking place.” 292 

230. Previous Reports in this inquiry have noted the failure of Iraq’s neighbours to take 
sufficient steps to prevent foreign fighters from entering and leaving Iraq.293 This remains a 
concern. During our visit to Iraq we heard that cross-border cooperation with Syria has 
improved, but that the border remains porous and a number of prominent former 
Ba’athists continue to live in Syria. While we were in Saudi Arabia, we heard great concern 
over the movement of militants to and from Iraq and the spur this is providing to 
terrorism within the Kingdom.294 We also discuss the role that Iran has played in Iraq, and 
in particular links between Iran and the use of increasingly deadly improvised explosive 
devices in Iraq. 

231. In addition to the violence perpetrated by al Qaeda and Iraqi insurgents, Iraqis 
continue to endure a pervasive sense of insecurity: 

The danger to Iraqi life and limb and property can come from any corner. It can 
come as collateral damage from counterinsurgency operations; it can come from 
criminal elements—and criminality is a very important factor in the violence taking 
place in Iraq today, criminality, either in its own right or dressed up as ethnic 
sectarian violence or as insurgency operations; it can come from rogue elements in 

 
290 Q 264 [Mr Said] 

291 See paras 18–19 

292 Q 263 [Mr Chehab] 

293 HC (2004–05) 36–I, HC 36–I, paras 130–133 

294 See paras 74–77 



88    Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism 

 

 

the security forces; it can come from terrorists affiliated with al Qaeda. So there is a 
myriad of actors. This is the most frustrating thing for Iraqi civilians today, that they 
do not feel safe… Today, violence for most Iraqi civilians is inexplicable: they do not 
understand why they are being targeted and for what reason. 295 

During the Committee’s visit to Iraq, we heard about the problem of endemic crime, with 
organised crime, smuggling and kidnapping posing particular problems. 

232. We conclude that the continued deterioration in the security situation in Iraq is 
extremely worrying, as are the deepening sectarian and ethnic dimensions of the 
violence. We further conclude that Iraq’s neighbours have yet to take sufficient steps to 
prevent the movement of insurgents across Iraq’s borders, although we note that the 
length and porous nature of these borders make this task extremely difficult. 

Iraqi Security Forces 

233. Previous Reports in this inquiry have discussed efforts to build the new Iraqi Security 
Forces (ISF). Our predecessor Committee noted the growing strength as well as the great 
bravery of the ISF, which were credited with much of the success of the January 2005 
election.296 However, the Committee also noted very serious concerns over both numbers 
and capability. In its response to the last Report in this inquiry, the Government said: 
“Helping the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) to take over security progressively within Iraq is 
one of the Government’s prime objectives. The Government continues to develop training 
programmes and provide equipment to develop the Iraqi police and military.”297 The 
Government went on to set out the progress that had been made at that point, listing the 
numbers trained and equipped and outlining international cooperation in this training. 

234. In October 2005, the former Foreign Secretary told us: 

The other thing that has happened for the good—and this has been, again, a very big 
change in the last year—is that approximately 170,000 more Iraqi security forces 
have been trained up. Their ability to operate independently of the US, UK and other 
coalition forces varies considerably. There are two battalions that can operate entirely 
independently, but a great many can operate effectively with backing from the 
coalition. That has been a big change. The progress with the defence forces has been 
better than progress with the police in some areas where problems remain.298 

Despite all this good work, concerns remain over the slow progress of building up the ISF. 
In a recent article, Anthony Cordesman of the Center for Strategic and International 
Studies (CSIS) outlined some of the issues. Cordesman notes that Iraq is making real 
progress in many aspects of its force development, but that there has been “a dangerous 
tendency to spin analysis and coverage of Iraqi force development” around the status of the 
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regular army. The police and border police have little effective equipment, major facility 
problems, weak training and serious manpower quality problems. These forces have also 
been linked with death squads and poor discipline. In addition, many police units are 
linked with particular ethnic or sectarian groups. Turning to Iraq’s regular forces, only the 
Army and Special Operations Forces have any real effectiveness and there remain concerns 
over combat capability.299 We heard about many of these problems during our visit to Iraq. 

235. Links between the ISF and death squads have been particularly worrisome. Zaki 
Chehab told us about this: “Yesterday the American forces have announced that they have 
arrested more than 40 Iraqi policemen who were involved in death squads. Two weeks ago, 
the Ministry of the Interior came out to say, ‘We managed to arrest 450 people who have 
joined the police force and they were part of al Qaeda or something, and they were trying 
to plan to attack the Green Zone.’” 300 The US State Department’s annual human rights 
report, which was published in March 2006, includes a damning critique of the state of 
human rights in Iraq, describing a weak and corrupt government with little control over its 
own security forces.301 The report highlights the problems of extra-legal killings, arbitrary 
detention and torture committed by members of the ISF, both police and military. 

236. A recent report by the International Crisis Group into the insurgency emphasises the 
importance the legitimacy of the Iraqi government and Iraqi security forces in the fight 
against insurgents. It notes: “The harm from excessive use of force, torture, tactics that 
inflict widespread civilian injury and reliance on sectarian militias outweighs any military 
gain.”302 In particular, the report notes the importance that international allies in Iraq “hold 
the new government accountable and make clear that long-term relations, economic aid 
and military cooperation depend on disbanding militias, halting political killings and 
respecting human rights.” 

237. Yahia Said links the problem with difficulties establishing national legitimacy: 
“Security Forces are a matter of nationalism. Security Forces ride not necessarily on 
equipment and efficiency but on legitimacy, and it is very difficult to built legitimate armed 
forces and Security Forces under foreign tutelage—especially if the issue of the foreign 
presence is so contentious in society.” 303 However, he also highlighted the failures of 
Coalition policy: 

As long as the Americans were trying to build the Iraqi Armed Forces in a rigorous 
way, trying to avoid the incorporation of militias, trying to build an ethnically mixed 
armed force with loyalty to the state, the process was going very slowly, because very 
few of Iraqi nationalists or patriots were willing to join the Armed Forces and people 
were joining them for material gain more than anything else. As soon as the 
Americans started to accelerate that timetable by trying to incorporate the militias, 
that process went faster, but these people had an entirely different motivation than 
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that one would expect from the Armed Forces. They were joining it to pursue their 
own agenda, their own sectarian and ethnic agenda. As we see today, especially in the 
recent events in recent days, these Armed Forces are very happy to break ranks with 
the Americans and the British who have trained them, as long as they perceive any 
conflict of interest there. 304 

The last Report in this inquiry noted the danger that relying on Shia and Kurdish 
communities to build up the ISF risked “sowing the seeds of future ethnic and sectarian 
conflict”305 In its Response, the Government said: “The UK, along with the Iraqi 
government and partners from the Multi-National Force, is aware of the dangers of 
associating particular ethnic groups with branches of the ISF and the UK is working with 
the Iraqi authorities to minimise this.”306 Nevertheless, there are clear concerns over the 
hardening of sectarian identity in Iraq. At the end of February 2006, US Ambassador to 
Iraq Zalmay Khalilzad warned the USA would cut funding for Iraq’s security services 
unless the new Iraqi government appointed ‘non-sectarian’ ministers of the interior, 
defence and national intelligence, saying: “We’re not going to invest the resources of the 
American people to build forces run by people who are sectarian”.307 

238. We conclude that despite continued hard work to build up the Iraqi Security 
Forces, and the dedication and bravery of many of the members of those forces, they 
remain a long way from being able to take the lead on security across Iraq. We further 
conclude that relying on Shia and Kurdish communities to build up the Iraqi Security 
Forces has contributed to the development of sectarian forces and that this is 
regrettable in the volatile security and political environment in Iraq. We recommend 
that the Government continue to work with its international partners to address this 
problem and make clear to the Iraqi authorities the importance of legitimate national 
Security Forces. We further recommend that the Government set out in its response to 
this Report what steps it is taking to assist the Iraqi authorities to establish a security 
infrastructure that respects human rights. 

Multi-National Force 

239. On 13 March 2006, then Defence Secretary John Reid announced a reduction in the 
number of British forces in Iraq: 

[T]here will be a reduction of British forces in Iraq of about 800 personnel. That 
reflects the completion of our security sector reform tasks to develop the capability of 
the Iraqi forces, including training the trainers and those involved in guarding their 
own institutions. The reduction also reflects improvements in the way we configure 
our own forces. Our force levels reflect the in-theatre assessments in the south-east of 
Iraq. Today's announcement marks a reduction from the high point of some 10,000 
UK personnel in October 2003 to just over 7,000 from May this year… 
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Let me stress that the reductions that I have announced today are not part of a 
handover of security responsibility at operational level. They have not been caused 
by, nor are they the cause of, changes in troop levels of other coalition allies. In the 
next few weeks, the joint committee to transfer security responsibility—a body made 
up of Iraqi ministers, military staff and senior coalition figures—will start the 
assessment phase to determine whether conditions have been met for some 
provinces in Iraq to begin the handover process. Today is not that stage of handover. 
When the committee has reached conclusions, I will of course come back and update 
the House on the implications of that assessment.308 

240. The Prime Minister has consistently refused to set out a timetable for the withdrawal 
from Iraq. The Government’s long-standing policy has been to support the development of 
the ISF and hand over to them as and when they are able to take the lead on security.309 In 
its last Report in this inquiry, our predecessor Committee asked the Government to set out 
its plans to hand over to the ISF. The Government responded by saying: 

During 2005 there will be a progressive transition from MNF leading on counter 
insurgency effort to the Iraqis taking the lead. The Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) have 
already become increasingly involved in or led in, operations in Fallujah, Najaf, 
Samarra, North Babil and Baghdad… The Government wants British forces to leave 
Iraq as soon as possible, but not until the job is done. The UK will stay in Iraq for as 
long as it takes to ensure Iraqi Security Forces are able to take responsibility for Iraq’s 
security, and as long as the Iraqi Government wants us to stay.310 

241. On 19 June Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri Maliki announced that the ISF would take 
over control of security in July in the southern province of Muthana, where 250 British 
troops are currently based along with Australian and Japanese forces. Prime Minister 
Malaki was reported as saying that his government plan gradually to take over security for 
all Iraq's provinces within the next eighteen months. The Defence Secretary, Des Browne, 
stated that “What it does is begin the process which will eventually lead to our ability to 
draw down our forces in Iraq. A great deal of work remains to be done and I am under no 
illusions about the challenges we face. We and our coalition allies remain determined to see 
the job through.”311 Japan subsequently announced its intention to withdraw its forces 
from Iraq. The last Japanese troops are expected to leave by late July.312 

242. In addition to concerns over the slow progress of building up the ISF, there are fears 
that the presence of foreign forces is exacerbating the security situation and stoking the 
insurgency. While in Iraq we were told that in some areas there is no insurgent activity 
other than that provoked by the presence of foreign forces. This fact supports the case for 
withdrawal from these areas, as does the argument that by remaining in Iraq, foreign forces 
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are simply making themselves a target for insurgents. Moreover, withdrawal need not be 
total; for example, a force could remain to protect oil installations. However, there are also 
concerns that the country could collapse into civil war in the event that foreign forces 
withdraw too soon. Kenneth Pollack of the Brookings Institution think-tank recently 
warned that if the US pulled out precipitately the Iraqi state would collapse very quickly. 
“Civil war has already begun in Iraq. Our presence is simply keeping it simmering at a low 
level”.313 

243. We asked our witnesses whether they thought that it might be possible for the multi-
national forces to withdraw from relatively quiet areas. Yahia Said was pessimistic about 
this: 

If you had asked me this question about a month or two months ago, I would have 
definitely answered that it is necessary to get into an accelerated timetable for 
withdrawal and that a lot of the multinational forces’ actions are causing more harm 
than good. However, the situation is very dynamic now in Iraq. There have been 
significant changes over the last few months and especially since the attack on 
Samarra, and, with an impeding threat of sectarian civil war, there is a clear case for a 
multinational force to protect civilians and to prevent a slide into civil war. 314 

Yahia Said added a stark warning about early withdrawal: 

Just to give you a comparison of the situation in Iraq today, think of Iraq today as the 
early days of the war in Bosnia. Do you really want to leave? That is when everybody 
was calling for the international community to intervene, to stop the bloodshed. It is 
a situation similar in other ways. This is sectarian bloodshed that is being heralded 
through free elections. The war in Yugoslavia started after a set of free elections and 
referenda that brought nationalists to power. We are facing very similar dilemmas.315 

Zaki Chehab also opposed the early withdrawal of multilateral forces. He told us: “If you 
withdraw, you are just handing a victory to al Qaeda and militancy and all these 
elements.”316 Many of the people we met in Iraq were also insistent that any quick 
withdrawal could be harmful. 

244. Nevertheless, there could be some merit in setting out a timetable for withdrawal. 
Yahia Said told us: 

I still think there is a benefit from having a timetable for withdrawal, albeit an 
extended one. That is because a big part of the violence in Iraq and a big irritant in 
Iraq is a suspicion that the forces are there to stay, that Iraq will never be free. So the 
timetable will offer a signal to Iraqis that these forces will leave as soon as the 
situation stabilises. 317 
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However, we heard strongly expressed alternative views during our visit to Iraq: we were 
told by senior Iraqi political figures that setting a timetable for withdrawal would send out 
all the wrong signals and that withdrawal should be tied to the achievement of various 
political and security milestones. 

245. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report the 
circumstances under which it would withdraw British forces from Iraq. We further 
recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report the findings of 
the ‘joint committee to transfer security responsibility’. 

Detainees 

246. Concern remains over the number of detainees held by coalition forces. Jack Straw 
told us about the detainees: 

There is obviously a quantitative difference; the Americans have 14,000 in detention 
and we have 40 or so... There are discussions taking place at the moment between the 
Americans and the Iraqis about the future of these detainees but… it should not be 
assumed that there is unanimity amongst either Iraqi politicians, or amongst the 
Iraqi public, about whether these people should be released. There are vocal calls 
always by some groups for the release of some detainees, but alongside that there will 
be very strong demands by other groups who may have been the victims of terrorism 
by a particular faction for these people to stay locked up.318 

247. We conclude that, in the context of the insurgency and the appalling level of 
violence, detention will continue to be necessary; however, the level of such detentions 
is a problem for coalition forces too and for the United Kingdom’s image in the region. 
Wherever and whenever possible such detainees should be handed over to the Iraqi 
government for trial. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to 
this Report the current number and status of detainees held by the United Kingdom in 
Iraq, including the basis for their detention, as well as any plans to transfer them to 
Iraqi or US custody or to subject them to due judicial process. We also recommend that 
the Government provide in its response the latest information it has as to the number 
of detainees being held by the USA in Iraq and the number being held by the Iraqi 
authorities. 

Private military and security companies 

248. There also remain concerns about the regulation of private military and security 
companies in Iraq and elsewhere. It has been estimated that there are now 20,000 private 
security personnel in Iraq.319 Our predecessor Committee noted concerns about the use of 
such firms.320 In July 2004, the Committee concluded that “the increase in the use of private 
military of security companies in Iraq and Afghanistan in the last two years has added to 
the case for regulation of these companies, where appropriate, by the British Government. 
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We recommend that the Government either bring forward legislation to introduce a 
regulatory regime for private military companies, or explain in full its reasons for not doing 
so.”321 The Government responded as follows: 

The Government agrees with the Committee that the growth in the size and 
importance of this industry strengthens the case for regulation of UK private military 
and security companies operating overseas. Developing such regulation is a complex 
undertaking, as set out in the Government’s Green Paper “Private Military 
Companies”, published on 12 February 2002. There are a number of difficult 
questions of definition in deciding how to approach such regulation. And the cost of 
regulation is potentially high, for both government and industry. Nonetheless, the 
Foreign Secretary has asked officials to undertake a further detailed review of options 
for regulation. The Government will keep the Committee fully informed of its 
thinking in this area.322 

249. On 6 December 2005, Minister of State Ian Pearson wrote to the Committee about the 
status of the FCO’s review of policy on Private Military Security Companies: 

As announced to parliament in September 2004, the Foreign Secretary 
commissioned a detailed review of policy options for the regulation of Private 
Military and Security Companies. This was aimed at following up on the FCO’s 
Green Paper of 2002. The review focused on the complex issues of definition, 
regulation, and enforcement and was completed in June 2005. The Foreign Secretary 
is now discussing its recommendations with Ministerial colleagues. Parliament will 
be informed of any decision.323 

250. We pursued the issue by writing to the FCO with a number of specific questions. In 
January 2006, the Government informed us about the rules of engagement for such firms. 
The operation of private security companies in Iraq is regulated by CPA Memorandum No 
17; Annex A to CPA Memorandum No 17 sets out binding rules on the use of force which 
apply to all private security companies in Iraq.324 We also asked about the applicability of 
criminal law to: a) personnel working for companies under contract to provide security 
services to HMG in Iraq; (b) personnel working for British companies under contract to 
provide security services to other governments or to international bodies in Iraq; and (c) 
British citizens working for foreign companies under contract to provide security services 
to other governments or to international bodies in Iraq. The Government told us: 

In general, the criminal law of Iraq applies to crimes committed within the territory 
of Iraq and the application of this law is not affected by the nationality of the 
perpetrator or the identity of a person’s employer. Personnel employed by private 
security companies in Iraq may, however, enjoy immunity in some circumstances 
from the jurisdiction of the Iraqi courts. 
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Foreign nationals working in Iraq may in some cases remain subject to the criminal 
law of their state of nationality. The scope of application of such extra-territorial 
jurisdiction will depend on the legal system of each state.  

Category (a): Personnel employed by Control Risks Group and ArmorGroup in Iraq 
are notified to the Iraqi Government as members of the Administrative and 
Technical Staff of the British Embassy. This status means that they are entitled to 
immunity from the criminal jurisdiction of the Iraqi courts, although such immunity 
may be waived. The FCO is currently reviewing the conferral of this status on these 
personnel. 

Category (b): By virtue of CPA Order No 17 (Revised) (attached as Annex C), all 
non-Iraqi personnel working under contract in Iraq for (i) the MNF-I; (ii) a body 
engaged in humanitarian, development or reconstruction efforts; or (iii) any foreign 
diplomatic or consular mission are required to respect the laws of Iraq, except that 
they are not subject to Iraqi laws or regulations in matters relating to the terms and 
conditions of their contracts. Private Security Companies are however required to 
comply with any CPA legislation regulating the activities of such companies. Such 
contractors are immune from the jurisdiction of the Iraqi courts with respect to acts 
performed pursuant to the terms and conditions of their contract, but this immunity 
may be waived by the State that has employed the contractor.  

Iraqi nationals in categories (a) and (b) have no immunity. 

Category (c): The position of British citizens working for foreign companies under 
contract to provide security services to foreign diplomatic missions in Iraq or to 
international bodies engaged in humanitarian, development or reconstruction efforts 
is the same as for other non-Iraqi personnel in category (b). 

In addition, if a contractor of British nationality (in any category) were to commit a 
criminal offence in Iraq it is possible that in some circumstances he could be 
prosecuted in this country. This would depend on whether extra-territorial 
jurisdiction exists for the offence under English law. The CPS would assess whether 
to bring a prosecution in accordance with the normal requirements laid down in the 
Code for Crown prosecutors, ie whether there was a realistic prospect of a conviction 
and whether it was in the public interest to bring a prosecution here.325 

251. The Government also provided the Committee with examples of the type of contract 
reached with companies providing security services to HMG in Iraq. Asked about how 
compliance by private companies is monitored, the Government told us: 

Day to day contract management is carried out by the Overseas Security Manager at 
Post overseen by the Deputy Head of Mission with support from FCO London (Iraq 
Policy Unit, Iraq Resource Management Unit, Security Management Directorate and 
Procurement Strategy Unit). 
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The Overseas Security Manager ensures that the Private Security Companies have 
the agreed number of staff on the ground, that they comply with FCO security 
procedures, that they maintain effectively FCO supplied security equipment, and 
that, in FCO parlance, they do not bring the FCO into disrepute. Any transgression 
of terms of contract would be flagged up by the Overseas Security Manager with 
senior managers of the contracted security companies at post, and if necessary 
disciplinary measures taken.326 

252. We pursued the issue further with the previous Foreign Secretary in March 2006. He 
told us: 

I am glad you reminded me of this. I will pass on to business managers and others, 
should the Committee wish it, the concern of your Committee because I, too, wish to 
see legislation in hand and I have been working on this for the last two weeks. There 
is a discussion going on about the precise architecture for control. I frankly do not 
think this is too difficult an issue, because under the Security Industries Act (which I 
may say was mine when I was Home Secretary) there is the Security Industries 
Authority which has now got experience of regulating security cameras operating 
within the UK. Certainly my proposal is to have the same body do the regulation of 
British companies operating overseas, and indeed some of the ones who operate 
domestically also operate overseas and that is essentially to determine whether the 
companies are fit and proper people to operate. Then there is the issue of whether 
you license individual activities. You can do that, I think, at another adjunct to the 
arms control arrangements. So I do not think it is a difficult administrative or 
intellectual challenge, but as ever there is always a queue.327 

253. We conclude that the Government is making slow progress towards resolving the 
issue of how to regulate private military and security companies. This is regrettable 
given the increase in the use of such firms in Iraq and elsewhere. We recommend that 
the Government accelerate its efforts in this area and that it set out in its response to 
this Report what measures it plans to take. 

Political developments 

Further political milestones 

254. Previous Reports in this inquiry discussed political developments in Iraq. These 
included the writing of the Transitional Administrative Law (TAL), the formation of the 
Interim Government, and the holding of free and fair elections in January 2005.328 Since the 
last Report, several important political milestones have been passed in Iraq. 

255. On 15 October 2005, Iraqis voted in favour of the country’s new constitution in a 
nation-wide referendum. The UN endorsed the voting process: most people were able to 
vote and there was high voter turnout in many areas. Speaking on 16 October 2005, the 
former Foreign Secretary welcomed the vote: “The referendum yesterday in Iraq is very 

 
326 Ev 102 

327 Q 226 

328 HC (2004–05) 36–I, paras 144–149 



Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism    97 

 

good news for all Iraqis. Over sixty per cent voted, six thousand three hundred polling 
stations were opened almost all on time and the whole process took place in remarkable 
calm given the overall security situation in Iraq. What this referendum shows is the hunger 
of Iraqis to exercise the same rights that all the rest of us have, democratic rights, and to 
defy the terrorists.”329 

256. On 15 December 2005, Iraqis went to the polling stations once again to vote in 
parliamentary elections. The results, which were not announced until late January 2006, 
showed that the Shia-led United Iraqi Alliance took 128 of the 275 seats, ten short of an 
outright majority. Kurdish parties won 53 seats and the main Sunni Arab bloc 44.330 
However, the elections were followed by four months of political deadlock, which was not 
broken until 22 April, when President Talabani asked Shia compromise candidate Nouri 
Maliki to form a new government. It then took a further month before agreement was 
reached on the composition of that government and its endorsement by Parliament and it 
was not until the beginning of June that agreement was reached on the posts of Interior 
and Defence Minister. The new Iraqi government faces a daunting challenge. In addition 
to security concerns, it will have to work to increase the inclusion of the Sunni community, 
oversee revisions to the constitution and work to maintain the territorial integrity of the 
country amid ongoing concerns over its fragmentation. 

257. When he met with us in October 2005, the former Foreign Secretary was optimistic 
about the political process: 

You could come up with a catalogue of bad news but what you are omitting in all of 
this is the most important message of all this year, 2005, which is this: the Iraqis have 
embraced democracy. People said we did not understand the nature of Iraqi society, 
meaning that we did not understand that they did not really want to be democrats; 
that they did not have any interest and they just wanted to be dominated by tyrants. 
Well, eight and a half million Iraqis proved those people wrong on 30 January, and 
10 million proved them wrong again on 15 October. The Iraqis want what we take 
for granted, which is the right to run their own affairs; and it is called democracy.331 

However, speaking to us more recently, Jack Straw was clearly frustrated by the political 
deadlock in Iraq: 

The vast majority of people in the country are showing faith in democracy. The only 
problem is that they do have this tendency to do things at the last minute and 
certainly for us in the British system, where we are used to governments being 
formed in the space of 24 or 48 hours, it is very odd. Anyway, we have got to stick 
with it. Of course, I agree with you that it is this vacuum in terms of governance 
which is certainly making much else in the country more difficult.332 

258. Our witnesses were also deeply frustrated by the political deadlock. Yahia Said told us: 
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The Iraqi political process has strayed off the right track quite a while ago. It is 
impossible to sit back and allow these Iraqis to work at their problems together. I 
must caveat that. The outbursts of violence do every now and then shock Iraqi 
politicians into some responsible action but even then, most recently, the events in 
the so-called mosque where US military forces attacked a certain militia in Baghdad, 
the response of the Iraqi politicians is to boycott the government forming 
negotiations. The country is burning and they get upset with the Americans and 
punish the Iraqi people. Clearly we have a problem with the Iraqi political classes. 333 

259. In the last Report in this inquiry, the Committee concluded: 

We conclude that it is essential that the international community, and especially the 
US and United Kingdom, refrain from interfering in Iraqi politics and decision 
making. Nevertheless, there is an important role for the international community in 
Iraq. We recommend that the Government do all it can to facilitate the UN’s role in 
Iraq, both in terms of providing security assistance in Iraq and through support in 
the Security Council.334 

260. This remains true. It also remains the case that the UN is playing a critical role in Iraq, 
but that it is hindered by the security situation. We heard both in New York and in Iraq 
about the problems the UN has encountered trying to obtain dedicated air assets in order 
to assist its work. On 13 June 2006, the Foreign Secretary told us about the possibility that 
the EU will increase its level of involvement in Iraq: “[O]ne of the other people who came 
to the Council in Luxembourg yesterday was indeed the new Iraqi Foreign Minister… He 
was giving the Council an update on the position in Iraq.  He was also seeking an 
expanding role for the European Union… and support from Member States in the UN in 
order to assist… economic reforms and security reforms… and there seems to me to be 
quite a warm response to that.”335 

261. We commend the continued commitment of ordinary Iraqis to the democratic 
process in Iraq and are impressed by the obvious desire on the part of ordinary Iraqis to 
achieve a more representative political system. We reiterate the conclusion of our 
predecessor Committee that it is essential that the international community, and 
especially the USA and United Kingdom, refrain from interfering in Iraqi politics and 
decision making. Nevertheless, there is an important continuing role for the 
international community in support of the democratic government in Iraq. We 
recommend that the Government do all it can to facilitate the UN’s role in Iraq, both in 
terms of providing security assistance in Iraq and through support in the Security 
Council. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report 
what progress has been made on providing security to the UN in Iraq and what plans 
there are to facilitate a greater UN presence. We further recommend that the 
Government set out in its response to this Report the progress made in establishing EU 
assistance to Iraq. 
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Iranian influence 

262. We discuss elsewhere Iran’s links with the insurgency in Iraq as well as its links with 
terrorism more broadly.336 There are also concerns about Iran’s political influence over 
Iraq. Yahia Said told us: “Iran has a very big footprint in Iraq, a big influence. It goes 
through a variety of channels. It has channels to a variety of the actors in Iraq.” 337 We 
heard about these concerns during our visit to Iraq. For example we were told that some 
elements of the Iraqi Security Forces and in particular the police in the south are pro-
Iranian, but that the extent of this sympathy is unclear. 

263. When he gave evidence to us in March 2006, the former Foreign Secretary 
downplayed these concerns: “First of all, there is bound to be a natural association between 
the Shia in Iran and the Shia in Iraq, although it does not mean that the Shia in Iraq are in 
the pocket of the Iranians.”338 Moreover: “It is entirely legitimate for Iran to take an interest 
in its neighbour Iraq. It is not legitimate for it to interfere with it, but if it was our 
neighbour we would be taking an interest in it.”339 Mr Straw also reassured the Committee 
that: “[T]here is not seen to be any particular appetite amongst Iraqis for setting up a 
structure similar to that in Iran. Although it is true that the majority of Iranians are Shia, 
and in the south and other parts of Iraq a significant proportion of the Iraqis are Shia, the 
Iraqis are Arab and the Iranians are not Arab, they are Persian.”340 

264. Reflecting how seriously the USA is taking this issue, on 17 March 2006 US 
Ambassador to Iraq Zalmay Khalilzad announced that back-channel discussions were 
under way with Iran on resuming the direct talks about Iraq that broke off shortly after the 
2003 war. Khalilzad described the proposed talks as a chance to express concerns about 
Iran’s policy in Iraq.341 However, efforts to initiate talks subsequently stalled with Iraqi 
progress towards forming a government and the decision by the Iranian president to call 
off the talks. 

265. We conclude that concerns over Iranian involvement in Iraq reinforce the need for 
dialogue and engagement with Tehran. We recommend that the Government engage 
with both its Iranian and Iraqi counterparts to ease concerns in this area and that it 
work to encourage Washington to take a similar approach. We further conclude that 
serious concerns exist over Iranian involvement in Iraq and that the organisation, 
weaponry and technology for a number of terrorist incidents in Iraq have emanated 
from within Iran. 

Reconstruction and economic development 

266. Previous reports in this inquiry have discussed the importance of improving the 
socio-economic situation of Iraqis in order to give them a stake in the new Iraq and to 
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deprive the insurgents of recruits.342 The last Report concluded that “the slow pace of 
reconstruction and the failure significantly to improve the quality of life for many Iraqis 
may have played a role in fuelling the insurgency by providing a pool of willing recruits… 
[I]t is essential that greater progress is made towards improving basic services in Iraq and 
increasing employment opportunities so that Iraqis may see a material improvement in the 
quality of their lives.”343 In its response to that Report, the Government told us: “The 
Government agrees that the provision of essential services is not yet satisfactory, and that 
unemployment remains a significant problem. Realistically, it is likely to take years rather 
than months to put right two decades of under investment in Iraq’s infrastructure and the 
damage caused by sabotage and looting.”344 

267. Three years after the war in Iraq, there remains broad disappointment at the results of 
reconstruction efforts. According to local government officials, hundreds of schools, public 
buildings, hospitals, universities and shops are still in desperate need of repair, with less 
than 35% of projected reconstruction achieved to date. Meanwhile, Iraqis lament the fact 
that the country’s essential infrastructure—water and power facilities—remains in tatters. 
The lack of basic services remains a source of great bitterness.345 

268. Coalition officials emphasise the extremely difficult conditions in Iraq. In February 
2006, US officials said the reconstruction of Iraq was being undermined by continuing 
insurgent attacks and was now expected to cost more than the US$56 billion initially 
projected. According to some estimates, more than 25% of all reconstruction funds have 
been diverted to security-related issues. 346 During its visit to Iraq in January 2006, the 
Committee heard that the security situation had considerably increased the cost of 
reconstruction. However, there is also ample evidence of mismanagement, fraud and 
incompetence in the reconstruction effort. In February 2006, Robert Stein, who held a 
senior position in the Coalition Provisional Authority, admitted in a Washington court to 
stealing more than US$2 million, as well as taking bribes in return for contracts. Around 
US$1 billion is also believed to have been stolen by Iraqi Defence Ministry officials.347 
Yahia Said told us about the problem of corruption: 

The amount of cash that was pumped into the Iraqi economy after the drought of the 
sanctions was immense. Tens of billions of dollars poured onto Iraqi streets 
immediately after the invasion. Of course, that is a great motivation for corruption. It 
creates great incentives and conditions for corruption and it has contributed to the 
exacerbation of conditions of corruption. Again, the solution here lies at the political 
and policy level. You need robust Iraqi institutions to design and decide what 
projects to follow.348 
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269. While accepting there has been a degree of progress on reconstruction, Iraqi officials 
also point out that many reconstruction projects have been cancelled. According to Ahmed 
Kubba, a senior official in the Ministry of Reconstruction and Development: “A list of 
6,000 infrastructure projects that needed to be tackled after the war in 2003 was presented 
and approved by the US government, focussing on health care and education… Of this 
number, less than 2,000 have been completed so far, with most being cancelled due to 
financial problems.” Kubba went on to point out that only 300 out of 475 initial electricity 
projects would be completed due to a lack of investment. This means that only 2,200 
megawatts of additional power will be delivered instead of the 3,400 megawatts originally 
planned for by the US government.349 During its visit to Iraq, the Committee heard that 
some of the country’s infrastructure is now in worse shape than it was three years ago. 

270. International Development Secretary Hilary Benn, who visited Iraq in March 2006 to 
open a DFID-funded centre to train water engineers, has highlighted the progress made in 
Iraq: “I think one has to recognise the progress that has been made three years on… Iraq 
now has a stable currency, it’s reduced its debt, schools and hospitals are functioning and 
more people have clean water and access to sanitation than was the case, certainly in the 
1990s when the system collapsed completely.” The International Development Secretary 
also highlighted the progress of vaccination programmes, which have led to a decline of 
measles, mumps, polio and rubella.350 

271. In contrast, Oliver Birch, the head of the Christian Aid programme in Iraq, has said 
that reconstruction has stalled and conditions in the country do not appear to be 
improving: “Quality of life indicators in most sectors are no higher than, or even below, the 
sanctions period just before the coalition invaded in 2003”. These indicators included 
infant mortality, malnutrition and water supply. Birch added that in some areas “local and 
probably national government were widely affected by corruption… [and this is] probably 
by a greater extent even than in the Baathist time”.351 

272. We asked our witnesses about the failure to make more progress on reconstruction. 
Yahia Said told us: 

There were several problems with the drive to invest massively in Iraq from day one. 
First of all, a lot of the projects that were designed and had money spent on them 
were long term projects which should have been left to the Iraqis to decide about. 
There have been some silly decisions made about things. For example, much of the 
power generating capacity was designed to work on natural gas which is 
environmentally correct, but it is a fuel that is not available in Iraq. Some of the new 
power stations now rely on imported fuel. These are the nicest power stations you 
can have and probably in the future Iraq would have benefited from them but they 
are not providing immediate relief. Generally, most of the large, big ticket projects 
did not produce immediate relief to Iraqis… A lot of the aid should be targeted at 
policy and at helping Iraqis develop policies for the development of their economy, 
for dealing with immediate needs, rather than investing in large, big ticket projects. 
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After all, Iraq has a lot of its own resources. The Central Bank of Iraq has $10 billion 
in its coffers. Iraq is not necessarily a capital deficient country. What Iraq needs is a 
smarter investment and development policy. Again, it brings us back to the political 
process. It requires a political process that will manage the country’s resources in a 
more efficient, equitable, transparent way.352 

The importance of getting the political side in order was reiterated to us during our visit to 
Iraq; the key to successful reconstruction is achieving a stable and competent government, 
with the best people in the key jobs. 

273. The former Foreign Secretary wrote to update us on British support for 
reconstruction efforts in the south of Iraq: 

In Southern Iraq more widely the Department for International Development 
(DfID) has committed £131 million for infrastructure rehabilitation, of which £53 
million has been spent on employment creation and improving local administration, 
along with a £40 million project for improved power and water supplies in southern 
Iraq. The power and water project will also help central government design an 
effective long-term infrastructure strategy. A Governance Development Fund 
provides project funding for work enabling Iraqi capacity building to take place. We 
also co-chair, with the United Nations, the Southern Iraq Donor Group, which aims 
to bring all the major civilian and military agencies together to better co-ordinate 
and deliver our response to reconstruction and development in Southern Iraq.353 

274. During our visit to Iraq we heard about the progress that has been made on 
reconstruction in the south of the country. The power supply in the south is better than 
that in much of the country, and living standards in the region are among the best in Iraq. 
Basra remains the main problem in the region, but it is slowly moving into a post-conflict 
phase and expectations are starting to rise. We heard that there is little sabotage of the 
power infrastructure in the south compared with other areas, but corruption and 
smuggling are huge problems. We also heard that the USA is considering introducing 
Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) to Iraq based on the model in Afghanistan and of 
the possibility that the United Kingdom might take the lead in several of these. The 
conflation of security and reconstruction in PRTs in Afghanistan has caused concern, not 
least among aid agencies. 

275. We conclude that the reconstruction process has been made extremely difficult by 
the insurgency, both by sabotage and by the level of violence to personnel involved; 
however, the lack of progress risks dissatisfaction with the political process. We 
recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report its plans to make 
reconstruction efforts more effective as well as its plans, if any, to take part in setting up 
Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Iraq. 
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Diplomatic representation 

276. In the last Report in this inquiry, our predecessor Committee outlined the status of 
British diplomatic representation in Iraq and the great difficulties endured by personnel 
serving in the country. In that Report, the Committee concluded that: “the effectiveness of 
the United Kingdom’s Embassy and Consulates-General is hindered by the limits on 
movement imposed by security considerations, but that the security of personnel is 
paramount. There are also issues of continuity given the short postings of many of those in 
Iraq.”354 In its response, the Government told us: 

Travel outside the International Zone in Baghdad remains dangerous and is subject 
to tight security constraints. Nonetheless, staff are able to travel outside the Zone to 
meet Iraqi contacts and carry out diplomatic work. Staff in the two Consulates-
General are also able to travel within their respective regions in order to deliver 
HMG policy objectives. The maximum length of postings to Iraq is one year. This 
reflects the particular stresses of operating with high levels of security. This inevitably 
leads to a higher turnover of staff than in normal posts, but the Government aims to 
maintain continuity of policy and approach by ensuring that staff are thoroughly 
briefed before taking up their posts, and that arrivals and departures are well co-
ordinated. A number of staff have returned to London to work on Iraq, contributing 
to continuity in the broader sense. As the security of our staff is paramount, the 
Government keeps staff numbers under constant review in order to ensure that only 
essential staff are kept in country. The Government also reviews and changes the 
structure of our staffing to reflect the evolving political situation and the character 
and objectives of our diplomatic presence in Iraq. Such changes are necessary to 
ensure that our diplomatic representation is appropriate and effective.355 

277. Since that report, there has been no improvement in the difficult operating 
environment for British staff. During our visit to Iraq, we witnessed the current conditions. 
Baghdad is now the biggest UK diplomatic mission in the Middle East; there are 300 
personnel in Baghdad and 250 in Basra. All these personnel are volunteers, many are 
unmarried and ‘first-posters’. We also heard that there is a strong team-spirit and high 
levels of motivation. The longest tour is 12 months and the minimum is 6 months, so there 
is a high turnover of people; the minimum gap between tours is 6 months. Personnel 
officially work a 5½-day week, but most also work on their days off. After 6 weeks in post 
staff receive ten days’ special leave. 

278. Facilities have improved greatly over the past year and further improvements are 
planned. This is very important, as most staff are unable to leave the international zone for 
weeks at a time. The international zone receives less incoming fire than in the past, but 
there are incidents each week. Hardened accommodation has now been provided for all 
staff. The Basra compound is smaller and personnel are more restricted in their 
movements. It is hoped that the number of personnel in Basra will increase with the 
opening of a trade office. 
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279. We conclude that conditions remain extremely difficult for British personnel in 
Iraq and commend the good work they are doing in testing circumstances. We 
recommend that the Government update us in its response to this Report on the 
number of British personnel in Iraq, their location and its plans to improve facilities 
further. 

Relations in Basra 

280. For a long time the situation in Basra, where the United Kingdom has responsibility, 
was enviably calm. However, since the last Report in this inquiry, the security situation in 
Basra has become much more challenging and relations with the local authorities have 
come under strain. This deterioration has taken place amid rising sectarian divisions, 
growing tensions among different Shia groups vying for political power and the 
proliferation of criminal gangs, which have been blamed for a wave of kidnappings and 
murders.356 

281. In 2005, the use by insurgents of new, more lethal roadside bombs forced British 
troops to scale down their patrols and alter their mode of transport, with journeys 
undertaken by helicopter rather than road if possible.357 We discuss suspicions of Iranian 
links with the increased threat in Chapter 7. A number of incidents have also sparked 
tension with local communities. In September 2005, two undercover British soldiers were 
detained by the Iraqis. On 19 September, a British force freed the two men from prison in 
central Basra, damaging the police station and injuring several Iraqis. The incident led to a 
serious deterioration in relations between British forces and the local authorities, with local 
police commanders and provincial council members refusing to work with the British.358 

282. On 22 November 2005, the former Foreign Secretary wrote to us about the situation: 

During my visit to Basra, on 11 November, I was able to meet the Deputy Governor 
and to see first hand that relations with the local authorities have improved since the 
events of 19 September. The joint UK/Iraq statement of 11 October, expressing 
regret that the incident took place and for the casualties on both sides and damage to 
public facilities, forms part of the wider efforts to restore good working relations with 
the Iraqi authorities in Basra. 

Present at my meetings in order to continue support for the Iraqi political process in 
Basra—were senior members of Basra Provincial Council, and a cross-section of 
local civil society (including Shi’i and Sunni tribal leaders). All my interlocutors 
emphasised the need for greater consultation with the UK presence in Basra. During 
my visit, I called on the Basra Provincial Council to condemn those groups 
mounting attacks on MND(SE) and to ensure local security forces took effective 
action against them. This will help remove the major obstacle to an acceleration of 
reconstruction and the strengthening of co-operation… 
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Our staff—at the British Consulate General in Basra—have been hard at work 
ensuring greater Council involvement in reconstruction projects, security issues, and 
assistance for education and culture in Basra. We are, therefore, now currently on 
much better terms with the Governor and Council, and co-operation in all areas is 
proceeding as well as expected given the continuing fragile security situation. Our 
Consul General, James Tansley, now addresses weekly meetings of the Council and 
regularly discusses security issues with the Governor. We aim to continue this 
engagement to ensure that the legacy of our presence in Basra will create further 
renewal of the region.359 

283. Regrettably, relations have continued to come under strain in 2006, with a series of 
flare-ups. The arrest of several Iraqi security officials suspected of conspiring with militia 
led to a boycott by the Basra authorities of cooperation with the British army. During our 
visit to Basra in January 2006, Members of this Committee found that the situation was 
again going through a difficult period and contacts with the British authorities had been 
broken off by the Governor and some Members of the Provincial Council. 

284. The visit by Foreign Office Minister Kim Howells to Basra in March 2006 went some 
way to improve relations, as David Richmond CMG, Director-General, Defence and 
Intelligence at the FCO told us: “the visit of Dr Howells has helped considerably, and I 
think there are signs that we are now getting back to normal in terms of the relationship 
with the Provincial Council and some signs of getting back to normal with the Governor as 
well, though he is more difficult.”360 

285. However, on 6 May, the crash of a British military helicopter in which five British 
personnel were killed, led to clashes between British troops and Iraqi youths.361 More 
positively, Iraqi police supported British soldiers during the unrest that followed the crash 
and the Iraqi authorities agreed to formally resume cooperation with the British Army in 
the aftermath.362 On 17 May 2006, Foreign Secretary Margaret Beckett told the House that 
the Chairman of the Basra Provincial Council had announced a formal end to the boycott. 
She added “This welcome development opens the way to restoration of full co-operation 
between us and the Basra local authorities.”363 The situation in Basra remains tense; at the 
end of May, Prime Minister Maliki declared a month-long state of emergency in an effort 
to tackle the rise in sectarian clashes and factional rivalry.364 

286. We conclude that the deterioration in the security situation and the continuing 
difficulties in relations with the local communities in Basra are deeply worrying. We 
commend efforts that have been made to build bridges and repair relations. We 
recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report what further 
steps it is taking to improve the situation in the four south-eastern provinces of Iraq 
and to bring about a resolution of the differences between Shia groups. 
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The decision to go to war in Iraq 

287. In April 2006, we heard from several witnesses about the Government’s decision to go 
to war in Iraq. Asked when he believed the Prime Minister made a commitment to go to 
war in Iraq, Professor Philippe Sands QC told the Committee: 

My personal view is that the Prime Minister took a decision very early on, in 
March/April 2002, to provide unambiguous support to President Bush and that 
President Bush had decided at that time to remove Saddam Hussein from office, 
irrespective of what did or did not emerge. In terms of proof—and as a lawyer, as an 
English barrister obviously one is very careful in answering your question—I would 
say that certainly by 31 January 2003 the Prime Minister had taken his personal 
decision to support President Bush’s decision to remove Saddam Hussein from 
office. I refer to that date because that is a date from a memorandum that I have 
referred to later in the book, at pages 272 and 273, relating to a private conversation 
between the President and the Prime Minister at the White House, accompanied by 
a small number of other individuals, at which President Bush unequivocally states 
that he has decided to use force, and the Prime Minister unequivocally states, “I am 
solidly with you.” And in my view everything that happened thereafter, including the 
UN process, the views of the weapons inspectors, did not really matter what it turned 
up because the decision had been taken and the start date for war had already been 
pencilled in.365 

288. If true, this would raise questions about the Prime Minister’s comments to Parliament 
on 18 March 2003.366 Asked directly whether he thought the Prime Minister deliberately 
misled the House in his speech on 18 March 2003, Sir Christopher Meyer, who was British 
Ambassador to Washington from 1997 until the Spring of 2003, said: “Absolutely not.”367 

289. Sir Christopher did not attend the meeting that produced the minute cited by Philippe 
Sands.368 Asked to comment on the minute of that meeting, Sir Christopher told us: 

By the time that Tony Blair came to the meeting on 31 January I was saying that, 
absent a coup in Iraq or Saddam suddenly deciding to go off into exile in some 
hospitable place like Minsk, the die was cast for war and therefore the Prime 
Minister’s main objective for that meeting should be to ensure that in the coming 
war we went into battle, if you like, in the best company possible, which is another 
way of saying, “Let us get a second resolution.”369 

Sir Christopher expanded on the Prime Minister’s commitment to stand with the USA in 
any war against Iraq: 

I think Tony Blair had made a decision to support George Bush, however the cards 
fell, from the Crawford Summit of April 2002. This is a distinction I make in my 
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book. This was not a decision in April 2002 at Crawford to go to war on such-and-
such a date. It was not an operational decision, but Blair had decided that the right 
thing to do, given his own view of Saddam Hussein, was to be with the President of 
the United States whatever decision he chose to take. That was a decision by Blair, I 
think, taken to try to ensure that he had the maximum influence possible over the 
President. This is a very important distinction because the criticism has been levelled 
at both President Bush and Prime Minister Blair that from a very early stage in 2002 
they had decided, come what may, that they were going to go to war against Saddam 
Hussein in the spring of 2003. I do not think that is true because the consequence of 
that is that everything that then followed in 2002, including the efforts of the United 
Nations, would have been simply a smokescreen for a devious plan, if you like. I do 
not believe that to be true. I do not believe the two leaders lied to their respective 
public opinions. I do believe though that they were very doubtful that Saddam would 
ever do the right thing and that probably it would come to war, but we did not get to 
the moment of truth until early 2003.370 

290. Sir Christopher went on to say: “I do not know exactly what transpired between 
President and Prime Minister, but the speech that the Prime Minister made the next day at 
College Station, which was one of the best speeches he made on Iraq, sounded to me like a 
statement of very strong support for the President, whatever he chose to do.”371 

291. We conclude that there remain significant disagreements about the timing of the 
decision to go to war with Iraq. We recommend that the Government set out in its 
response to this Report the chronology of when decisions were made with regard to the 
Iraq war, including publication of the memorandum of the conversation between the 
Prime Minister and President Bush on 31 January 2004. 
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7 Iran 

Background 

292. Iran is a country of major geo-strategic significance and political, economic and 
energy importance. It poses a serious foreign policy challenge to the United Kingdom and 
its allies. In addition to the question of how to deter Iran from developing nuclear 
weapons, there is Iran’s mixed record of involvement in the ‘war against terrorism’ and its 
poor human rights record. Iran’s role is made more complicated by the interplay of 
rhetoric and pragmatism and the complex interplay of political and clerical systems of 
governance. In our many discussions about the situation in Iran, we met with British 
officials, members of the IAEA secretariat, including Director General Dr Mohammed 
ElBaradei, members of the US Administration and with Iranian politicians. 

293. On the nuclear issue, former Foreign Secretary Jack Straw told us about the effort that 
has been put into negotiations with Iran: “I would not have spent more time and effort on 
the Iran dossier than any other since the Iraq war were I not deeply concerned about this 
threat and the threat that it poses to international peace and security.”372 Explaining why 
the prospect of an Iranian nuclear weapon is so undesirable, the Foreign Secretary told us: 

[T]he worst way of achieving peace and security in the Middle East is to have Iran 
developing a nuclear weapon, or leading to that suspicion, because that will then lead 
to other states in the region almost certainly developing their own nuclear weapons. I 
cannot speak for them but I offer this speculation: some of the larger Arab states 
would not stand idly by for a second if they thought that Iran was developing a 
nuclear weapon.373 

294. Expanding on the regional impact of an Iranian nuclear weapon, Dr John Chipman, 
director of the International Institute for Strategic Studies, warned: 

Were Iran to acquire a nuclear weapon, the status quo and the balance of power in 
the Gulf region would be altered. Israel has had nuclear weapons for decades. Yet this 
has not invited any strategic response in the region. Whatever their public 
pronouncements, Arab states privately recognise that Israel’s nuclear capacity is 
intended to preserve its existence and is not aimed at changing the regional balance 
of power. No regional state has sought nuclear weapons in response. Israel’s nuclear 
strength is seen as diplomatically offensive to the non-proliferation regime, and the 
west's implicit tolerance of it as a sign of double standards, but no one sees it as a 
strategic threat. 

In contrast, possession by Iran of nuclear weapons would change the balance of 
power and could threaten the regional status quo. The small Gulf Arab states would 
seek nuclear guarantees from the west, perhaps even closer affiliation to Nato. Saudi 
Arabia might reconsider its position and seek some kind of nuclear accord with 
Pakistan. Further afield, Egypt and Turkey might also think of going nuclear. Even if 
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all this took decades to play out, a nuclear-armed Iran would cause a strategic 
earthquake leading to all sorts of diplomatic and security realignments.374 

295. In addition to broad concerns over regional nuclear proliferation, the nature of the 
regime in Tehran makes an Iranian nuclear weapon an alarming prospect. As Jack Straw 
told us: “If you were identifying countries who fitted the category of being undesirable 
candidates to hold nuclear weapons, Iran would be quite near the top of the list.”375 This is 
abundantly clear from Iran’s political support for and continued funding of terrorism as 
well as its call for the destruction of the state of Israel. 

296. Iran provides a particularly difficult diplomatic challenge for the United Kingdom. 
There is a historic legacy of mistrust between the two countries, which have had only 
sporadic diplomatic relations since the 1979 Islamic Revolution. The United Kingdom’s 
criticism of the human rights situation in Iran as well as its leading role in the negotiations 
on the nuclear file put further strain on the relationship. Reflecting the poor state of 
relations, on 16 October 2005, Iranian officials accused the United Kingdom of 
involvement in two explosions in Ahvaz near the Iraqi border (this was not the first time 
such claims had been made); the British Embassy in Tehran condemned the attacks and 
rejected allegations of British involvement.376 Reflecting these tensions, as well as the 
strength of anti-British sentiment among the Iranian population, the British embassy has 
been the target of attacks and protests in recent years.377 

Nuclear standoff 

297. In the last Report in this inquiry, our predecessor Committee outlined the non-
proliferation situation in Iran. The Report noted the reasons for international concern over 
Iran’s nuclear ambitions, progress of the International Atomic Energy Agency’s (IAEA) 
investigations into the Iranian nuclear programme as well as the negotiations between Iran 
and the EU3 (France, Germany and the United Kingdom).378 

Iran’s nuclear programme 

298. Iran has consistently denied that it is developing nuclear weapons, insisting that the 
goal of its nuclear programme is to produce electricity. Tehran vigorously defends its right 
to a civil nuclear programme, and this has become a potent national rallying point. Asked 
about the Iranian nuclear weapons programme, former Foreign Secretary Jack Straw told 
us: 

The evidence is circumstantial. I have never said that it is categorical and I will not 
unless and until it is categorical, but let me just summarise the evidence. First of all, it 
is 20 years of basic deception of the IAEA in breach of their treaty obligations, saying 
that they were not doing anything significant in respect of the fuel cycle when they 
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were building these very large plants at Natanz and Isfahan. Then the fact that, as it 
emerged, they have been experimenting with plutonium and polonium, which are 
not really of much use when it comes to generating electricity by nuclear means. 
There is the discovery by the IAEA inspectors, which they have yet properly to 
explain, of a significant manual from AQ Khan, the nuclear proliferator, about the 
design and manufacture of depleted uranium hemispheres, which have a purpose 
only in nuclear bombs and not in nuclear power stations. And the fact that they are 
developing the Shehab-3 missile system and analysts suggest that this could be used 
with a nuclear warhead.379 

299. Dr ElBaradei’s report for the March 2006 meeting of the IAEA Governing Board 
included an assessment of the situation: 

Although the Agency has not seen any diversion of nuclear material to nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, the Agency is not at this point in time in 
a position to conclude that there are no undeclared nuclear materials or activities in 
Iran. The process of drawing such a conclusion, under normal circumstances, is a 
time consuming process even with an Additional Protocol in force. In the case of 
Iran, this conclusion can be expected to take even longer in light of the undeclared 
nature of Iran’s past nuclear programme, and in particular because of the inadequacy 
of information available on its centrifuge enrichment programme, the existence of a 
generic document related to the fabrication of nuclear weapon components, and the 
lack of clarification about the role of the military in Iran’s nuclear programme.380 

300. Under the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), Iran has the right to pursue elements of 
the nuclear fuel cycle for civilian purposes, as long as this is declared and subject to 
international monitoring. As the former Foreign Secretary told us: 

Iran has signed up solemnly to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and as a non-nuclear 
weapons state they have rights to develop nuclear power under Article IV but they 
have obligations not to do anything in the way in which they develop a nuclear 
power capability which could lead to the development of a nuclear weapons 
capability. Let me make this clear—I have made it clear time and time again—Iran 
has every right to nuclear power stations.381 

301. The fear is that Iran will ‘break out’ of the NPT once it is capable of building nuclear 
weapons: the NPT allows signatories to withdraw as long as they give the IAEA 90 days 
notice. There are diverse estimates of how long it would take Iran to acquire a nuclear 
weapon. According to an assessment by the International Institute for Strategic Studies, 
Iran is still five to ten years from producing a nuclear weapon. However, “if it continues its 
research activities on uranium enrichment it may be able within months to master the 
techniques for operating a cascade of centrifuges. Once it has this capability it could install 
cascades at clandestine facilities and work to produce fissile material for a weapon.”382 On 2 
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June 2006, John Negroponte, director of US national intelligence, said that Iran could have 
nuclear weapons by 2010.383 

302. Concerns about the pace of the Iranian programme increased recently with the 
announcement by President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad on 11 April 2006 that Iran had 
joined “the nuclear countries of the world”. This followed news that Iran had enriched 
uranium.384 On 13 April, Iran declared to the IAEA that it had achieved an enrichment 
level of 3.6%; on 18 April, the IAEA took samples which confirmed this.385 The publication 
of satellite photographs of Iran’s Isfahan and Natanz plants showing evidence of new 
tunnels and underground facilities have added to concern, as has Tehran’s recent flexing of 
its missile technology.386 In April 2006, Iran unveiled new missile capabilities during a week 
of highly publicised military exercises in the Strait of Hormuz.387 A nuclear-armed Iran, 
equipped with long-range missiles, could be a dangerous force for instability in the region. 

303. We conclude that there is clear cause for international concern over Iranian 
nuclear intentions and a number of substantive issues have yet to be resolved, as spelled 
out in successive IAEA reports. We further conclude that the Government is correct to 
take extremely seriously the possibility that Iran is seeking to acquire nuclear weapons. 
A nuclear armed Iran would radically alter the security geography of the region and 
would lead other countries to seek nuclear weapons or guarantees themselves. 

Diplomatic process 

304. In the last Report in this inquiry, our predecessor Committee welcomed the deal 
reached in November 2004, whereby Iran agreed to suspend uranium enrichment in 
exchange for negotiation of a Trade and Co-operation Agreement with the EU.388 Since 
that Report, there has been a serious deterioration in the situation, with the breakdown of 
talks between the EU3 and Tehran, and Iran’s resumption of enrichment activities. 

305. In August 2005, Iran re-opened its uranium conversion facility in Isfahan and 
resumed production of uranium hexafluoride, the feedstock for the enrichment process.389 
In January 2006, Iran wrote to inform the IAEA that it had decided to resume research and 
development “on the peaceful nuclear energy programme.”390 Iran subsequently resumed 
enrichment activities. 

306. The increasing seriousness of the situation is clear from deliberations at the IAEA. In 
September 2005, the IAEA Governing Board passed a resolution condemning Iran for 
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“non-compliance” with the NPT. The resolution stated: “the history of concealment of 
Iran’s nuclear activities… [has] given rise to questions that are within the competence of 
the Security Council, as the organ bearing the main responsibility for the maintenance of 
international peace and security”.391 The Governing Board met again in November 2005 
and considered a further report on Iran, but held back from reporting the country to the 
UN Security Council. This was in the context of a Russian compromise proposal and 
warnings to Iran that international patience was wearing thin.392 However, an 
extraordinary meeting of the IAEA Governing Board on 2–3 February 2006 agreed to 
report Iran to the UN Security Council, but delayed action until after its scheduled March 
meeting. This delay reflected an effort to maintain international consensus in the face of 
Chinese and Russian concerns over the potential for escalation.393 In March 2006, after 
months of speculation, the IAEA Governing Board reported Iran to the Security Council. 
Although this step had long been anticipated, it was far from clear how the Security 
Council would handle the Iran file. Indeed, we visited the UN in February 2006 and were 
concerned at the lack of clarity over what would happen next. 

307. Reflecting this uncertainty, it took some weeks for the Security Council to issue a 
presidential statement on Iran—usually a formality, but in this case fraught with 
diplomatic complications. The statement, issued on 29 March 2006, reiterated the IAEA’s 
concerns about Iran and called on Tehran to take the steps required by the IAEA, namely 
to: 

• Re-establish full and sustained suspension of all enrichment-related and reprocessing 
activities, including research and development; 

• Reconsider the construction of a research reactor moderated by heavy water; 

• Ratify promptly and implement in full the Additional Protocol; and 

• Implement transparency measures, which extend beyond the formal requirements of 
the Safeguards Agreement and Additional Protocol. 

The statement also requested a report from the IAEA Director General on Iran’s 
compliance in 30 days.394 

308. On 28 April 2006, Dr ElBaradei submitted his report to the IAEA Governing Board 
and the Security Council. The report noted that Iran had failed to cooperate with the IAEA 
with regard to requests for additional information on its enrichment programme. In 
addition, Iran’s decision to cease implementing the provisions of the Additional Protocol 
will limit further the IAEA’s ability to clarify issues and confirm the absence of undeclared 
nuclear material and activities. 395 
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309. Following the release of this report, on 3 May 2006, the United Kingdom and France 
proposed an unexpectedly tough Security Council Resolution ordering Iran to suspend 
immediately “all enrichment-related and reprocessing activities”, including research and 
development, as well as the construction of a heavy water reactor or face the possibility of 
“further measures”. China and Russia immediately rejected the draft, saying it was too 
aggressive and needed to be reworked.396 Subsequent meetings of the Permanent Five (P5) 
made little progress on agreeing a Resolution. However, agreement was reached that the 
EU3 would launch a new diplomatic initiative concurrent with ongoing efforts to agree a 
Resolution. 

310. On 15 May, EU foreign ministers endorsed a twin-track approach setting out both 
incentives and restrictive measures to convince Iran to end enrichment and reprocessing 
activities. In part, this decision reflected the hope that spelling out the incentives offered to 
Iran would address Russian and Chinese concerns and overcome the deadlock over a 
Security Council Resolution.397 On 6 June, EU Foreign Policy Chief Javier Solana presented 
the package of incentives to Iranian Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki and Ali 
Larijani, Iran’s chief nuclear negotiator. The package, which has not been made public, 
offers various incentives in exchange for Iran’s suspension of enrichment and reprocessing 
activities. These incentives are reported to include: assistance for Iran’s civilian nuclear 
energy programme, including help building light-water nuclear reactors and a guaranteed 
fuel supply; trade concessions; the lifting of the US ban on the sale of spare parts for Iran’s 
ageing civilian aircraft, which could include components from Boeing and Airbus; the 
waiver of trade sanctions against Iran to allow the purchase of US agricultural technology; 
support for Iran’s membership of the World Trade Organization; and an offer by the USA 
to end its policy against direct talks with Iran and to join in the nuclear negotiations.398 The 
‘disincentives’ are believed to include a travel ban against Iran’s religious leaders and 
government officials involved in the nuclear programme and a freeze of Iranian financial 
assets abroad. 

311. The initial Iranian response to the package has been positive, especially compared 
with the package proposed by the EU3 in the Summer of 2005, which Iran immediately 
rejected. Following his meeting with Javier Solana, Mr Larijani said “The proposals contain 
positive steps and also some ambiguities, which must be removed…  We hope we will have 
negotiations and deliberations again after we have carefully studied the proposals to reach a 
balanced and logical result.” For his part, Mr Solana described the meeting as “very, very 
constructive.” However, Iran subsequently reacted badly to suggestions of an ultimatum 
when President Bush said that Iran had “weeks not months” to respond to the package. 
There have also been suggestions that Iran will make a ‘counter-proposal’399 

312. We conclude that despite achieving a high degree of international agreement 
about the need to address Iran’s nuclear ambitions, there has been a worrying lack of 
consensus among the Permanent Members of the UNSC on how best to tackle this 
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problem. We commend the Government’s commitment to diplomatic efforts to resolve 
the nuclear standoff with Iran. We sincerely regret the breakdown of negotiations in 
2005 and Iran’s resumption of enrichment activities. We commend the international 
consensus achieved among members of the IAEA Governing Board and the efforts 
taken to maintain this consensus in the decision to report Iran to the UN Security 
Council. We also commend renewed efforts by the EU3 to resolve the crisis by 
diplomatic means and we recommend that the Government keep us informed of the 
progress of these negotiations. 

Options for the international community 

313. Despite international consensus at the IAEA over Iran ahead of its referral to the UN 
Security Council, and broad consensus over the importance of preventing Iran from 
acquiring nuclear weapons, there has been uncertainty over how best to make Iran meet its 
international obligations. Over the past year, we asked the former Foreign Secretary on 
numerous occasions about the options available to the international community. 

314. In February 2006, we asked him about what would happen when the Iran file reached 
the Security Council, but Mr Straw was reluctant to speak specifically about the steps that 
could be taken, speaking instead about the impact of being reported to the Security 
Council: 

I do not think anybody should underestimate the effect the authority of the Security 
Council can have. The question I ask is if the Security Council means nothing at all, 
why did the Iranian Government go to huge lengths, astonishing lengths, to lobby 
every single member of the Board of Governors they could find against this 
resolution? Why did they imply to many of these states that they would lose 
contracts in terms of oil? There were all sorts of insinuations made in order that this 
matter could not get before the Security Council. My answer to that is they are 
worried about being isolated and being before the court of world opinion.400 

315. Speaking to the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London in March 2006, 
the then Foreign Secretary said that “diplomatic discretion” required that he reveal little of 
the plans for what happened next.401 Nevertheless, he set out the four principles according 
to which the United Kingdom is proceeding: 

First, our objective is to exert the pressure needed so that Iran restores a full 
verifiable suspension of all enrichment-related and reprocessing activity and 
cooperates in full with the Agency. 

Second, action taken by the Security Council should be incremental, one step at a 
time, and it should also be reversible so that we can respond to Iranian actions and 
reactions. We should leave the door open for negotiations with Iran to resume at any 
stage so that they can then come into compliance. 
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Third, we want to maintain the strongest possible international consensus. 

And fourth and finally, the Security Council will be invited to act to reinforce the 
authority of the IAEA which will continue to play the central role in monitoring, 
verifying and resolving outstanding issues.402 

The former Foreign Secretary emphasised the point that referral to the Security Council 
does not signal the end of diplomatic efforts: “If Iran is prepared to respect the requests of 
the IAEA in full, then the door to a negotiated solution will reopen.”403 

Renewed engagement 

316. On 7 June 2006, Foreign Secretary Margaret Beckett was upbeat about the prospects of 
the renewed efforts at diplomatic engagement with Iran. She told us: 

I know you will understand and I think the Committee will understand if I approach 
this at this moment in time with considerable caution because it was only yesterday 
that the meeting took place in Iran where proposals were put before the Government 
of Iran and they still have to consider them.  What I would say is that there is actually 
a very strong coherence of understanding about the benefits of dealing with the 
issues which arise in Iran through diplomatic means and of the potential 
disadvantages of all of that going wrong…  There is a very considerable amount of 
common ground, agreement, understanding and basic concern among the 
participants in that dialogue, the P5 and Germany.  That is the first thing I would say.  
Second, coming from that common analysis and concern, there is a passionate desire 
to find a way out of this through diplomatic means and a way out which can be to 
everybody’s benefit.  The reason that we did not make any statements in New York 
was because people wanted to do more work on being able to put something of 
greater substance to the Iranian Government and that work has proceeded in the 
interim and that then led to the discussions that we had in Vienna.  In Vienna, again 
there was acceptance from all of the countries there that we should be offering to the 
Iranian people and the Iranian Government something which was mutually 
beneficial, that we should make plain our shared concern and our shared wish to 
resolve this problem as an international community but our shared understanding 
that the concerns of the IAEA Board were concerns that everyone shared.  I do not 
really want to go any further than that but it was a deliberate choice and decision that 
we made—and I chaired the meeting, as you perhaps know—a united statement that 
I as the chair read out.  It was a very short statement that we would not explain the 
content to anybody before it had been shared with the Government of Iran and we 
had given them a breathing space to think about it, to consider it, and to think about 
their response, and that we would do everything that we could to avoid jeopardising 
the prospects of agreement because of that absolutely shared basis of concern and 
interest.404 
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317. It has been argued that one of the reasons for the failure of previous diplomatic efforts 
was the absence of US involvement. Although European players could offer a range of 
economic and political incentives, they could not offer the security guarantees that many 
believe could achieve an agreement. Indeed, the negotiations between the EU3 and Iran 
have been criticised for failing to address Iran’s security needs.405 Explaining Iran’s sense of 
international and regional insecurity, the former Foreign Secretary told us: 

[Y]ou have got to understand how isolated Iran feels in that Iran is not an Arab 
state… Iran feels over the last 100 years it has been humiliated by great powers, by 
the United Kingdom. There was this constitutional revolution in 1906 and in 1908 
we came along backing the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company and ensured that we got the 
lion’s share of oil revenues and that went on for decades. We supported the Shah in 
what amounted to a takeover of that country and did not do anything when he 
implemented very crude anti-Islamic policies, including making it a criminal offence 
for women to wear even the hijab, the headscarf, on the street. We and the Soviet 
Union occupied the country for five years in the north from 1941–46 and then 
elements of British intelligence and the CIA stopped a perfectly democratic prime 
minister, Mossadeq, from office and failed to see the signs of the decadence of the 
Shah’s regime and many Western countries, actually less so the United Kingdom and 
some continental countries, actively supported Iran in the Iran–Iraq war. You have 
got to see it from their point of view and if we do not see it from their point of view 
as well we will make mistakes in the way we handle this.406 

318. On top of this sense of ‘humiliation’, Iran is highly conscious of its encirclement: “It 
has nuclear-armed states to the east (Pakistan and India), north (Russia) and west (Israel). 
It was forced into a devastating eight-year war with Iraq that cost hundreds of thousands of 
lives. Above all it feels threatened by America. “What is the only country in the world, 
apart from Canada, that has the US on every border?” they like to ask in Tehran. “Iran,” 
comes the wry reply.407 Indeed, in the last Report in this Inquiry, our predecessor 
Committee noted: “Iran’s logic for developing a nuclear deterrent revolves around its 
isolation and the growing number of US clients in its neighbourhood. US troops are in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, Turkey is a member of NATO and Pakistan is a close ally of the US in the 
‘war against terrorism’. Iran’s designation as part of the ‘axis of evil’ and Washington’s long 
standing hostility to the Islamist regime provide serious cause for concern in Tehran.”408 

319. The former Foreign Secretary told us about the success of European cooperation on 
the Iran dossier: “[I]t is a very good illustration of operational European foreign policy. The 
fact that it has been led by the three largest countries in the EU has been an essential part of 
that. I should also say, however, that Javier Solana, the High Representative on foreign 
policy, has played an increasingly important role in this and so has his staff.”409 Asked 
about Washington’s attitude towards this process, the former Foreign Secretary told us: 
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[I]t is fair to say the United States initially were sceptical about this E3 process. They 
understood that in the aftermath of the Iraq war the architecture of diplomacy of the 
E3 made sense but there was worry in the United States—to go back to a previous 
point—that the Iranians would pick off France and Germany from the United 
Kingdom… Since then, I think it is fair to say, the United States Government’s 
confidence in the E3 process has increased. There has been more and more active co-
operation between the E3 and the Government of the United States. This led to some 
key confidence building measures being offered by the United States Government.410 

320. Nevertheless, the former Foreign Secretary also told us: “It would be much better if 
there were diplomatic relations and just closer relations altogether between the United 
States and Iran.… I have to say there is a lot of institutional hostility to the United States in 
Iran, as you may have noticed.”411 Explaining this hostility, the Foreign Secretary said: 
“Their history with Iran is much more fractured than is Europe’s… None of us have had 
the equivalent of the 444 day siege which humiliated an American President, some say that 
led to his demise, and all that has gone on since then. Nor do we in Europe have the same 
kind of very vocal and vociferous Iranian Diaspora that the American Government has to 
cope with.”412 

321. Sir Christopher Meyer, former Ambassador in Washington, reiterated the importance 
of US engagement to us: “The one peaceful thing, if you like, the one non-military thing 
that has not been tried yet in dealing with Iran is intensive diplomatic negotiations between 
the United States and Iran. That is one piece that has not been put into the jigsaw.”413 
Moves to initiate talks between the USA and Iran on Iraq have prompted optimism that 
there could scope for diplomatic engagement between the two countries. However, 
Washington has been insistent that any talks would be limited to the situation in Iraq, and 
has continued to resist both international and domestic calls to engage Iran directly on the 
nuclear issue. 

322. Therefore, it is extremely positive that the USA appears to be engaging with the 
current diplomatic initiative. The USA has taken a truly significant step in offering to: lift 
the ban on the sale of spare parts for Iran’s civilian aircraft and to waive trade sanctions to 
allow the purchase of US agricultural technology; support Iran’s membership of the World 
Trade Organization; and possibly end its policy against direct talks with Iran and to join in 
the negotiations over Iran’s nuclear programme. 

323. We asked Foreign Secretary Margaret Beckett about this positive development and 
whether it reflects a strategic shift rather than a tactical move. She told us: 

[A]lthough you are right in saying that the present process of engagement has been 
contributed to massively by this very substantial shift in the position of the United 
States of America, actually there would not have been anything to shift on, there 
would have been no foundations laid, had it not been for those three EU Foreign 

 
410 Ev 198, Q 17 (Oral evidence taken before the Foreign Affairs Committee on 8 February 2006, HC (2005–06) 904–i) 

411 Q 218 

412 Ev 199, Q 18 (Oral evidence taken before the Foreign Affairs Committee on 8 February 2006, HC (2005–06) 904–i) 

413 Q 358 



118    Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism 

 

 

Ministers and their initiative and I think that the credit belongs to them in starting 
that process, but then, of course, all credit is due to those in the United States for 
making a substantial shift… [I]t is a huge encouragement to the Government of 
Iran… that there is a choice of open to them and that one of those paths is one of real 
opportunity for a better future for the Iranian people.  Obviously, the move by the 
United States is one of the major contributory factors in fleshing out… the sheer 
scale of that opportunity because it is now an opportunity that does not just relate to 
their wish to have access to civil nuclear power but also much more widely to their 
relationships with the whole international community…  I say to you, hand on heart, 
no, I do not believe it is a matter of tactics by the United States.  I think it signals a 
willingness by the United States to have a changed relationship with Iran if that is 
what Iran wants.414 

324. We commend the high-level cooperation between the United Kingdom, France 
and Germany in their negotiations with Iran. We conclude that US engagement will be 
an essential component of any lasting agreement and commend US involvement in the 
current EU3 diplomatic initiative. We recommend that the Government use its close 
relationship with the USA to encourage it to engage further with Iran and that it set out 
in its response to this Report what steps it is taking to do this. 

Sanctions 

325. Pressed on the likelihood that the Security Council would impose sanctions on Iran, 
the former Foreign Secretary told us: 

There are available to the Security Council, as you will be aware, non-military 
sanctions under Article 41 and everybody knows what those are and how they have 
been used in the past. I do not want to anticipate decisions that the Security Council 
might or might not make in respect of sanctions except to say that it does not follow 
at all that just because the matter is considered subject to a resolution in the Security 
Council there have to be sanctions as well.415 

326. Deep scepticism over the likelihood of Security Council consensus on imposing 
sanctions has been borne out by the persistent failure to agree a Security Council 
Resolution. Doubts have centred on the positions of Russia and China, both of which are 
permanent members of the Security Council with a veto and both of which have close 
economic, military or trade relationships with Iran. Asked about the positions of these two 
countries, the former Foreign Secretary reiterated his belief in the strength of the 
consensus: 

What we have seen is Russia and China make some very important strategic 
decisions. Yes, in the case of China they rely to a significant degree on Iranian oil and 
gas and in the case of Russia their direct interests are different but very close because 
they are a neighbour and Iran has potentially very significant influence in the 
Caucasus to stir up trouble. I think that Russia and China judged against those direct 
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and immediate interests it was very important to make clear to the Iranians that the 
patience of the international community was being exhausted and if the Iranians 
were demanding of Russia and China that they choose between Iran or the 
international community and international solidarity then they would do the latter 
and not the former.416 

327. Nevertheless, both China and Russia have repeatedly stated their commitment to a 
negotiated solution and resisted any reference to Chapter 7 of the UN Charter in relation 
to Iran; Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov has specifically said that Russia opposes 
imposing sanctions against Iran and that the “sole solution” will come through the 
IAEA.417 

328. Speaking in May 2006, the Foreign Secretary Margaret Beckett said this about 
sanctions: “everybody believes that Iran should and must move into compliance with the 
view and the recommendation and the requirements of the IAEA Board. Everybody wants 
to find a way to achieve that. It may be that sanctions have to be applied. No one wants to 
apply sanctions if it’s not necessary.”418 

329. The likelihood that the Security Council will fail to agree to impose sanctions on Iran 
has prompted speculation that steps could be taken by other bodies or a new ‘coalition of 
the willing’. A meeting of EU foreign ministers on 10 April 2006 considered the issue; EU 
Foreign Policy Chief Javier Solana said that the EU “should prepare itself for other punitive 
action against Tehran” in the event that there is deadlock in the Security Council. Such 
sanctions could include a visa ban on key figures, a block on the transfer of civilian nuclear 
technology, an arms embargo and suspension of negotiations with Iran on a free-trade 
deal.419 

330. In addition to speculation over whether the international will for sanctions exists, 
there is doubt over what sort of sanctions might cause Iran to take the desired steps. 
Indeed, Iranians play down the effect of US sanctions, which were imposed after the 1979 
revolution.420 Dr Ali Ansari, an Iran expert at St Andrews University and Chatham House, 
and a previous witness to this Inquiry, has warned about Iranian calculations of being able 
to withstand sanctions and the danger that sanctions will ‘whip up’ Iranian nationalism: 

Iran’s leaders calculate they can weather any sanctions (or, indeed, worse); but to 
achieve that they must whip up nationalistic fervour—further precluding any 
accommodation. This, of course, has the added benefit of consolidating a hardline 
government that would otherwise rest on precarious foundations… Persian 
nationalism is a powerful tool of mobilisation. The West should avoid fuelling it 
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through reckless generalisations and hyperbole, which will simply alienate all 
Iranians.421 

Asked whether imposing sanctions on Iran might work to reinforce the position of the 
current government, the former Foreign Secretary told us: “If they were ill-judged and ill-
thought through, yes, and that is one of the reasons why I do not want to speculate 
particularly on what Article 41 measures might be available to the Security Council.”422 

331. Analysts argue that any disruption of oil exports would have serious consequences for 
Iran, which exports more than 2.7 million barrels per day (equal to around 60% of its 
overall production). Oil receipts make up 80% of Iran’s foreign exchange and 60% of 
government revenue.423 However, any oil-industry related sanctions would have dire 
consequences for the international community. Iran is OPEC’s second largest oil producer 
and holds 10% of the world’s proven oil reserves. It also has the world’s second largest 
natural gas reserves (after Russia). Reflecting this, the former Foreign Secretary said: “On 
the oil market, no-one that I have seen is talking about sanctions which will impact on the 
oil market. The purpose of any measures taken under Article 41 would be to put pressure 
on the Iranian regime, not on the international community.”424 One sanction that could 
have the desired effect without damaging the international economy would be an embargo 
on the export of refined petroleum to Iran. Iran lacks refining capacity and is highly 
dependent on petrol imports (during his visit to Indonesia in May 2006, President 
Ahmadinejad signed a deal to build a refinery in Indonesia for Iranian oil).425 We have 
already noted the ‘disincentives’ reported to be included in the EU3 package (a travel ban 
against Iran’s religious leaders and government officials involved in the nuclear 
programme and a freeze of Iranian financial assets abroad). 

332. We conclude that a broad range of options are available to the international 
community with regard to Iran, but that that some are fraught with difficulty. We 
further conclude that in the interest of legitimacy as well as effectiveness it is highly 
desirable that maximum international consensus is maintained on any action taken 
against Iran. 

Military action 

333. Doubts over the impact and likelihood of sanctions have inevitably led to speculation 
over the possibility of military action against Iran. Such speculation has been heightened by 
press reports that the USA is preparing for possible major air attacks, including a tactical 
nuclear strike, to destroy suspected Iranian weapons sites.426 Although the White House 
has dismissed these reports, calling them “wild speculation”,427 President Bush has said that 
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all options, including the use of force, are “on the table” to prevent Iran from developing 
nuclear weapons.428 

334. The former Foreign Secretary was firm in his rejection of the military option, saying 
on numerous occasions that it was not on the agenda. In October 2005, Jack Straw told the 
Committee: 

[P]eople need to chill a bit on this. Military action is not on anybody’s agenda with 
respect to Iran, and that has been made clear repeatedly by the American 
Government and clearly by Condoleezza Rice yesterday at the joint interview I did 
with her from Birmingham, Alabama. It is simply not on the agenda. There is always 
a caveat entered on behalf of the President of the United States, who is also 
Commander in Chief, which I understand; but it is not on the agenda of the 
American Government and it is not on our agenda or anybody’s agenda on the 
board of governors.429 

In March 2006, he commented on the international position towards military action: 

What I know is that if we were more belligerent the international consensus would 
weaken very quickly, and I happen to believe that the most likely way of resolving 
this satisfactorily, and with Iran coming into compliance, is by maintaining a strong 
international consensus, and that is my judgment, it is the judgment of my European 
colleagues and we have been supported in that by American colleagues as well.430 

335. However, there is concern over a possible difference of view between the Foreign 
Office and Downing Street on this issue. Unlike the former Foreign Secretary, the Prime 
Minister has never categorically ruled out military action against Iran. Asked whether he 
would give an absolute assurance that he would not support an attack on Iran, the Prime 
Minister told the House: “[W]hen the President of Iran is talking about wiping Israel off 
the face of the earth and when young people are signing up to be suicide bombers directed 
at US, UK and Israeli targets with at least the tacit acceptance of and possibly at the 
instigation of the Iranian regime, this is not the time to send a message of weakness.”431 The 
new Foreign Secretary has also held back from explicitly ruling out military action; at a 
press conference on 8 May 2006, Margaret Beckett said: “The way that I choose to express 
it is that it’s not the intention, it is not anybody’s intention to take the course of military 
action and that I think is… simple and straight forward and clear.” 432 

336. Turning to the effectiveness of any potential military action against Iran, there are 
doubts whether the military option offers a long-term solution to preventing Iran from 
acquiring nuclear weapons.433 In February 2006, the Oxford Research Group published a 
report on the consequences of war against Iran. This report found that although attacks 
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would severely damage Iranian nuclear and missile programmes, Iran would have many 
methods of responding in the months and years that followed. Moreover: 

However badly Iran’s nuclear infrastructure was damaged in an attack, an immediate 
response would be to reconstitute the infrastructure and work rapidly and in secret 
towards a clear nuclear weapons capability. This would probably involve giving 
formal notice of withdrawal from the Non-Proliferation Treaty, followed by the 
immediate reconstitution of the nuclear infrastructure, developing it wherever 
possible in a more survivable manner. This would include systems redundancy, 
dispersal of research, development and production capabilities and the use of deep 
underground facilities for future work wherever feasible. 

Furthermore, there may already be elements of redundancy built in to the current 
Iranian civil nuclear programme and there may be elements of which the United 
States is unaware. If so, this would aid the reconstitution of capabilities. More 
generally, any hope of negotiating away Iran’s suspected nuclear weapons 
programme in the years after a US attack would vanish, undermining global non-
proliferation efforts. Rather than living with an Iran that had the potential to produce 
nuclear weapons, the US action would almost certainly guarantee an overtly nuclear-
armed Iran for decades to come or, alternatively, further instances of military 
action.434 

337. In addition, there could be far reaching and serious consequences for the international 
community. In May 2006, Lt Gen Victor Renuart, the director of planning for the US Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, warned that military action against Iran would be “fraught with risk and 
would have repercussions across the region”.435 Not only could military action rally the 
Iranian public around what is seen as a national right to a nuclear programme, but it would 
also inflame Muslim opinion across the world. There is well founded concern that: “An 
attack on Iran would proliferate further the lethal hybrid of Islamism and nationalism 
incubated by the invasion of Iraq, fusing an irreducible identity into an undeterrable 
ideology.”436 In addition to dramatically increasing the international cost of oil, a military 
attack could unleash a much more malign Iranian approach in neighbouring Iraq. Iran 
could also use its allies and proxies across the region to retaliate, including the Lebanese 
Hezbollah and the Palestinian Islamic Jihad. 

338. We asked Professor Philippe Sands QC about the legality of any future military action 
against Iran. He told us: 

Classically there are two grounds to use force in international relations under 
international law: one, in self-defence, Articles 2(4) and 51 of the United Nations 
Charter; and, two, where authorised by the Security Council. In classic international 
law there is no third ground, but the United Nations Charter, when it was adopted in 
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1945, put into its preamble into Article 2 a commitment to protect fundamental 
human rights.437 

Applying this to Iran, Professor Sands said: 

If you look at the situation in Iran… the allegation is that it is engaged in the 
production of nuclear material for the purposes of producing an atomic bomb. If 
that is the case – and facts obviously are central – it would be in violation of its 
obligations under the 1968 Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.438 

Assuming those facts are correct and assuming that Iran persists in its actions what is 
to happen? At the first stage we are in discussion right now of moving the debate to 
the Security Council and the Security Council has adopted a first declaration urging 
Iran to bring itself into compliance with its international obligations… Let us assume 
that after the declaration Iran does not bring itself into compliance what happens 
next? It goes back to the Security Council, the Security Council adopts, one assumes, 
a resolution, negotiations go on and ultimately a point may be reached in which 
there is a stalemate and in which the Security Council tells Iran what to do and Iran 
refuses… I think it is premature to reach a firm view on what ought to happen in 
those circumstances but one can see two arguments. One argument is that when a 
State which is a party to the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
violates its obligations and is found to be in violation by the Security Council, States 
are entitled to use force in self defence. That might be one view that could be put by 
the Bush Administration, adopting a particular interpretation of pre-emption. 
Another view would be that in those circumstances it is only for the international 
organisations concerned to act and that anything that falls short of a threatened use 
of force against an individual State or a group of States will not justify the use of force 
until it has been authorised by the Security Council, perhaps in association with the 
International Atomic Energy Agency.439 

339. Spelling out the situation regarding weapons of mass destruction, Professor Sands told 
us: “My own view is that the existing rules of international law justifying the use of force 
where an attack is threatened are sufficient to allow a State, including the United Kingdom, 
to act where there is credible evidence that a weapon of mass destruction is being 
assembled with the intent of using it in relation to, in this case, the United Kingdom.”440 
However, the situation would change in the event that Iran withdrew from the NPT: 
“[S]tates as sovereign entities are free to ratify treaties and, in accordance with the relevant 
rules, to opt out of them… [T]hat, of course, would leave them in a circumstance in which 
they would not be open to the criticism that they are not complying with their 
international legal obligations and would transform, I think, the nature of the legal debate 
as to what can be done to respond to that situation.”441 
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340. We conclude that military action against Iran would be likely to unleash a host of 
extremely serious consequences both in the Middle East and elsewhere and would not 
be guaranteed to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons in the long term. We 
further conclude that the Government should not undertake or support military action 
against Iran until all other options have been exhausted or without broad agreement 
among its international allies. We also conclude that the lack of international 
consensus for sanctions against Iran combined with the extremely worrying prospect of 
military action mean that all possible diplomatic efforts must be applied to reaching a 
negotiated agreement with Iran; we recommend that the Government make this point 
absolutely clear to the administration in Washington. 

Iran and the ‘War against Terrorism’ 

Links with terrorism 

341. In previous Reports in this inquiry, our predecessor Committee noted both Iran’s 
links with terrorist groups and its unhelpful role in neighbouring Iraq. In its Report of 
January 2004, our predecessor Committee noted that Iran retains links to Palestinian and 
Lebanese terrorist groups and has the ability to diminish the capacity of terrorists to derail 
the political process in Israel and Palestine.442 These concerns remain and have been 
exacerbated by the confrontational stance adopted by Iran’s new President. 

342. The former Foreign Secretary told us about Iran’s links with terrorist groups: “We 
have a well-founded belief that Iran is funding Hezbollah and the Palestinian Islamic Jihad 
and has strong connections with them. We believe they are also funding Hamas as well 
although it appears that a good deal of the funds for Hamas comes from around the Arab 
world.”443 The Foreign Secretary subsequently wrote to us about evidence that Iran has 
brought terrorism into Western Europe: “The Iranian authorities are believed to have been 
directly involved in the murder of Iranian dissidents and opposition figures in Europe 
during the 1980s and 1990s.”444 The former Foreign Secretary also told us: “Iran’s 
intelligence services were significantly reformed during the Presidency of Mohammad 
Khatami from 1997 to 2005, although a number of senior figures who left the Ministry of 
Intelligence during that time have returned to frontline politics in Ahmadinejad’s 
government.”445 

343. The USA has been especially vocal in its criticism of Iran in this area: in March 2006, 
US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice referred to Iran as “a kind of central banker for 
terrorism in important regions like Lebanon through Hezbollah in the Middle East.”446 
Images of Iranian volunteers signing up as would-be suicide bombers for attacks against 
“oppressors of the Muslim world” have done little to assuage such concerns.447 
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Position towards Israel 

344. Since his election, President Ahmadinejad has made a number of inflammatory 
comments that have further alarmed the international community. His remarks about 
Israel have been particularly unpalatable. On 26 October 2005, President Ahmadinejad 
addressed a conference in Tehran on “A World Without Zionism”. In his speech, he called 
for “Israel to be wiped from the map”, and said that “the Islamic world will not let its 
historic enemy live in its heartland… the new wave of (attacks) in Palestine... will erase this 
stigma from the Islamic world” and that “anybody who recognises Israel will burn in the 
fire of the Islamic nation’s fury”.448 

On 27 October 2005, the Prime Minister responded to these comments: 

These sentiments are completely and totally unacceptable… This is unacceptable… 
when we hear statements like that made about Israel, it makes us feel very angry. It is 
just completely wrong, this, and it indicates and underlines I am afraid how much 
some of those places need reform themselves. Because how are we going to build a 
more secure world with that type of attitude? It is a disgrace I am afraid.449 

345. Then in December 2005, President Ahmadinejad said that the Nazi Holocaust was ‘a 
myth’. He said that he did not believe that six million Jews had died at the hands of the 
Nazis last century and that “they have created a myth today that they call the massacre of 
Jews and they consider it a principle above God, religions and the prophets”. He called for 
Europe or North America—even Alaska—to host a Jewish state, not the Middle East.450 

346. Initially, some analysts dismissed such comments as rhetoric employed by a new and 
inexperienced president seeking to rally the Iranian population behind him. However, the 
repeated use of such inflammatory and unacceptable rhetoric is not new or confined to the 
President. The former Foreign Secretary told us about this: 

Can I just say that one of the problems of dealing with Iran is that this position which 
President Ahmadinejad articulated in such a dreadful way is a longstanding one of 
the post-revolutionary republic. At one of my meetings with President Khatami, who 
genuinely was a moderate, I said to him when he was talking about Israel that it 
would help if, number one, they recognised the rest of the world thought a two-state 
solution was appropriate and, number two, if he as president of this republic ordered 
that the Shahab 2 missiles should not have painted on their side in English “Death to 
Israel” when they were paraded in the national parade each year. I was received with 
a shrug.451 

Involvement in neighbouring states 

347. There is strong evidence of malign Iranian involvement in neighbouring Iraq. On 6 
October 2005, at a joint press conference with Iraqi President Jalal Talabani, the Prime 
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Minister said that information linked Iran to recent bomb attacks against British troops in 
Iraq: “What is clear is that there have been new explosive devices used, not just against 
British troops but elsewhere in Iraq. The particular nature of those devices lead us either to 
Iranian elements or to Hezbollah, because they are similar to the devices used by Hezbollah 
that is funded and supported by Iran. However we cannot be sure of this at the present 
time.”452 

348. The former Foreign Secretary repeated this assessment, telling a press conference that 
explosives that killed at least eight British soldiers originated from either Hezbollah or Iran. 
“There were improvised explosive devices used against a number of British convoys which 
killed, probably at least eight British soldiers and soldiers from other parts of the 
coalition… The forensic examination of those devices linked their design to Hezbollah and 
to Iran. That’s the evidence we’ve put to the Iranians.”453 More recently, President Bush in 
March 2006 accused Iran of supplying components for some of the most powerful 
improvised explosive devices (IEDs) used in Iraq.454 

349. There is also long-standing concern over political interference by Iran in Iraq given its 
close link with a number of Shia individuals and groups there. Yahia Said, Research Fellow 
of the Centre for the Study of Global Governance at the LSE, commented: 

Iran has a very big footprint in Iraq, a big influence. It goes through a variety of 
channels. It has channels to a variety of the actors in Iraq. Certain groups that enjoy 
Iranian support have been instrumental in fomenting sectarian violence in Iraq. 
Specifically I would mention the Supreme Council of Islamic Revolution in Iraq and 
the associated Badr Brigade. These are two organisations that have been established 
in Iran and have benefited from direct Iranian material and moral support for many 
years. However, the Iranian involvement in Iraq is more complex than that. They 
have been supporting nationalist group, insurgents group and so on. Iran, I believe, 
views Iraq as an insurance policy, as a card that it could use should it be subjected to 
a form of perceived or expected aggression from the United States, and therefore, 
what Iranian influence in Iraq has been over the three years is to try to keep the 
situation at a certain level of instability, so that it could use it as leverage in relation 
with the United States.455 

Zaki Chehab, Political Editor of Arabic daily newspaper Al Hayat, also told us about the 
strength of Iranian influence in Iraq.456 

350. Within Iraq’s borders there are Iranian exiles based at Ashraf city. They have 
protected persons status under the fourth Geneva Convention. At a time of increasing 
dialogue with the regime in Tehran it is important for governments of the coalition in Iraq, 
and the Iraqi government, to reiterate their recognition of these exiles’ protected persons 
status. 
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351. The importance of Iran’s position in Iraq is indicated by recent moves to initiate talks 
between Washington and Tehran over the situation there. This move followed 
Washington’s authorisation of its ambassador in Iraq, Zalmay Khalilzad, to talk to Iranian 
officials about Iraq. Iran and the USA have had no official relations since the 1979 Islamic 
revolution.457 

352. In contrast, Iran is viewed to have taken a cooperative approach to the situation in 
Afghanistan, seeing a shared goal in removing the Taliban and tackling the drug problem. 
As the former Foreign Secretary told us: “Iran has been constructive in dealings with 
Afghanistan and with the international community in Afghanistan. It is perhaps an 
illustration of some ambiguity of Iranian policy, but it has been. They have, too, an identity 
of interest with Western Europe and with the United Kingdom over the issue of drugs 
because almost all the heroin from Afghanistan goes through Iran and I am told that there 
are up to two million Iranians who are heroin addicts, so it is a really serious problem.”458 

353. We conclude that Iran’s position towards the ‘war against terrorism’ has been 
contradictory, and extremely unhelpful in a number of key areas. Iran continues to 
have links with terrorist groups, while statements by the Iranian president about Israel 
and denial of the Holocaust are deplorable and cannot be dismissed as empty rhetoric. 
We commend the Prime Minister’s robust response to these comments and 
recommend that the Government continue to make clear to the Iranian Government 
that such behaviour and comments are unacceptable. 

Iran and Reform 

354. There are also serious human rights concerns in Iran. Our recent Report on the FCO’s 
annual human rights report included a section on Iran. In particular, we noted concerns 
about: the punishment of juveniles; freedom of expression; pressure on NGOs and civil 
society groups; detention of Christians and other issues related to freedom of worship 
including repression of the Baha’is; detention of political opponents; use of the death 
penalty and public executions; and women’s rights.459 We took evidence from key 
international human rights groups, who raised their concerns about Iran. Dr Nazila 
Ghanea-Hercock also wrote to us about the situation: 

Increasingly the evidence has shown that Iran has a constitutional system that has 
the veneer of democracy and balance of powers, but that in reality its framework 
makes the very notion of the independence of the judiciary and a society built on 
equality of opportunity and respect for rights impossible. The Iranian legal system is 
inherently gender-biased, racist, and has built within it a hierarchy of discrimination 
based on religion or belief… I therefore fear that any encouragement by the UK and 
EU for Iran to commit to human rights and dialogue will, at present, prove futile.460 
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The National Spiritual Assembly of the Baha’is of the United Kingdom also expressed 
concern about the continued persecution of Baha’is in Iran.461 We further noted that the 
deterioration in relations with Iran over the nuclear issue was making dialogue increasingly 
difficult.462 

355. In its response to that Report, the Government said: 

We continue to use our diplomatic contacts with the Iranian government to promote 
respect for human rights and political freedoms, and actively encourage the EU to do 
likewise. In the absence of an effective EU/Iran Human Rights Dialogue, these efforts 
are even more important. We will continue to draw public attention to human rights 
violations in Iran and to press the Iranian authorities to address them. We will also 
continue to support debate in United Nations for the work of United National 
mechanisms. All EU counties co-sponsored a resolution on human rights in Iran 
adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in December 2005.463 

356. There are also concerns over the shortcomings of the democratic process in Iran. 
Elections to the Majlis (parliament) in 2004 were deeply flawed. The Guardian Council, an 
unelected body that constitutionally ‘interprets’ Islamic orthodoxy, barred around 2,500 of 
the 8,200 prospective candidates, including 87 existing members, from standing. After a 
request by Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei that it review the bans, the Council 
made minimal changes and warned that any further challenge to its ruling would be 
“making war on God”. Nearly 1,200 more candidates withdrew in protest.464 

357. The former Foreign Secretary told us about his concerns in this area: 

Iran is not free and democratic by customary norms and… their human rights 
record is lamentable… Iran is a very complicated society. It is replete with 
ambiguity… Aspects of it appear to be democratic and certainly responsive to public 
opinion, aspects of it are very autocratic. One of our officials, who knows Iran very 
well, described it as a pluralist theocracy with some pressure towards democracy but 
some pressure away from it, and I think that is probably the best way of describing it. 
Essentially what you have got is a series of democratic institutions, including the 
presidency and Majlis, the parliament, paralleled by a series of undemocratic 
institutions which are appointed, which are the guardian council, council of 
ecclesiastical experts, the supreme leader and this expediency council which is there 
to negotiate in-between.465 

Speaking about the role of the international community in encouraging reform in Iran, the 
former Foreign Secretary told the International Institute for Strategic Studies: 
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[W]e in the rest of the international community should not look the other way when 
the regime fails to abide by international standards in the way in which it treats its 
own people. We are not going to take sides in respect of Iran’s internal political 
debates, these are for the Iranians to resolve and they are perfectly capable of doing 
so themselves. Given their history, Iranians are understandably sensitive about any 
hint of outside interference, but this doesn’t mean that we should stop standing up 
for principles of human rights and fundamental freedoms which we hold dear 
ourselves, and to which the Iranian government have continually signed up 
themselves, and to which the Iranians aspire: freedom of speech; transparent, 
genuinely democratic and accountable government; respect for the right of 
minorities and women; an independent judiciary.466 

358. Asked what the United Kingdom is doing about the human rights situation, Mr Straw 
said: “Well there is the human rights dialogue which the European Union operate, and it is 
better to operate than not operate. I am not suggesting that it has a huge effect day by day, 
it doesn’t, but it is very important that we should make clear to the Iranian regime that we 
expect them to abide by the human rights standards to which they themselves have signed 
up.”467 Speaking more generally about how the international community can influence that 
domestic Iranian reform debate, Mr Straw commented: 

[W]e should help the Iranians to make informed choices for themselves by helping 
to improve the flow of information into that country. Iranians are highly educated, 
broad-minded, and eager to form their own opinions on matters of vital interest. The 
young in particular instinctively grasp the potential of globalisation and want Iran to 
emerge from behind its self-imposed isolation. Iran has more web journals per capita 
than any other country in the world, but at the moment the regime tries to maintain 
control on information flows into Iran through its monopoly of state-controlled 
broadcasting, and for example by blocking independent sources of information, as it 
did recently with the BBC Persian Services website.468 

359. Asked about the feasibility of a BBC Farsi television service, the former Foreign 
Secretary told us: “The BBC is doing some work for us at the moment on scoping this. I am 
sympathetic to funding it, in fact I would be delighted to fund it. The only difficulty is I do 
not have the cheque book, which is held in the Treasury under arrangements which we 
have in the British Government.”469 

360. Whilst we recognise the need for continuing dialogue with the Iranian regime, both in 
relation to its involvement in Iraq and the wider international scene, we are concerned that 
the United Kingdom’s criticisms and concerns should be robustly and unambiguously 
articulated. 

361. We conclude that the human rights situation in Iran remains extremely 
unsatisfactory. We recommend that the Government continue to use its diplomatic 
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contacts with the Iranian government to promote respect for human rights and 
political and religious freedoms, and actively encourage the EU to do likewise. We 
further conclude that the democratic process in Iran is deeply flawed, and that although 
this issue must be handled with care, there is a role for the United Kingdom and the 
international community more broadly in supporting reform efforts. We recommend 
that the Government seriously consider funding a Farsi BBC television service. 
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8 Afghanistan 

Background 

362. Previous Reports in this inquiry have described events in Afghanistan following the 11 
September 2001 terrorist attacks in the USA and the fall of the Taliban in November 2001. 
In June 2002, our predecessor Committee noted the importance of stabilising Afghanistan 
as well as the great challenges ahead.470 Four and a half years after the fall of the Taliban, 
Afghanistan has completed the institution-creating process outlined in the 2001 Bonn 
agreement, the post-Taliban plan for the country’s political transition: Afghanistan now 
has an elected National Assembly and President. However, the extent of government 
authority remains limited, there are concerns over the lack of progress tackling the 
country’s powerful military commanders, opium poppy cultivation remains endemic and 
the level of violence is increasing. Highlighting these concerns, the US Ambassador to 
Afghanistan in February 2006 warned that the country risks “sliding back into chaos if 
western countries do not step up efforts to bolster government control outside the 
capital.”471 

363. In January 2006, while making a statement about the deployment of British forces to 
Afghanistan, the then Secretary of State for Defence Dr John Reid, explained why 
Afghanistan is so important to the United Kingdom and the international community: 

Just over four years ago, on 11 September 2001, we were given a brutal lesson in the 
consequences of leaving Afghanistan in the hands of the Taliban and the terrorists. 
Since then, we in this country have been at the forefront of the international effort, 
under the auspices of the United Nations, to defeat international terrorism, to free 
Afghanistan from the ruthless grip of the Taliban and to rid the country of the 
menace of the terrorists and the greed of the drug traffickers… 

We cannot risk Afghanistan again becoming a sanctuary for terrorists. We have seen 
where that leads, be it in New York or in London. We cannot ignore the opportunity 
to bring security to a fragile but vital part of the world, and we cannot go on 
accepting Afghan opium being the source of 90 per cent. of the heroin that is applied 
to the veins of the young people of this country. For all those reasons, it is in our 
interests, as the United Kingdom and as a responsible member of the international 
community, to act.472 

364. On 31 January–1 February 2006, the United Kingdom co-chaired the London 
Conference on Afghanistan. Foreign Office Minister Dr Kim Howells told the House that 
the Conference aimed: 
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To launch the Afghanistan Compact, the successor to the Bonn Agreement. The 
Compact provides the framework for international community engagement in 
Afghanistan for the next five years. 

To provide an opportunity for the Government of Afghanistan to present its Interim 
National Development Strategy to the international community. The strategy sets 
out the Government’s priorities for accelerating development, increasing security, 
tackling the drugs trade, and strengthening governance. 

To ensure that the Government of Afghanistan has adequate resources to meet its 
domestic ambitions and international commitments.473 

The Conference resulted in pledges of over US$10.5 billion over the next five years; the 
United Kingdom pledged £500 million over the next three years. 

365. Speaking at the opening of the Conference, the Prime Minister committed the United 
Kingdom to the task of stabilising Afghanistan: 

This is a struggle that of course primarily concerns the Afghan people, but it is also a 
struggle that concerns all of us, and it is why we are here today and it is why we are 
determined to see this through. It is why, whatever your challenges, we will be there 
with you, at your side, helping you. It is in your interest to do so, it is in our interest 
to do so, it is in the interest of the whole of the international community. This is a 
struggle for freedom, and for moderation, and for democracy and we are with you in 
it.474 

366. We conclude that bringing stability to Afghanistan remains a key British interest. 
We commend the Government for its role in hosting and co-chairing the London 
Conference and welcome the Prime Minister’s comments that the United Kingdom will 
remain by the side of the Afghan people in their struggle for freedom, moderation and 
democracy. 

The Security Situation 

367. In its last Report in this inquiry, our predecessor Committee described the military 
operations in Afghanistan. The Report noted that overall the security situation had 
improved, but that there remained a continuing threat to foreign nationals in the 
country.475 Since that Report there have been worrying signs of a deterioration in the 
security environment. 

368. More than 1,600 people were killed in 2005, and the violence is on the rise. In May, 
Afghanistan saw some of the fiercest fighting since the overthrow of the Taliban in 2001.476 
Moreover, similarities between the violence in Afghanistan and Iraq have prompted 
concern that the Taliban is learning from the insurgency in Iraq. There has been an 
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increase in the number of kidnappings and roadside and suicide attacks.477 There have 
already been more suicide attacks in 2006 than in the whole of 2005 (17) and 2004 (five).478 
There are also fears that the violence is spreading to previously safe provinces. 

369. A field report by the Senlis Council, a drug policy advisory body, on the situation in 
the three southern provinces of Helmand, Kandahar and Nangarhar reveals a worrying 
picture. The report notes that the Afghan government has never established full control 
over the three provinces, but even its limited control is “rapidly diminishing, with political 
volatility now reaching urban areas.”479 There are reports that insurgent groups are 
operating more freely in the area and there has been an increase in the number of 
kidnappings and suicide attacks. Some of these strategies “point to an ‘Iraqisation’ of the 
Afghan insurgency tactics.”480 Taliban groups are using political violence and illegal 
economic activities to strengthen their powerbase. 

370. We asked the former Foreign Secretary about this. In October 2005, Mr Straw told us: 
“I do not have the precise figures about Taliban activity. It is certainly the case that they are 
not completely defeated, and there remains quite a serious challenge.”481 In March 2006, he 
painted a bleaker picture; asked about the Taliban resurgence, he told us: 

The Taliban threat is certainly at least as severe as at any stage since the original 
removal of the Taliban four years ago. I cannot say exactly whether it is worse than at 
any other period… Let me say that it is serious and that is understood, and it is 
serious down in the Helmand province. It is one of the reasons we are going down 
there, because if we want to try and establish the writ of the elected government and 
deal with the drugs problem, we have to deal with the Taliban.482 

371. We conclude that there has been a worrying deterioration in the security situation 
in Afghanistan, and that there are signs that the tactics that have brought such 
devastation to Iraq are being replicated in Afghanistan. We recommend that in its 
response to this Report the Government indicate what steps it is taking to prevent 
further deterioration. 

Counter-Narcotics Strategy 

372. Previous reports in this inquiry have outlined the problem of opium poppy cultivation 
and drug trafficking. Our predecessor Committee noted that this is not only a problem for 
Afghanistan, but also for the United Kingdom and Europe; 95% of heroin in the United 
Kingdom originates from Afghanistan.483 The United Kingdom is in the lead on an 
ambitious programme to reduce opium poppy cultivation. The last Report in this inquiry 
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concluded: “the United Kingdom’s lead role in co-ordinating the UN’s counter-narcotics 
strategy in Afghanistan is one of the Government’s most important responsibilities 
overseas.”484 

373. On 14 February 2006, Foreign Office Minister Dr Kim Howells set out to Parliament 
Afghanistan’s revised National Drug Control Strategy. The Strategy has four main 
priorities: 

• disrupting the drugs trade by targeting traffickers and their backers; 

• strengthening and diversifying legal rural livelihoods; 

• reducing the demand for illicit drugs and treatment of problem drug users; and 

• developing state institutions at the central and provincial level. 485 

Previous Reports in this inquiry have noted the importance of using mosques to spread the 
anti-drugs message and the need to divert the entrepreneurial energies of profiteering 
warlord commanders into less harmful activities. The last Report in this inquiry noted that 
both of these approaches must be “essential parts of a successful strategy.”486 

374. The United Kingdom has helped set up Afghan counter-narcotics institutions and 
provided mentoring and training as well as equipment. On 14 February 2006, Dr Howells 
told Parliament about this: 

[T]he UK has helped to establish and provide training for the Counter Narcotics 
Police of Afghanistan—the lead drug law enforcement agency, headquartered in 
Kabul, with 7 provincial offices. The UK is also providing training for the Afghan 
Special Narcotics Force, an elite and highly trained force equipped to tackle high 
value targets across the country. We are also working with the international 
community to recruit and train a counter narcotics Criminal Justice Task Force of 
Afghan investigators, prosecutors and judges to work with the Counter Narcotics 
Police, to be able to push through successful drugs investigations and prosecutions. 

The UK has funded the development of five drug treatment centres and is working 
with the Ministry of Counter Narcotics to determine how best to support activity in 
this area following the completion of UNODC’s survey on drug use within 
Afghanistan late last year. We are also supporting the US led Poppy Elimination 
Programme (PEP) by funding the salaries of Afghan staff charged with raising 
awareness of the illegality of the opium industry and monitoring Governor-led 
eradication in priority poppy growing provinces.487 

375. When our predecessor Committee visited Afghanistan in 2004, it heard that the 
absence of secure prisons hindered the development of the criminal justice system. In April 
2006, the former Foreign Secretary wrote to us about this issue. The United Kingdom is a 
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major donor to a UN Office for Drugs and Crime (UNODC) project to build a secure 
prison facility just outside Kabul. This facility will be used to house those convicted of 
serious drug trafficking offences and will be in operation from the beginning of August. 
Her Majesty’s Prison Service has been advising the UNODC during the design of the 
facility and a team of UK prison officers has been involved in training Afghan prison 
officers in high security prison techniques. In addition, the USA is planning to build a 
secure detention facility near Kabul airport as part of a Counter-Narcotics Justice Centre. 
“These two facilities will enable the Afghan authorities to hold the most dangerous drug 
offenders. The Afghan authorities are also currently considering their infrastructure and 
training needs for the remainder of their prison estate and we will consider what further 
assistance we can provide to them, particularly in respect of increasing their capacity to 
house drug offenders at provincial level.”488 

376. Overall spending by the United Kingdom on counter-narcotics work in Afghanistan 
increased from £1.6 million in 2002–03 to around £20 million in 2004–05. In June 2005 
that figure was more than doubled to around £50 million for 2005–06, which included £30 
million for the development of alternative livelihoods for farmers and rural labourers.489 A 
further increase was announced in September 2005, with a revised budget for 2005–06 of 
£50 million for alternative livelihoods and £6 million for eradication activity. Over the 
following three years, the United Kingdom plans to spend more than £270 million; £130 
million will be provided by the Department for International Development, with the 
remainder coming from the FCO, the Ministry of Defence and other departments.490 

377. We commend the Government’s work assisting the Afghan authorities to establish 
secure prison facilities and in providing training in prison techniques. We recommend 
that the Government set out in its response to this Report what further assistance it 
could give in this area, particularly in respect of increasing the Afghan capacity to 
house drug offenders at the provincial level. 

378. Cultivation of opium poppy increased dramatically following the overthrow of the 
Taliban in 2001. However, there are signs that counter-narcotics strategies may be 
beginning to have an impact. According to the UNODC Afghanistan Opium Survey 2005, 
opium cultivation decreased by 21% year on year from a record high of 131,000 hectares in 
2004 to 104,000 hectares.491 The report attributes this decline to several factors: the farmers’ 
choice to refrain from poppy cultivation, the government’s eradication programme, the 
ban on opium, and law enforcement activities. Nevertheless, Afghanistan remains the 
world’s largest supplier of opium (87%). Moreover, production in 2005 was just 2.4% lower 
than in 2004; favourable weather conditions resulted in a 22% higher yield. Cultivation also 
increased in some provinces. Explaining this trend, UNODC Executive Director Antonio 
Maria Costa has said that opium is the only commercially viable crop in many parts of 
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Afghanistan: “Assistance to farmers is needed until the legal economy takes over as the 
mainstay of growth in Afghanistan.”492 

379. The UNODC released its Opium Rapid Assessment Survey in February 2006. This 
survey provides an assessment of the situation at the middle of the cultivation cycle and 
collates information on the geographical distribution and dynamics of opium poppy 
cultivation and anticipated harvest times. The survey found that there was “an increasing 
trend in opium poppy cultivation in 13 provinces, a decreasing trend in three provinces 
and no change in 16 provinces as compared to the results of the Annual Opium Poppy 
Survey 2005.”493 

380. There are reports that friction has emerged between the USA on the one hand and the 
British and Afghan governments on the other over the pace and extent of eradication.494 
The United Kingdom approach has been to pursue eradication only where there is access 
to alternative livelihoods. We asked Jack Straw about this, and whether British forces 
would be involved in eradication in Helmand, which is one the main opium-producing 
provinces. He told us: 

We have been careful on the issue of forced eradication. We have certainly opposed 
aerial eradication because of its indiscriminate nature and the fact that it can 
eradicate other crops as well. I think it will be for the commanders on the ground, in 
consultation with the local authorities, to make judgments about any particular case 
if they come across a field full of poppies, what efforts are made to deal with that 
immediate problem.495 

David Richmond, Director-General, Defence and Intelligence at the FCO, added: 

[T]here is a distinction to be made between eradication and interdiction. There is 
some eradication going on at this very moment in the Helmand province, but it is 
being carried out by the Afghan authorities themselves and I think the judgment is 
that eradication is best done by the Afghans, and that is indeed what is happening at 
the moment, but the interdiction of the actual trade in narcotics production of the 
opium, and so on, that is an area where I think British forces could play a role.496 

This point was reiterated in a letter to us from the former Foreign Secretary in April 2006. 
This said: “ISAF forces will not take part in the eradication of opium poppy or in pre-
planned and direct military action against the drugs trade. As President Karzai has pointed 
out, this is a job for the Government of Afghanistan.”497 

381. Another problem is the limited range of alternative livelihoods for Afghan farmers. 
We asked Jack Straw about this. He told us: 
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A great deal of thought and money is going into the creation of alternative 
livelihoods in Afghanistan and it is something which we are leading on for the UK, 
an awful lot of work and money, and there is no doubt that the long-term solution to 
drugs is the general raising of living standards and the creation of alternative 
livelihoods, as well as creating a secure environment.498 

Nevertheless, there remain few options that offer anything close to the income derived 
from opium poppy. This fact lies behind a controversial proposal by the Senlis Council. 
The Senlis Council is critical of what it describes as “aggressive strategies”, including 
eradication, which it says “primarily affect the most vulnerable actors of the opium 
economy—the farmers—destroying their livelihoods.”499 The Council argues that counter 
narcotics efforts have “proven largely ineffective in addressing this all-encompassing 
crisis—the illegal opium trade remains an impediment to sustainable development.”500 The 
Council’s proposal is that in the context of the global shortage of opium-based medicines, 
Afghanistan could license opium production:  

[B]y re-directing the opium poppy into the formal rural economy through the 
implementation of a strictly controlled opium licensing system, opium could become 
a major driver for a sustainable and diversified Afghan rural economy. In view of the 
world shortage of essential medicines, the development of an Afghan brand of 
morphine and codeine could also be endorsed.501 

382. The Government has expressed doubts about such an approach. On 2 March 2006, 
Secretary of State for International Development Hilary Benn told the House: 

The Afghan Government has expressed its opposition to licit cultivation of opium. 
The Afghan Minister for Counter Narcotics, Habibullah Qaderi has said recently: 
“The poor security situation in the country means there can simply be no guarantee 
that opium will not be smuggled out of the country for the illicit narcotics trade 
abroad. Without an effective control mechanism, a lot of opium will still be refined 
into heroin for illicit markets in the west and elsewhere. We could not accept this.” 
The UK agrees that licensing opium cultivation in Afghanistan for medical use is not 
a realistic solution to its drug problem, not least because it risks a high level of 
diversion of licit opium into illegal channels. The production of opium is also 
contrary to the Constitution of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan.502 

383. We reiterate our predecessor’s Committee’s conclusion that “the United 
Kingdom’s lead role in co-ordinating the UN’s counter-narcotics strategy in 
Afghanistan is one of the Government’s most important responsibilities overseas”. We 
conclude that negligible progress has been made reducing opium poppy cultivation in 
Afghanistan. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report 
how it intends to make better progress in tackling this problem. We further 
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recommend that the Government clarify its position towards eradication and that it set 
out what progress has been made on developing alternative livelihoods for Afghan 
farmers. 

Role of the United Kingdom 

384. In May 2006, the United Kingdom deployed the Headquarters Group of NATO’s 
Allied Rapid Reaction Corps (HQ ARRC Group) to Kabul to command the NATO-led 
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) for nine months. This period coincides with 
the expansion of the ISAF mission to Afghanistan’s Western and Southern provinces 
(ISAF stage 3). As part of this expansion, the United Kingdom will deploy personnel to 
Helmand Province in the south of the country.503 The deployment will set up a new British-
led PRT at Lashkar Gar, the capital of Helmand Province. 

385. The former Foreign Secretary wrote to us about the role of British troops in 
Afghanistan: 

They will work to counter insurgency and help the appropriate authorities build 
security and government institutions to continue the progress of recent years. Above 
all, their presence will help the Afghans create the environment in which economic 
development and institutional reform—both essential to the elimination of the 
opium industry—can take place. ISAF will be able to help with the provision of 
training to Afghan counter-narcotics forces and will, within means and capabilities, 
provide support to their operations. They will also help the Afghan Government 
explain their policies to the Afghan people. ISAF forces will not take part in the 
eradication of opium poppy or in pre-planned and direct military action against the 
drugs trade. As President Karzai has pointed out, this is a job for the Government of 
Afghanistan.504 

386. Nevertheless, there is concern over both the dangers that British personnel will face 
and the possible blurring of their role. The former Defence Secretary admitted the size of 
the challenge to the House: “Southern Afghanistan is undeniably a more demanding area 
in which to operate than either the north or the west. The Taliban remains active. The 
authority of the Afghan Government—and the reach of their security forces—is still weak. 
The influence of the drugs traffickers, by contrast, is strong.”505 The Senlis Council has also 
outlined a number of concerns: 

British forces in southern Afghanistan are faced with the twin mission of counter 
insurgency and support to counter narcotics. However, in a region where opium 
cultivation is deeply entrenched, the war against opium could make the war against 
insurgency a much more difficult, probably impossible, task. It is important that the 
fundamental stabilisation mission of British troops is not compromised by the war 
against opium… The mission of the British forces in southern Afghanistan with 
regards to opium should be clearly defined in order to avoid any clash with the 
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primary mission of counter insurgency. The terms “support” to eradication activities 
can take many shapes on the ground and should therefore be defined in more 
specific detail beforehand. In a province which is increasingly falling into the grip of 
Taliban and other insurgent groups, it is vital British forces win the trust of local 
communities by avoiding to undermine their livelihoods.506 

387. In March 2006, the Defence Committee published a report on the United Kingdom’s 
deployment to Afghanistan. This report flagged up a number of concerns. Principal among 
these was the role of the deployment to Helmand: “There is a fundamental tension between 
the UK’s objective of promoting stability and security and its aim of implementing an 
effective counter-narcotics strategy. It is likely the more successful the deployment is at 
impeding the drugs trade, the more it will come under attack from those involved in it. In 
the short term at least, the security situation is likely to deteriorate.”507 Reflecting the 
difficult security environment in which British forces are operating, a British soldier was 
killed and two wounded in action against suspected Taliban forces in mid-June.508 

388. The Defence Committee’s report also highlighted the relationship between ISAF and 
Operation Enduring Freedom. The Stage 3 expansion of ISAF takes it to areas that are the 
responsibility of the OEF counter-terrorism mission (ISAF’s role is explicitly aimed at 
stabilisation and not counter-terrorism). “It is possible that after stage 3 is completed, ISAF 
and OEF Forces will, on occasion, operate in the same geographical areas. Certain assets—
notably air support—are shared. Effective coordination is therefore essential.”509 

389. The last Report in this inquiry described plans to “increase synergy and better 
integrate the two operations”.510 Our predecessor Committee concluded that: “the proposal 
for increased synergy between and better integration of NATO’s operations in Afghanistan 
and those of the US-led coalition is a potentially positive move, which if correctly 
implemented should enhance the effectiveness of security, reconstruction and counter-
terrorist activities alike. However, we would not support such a process being used as cover 
for a significant withdrawal of US forces from the country or for a material reduction in the 
US commitment, unless there was a corresponding threat reduction.”511 

390. In its response to this Report the Government agreed that “It will be important that 
achieving single mission status leads to no reduction in capability to undertake the tasks 
currently performed by OEF.” 512 The response also welcomed the conclusion at the 
February 2005 meeting of NATO Defence Ministers that NATO military authorities 
should produce a “detailed plan, with timelines, to implement greater synergy between the 
NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) and US/coalition-led Operation 
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Enduring Freedom (OEF).” 513 The Government also told us that the plan would be 
circulated to NATO allies and discussed prior to and at the NATO Defence Ministers 
meeting in June 2005. 

391. We conclude that there is potential for a blurring of the United Kingdom’s 
counter-insurgency and counter-narcotics objectives in Afghanistan. We recommend 
that the Government clarify the role of British personnel, including with regard to the 
policy of eradication and support to eradication activities. We further conclude that the 
expansion of ISAF’s area of operation requires careful consideration of how best to 
coordinate with the US-led Operation Enduring Freedom. We reiterate our predecessor 
Committee’s conclusion that “increased synergy between and better integration of 
NATO’s operations in Afghanistan and those of the US-led coalition is a potentially 
positive move, which if correctly implemented should enhance the effectiveness of 
security, reconstruction and counter-terrorist activities alike”. We recommend that the 
Government update us in its response to this Report on NATO planning to achieve this 
greater synergy. 
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9 Non-proliferation 
392. The FCO has made non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction one of its 
strategic priorities. In its strategy paper “Active Diplomacy for a Changing World” the 
FCO wrote: 

Preventing terrorist groups and states of concern from acquiring WMD will remain 
a high priority. Regional stability and the strength of the global nuclear non-
proliferation regime will depend on preventing and containing destabilising military 
nuclear programmes. We will use the full range of non-proliferation and counter-
proliferation tools to do so. This includes continuing to support effective 
international agreements, taking part in practical multilateral action and 
implementing our own legal obligations.514 

393. Professor Paul Wilkinson agrees about the importance of non-proliferation efforts: 
“In view of al Qaeda’s serious efforts to acquire [Chemical, Biological, Radiological or 
Nuclear] weapons much more intensive efforts are required to tighten and police the 
international arms control and counter-proliferation regimes to enable them to encompass 
prevention of proliferation to non-state groups.  Far more than changes in international 
treaties is required.  We urgently need powerful international agencies to police such 
regimes.  The IAEA is an encouraging, though far from perfect model. We need to build 
similar mechanisms to deal with chemical and biological weapons.”515 

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

394. The chief safeguard against the proliferation of nuclear weapons is the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Signed in 1968, the NPT permits the possession of nuclear 
weapons by the USA, the United Kingdom, France, Russia and China—the Nuclear 
Weapons States (NWS)—and forbids other states from joining the nuclear club. In 
exchange, the NWS will reduce their arsenals towards eventual disarmament under Article 
VI of the NPT, which states: “Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue 
negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms 
race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a Treaty on general and complete 
disarmament under strict and effective international control.”516 

395. The NPT enshrines states’ rights to pursue a peaceful nuclear energy programme. At 
present, 188 states are members of the NPT. Three states with nuclear weapons—India, 
Pakistan and Israel—remain outside the Treaty regime517 and North Korea has withdrawn 
from the NPT. 

396. We asked Jack Straw about the NPT. He told us: 
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[T]he more states that have nuclear weapons and the less the behaviour of those 
states is constrained by international laws and obligations, the greater the likelihood 
is that there will be either by accident or by design a nuclear war…While it is easy to 
make points that the Permanent 5 have got nuclear weapons, the Permanent 5 have 
nuclear weapons in historical circumstances we all know about but by international 
agreement, and that was the purpose of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. President 
Kennedy and others said in the early 1960s that if the world carried on this arms race 
it could by the turn of the century just gone end up with 20–30 countries with 
nuclear weapons and who knows what would be the consequences. That was the 
political origin of what became the Non-Proliferation Treaty. It was a deal between 
the so-called nuclear weapon states, the P5, and all others by which everybody agreed 
that there would be no more nuclear weapon states. In return for that, the non-
nuclear weapon states would have this very clear right — it is not an unqualified 
right — to develop nuclear power and in certain circumstances nuclear weapon 
states would be able to ensure the availability of civil nuclear technology to the non-
nuclear weapon states. Meanwhile, the nuclear weapon states were under an 
obligation to reduce their reliance on nuclear weapons.518 

397. Last year, our predecessor Committee expressed the hope that the May 2005 Review 
Conference would strengthen the NPT, and called on the Government to encourage the 
USA to take steps towards disarmament.519 The Government agreed and wrote in its 
response to our Report:  

The Government is making every effort at this May’s NPT Review Conference to 
ensure that all three pillars of the Treaty, namely non-proliferation, peaceful uses and 
disarmament, are strengthened. The Government believes that strengthening each 
element of the NPT is in the interest of all States Parties to the Treaty. However, the 
Government recognises that many Non Nuclear Weapon States will need to be 
convinced that Nuclear Weapon states have demonstrated their ongoing 
commitment to their NPT Article VI obligations concerning nuclear disarmament if 
there is to be a constructive dialogue in other areas, in particular on non-compliance 
issues.520 

398. Non-proliferation measures were high on the agenda at the May 2005 meeting, and 
included proposals limiting the production of weapons-usable material, developing nuclear 
energy systems that do not generate weapons-grade material, promoting multinational 
approaches to management of material, including the potential establishment of an 
international nuclear fuel bank, and the ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
(CTBT) and the adoption of a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT).521 However, 
differing visions of the NPT regime crippled the May Review Conference. While the NWS 
contended that control of the nuclear fuel cycle was essential to prevent the proliferation of 
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nuclear weapons, the non-nuclear weapon states (NNWS) demanded disarmament in line 
with Article VI, arguing that a two-tier international system of nuclear haves and have-nots 
was emerging.522 

399. Assessing why the Conference failed, Arms Control Today wrote: 

The nuclear-weapon states were probably pleased to avoid any new disarmament 
obligations, some [Non-Aligned Members] could take satisfaction in preserving the 
2000 NPT Review Conference package rather than having it supplanted by a weaker 
set of commitments, and Iran had to be relieved to escape without an official rebuke 
of its nuclear activities.523 

However, the failure of the Review Conference casts serious doubt on the willingness of the 
five NWS to pursue disarmament measures, on the implementation of other controls over 
the nuclear fuel cycle put in place under the framework of the NPT, and perhaps most 
importantly on the future of the NPT regime itself. 

400. Part of the responsibility for that failure lies with the NWS, which continue to 
maintain their nuclear weapons. However, the former Foreign Secretary was quick to 
defend the United Kingdom’s record on disarmament. Jack Straw told us: “We, in this 
country, have got a better record than any of the other nuclear weapon states. We have 
reduced the number of weapon systems from three to one. We were in the forefront of 
trying to secure a constructive outcome to the revision conference which took place in May 
of last year. I regret that no such outcome was possible but it was not for the want of trying 
by us.”524 However, the question of the renewal of the United Kingdom’s nuclear deterrent 
raises doubts about the Government’s commitment to disarmament and is the subject of a 
current inquiry by the Defence Committee.525 

401. We conclude that the failure of the May 2005 NPT Review Conference is a matter 
of serious concern. We recommend that the Government do all in its power to sustain 
the NPT, as the most effective tool for the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. 

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 

402. The adoption of the Additional Protocol on Safeguards to the NPT in 1997 gave the 
IAEA a crucial role in monitoring compliance with the NPT, formalising an informal 
process that began in 1993. The Additional Protocol established four main provisions: a 
much expanded provision of information to the IAEA; an expansion of the number of 
facilities open to IAEA inspections; improved short notice inspection thanks to speedier 
visa processing for inspectors; and provision for the right to use environmental sampling. 
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As of January 2005, 62 states had adopted Additional Protocols which were in force, while 
28 had them pending.526 

403. At present, the IAEA has 138 member states, whose representatives meet annually for 
the General Conference to elect the 35 members of the Board of Governors. The Board of 
Governors meets five times a year and is a consensual body which prepares decisions to be 
made by the General Conference. General Conference sessions are held annually in 
Vienna. Additionally, the IAEA supports a research centre in Trieste (Italy) that is 
administered by the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). 

404. The IAEA and its Director General were jointly awarded the Nobel Peace Prize on 10 
December 2005.527 At the time, Dr ElBaradei said that the award would strengthen his 
resolve, and in a speech to the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) he pointed 
to three particular challenges facing the IAEA. These were the proliferation of nuclear 
material and technology, the emergence of clandestine procurement networks such as the 
AQ Khan network (which ran an international nuclear material and know how supply 
network), and progress on disarmament.528 He then outlined a six-pronged strategy to 
resolve the problem, calling for: 

• Improved control on access to the nuclear fuel cycle, since the fuel cycle is a recognised 
‘choke point’, perhaps by establishing an international system of supply for nuclear 
fuel. 

• Enhanced verification measures, by expanding the membership of the Additional 
Protocol to the NPT Safeguards agreement, and by extending the IAEA’s authority to 
investigate weaponisation programmes that do not directly relate to the nuclear 
material. At present, the IAEA funds its verification with a budget of US$120 million, 
with which it oversees 900 faciliities in 71 states. 

• Strengthened enforcement mechanisms, by introducing a prohibition on withdrawal 
for states parties. 

• Greater protection of nuclear material, in line with legal obligations under UNSCR 
1540 and the new International Convention on the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear 
Terrorism. Reducing the number of reactors that enrich unranium to 90% or higher, 
the standard necessary for nuclear weapons. 

• Accelerated disarmament efforts, by finalising the ratification of the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and starting negotiations on a Fissile Material (Cut Off) 
Treaty. 

• An alternative security strategy providing for increased sustainable development, 
building social, political and economic links.529 

 
526 “The 1997 Additional Protocol at a glance”, Arms Control Association, January 2005 

527 “UN watchdog receives Nobel prize”, BBC News Online, 10 December 2005, news.bbc.co.uk 

528 Remarks by Mohammed ElBaradei, IISS Alistair Buchan Lecture, 6 December 2005 

529 Ibid 



Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism    145 

 

405. We met Dr ElBaradei and other IAEA officials in Vienna in January 2006. During 
these meetings we heard that the IAEA may not have the tools to tackle the threat of 
nuclear terrorism, as it is geared towards working with states. In addition, we heard that 
the IAEA’s funding for dealing with non-state actors comes from ad hoc contributions, 
and although these are generous, this system makes it difficult to plan a budget and 
programme of work. We fear that without measures to improve work on non-state actors, 
the IAEA may be unable to limit the spread of nuclear technology or materials as 
effectively in the future as it has in the past. 

406. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report what it 
is doing to strengthen the non-proliferation tools available to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA), and set out its views on the proposals for strengthening the 
IAEA put forward by Director General Dr Mohammed ElBaradei. We further 
recommend that the Government work with its IAEA partners to establish a 
permanent section of the IAEA dealing with nuclear proliferation by non-state actors, 
with adequate and sustainable funding arrangements. 

India 

407. In September 2005, the USA agreed a deal with India on nuclear co-operation; 
President Bush and Prime Minister Singh signed the deal in February 2006. The essence of 
the agreement is that in exchange for civilian nuclear support from the USA, India, which 
remains outside the NPT regime, will divide its nuclear programmes into civilian and 
military sectors, sign the Additional Protocol on Safeguards, and allow IAEA inspections of 
its civilian sector.530 The Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), a group of states that seeks to 
control nuclear proliferation through lists of controlled goods, and the US Congress, could 
then adopt the legislative changes required to permit civil nuclear trade (nuclear co-
operation with India is currently illegal in the USA). However, the agreement faces 
opposition in both New Delhi and Washington, particularly from within the US Congress. 
531 The NSG has also cast doubt on the deal, by refusing to approve the changes necessary 
to permit the export of items on trigger lists to India, despite applications by the USA.532 
This agreement has enormous implications for the non-proliferation regime and we intend 
to consider it further in our forthcoming Inquiry into the Sub-Continent. 

408. Previous efforts to reform the NSG have not succeeded fully. The FCO wrote to the 
Quadripartite Committee in December 2005, saying: “The UK, as G8 Presidency, played a 
leading role in using the G8 to try and leverage changes to the Nuclear Suppliers Group 
(NSG) Guidelines. Revised proposals were put forward to establish objective criteria that a 
state must meet in order to receive transfers of sensitive nuclear technology, together with 
agreed factors that suppliers should take into account before allowing such transfers to take 
place. But, because of reservations on the part of a number of key suppliers, attempts to 
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strengthen the guidelines were only partially successful. We remain committed to taking 
this work forward.”533 

409. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report what 
impact the agreement between New Delhi and Washington on nuclear co-operation 
might have on the existing non-proliferation framework. We also recommend that in 
its response to this Report the Government set out what progress has been made on 
introducing revisions to the guidelines of the Nuclear Suppliers Group. 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) 

410. Following the end of the Cold War, and spurred on by nuclear testing moratoria 
introduced by Russia, France, and the USA, multilateral negotiations on a Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) took place, concluding in August 1996. The treaty, which 
“prohibits any nuclear weapon test explosion or any other nuclear explosion” aims to 
constrain the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons, curb proliferation, and advance 
disarmament. The primary purpose of the CTBT is to prevent the development of a new 
generation of nuclear weapons.534 

411. To date, 176 states have signed and 120 have ratified the treaty. However, the CTBT 
will only enter into force after 44 designated ‘nuclear-capable states’ have ratified it; of the 
44 states, India, Pakistan and North Korea have not signed the treaty, and only 33 have 
ratified the treaty. The United Kingdom has ratified the CTBT. 535 

412. The CTBT verification system, managed by the CTBT Organization (CTBTO), 
includes the International Monitoring System (IMS), the International Data Centre, and 
the On-Site Inspection regime. The IMS comprises 321 monitoring stations worldwide 
with sensors that can detect possible nuclear explosions using four technologies—seismic, 
hydroacoustic, radionuclide, and infrasound. The International Data Centre collects 
information from the IMS and disseminates data for feedback. In the event of a suspected 
nuclear explosion, states can request inspection of an alleged violator under the On-Site 
Inspection regime, and the CTBT allows states-parties to pursue strong measures to tackle 
non-compliance.536 The CTBTO Preparatory Committee completed its 25th Session in 
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November 2005, at which Tibor Toth, the Executive Secretary of the CTBTO Preparatory 
Committee, outlined the CTBTO’s work to establish an effective system of monitoring.537 

413. On a visit to the CTBTO in January 2006, we saw first hand the progress which the 
Organisation has made towards establishing an effective and global monitoring system, 
and were most impressed by the confidence of the CTBTO staff that they would be able to 
detect almost any nuclear test worldwide. However, we also heard about the need for more 
states to ratify the treaty before it enters into force. Three states in particular have not 
ratified the treaty for technical reasons—Colombia, Indonesia, and Vietnam—but other 
influential states, such as the USA, are also a concern. 

414. We conclude that the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) is a crucial tool for 
the control of the spread of nuclear weapons, and the work of the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty Organisation (CTBTO) is both technically impressive and of great worth. 
We recommend that the Government urge those states that have not yet ratified the 
CTBT to do so, concentrating its efforts on the states which have not ratified for 
technical reasons, such as Colombia, Indonesia and Vietnam. 

Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 

415. Last year, our predecessor Committee commented that the lack of a verification 
mechanism for the Biological Weapons Convention was an extremely serious gap in the 
international non-proliferation regime, and recommended that the Government work to 
garner support for a verification regime, particularly from the USA. The Committee also 
recommended that the Government outline the most important developments relating to 
the BWC, in areas such as the implementation of a code of conduct for biological weapons 
scientists.538 

416. In its response, the Government said that the United Kingdom “has always played a 
leading role in the negotiations and implementation of the Convention and has strongly 
supported all measures that would strengthen the BWC, including attempts to establish an 
effective verification regime.”539 However, it rejected the Committee’s calls for the 
establishment of a “coalition of the virtuous” which would establish a verification 
mechanism for the BWC, since an “optional arrangement would inevitably mean that 
those States about which the UK had most concerns could opt out of a protocol leaving 
those inside any such coalition with more onerous obligations than others, without 
providing us with any more security.”540 Nonetheless, we remain concerned about the lack 
of a verification regime. 

417. Another concern is the forthcoming BWC Review Conference. The Government 
described current work on the BWC in its response to the last Report: 
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Following the 5th Review Conference in 2002 States Party agreed a three-year 
programme of work leading up to the 6th Review Conference in 2006. This 
programme consists of annual meetings of technical experts and representatives of 
the States Party to “discuss and promote common understanding and effective 
action” on a number of specific issues. Meetings in 2003 and 2004 were successful. 
The UK (John Freeman, Ambassador to the Conference on Disarmament, Geneva) 
is chairing the international meetings during 2005. The topic in 2005 is “the content, 
promulgation, and adoption of codes of conduct for scientists”. It is too early to 
know what can be achieved in 2005, but the Government hopes to ensure the fullest 
possible exchange of views between States Party and science stakeholders in the 
expert session in June, so that the discussion by States Party later in the year can lead 
to a successful outcome.541 

418. Daniel Feakes from the University of Sussex and other academics raised concerns 
about the BWC Review Conference. He wrote to us saying: “It is essential that states parties 
carry out a comprehensive and effective review of the treaty at the 2006 Review 
Conference, as this has not been achieved since the 3rd Review conference in 1991 (the 5th 
review conference (2001) could not even adopt a final declaration, while the 4th Review 
Conference focused on the negotiations for the compliance protocol, which subsequently 
failed)…A successful outcome is vital to avoid the risk that the BWC may be seriously 
undermined at a time when biological weapons are recognised as a growing threat to 
international security. It is therefore imperative that constructive preparations and 
consultations for this year’s review conference begin as early as possible.”542 We agree that a 
successful review conference is crucial to maintain international confidence both in the 
BWC and—after the failure of the NPT review conference—in the existing non-
proliferation framework in general. 

419. We conclude that a successful outcome of the Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention (BWC) Review Conference is essential in order to preserve confidence in 
the global non-proliferation regime. We recommend that the Government outline what 
progress has been made by the various meetings of experts and state parties since the 
middle of 2005, and set out what it hopes to achieve at the Review Conference. We also 
recommend that the Government explain how it proposes to ensure compliance with 
the BWC without the existence of a verification mechanism. 

Chemical Weapons Convention 

420. Our predecessor Committee concluded that the United Kingdom’s continued support 
for the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) is essential, and recommended that the 
Government continue to proceed with its chemical weapons disarmament programme, in 
compliance with all terms of the CWC. The Committee also recommended that the 
Government offer support to states that lack capacity in the implementation of the 
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) Action Plan.543 The 
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Government said in its response that it offers full support to the OPCW’s Action Plan on 
National Implementation Measures, and that it works to support states without capacity in 
the adoption of the Action Plan through the EU, and has made technical assistance visits to 
Ethiopia and Cambodia.544 

421. At present, 175 states are full members of the CWC, and universal adoption is 
becoming a realistic goal for the CWC. However, gaps still exist in the CWC regime; for 
instance, a number of Middle Eastern states, such as Egypt, Israel, Lebanon, and Syria, have 
not ratified the convention; other problems are in the implementation of the CWC, 
including the slow pace of destruction of chemical weapons by some states, such as the 
Russian Federation and the USA.545 

422. We conclude that universality of the Chemical Weapons Convention is a most 
desirable objective, and we recommend that the Government step up its efforts to 
encourage Middle Eastern states such as Egypt, Israel, Lebanon, and Syria to ratify the 
CWC. We also conclude that the destruction of chemical weapons is a priority, and 
recommend that the Government urge other states to accelerate the destruction of their 
chemical weapons. 

The G8 Global Partnership 

423. The G8 Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass 
Destruction seeks to secure and destroy WMD, particularly in the former Soviet Union. 
The Partnership was launched in June 2002 at the G8 summit at Kananaskis in Canada, 
when the G8 states pledged ‘10 plus 10 over 10’—US$10 billion from the USA and US$10 
billion from the other member states over the next ten years to manage Russia’s WMD 
legacy. 

424. A joint statement issued by the G8 at Kananaskis in 2002 stated: 

Under this initiative, we will support specific cooperation projects, initially in Russia, 
to address non-proliferation, disarmament, counter-terrorism and nuclear safety 
issues. Among our priority concerns are the destruction of chemical weapons, the 
dismantlement of decommissioned nuclear submarines, the disposition of fissile 
materials and the employment of former weapons scientists. We will commit to raise 
up to US$20 billion to support such projects over the next ten years.546  

Last year, our predecessor Committee concluded that “the ongoing work under the G8 
Global Partnership is of critical importance, and we strongly support the Government's 
efforts to improve the security of the former Soviet’s WMD stockpile and to have it 
rendered non-harmful.”547 The Committee also expressed support for the Government’s 
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work at the Schuch’ye chemical weapons destruction facility in the Russian Federation, but 
raised concerns about the plutonium disposition programme.548 

425. Outlining the scope of the G8 Global Initiative’s focus, the FCO wrote in its response 
to the Report:  

The UK’s programme is expected to remain focused for the next few years on 
making spent nuclear fuel safe and secure, assisting in the redirection of weapons 
scientists and technicians, enhancing security and nuclear facilities, reducing 
stockpiles of weapon grade plutonium and chemical weapons destruction.549 

The Government also agreed with the concerns about the slow progress on the plutonium 
disposition project.550 

426. The 2005 Annual Report on the G8 Global Partnership from the FCO, DTI and 
MOD, assessed progress over the last year, during the United Kingdom’s Presidency of the 
G8 and its chairmanship of the Global Partnership Working Group, saying: “As well as 
ensuring the momentum of the Global Partnership has been maintained during 2005, the 
[Working] Group carried out a detailed review of priorities to ensure that the 
Kananakaskis Priorities were still broadly correct. The Group’s work has further enhanced 
the good working relationships that have developed between donors and beneficiaries. The 
Group has also helped to address the concerns over taxation and access that had some 
impact on earlier projects.”551 

427. The Annual Report states that the Global Partnership has managed the 
dismantlement of two Oscar class nuclear submarines; maintained work to establish a 
storage site for spent nuclear fuel at the Atomflot site in Murmansk; secured US$210 
million to maintain the Chernobyl storage facility and developed support projects for the 
Schhuch’ye Chemical Weapons Destruction Facility, among other projects.552 The 
Partnership has also expanded membership and continues to grow in momentum, 
according to the Annual Report. However, the plutonium disposition programme is not 
yet in place, which raises continued fears of the acquisition of radiological material by 
terrorist groups; expansion of its work beyond the FSU to cover other WMD materials 
attractive to terrorist groups would strengthen the effectiveness of the Global Partnership. 

428. We conclude that the work of the G8 Global Partnership makes a valuable 
contribution to the reduction of nuclear and chemical weapons material in the former 
Soviet Union, although the slow progress on plutonium and chemical weapon 
destruction is a serious concern. We recommend that the Government set out in its 
response to this Report how it will maintain the momentum behind the G8 Global 
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Partnership. We also recommend that it explore the possibilities of expanding the 
Partnership’s work beyond the borders of the former Soviet Union. 

The Missile Technology Control Regime 

429. Established in 1987, the MTCR has 34 members who restrict their exports of missile 
technology. The states parties implement export controls on missile technology, according 
to certain criteria. These are; whether the intended recipient is working towards a WMD 
programme; the purposes of the missiles and space programmes; potential contribution to 
the recipients WMD delivery capacity; and whether a transfer would conflict with any 
multilateral treaty. The MTCR is voluntary and has no penalties for transfers, although the 
USA identifies any states or entities in breach of the MTCR as proliferators. 

430. Last year, our Predecessor Committee concluded “we recommend that the 
Government set out in its response to this Report what it is doing to encourage other states, 
such as China, to conform to MTCR standards.”553 In its Response, the Government wrote: 

The Government takes every appropriate opportunity to lobby in support of the 
MTCR in bilateral contacts on export controls. For those states that lack the legal and 
regulatory infrastructure to implement and enforce effective export controls the UK 
also has an active export control outreach programme. This helps the Government to 
build the links that facilitate an exchange of information and allows the UK to 
promote the benefits of export controls and the MTCR. Officials carry out a number 
of outward and inward outreach visits each year, the most recent being an inward 
visit from China.554 

431. At its latest Plenary Meeting, the MTCR re-emphasised the impact of UNSCR 1540, 
which obliges states to take measures to control the transfer of missile technology, and 
welcomed India’s decision to adhere to MTCR guidelines on a unilateral basis. Work on 
the growing complexity of dual use technologies also took place, given the growing trend of 
trade in high technology which could have applications on missile construction. 
Technological ability is most visible in the proliferation of cruise missile technology and in 
the growing number of space programmes around the world, of which China’s is perhaps 
most notable.555 

432. We welcome the Government’s outreach work on the Missile Technology Control 
Regime (MTCR) and we recommend that in its response to this Report the 
Government set out what further steps it is planning to take in this area. We also 
welcome India’s decision to comply with MTCR guidelines voluntarily, and we 
recommend that the Government work to encourage India to become a full member of 
the MTCR. However, we conclude that the spread of knowledge of cruise missile and 
space programme related technology may outpace the MTCR’s best efforts, and we 
recommend that the Government set out in its response to this Report how it will 
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ensure that the MTCR keeps pace with the spread of technology and what steps it will 
take to give the MTCR greater enforceability. 

The Wassenaar Arrangement 

433. The Wassenaar Arrangement, formally established in July 1996, is a voluntary export 
control regime whose members exchange information on transfers of conventional 
weapons and dual-use goods and technologies. Through such exchanges, Wassenaar aims 
to promote “greater responsibility” among its members in exports of weapons and dual-
use goods and to prevent “destabilizing accumulations”. To promote transparency, 
Wassenaar calls on states to make a series of voluntary information exchanges and 
notifications on their export activities related to weapons and items appearing on the 
arrangement’s two control lists. 

434. Although Wassenaar has overcome initial difficulties, problems persist. Foremost 
among these is the fact that members are divided over its role, primarily over whether the 
arrangement should be more than a body for exchanging information; Wassenaar operates 
by consensus, so any state can block a proposal. Additionally, no consensus exists on which 
countries are “states of concern” or what constitutes a “destabilising” transfer. Another 
limiting factor is the fact that some major arms exporters—such as Belarus, China, and 
Israel—are not members.556 However, the arrangement has made recent efforts to tackle 
the problem of terrorism by agreeing on non-binding criteria to guide exports of shoulder-
fired, surface-to-air missiles, formally referred to as Man-Portable Air Defence Systems 
(MANPADS), which are a weapon well suited to terrorist groups, as well as endorsing 
voluntary best practices for disposing of surplus military equipment, enforcing national 
export controls, and controlling Very Sensitive dual-use exports. 557 

435.  The FCO wrote to the Quadripartite Committee outlining recent progress by the 
Wassenaar Arrangement, pointing to work to keep up with developments in technology, 
amendments to the trigger lists, including items of interest to terrorists such as jamming 
equipment and unmanned aerial vehicles, and the admission of South Africa to the 
arrangement. Commenting on its other work on small arms, the Government also told the 
Quadripartite Committee about its work in 2005 to destroy over 100,000 small arms and 
light weapons in Bosnia, Belarus, Ukraine, and Mozambique, as well as its funding of 
United Nations Development Programme initiatives on weapons destruction.558  

436. We had an opportunity to meet the Secretary General of the Wassenaar Arrangement, 
Sune Danielsson, on a visit to Vienna in January 2006, where we learnt that the Wassenaar 
Arrangement is not represented in meetings at the UN. Notwithstanding the progress 
outlined above, we fear that a lack of engagement with the UN could limit the 
arrangement’s ability to cooperate with important international bodies charged with 
dealing with small arms at a time when moves towards the establishment of an 
international Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) are underway. 
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437. We welcome the expansion of the Wassenaar Arrangement, both in terms of 
membership and its trigger lists, but fear that the organisation will continue to work at 
the lowest common denominator. We recommend that the Government explore means 
to strengthen the Wassenaar Arrangement, perhaps by establishing an inspections 
regime. We also conclude that the lack of interaction between the Wassenaar 
Arrangement and UN bodies dealing with small arms and light weapons hinders the 
effective implementation of an international non-proliferation regime on small arms 
and might have a deleterious impact on the establishment of an Arms Trade Treaty 
(ATT). We recommend that the Government work to bring the Wassenaar 
Arrangement into closer collaboration with the UN and other international efforts 
related to the ATT. 

The Arms Trade Treaty 

438. Last year, the Quadripartite Committee commented on the prospects of the Arms 
Trade Treaty (ATT), and concluded: “While we cannot realistically expect an International 
Arms Trade Treaty to happen immediately, the UK's language and action must keep the 
pressure on other nations to add their weight to this initiative. This is the start of a long 
road, and the UK will need to be a vital driving force if the endeavour is to be successful. 
We urge the UK Government to use its influence as President of the G8 in 2005 to lobby 
other countries, particularly fellow G8 members, to support the proposed International 
Arms Trade Treaty.”559 

439. In a letter to the Quadripartite Committee in December 2005, the FCO described 
progress on an Arms Trade Treaty, saying: 

The Government has been actively pursuing the initiative for an international Arms 
Trade Treaty during the UK’s Presidencies of the G8 and of the EU. At Gleneagles in 
July, Leaders of the G8 agreed that the “development of international standards in 
arms transfers…would be an important step toward tackling the undesirable 
proliferation of conventional arms”. On 3 October European Union Foreign 
Ministers added the EU’s voice to the growing support for an international treaty to 
establish common standards for the global trade in conventional arms, and called for 
the start of a formal negotiation process at the United Nations at the earliest 
opportunity. The Committee may also wish to note that, on 27 November, 
Commonwealth Heads of Government meeting in Malta added their support to calls 
for work on such a treaty to commence in the UN. We are now working to generate 
further support for such a process among international partners in order to build 
momentum towards our objective of beginning initial discussions in the UN later in 
2006.560 

440. We welcome progress towards an international ATT and recommend that the 
Government continue its work to garner support for such a treaty. However, we 
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recommend that the Government does not allow its desire to establish internationally 
accepted norms lead to a treaty that operates only at the lowest common denominator. 
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Formal minutes 

Wednesday 21 June 2006 

Members present: 

Mike Gapes, in the Chair 

Mr Fabian Hamilton 
Mr David Heathcoat-
Amory 
Mr John Horam 
Mr Eric Illsley 
Andrew Mackinlay 
Mr John Maples 

 Sandra Osborne 
Mr Greg Pope 
Mr Ken Purchase 
Sir John Stanley 
Gisela Stuart 
Richard Younger-Ross 

 

The Committee deliberated. 

Draft Report [Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism], proposed by the 
Chairman, brought up and read. 

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 and 2 read and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 3 to 5 read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 6 to 29 read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 30 read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 31 to 35 read and agreed to. 

A paragraph—(Mr John Maples)—brought up, read the first and second time, 
amended and inserted (now paragraph 36). 

Paragraphs 36 and 37 (now paragraphs 37 and 38) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 38 (now paragraph 39) read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraph 39 read and postponed. 

Paragraphs 40 to 43 (now paragraphs 41 to 44) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 44 (now paragraph 45) read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraph 45 read, as follows: 

We conclude that while recent statements by the Northern Ireland Secretary 
and Attorney-General that Guantánamo Bay is unacceptable and must be closed down 
are welcome, the Government’s overall policy on Guantánamo Bay remains unclear. 
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We further conclude that the existence of the prison complex at Guantánamo Bay is 
diminishing US moral authority, and adds to the grievances against the USA and its 
partners in the ‘war against terrorism’; as such, detentions without either national or 
international authority work against US as well as British interests and hinder the 
effective pursuit of the ‘war against terrorism’. We recommend that the Government as 
a whole make this clear to its US partners at the highest level, and do so publicly. 

Motion made, to leave out paragraph 45 and to insert the following new paragraph: 

We acknowledge that there is a problem of what to do with the detainees at 
Guantánamo and that those detained include some very dangerous terrorists, who it is 
not possible to treat as ordinary criminals in the US courts. We also conclude that the 
continuing existence of Guantánamo diminishes US moral authority and adds to the 
list of grievances against the US. We conclude that those who can be reasonably safely 
released should be released, those who can be prosecuted as criminals should be 
prosecuted and that as many others as possible should be returned to their countries of 
citizenship. We commend the British government for its policy of quietly urging the US 
government to move towards closing Guantánamo.—(Mr John Maples) 

Ordered, That the paragraph be read a second time. 

Amendments made. 

Original Question put. 

The Committee divided. 

Ayes, 8 
 
Mr David Heathcoat-
Amory 
Mr John Horam 
Andrew Mackinlay 
Mr John Maples 
Mr Greg Pope 
Mr Ken Purchase 
Sir John Stanley 
Ms Gisela Stuart 

 Noes, 3 
 
Mr Eric Illsley 
Sandra Osborne 
Richard Younger-Ross 

 

Paragraph inserted (now paragraph 46). 

Postponed paragraph 39 (now paragraph 40) again read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraph 46 (now paragraph 47) read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraph 48 read, as follows: 

Commenting on the lawfulness of extraordinary rendition, Professor Philippe 
Sands told us: “[T]here is no international lawyer of whom I am aware who would say that 
it is justifiable in any circumstances for a State to extra-judicially or extra-legally take 
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someone off the streets, remove them to another country and subject them to treatment, 
forms of interrogation which may amount to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
torture within the meaning of the 1984 Convention against Torture.” He went on to say: 
“under the 1984 Convention against Torture Inhuman and Degrading Treatment, all States 
parties, including this government, which takes its international responsibilities seriously, 
have a positive duty to investigate allegations of wrongdoing of this kind. To the best of my 
knowledge there has not yet been a full investigation of that kind and such an investigation 
is required where there is credible evidence.” 

Paragraph disagreed to. 

Paragraph 49 read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraph 50 read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 51 read, as follows: 

Allegations have also arisen of British complicity in the process of rendition. 
Reports in the Guardian newspaper in September 2005 said: “Aircraft involved in the 
operations have flown into the UK at least 210 times since 9/11, an average of one flight a 
week. The 26-strong fleet run by the CIA have used 19 British airports and RAF bases, 
including Heathrow, Gatwick, Birmingham, Luton, Bournemouth and Belfast. The 
favourite destination is Prestwick, which CIA aircraft have flown into and out from more 
than 75 times. Glasgow has seen 74 flights, and RAF Northolt 33.” 

Paragraph disagreed to. 

Paragraph 52 (now paragraph 51) read and agreed to. 

A paragraph—(The Chairman)—brought up, read the first and second time and 
inserted (now paragraph 52). 

Paragraphs 53 and 54 read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraph 55, read, amended, divided and agreed to (now paragraphs 55 and 57). 

Paragraph 56 (now paragraph 58) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 57 read, amended, agreed to and moved (now paragraph 56). 

Paragraph 58 read, as follows: 

We conclude that the controversy over extraordinary rendition is causing 
serious and lasting damage to the reputation of the USA. It is also damaging its allies, 
including the United Kingdom. We recommended last year that the Government end 
its policy of obfuscation on the issue of extraordinary rendition. Unfortunately, we 
have since been obliged to press repeatedly for greater co-operation from the FCO. We 
reiterate our strong view that the Government must deal with extraordinary rendition 
in a transparent manner with timely answers to questions from this Committee. We 
conclude that it is regrettable that far more detailed information has been given in 
parliamentary answers to opposition party spokesmen than has been given in response 
to questions from this Committee. 
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Motion made, to leave out paragraph 58 and to insert the following new paragraph: 

We conclude that there has been a lot of speculation about the possible use of 
rendition to countries where torture can take place, so called ‘Black Sites’ and the 
complicity of the British Government, all of which would be very serious matters, but 
that there has been no hard evidence of the truth of any of these allegations. We accept 
the denials of the British and US governments that neither UK airspace, or airports 
have been used by the US government for rendition.—(Mr John Maples) 

Ordered, That the paragraph be read a second time. 

Amendments made. 

Original Question put and agreed to. 

Paragraph, as amended, inserted (now paragraph 58). 

Paragraphs 59 to 65 read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 66 read, as follows: 

We conclude that despite the reforms adopted by the 2005 UN General Summit, 
there remain uncertainties over the international legal framework for humanitarian 
intervention. We recommend that the Government set out in its response to this 
Report what steps it is taking to establish a consensus on when intervention on 
humanitarian grounds is permissible. 

Amendment proposed, to leave out from the beginning to “We” in line 3 and to 
insert the words: “We conclude that, in a complex globalising world, the United 
Kingdom has a strong interest in an international legal framework of rules governing 
the use of force, which is adhered to by all. In our view the Prime Minister has 
appeared, on some interpretations, to question the adequacy of the existing laws, 
particularly in relation to anticipatory self-defence. We conclude that the rules should 
not be changed except for humanitarian intervention.”—(John Horam) 

Question put, That the Amendment be made. 

The Committee divided. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Foreign Policy Aspects of the War against Terrorism    159 

 

Ayes, 1 
 
Mr John Horam 

 Noes, 11 
 
Mr Fabian Hamilton 
Mr David Heathcoat-
Amory 
Mr Eric Illsley  
Andrew Mackinlay 
Mr John Maples  
Sandra Osborne 
Mr Greg Pope 
Mr Ken Purchase 
Sir John Stanley 
Ms Gisela Stuart 
Richard Younger-Ross 

 

An Amendment made. 

Paragraph, as amended, agreed to. 

Paragraphs 67 to 119 read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 120 read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 121 to 127 read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 128 read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 129 to 138 read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 139 read, amended and agreed to.  

A paragraph—(Andrew Mackinlay)—brought up, read the first and second time, 
amended and inserted (now paragraph 140). 

Paragraphs 140 to 166 (now paragraphs 141 to 167) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 167 (now paragraph 168) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 168 to 183 (now paragraphs 169 to 184) read and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 184 and 185 (now paragraphs 185 and 186) read, amended and agreed 
to.  

A paragraph—(Sir John Stanley)—brought up, read the first and second time, 
amended and inserted (now paragraph 187). 

Paragraphs 186 to 193 (now paragraphs 188 to 195) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 194 (now paragraph 196) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 195 to 198 (now paragraphs 197 to 200) read and agreed to. 
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Paragraph 199 (now paragraph 201) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraph 200 (now paragraph 202) read and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 201 to 204 (now paragraphs 203 to 206) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 205 to 210 (now paragraphs 207 to 212) read and agreed to. 

A paragraph—(Sir John Stanley)—brought up, read the first and second time, 
amended and inserted (now paragraph 213). 

Paragraphs 211 to 215 (now paragraphs 214 to 218) read and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 216 and 217 (now paragraphs 219 and 220) read, amended and agreed 
to.  

Paragraph 218 (now paragraph 221) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 219 (now paragraph 222) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 220 to 237 (now paragraphs 223 to 240) read and agreed to. 

A paragraph—(Sandra Osborne)—brought up, read the first and second time, 
amended and inserted (now paragraph 241). 

Paragraphs 238 to 241 (now paragraphs 242 to 245) read and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 242 and 243 (now paragraphs 246 and 247) read, amended and agreed 
to.  

Paragraphs 244 to 260 (now paragraphs 248 to 264) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 261 (now paragraph 265) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 262 and 263 (now paragraphs 266 and 267) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 264 (now paragraph 268) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 265 to 270 (now paragraphs 269 to 274) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 271 (now paragraph 275) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 272 to 281 (now paragraphs 276 to 285) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 282 (now paragraph 286) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 283 to 292 (now paragraphs 287 to 296) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 293 read, as follows: 

We conclude that Iran is a country of major geo-strategic significance and 
political, economic and energy importance, which presents the United Kingdom and its 
allies with a serious diplomatic challenge. We recommend that the Government ensure 
that sufficient resources and expertise on Iran are available both to the Embassy in 
Tehran and in London. 
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Paragraph disagreed to. 

Paragraphs 294 to 299 (now paragraphs 297 to 302) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 300 (now paragraph 303) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 301 to 308 (now paragraphs 304 to 311) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 309 (now paragraph 312) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 310 to 319 (now paragraphs 313 to 322) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 320 (now paragraph 323) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 321 to 328 (now paragraphs 324 to 331) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 329 (now paragraph 332) read, amended and agreed to.  

Paragraphs 330 to 336 (now paragraphs 333 to 339) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 337 read, as follows: 

We conclude that military action against Iran would be likely to unleash a host 
of extremely serious consequences both in the Middle East and elsewhere and would 
not be guaranteed to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons in the long term. 
We further conclude that the Government should not undertake military action against 
Iran until all other options have been exhausted or without broad agreement among its 
international allies. We also conclude that the lack of international consensus for 
sanctions against Iran combined with the extremely worrying prospect of military 
action mean that all possible diplomatic efforts must be applied to reaching a 
negotiated agreement with Iran; we recommend that the Government make this point 
absolutely clear to the administration in Washington. 

An Amendment made. 

Another Amendment proposed, in line 5, to leave out from “exhausted” to “We” 
in line 6. —(Sir John Stanley) 

Question put, That the Amendment be made. 

The Committee divided. 

Ayes, 4 
 
Andrew Mackinlay 
Mr Greg Pope 
Sir John Stanley 
Ms Gisela Stuart 

 Noes, 5 
 
Mr David Heathcoat-
Amory 
Mr John Horam 
Mr John Maples  
Sandra Osborne 
Mr Ken Purchase 

 

Paragraph, as amended, agreed to (now paragraph 340). 
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Paragraphs 338 to 346 (now paragraphs 341 to 349) read and agreed to. 

A paragraph—(Andrew Mackinlay)—brought up, read the first and second time 
and inserted (now paragraph 350). 

Paragraphs 347 and 348 (now paragraphs 351 and 352) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 349 (now paragraph 353) read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 350 and 351 (now paragraphs 354 and 355) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 352 read, as follows: 

There are also concerns over the shortcomings of the democratic process in Iran. 
Elections to the Majlis (parliament) in 2004 were deeply flawed. The Guardian Council, an 
unelected body that constitutionally ‘interprets’ Islamic orthodoxy, barred around 2,500 of 
the 8,200 prospective candidates, including 87 existing members, from standing. After a 
request by Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei that it review the bans, the Council 
made minimal changes and warned that any further challenge to its ruling would be 
“making war on God”. Nearly 1,200 more candidates withdrew in protest. 

Amendment proposed, in line 2, to leave out the words “deeply flawed” and to 
insert the words “so deeply flawed as to make it a wholly illegitimate and bogus 
parliamentary assembly.” —(Andrew Mackinlay) 

Question put, That the Amendment be made. 

The Committee divided. 

Ayes, 1 
 
Andrew Mackinlay 
 

 Noes, 8 
 
Mr Fabian Hamilton 
Mr David Heathcoat-
Amory 
Mr John Horam 
Mr John Maples  
Sandra Osborne 
Mr Greg Pope 
Mr Ken Purchase 
Ms Gisela Stuart 

 

Paragraph agreed to (now paragraph 356). 

Paragraphs 353 to 355 (now paragraphs 356 to 358) read and agreed to. 

A paragraph—(Andrew Mackinlay)—brought, read the first and second time, 
amended and inserted (now paragraph 359). 

Paragraph 356 read, as follows: 
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We conclude that the human rights situation in Iran remains extremely 
unsatisfactory. We recommend that the Government continue to use its diplomatic 
contacts with the Iranian government to promote respect for human rights and 
political and religious freedoms, and actively encourage the EU to do likewise. We 
further conclude that the democratic process in Iran is deeply flawed, and that although 
this issue must be handled with care, there is a role for the United Kingdom and the 
international community more broadly in supporting reform efforts. We recommend 
that the Government seriously consider funding a Farsi BBC television service. 

Amendment proposed, in line 1, to leave out the words “extremely unsatisfactory” 
and to insert the words “quite simply appalling”.—(Andrew Mackinlay) 

Question put, That the Amendment be made. 

The Committee divided. 

Ayes, 1 
 
Andrew Mackinlay 
 

 Noes, 8 
 
Mr Fabian Hamilton 
Mr David Heathcoat-
Amory 
Mr John Horam 
Mr John Maples  
Sandra Osborne 
Mr Greg Pope 
Mr Ken Purchase 
Ms Gisela Stuart 

 

Another Amendment proposed, in line 5, to leave out from “likewise.” to “We” in 
line 8. —(Andrew Mackinlay) 

Question, That the Amendment be made, put and negatived. 

Paragraph agreed to (now paragraph 361). 

Paragraphs 357 to 426 (now paragraphs 362 to 431) read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 427 (now paragraph 432) read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 428 to 435 (now paragraphs 433 to 440) read and agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report, as amended, be the Fourth Report of the Committee to 
the House. 

Ordered, That the Chairman do make the Report to the House. 

Ordered, That the provisions of Standing Order No. 134 (Select Committees 
(reports)) be applied to the Report. 

Several Papers were ordered to be appended to the Minutes of Evidence. 
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Ordered, That the Appendices to the Minutes of Evidence taken before the 
Committee be reported to the House.—(The Chairman). 

The Committee further deliberated. 

[Adjourned till Wednesday 28 June at Two o’clock 
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Written evidence submitted by Professor Paul Wilkinson

Is Al Qaeda Still an Organisation?

1. Al Qaeda is a transnational movement of “ism” rather than a traditional highly centralised and tightly
controlled terrorist organisation. Its worldwide network of networks is bound together with a shared
ideology, strategic goals, modus operandi and fanatical hatred of the US and other Western countries,
Israel, and the government of the regimes of Muslim countries which Al Qaeda’s leaders accuse of being
“apostates” on the grounds that they “betray” the “true Islam” as defined by bin Laden.

2. This network of networks consisting of aYliated groups, operational cells and support networks in
over 60 countries gives the Al Qaeda movement a greater global reach than any previous international
terrorist network. It also provides Al Qaeda with the flexibility and resilience to adapt and sustain its global
jihad in spite of the many severe blows the movement has suVered. Al Qaeda’s core leadership,
communication and training capabilities suVered major disruption and damage when the Taleban regime
in Afghanistan, which had provided Al Qaeda with safe haven, was overthrown in autumn 2001. Since
9/11, 15 leading Al Qaeda militants have been captured or killed, and over 3,000 suspected Al Qaeda
followers have been arrested or detained. Moreover, millions of pounds of Al Qaeda assets have been frozen
in the banking system. Yet despite all these setbacks the movement has continued to recruit and raise more
funds worldwide and to commit atrocities such as the bomb attacks in Madrid and London, massive suicide
bombings in Iraq and the beheading of hostages.

3. It is a dangerous illusion to assume that because Al Qaeda’s core leadership does not carry out the
detailed planning, organisation and implementation of all the attacks carried out in its name the movement
no longer exists or has a purely marginal role. Bin Laden and Ayman Zawahiri provide the crucial
ideological leadership and strategic direction of the movement. It is they who inspire new recruits to join the
global jihad and to be ready to sacrifice their lives as suicide bombers for the cause. Al Qaeda videotapes
and websites demonstrate the great importance they attach to propaganda. Recently they have expanded
into broadcasting their own news programme called Voice of the Caliphate which attempts to use world
events to put over their movements’ perverted doctrines. Al Qaeda’s leaders are well aware that they cannot
rely on the mosques as the sole channel for spreading their ideas. Clear evidence that they continue to win
the hearts and minds of those who are attracted to joining Al Qaeda aYliated and cells around the world
is the way the websites of these aYliated groups swiftly claim the Al Qaeda connection in their claims of
responsibility for attacks, and the Al Qaeda core leadership are so quick to claim “ownership” for successful
attacks. However, there are some clear risks involved in this decentralised network of networks structure.
What happens if there is a schism over strategy and tactics between leadership and one of the aYliated? And
what happens if a splinter group challenges the leadership by defying its decrees? From what we know of
Al Qaeda’s core leadership we can assume that they simply do not have the manpower and weapons to
suppress of overrule the breakaway group. Another possible implication of the loose structure of the Al
Qaeda Network is that they may no longer be able to plan and execute complex coordinated spectacular
attacks on the lines of 9/11, through some experts dispute this.

Aims, Capabilities and Plans

4. The main aims of the Al Qaeda movement are:

— to eject the US and its allies from the Middle East and all Muslim lands;

— to overthrow existing Muslim governments/regimes, on the grounds that they are “Apostate”
regimes which betray the cause of the true Islam, as defined by bin Laden and Zawahiri; and
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— ultimately to establish a pan-Islamist Caliphate to bring all Muslims under the rule of an Islamist
super-state.

5. Al Qaeda believes that the use of the weapon of mass casualty terrorism and the belief that Allah is
“on their side” will ensure that they win ultimate victory. The aim of killing as many of their “enemy”
including civilians, wherever and whenever the opportunity arises was spelt out in bin Laden’s notorious
Fatwa of February 1998. It is Al Qaeda’s explicit commitment to mass-killing, so horrifically demonstrated
in its 9/11 attacks, that make it by far the most dangerous terrorist network in the modern world.

6. What do we know of Al Qaeda’s capabilities? The key resource for any terrorist organisation is its
membership and their level of commitment, training, expertise and experience. In attack after attack Al
Qaeda’s network of networks has proved its ability to deploy large numbers of operatives and to recruit
more than suYcient new members to replace those lost by capture and death in suicide bombing or in armed
confrontations with security forces. We should remember that it only takes relatively small numbers to carry
out attacks which can kill thousands and inflict severe economic damage and disruption. The 9/11 attacks
were carried out by 19 suicide hijackers and a support network of a handful of people. There is no evidence
that the movement is unable to obtain the funds and explosives it needs to carry out major coordinated mass-
killing suicide bombing attacks. There is overwhelming evidence from a whole series of police investigations
into Al Qaeda movement activities that the local networks are not only carrying out the planning and
execution of operations: they are in most cases raising the cash to fund such operations and obtaining the
explosives and other materials and vehicles or other equipment through thefts, corruption and organised
crime in their own areas. However, although small scale terrorist bombing is a very low cost activity for the
local networks the cost of mounting a coordinated mass-casualty attack may well be beyond the resources
of a local network, and hence shortage of funds may act as a significant barrier to mounting more spectacular
attacks. It has been estimated that the 9/11 attacks cost Al Qaeda around $500,000. At that time this was
well within the financial capabilities of Al Qaeda’s core leadership. It is unlikely that they would find it so
easy to fund such a massively lethal and destructive series of attacks today. The freezing of Al Qaeda assets
in the banking system has not been extensive enough though to deprive the Al Qaeda of all its resources but
it has compelled the terrorist leadership to rely more than ever on local networks for the resources to carry
out local attacks.

7. By far the more important capability for carrying out local attacks is the availability of expertise,
especially in bomb making, operational planning and tactics. The Al Qaeda network’s supply of well-trained
and experienced terrorist operatives has been enormously increased as a result of the field experience
provided in the Iraq conflict. Foreign terrorists who have been involved with the Al Qaeda Jihad in
Mesopotamia led by the Jordanian Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, are now able to return to their countries of
origin, including the EU member states, battle hardened and with skills acquired and honed in Iraq. It is
also noteworthy that in recent weeks we have seen tactics methods copied from the terrorist campaign in
Iraq being used in Afghanistan by Taleban and Al Qaeda-linked groups and their Afghan warlord allies to
attack. For example the terrorists have rammed a vehicle carrying British personnel with a vehicle packed
with explosives. In another close parallel with Iraq the terrorists have also started to mount attacks on
recruits to the newly-established Afghan Army.

8. It is possible to obtain a clear idea of the Al Qaeda leadership’s long-term strategy from their writings.
Zawahiri’s Knights Under the Prophet’s Banner, for example, stresses the importance they attach to the dual
strategy of seeking to establish control over a base area within the heart of the Muslim world while at the
same time carrying the struggle to the homelands of the US and its allies. The US military has just announced
that they have recently intercepted a letter from Zawahiri to Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, Head of Al Qaeda in
Iraq. Zawahiri is confident that Al Qaeda will gain a victory in Iraq, and sees this as the first step, the setting
up of a Caliphate initially in Iraq, but followed by waging Jihad in Syria, Lebanon, Egypt, finally leading
on to the destruction of Israel. The US Department of Defence is convinced that his document is genuine,
and, if so, it provides an interesting glimpse of Al Qaeda’s strategic plans. The letter also reveals evidence
of divisions within the global Al Qaeda network. Zawahiri warns that Zarqawi’s particularly cruel measures
such as the mass killing of Shia Muslims and the beheading of hostages may alienate public opinion in the
Muslim world. If this letter is genuine, as the American government believes, it confirms that the core
leadership is unable to control all activities carried out in the name of Al Qaeda. It also confirms the point
made earlier re schisms: such a major split on questions of tactics suggests the possible development of
deeper and more lasting splits in the movement.

9. As for plans for specific operations, alas we do not have adequate human intelligence on the precise
intentions of the operational planners, cell leaders and support networks. However, we can learn from the
investigations carried out by police and judicial bodies into previous attacks successful and failed, in order
to learn more about their modus operandi. We know enough from the case history to understand the care
and sophistication Al Qaeda network groups use to plan attacks. A vivid example was the information found
on an Al Qaeda laptop computer captured in Pakistan which showed that the operations planners were
closely examining not only the details of the security provided for key financial targets they planned to attack
in the US, but also the precise structure of the buildings in order to decide on the type and strength of
explosives to use. It is typical of the Al Qaeda network to engage in detailed reconnaissance and intelligence
gathering in preparation for any major operation.
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How the Iraq Factor has been Exploited by the Al Qaeda Movement

10. One of the most significant developments in the evolution of Al Qaeda since 2003 has been the way
the movement has exploited the allied invasion and occupation of Iraq. Whatever view one may take on the
decision to invade Iraq it is simply ignoring reality to deny that the invasion and occupation have been a
big boost for Al Qaeda and a setback for the coalition against terrorism. The invasion was a propaganda
gift to Al Qaeda because they could portray it as an unprovoked imperialistic attack on a Muslim land. Al
Qaeda poses as the defender of Muslim lands and people everywhere. They used this as a recruiting sergeant
and as an opportunity for fund raising for their global jihad. Moreover the conflict provided a rich
concentration of US and other western military and civilian targets in a country which the militants could
enter all too easily across virtually uncontrolled borders. As this fragile experiment in establishing a
democratic government moved forward in Iraq, Al Qaeda has a growing incentive to attack because the last
thing they wish to see in Iraq, or anywhere else in the Muslim world, is the successful establishment of a
democratic political system. Having failed to prevent the free elections in January 2005 they are now
desperate to disrupt the eVorts to secure and agreed democratic constitution for Iraq and to provoke an all
out civil war between the Sunnis and the Shiite majority. This is what the brutal Al Qaeda bomb attacks on
Shiite civilians and clerics are designed to achieve.

11. It is absurd to suggest that recognising the way Al Qaeda has exploited the war in Iraq to its own
considerable advantage in some way “excuses” Al Qaeda’s terrorism. In my view there can never be an
excuse for the use of terrorism, whoever the perpetrators. Terrorism involves the deliberate mass murder
and injury of civilians and is a crime against international law and humanity. However, understanding more
about the motivation of terrorists and how they are attracted into extremist groups and groomed to be
suicide bombers, is a vital subject for research. “Know thine enemy” has always been a key maxim of
successful strategists. How are we to unravel the Al Qaeda if we do not understand what makes them tick?
Nor should we overlook unforeseen consequences of foreign policy decision-making, especially when the
key decision are taken by a more powerful ally which may also have failed to anticipate and plan for the
implications of their policy for the struggle against international terrorism.

International Efforts to Combat Al Qaeda Terrorism

12. In spite of the setbacks in the struggle against Al Qaeda described above there have been some very
positive developments in the international response which need to be taken into account if we are to get a
more balanced assessment:

— In spite of deep divisions among members of the Coalition Against Terrorism over the invasion
of Iraq international intelligence cooperation in counter-terrorism especially at the bilateral level,
has continued to improve. For example, Spain, France and Germany have continued to
cooperation closely with the United States in sharing intelligence on the Al Qaeda network despite
their opposition to Washington’s policy in Iraq.

— EU member states (especially Spain, Germany, France and the UK) have shown considerable
success in using their criminal justice systems to try persons suspected of involvement in Al Qaeda
linked terrorism. The US government’s apparent determination to circumvent their own highly-
respected Federal Criminal Court system and to resort to detention without trial for terrorist
suspects is baZing and deeply damaging to America’s reputation as a champion of democracy and
the rule of law.

— One of the most encouraging developments in international response has been the un-dramatic but
vital work of capacity building in the developing countries, for example the assistance programme
of the FCO in disseminating expertise in anti-terrorism law, policing and intelligence work and the
work of the international agencies such as ICAO, IATA and ACI in enhancing aviation security
and of IMO in maritime security.

— The valuable progress in counter-terrorism made by the EU following the Madrid and London
bombings for example through the Europe Arrest Warrant mechanism, and the enhanced
intelligence sharing and judicial cooperation procedures through EUROPOL, SITCEN, and
EUROJUST. This cooperation provides a useful model for other regional IGOs and it is
particularly encouraging that the UK has take a very useful role during the British Presidency to
further enhance the EU cooperation in this key field.

Major Weaknesses in the International Response to Terrorism

13. If asked to pinpoint major weaknesses in the international response to terrorism I would stress four
massive problems:

— In view of Al Qaeda’s serious eVorts to acquire CBRN weapons much more intensive eVorts are
required to tighten and police the international arms control and counter-proliferation regimes to
enable them to encompass prevention of proliferation to non-state groups. Far more than changes



3240461002 Page Type [E] 27-06-06 00:33:14 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 4 Foreign Affairs Committee: Evidence

in international treaties is required. We urgently need powerful international agencies to police
such regimes. The IAEA is an encouraging, though far from perfect model. We need to build
similar mechanisms to deal with chemical and biological weapons.

— Many governments still show a lack of political will and courage to take an unambiguous stand
against terrorism whoever the perpetrators and whatever their self-professed cause. There are no
good terrorists. Terrorism is a brutal attack on the most basic human right of all , the right to life.
It should be outlawed and suppressed wherever it occurs. Until this happens we will continue to
see more atrocities like the 9/11 attacks, the Beslan school massacre, the Bali bombings, the Madrid
and London bombings and hundreds of other acts of mass murder.

— There has been a tragic failure to wage the battle of ideas against the extremists who preach hatred
and incite people to commit terrorism. All democratic governments, including our own have a
special responsibility to actively promote democratic values, the role of law and human rights.
Moreover this cannot simply be accomplished by radio and TV programmes and political
speeches. Action counts far more than words in the diYcult world of upholding democratic values
and human rights. If the behaviour of democratic states flatly contradicts our stated values we lose
our credibility in the battle of ideas worldwide.

— Closely interwoven with the battle of ideas against the promoters and preachers of terrorism is the
struggle to uphold basic human rights. While it is true that some extreme human rights
campaigners elevate human rights into a totally impractical and irresponsible rejection of all
collective moral and political obligations that make the enjoyment of human rights possible, most
citizens of democracies and many who are working to democratise their countries would be
shocked if we were told that some of our most cherished civil liberties (eg habeas corpus, the right
to a fair trial, freedom of speech, freedom of religion, freedom of movement, freedom of assembly,
freedom of expression), were to be suspended in the name of state security. If we throw away our
basic liberties in the name of dealing with the terrorism threat we will have done the terrorists’ work
for them.

Conclusion

14. As Joseph S Nye, Yukio Satoh and I recommended in our Trilateral Commission report Addressing
the New International Terrorism (May 2003):

“Dialogues about the protection of civil liberties in the face of security threats should be a regular
feature of the meetings of the home security oYcials and should be reinforced by meetings of
judicial oYcials and parliamentarians. Assistance programmes must include attention of human
right issues. Not only are such values central to the definition of the civilisation that we seek to
protect, but overreactions to insecurity that infringe civil liberties undercut the sort of attractive
power that is essential to maintain the support of moderate opinion and to deprive terrorists from
recruiting new converts”.

15. I can assure the Committee that it is my firm belief that we can succeed in unravelling the Al Qaeda
network without undermining our civil liberties in the process.

October 2005

Witnesses: Professor Paul Wilkinson, Professor of International Relations and Chair of the Centre for the
Study of Terrorism and Political Violence, University of St Andrews, and Mr Peter Taylor, BBC
(Panorama), examined.

Q1 Chairman: Good afternoon, gentlemen. groupings. That is the result of the successes that the
coalition had in removing the jihadi training campsWelcome to the Foreign AVairs Committee. We are

very pleased that you have found time to come in Afghanistan. Al Qaeda was denied a base in
Afghanistan, it tried to set up bases in places likebefore us. As you are aware, we are discussing a very

important topic on which you are both experts. I will Fallujah, in Iraq. They were destroyed again by the
get straight into the evidence session. I welcome you, coalition forces. My understanding is that in the
Mr Taylor and Professor Wilkinson, to the course of interrogation of senior or middle ranking
Committee. We have seen recent attacks here in al Qaeda people they said they were under orders to
London and elsewhere in the world. Do they return to their countries of origin to recruit and train
indicate anything new about international for Jihad on home ground, recruiting home-grown
terrorism? Is there a change in recent months would-be jihadis, and I think what the recent attacks
compared to what we were dealing with in the period show is the operation of those semi-autonomous
around 9/11 and just afterwards? cells that do not necessarily have any directly linear

connection with al Qaeda. The 9/11 attacks were theMr Taylor: Are you happy if I go first, Paul, and we
can agree or disagree or whatever. I think there is a result of al Qaeda planning. Al Qaeda was the

command and control centre. It no longer works likefundamental change in the nature of al Qaeda and its
associated, but not necessarily directly related, that, so these cells are their protean: they change;
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they are autonomous, or semi-autonomous. What moderate elements in the community who
themselves feel threatened by this extremism withinbinds them together is a common association with
their own ranks, and I think the numbers are oftenthe philosophy of bin Laden and al Qaeda. This
quite small, but what we need to remember is youmakes them all the more diYcult to identify and
only need small numbers: the 19 hijackers in thepenetrate for the various intelligence agencies. I
9/11 attacks did terrible damage and took nearlythink an indication of that is the attacks on Madrid.
3,000 lives. Very small numbers can be involved inThe Madrid cell got under the wire, although there
deadly attacks, and therefore we have every reason,were indirect al Qaeda connections with Madrid via
I think, to regard al Qaeda as a serious problem. ItAbu Dada, who has just got 27 years in Spain. The
is the most serious terrorist threat that we have at theattacks in Casablanca got under the wire, the recent
present time and a more dangerous networkattack in Bali the other weekend got under the wire,
internationally than we have seen in the previouscritically the London bombers, the 7/7 bombers
history of terrorism.from Leeds got under the wire. There was absolutely
Mr Taylor: Can I add one point on recruiting,zero intelligence on the Leeds cell, nothing at all, and
because the process of recruiting young Muslims asthat is a problem. If the intelligence services, the
jihadis is absolutely critical and there is a distinctsecurity services, are dealing with al Qaeda as such—
pattern that I have studied in America in BuValoa bit like dealing with the IRA that I studied for over
Lackawanna, in Morocco, in Madrid, in Pakistan30 odd years—there is a structure, there is a precise
and here, and the process that Paul has outlined isgoal and, once you know what the structure is, you
absolutely right that potential recruits are identifiedcan begin to penetrate and take out the various cells,
at radical mosques but the actual indoctrination—al Qaeda and its associated groupings, and there is a
the showing of videos, of Palestine, of Chechnya, ofdanger of putting the al Qaeda stamp on everything
Kashmir and increasingly of Iraq—is done privatelythat happens—sometimes it is justified, sometimes it
in apartments, flats, etc, afterwards. The other reallyis not—nevertheless, the threat that these new kind
interesting factor, and this applies to the Leedsof cells that subscribe to the same philosophy as al
bombers and certainly applied to the CasablancaQaeda and bin Laden are extremely dangerous and
suicide bombers, because I talked to the mother ofI think the evidence speaks for itself.
one of those, is that by and large the families knowProfessor Wilkinson: I agree with what Peter Taylor
absolutely nothing about it. It comes as a deephas said. I would like to add that I think the fact that
shock. You will recall that some of the families of thethis is a network of networks makes al Qaeda a
London bombers got in touch with the police,movement rather than a traditional type of terrorist
saying, “Have you seen my son?” Answer: “He isorganisation, but we should not under-estimate its
dead,” and it transpires that he blew himself up andsignificance just because it is diVerent. In fact, as
killed lots of other people. So we must not assumePeter has made clear, it does make it far more
that families are involved in this. There is a terriblediYcult for the intelligence services and the whole
danger, you are well aware, of stereotyping familiesintelligence community of the coalition against
and stereotyping the community. That is reallyterrorism to track down cells and to identify new
dangerous because that is counter-productive.networks as they are created, but it is even more

complex than that. What we have in this movement
is an ideology which appears to be capable of Q2 Chairman: Can I probe you a little bit more? You
travelling around the entire Muslim world, not just referred, Professor Wilkinson, to the Muslim
in the countries which are populated by the majority diaspora. Is this a Sunni Muslim diaspora you are
of Muslim people, but among the Muslim diasporas, referring to or is it a Muslim diaspora in general?
and it is not really the case that the London attacks Clearly in Iraq we have seen statements made
were the first instance of this, but what we are seeing against Shias by people purporting to be part of the
is this trend towards recruiting local networks which al Qaeda network. I would be interested if you could
are, of course, in contact with others in the global clarify whether we are dealing with Islam in its
network but do not need to go to training camps. totality or particular types of Islam.
They are inducted from the Internet, from the Professor Wilkinson: The network is mainly
propaganda that is available, from people they meet established within the Sunni community. There are
in the campuses, in prison in some cases, in mosques some sympathisers and supporters in the Shia
in some cases, though we must me be careful of community, but they are in a relatively small
assuming that the traditional mosque is the place proportion, and, of course, the violence perpetrated
where all the recruitment is done. In fact, much of it against Shi’ites in Iraq has made the Shi’ite
is done outside the framework of the traditional community very hostile and resentful of the violence
mosque because the young people who are angry, that is being meted by al Qaeda in Mesopotamia,
alienated, likely candidates for recruitment are in because that is the umbrella name they give
many cases alienated from the mosque community themselves under Zarqawi. It is interesting that in
and the traditional religious leaders; so these are the recent communication that was published, the
people who are got at in diVerent ways; but the very translated version, in the Guardian the other day, of
fact that these networks are being created, in some Zawahiri’s letter to Zarqawi, you will find that
cases in the heart of our cities in western countries, Zawahiri is warning that that could be politically
makes an enormously complex problem, and it is a unwise because it would threaten public support. I
problem, of course, in terms of community relations think the fact is that the majority of their support has

always come from the Sunni community, but in Iraq,of trying to establish better relations with the
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because the Shi’ites are in the majority and because Q3 Mr Maples: I would like to ask Paul Wilkinson,
but please come in, Mr Taylor, if you want to, aboutal Qaeda’s leaders undoubtedly hope that they will

be able to establish a kind of base in Iraq to replace what is happening in southern Iraq, particularly in
Basra. I think we were telling ourselves that we werethe base they lost in Afghanistan, the tensions they

have created between Shi’ite and Sunni that they doing rather well down there—we were doing rather
may feel are going to work in their favour may be a better than the Americans and things were quite
sign of the weakness of this networking system. I do peaceful—but recently, in the last few months, it
not think all the networking arrangements seems to have got very ugly indeed. I wonder why
necessarily favour the al Qaeda movement, because you think it is. Is this a vying for supremacy between
when you have a movement which is constituted of Shi’ite groups? It seemed that everything was about
a network of networks worldwide there are bound to to fall into their lap—we were practically ready to
be some that begin to diVer from the core leadership deliver the whole place to them—so why has there
in its strategy and tactics, and we are beginning to see been this upsurge of violence against British interests
that. We see it in the communication that was and British troops, and, secondly, what role do you
intercepted between Zawahiri and Zarqawi, but it think Iran is playing, because again one would have
has already been noted in Jemaah Islamiyah in thought, if you were the Iranian government, what
South East Asia, which is an aYliate of al Qaeda you would want is a stable but weak Iraq on your
heavily penetrated by al Qaeda in the late nineties, borders? Why are they trying to stir up trouble now
responsible for the Bali bombing of October 2002, in the southern bit when it seemed likely that it was
and Jemaah Islamiyah has got a faction within it going to fall into their lap anyway? I wonder if you
which is vociferously criticising attacks which put can tell me what you think is going on there?
fellow Muslims in Indonesia at risk. That is an Professor Wilkinson: My understanding is that the
interesting development. None of the core politics of the Shi’ite community is quite complex
leadership statements in the past have expressed any and that really there are some quite influential
remorse or regret about these killings of large figures in the religious leadership who really do want
numbers of civilians in Muslim countries. Now there to keep on good terms with the British because they
is perhaps a dawning of a realisation that that is a believe that that has been advantageous. They
counter-productive tactic, and I think it is an believe the new constitution, if it is accepted in the
interesting sign that they may run into real problems referendum, will actually be favourable for them,
with other elements in the network; so keeping the but there are more radical Shi’ites, as you know, who
network together, even though you have an ideology were opposed to the whole project of a period of
which is quite simple and clear, is actually not as easy transition to a kind of democratic project master-
as it looks and they may have over-reached minded by the new government of Iraq with the
themselves by imagining that they can keep this Americans very much in the front seat. I think that
whole enterprise together. radical element have been much influenced by the
Mr Taylor: I commend to you the letter that Paul radical element in Iran, because of course the
refers to that was translated in the Guardian. It is Iranian political system has shifted rather with the
really significant: because there is a danger of election of the new hard line leader, and I think those
dismissing the al Qaeda movement, as Paul quite hardliners are taking advantage of a natural
rightly refers to it, as being a terrorist gang in the coalition with the hardliners in southern Iraq. After
same way as we used to dismiss the IRA way back in all, it contains the holy places which they almost
the seventies. They are politically sophisticated to a revere as the Sunnis revere Mecca and Medina. They
degree that many of us do not realise, and that letter see these as people who are their people, and they
from Zawahiri to Musab al-Zarqawi is really worth want to work with them to create a revolutionary
looking at. He also warns in that letter—it is sort of Islamist extension, if you like, of the Iranian
friendly advice, it is not a heavy number from bin revolution in Iraq. They have been in the minority,
Laden’s number two to Mr al Qaeda in Iraq— and I think they are still in the minority in southern
basically, “Cut out the beheadings because it is not Iraq, but it does create a greater problem for the
winning you any friends amongst the people whose British forces, who I think have been doing brilliant
support you need. You need the water in which to job of handling this diYcult situation. But the very
swim.” There is an interesting parallel back with fact that the Iranians know that area so well, and
Northern Ireland in 1987 after the Enniskillen have their contacts with the pro Iranian hard-line
bombs when Gerry Adams rarely and publicly elements in the militia means that they are able to
criticised the IRA and said, “You must not attack work to our disadvantage behind the scenes. I think
these kinds of targets. It is counter-productive.” that was behind that confrontation, you remember,
Martin McGuinness did the same after Paddy at the police station where the two soldiers were
Gillespie was tied to his truck, his family held being held and they were brought out by the British
hostage, told to drive to another check-point and Army. I think that the people who were behind that
then they detonated the bomb. He was a human were in league with the hardliners on the other side
bomb, and that turned oV a lot of would-be of the border in Iran.
supporters for the IRA. McGuinness spoke out. It
did not happen again. So I think that letter from
Zawahiri to Zarqawi is really interesting and Q4 Mr Maples: So it is almost a struggle for control

between diVerent Shi’ite groups. Is there evidencesignificant and gives us a diVerent insight into the
way that they are thinking and operating. that Sistanians or the mainstream, if I can call them



3240461002 Page Type [O] 27-06-06 00:33:14 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Foreign Affairs Committee: Evidence Ev 7

19 October 2005 Professor Paul Wilkinson and Mr Peter Taylor

mainstream, disapprove of what is being done and part. This is precisely what the intelligence service
are trying to establish at the moment, and, unlike thewhat Iran is fermenting down there or are they

passively taking some of the benefit from it? 21/7 bombers, who are in custody and may or may
not be talking, none of 7/7 bombers can talk becauseProfessor Wilkinson: I think there is some evidence
they are dead, but the person who recruited themthat they disapprove. They would like to see a
and radicalised them may have been an entirelystabilisation of Iraq which they think they can
separate person. That person may have come inachieve with the constitution giving them a real
from outside, may be indigenous, we simply do notdominant position which, as the majority, they
know. These are the critical questions that thebelieve they are entitled to, and they want that
security and intelligence services are addressing.system to work. They have spent quite a lot of time

and eVort negotiating it and they regard the
concession that the American government made Q6 Mr Keetch: I am not in any way asking you to
about agreeing to the constitution talking about give away information that would aVect that specific
Islam being the basis of the society as a positive case. I am just asking your opinion as an expert.
victory for them, but, on that basis, the moderate Would you believe that the people who did the
Shi’ite leaders are quite happy to continue with a radicalising, was that done solely in the UK or was
constitution which has been hammered out with that done in maybe visits to Pakistan or elsewhere or
such diYculty. Of course, one of the problems is that would it have been a mixture of the two?
if the Sunni community rejects it either in the Mr Taylor: I suspect it was a mixture of the two.
referendum or through the men of violence simply When I did the Pakistan film in my last series “The
creating so much violence that you cannot operate New al Qaeda” I did two interviews with President
the constitution, the hard-line faction, supported by Musharraf and two interviews with the ISI head of
the Iranian revolutionary guards and the new Iran the Counter-Terrorism Centre, and I had to go back
leadership, will undoubtedly try to push matters to Pakistan to address the questions in the light of
further. I think what the British Army rightly feel is what had happened here. Both President
that the situation is getting more diYcult to Musharraf—because he is informed by his
calculate, more dangerous, because this conflict is intelligence services anyway—and the ISI have not
becoming much more open. It has been at covert the slightest doubt that there is or was a mastermind
level so far. figure behind it. They for not surprising reasons wish

to downplay any possible Pakistani connection. As
President Musharraf said to me, “It is your problem.Q5 Mr Keetch: I want to turn to the home-grown
Those are British born Pakistanis. It is nothing to doJihad, as you put it. I have seen what you did on the
with us. They are your problem.” I think that is anIRA structure. It was a military structure in a
over simplification. Two of them certainly did visitsense: you had quartermasters, logisticians,
Pakistan. They were there for a period up to threereconnaissance groups; you had the kind of thing
months. As yet I am told it is not known, althoughyou would get in any kind of army structure. I want
I find it diYcult to believe precisely what they got upto understand the structure of the cell that attacked
to, whom they met, what they did, but I think theus on 7 July. Was the person that radicalised those
radicalisation and the training may have happenedpeople, in your judgment, one of the people who
in a Pakistani camp (although the President assuredblew himself up, or is there somebody beyond the
me there are no such things now in Pakistan) or itfour that did the radicalising? Equally, in terms of
may have occurred across the border inthe people that then supplied the weapons, supplied
Afghanistan, but I think it is probably athe bomb-making expertise and equipment, is there
combination of external influences and domesticsomebody else as well, or was this a group that
firming up, if you like.literally created itself, went into battle, that no

longer exists?
Mr Taylor: It certainly was not a group that created Q7 Mr Mackay: May I come back to Iraq for a
itself. It was self-contained. It did what it did entirely moment. I will ask you both of you. At some point
of its own volition and motivation. The answer to allied troops will leave Iraq. The only question is
the question we are unable to give at the moment. when. I wonder what impact now and in the
Perhaps Eliza Manningham-Buller or Peter Clarke foreseeable future that would have on terrorist
or somebody might be able to provide a better activity in Iraq. I suppose behind the question is: are
answer. I doubt it at this stage. My understanding is we becoming more of a problem than the solution of
that the hunt, the search, for others who were resolving terrorism in that area?
involved—and unquestionably there were others Professor Wilkinson: I think that is really one of the
involved: cells do not just operate like that, those are most diYcult things for us to speculate about,
the front-line “soldiers” who are prepared to because of the unknown factors. It is certainly very
conduct what they call the suicide mission, the important to understand how determined al Qaeda
martyrdom mission. It is likely, I think, that there is to try and take advantage of the situation in Iraq.
will be further arrests in the fullness of time, be they They are desperate to capitalise on it, to establish
sooner or later, but the hunt is on for the other some kind of base, if not the whole territory certainly
people. It is thought that there may well have been, a chunk of territory created in some anarchic conflict
I hate to use this awful word, mastermind but situation, and they would use that as a platform for
certainly a figure, who coordinated, directed them to expanding their activities in the Middle East

generally; but I think that as far as the Iraqis aredo what they did. This is all pure supposition on my
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concerned, they are showing considerable courage in diYcult and testing circumstances with, in many
cases, great disadvantages in not having thestanding for the democratic idea which many people
equipment they should have had and the resourcesassumed they would not really be willing to go for,
they should have had in the right places at the rightparticularly with all the threats made against them,
time when they were expected to take on this task.and I think that is one of the most encouraging and

heartening aspects of the situation. The turnout for
the constitutional referendum was remarkable, and

Q8 Mr Purchase: Those of us with any interest inso regardless whether one is for or against the
political history will be dismayed to learn that partoriginal invasion, one can see some possible really
of the movement, as you now term it, is intent ongood developments coming out of this, but so much
moderating at least its public face in order to keep itsdepends on how successful the fragile Iraqi
recruits and maybe to get even more, and it is alwaysgovernment is in pulling the people together,
more diYcult to deal with people who appear to beespecially the diVerent elements of the multi-ethnic reasonable than those who are not, but I do notnew arrangements in Iraq, and how eVective the new think we should be in any way persuaded that anyIraqi army and police can be at gradually taking one faction is any less murderous than the other, andover a larger part of the burden that the coalition one way—a dishonourable, a disreputable way—of

troops have been carrying. I think a too hasty exit dealing with political schisms is by exploiting it by
would be a disaster, because there is clearly no will enterism. No doubt we are fully tooled up for that,
among the international community, the UN but what prospects are there in the face of the
Security Council members, the European Union ideology that we are seeing with al Qaeda for a
allies, to take on the burden that is being carried by successful exploitation of any schism that might be
the coalition troops at present. If we were to just say present?
that in a certain period of time—let us say by Professor Wilkinson: I think you are right that
summer next year—we will definitely be the core of the movement is not in any kind
withdrawing, that would simply be a tremendous of way moving towards the idea of compromise,
invitation, a spur, to the terrorists to keep on moderation, etcetera—that is totally un-
hammering away under the clear belief that they characteristic of all their propaganda. Even in the
would be able to take advantage of that situation case of this warning, as Peter rightly described it,
and they would want to build up to a position where from Zawahiri to Zarqawi, it is not done in terms of
they could grab as much territory as possible and moral critique or of a kind humanitarian concern for
undermine their opponents. I think we have to be his fellow Muslims. I think we must not
very careful to concert our action with the new Iraqi underestimate the sheer ruthlessness and brutality of
authorities, to do our very best to invest in the this movement. It is still acting on the decree, the
training and preparedness of the Iraqi security forces fatwa that was issued by bin Laden in February 1988
which were, sadly, of course, completely dismantled in which all Muslims were urged to kill Americans
with the ending of the initial hostilities, and I think and their allies, including civilians, whenever and
if we could persuade some countries to join us to wherever possible. That is a very unusual position
replace those who have pulled out from Iraq so that for a terrorist movement to take. In fact,
we can share the burden more eVectively, and internationally there has never been a network of the
particularly if we could persuade the Security scale we have with a presence in over 60 counties that
Council, now that the situation has changed so much has taken that very extreme position. A colleague of
in Iraq, to give its blessing to a peace-keeping mine who was a pioneer of terrorism studies in
operation to assist the new democratic government America, Brian Jenkins, described terrorists in the
in Iraq, that would, I think, be a way of making the seventies as people who wanted a lot of people
transition a great deal easier, adding a great deal of watching, not a lot of people dead. In the case of al
legitimacy to the security operation. I know that that Qaeda, you have really a movement that clearly still
seems rather distant at the moment, but I think we wants a lot of people watching but it also wants a lot
have to press for that and keep on reminding the of people dead. We should, I think, bear in mind that
Security Council that this is a problem that aVects all in all these attacks that have occurred since I last
of us, because it aVects the stability of the entire gave evidence before this committee in 2003 large
Middle East. It would have very serious implications numbers of casualties have been caused because they
for the entire international community if al Qaeda deliberately went out of their way to kill people on
managed, for the first time since the toppling of the a large scale through these attacks. Fortunately they
Taleban regime, to acquire a territory in which they have not succeeded in doing anything as ambitious
could again have training camps, conduct research or as deadly as the 9/11 attacks, although they
into weapons of greater destructive power, and so certainly have plotted to undertake more deadly
on. I think we should be able to get the argument attacks. In some cases those conspiracies have been
across, but, whatever people felt about the dispute thwarted. In some cases we believe the plans may
over the invasion, we are now in a diVerent situation, still exist, they just have not been implemented, and
a much more dangerous situation really for the it is a worry that they may still try to implement
international community, in which we need them. So I share your view that we must not under
international support and help to a larger extent estimate the potential lethality of al Qaeda and its
than we have had it far; and that would enable us to potential ruthlessness, but what I would stress is that
gradually withdraw our troops, who have done, I where one sees a schism, where you see people with

some political criticisms of a leadership, that is athink, professionally a brilliant job under the most
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hopeful sign because the history of terrorism shows quite rightly says, several very serious attacks in this
country have been thwarted because of goodthat when they start to quarrel with each other that is

the beginning of their decline. In the case of the Red intelligence, but although penetrating the IRA
and the loyalist paramilitaries was relativelyBrigades, as I am sure Peter will remember because

Peter did some work on the Red Brigades as well, straightforward, it is extraordinarily diYcult in
dealing with these kinds of groupings, and that is onewhen the police went to the safe-houses they would

find stacks of communiqués and manifestos and of the main problems that the intelligence services
face. It is human intelligence in the end. It is havingrival manifestos, because they disagreed with the

leadership’s view; and that was the beginning of the somebody in the cell or close to the cell that knows
its personnel and its intentions that is going toend for the Red Brigades, because it revealed so

much about their internal diVerences it could be provide you with the pinpoint intelligence to stop
whatever they are planning.exploited by the judicial system.

Q9 Mr Purchase: I think we have been there? Q14 Sir John Stanley: Could I ask you both, I have
Professor Wilkinson: Yes. I think it is something we seen it written that the single most powerful weapon
should certainly be encouraged by and, wherever that al Qaeda have in Iraq is the video camera, and
possible, exploit the divisions which take place, but I would like to ask you both, have you come across
it does not mean that we can assume that the whole evidence of video footage being taken not on an ad
movement has somehow shifted its centre of gravity hoc basis, on a chance basis, but being taken on a
to become a more pragmatic corrigible movement, deliberate systematic basis to construct videos which
as it were. I would still view it as a particularly on the one hand show, as they would describe it,
incorrigible movement because of its dedication to “atrocities” being committed by coalition and Iraqi
mass killing, because of the absolutism of its aims forces coupled with “successes”, as they would
and because it is not just aiming to change the describe it, against coalition forces for the deliberate
political situation in a particular territory, such as purpose of using these on the Internet and most
the Palestinian/Israeli conflict, or the Kashmir particularly using them in video form as recruiting
conflict, or Chechnya, it is trying to remodel the drums for suicide bombers? Is Iraq being used as a
entire global system. To us it seems hopelessly test-bed and an area where there is a systematic use
grandiose; to them it is a cause which is going to by al Qaeda of the production of these sorts of videos
succeed because they believe Allah is on their side with the express purpose of recruiting additional
and because they believe that terrorism is a suicide bombers?
marvellous weapon of asymmetrical warfare and Professor Wilkinson: I think my short answer tothey believe that they have carried it to the heights of that, Sir John, would be, yes, but in Peter Taylor wesophistication and that they can use it as the major have an expert commentator on these matters. Somemethod of undermining the will of the western of you will have seen his three documentaries on thedemocracies and of the Muslim states. You will New al Qaeda. Anyone who has not managed to getremember they want to topple all those as well hold of it, please have a word with Peter because itbecause the regimes are seen as apostate regimes is a superb series, the best guide to the new al Qaedawhich are betraying the true system that they believe that has been presented on television, I think. Hein, which they believe is true Islam. shows how they use this very systematic method of

collecting images, and I ought to let Peter describe it.
Q10 Mr Purchase: Can I remind you of Lenin and Mr Taylor: We devoted a whole programme called
Trotsky. “Jihad.com”, and Ann has a copy of three DVDs of
Mr Taylor: Yes. They see Iraq as the first domino, the three programmes. The first one, “Jihad.com”
and the others dominos, according to their strategy, looked at the very issue that Sir John has questioned
then begin to fall. Saudi Arabia is high on the list, us about. I think it is an issue of supreme
Egypt is high on the list, all those leaders that are importance, because they are technically advanced,
regarded apostates are targeted and, finally, Israel is they use, they manipulate the situation in Iraq, and
no more. I am very worried about Iraq. I see it as a potential

Vietnam. They use the situation there to recruit, to
Q11 Mr Purchase: But is there a prospect of any kind propagandise, to fund raise, to train and also to plan
of infiltration, entryism, call it what you will, of that and operate, and it is the images that they film in
delivering in the short or medium term? Iraq, and it is very straightforward. They go into a
Mr Taylor: When you say “entryism”, what do you shop or have one imported for them, just a basic
mean by “entryism”? video camera, they plan a suicide operation, and the

classic case in point is the awful case of the killing of
Q12 Mr Purchase: I mean trained people going into the three Black Watch soldiers which I questioned
little cells. Dr Mohammed al-Masari about and had him talk
Mr Taylor: You mean infiltration? me through the video and said, “How can you

seriously allow this to be on your website?” and
asked all those obvious questions, but that is aQ13 Mr Purchase: Yes.
classic case. They video the suicide bomber puttingMr Taylor: It is very, very diYcult. The answer is I
his belt on, they video and record him in the truckdo not know, but I would be surprised if the
load of explosives going towards the target, which isintelligence services had any significant penetration

of the very cells in the networks. If they had, as Paul the Black Watch vehicle, they record him saying
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“Allah U Akhbar, Allah U Akhbar, Allah U are really creating new generations of suicide
Akhbar”, and then they record the explosion and the bombers while we are busy trying to unravel the
deaths of the soldiers. They recorded, but, of course, existing networks and new ones are emerging. I
we did not show, the remains of the soldiers being think that the other point I would want to emphasise
kicked in the dirt. All this is then simply slotted into at this stage, because it goes hand in hand with the
a USB port of a laptop and it is zoomed up into the argument about the battle of ideas, is that
ether, downloaded at point A which is ready for it observation of human rights protection in the
and then it is disseminated round the world, just like policies of our country and all the countries in the
that—it is as simple as that—and you cannot stop it. coalition, including, of course, the United States, is
That, I think, more than anything is one of the most not just a luxury. You do get comments sometimes
powerful recruiting tools that they have, and my from leaders within the coalition countries who
information is that in the analysis of the laptops of imply that somehow this is something we can hardly
the Leeds bombers, the 7/7 bombers, the laptops aVord to worry about. I regard it as absolutely
they used, the computers that they used outside of central: because if your deeds are not seen to be
their homes, the hard drives reveal exactly the kind matching your rhetoric and your values, your claims
of things—Iraq beheadings, jihadi propaganda— to be upholding the rule of law and democratic
that we delineated in the programme. It is hugely processes and so on, then, of course, it is a wide open
important. The question is: how can you stop it? It door for the propagandists at the other side to
is very, very diYcult. It is also a useful intelligence portray your society as led by hypocrites who do not
base for the intelligence services, but I think the really mean a word they say. I think it is really
disadvantages hugely outweigh the advantages. It is testimony to the fact that democracy of the kind we
really diYcult, but really important. Iraq is the single have developed in western democracies and the rule
most important recruiting tool that they have, there of law are attractive, that the Iraqi people, for
is no question about it, and when the Prime Minister example, so clearly hanker for having that system
made that remark about “It has got nothing to do within their society, a peaceful secure society in
with Iraq; they will think of any excuse”, I was which they have a constitution, in which they feel
surprised because the Prime Minister has a very fine they have a stake, and the bravery of the Iraqi people
record on countering “terrorism and political coming out in the January elections, I think, was
violence”, and I was surprised to hear him say that remarkable; so although I was a critic, and still am akind of remark about Iraq, which is patently not critic, of the strategic decision to go into Iraqtrue, in my view anyway.

because I believe that it was bad for the campaign
against al Qaeda, a major blunder, I can see there are
some very positive things coming from this conflictQ15 Ms Stuart: I was interested in Professor
which we could make better use of in the broaderWilkinson’s observation in comparison with the
conflict with extremism from al Qaeda if only we hadseventies, because I have been toying with the idea

that there may be similarities. I wondered to what invested the eVort, and I think it is not too late. We
extent. In a sense there was a similarity. The should be doing far more of that. The money we
similarity was that they wanted to change the world, spent on it would be chicken feed compared to the
and I remember living through Black September and sort of money that is being spent on the deployment
all that, but, given the importance of propaganda of our forces and the expensive technology that
and given, as Peter tells us, in a sense we cannot do that requires.
anything to stop their propaganda—and I think it Mr Taylor: The BBC Arabic Service, which is in the
was Professor Wilkinson who draws attention to the planning, will not be a propaganda vehicle. That is
Voice of the Caliphate in your submission—are we not the BBC’s job. We are not in the business of
missing something in trying to put our story, kind of propaganda. What it will do, I am sure, is present an
counter propaganda? Are we suYciently switched alternative or a diVerent perspective on events to
on to draw an alternative picture through our that propounded by an Al Jazeera, which has been
means, whether it is major television, the BBC or an phenomenally successful. You go into any Arab cafe
Arabic television station? Is it that kind of thing? In in America or anywhere and they are not watching
your view is there something we could do to be BBC World, they are watching Al Jazeera; so I think
proactive? the advent of BBC World will go some way towards
Professor Wilkinson: I believe we should be doing far correcting the perceptions, but I stress, it will not be
more. I think we are failing on this particular score. a propaganda vehicle, it will be a sort of corrective,
The Americans are only spending, we discovered, if you like. I was talking to the World Service
3% of their entire defence budget on public yesterday, their producers, and we were discussing
diplomacy on information. If you compare that with this very issue. Unfortunately, the price of having a
the Cold War years where information was so BBC Arabic service is the closure of several of its
important—it ultimately helped us to end the Cold European services, which is a great pity.
War—I think it is absolutely incompetent of us not
to be doing more to use all the channels of

Q16 Richard Younger-Ross: The linkage with othercommunication that are open to us. We have the
terrorist groups is only evidence that, particularly inpeople with the language expertise, we have the
Iraq, al Qaeda are linking up with Hamas ormedia technology, but we are not making enough
Hezbollah or going into Chechnya. You also spoke,use of it, in my view, and I think that is a big failing:

because as long as those ideas are unanswered, we or at least Peter Taylor used the word “Vietnam”?
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Mr Taylor: Potential Vietnam. al Qaeda’s thinking. Many of these traditional
movements just have a very specific political agenda,
usually tied to a particular territory, and there is no

Q17 Richard Younger-Ross: Do you have the evidence that I have seen over the whole history of al
opinion that the longer troops are there the harder it Qaeda of them making any progress in winning over
is going to be to win the war against terrorism and what I would call those traditional groups such as
do you think there ought to be a clear extraction ETA, the IRA, and so on. They have totally diVerent
programme? types of agendas, modus operandi, and so on, but
Mr Taylor: I will answer the Vietnam question first. that does not mean that al Qaeda is limited in its
As I say, like everybody, I am enormously depressed potential for growth. What they have done is to
by Iraq because the reason President Bush gave for concentrate on this massive networking operation in
going in there was as part of the war on terror post over 60 countries. Actually the American
9/11, and what we have done is fanned the flames of intelligence community believes it more, but as we
terrorism rather than subdue them, I think, by going do not have access in academia to classified
into Iraq, but that is history now. I cannot see a information, we are going on the 60 figure which is
withdrawal from Iraq because, as Paul has said, it is one where we can prove from open sources where
a bit like Northern Ireland again. I keep coming they have a presence. That still makes it the most
back to that, because although the problem of widely dispersed international network ever. So
terrorism and political violence is diVerent—you are although they are dealing with fellow extremists and
dealing with diVerent kinds of political violence, radicals devoted to the idea of the aims of al Qaeda,
diVerent kinds of motivation—the principles of they have still got enormous scope for recruiting
countering it remain the same, and in the same way many, many more people. They are not short of
(and I used to make films about it back in the potential recruits, and that is why I take the view
seventies: “Bring the troops back home”), but we did that it will take a long time for us to unravel this
not do that, we stayed the course in Northern network globally, but I am perhaps paradoxically
Ireland and, as a result of staying the course there, optimistic that we will ultimately be able to do it
we paid a high price. In the end the IRA came to the because I believe that al Qaeda has misjudged, as so
table for rather complicated reasons, rather many terrorist movements do, the eVect of terror on
simplistic reasons, and I think the prospect of a total the public, on the population. The reaction of the
withdrawal from Iraq and leaving it to the security Indonesian public to the Bali bombings, the reaction
forces that the coalition have trained, I cannot see of the Moroccan public to the Casablanca
that happening because I can just see it falling apart. bombings, of the Turkish public to the Istanbul
If governments are prepared, our government is bombings, again and again shows that they then
prepared, the American government is prepared, want harder measures against the terrorists because
basically to cut and run, because that is what would they deeply resent being put in danger by these
happen if it is in the next one or two years, I think the suicide attackers who will very probably kill many of
thing is just going to fall apart and I just see a deeply their fellow citizens. Terrorism is a faulty weapon
depressing picture. As Paul says, I do not think— that often misfires. The terrorists do not seem to
and again this is a personal view—having gone into remember this, particularly al Qaeda. They are so
Iraq, whatever the rights and wrongs of it, we are devoted to the idea that terror is going to be the
faced with the reality of it and my own view is, weapon that undermines the will of the West that I
reluctantly, I think we, the British government, the think they over estimate its capabilities, but that
British Army—and as Paul says, they have done a does not mean we have easy job unravelling the
remarkable job in southern Iraq—have got to stay network. It is diYcult. It is going to take a long time.
the course because otherwise the other guys are I do not think it can be done by military means.
going to win. I am sorry to be so stark about it, but There has been an illusion in some quarters that
that is my grim analysis. military measures would be enough. Military
Professor Wilkinson: I agree with that. On the measures can certainly assist, as it did the in the
question of links with other groups, I am assuming toppling of the Taleban regime which gave such
you mean groups outwith the network or networks, valuable assistance to al Qaeda, but it is not a
in other words groups like Hamas, Hezbollah, and panacea. You cannot unravel a network which is
so on. Interestingly enough, it is not so much a hidden in the urban environment of cities in 60 or
question of the al Qaeda movement trying to take more countries in the world by military means. You
them in as these movements anxious to keep their need absolutely high-class intelligence, as Peter was
distance. Hamas and Palestinian Islamic Jihad, for arguing, and superb police and judicial cooperation
example, are well aware that if they were seen to be to really wrap up this network, and that is why it is
getting into bed with al Qaeda and being seen as part going to take a long time. But intelligence services
of that network, they would lose an enormous are being improved.
amount of potential leverage in terms of the road to Chairman: We have to move on to Saudi Arabia.
peace, so it would be very unwise for them to do that.
They have a totally diVerent agenda. They want an
independent Palestinian state, of course the militants Q18 Mr Hamilton: Professor Wilkinson, in June

2003, as you already alluded to, you gave evidencewant to destruction of Israel as well, because they see
that as an absolute ideological necessity, but they do before this Committee shortly after the bomb

attacks in Riyadh, where 30 people were killed andnot have that same global ambition to create
participation with this Caliphate. That is much more I think over 100 injured. In that evidence session you
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said that you felt that the Saudi authorities appeared Q19 Mr Horam: How far are the authorities in Saudi
Arabia held back by the Wahhabi context?to have underestimated the danger of the al Qaeda
Professor Wilkinson: I do not think they are heldrecruitment and cell structure within Saudi Arabia
back in the sense of being reluctant to use the fullitself. New King Abdullah recently in Saudi Arabia,
panoply of their security measures. They talk aboutin his first TV interview, vowed to crush the scourge
al Qaeda as the “deviant” group, which is in a way aof al Qaeda within Saudi Arabia. I wondered how
sign of their contempt for the group.much of a threat you feel that al Qaeda still is to

Saudi Arabia and the monarchy there.
Professor Wilkinson: I think it is still a threat, Q20 Mr Horam: Is that fully accepted by the
because they would undoubtedly like to undermine Wahhabi leaders?
the royal family and change the regime radically, Professor Wilkinson: Yes, that is right. They see this
and that remains a key objective, but I think they as a group which is criminal in nature, that has to be
have suVered some severe setbacks because there is crushed because it is a threat to the regime, it is a
no doubt that after the May 2003 attack in Riyadh threat to their economy as they see it, and a threat of
in which 35 people were killed they cracked down on course to Saudi relations with the United States and
al Qaeda very hard. They have either captured or with the Western world generally. So the Saudi
killed all but two of the top, most-wanted list that the regime and many of the rising prosperous class of
Saudi authorities issued. That does not mean that professionals in Saudi society clearly recognise that
there are no candidates for replacing them—I am they have a stake in showing success in beating oV
sure that they are being replaced—and there are the eVorts of al Qaeda.
plenty of potential recruits in Saudi Arabia. We
know that because of the fact that there are people

Q21 Mr Horam: So is it a diminishing recruitingwho are communicating with al Qaeda and have
ground for al Qaeda?often left Saudi Arabia to assist in projects that al
Professor Wilkinson: I think that under KingQaeda is engaged in elsewhere. We know that money
Abdullah it is true to say that it will continue to be ais still flowing from wealthy donors in Saudi Arabia
diminishing recruiting ground because Kingdespite the Saudi eVort to regulate their charities and
Abdullah is a popular figure; he is particularlyso on. That is very laudable but from our studies it popular in the conservative religious circles ofdoes not seem to have had the eVect that we were Wahhabism, which is the dominant religious beliefhoping for. I think there is more to be done in system in the country, and provided the governmentsuppressing the financial assistance that comes from continues to try to meet the needs of the people in

wealthy Saudi supporters of al Qaeda. But there is economic terms and to reform, which they have
no doubt that the Saudi authorities, from a security promised to do, the political and economic system, I
measures point of view, have really sharpened their see no reason to regard Saudi as the most vulnerable
eVorts against al Qaeda. Their security measures for of all the states in the Middle East. One could argue,
the energy industry are particularly impressive tragically, that Pakistan, with its terrible problems,
because they recognise how damaging that would be particularly those made much greater by the
to their economy if their energy industry was badly dreadful earthquake, is more vulnerable in many
disrupted as a result of al Qaeda attacks. So it is a ways because there is a core of support for al Qaeda
picture of improving response by the Saudi among some of its population, particularly up in the
authorities but still with this problem of many north-west frontier area, but some also in the big
potential supporters and sympathisers within their cities, and President Musharraf is so much the core
own society. I think there is sometimes a of the policy of support for the Western coalition
misunderstanding that Wahhabism, which is the that if al Qaeda succeeded in one of their attempts to
brand of Islam which, as you know, is the dominant assassinate him—and they have tried several times
one in Saudi Arabian religious circles, is inevitably already—I think that would have the most
going to provide support for the al Qaeda damaging consequences for the stability of Pakistan.
movement. Actually, they are not the same thing. Pakistan I think is very vulnerable. Let us not forget
Wahhabism is essentially a religious set of ideas, that Afghanistan is also still vulnerable because,
very puritanical, very fundamentalist, if you like, but despite all our eVorts there, despite the fact that we
it is not a political ideology and, most to the point, have troops deployed there, the Taliban, with al
it does not include the belief that you have to wage Qaeda under its wing, and in alliance with some war
an aggressive Jihad against the rest of the world. So lords, is creeping back into positions of influence in
they are religious fundamentalists; they are not al some of the provinces, and that is a worrying
Qaeda radical Islamists. Remember that al Qaeda’s development. It would be tragic if we allowed the
leader is a dedicated enemy of the royal family. He situation that prevailed prior to 2001 to emerge by a
was expelled by the royal family, and he feels bitter process of drift. I hope that we can continue to give
that the American forces were allowed to operate substantial support to President Karzai, who is very
near the holy cities, which was one of the reasons he courageous, who is trying to make democracy work
gave for starting al Qaeda in the first place. So there in that benighted country. We really need to do more
is no love lost between the Saudi regime and al for him, and if we are able to find—and I agree with
Qaeda, and I think the Saudi regime will continue to Peter; it is going to be diYcult—an honourable and
take very determined measures, but they have this safe way of reducing our military commitments in
diYcult problem of the battle of ideas that has to be Iraq, I hope we switch some of that eVort to the very

desperate needs of helping security in Afghanistan.waged within Saudi Arabia.
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Chairman: Thank you very much. I am afraid we informative. No doubt if we have any other thoughts
we may be writing to you both with further inquirieshave run out of time. We have another witness

waiting patiently and we have to move on. Thank on aspects of answers you gave and information that
we might require. Thank you for coming and thankyou, gentlemen, very much. It has been extremely
you for giving us so much information.

Witness: Ms Nomi Bar-Yaacov, Independent Analyst, former Research Fellow for Conflict Management
and Head of the Middle East Conflict Management Programme, International Institute for Strategic
Studies, examined.

Chairman: Can I welcome our third witness this clear. There is no Israeli presence in Rafah either at
the moment. There is talk of third-party monitoring,afternoon, Nomi Bar-Yaacov. Thank you for being

so patient. As you saw, we had a lot of questions and and that is what is currently being negotiated: what
kind of monitoring, what kind of third party, whatnot enough time. Can we go straight in with the first

question. kind of scanners, what kind of overseeing
monitoring mechanisms, because clearly there is a
security issue there. My understanding is that it will

Q22 Mr Hamilton: Good afternoon, Ms Bar- probably be open within weeks. I do not think there
Yaacov. It is very nice to see you here again. I is going to be a rapid improvement in the lives of
wanted to ask you about Gaza. As you know, in ordinary Palestinians. There is the issue of job
December 2003 the Israeli Prime Minister, Ariel creation, which is contingent upon the issue of
Sharon, proposed his plan for unilateral security. Security is a very serious issue in Gaza. As
disengagement from the Palestinians, and the first you know, following the withdrawal there has been
area was to be Gaza, and after, obviously, a stormy a large number of kidnappings, and there have been
time through the Knesset, it was finally agreed, and armed struggles between the diVerent factions. The
on 23 August Israeli troops began the evacuation Palestinian Authority has not always been 100% in
and by 12 September had withdrawn from the control. There are lots of local gangs, families that
settlements in the Gaza Strip. James Wolfensohn, rule a number of power centres, not necessarily
the former head of the World Bank, is the Quartet’s working with each other but very much working
envoy to the region. He has highlighted the need for against each other. I think it is a matter of some hard
the 1.2 million Palestinians of Gaza to see an work on the part of the Palestinians, the Wolfensohn
improvement in their lives following the withdrawal. mission, and the Egyptians. Those are the key bodies
In fact, he said that in order to create greater involved.
incentive for peace amongst the Palestinians, it will
be important to create jobs, develop infrastructure,
oversee functioning schools and clinics and clean up Q23 Mr Hamilton: Can I follow that up by asking

you whether you can tell us who is in control of Gazavast expanses of untreated sewage. I wondered
whether you could tell us whether since the if the Palestinian authority is not fully in control?

How important, for example, are Hamas in Gaza? Iswithdrawal began on the 23 August and was
completed on 12 September the lives of ordinary there an al Qaeda presence there at all?
Palestinians living in Gaza have actually improved Ms Bar-Yaacov: Lots of questions! I will take one at
in any way. a time and just do it in an orderly fashion. The PA,

I said, is not in 100% control. It obviously has someMs Bar-Yaacov: Not yet, I am afraid. The key issue
with improvement in the lives of the Palestinians in control in some areas. Gaza is very much divided

into diVerent areas. As I said, and I am justGaza is the economy, and in order for the economy
to function in Gaza the borders need to be opened. reiterating, there are a number of power bases. We

saw, for example, the kidnapping and thenJim Wolfensohn, who is doing a fantastic job, I
think, as the Quartet envoy, is currently negotiating assassination of Mussa Arafat not long ago, Yasser

Arafat’s nephew. Apparently, he made 40 calls whenthe openings of the crossings. First and foremost it
is important to open the Rafah crossing in the south he was kidnapped to anybody and everybody in the

PA, and none of his calls were returned, which begsso that there will be free access into Egypt. My
understanding is that he is fairly close to clinching the question who ordered the kidnapping and the

shooting, who carried it out and why the Palestinianthe deal with the Israelis. As you know, the Israelis
are extremely concerned about their security. There authority, who were only 200 metres down the road,

the headquarters of the security forces, did not dohas in the past been a lot of smuggling of arms and
militant terrorists through the numerous tunnels in anything about it. That just gives you a bit of insight

into how complicated it is. The thinking is that therethe Gaza border. Israel withdrew entirely from the
Philadelphi corridor, which is the border further were a number of power bases who joined forces,

because Mussa Arafat was viewed as a disruptivesouth, and that is currently monitored solely by 750
Egyptian border police. That, I think, is a very power base and therefore they decided to eliminate

him. I cannot tell you whether Hamas were involvedpositive move, because one of the concerns that we
analysts raised ahead of the disengagement was that or not. I can tell you that a number of people who

work in Gaza think that they were—that they werein the disengagement plan in fact they had intended
to maintain an Israeli presence in the strip. So that is involved, though not necessarily that they carried
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out the shooting. I would just reiterate that there are some light as to which of those views is correct, and
in your view is Hamas going to operate against ala number of diVerent groups. Hamas certainly

controls certain areas. Other Fatah militant factions Qaeda if al Qaeda is successful in penetrating Gaza?
Ms Bar-Yaacov: I do not think that Hamas willcontrol other areas. DiVerent families control

diVerent refugee camps. You saw yesterday there operate against al Qaeda. I do not think that is the
way I look at it. I think the witness giving evidencewas a kidnapping in Khan Yunis by one family, and

a diVerent family was negotiating the potential before me was 100% right in what he said, and I said
exactly the same in a session here two years ago, thatrelease of the two Palestinians who were kidnapped.

It is not very clear at any given moment. The lesson it is not in Hamas’s interests to aYliate themselves
with al Qaeda—I am just reiterating what I said twothat is important to learn from all of this is that the

international community, the UK government, all years ago—because they do not want to meet the
same fate as al Qaeda; they do not what the US toof us sitting here need to really strengthen Abu

Mazen, strengthen the Palestinian President, basically go after them. Their goal is limited.
Hamas’s goal is a Palestinian Islamic state in thestrengthen the legitimate authority, in order to

ensure that there will be one powerful, legitimate whole of Israel and Palestine. It is not an Islamist
world entity in the same way that otherauthority, one rule, one gun. Your other question

was about Hamas and al Qaeda. Hamas, as you organisations are working towards. I cannot see that
there will be tension between them over this issue.know, are gaining strength. They are claiming that

the disengagement was as a result of their pushing The one thing is that with the internet today, with
the kind of communications that we are seeing, theyIsrael out of Gaza, a result of their action. They are

running in the upcoming legislative elections, the do feed oV each other. Hamas are picking up tips
from al Qaeda and they are getting closer in thatJanuary Palestinian legislative council elections,

under the slogan of “Our actions are worth much sense. But I agree; I do not think Hamas want to
aYliate themselves with al Qaeda.more than the ten years of negotiations.” They are

very much against a negotiated settlement, and that
is quite a worrying aspect, one of the worrying Q25 Richard Younger-Ross: So the statement by the
aspects. They are gaining power also because they Palestinian security oYcer would be wrong?
are seen as clean; they are not seen as corrupt. The Ms Bar-Yaacov: What are you reading from?
PA unfortunately suVers from a very serious
corruption problem, and Hamas do not. Hamas are Q26 Richard Younger-Ross: He is not named. He is
viewed as the only people—because it is not just a PPC source.
the PA; there are the diVerent Fatah factions, and Ms Bar-Yaacov: I have to say I do not know what
they have all been tainted with corruption. the source is. I have not heard that.
Unfortunately, the Palestinian Authority has not
done anything significant enough yet to show that Q27 Richard Younger-Ross: Can I develop on from
they are actually fighting corruption. Those of us that just on the Sinai. You made a statement there
who proposed that they should actually put people that al Qaeda is in the Sinai. Can you expand upon
behind bars, that they should try people, have a high that?
visibility case against some of the leaders—Abu Ms Bar-Yaacov: A cell of about 30 al Qaeda
Mazen has not done it, and a serious problem members has been found recently in the Sinai. As
remains there. Al Qaeda was your third question. Al you know, there have been a series of attacks in the
Qaeda have a base in Sinai, Egypt, which is very Sinai against Israeli and international targets in
close to Israel and Gaza, so the thinking is that they recent months, and the thinking is that al Qaeda are
are trying to get in all the time. Whether they are in trying to penetrate Israel and trying to penetrate
Gaza or not, I personally do not know. What I know through Gaza, but the Egyptians are the ones that
is that the Israeli head of military intelligence said a uncovered the al Qaeda cell in Sinai, and it is Egypt
couple of days ago that he believes that they have that is mainly concerned about al Qaeda given that
managed to penetrate Gaza. When you talk about al it is operating in Egyptian territory.
Qaeda, as we heard in the evidence session before
me, it is not so clear exactly who we are talking

Q28 Richard Younger-Ross: The attacks at Sharmabout. There are a number of aYliate groups that
el Sheikh.call themselves al Qaeda, but there is a very serious
Ms Bar-Yaacov: Exactly, and Tabah.and real danger that if control over the Gaza–Egypt

border is not done properly, they will be able to
Q29 Chairman: Can I ask you about the relationshippenetrate Gaza and operate from within Gaza. That
between Gaza and the West Bank in terms ofis mainly why the issue of the opening of Rafah is
communication between the Palestinian Authorityso serious.
and therefore of the groups that operate. What
relationship does Hamas have from Gaza to the

Q24 Richard Younger-Ross: You talked before West Bank and how easy is it for people to operate in
about Hamas and its relations with al Qaeda. The this context? Has that changed because of the Israeli
previous witnesses said that they felt that Hamas was withdrawal from Gaza?
trying to distance themselves from al Qaeda. Ms Bar-Yaacov: It has changed in the political sense.
However, I note that Palestinian security oYcials in As you know, there is a ceasefire that has been
the documents we have have said that al Qaeda agreed on between the diVerent Palestinian factions,

including Hamas. The problem is that Israel hasmembers were Hamas activists. Can you give us
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been operating in the West Bank, has been carrying Palestinian authority, one that can really enforce the
out targeted assassinations post withdrawal in the law. The current one, as I said, is actually having
West Bank, and the question really is whether serious problems enforcing the law. You have to
Hamas and other organisations will retaliate from have a peace agreement in place, and I cannot see a
the West Bank, since they are unlikely to retaliate final status agreement being negotiated at present. I
from Gaza, even though they did so when there was can see very important steps that need to be taken
this blunder in Jabalia camp. There was a huge now in order for a final status agreement to be
procession of arms and some of them exploded, signed, but yes, I can see a viable Palestinian state,
killing many Hamas people, and Hamas blamed given the geography.
Israel even though Israel had nothing to do with it,
and then, in order to prove that they were right, they

Q32 Mr Maples: When Sharon announced thatrained Kassams on to Israel, to which Israel then
Israel was going to withdraw from Gaza, I think a lotretaliated with great force, and I think that episode
of us saw that as a very constructive move, but it wasis over. So in terms of the links between the West
greeted with deep suspicion by the PA, and HamasBank and Gaza, it is tricky because what Hamas will
and everybody else.try to do is they will try to keep Gaza quiet so that

they could consolidate control over there, but they
The Committee suspended from 4.01 pm until 4.15 pmwill operate from the West Bank if there is

for a division in the Housesomething they do not like. They can also use
rockets over the wall and hit Israel from the West
Bank. The distances between the West Bank and Q33 Chairman: In the context of the process after the
Israel are very close, and Israel’s main concern is withdrawal from Gaza, we understand that the
that they will be able to hit Ben Gurion airport, the Israeli government’s position is that there are no
main international airport, from the West Bank. further unilateral steps, and that anything else that
That is the general thinking. comes must be negotiated. Is that what you believe

will happen, and is it likely, given the domestic
Q30 Mr Keetch: I was astonished when I visited problems within the Israeli right, within Likud, and
Israel and the Palestinian territories. You can stand the power struggle between Netanyahu and Sharon,
by the fence, wall, whatever, and you can see the that anything can be negotiated in the foreseeable
Mediterranean, and you can see the width of Israel future?
before you. It is a very small country, an incredibly Ms Bar-Yaacov: Again, spokespersons of the Israeli
small country. In terms of how we look towards the government said about two weeks ago and have
establishment of a viable Palestinian state—because been saying that there are planned further unilateral
to me that is the central resolution of the problem, withdrawals, so the statement that everything will be
not just for the Israel Palestinian problem but also negotiated has been overtaken by events. In other
the wider problem about terrorism, which we were words, Eyal Arad, who is the senior adviser to
discussing earlier—if we can establish a viable Sharon, stated in public that there are plans to carry
Palestinian state, we are well on the way to curing out further withdrawals from the West Bank if Israel
international terrorism. Simply how viable is it to deems that Abu Mazen is too weak and is not a
have a state of Palestine with two separate land viable partner for negotiation. So from an Israeli
areas? Could it physically work? Could it physically point of view, much depends on whether the
be created and achieved? Palestinian Authority gets its act together,
Ms Bar-Yaacov: You mean between the West Bank presumably after their legislative elections in
and Gaza? There will have to a link, which there used January, or not. Clearly, everybody’s preference
to be under Oslo, called a safe passage, between the would be to see a negotiated deal, to see Israeli and
West Bank and Gaza, and that is second on Palestinian negotiations resume. The question is
the priority list after opening the external borders, how and under what terms. I think it would be very
the link between the West Bank and Gaza. There are good for the international community to helpdiscussions, again, led by Jim Wolfensohn, about facilitate an ongoing dialogue between Abu Mazenwhat kind of passage it is going to be, whether it is

and Sharon. It is very helpful to have someonegoing to be a rail link or a road link, whether it
engaged full-time, shuttling all the time between theis going to be raised or whether it is going to be in
Israelis and the Palestinians to help them overcomea ditch, like a deep ditch, for security reasons. Some
the diYculties and the gaps in terms of where theyprogress is being made on this issue. Obviously, the
are standing. The big question today, I think, is howlink between the West Bank and Gaza is absolutely
to move the process from a unilateral one to aessential for the viability of a Palestinian state.
bilateral one, and the answer is through a third party
mediator.

Q31 Richard Younger-Ross: But you believe that you
could establish a viable Palestinian state if you had

Q34 Sir John Stanley: I would just like to ask you athat link? This is something viable that can be
number of specific questions following on from theachieved given the size of the area, the population,
area that the Chairman has opened up. First of all, inetc?
relation to the security wall, is it your understandingMs Bar-Yaacov: I think in order to have a viable
now that, though the security wall has beenPalestinian state you have to have a lot more in

place. You have to have a legitimate and able constructed in separate lengths, the intention and
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policy of the Israeli government now is to fill in the Palestinian humanitarian needs. Now there is a
recognition that they should have done and thegaps so that it will run essentially on a continuous

basis across the West Bank? Supreme Court has issued a number of judgments
calling on the Israeli defence forces to move the fenceMs Bar-Yaacov: I have a map here of the current
and consequently, they have had to move the fencesecurity wall and fence in terms of where it has
or the wall. So there is a problem there and morealready been constructed and areas that have not
adjustments will have to be made.been constructed but have been approved. The idea

is, certainly on the western part of the West Bank
parallel to the green line, to seal it, definitely to fill in Q36 Sir John Stanley: You said that in your view it
all the gaps. The questions that remain, and are very was a good idea to tell the Palestinians the wall was
problematic, are over east Jerusalem. There are a reality. Do you not also think it might be a good
cases pending in the Israeli Supreme Court, which idea to tell the Israeli government that the wall is
sits as a High Court, currently pending, and there the illegal?
wall—it is a wall in those particular areas—could Ms Bar-Yaacov: The Israelis know that it is illegal to
potentially disrupt the peace process very seriously, build it in certain areas of the West Bank. I do not
and could even lead to a third Intifada, a missile think it is illegal to build it on the international
Intifada from east Jerusalem and the West Bank into border. It is illegal to build it inside Palestinian
Israel, because the wall as it is currently constructed, territory. I think there is a consensus in Israel that
and if all the gaps are filled in that area, actually cuts the wall or the fence in and of itself is a good idea to
across east Jerusalem neighbourhoods like Abu Dis, prevent terror. There is a lack of consensus, and that
Eizariya, Shu’afat. Part of it is constructed on a is where there is room for movement, on the route of
schoolyard. Palestinians living in Jerusalem with the fence and the wall. In terms of the advice to the
Israeli IDs with permits to work in Israel will find it Palestinian government, given that it is there, is to
virtually impossible to get to work, their kids will get them to negotiate further access through it. It is
have to change schools, it will create tremendous not just going to disappear. It is potentially going to
unhappiness and will lead to more extremism. So I move but it will not be completely dismantled
think the focus of international pressure at the everywhere. In terms of the legality of it, my
moment should really be on that area, because I do personal opinion is that under international law it is
not think the West Bank, western wall and fence is legal to build a wall on an international border, but
as much of a problem. The key lesson with the wall not deep into Palestinian land. That is where the
is really to recognise that it is a reality, that it is there; mistake was made.
to tell the Palestinians that it is there and therefore
they should negotiate with the Israelis alternative

Q37 Sir John Stanley: I may have misheard you butroutes where they are problematic, and much more
I do not think I did. You may just want to check this.access through the wall, gates and those sort of
I think you said it was legal to build it insideareas. The Israeli Supreme Court has been very
Palestinian territory.active in trying to strike a balance between
Ms Bar-Yaacov: No, illegal. If I said “legal” I meantPalestinian humanitarian needs and Israeli security
to say “illegal”. I apologise for that. I will reiterate:needs, and that is the route through which the wall
highly illegal.will move in order to make it somewhat easier for

Palestinians to exercise their freedom of movement.

Q38 Sir John Stanley: The next question I want to
put to you is this. Do you agree that if you measureQ35 Chairman: Can I follow up on the question of
the number of settlers or dwellings that have beenthe route, the green line? The question of where it
unilaterally removed in the West Bank, and I amvaries. You said in Jerusalem there was a problem,
referring particularly to the four small northernbut the fundamental problem surely is that it is not
settlements, those numbers of dwellings or settlerson the ’67 borders.
are actually very much smaller than the number ofMs Bar-Yaacov: There are a number of fundamental
new authorisations of houses inside the existingproblems. It is a system of walls and fences; it is not
settlements? Do you agree with that?just one wall, and that is partly where the problem
Ms Bar-Yaacov: Yes, I agree with that, and I think,lies. It is not as if there is just one line running
again, the UK government and the internationalparallel to the green line, sometimes on the green line
community should pressurise Israel to stop theand sometimes not on the green line but in
expansion of settlements in the West Bank and toPalestinian territories. There are towns like Qalqilya
dismantle the illegal outposts.and Tulkarm that are completely surrounded by a

sub-wall or sub-fence. The problem is not only
whether it is on the green line or not, and that is Q39 Sir John Stanley: Do you agree that the Israeli
clearly a problem in some areas because the government’s position is that it considers it has no
Palestinian villages that are trapped between the obligation in the peace negotiations to withdraw
green line and the wall or the fence in some areas. back to the 1967 boundaries?
There is a recognition, I think, among the Israeli Ms Bar-Yaacov: No. I disagree. I think that the
public and the Israeli political echelons that it was a Israeli government’s position is that this is a matter
mistake not to build the wall on the green line where for final status negotiations and they will negotiate
possible. The army, when they planned the route of that issue in the context, and only in the context of a

final status agreement and not ahead of it, not now.the fence and the wall, did not take into account
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Q40 Sir John Stanley: I am sorry if I did not put that politicians negotiate it? Not this year. The year 2006,
do not forget, is an election year, both in PalestinesuYciently clearly. I think you were agreeing with

what I was saying. I was saying to you do you agree and in Israel.
that the Israeli government’s position is that they are
under no obligation to withdraw back to the 1967 Q43 Mr Pope: What eVect do you think the
boundaries? withdrawal from Gaza has had on Israeli public
Ms Bar-Yaacov: According to the Roadmap, they opinion? Is Israeli public opinion, strangely, taking
are supposed to withdraw to the September 2001 the Hamas line that this is a humiliation for Israel, a
line, so the lines that are pre the Intifida, which fall defeat? What are some of the eVects of that, for
very short of the 1967 borders. The discussion today example, on Israeli policy towards the wall? Does it
is nowhere near really whether Israel is going to make it more diYcult for Israel to manoeuvre on
withdraw to the 1967 borders or not at present, being more reasonable about the siting of the wall,
since, according to the steps of the Roadmap, which about the line of the wall? Is it harder for the Israeli
is the only peace plan on the table, there is a diVerent government to take a more reasonable line on that
question of withdrawal at stake, and the current because of public opinion?
question of withdrawal is really from the three Ms Bar-Yaacov: I think the Israeli withdrawal from
remaining Palestinian towns that Israel has Gaza was welcomed by the vast majority of the
reoccupied after the Sharm understandings of early Israeli population. It is not seen as a Hamas victory
on this year, of February this year. Again, I reiterate, in Israel; it is seen as a Hamas victory in Palestine, it
I think Israel views the ’67 question as a final status is seen as a good move, as a pro-peace move in order
question. I do not think that there is one opinion or to move the peace process forward. Much will
another in government as to the final borders of a depend on whether Gaza will remain quiet or not.
peace agreement. It is an issue that they view as an Public opinion in Israel will sway if violence erupts
issue to be negotiated with the Palestinians as part of either from Gaza or, more probably, from the West
the final status agreement. The questions of Bank, because it is unlikely that Hamas and other
withdrawal at the moment are of much smaller areas militant factions will operate from Gaza since it is in
than the 1967 borders. I also want to just mention in no-one’s interests to have the Israelis re-occupy
this context that President Bush said that in his view Gaza. It is not in any Palestinian party’s interests
Israel can keep some of the settlement blocs in the and certainly not in Israel’s interests. So the leverage
West Bank, which clearly means that there will not they have is to attack Israel from the West Bank.
be a withdrawal to the 1967 borders if Bush’s words, Much will depend on how that goes in terms of the
which were made in a public speech in the White sustainability of Israeli public opinion. At present
House, are to be taken seriously. there is a honeymoon period. Yes, this was good, but

if there are more Palestinian attacks on Israelis,
there will not be any further evacuations from theQ41 Sir John Stanley: Finally, just on Jerusalem, do

you see any possible basis under which there will be West Bank. Gaza really has to succeed. In terms of
the wall, as I said, I think Israelis are more sensitivean agreed settlement in the context of Jerusalem?

Ms Bar-Yaacov: I think that is the crux of the today than they were when they planned the route to
Palestinian humanitarian needs, and many Israelimatter. I think Jerusalem is at the heart of the

matter. I think it is the most important issue, and I human rights organisations and humanitarian
organisations are petitioning Israel’s Supreme Courtvery much hope that there will be serious

negotiations on Jerusalem soon so that the matter in order to move sections of the fence or wall or to
open gates there, and there is some room forcan be resolved.
manoeuvre there.

Q42 Sir John Stanley: You hope that. I am sure we
all hope that, but my question, which is a diYcult Q44 Mr Pope: We visited Qalqilya, which you

mentioned, and I think we were all quite shocked byone, but from where you come from, with all your
background and expertise and knowledge of how what we saw there, the fact that the wall and wall

plus razor wire entirely encircles a Palestinian town.both sides are approaching Jerusalem, do you
honestly believe there is any realistic possibility of a It appears to be strangling that town. We met

farmers whose land was on the other side of thesettlement?
Ms Bar-Yaacov: I think there is a realistic possibility barrier. We saw schoolchildren whose school was on

one side of the barrier and their homes were on theof a settlement, but again, Jerusalem, final borders,
refugees and settlements are the four key issues for other, and to get in and out it takes around two

hours. It seems to me that if the Israelis’ point in thisfinal status negotiations. They have been put in a
separate category under the Oslo Agreement, under wall and the barrier was security, then this is entirely

self-defeating because the kind of anger that thisthe Roadmap, and that is the current framework for
peace. So unfortunately, Jerusalem is only going to engenders, the obvious injustice of it, can only fuel

violence. Is there a growing acceptance in Israelibe negotiated as part of the final status agreement.
Yes, it is possible to negotiate Jerusalem. Yes, there public opinion that the existence of the wall in places

like Qalqilya is an aVront to normal human rights?is a blueprint for what could happen in Jerusalem, in
the Clinton parameters, in the Tabah negotiations, Ms Bar-Yaacov: I think Israeli public opinion is so

much in favour of the construction of the wall thatin the Geneva Accords. The solution is more or less
in place. Yes, I believe that there is a possible not that many people have examined the precise

route as in Qalkilya, which I mentioned here asolution for Jerusalem. My question is, when will the
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couple of years ago, and Tulkarm, and now I which Hamas have won municipal elections. The
third round of the Palestinian municipal elections ismention east Jerusalem because that is, as I see it, the

most serious problem. I think it could lead to a third scheduled to take place in December, and it is widely
expected that Hamas will win a number of keyIntifada. I think, precisely like you, that it does not

meet long-term Israeli security goals. If the problem municipalities in the big towns in Gaza but not
necessarily the West Bank. In that sense, theof the sub-fences, the system of fences encircling

certain areas like Qalkilya, like Tulkarm, like east caricature is actually right. By and large, Hamas
have more power in Gaza, although its power in theJerusalem, is not resolved, the Palestinians will

eventually resort to violence and maybe even soon. West Bank should not be underestimated, plus their
ability to operate out of the West Bank should not
be underestimated. In terms of the in-fighting inQ45 Richard Younger-Ross: Just coming back to
Fatah, it is a very serious problem. Fatah isGaza and the movement of the Israeli settlers out of
extremely disorganised. They are going to hold aGaza, some of those had already been moved once
convention, their primaries, only after the legislativefrom previous settlements. Do we know where they
elections. It is not clear yet how many lists they willhave gone to? Are any of them settling in lands which
run under but, unlike Hamas, who are extremelythe Palestinians are still going to want back in the
well organised and basically put together a one-West Bank and other places?
candidate per list and then everybody falls in underMs Bar-Yaacov: No. It was one of the issues that
that, Fatah ego and pride is very diVerent. Whateverybody feared, that the 8,000 were moved to the
happens is if a candidate is not top of the list, he thenWest Bank, but in fact they have not. Many of them
runs as an independent, so you get Hamas fracturedare still in hotels and many of them are in Ashkelon,
into ten diVerent independent parties, wherewhich is a town just north of Gaza in Israel proper.
everybody knows you are Fatah but you could notI do not think there is a serious risk that they will
take being number two on a list so you decide to setmove to settlements in the West Bank. I think the
up your own party, and you have too many partiesIsraeli government knows that that is not advisable.
running and that is extremely problematic. There is
also the distinction old guard/new guard, the young

Q46 Richard Younger-Ross: On a totally separate Palestinians versus the old ones, and the problem of
issue, in terms of the wall and the wall alignment, it corruption within primarily the old guard. Since no-
has been put to me at a meeting here some time ago one has done anything about the corruption, people
that the construction of the wall actually aligns with like, for example, the current Prime Minister,
water courses but the water courses tend to pop up Ahmed Qorei Abu Ala, is viewed as extremely
on the Israeli side of the wall and not on the corrupt. No-one is willing to take him on, and if he
Palestinian side of the wall. Do you have any decides to run in a separate list, that will split and
evidence of that? splinter Fatah, and that is not a good thing. Marwan
Ms Bar-Yaacov: There are some areas in which there Barghouti, who is in prison, is most likely to be the
is a water problem. As I said, the best study on this head of the list, and he is most likely to win many,
was done by OCHA, the OYce for Co-ordination of many votes and to operate from prison through
Humanitarian AVairs of the UN in Jerusalem, and Qaddura Faris or other emissaries, but I would rate
they are negotiating with the Israeli army the the problem with inside fighting in Hamas and lack
specifics of these issues. I think there is a problem of loyalty, a certain dysfunctional structure that
there and I think to a certain degree it is being everybody operates for their own good. There is not
addressed. It is being addressed in the sense that it is a good co-operation between the diVerent ministers.
out in the open and there are negotiations going on The situation is serious. On top of that you have the
on this matter. I am not sure that it has been Fatah militant factions, who do not even consider
resolved. Abu Mazen, so to speak to be Fatah. They take the

law into their own hands, and they are armed; they
Q47 Chairman: Can I take you back to the are not willing to disarm. Abu Mazen tried to co-opt
Palestinian Authority. You said at the beginning it them and buy them into mainstream Fatah and they
was necessary to strengthen Abu Mazen. Can you refused. I am speaking primarily of the Al Aqsa
tell us your assessment of the internal struggle that is brigades. They have a gang mentality. They are loyal
going on. You have made some references to it. How to their own gang master. They are certainly not
serious is this factionalism within Fatah? Is Fatah loyal to Abu Mazen. So in that sense Hamas are
capable of in eVect taking on and defeating Hamas, much better organised plus, as I said before, they are
or is it more likely that elements within Fatah will be clean. They do not suVer from that tainted image
aligned to Hamas in a new political configuration? that unfortunately Fatah have earned themselves.
Could you clarify the diVerences in the politics on
the Palestinian side between the West Bank and

Q48 Chairman: Could the Israelis then actually beGaza. The popular view is that Hamas is very strong
more likely to get an agreement with Hamas thanin Gaza, Fatah is very strong in the West Bank, but
with a disputatious and divided Fatah?that is a caricature. Could you give us your expertise
Ms Bar-Yaacov: No. Hamas is not interested inon that.
negotiating. Hamas’s charter, which I have in frontMs Bar-Yaacov: Hamas is stronger in Gaza than it
of me, the be-all and end-all of it is that peaceis in the West Bank, but there are certain towns in
negotiations are just something they would not evenwhich diVerent factions of Fatah in the West Bank

rule and certain municipalities in the West Bank in consider, and they consider totally wrong, and Israel
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will exist and will continue to exist until Islam will crucial role in the ceasefire negotiations of the
diVerent factions in Gaza and the West Bank. I thinkobliterate it, just as it has obliterated others before it.

It has extremely racist statements against the Jews, they know the situation on the ground in Gaza and
they have the ear of the Palestinians and the trust of“the cowards would never sleep” and things like

that, in its oYcial covenant. No, I do not think peace the Israelis. They are in a unique position because it
is also a strategic interest of theirs. They have anegotiations with Hamas are on the agenda, unless

Hamas change their charter, disarm and sign a border with Gaza. They have a very good
intelligence service so they know what is going on.document which states that they are renouncing

terror and interested in a peaceful way to resolve They have the power. I would rate their role as
absolutely critically important. The only potentialdisputes.
problem in Egypt is the democratisation process
because with this initiative of the greater MiddleQ49 Chairman: I put the question because some
East, as you know, it is easier said than done, and itpeople have the view that somehow that would be
is potentially giving legitimacy to small, verythe best solution, but I agree with your view. Can
extreme parties in Egypt that are very anti-Israeli.you also, while we are on this problem, deal with
That is the only caveat that I would raise, more sothis. Are there other groups apart from Hamas and
long term, but I would rather raise it now, becausethe Fatah groups that are significant players in this
those parties are not interested in peace with Israel.process?
The peace Israel has with Egypt is a cold peace, aMs Bar-Yaacov: Fatah and Hamas are the main
strategic interest peace. It is not a warmth of theactors in the process and, to go back to Hamas, there
parties or the two states really coming together.is a debate as to whether they would be willing to
They have very little in common, but they aretransform into a political party, and if they do,
interested in a stable Palestinian entity.whether they will be able, as I said, to give up their

arms, to change their charter and to renounce terror
Q52 Ms Stuart: Strategic interests are by far moreand potentially negotiate. So there are issues that
durable than feelings of warmth. Could the UK dohave to be worked on with them. There are other
more to strengthen their hand in terms ofgroups but they are smaller groups. As I said, there
democracy-building in Egypt, which must be theare local gangs everywhere. They certainly have
long-term prospect, and may not always bepower. Al Aqsa brigades are quite an important
necessarily as much welcomed by those in powerspoiler; there is Palestinian Islamic Jihad; there is the
now?PFLP. Those are groups that carry out suicide
Ms Bar-Yaacov: I am not sure what the UK is doingbombings inside Israel so you cannot ignore them as
in Egypt at the moment, to be honest, so it is harda force in the equation.
for me to assess. I know what they are doing vis-à-vis
the Israeli–Palestinian conflict, and that is they areQ50 Chairman: Some of them are based in Syria or
giving 100% backing to Egypt and a lot ofin Lebanon.
encouragement and support. In terms of theMs Bar-Yaacov: Some of them are headquartered in
democratisation process in Egypt, as I said, I reallyDamascus. Hamas have links both to Damascus and think it has to be treated with silk gloves. The onlyto Beirut. Most of them are Iranian-funded. Iran is advice I can give the British government is to mapone of Israel’s main concerns. You have just come out what this actually means, not only for Egyptback from there, so you know all too well how internally but for the whole region, because it has aserious the problem is. potential to destabilise, not only to stabilise.

Q51 Ms Stuart: That actually leads on quite Q53 Ms Stuart: If you think of something, let us
interestingly from what you have just said, looking know.
beyond Israel and Palestine to outsiders. There is Ms Bar-Yaacov: OK, I will send it in.
this common perception that Egypt plays an
incredibly important role in the whole development Q54 Chairman: I think we have come to the end of
of the Middle East, having the elections and things, our session. I would like to thank you for your
but how would you assess Egypt’s role, positive or answers and giving us a very useful briefing. Some of
negative, towards a final solution? us will be travelling to the region in the next few
Ms Bar-Yaacov: Extremely positive. I think Egypt— weeks, and so hopefully we will be able to get there
and I said this here two years ago—have done over better informed than we otherwise would have been.
the last two years an amazing job, so I just reiterate Thank you for coming.

Ms Bar-Yaacov: Pleasure. Thank you very much.it and strengthen it. I think Egypt has played a
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Q55 Chairman: Good afternoon everybody. This Secretary Condoleezza Rice, myself in the Peace
Process in respect of Kashmir, many other theatres,session gives us an opportunity to question the

Foreign Secretary and senior oYcials about the and the work which we and the UK Government are
doing both with the Home OYce and the Foreignforeign policy aspects of the war on terrorism. We

are very pleased to have you before us, Jack, I know OYce to improve understanding of Islam and to give
those who are of the Islamic faith greater confidenceyou have been travelling across the Atlantic, no

doubt that might come up at some point in our to stand up against these evil people; all of that is the
only strategy that is sensible to follow. One otherquestioning. Can I just ask you briefly to introduce

your two colleagues? thing I simply say, in preparation for this session I
was looking down a list of all the sites where thereMr Straw: On my left is David Richmond, who is

Director-General Defence and Intelligence and on have been terrorist outrages over the last 12 years. It
is everywhere: Tokyo, Saudi Arabia, Tanzania,my right is Peter Gooderham who is Director

Middle East and North Africa. Kenya, Aden, obviously the World Trade Centre,
Karachi, Bali, Mombasa, Riyadh, Casablanca and
Jakarta. This is a worldwide problem and it requiresQ56 Chairman: Thank you very much. If I can begin
real international eVort.by asking about the current increase in terrorist

attacks both in this country and worldwide. We have
just got news of these appalling bombings in Iraq Q57 Chairman: You referred to the causes, one of

the things that strikes me is the way in which thetoday. It is clear to us, and we had evidence last week
from Peter Taylor and Professor Paul Wilkinson, people who justify these actions use all kinds of

diVerent excuses or reasons and one of the thingsthat the fight against international terrorism is going
into a new phase and is probably more diYcult. they are very eVective at is a propaganda campaign

whereby they talk about events that happened inCould you tell us, do you think we are winning in this
fight against international terrorism and have things Timor or Kashmir, you mentioned, or the Middle

East or even Andalusia and the 1450s in the periodchanged since the period around 9/11 to the current
situation? in Europe. Do you think we are doing enough to

counter this propaganda?Mr Straw: First of all, we have just had news of this
bombing of a hotel in Baghdad, one which is used by Mr Straw: I think we can never do enough to

counter the propaganda, it is a most extraordinaryjournalists. The fact that there appear to have been
at least 15, if not many more, fatalities indicates the moral relativism. We have to counter it and we have

to say there are some absolutes in our society.indiscriminate nature of these terrorists, who really
do not mind who they kill provided they kill Society cannot work unless we are clear what the

diVerences are between good and evil and thissomebody in the name of a totally perverted
ideology. It is a further illustration of the evil which terrorism is evil. I was reflecting on this in the

context of the visit I made over the weekend towe are dealing with. I do not want to use the phrase
that you used and it will be for historians to judge Birmingham, Alabama. They had the most

appalling racism there which escalated until awhether we have been successful in this overall fight.
What I do believe is that the strategy which we have church was bombed, four little girls got killed. You

could oVer explanations as to what was in the mindsembarked on—which is dealing directly with
terrorism in this country and anywhere else—where of the people who planted those bombs, but

whatever explanations you oVer you cannotwe have a direct involvement, indirectly by
international engagement and sharing of intelligence conceivably justify that. You could oVer

explanations as to why there was a climate in whichand resources with our international partners, as
well as seeking to deal with the causes of terrorism, extremism came to the fore in Germany before the

War and plenty of historians have said that thefor example, in the work we have done over many
years to support the Middle East Peace Process, the international community shared responsibility for

making the situation worse than it might have beenvery act in engagement of the United States and
United Kingdom Governments, Colin Powell, following the Treaty of Versailles. All that said, you
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cannot possibly excuse or justify Naziism. It was Q59 Ms Stuart: Can I follow on this. Given that it is
an engaging of the minds in the long-term and wesimply a straight forward evil and the evil that was
need to work with the BBC, and you say we havebeing carried out was far greater than any of the
spent £10 million on this but we also need to buildproblems it was designed to overcome; the same is
nation states in some areas like the Balkans, is ittrue with this terrorism. What I know, having
therefore wise for the Foreign OYce to withdrawcharted it before and after September 11, is that
grant-in-aid for organisations such as the Britishthese people are so evil they will seize on any excuse
Association for Eastern and Central Europe, whichor none. They will seize on an excuse, injustice in
has got a proven track record in terms of moneyPalestine, injustice in Chechnya, injustice in
spent, it spends very little money, but does exactlyKashmir. Those excuses have gone and we are
what is needed and has shown that they can do it?working very hard, certainly in respect of the Middle
Mr Straw: By pure chance, I am going to have aEast, and in respect of Kashmir we have some
short meeting with Lord Radice straight after thisinfluence, obviously it is for the Russian Federation
session if it does not go on too long and I am notto resolve the Chechnyan situation but if they have
caught up in a vote. With particular grants-in-aid itgone, they will seize on some other excuses. Now, for
is likely there will come a moment when there will besure, in order to ensure that their recruiting
a judgment that maybe their usefulness has run itssergeants are less successful, and for many other
course, and that is the issue here. I need to talk toreasons, we need to secure a just settlement between
Lord Radice before coming to a final view.the Israelis and the Palestinians in respect of the
Ms Stuart: I think as a matter of record I had betterMiddle East, and for example, between the Indians,
declare that myself and a fellow Member of thePakistanis and the Kashmiris in respect of Kashmir.
Committee, Paul Keetch, are trustees of theWe would be naive if we thought if we eliminated
organisation.those problems, this infection will go, it will not.

Q60 Mr Purchase: Over centuries we have been used
Q58 Chairman: We are spending billions of pounds to dealing with people dissatisfied for one reason
in various theatres on military activities, or another, usually because of some massive
Afghanistan, Iraq and elsewhere, yet we do not inequalities in the society the people inhabit. We
spend even a very small percentage of that on have dealt with it because it is rational and we can
propaganda, communications, media. I will give you say that we can create an improvement. Now we
one example: the BBC Arabic television service seem to be facing not a rational demand for
which has not yet been established and would cost improvements but a demand from a religion which
far less than we spent even in a very short period in will not be satisfied until its religion is accepted as the
pursuing the war in Iraq. Do you think we get our only religion throughout the world. Are we getting
priorities right? Should we be shifting resources to a point where we might just expect terrorism to
more into the other areas? continue? We cannot prove that there is not a God
Mr Straw: There will be an announcement by the and ask them to pack up their terrorism.
BBC World Service tomorrow about the future of Mr Straw: I do not think it is a demand from a
their programming. I do not want to pre-empt that, religion. That is to admit that these evil people speak
but I think this Committee will find that of interest. in the name of Islam, which no decent Muslim I
The second thing is that, however, we should not see know believes and none of the rest of us believe.
the BBC as part of a “propaganda eVort”, there is a There is overwhelming warrant from the Holy
strong case for a BBC Arabic television service, but Koran to show that is simply not the case. If you are
the BBC’s credibility will be severely undermined if asking is this appetite for terror by some of these
people thought that it was simply a mouthpiece of individuals ever going to be satiated, not by the key
the British Government or even of the British individuals I do not think. I think they are as
Parliament. Yes, we fund it, it is on my vote but we fanatical—to use a comparison—as some of the
have got to be very, very careful about the nature of Nazi leaders were at the end, they have tasted blood,
the relationship in order to preserve that they have enjoyed it, and get huge power from killing
independence for the BBC which is a watch word and they want it to go on and on and on. I think that
around the world. We spend quite a lot of money— we can succeed against their foot soldiers, both in
£10 million—on a programme called Engaging the dealing with it on a security basis but also in making
Islamic World, which I do in my part of the Islamic it clear to people that this provides no hope whatever
world on a day-by-day basis. I have received none of for them. If you go back to where you started, which
this £10 million, let me tell you. We spend £10 was Iraq, we knew that there was likely to be an
million and that is a big increase in the amount we increase in terrorist incidents in Iraq right through
have been spending in terms of engaging the Islamic the democratic process, the elections earlier in the
world with all sorts of programmes, and we have year, the setting of the constitution, this referendum
given you details of those. I am also clear that if we and then if the referendum leads to a yes, the full
want to engage the minds of people in the Islamic constitutional elections on 15 December. The
world we need to see better progress, for example on terrorists are desperately trying to stop this
the Middle East Peace Process and, knock on wood, democratic process taking place. Why? Because they
the prognosis is much, much better than certainly it know that if the democratic process in Iraq embeds

itself then their opportunities to rule this countrywas two years ago or a year ago.
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through terror rather than through democracy are Cabinet’s decision and then Parliament’s decision
the next day to take military action. I believed, andmuch, much more limited. You will then see that

some of those who for odd reasons fear or— I still believe, that the military action that we took in
Iraq was justified on the basis that was set out: non-
compliance by Saddam of about a dozen Chapter 7Q61 Mr Purchase: What do they want? What is the
Resolutions. By all means read the speeches I madedemand?
in the Security Council and the ones that I made inMr Straw: For that you would need to go on to the
the House. That was the focus of what I spokewebsite of al Qaeda related apologist organisations,
about. I do not happen to think this is an either/or.and there are many of them. Some of them want to
Also, although self-evidently there are, and remain,establish a caliphate across the Islamic world, they
security challenges in Iraq, I believe that the onlywant to exclude all infidel disbelievers. Bear in mind,
way we are going to get relative peace and securityhowever, that these people claim not only that
across the Middle East is through democracy. Weeverybody around the table—I do not see a member
are seeing the beginnings of this. Some of the thingsof the Islamic faith around the table—and those of
that have happened are quite remarkable, such asus of other faiths are infidels but also those who do
what is happening in the Lebanon. Who would havenot follow their very extreme brand are also
said that the Lebanon, whose nationhood has beenunbelievers. It is fanaticism on fanaticism. It is for
and is still denied by Syria, it was run by Syria as athat reason that there is increasing rejection by a vast
fiefdom, would now be emerging into fullmajority of people in the Muslim community of this
independence. Some of those who kept the Lebanonhijacking of their religion.
as a fiefdom are now under the most serious
spotlight from the international community.

Q62 Mr Keetch: Foreign Secretary, I want to turn to
Iraq because obviously we are here to discuss the

Q63 Mr Keetch: I am sorry, I asked about our actionforeign policy aspects of the war against terrorism. I
in Iraq and the eVect of that action against terrorism.want to place Iraq in that context. Obviously you
Mr Straw: What I am saying is we are seeing theand I took a diVerent view in the run-up to Iraq and
beginnings of a movement for democracy which Iyou won the vote. I do not want to re-rehearse those
believe is the only sure way of eliminating terror andarguments, nor do I necessarily want to go through
alongside that the lack of progress in the Arabthe arguments about what is happening in Iraq at the
countries, which is another cause or contributor tomoment. There are some very good signs of political
the environment in which terrorism can breed, isprocess, there are some less good signs such as the
through democracy. We would not have got tobombings this afternoon, et cetera. I want to put
where we have got to in Iraq, a release of Iraq fromIraq in the context of that overarching war against
tyranny, and the most terrible tyranny, stateterrorism. You were absolutely right when you said
terrorism, to a situation where just two and a halfthat terrorism had occurred before then and
years later we are awaiting the results of acertainly after 9/11 President Bush assembled huge
democratic referendum in which, according to theworld support for that campaign. The front page of
latest reports, nearly 10 million people have voted;Le Monde said “We are all Americans now”. My
up from 8.6 million in January. It is going to be hardconcern at the time, and my continued concern, is
going in Iraq, the terrorism will continue for somethat Iraq has been a distraction from that campaign
time, but I also believe that historians are likely toagainst terrorism that has led us down a path that
judge that this has led to the establishment of ahas taken resources, money and eVort that should
democratic and stable state. I would also add this:have been concentrated on that much wider picture.
nation building is never easy. There are those whoTherefore, I firstly want to ask you, in the run-up to
think what happened after the war was what was leftIraq what was your assessment of that engagement
of the German Government surrendered and then,on its eVect on the war against terrorism? Did you
hey presto, very quickly after that you had theactually believe that by invading Iraq it would
building of a German state. That is not true. Thereimprove the security situation in the United
were no national elections in Germany for fourKingdom and improve the war against terrorism? Or
years. The Marshall Plan after two years arosewere you warned, or was there a suspicion, that this
because of the real concern about the chaos ofattack on Iraq by itself might in some way
reconstruction. Austria was under Allied rule for 10undermine the overall war against terrorism?
years and it did not become a nation for 10 years.Mr Straw: I never, ever believed that military action
There was a similar situation with respect to Japan.was a “distraction” from the war on terrorism, let us
In all countries which have emerged from suchbe clear about this. Also, bear in mind—you said
tyranny you are going to have a period of transition.you were not going to re-rehearse what happened
All are diVerent. I am not saying that Iraq isbut you have just done so—we only came to the
Germany or Germany is Iraq, but there are lessonsdecision about military action very late and very
from each.reluctantly. It was after the failure of the Security

Council on 7 March 2003 to agree a Second
Resolution, albeit the modified one which I put Q64 Mr Keetch: In terms of my question I assume

that the Foreign oYce did consider what the eVect offorward, and then the announcement by the French
President on the tenth that whatever the the war on terrorism would be by invading Iraq.

Your assumption was that it would not make thecircumstances he would vote no, that we were then
into a situation when seven days later after the overall war on terrorism worse.
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Mr Straw: In the run-up to as serious a decision as disproportionately say they opposed the Iraq War
but they are not taken in by all this propaganda frommilitary action you are bound to look at all possible

consequences. Did we believe that taking military terrorists, apologists for terrorists and others, and
they were able to make a mature judgment. Theyaction would make the overall terrorist situation

worse? No, we did not. That was our judgment. could see what we had been doing in respect of the
Middle East, in respect of Kashmir and much else,Others around the system may have taken a diVerent

view but I know that we did not. and came to the conclusion they did.

Q67 Mr Keetch: I am grateful. The other answer toQ65 Mr Keetch: I am grateful for that. We had some
a question last week from Mr Taylor of the BBC wasvery interesting evidence last week from Professor
that Iraq was also providing a training ground forPaul Wilkinson from the University of St Andrews.
terrorists, that they were able to get involved inLet me just quote what he said in his paper to us:
terrorism and then come back from there to Europe“One of the most significant developments in the
and, indeed, a senior French judge made a similarevolution of al Qaeda since 2003 has been the way
point last week. Again, is it your belief that peoplethe movement has exploited the allied invasion and
actively involved in terrorism against coalitionallied occupation of Iraq. Whatever view one may
forces in Iraq are gaining from that experience intake on the decision to invade Iraq, it is simply
their perception and then returning back to theignoring the reality to deny that the invasion and
United Kingdom and other parts of Europe?occupation have been a big boost for al Qaeda and
Mr Straw: I have to say—Mr Richmond can correcta setback for the coalition against terrorism.” What
me if I am wrong—I have seen no evidence at all toProfessor Wilkinson is suggesting is that the images
suggest that people have been trained within Iraqof British and American troops in Iraq are fuelling
and are coming back here. The potential areas ofabroad what he calls a “domestic jihad” and
training and potential—Have you seen any?increasing the unhappiness and frustration felt by
Mr Richmond: No. I think it is something that weMuslims in our own country and other countries and
worry about but we have not seen any evidence of it.that process has increased and has made the overall

war on terrorism worse. I presume you would
disagree with that? Q68 Mr Maples: The Iraqi constitution has been

rejected by the overwhelming majority in two of theMr Straw: It is self-evidently the truth that al Qaeda
et cetera are exploiting what is going on in Iraq. They Sunni provinces. If it is rejected in a third, which

looks highly likely in Nineveh in the next two orare also exploiting what is going on in Saudi Arabia,
in Indonesia, in Egypt and in Russia. three days, what are we going to do?

Mr Straw: We say this is democracy and if you invite
people to vote—Q66 Mr Keetch: But there are not British troops

there.
Q69 Mr Maples: I have asked you what we are goingMr Straw: That is my point. There are no British
to do if it is rejected.troops there but they are exploiting them. Indonesia
Mr Straw: We then allow the constitutionalwas against the Iraq War; it has suVered continuous
arrangements to go ahead. There will be elections inal Qaeda inspired terrorism. Saudi Arabia was not
any event on 15 December. This is factored into thehappy about the Iraq War; it suVered terrorism.
constitution. If a referendum fails it may beEgypt was not happy about the Iraq War; it has
something which people regret but this issuVered very recently serious terrorist outrages
democracy. What we will also do is point out towithin its territory. The Russian Federation was
Sunnis who may have been reluctant to have beenagainst the Iraq War; it has had to deal with the most
involved in the elections back in January that it is farappalling terrorism. In each state these people seek
better for them to make use of democraticto justify their terrorism by anything that they can
arrangements to resolve the conflicts which theyfind. On your point about is this aVecting the
have with the Shias and the Kurds than it is toMuslim population in this country, opinions will
support violence. This is democracy working.diVer. I keep in very, very close touch with

communities of the Islamic faith in my own
constituency; if I did not I would not be here. It is the Q70 Mr Maples: Of course I understand it is

democracy working but our collective policy hasthird largest Muslim population in a constituency
proportionately of any in the country. There were been to develop the constitution and to get it

approved. If it is rejected and there are new electionsseveral candidates at the last election, six against me.
All six said they opposed the Iraq War, including a for an assembly, are you saying that new assembly is

more likely to be able to reach a constitutionalConservative, let me say. This will all be in published
oYcial documents. All six said they opposed the Iraq settlement?

Mr Straw: Even if the referendum passes and theWar and all six said that the way to emphasise
opposition, particularly among the Muslim constitution comes into force, there will have to be

quite a number of further amendments made to thecommunities, was to vote against me and vote me
out of oYce. My majority went down from 9,000 to constitution almost certainly. I think that there is a

provision—I can be corrected on this—that these8,000. I ended up with a very significant level
of support amongst the Muslim communities. Why? changes would have to be put to a further

referendum within four months. If there is not a yesYes, if you did an opinion poll amongst the
Muslim communities in Blackburn they would vote then there will be a further interim government
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elected on 15 December and the constituted Q74 Mr Maples: The result they may want is three
assembly has a year in which to come forward with separate constituent states.
changes to the constitution which will then go to a Mr Straw: One of the things they are all agreed on is
further referendum. Those who are busy seeking that there has to be a single Iraq. It is also
immediate stability, particularly those in the Shia fundamental to the international community. The
and Kurdish populations, obviously would have Kurds are not campaigning for a separate
wanted to see a yes vote. It is also the case, and we Kurdistan. They know in any event the
know this for certain, that there will be a very large consequences of that in relation to Turkey and Iraq
majority of Iraqi voters who will have voted yes in would be very, very severe. If you talk to
the elections but this arrangement by which two- Mr Barzani, President Talabani and the other
thirds of voters voting no in three provinces could leaders of the state KDP, they know that whatever
block a constitution was agreed, ironically, for the historical aspiration they may have had. The Shias
benefit of the Kurds originally when the Transitional also know that once a full democratic system of
Administrative Law was developed in the summer of government is established, because they are 60% of
last year and there is no reason at all why other the population, where the politics turns on people
groups, particularly the Sunnis, should not be being Shia rather than Sunni or Kurd, it is going to
allowed to use it. You were then asking what I think hold sway, so what on earth is in it for them to break
will happen. What I think will happen is that there up this country which anyway has been a single unity
will be further negotiations between the Sunnis and since the break up of the Ottoman Empire. My point
the Shias to try to arrive at a solution satisfactory to back to you, Mr Maples, is this: from the point of
both sides. Interestingly, things were moving in that view of the international community there is plainly
direction in the run-up to the referendum so that a hope that the electoral and constitutional
there were further amendments made. They were processes can proceed smoothly if there is a yes vote
supposed to be signed oV in the middle of August but but if you give people a vote you have to accept the
all through last month and the beginning of this answer that they come up with. It is not the end of
month further amendments were made. We will see the world at all if the answer is no. It is anticipated in
that process continuing, I think. the drafting of the Transitional Administrative Law

and in the constitution. Also, when I talk to our
people in Baghdad what they say to me is in practiceQ71 Mr Maples: It seemed to me that it was entirely
the diVerence between having a yes vote in terms offoreseeable that this was going to happen, the Sunnis
time and tidying up the constitution then and havingnot participating fully in the constitutional process,
a no vote and having to make some amendments toand that the result of this will be the deferral of a
agree to a further consensus would not be quite assolution for at least a year, if not longer, and during
long as people anticipate.that time the stability will get worse, which will

encourage the terrorists into thinking that they have
succeeded in one of their objectives, and the

Q75 Mr Maples: They would be radically diVerentlikelihood of the country breaking up into these
outcomes. Can we turn briefly to Basra because wethree or perhaps more constituent parts will be far
were congratulating ourselves until quite recentlygreater.
that we had done rather well in the southern part ofMr Straw: I do not accept that.
Iraq and it was much more stable and we seem to
have done that by working very closely with the

Q72 Mr Maples: You do not think any part of it will main Shi’ite group. However, now we seem to have
break up? a situation in which the various Shi’ite groups and
Mr Straw: First of all, we do not know what the militias have fallen out among themselves stirred up
result is going to be. It is clear that in Ambar 97% of by Iran which was not happening until a few months
voters have voted no, we are told, and in Salahuddin ago and the same animosity towards British troops
it is 82%. There is an issue at the moment about what is now being demonstrated there as it has been for
has happened in Nineveh which is the area around two and a half years in the other parts of Iraq against
Mosul, which is a mixed area, and we do not know the Americans. It seems to me that we have got
whether or not there is going to be a yes or a no vote almost as bad a situation there as the United States
and, if it is a no vote, whether it is a no vote by two- has got in the Sunni triangle.
thirds. I spoke to UN Secretary General Kofi Mr Straw: I think it is very important not to
Annan— generalise and that also applies to the areas under

the direct control, as it were, of the American troops.
American troops have got a relatively good level ofQ73 Mr Maples: We are working on the basis of if it
consent in some provinces and some parts of someis a no vote, what will happen?
provinces and obviously poor consent in other parts.Mr Straw: I spoke to Secretary General Kofi Annan
My understanding so far as Basra is concerned is,yesterday and on Saturday about this because it is in
yes, there was a particular problem with this sectioneverybody’s interests that the process of checking
of the Iraqi security forces and some dominantshould come to a close as quickly as possible. I do
individuals, but it is by no means universal. I wouldnot accept your rather apocalyptic view about what
also just say to you, Mr Maples, although I think allis then going to happen. I just say this: you have to
of us are very proud indeed of the way in which ourtrust the people to come up with the result that

they want. troops have operated seeking to build consent, they
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have always made it clear that if necessary they will help and advisors in relation to police and other
areas. However, the Forces did a magnificent job inbe very firm and very tough, and that was why they

took the action that they did about three weeks ago. dealing with the local tribal issues and working with
the local community. There has clearly been a
deterioration in the relationships between ourQ76 Mr Maples: Obviously we hope that will be the
Forces there and the local authorities. What is beingoutcome. We now have a situation in which the
done to build those bridges?insurgency seems to be worse in most Sunni parts
Mr Straw: A great deal, and I can let the Committeethan it has been before, the constitution is almost
have a detailed note about that, if you wish,certainly, I would suggest to you, going to get
Mr Chairman.1 Our people, both in the military andrejected, and we now have chaos and fighting in
in the Consul General in Basra, as well as inBasra with Iran stirring up trouble there in a way
associated government agencies like DFID, are alivethat I do not think any of us had foreseen. Is it not
to the need to have the best possible relationshipsreally time that we admitted we went to war here for
with local leaders. As Mr Maples has indicated, partall the right motives but, nevertheless, there were not
of what happened is that, in his phrase, some localany weapons of mass destruction. We have
leaders “fell out”, and there is going to be a lot offundamentally miscalculated and misunderstood
vying for power because people see that power isthe nature of Iraqi society and the potential for
shifting from the rather tyrannical arrangementsdivisions within it and the potential for insurgency.
that people knew about under Saddam and what hasWould it not help us to get from here to a
been there subsequently to democratic processes,satisfactory exit if we admitted that we had made
which are far better but slightly less certain. Therethose mistakes?
will therefore be a lot of vying for power going on,Mr Straw: If we thought that, and evidently you do,
and that is what we have had to cope with. Foryes, but I do not happen to think it.
reasons I have already explained to Mr Maples, I do
not take an overly pessimistic view about the longer-Q77 Mr Maples: You do not think we have made term prognosis there.any mistakes?

Mr Straw: That is a separate issue. If you are asking
me whether I think we made any fundamental Q79 Richard Younger-Ross: Are we not in a position
mistakes in the overall strategy, no, I do not. If you where the clerics and the extreme clerics will say,
are asking me day-by-day whether there are things “They came here; they promised us water and
we could have done better with the benefit of electricity; they have failed to do those on time and
hindsight, of course that is the case, it would be they are still not working properly; they promised us
arrogant to say otherwise. You could come up with this and that, and they have not delivered”? Are we
a catalogue of bad news but what you omitting in all not, particularly in terms of security, actually giving
of this is the most important message of all this year, extra credit to the clerics to put us in a bad light?
2005, which is this: the Iraqis have embraced Mr Straw: There are two things: to the extent that
democracy. People said we did not understand the the reconstruction process has lagged behind is all
nature of Iraqi society, meaning that we did not down to security. The other thing that has happened
understand that they did not really want to be for the good—and this has been, again, a very big
democrats; that they did not have any interest and change in the last year—is that approximately
they just wanted to be dominated by tyrants. Well, 170,000 more Iraqi security forces have been trained
eight and a half million Iraqis proved those people up. Their ability to operate independently of the US,
wrong on 30 January, and 10 million proved them UK and other coalition forces varies considerably.
wrong again on 15 October. The Iraqis want what There are two battalions that can operate entirely
we take for granted, which is the right to run their independently, but a great many can operate
own aVairs; and it is called democracy. We are eVectively with backing from the coalition. That has
seeking to support that process, a process that is also been a big change. The progress with the defence
backed by the United Nations. Although you are forces has been better than progress with the police
right to say that there were big divisions in the in some areas where problems remain. On the point
international community and nationally over the about the clerics, it is quite important to appreciate
rightness or wrongness of military action, post-war that some of those whom you describe as clerics are
we have been there on the basis of United Nations a very powerful, moderating force within Iraqi
Security Council resolutions. The key resolution society, in this case amongst the Shia. Without
now, Resolution 1546, was passed in June last year Ayatollah Sistani’s great wisdom and judgment, I
unanimously, and it is that which provides the think that we would be in a rather more diYcult
mandate for the multinational force and the position. It is the nature of that society that a lot of
electoral timetable and institutions. the leaders are clerics. Let me say that it certainly

was the case in my party, and in yours, for a very
Q78 Richard Younger-Ross: Pursuing the point on long time, that the protestants and non-conformist
Basra, I had the privilege to visit there just after the churches played a leading part in our—well, this is
fighting finished and saw what an excellent task our true! People used to say of the Church of England
Forces were doing. I have to say that they were that it was a Conservative Party of prayer. It does
clearly not fully prepared for the task in front of not lie in our mouth to pretend that we are a wholly
them, because the Government had clearly not
thought about the fact that it needed extra DFID 1 Ev 36
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secular society where organised religion plays no malevolence around the region has been from
Hezbollah or Iran. I note that you said at a presspart in politics, because it does play a very

important part. conference that the explosives that killed at least
eight British soldiers originated from Hezbollah or
Iran. That is pretty definite. Downing Street/theQ80 Richard Younger-Ross: I very carefully used the
Prime Minister have been fairly strong, but in someword “extreme” before the word “cleric”. I
parliamentary exchanges the Defence Secretaryappreciate that a large number of them are working
seemed to slightly pull back from that. I do not meanand are a moderating force. However, I am
this in any spiteful way, as you would know, butconcerned that more power is being given to those
there does seem to be a degree of ambiguity. Iwho do not wish to see the sort of democracy that we
wonder if you could take this opportunity to sharewish to see, but wish to go back to the sort of
with us what you do know. Is it Hezbollah or Iran,democracy they have in Iran, rather than the
and if it is the latter to whom does one look? At whatdemocracy you described earlier. I fear that we will
level is this and to what extent are the fingerprints ofmove towards a new Vietnam where these other
the Iran regime on this?groups, which cannot agree to the model of
Mr Straw: There is a degree of ambiguity about this,democracy—
Mr Mackinlay, because there is a degree ofMr Straw: It is good for a headline in the liberal
uncertainty about it. We believe, from forensicnews, but it is complete nonsense.
examination of these improvised explosive devices,
that they are similar to or the same as those used byQ81 Richard Younger-Ross: Liberal Democrat!
Hezbollah; and it appears that they can be tracedMr Straw: It is complete nonsense. The parallels are
back to Iran. We do not know about the timing andabout zero, with great respect to you. Just look at the
we do not know directly about any involvement byfact that you have now got a UN-backed democratic
the Iranian Government, but it is suYcient for us toprocess. There was not ever a single United Nations
be concerned about it and we have madeSecurity Council resolution in respect of Vietnam.
representations to the Iranian Government. I thinkEverybody is agreed in the Security Council about
I have probably said enough about that; we just statethe strategy needed to put Iraq on a settled path. The
that there is not a continuation of these devices.two other things I say are these: there is not seen to

be any particular appetite amongst Iraqis for setting
up a structure similar to that in Iran. Although it is Q84 Andrew Mackinlay: Turning to suicide
true that the majority of Iranians are Shia, and in the bombers, there have been press reports, which are
south and other parts of Iraq a significant not vague reports, about how the regime and organs
proportion of the Iraqis are Shia, the Iraqis are Arab of the regime, including Iran’s newly-installed
and the Iranians are not Arab, they are Persian. This Defence Minister, had both invited volunteers for
division between the two is not accidental but is suicide bombings and celebrated them. A
quite powerful, and there are other reasons that celebration is planned on 30 October in Tehran,
explain the nature of the Iranian constitution, about which, by definition, must have at least the tacit
which I would be very happy to bore this Committee support of the regime, entitled Men of the Sun. They
at some length. The Iraqi constitution states in the are going to celebrate suicide operations at this
opening articles—and I paraphrase, but only a celebration, encouraging people to sign up for
little—that it should take account of the Islamic martyrdom-seeking operations. The Defence
heritage of Iraq; but it also states that it should take Minister has indicated support for this kind of
account of democratic rights and human rights. The activity. What do we know about this; what
architecture of the document is not one that makes representations have we made; and is this not
this an Islamic state in the classical sense that you see something that really puts that regime beyond the
in Iran or, in a diVerent way, in Saudi Arabia. pale? There are very few regimes, and certainly they

are regimes that you would not do business with,
Q82 Mr Illsley: In regard to the Basra situation and that are actively encouraging and promoting the
the incidents on 19 September, just how big a concept of suicide operations around the world and
disappointment was it that the newly-trained police around the region.
forces seemed to be in alliance with the militias in the Mr Richmond: It is worth remembering that they
handing over of British troops to those militias? were using suicide bombers in the Iran/Iraq war, and
Mr Straw: It obviously was a disappointment. It was it is quite a long tradition. These people have been
aimed at one particular section of the police force. celebrated, and there is a foundation that looks after
There was disappointment, and we have to deal with wives and dependants and so on; so this is something
that. We hoped that it would be otherwise. that has existed in Iran quite some time. It is true to
Chairman: We are moving to Iran now. say that recently more publicity has been given to

this, but you have to see what they did rather than
what they wrote in their newspapers.Q83 Andrew Mackinlay: I will come on in a moment
Mr Straw: It is slightly more complicated because ofto IAEA Security Council’s atomic weapons, but in
the Iran/Iraq war. We look to the Government ofrecent weeks the Prime Minister, yourself and the
Iran to take the same unambiguous view ofDefence Secretary have indicated a fear that some of
terrorism that all other countries do. A point I oftenthe ordinance and planning and preparation and
make to Iraqi interlocutors is that with their verysome of the personalities involved in attacks upon

British soldiers and coalition forces in Iraq and other active support and encouragement when I was
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Home Secretary, at the request of my then contract with the Russians, and the Russians are
under contract to provide fuel for it; but they havepredecessor the late Robin Cook, I banned, under

the Terrorism Act, the Iraq/Iranian terrorist no other power stations ready to go, and there are
none in development either. Those are the questionorganisation MEK—and it is still banned. I also

banned in the same list the military wings of Hamas marks. You talk about impotence, but the record of
the IAEA on Iran is one of the strength of theand Hezbollah. The Iranian Government give very

active support to Hezbollah and some support to international community in support of one of the
world’s most important international treaties, theHamas, and we think they should desist from that

because you have to be unambiguous in your Non-Proliferation Treaty. Where are we? When we
started this in the immediate aftermath of the Iraqapproach to terrorist organisations. That is a

conversation that continues to happen with the war, Dominic de Villepin, Joschka Fischer and
myself thought there was every prospect that IranIranians.
would exploit the divisions in the international
community and carry on regardless. They haveQ85 Andrew Mackinlay: And the PMOI were
simply not done that, and we have been able tobanned—or is that the MEK?
achieve a situation where the enrichment of uraniumMr Straw: Yes.
is suspended. That remains suspended. What we also
achieved for a period was the suspension of theQ86 Andrew Mackinlay: I do not want to labour the
conversion facility at Isfahan. The Iranians made thepoint, but it seems to me that that should be
decision to restart that on 2 August this year; and itrevisited.
is because of that that we have a problem. As youMr Straw: You are not supporting this terrorist
say, Mr Mackinlay, when this came before the IAEAorganisation—
board of governors there was a vote of 22 in favour
of declaring Iran non-compliant. There was oneQ87 Andrew Mackinlay: I am certainly not, no.
against, which was Venezuela, and the restMr Straw: Okay.
abstained. That was quite a shock to the Iranians
because they thought that the most votes we would

Q88 Andrew Mackinlay: But, equally, since— muster would be 18, and in fact if Venezuela had not
Mr Straw: Did NCRI fund— voted against we would have ended up with a

consensus. That is where it is at the moment.
Q89 Andrew Mackinlay: The answer is “no”, but the Enrichment remains suspended and further
point is that I certainly think we should always conversations are taking place. I hope that it is
revisit those which we ban. possible to resolve this matter within the board of
Mr Straw: There are provisions in the Terrorism governors of the IAEA, but the statutes of the IAEA
Act 2000, if organisations want to make provide that if such matters cannot be resolved, then
representations— there can be a reference to the Security Council. As

to whether that is necessary or when it would take
Q90 Andrew Mackinlay: Perhaps I can go, as I place is a choice that we would make, and we would
promised you, to the question of development of certainly not announce it in advance.
nuclear weapons. The IAEA has been unambiguous
in its condemnation of Iran for non-compliance.

Q91 Mr Pope: You have said on a number ofThere is now talk about the matter being referred to
occasions that it is inconceivable that military actionthe Security Council, which seems logical. The
would be taken against Iran, and whilst I am sureanxiety which some have is that it will go to the
that is true at the moment, it presumably really is notSecurity Council, and then there will be impotence;
the case if one looks to the future. I cannot see Israel,because if the Security Council stands by the IAEA
for example, standing by and allowing Iran toand shows robustness, there is very little that the
develop a nuclear weapons capability; and for thatinternational community can do. Is that not the
matter I cannot really see the United States allowingcase? Where are we on this? How can we contain and
that to happen. My point is that it is notcontrol Iran on development of nuclear weapons?
inconceivable.Mr Straw: First, let me just say where we are. We do
Mr Straw: Mr Pope, I speak for the Britishnot know for certain whether Iran is developing a
Government; I do not presume to speak for thenuclear weapons capability. What we do know for
Israeli Government; they have to make their owncertain is that over a 20-year period they failed to
decisions. It was in the context of the nuclear dossiernotify the IAEA of very large developments at
that I made those remarks. The second thing to sayIsfahan and Natanz of conversion and enrichment
is that people need to chill a bit on this. Militaryfacilities and other matters. We also know that they
action is not on anybody’s agenda with respect towere in close touch with A. Q. Khan, who is the man
Iran, and that has been made clear repeatedly by thewho was in the lead in developing the Pakistani
American Government and clearly by Condoleezzabomb and who then decided to go into business
Rice yesterday at the joint interview I did with herselling nuclear weapons technology. We know they
from Birmingham, Alabama. It is simply not on theexperimented in polonium and plutonium, and there
agenda. There is always a caveat entered on behalfis also a large question mark as to why they need
of the President of the United States, who is alsosuch large fuel cycle facilities to create nuclear fuel
Commander in Chief, which I understand; but it iswhen they only have one nuclear power station at

Bushehr. That power station is being built under not on the agenda of the American Government and
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it is not on our agenda or anybody’s agenda on the panoply that is necessary to generate electricity by
board of governors. My judgment is that we have to nuclear power.” On the face of it, that is correct.
work extremely hard to resolve this by diplomatic However, there is an obligation under Article 2 not
means. What I do know is that where we are to do anything towards developing nuclear weapons
united—and we have been until very recently capability. The intersection of these two comes at the
completely united—we can get a long way. I also point of the fuel cycle, and that is why there is such
know that the Iranians were surprised and a little anxiety about the use to which the Iranians are
chastened by the extent to which we got, not intending to put the fuel that they would generate.
unanimous support in the last board of governors, That is what we have to work on. As far as I am
but very significant and substantial support, which concerned, and I think I can speak for the French
they thought would go their way. and German Governments and for Javier Solana, we

are just going to keep going on this.
Q92 Mr Pope: The Committee visited Iran and went
to Tehran and Isfahan about two years ago. It was

Q94 Mr Hamilton: Following on from whatquite a friendly visit, certainly in comparison to
Mr Pope has just said about the possibilities ofwhen we went to France at about the same time!
military action or otherwise against Iran, I am sureMr Straw: I shall make sure that our Ambassador in
you will have heard of the Heritage Foundation, theTehran tells the Iranian Government that.
right-wing think-tank in Washington—
Mr Straw: Are they supporting me?

Q93 Mr Pope: I know that you have invested quite
a lot of time and eVort personally in the UK
relationship with Iran, but I just think that over the Q95 Mr Hamilton: I do not think they are not
last two years things have deteriorated somewhat. supporting you. It has a great influence on President
There was the case of the British soldiers who were Bush’s policies, and I am delighted to hear what
kidnapped in the Shatt al-Arab waterway. Condoleezza Rice has said about the possibility of
Mr Mackinlay has pointed out that there is any kind of military action against Iran. However, as
compelling evidence that Iranian-produced or you may recall a few weeks ago, Dr Nile Gardiner,
Iranian-financed weapons have been used against someone we met a couple of years ago in
UK forces south of Iraq. It seems to us that our Washington, was on the Newsnight programme. He
diplomatic relationship is not as good as it was two told Jeremy Paxman that it is about time we stopped
years ago when we went there. Would you using the carrot and waved the stick at Iran; in other
characterise it thus and, if so, what can we do words, we would have to do something quite radical
about it? to stop them developing nuclear weapons if they did
Mr Straw: There has been a diYcult period in the not stop of their own accord. Are you worried by
relationship between Iran and the international that? Do you think that his views are likely to
community; and just bear in mind that every move penetrate the White House at some stage and force
that the United Kingdom has made has been in them into military action if Iran does not go along
concert with France and Germany, and through that with the IAEA?
E3 arrangement the rest of the European Union as

Mr Straw: He has his point of view. Was that thewell. If people say, “What is the point of EU foreign
programme that I was in?policy?” this is the point of EU foreign policy.

Increasingly we have had the active support of the
United States Government, backing our proposals. Q96 Mr Hamilton: No, it is one that I was on
We are working at improving co-operation with the actually—helping you!
Russian Federation as well as other countries. Iran Mr Straw: Thank you very much. Let me just repeat
had elections; they were imperfect elections because the position of the American Government, whichof their constitutional system, but they produced a was spelt out yesterday, and before, by Secretaryresult in which President Ahmadinejad took oYce. It

Rice. She said that military action was not on theis a new government. I was present at the United
agenda of the United States at this time. She went onNations General Assembly when he made the speech
to say words to the eVect that the United Statesthat he did and set out his stall. It is a more diYcult
Government had been giving support for the E3environment than it was two years ago; however,
process; they have done so, and we are very gratefulthat is not a reason for abandoning the diplomatic
to the United States Government for that support.route. You have to try and understand where the
Each resolution that we have had before the boardIranians are coming from. Iran is a very proud
of governors has also been actively supported by thenation, with a very fine past. It is also a nation which,
United States. That is where we are. As I say, one canfor rather good reasons, has felt that it has been
endlessly speculate. I think I have made our positionover-dominated by great power politics in turn by
fairly clear. I believe that the diplomatic route is theRussia, by the United Kingdom and by the United
right one. It is not just about diplomacy across aStates; and that is part of their national
table; it is about the pressure that one can exerciseconsciousness, as is this very powerful sense of their
through the international community on a countryown national dignity. You have to take that into
like Iran. It could also be exercised on us in diVerentaccount. The argument over the Non-Proliferation
circumstances. It is about the power of the UnitedTreaty is complicated. The Iranians say: “Article 4

of the Non-Proliferation Treaty entitles us to the full Nations system that we are dealing with here.
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Q97 Mr Hamilton: In other words, you are still Mehlis Commission and Resolution 1559 was an
wholly committed to constructive engagement, earlier resolution that required Syria to remove its
which is the British Government’s continuing policy troops and its penetration of Lebanon altogether. It
in Iraq. has made some progress on that and has certainly
Mr Straw: Let me say that for all sorts of reasons removed its troops, but it still has to do a very great
sometimes it is hard going with Iran, but I happen to deal more, including recognising the Lebanon as an
be committed to it, and I happen to think that it is independent member of the United Nations, and put
far better than the alternative. embassies into Beirut and exchange ambassadors.

These are very elementary matters, but very
important matters. On the second point you raised,Q98 Ms Stuart: If none of that pressure works,
Mr Mackay, about penetration of the border, yousurely the minimum is the end of the Non-
are right to say that this is the most dangerous andProliferation Treaty?
most porous border into Iraq. The Syrians haveMr Straw: It may be the end of the Non-
taken some steps to improve security and co-Proliferation Treaty; it depends on the
operation across the border, but they have got tocircumstances. Meanwhile, there are other
take many more. Dr Gooderham may wish to saychallenges for the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Only
something more about this. An associated point isthree members of the United Nations have not
that they have got to be categorical in ceasing tosigned up to the Non-Proliferation Treaty but they
allow Syria to be used as a base for Hamas andall have a nuclear weapons capability, so trying to
Islamic Jihad. It is almost a joke in the Arab region,deal with that is also something we have to factor
and regarded as such, when Syrian leaders say thatinto our approach.
Hamas and Islamic Jihad are not allowed to operate
from Syria. I recently met a very well-known, seniorQ99 Mr Mackay: Foreign Secretary, I want to bring
Arab journalist, who got out his pocket book andyou on to another problem state in the region,
said, “if I want to talk to leaders of Hamas or Islamicnamely Syria, whose regime, quite rightly, has had
Jihad, I phone these numbers in Damascus; I amthe international spotlight focused on it particularly
told that they have moved; I then leave a messagein the last few days. I would appreciate your
and they phone me back within five minutes fromcomments on the German Prosecutor’s findings. We
Damascus.” It is a charade but it is all part of theall recall that he was doing this at the request of the
same problem.Secretary General of the United Nations, which
Doctor Gooderham: As the Foreign Secretary said,confirmed that Syria was intimately involved in the
there is some evidence that Syria has taken someassassination of Prime Minister Hariri in Beirut
steps with respect to its border with Iraq, but theback in February, and that against the backcloth
sense we have is that those steps have been half-that the Interior Minister Kanaan seems to have
hearted, grudging and tactical in nature. What weconveniently committed suicide in the last few weeks

and against a backcloth of the serious allegations, have been looking for is a strategic decision on the
which appear to be very well-founded, that a part of the regime in Damascus to get to grips with
significant number of members of Saddam Hussein’s the problem of the insurgents coming in and out of
regime are being harboured in Syria with no eVort to Iraq and Syria; and so far we have not seen that. We
bring them to justice. Finally, there is the backcloth continue to press for it.
that security advisors say to us that almost certainly
the Syrian border is the most porous and the most

Q100 Mr Mackay: Foreign Secretary, that is andangerous border with Iraq, and I would appreciate
appropriately robust response that you have given,your comments.
and I commend you for it. Does that mean that yourMr Straw: The findings of the Mehlis Commission
answer on Syria is the same as the one you gave onare very serious indeed. They are so serious that
Iran, when a colleague a few moments ago asked ifSecretary Rice and I have agreed that there should
we would take part in any invasion—that we wouldbe a ministerial meeting of the Security Council, and
take part in any invasion of Syria or taking outwe are currently fixing up a date for that very
certain key people from Syria? You were veryshortly, providing we can get other member

countries on board for that. This report that I have specific about Iran and said that there were no plans,
in front of me requires an answer to the international that it was not on the agenda; that we should cool it,
community. You cannot have a member of the calm it. Is that what you mean for Syria?
United Nations that has subscribed to the Charter of Mr Straw: As I said, we are at the moment in
Human Rights, and much else besides, deciding that discussion with the Americans and other partners
the way it resolves its problems is having people, at and drafting a response that will go before the
least at a pretty senior level, complicit in the murder Security Council. Let us take these things one step at
of political opponents in a country that is regarded a time.
by every other member of the United Nations as
independent; this is simply intolerable. We have to

Q101 Mr Mackay: That is a very interesting answer.meet and decide what to do next in respect of the
The last question, which perhaps you can answerconclusions of the Mehlis Commission. There is
slightly more fully than that, is this. Youralso, let me say, business in respect of Resolution
relationship with your opposite number in1559. We are dealing with two resolutions here.

Resolution 1595 was the one that established the Damascus must be—
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Mr Straw: Dr Farouk al-Shara? Nations is that where it works together it is a force
for good, without the necessity for military action.
In respect of Iraq, if we had ever been able to get thatQ102 Mr Mackay: They must be very ragged now in
second resolution with an ultimatum, the chancesthe light of this report. Is it worthwhile keeping up
are that we would not have had to go to war, as adiplomatic relations at the moment with Syria?
matter of fact; but there we are! You do not have toMr Straw: As it happens, I have not seen Dr Farouk
have these on the agenda particularly where youal-Shara since I saw him at the conference earlier in
have good, strong backing in the internationalthe year in Sharm e-Sheikh. My judgment is that it
community.is worth keeping up diplomatic relations with Syria,

and I would certainly not wish them to be brought to
an end unilaterally. We keep up diplomatic relations Q105 Sandra Osborne: I would like to ask you about

the issue of extraordinary rendition. In response towith a great many countries, for example Burma—
although I am not comparing them directly—but we this Committee’s report of last year on the war

against terrorism, the government said that it wasdo so because we think it is worthwhile—and with
Zimbabwe. not aware of the use of its territory or air space for

the purposes of extraordinary rendition. However, it
appears that there is a growing body of evidence toQ103 Mr Purchase: The answer that Mr Mackay
suggest that the UK air space is indeed being utiliseddescribed as interesting was also unconvincing.
for this purpose, albeit mainly in the media. Some ofPeople will be extremely concerned, following
the suggestions seem to be extremely detailed. ForPresident Bush’s remarks in regard to his view of
example, the Guardian has reported that aircraftSyria. We do need some assurance that it is not the
involved in operations have flown into the UK atintention of the British Government to be led by the
least 210 times since 9/11, an average of one flight anose into an attack on Syria. We have been there
week. It appears that the favourite destination isbefore, and many people would be very unhappy if
Prestwick Airport, which is next to my constituency,they thought we were going there again.
as it happens. Can you comment on that? What roleMr Straw: Let me assure you, the issue—we are
is the UK playing in extraordinary rendition?talking about diplomatic decisions being made
Mr Straw: The position in respect of extraordinarywithin the United Nations system. There has been
rendition was set out in the letter that the head of ourno discussion that I have taken part in with the
parliamentary team wrote to Mr Priestley, yourUnited States about military action in respect of
Clerk, on 11 March; and the position has notSyria—none whatever. I do not think it is on their
changed. We are not aware of the use of our territoryagenda either; let us be clear about that.
or air space for the purpose of extraordinary
rendition. We have not received any requests or

Q104 Mr Purchase: The President seemed to put it granted any permissions for use of UK territory or
on the agenda. air space for such purposes. It is perfectly possible
Mr Straw: Well, I provided the reassurance that that there have been two hundred movements of
Mr Mackay sought. Iraq was Iraq, and we United States aircraft in and out of the United
supported—I know you did not, but the British Kingdom and I would have thought it was many
Parliament supported the judgments that we made more; but that is because we have a number of US
as a government in respect of Iraq. We did it in a very air force bases here, which, under the Visiting Forces
open way. We had three debates running from Act and other arrangements they are entitled to use
September 2002 to March 2003, with votes; and it under certain conditions. I do not see for a second
could not have been done in a more open way. how the conclusion could be drawn from the fact
Again, we made our judgment, and we happen to that there have been some scores of movements of
think it was the right one. People can discuss, as it US military aircraft—well, so what—that that
were, the counter factuals, and if we had not therefore means they have been used for rendition.
supported the United States I think the situation That is a very long chain!
would have been altogether worse. That is where we
are. On these other issues we are working very

Q106 Sandra Osborne: The UN Commission oncarefully and well with the United States
Human Rights has started an inquiry into the BritishGovernment. Judge them by the decisions they have
Government’s role in this. Is the Government co-made. With respect to Iran, judge the United States
operating fully with that inquiry? Why would theyby the fact that it has given us increasing support for
start an inquiry if there were no reason to believethe E3 EU process notwithstanding the fact, as I was
that this was actually happening?agreeing with Mr Pope, that the environment has
Mr Straw: People start inquiries for all sorts ofbecome more diYcult not less diYcult. In respect of
reasons. I assume we are co-operating with it. I amSyria we have a problem. It is a problem for the
not aware of any requests, but we always co-operateinternational community. Resolution 1559 was co-
with such requests.sponsored originally by France and the United

States, with us coming in behind. France has been as
much in the lead on this as has the United States. I Q107 Mr Keetch: They are not flying under US

military flags; these are Gulfstream aircraft used byhave just come from a commemoration service at St
Paul’s Cathedral to commemorate the 60th the CIA. They have a 26-strong fleet of Gulfstream

aircraft that are used for this purpose. These aircraftanniversary of the foundation of the United
Nations. What we all know about the United are not coming into British spaces; they are coming
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into airports. Some are into bases like Northolt, and aware of the use of its territory or air space for the
purpose of extraordinary rendition was taken at facesome into bases like Prestwick. Whilst it is always

good to have the head of your parliamentary staV value by most members of the Committee at that
time, before the election. We took that to mean thatrespond to our Clerk, Mr Priestley, could you give us

an assurance that you will investigate these specific we were not aware of any extraordinary rendition,
and that it was not happening. The press reportsflights; and, if it is the case that these flights are being

used for the process of extraordinary rendition, were therefore something of a surprise. Would our
Government be contacted by any country using ourwhich is contrary to international law and indeed

contrary to the stated policy of Her Majesty’s airspace, taking suspects to other countries? Would
we be asked for permission or would there be anyGovernment, would you attempt to see if they

should stop? circumstances where we would be contacted; or is it
the case that it could well be happening but that ourMr Straw: I would like to see what it is that is being

talked about here. I am very happy to endorse, as Government is not aware of it simply because we
have not been informed, or our permission is notyou would expect, and I did endorse, the letter sent

by our parliamentary team to your Clerk on 11 necessary?
Mr Straw: Mr Illsley, on the precise circumstances inMarch. I am happy, for the avoidance of any doubt,

to say that I specifically endorse its contents. If there which foreign governments apply for permission to
use British air space, I have to write to you, becauseis evidence, we will look at it, but a suggestion in a

newspaper that there have been flights by it is important that I make that accurate.2 What
Mr Stanton on my behalf said in the letter is exactlyunspecified foreign aircraft in and out of the United

Kingdom cannot possibly add up to evidence that the same: why would I, for a second, knowingly
provide this Committee with false information, if Iour air space or our facilities have been used for the

purpose of unlawful rendition. It just does not. had had information about rendition? We do not
practise rendition, full-stop. I ought to say that
whether rendition is contrary to international lawQ108 Mr Keetch: I accept that, but if there were
depends on the particular circumstances of the case;evidence of that, you would join with us,
it depends on each case, but we do not practise it. Ipresumably, in condemning—
would have to come back to you on that question.Mr Straw: I am not going to pre-judge an inquiry. If
Chairman: We will expect a letter. Thank you verythere were evidence, we would look at it. So far there
much. John Horam, Afghanistan.we have not seen any evidence.

Q111 Mr Horam: Foreign Secretary, there areQ109 Richard Younger-Ross: Our former
worrying signs of deterioration there, are there not?Ambassador to Uzbekistan, Craig Murray, has
Mr Straw: Well, the situation—stated in a document to us: “I can confirm it is a

positive policy decision by the US and UK to use
Uzbek torture material.” He states that the evidence Q112 Mr Horam: Did you say there are not?
is that the aircraft that my colleague referred to Mr Straw: I am sorry, I am not quite sure what signs
earlier, the Gulfstreams, are taking detainees back to you are referring to.
Uzbekistan who are then being tortured. Is that not
some indication that these detainees are being Q113 Mr Horam: The strengthening of the Taliban
transferred through the UK? and al Qaeda and the evidence that the sort of
Mr Straw: It is Mr Murray’s opinion. Mr Murray, methods used in Iraq are now being used in
as you may know, stood in my constituency. He got Afghanistan.
fewer votes than the British National Party, and Mr Straw: There has been a terrorist problem in
notwithstanding the fact that he assured the widest Afghanistan from the time that the Taliban were, in
possible audience within the constituency to his the main, defeated. When I visited Kandahar in the
views about use of torture. I set out the British summer of 2003 there had been a bomb in a mosque
Government’s position on this issue on a number of the day before, and some people had been killed and
occasions, including in evidence both here and to the a large number of people had been injured. Indeed,
Intelligence and Security Committee. I wrote a I saw many people who had been severely injured
pretty detailed letter to a constituent of mine back in laid out in a field hospital in what had been the
June, setting out our position. As I said there, there departures lounge of Kandahar International
are no circumstances in which British oYcials use Airport—so this had been going on for some time.
torture, nor any question of the British Government The better news, Mr Horam, is that there has been
seeking to justify the use of torture. Again, the the presidential election. We have now had the
British Government, including the terrorist and parliamentary and provincial elections, with
security agencies, has never used torture for any the final results expected by the end of this month.
purpose including for information, nor would we The first session of the parliament will be on 19
instigate or connive with others in doing so. People December, and that will mark the culmination of the
have to make their own judgment whether they think political tract of the Bonn process. If you think
I am being accurate or not. about where Afghanistan was four years ago, this is

a dramatic improvement. Nobody would then
Q110 Mr Illsley: Foreign Secretary, the letter which argue—
you supplied to the Committee in March which gave
the conclusion that the British Government is not 2 Ev 36
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Q114 Mr Horam: I accept entirely that point, but possible once the security situation is better; in
Afghanistan they fear abandonment because theyequally the evidence we have to set against that is

that there are clear signs that the Taliban and al saw what abandonment—
Qaeda are reviving, certainly in some provinces. Is
that right? Q123 Mr Horam: But they fear abandonment
Mr Straw: I do not have the precise figures about because we have abandoned them to some extent.
Taliban activity. It is certainly the case that they are Mr Straw: No, it is to do much more with what
not completely defeated, and there remains quite a happened over a thirty-year period, when in fact the
serious challenge. That is something we need to deal international community did abandon them in
with, along with our American colleagues and the mid seventies, and then in turns they were left to
those—as you know there are two operations; there the devices of the Soviet bloc and then there was, as
is ISAF and there is also Operation Enduring it were, this interim strategy of funding Mujahadeen,
Freedom, which is based on Kandahar. which then morphed into the Taleban; so it was not

altogether satisfactory. I am simply making the
Q115 Mr Horam: Presumably, the Nato Secretary point that this is a long-term commitment by the
General, Jaap de Hoop ScheVer’s argument that international community and by the UK, both in
they must increase the amount of military capability terms of money and in terms of our military
there from 10,000 to 15,000 is presumably working presence; and there is going to be this
on the assumption that unless it does that, the announcement.
situation will get worse.
Mr Straw: There is the issue of terrorism and there is Q124 Mr Horam: What do you think is the biggest
also the issue of ensuring that the writ of the elected problem in Afghanistan now?
government runs. Mr Straw: Well, there are a number of linked

problems. There is the problem of terrorism, of
Q116 Mr Horam: They are linked, are they not? drugs, of corruption and of poor governance.
Mr Straw: They are in some areas and they are not
in other areas. Q125 Mr Horam: They are pretty big problems.

Mr Straw: Of course they are big problems, but if
Q117 Mr Horam: They are linked in the problem you go to where the country started four years ago,
areas. these are problems that can be overcome.
Mr Straw: In ensuring that there is eVective order. Significantly, the Afghans are embracing the idea of
As you will know, Mr Horam, we are proposing to democracy, just as they are in Iraq.
do two things: we propose to put the ARRC in from
May 2006, and then to increase our total forces quite Q126 Mr Horam: But my point is, can you make the
substantially. kind of big or significant increase in eVort there to

deal with the problems you have just outlined in
Q118 Mr Horam: Have you got a figure for that? Afghanistan, while at the same time being
Mr Straw: There is a figure but I am not certain committed to a situation in Iraq, which is as diYcult
whether I am at liberty to issue it, because it is a as it is?
matter for my colleague John Reid. I am told sotto Mr Straw: Yes, and if you are asking me about
voce that an announcement will be given later this troop numbers, obviously if you want detailed
week. information you need to ask the Defence Minister.

Although our commitment in Iraq remains
Q119 Mr Horam: Are we going to have to make a substantial, our troop numbers are now well below
bigger eVort to further improve the situation in 10,000; and bear in mind that at the height of the war
Afghanistan? there were 46,000 troops in theatre. The judgment of
Mr Straw: Yes. John Reid and of the Chief of Defence StaV is that

the increase in troop numbers that will be
Q120 Mr Horam: Are we going to make a big eVort? announced for Afghanistan later this week is one
Mr Straw: This is now becoming almost a cliché, but that can be sustained—and that is their judgment
whilst in Iraq their fear is of occupation; in not mine!
Afghanistan the fear is of abandonment. In Iraq—

Q127 Mr Maples: I wonder whether we could move
Q121 Mr Horam: How would you feel that the to some other parts of the Middle East, particularly
situation in Afghanistan has suVered as a result of Saudi Arabia and Egypt. One of the things that this
their abandonment by the attention being drawn Committee has been interested in, and so has the
to Iraq? Government, is the process of what one might
Mr Straw: No, I do not think that. broadly call Arab reform, reforming Arab countries,

both in terms of their economy and in terms of
development of government, human rights andQ122 Mr Horam: You just said it was, that—

Mr Straw: I said that the Iraqis fear occupation. I am governance. If we take those two specific countries—
I know that there are others but Saudi Arabia anddealing with diVerences in the political and

psychological make-up of the Iraqis as opposed to Egypt seem to me to be the most important—do you
think we are seeing real progress? There may bethe Afghans. Whilst the Iraqis fear occupation, as I

say—they wish that our troops to leave as quickly as diVerent answers to the two questions, but are we
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seeing real progress, both in terms of economic and Doctor Gooderham: No, I think that there are signs,
particularly in Egypt, where President Mubarak haspolitical reform? I do not mind how slow it is, but do

you think things are happening? said repeatedly that this is the direction he wants to
take Egypt in; but they will have to go at their ownMr Straw: I think there is progress being made.
pace, and that is reasonable. They need to gaugeEgypt, as you will be aware, has begun multi-party
how much progress they can make at each stage.elections. It has been slow process.
Obviously, we have been doing what we can toDoctor Gooderham: In respect of Egypt, we have
encourage the process of democratisation. We arealready had the presidential elections, and the
not alone; there is a G8 process that is active; but wecountry is now gearing up for the parliamentary
are very careful to put that in the context ofelections, which will take place in three stages, three
encouragement rather than trying to imposeperiods. I would agree with you: it is a significant
or direct, because that would clearly bedevelopment, what we saw both in the presidential
counterproductive.elections and what we are now expecting to see in the

parliamentary elections. There is clearly a
development towards more democratisation in Q130 Mr Maples: Do you think that in terms of
Egypt. Saudi Arabia of course is further behind, but economic development the governments of
it has now held municipal elections, and the countries like Egypt and Saudi Arabia look around
government there does appear to be committed to the world and ask, “How is it that Malaysia, South
what I think is fair to describe as an evolutionary Korea, China and India can start making this
approach to further democratisation in that phenomenal economic progress, and we make none;
country. I suspect that it will be fairly slow, but I if we did not have oil we would be bust”?
think that the new King, King Abdullah, has gone Mr Straw: I think they do. That was the central
on the record to say that they want to move this theme of the report of the Arab intellectuals a couple
forward. of years, the seminal report by the United Nations

Development Programme.

Q128 Mr Maples: One of the things we have
Q131 Mr Maples: The Development Programmediscussed before on this subject is the view that I
recognised that, but did the governments—take, and which I think a lot of others share, that
Mr Straw: They are increasingly recognising this.there are some pretty fundamental things that have
The figures are startling. For example, Hewlettto be in place before democracy is going to work, for
Packard obtains more patents every two weeks thanexample the rule of law, a relatively incorrupt
have been issued in respect of Arab countries over agovernment, a private sector with a growing middle
20-year period. The intellectual impoverishment ofclass, if one wants to put it like that. Are we seeing
this region is terrible, and increasingly Arab leadersevidence of developments in good governance, lack
are recognising that. I read a book over the summer,of corruption, objectivity and the rule of law? Those
The World is Flat, by Tom Friedman, which spellsseem to me in some ways to be more important than
out as a very useful synopsis of the challengethe actual elections, at least in this stage of the
aVecting the Arab region. Mr Maples is absolutelyprocess.
right to say that the countries in the Arab world wereDoctor Gooderham: I think we are seeing patchy
at least on a level with Malaysia, China and Southprogress. We have to be realistic. Obviously, we
Korea, if not doing rather better than them fiftywould like to see more progress more quickly, but I
years ago in terms of overall living standards. Theythink you can point to some countries where the
are now way behind, and it is a really serious issueprocesses are improving all the time. To refer back
for them. However, there are signs of improvement.to what the Foreign Secretary said earlier, the fund
There was the joint conference on Saudi reform,that we have available in the FCO, the Engagement
which I chaired with His Royal Highness Princewith the Islamic World Fund, and the £10 million
Saud Al-Faisal in February. If you had said to methat the Foreign Secretary referred to—we are using even a year ago that there was going to be thisa lot of that money for precisely projects designed to kind of joint conference, one would have been verybolster rule of law, the participation of women in the sceptical; but it indicates an increasing commitmentpolitical and democratic processes in various by the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia to its reform

countries in the region; so we are doing what we can. programme—that is a similar but diVerent
commitment by the government of Egypt.
Chairman, can I crave the indulgence of theQ129 Mr Maples: I am sure we are doing a lot, but
Committee? I had understood this session would lastdo you think there is a recognition on the part of the
an hour or an hour and a half, and I think othersgovernments of Saudi Arabia and Egypt—and again
thought it would last two hours; and if it would finishthere may be diVerent answers on both—of the need
in seven or eight minutes, that is closer to two hoursto move down this track? If they want to become
than an hour and a half.part of the mainstream world and become

prosperous with growing economies do they
recognise that these are essential ingredients; or do Q132 Chairman: I think we will do that. We will see
you think that that is not really how they see it, and if we can get there. Can I ask about the
that they think, “oh, gosh, I suppose we had better Israeli/Palestinian conflict. You talked about
do something because the British and the Americans impoverishment of people and lack of political

progress. What is your assessment of the impact ofare pestering us about it”?
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the Israeli withdrawal from Gaza on the possibilities Mr Straw: If they did indeed build the wall away
from the green line—of political process going further; and do you think

that will have any impact on terrorism in the region?
Mr Straw: We welcomed, and I welcomed, the

Q136 Mr Hamilton: I am thinking about the wayIsraeli withdrawal from Gaza. If your aim is a
they are encircling East Jerusalem, for example.separate state for Palestine, you have to start
Mr Straw: Indeed. This will exacerbate tensions.somewhere, and you have to start, in my judgment,
However, there is a prior question here, which is thewith the Israeli withdrawal from Gaza. It is therefore
building of settlements, because the wall is not beinga necessary—I am not saying suYcient—
routed in the abstract, it is being routed aroundprecondition for the establishment of that state. It is
settlements; and the great concern of us and of manyalso a test for the Palestinian authority whether it
others is the creation by the Israelis of facts on thehas the capacity and the will to build up what would
ground. It is for that and for many other reasons thatbe an embryonic mini state. A great deal of eVort is
we feel so strongly against any further developmentgoing in to support them in terms of security reform,
in the E1 sector, which would lead to the completeand, through Jim Wolfensohn, a process of
encirclement of East Jerusalem. Even so, on currentreconstruction; so it is a good step rather than the
plans, access between East Jerusalem and Ramallahreverse. On the issue of terrorism, the quicker the
and the south will become more diYcult, which isIsraeli/Palestinian conflict is resolved by political
certainly of very great concern. What do we do? Weprocesses the quicker we can see an end to the
keep up the pressure and keep talking toterrorism that has so shattered lives on both sides of
international partners, particularly the Americans,the green line.
as I have done pretty continuously, and to the
Israelis.

Q133 Chairman: Do you see a role for either the UK, Chairman: Andrew Mackinlay has indicated that he
the EU or some other international body in wants to come in. Can you be extremely brief?
facilitating the ongoing process?
Mr Straw: Are you talking about security forces?

Q137 Andrew Mackinlay: I can, but this problem of
timing has happened before—but I will moveQ134 Chairman: Either as security forces or
straight to my point. In the Former Soviet Unionfacilitating the negotiation process, given that the
there are decaying lighthouses for example aroundIsraelis seem to be saying that there are not going to
the coast where there is material that can be taken bybe any more dramatic unilateral steps, and that the
people who want to develop—Palestinians have got the election, and the Israelis
Mr Straw: Like light bulbs?have got a political power struggle within Likud.

Can we and others internationally do something
now to keep the process going? Q138 Andrew Mackinlay: No, and I am surprised
Mr Straw: We are doing, but I think it is important you are quite flippant about that because there is
that we should not reinvent these structures. We material which could go into dirty bombs and there
have got the Quartet arrangement now and it is is clearly evidence about that. I am surprised you
working. There was a good meeting in late take that view, Foreign Secretary because—I am
September in New York, which I attended, and we responding. There have also been reports that the
just need to keep that going. There was a very, very market place for that is in the “Stans”. Certainly
positive commitment all round the table, from the there was quite a detailed and authoritative piece on
UN, from the Russian Federation from the US and the BBC PM Programme by Rob Broomby about
the EU to this process and to the conclusions we this. It relates to what this Committee has drawn
came up with. In terms of whether there is a attention to in the past about the access to these
contribution that we can make, there are many materials throughout the Former Soviet Union—by
contributions that we can make, and we are making way of example, lighthouses in remote places, which
them in many respects, including continuing support are looted—and also the fact that we are concerned
and advice to the Palestinian authority for security about the “Stans” and we have not got
sector reform. We would also be willing to consider representation for instance in Kyrgyzstan, where
any requests that came in for other assistance. there is also the problem of Islamic refugees from

Uzbekistan. In a sense, because we are under time
constraints there are some related things here. One isQ135 Mr Hamilton: Foreign Secretary, there is no

doubt that the security barrier or wall, whatever you the decay and access of stuV around the Former
Soviet Union; second is the market place and thewould call it, has helped the Israelis keep out some

atrocities that might have happened had they not “Stans”, and third is the absence of our
representation in this very fragile country ofhad it. The big problem is where it goes. We have had

the Israeli High Court making judgments that the Kyrgyzstan, which has this issue and the issue of the
refugees from Uzbekistan.route of the wall, or plan for the wall, or barrier, has

been entirely wrong, cutting oV Palestinians from Mr Straw: Please put aside my flippant remark
about light bulbs. We have done a great deal sincetheir own farmland. What can we do to ensure that

if they continue to build this barrier they do not the break-up of the Soviet Union to support the safe
custody process, and so has the Americanfurther create resentment amongst Palestinians and

exacerbate some of the terrorist acts that are Government. The programme has a name, which I
have forgotten. We allocated a lot of money to this.taking place?
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I am not aware of—I do not recall seeing anything Andrew Mackinlay: Yes, in Almaty, which is—
recently in which serious concerns were being raised

Q141 Chairman: I apologise if there was confusion.about the security of nuclear arsenals in this—
We were definitely expecting a two-hour session,
concluding with a seven o’clock vote; but, clearly,Q139 Andrew Mackinlay: Foreign Secretary, I am
somehow or other wires got crossed. I am gratefulsurprised because you know how—
for you coming along and enduring nearly twoMr Straw: We can write to you.3
hours. We look forward to seeing you again in a few
weeks’ time when you come and talk about the

Q140 Andrew Mackinlay: There are sometimes European Union Presidency. To give you notice, I
authoritative articles in newspapers. Unusually, will be writing on behalf of the Committee
there was quite an authoritative item on a radio concerning the report we produced on Cyprus and
programme, which specifically dealt with the issues the response we received from your Clerk because
of the materials to which I have referred, the sources we want to pursue that issue further at some point.
of them; and it specifically said about Kyrgyzstan, We will not ask questions now.
where we have not got representation. Mr Straw: I have let you have a detailed response
Mr Straw: We will write to you, and you can also to that.
have a note about representation in Kyrgyzstan. We Chairman: Can I thank you and your colleagues,
are accredited there. Dr Gooderham and Mr Richmond, for coming
Ev 37 along.
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I agreed to provide a detailed response to three questions raised by the Committee during my appearance
before it on 24 October 2005 as follows;

— the security situation in Basra (Younger-Ross, q 78)

— extraordinary rendition (Illsey, q 110)

— controls of radiological material in the Former Soviet Union (Mackinlay, q 137 and 138)

My responses to these questions are set out below.

Security Situation in Basra

Q78 Richard Younger-Ross: Pursuing the point on Basra, I had the privilege to visit there just after the fighting
finished and saw what an excellent task our Forces were doing. I have to say that they were clearly not fully
prepared for the task in front of them, because the Government had clearly not thought about the fact that it
needed extra DfID help and advisors in relation to police and other areas. However, the Forces did a magnificent
job in dealing with the local tribal issues and working with the local community. There has clearly been a
deterioration in the relationships between our Forces there and the local authorities. What is being done to build
those bridges?

During my visit to Basra, on 11 November, I was able to meet the Deputy Governor and to see first hand
that relations with the local authorities have improved since the events of 19 September. The joint UK/Iraq
statement of 11 October, expressing regret that the incident took place and for the casualties on both sides
and damage to public facilities, forms part of the wider eVorts to restore good working relations with the
Iraqi authorities in Basra.

Present at my meetings in order to continue support for the Iraqi political process in Basra—were senior
members of Basra Provincial Council, and a cross-section of local civil society (including Shi’i and Sunni
tribal leaders). All my interlocutors emphasised the need for greater consultation with the UK presence in
Basra. During my visit, I called on the Basra Provincial Council to condemn those groups mounting attacks
on MND(SE) and to ensure local security forces took eVective action against them. This will help remove
the major obstacle to an acceleration of reconstruction and the strengthening of co-operation.

In Southern Iraq more widely the Department for International Development (DfID) has committed
£131 million for infrastructure rehabilitation, of which £53 million has been spent on employment creation
and improving local administration, along with a £40 million project for improved power and water supplies
in southern Iraq. The power and water project will also help central government design an eVective long-
term infrastructure strategy. A Governance Development Fund provides project funding for work enabling
Iraqi capacity building to take place. We also co-chair, with the United Nations, the Southern Iraq Donor
Group, which aims to bring all the major civilian and military agencies together to better co-ordinate and
deliver our response to reconstruction and development in Southern Iraq.

Our staV—at the British Consulate General in Basra—have been hard at work ensuring greater Council
involvement in reconstruction projects, security issues, and assistance for education and culture in Basra.
We are, therefore, now currently on much better terms with the Governor and Council, and co-operation
in all areas is proceeding as well as expected given the continuing fragile security situation. Our Consul
General, James Tansley, now addresses weekly meetings of the Council and regularly discusses security
issues with the Governor. We aim to continue this engagement to ensure that the legacy of our presence in
Basra will create further renewal of the region.

Extraordinary Rendition

Q110 Mr Illsley: Foreign Secretary, the letter which you supplied to the Committee in March which gave the
conclusion that the British Government is not aware of the use of its territory or air space for the purpose of
extraordinary rendition was taken at face value by most members of the Committee at that time, before the
election. We took that to mean that we were not aware of any extraordinary rendition, and that it was not
happening. The press reports were therefore something of a surprise. Would our Government be contacted by
any country using our airspace, taking suspects to other countries? Would we be asked for permission or would
there be any circumstances where we would be contacted; or is it the case that it could well be happening but that
our Government is not aware of it simply because we have not been informed, or our permission is not necessary?

OYcial permission (ie Diplomatic clearance) is not needed for non-scheduled, non-commercial civil
aircraft, including VIP flights over-flying or landing at civilian airports in the UK. In such cases the flight
operator simply files the aircraft flight plan to the central Integrated Flight Plans Systems (IFPS).

In the case of military or State aircraft landing at military airfields, clearance is sought from the MoD.
Certain countries have a block clearance on a yearly renewable basis in a quid pro quo agreement (US,
Germany, Italy and many others). Otherwise all nations must formally request permission to land or transit.
However, neither international nor national aviation regulations require the provision of passenger
information when transiting UK territory or airspace.
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Controls of Radiological Material in the Former Soviet Union

Q137 Andrew Mackinlay: I can, but this problem of timing has happened before—but I will move straight to
my point. In the Former Soviet Union there are decaying lighthouses for example around the coast where there
is material that can be taken by people . . . which could go into dirty bombs . . . There have also been reports
that the market place for that is in the “Stans”. Certainly there was quite a detailed and authoritative piece on
the BBC PM Programme by Rob Broomby about this. It relates to what this Committee has drawn attention
to in the past about the access to these materials throughout the Former Soviet Union—by way of example,
lighthouses in remote places, which are looted—and also the fact that we are concerned about the “Stans” and
we have not got representations for instance in Kyrgyzstan, where there is also the problem of Islamic refugees
from Uzbekistan. In a sense, because we are under time constraints there are some related things here. One is
the decay and access of stuV around the Former Soviet Union; second is the market place and the “Stans”, and
third is the absence of our representation in this very fragile country of Kyrgyzstan, which has this issue and
the issue of the refugees from Uzbekistan.

The Global Partnership against the spread of weapons and materials of mass destruction was inaugurated
at the G8 Kananaskis Summit in 2002. Under the Global Partnership, G8 leaders pledged to provide up to
$20 billion over ten years to projects, initially in Russia, to support non-proliferation, disarmament,
counter-terrorism and nuclear safety. The UK has agreed to contribute up to $750 million over 10 years,
with 80% of the current £36.5 million annual budget being spent on projects in the Russian Federation.

Practical progress has been made in implementing commitments under the Global Partnership, including
the physical protection of nuclear materials and facilities. The G8 Gleneagles Statement and the Sea Island
G8 Action Plan on Non-Proliferation, highlighted the importance of addressing the security of nuclear
materials, equipment and technology as well as radioactive sources. A number of countries have now
established programmes with Russia and Ukraine to upgrade the physical protection of and account for
nuclear materials. These include the US, UK, Germany, Canada, Norway, Sweden and the EU.

One aspect of this work has been securing radiological sources such as those you mentioned. Several
donors to the Global Partnership, including the US, Norway, Denmark, the Nordic Environmental Finance
Corporation (NEFCO), Germany, Canada and France are supporting dismantling, storing and replacing
some 700 highly radioactive Radioisotope Thermoelectric Generators (RTGs) which have been used to
power Russian lighthouses. A Russian “RTG Master Plan” is being developed and eVorts are under way
to increase co-ordination among participating countries.

Rt Hon Jack Straw MP,
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth AVairs

22 November 2005




