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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

SUSAN WATTS

INTRC (KIRSTY WARK)
Good evening. ~ony Blair 1s fly:ng back from the
Fvian summit inrnto heavy turbulence. His angry
denial of Clare Short's allegation that the
puclic was daped over the gquestion oI WMP has
not reduced the tempesrature. Robir Cock has
called for an independent engui.ry. Seventy three
MPs 1including fifty Labour back benchers have
signed a motion deploring the failure of he
coalztion o find any weapcns of mass
destruction and the Opposition s threatening to
drop 1t's support for tne government. Now we've
spoken to a senior figure, 1ntimately involved
in the drawing up of the Blair weapons dossier,
who says the 1intelligence community WwWas uneasy
at the way some of 1ts informaticn was handled.
Here’s Susan Watts.
CLARE SHORT

But they weren’'t saying there was a link to Al
Qaida and they weren’t saying 1t was weaponisad
and threatening us in forty five minutes, that’s

where the spin came n.
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ROBIN COCK
t 1s peginning to look as -f tne government's
committed a menumental klunder.

SW Over the weekend the stcrm over the missing
weapons of mass destruction focused down on one
key point: was the British public dured over the
urgency c¢f dealing wzth Irag’s banned weapons?
The government’s claim that Saddam could
mobzlise these within forty five minutes 1s
a’ready loo<ing shaky, but on the Today
programme <this mcrning zn Fore_gn Secretary,
Jack Straw, suggested 1t had never been a key
part of the argument.

JACK STRAW
If you look at for example the <ey speech that
the Prime Min-ster made on the 18" of March
before the House of Commons, from my gquick re-
reading of 1t this morning, I can Zfor example
find no refexerce to this now famous forty five
MinuTes.

Sw But the reference to forty five minutes was

tnere 1in the Prime Minster’'s speech to the
Commons on the day he published has famous

weapons dossier.
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TCNY BLAIR

It concludes that Irag  hes chemical anc
pi1ciogical weapons, that Saddarm nas continuea o
produce them, that he has existing ana actaive
miiitary plans for the use of chemzcal and
biological weapons, whicn coula be activated
within forty five minutes rncluding against his

own Shia popuiation.

sSwW 2nd it features 1in the dossier 1tself four
times, notably in the Prime Minister's forward
and the execative surmmary.

SW Today, at the GE sumrit n Evian, Tony Blair
once again found himself -n rebuttal moze.

TONY BLAIR
The i1dea that we doctored such irtelligence 1s
completely and totally false, every single pilece
of 1intell:gence that we presented was cleared
very preperly by the Joint Intelligence
Commzttee.

SW It's a surprising claim to make given that 1t
encompasses tne otner so called dodgy dossier,
part of whicn was plagiarised, and zn any case
today Tony Blair appeared i1rritated that the
weapons 1ssue wen’'t go away.

TONY BLAIR
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SW

I think 1t 1s zzmportant that 21f peocgple actually
have evidence, they produce 1t, but 1t 15 wrong
frankly for people to make allegations con the
basis of s¢ callea anonymous sources when the
facts are precisely the facts that we've stated.
But 1in some cases anonymous sources could be the
cnly way to gain ar. ins=ght into the
intelligence world., We’ve spoken to a senior
cfficial intimately i1nvolved with the process of
pulling <tcgether the c¢riginal September 2002
Blair weapons’ dossier. We cannot name this
person Dbecause their laivelihood depends on
ancr.ymity. Our source made clear that 1n the run
up to publishing the dossier tne government was
obsessed wo.th finding intelligence on 1immediate
Iragi threats and the government’'s 2insistence
the Iragi threat was 1mminent was a Downing
Street interpretation of intelligence
conclusions. His point 1s that, while the
intelligence community was agreed on the
potential Irag: threat in the future, there was
less agreement about the threat the Iragis posed

at that moment. Our scurce said:

SOURCE

That was the real concern, not so much what they

had now but what they would have 1n the future,
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SW

bat thaz unfortunately was now expressed
strongly in the dossier, becaase that takes away
the case fcr war tc a certawn extent. But in the
ena 1t was just a IZlurry of activ_ty and 1t was
very difficult to get comments 1n because peorple
at tne top of tne ladder didn’'t want to hear
some of tne things.

Our source talxs of a febrile atmosphere 1in the
days cof diplomacy leading to the big Commons
debate cf September last year; of the government
seizing on anything useful to the case,
including the possibly existence of weapons that

cou-d be ready within forty five minutes.

SQURCE

SW

It was a statement tha:t was maae and 13T Just goz
out c¢f all propertion. They were desperate for
information, tney were pushing hard for
informaticn that could be released. That was one
that popped up anc 1t was seized con, and 1t's
unfortunate tTnat 1t was. That’s why there i1s the
rgument between the intelligence services and
Cabinet office number 10, because they picked up
cn 1t, and conce they've picked up on it you
can't pull 1t back from them.
And again, specifically on the forty five minute

point:
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SOURCE
I- was 1n 1nteresting week befcore the dossier
wW&s put out because tnere wers s¢ many pecple
saying ‘well I'm not so sure abeout zhat’, or In
fact they were happy with 1t Dbeing wn, but not
expressed the way that it was, because the word-
smitarng is actually guite irportant. The
intelligence communlty are a pretty cautious lot
on the wnole but once you get people presenting
1t for public consumpticn then of course they
use different words.

SW The proplem 1s that the forty five minutes point

was not corrcoborated. For sceptics 1t highlights

9]

the dangers of relying penle} heavily on
information from acefectors. Journalists in
America are being accused of ruanning propaganda
from the Irag:i Natioral Congress.
RAY MCGOVERN - FORMER CIZ ANALYST

All these folks have tneir own personal agendas,
all of them have axes to graind, the most
unreliable scurce are sources that come out of
the émigré or cefector circles, the more so when
you're talking about a fellow like Chalabai.
Chalabi has been out of Irag since the Brooklyn
Dodgers have been ocut of New York City and

that’s a long time indeeaq,
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SW Back 1in Februesry, Colin Powell talked of <the
exiscence of mcbile weapons labs. Mater:zal from
aefectors s benind the confident insistence by
politicians on both sides of the Atlantic <hat
they’ve now found them. But our socurce, who s
11 an excellent position to know and speoke of
beirg ninety percent confident these claims were
correct on the day the Pen:tagon showed =the
trucks to the world, now puts that ccnfidence
level at just forty percent. A CIA report last
week says the Iragqis claim the trucks were used
To produce hydrogen for military weather
ballocons. 3at with the war over deoes all this
really matter? Perhaps 1intelligence service
concern about a future threat from weapons of
mass destruction was enoagh to justify military
action, but the govermment's craitics say that
wasn’t the basis on wnich the British public or
MPs were scld the case for war.

MALCOLM SAVIDGE - LABQOUR MP
This 1s extremely grave. Politicians who we have
te take seriously have made allegations that
Par_:rament and the people were led to war con
false grounds. That is a more serious allegation

r

than anything we’ve faced 1n recent taimes,
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effectively 1f 1t were <true 1t could ke the
Prime Minister’'s Watergate.

SW Of course overwhelmingly convincing evidence of
weapons may turn up tomorrow and former
inspectors say acocuments still becrng read may be
key, but until scmething compell:ing =s produced
the pressure looks unlikely o let up. As for
the prcomised new dossier on weapons evidence,
the gusstion will be: 1s there suffaicient trust
in our government remaining for the public and
MPs to believe whatever 1t might say?

PRESENTER

Susan Watts. And the wvoice you neard there in
the excepts was the voice of an actor. Well
earlier fnis evening I spoke to the
Internatzonal Development Secretary, Baroness
Bmos. I asked her wnat the 1mmedizte threat was

which led us to go to war in Irag.

BARONES3 AMOS

Iraqg has weapens of mass destructaion, weapcons of
mass destruction which werse usex against 1t’s
cwn pecople. We know that, tnere 1s evidence of
that. We nave had twelve years of UN Security
Council resolutions, which have been broken, ang
the final report from Dr Blitz, one hundred and

seventy three pages made 1T apsclutely clear
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that tnere were a number of unanswered guestions
with respect to Irag's chemical, biclogical and
nuclear weapons programme.

B According to the Intell:gence community 1t was
agreea as we - somecne from the intelligence
community has speken to us - ‘it was agreed that
the potsntial Iragi threat 1n the future was
there put there was much less agreement about
the threat it posed. That was the real concern,
says cur source, not so much what they have now
but what tney would have in the future, but that
unfortunately was not expressed strongly in the
dossier pecause that takes away the case fcr war
to & certain extent.’

3A Well 1n our wview Irag posed a threatw. In the
view 0f the members cof the Securaity Council last
November Irag posed a threat =tTo i1nternaticnal
peace and security. That 13 why we had a
Security Council resolution passed, it was
absclutely clear and I think that time will
answer these gquestions.

P In the dossier 1t says that Irag can deploy
chemical and biolegical weapons within forty
five minutes. How do you know that i1s accurate?

BA We knew that on the basis o©f <the evidence

avallable to us at the time.
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P Tory Blair said today that every detail was
saigned off by the Joint Intelligence Committee.
That’'s no%t always the case.

BA But 1in the case o¢f tne information 1in  the
dossier that was so.

P Wnich dossier?

BA The dossier that was pubklished.

P The first dossier that was pubklished 1n
Seprtember or what apcut the dcssier i1n February
whicn was zthen found to have been plagiarised,
did they sign off on every cetazzl on that?

BA No the first dossier was signed off, and the
seceond dosszer and I thaink -t's really important
that people recognise this, that none of the
irnformaticn ir the second dossier was actually
guestioned. Wnat was guesticned was the fact
tnat those sources were not acknowledged but the
inforration in the dossier was not guestionad.

b Was 1t signed off by the Joint Intelligence
Committee?

BA Well the =-=ntelligence i1information which was
contarned 1n that dossier would have been signed
off.

P But was the actual dossier i1tself signed off?
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BA But tne dossier contained nfcrmation that was a
mix of intelligence 1nformation anc information
Irom other scurces.

B Se 1t wasn't signed oif by the Joint
Inte.ligence Committee?

BA The 2ntelligence informaticn wou.d have been
signed off.

P So antelligence information was signed off then
but not the general thrust ¢f the decssier?

BA Well the ceint Intell-gence Committee 1s
responsible for signing off ntelligence
informaticn, this 1s what I've said.

P The problem .55, coming back again  te ouz

intelligence source, tnat a statement was made
about being able to activate banned weapons In
forty Zive minutes and 1t 3just got out of all
proportion, they were desperate for information,
they were pushing nard for =znformatzon which
could be released. That was one that popped up
and 1t was seized on and it was very unfortunate
1t was. That’'s why there’s the argument between
intell>gence service and the Cabinet office
number 10 because they picked up on 1T, once
tney picked up on 1t you can’t pull back from
them. The precblem 2s Baroness Amos, you can’t

pull back from 1t but there's absoclutely no
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evidence that Saddam Hussein could have launchea
that operation within forty five minutes because
yod haven’t found i1t.

BA This is ainformation that was availlable to us as
a goverrnment. I think that time will answer
these gquestions. I mean obvicusly at this point
ir time 1n Irag, scrting out the numanitarian
situation, making things better for the lives of
ordinary Iragis is what 1s mos:t 1mportant -—

P Bu:t wnat s most 1mportant for people 15 trust
and trast in this goverrnment.

BA - ¢can I just say, that searcning for WMD carnot
be the first pricrity and that 1s why I say that
time wzll resolve this.

P Barconess &mcs, do you agree that trusting your
government 1s very impertant?

BA Of course I agree that trust in a government 1s
important.

P Dc you agree that this government cannot seem to
be trustworthy until weapons of mass destruction
&re shown to exist?

EA No I don’t agree with that, because 1f you look
at what the Prime Minister said tc Parliament in
March when he went thrcocugh tne arguments
absolutely clearly, 1f you lock at what Jack

Straw said 1n Parliament many, many times when
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he werlt through the arguments absclutely
clearly, to now pick up on one element of a
dossier and say that the Br-_t:ish pablic -

P Itfs a major element.

B2 - can I finish? When I say that to pick up on
one aspect of a dossier and szy that the Brit:ish

public cannot now trust the Bratisn government,
I do not agree wita. You have to go back and
look at everything that we have said ana I think
that time will resclve this.

P Baronsss Amcs there and we’ll have more for her
on the GE& summit a 1-ttle later. Before that now
I'm joined irn the stuadio by the President of the
Tragi Naticonal Congress, Dr Ahmed Chalabi. UDr
Cnalabi first of all, why on earth saould we
bpelieve that Saddam Hussein hac weapons of mass
gestrucrtion and was ready to use them when we
have absolutely no evidence of that?

DR AHMED CHELABI
Saddam had used weapons of mass destruction
before and he was developing weapons of mass
destructicn, soc that 1s a fact that we know.

P But there’s been no 1intelligence frocm people
either within the Iragi National Congress or
outwith the Iragi National <Congress which has

taken us any further than this.
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of touch, so would you say that perhaps you're
just out of touch on what was capable?

AC No, I was not, I was in Irag petween 92 and '97
fighting Saddam Husseainr from the north, so that
in -tself .5 a false claim. However, being - we
have predicted many things and ovr record has
peen excellent, for example we predicted zthat
the Iragi army will not defend Saddam and they
did not.

P But let's deal with this Zforty five minute
capabilaty, there’'s been & report in the Sunday
papers that there was a scurce that came to you
zhat you then handed over that produced thas
c_zim that has nct apparently been corrcborated
anywhere that this mobile or this launch pad

could exaist within a forty Zfive minute time

spar.
AC We have never saxd that, we didn’t preduce such
a scurce and - I dzdn't read that report but I

understand that 1t was guoting anonymous pecple
apoutT an anonymous SCurce.

b= Are you saying categeracally there was no source
ceoennected 111 any way whatsoever with the INC
that delivered that information?

AC This 1s very unlikely that any source connected

with INC would have delivered that information

Y | ooy,



14
BBC : NEWSNIGHT

2/6/03
AC Nz, we have not locked for weapons o©of mass
destruction simply Dbecause <the coaliticn has

taken this task entirely on themselves.

Lis)

But why faven't they been found?
AC Because they are not looking the raight way and

there are ways to lock for tnat they have nct

done.
P hrd are these ways, ways that you have told them
about?

AC I have mentioned that the wav to find the
weapons 1s to find the people who are concealing

them.

el

and co you know who these people are?

AC They were led by Husai ({?) Saddam Hussein and
Ahred Himood(?) nis secretary and the special
repuplican guard officers and those pesople are -
can ke found in Irag now.

P Do you thirk that the claim irn the all important
Blair cdosszer that Saddam Hussein cculd have
launched biclogical and chemical weapons withan
forty five minutes was a credible claim?

AC I con’t know, because we had nothing to do with
that cocument nor with that dossier.

B You have been accused c¢f bkeing out of Iraq

longer than the Brocoklyn Dodgers were out cof New

York City and therefore you were completely out
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pecause we know the sources we gave and they
were not 1n a position to determine apout the

operational capability of the weapcns.

iy

Well, why were they of any use then?
AC Zecause they knew about how <The weapons were
being made and they knew how the weapons were

being stored.

‘g

You say 1tfs wvery unlikely - you're president
and you have kept your finger ycou would say very
much on the pulse - 1s 1t ©r 15 1t not the case
that a source close to you gave 1information,
uncorroborated, about the capabilaity cf
del:vering a weapen in forty five mZnutes?

AC Tae scurces we produced we gave over to the
Amer-cans and we’ve not seen them since. Some
sources we oproduced 1n December of 2001, they
togk them and we haven’t been able to talk to
them. We askad toc talk to them bat we were not
allowed to, so reaily we don’t know what tThey
sai1d i1n the vyear and a half that they have been
with the Americans. So our sources, from knowing
the kind ¢f <nowledge they had, I would say that
they're unlikely to have said <that they can
produce, er use cherical or kiclegical weapons

in forty five minates.

_nc /i , o0y 5



17

3BC NEWSNIGHT

2/6/03

P Do you taink you're being szdelinec - the post-
Irag strategy?

AC No, we are in Irag, we are 1n 3aghdad. I jast
came from Baghdad. I was there three days ago
ard we are 1n ocur country and 1t’'s very
difficalt to siceline us 1n 0J4r Country.

P What do you think 1s your immediately role in
your country?

AC My i1mmediate role i1s to help builac civil society
and help establish a demccracy in Iraqg.

P Dr Chalabi, thanx you very much 1ndeed. In an

accident of international scheduling that must
have delighted Jacques Chirac, the first world
leaders summit post Irag was in  the French
resort c¢f Evian. Ironacally, and toc the fury of
ard agencies, the only real progress at the G8
was in internatiocnal conflact rather than
helping the wecrlid's poor. The leaders 1ssued a
strong communigué on Weapons of mass
destruction, pressuring states like North Korea
and Iran, and Russia alsc announced 1t's to
suspend nuclear exports tc Iran. But as Davaid
Grossman reperts, the ongoing frociceur between
the US and France seeped intc other parts of the

G8 agenda.

REMATINDER OF NEWSNIGET NOT RELEVANT
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END
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