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made with the tubes would have sucked up enormous quantities of
uranium and electricity, and required a vast and obvious industrial
complex. Mind you the story was just too attractive to leave out of the
case for war. Plus it was a rare opportunity for the Australian Prime
Minister to be a player given the involvement of Australian intelligence
agencies in this particular matter.

35. These matters are not recounted with the benefit of hindsight.
Rather, these are the sorts of issues which contributed to my decision
before the war to resign. And I was not alone. The sorts of doubts I
had were shared by others, so much so that the strong, unambiguous
language contained in the September Dossier, and other statements,
seems to have been more the work of salespeople than professional
intelligence officers.

36. The claim that the Dossier and other statements reflect
accurately the view of the UK Joint Intelligence Committee just doesn't
ring true to me. I saw countless JIC assessments whilst at ONA, in fact
ONA is routinely invited to comment on them when they are in draft
form, but never did I see such a string of unqualified and strong
judgments as was contained in the September Dossier. Remember
that the JIC process, by design, produces a compromise intelligence
assessment. So its output is full of terms like "probably" and "could".
Contentious issues are either dropped or heavily qualified. But all of
this had been cut from the Dossier, like it was always dropped from
the public statements made by the political leadership in London,
Washington and Canberra.

37. This issue isn't particularly headline grabbing, but it goes to the
heart of the deception over Irag. I emphasise that the intelligence
agencies were producing measured assessments. All it took to
completely distort their work was for the politicians to drop a few
words like "uncorroborated evidence suggests", and to insert a word or
two like "massive" to create an entirely new threat.

38. A troubling aspect of the Coalition’s case for war is the
misleading way in which Iraqgi dual-use facilities and materials were
invariably referred to during the lead up to the war. Such sites and
materials fill all countries; why there would be dozens and dozens of
facilities within a few miles of the House of Commons that are capable
of producing deadly chemical and bacteriological agents. And in
numerous places in the United Kingdom there would be stored many of
the potential ingredients for such brews. This situation is repeated
throughout the United States and in Australia.

39. So I think it was preposterous how the governments in London,
Washington and Canberra made such a big deal over Iraqg dual-use
sites and materials, often in the absence of any corroborating
intelligence. The reports were sometimes just plain wrong. For
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instance, the British and American governments made much of the
Fallujah II chlorine and phenol plant, despite the fact that UNMOVIC
had found it to be inoperative.

40. Of course one of the reasons for such inaccuracies was the flood
of disinformation that came out of Iraq in recent years from opponents
of the regime desperate for US intervention. Such poor human
intelligence would once have been discarded by competent intelligence
agencies. But the apparent direct political interference with intelligence
agencies in the US, and more subtle political pressure apparently
applied in London and Canberra, meant that the rules were different
with Iraq. Intelligence that once would have been discarded was now
usable, with qualification. The problem was that the juicy bits of
intelligence most in accord with the governments' positions were being
latched onto and the qualifications were being dropped.

41. I think a big problem for the British and Australian governments
now is the fact that their intelligence agencies were making it very
clear before the war that the US was intent on invading Iraq for many
strategic and domestic reasons, not just because of WMD and
terrorism.

42. If you superimpose this insight over the case for war being made
in London and Canberra, you come up with a very interesting situation
indeed. Now the repeated justifications for the war look much more
hollow. No longer could it appear that we all got the WMD issue
terribly wrong. Much more likely is the proposition that the British and
Australian governments were deliberately intent on using WMD to
exaggerate the Iraq threat so as to stay in step with the US.

43. Of course there's a danger of getting so close to the detail and
fancy language that you loose sight of the obvious. Please remember
that we were all sold this war on the basis of an imminent threat from
Irag's massive WMD programme. This has not been found, and
whatever might still be found can now not match the pre-war
description. So the issue is not whether the pre-war assessments and
rhetoric were right or wrong. They were wrong. It's as simple as that.
The issue now Is why they where so wrong. It was either an
intelligence failure or a policy failure. I think it was the latter.

44. Against this backdrop I'm sure you'd understand my position
that the British claim of Iraq getting WMD away in 45 minutes is
absurd.

Andrew Wilkie

19 June 2003

~AC|3[orz0

Page 7 of 8

04/08/03



House of Commons - Foreign Affairs - Written Evidence Page 8 of 8

" provors Y Comerts R ext
D CIID aTD D €559 G5

© Parliamentary copyright 2003 Prepared 7 July 2003

A |3]oizd

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200203/cmselect/cmfaff/813/813we05.htm  04/08/03



