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SECURITY ISSUES: INTERIM POSITION PAPER
Summary
The attacks of 9/11 were a warning but it was only on July 7th 2005 that the UK was forced to come face to face with the
true scale and danger of the security threat. The fact that the bombers were born in Britain shocked us into realising the
connection between security and community cohesion. The fact that the bombers were radicalised in part by events outside
the United Kingdom forced us to recognise that foreign affairs have become domestic affairs.
It is no longer possible to look at domestic security policy and foreign policy separately from each other. These are two of
the central messages that emerge from the interim report of the Conservative Party’s National and International Security
Policy Review.
Our interim report calls for:
1. a balanced approach to our closest international relationships;
2. recognition of the seriousness of the threat to our security that we now face
and the need for a new approach to meet it;
3. a Partnership for Open Societies in the Middle East – a new form of international
framework to work towards progressive reform in the region;
4. the establishment of a UK National Security Council; and
5. the appointment of a Cabinet-level Security Minister dedicated to protecting Britain from terrorism.
The underlying goals of the Government’s foreign policy should be to achieve global stability through the progressive
extension of freedom and democracy. But, in recent years, these goals have not been effectively pursued. Lack of balance,
lack of careful preparation and lack of coherence between foreign and domestic security policy have resulted in a host of
unintended and unwanted consequences.
Two frank recognitions are needed at the outset of repairing broken policies. First we need to put our relationship with the
United States on a proper footing. We must always remember that anti-Americanism represents an intellectual and moral
surrender, and should recognise that British interests will always be best served in partnership with America. But, we
should recognise that we will find it difficult to serve our interests, or those of America, if we are regarded as their mute
partner in every foreign undertaking. Our strategy, as a candid friend of the United States should be to work towards a
shared purpose on both sides of the Atlantic – a new strategic compact between America and Europe, harnessing our
complementary strengths. Second, we need to recognise that a central element of foreign policy – the intervention in Iraq has failed in its objectives so badly that the threat to this country is actually greater than it was before it began.
A central aim of our foreign policy must now be achieving long-term stability in the Middle East a different way, through
progressive reforms leading gradually to more open and plural societies. That is the purpose of our proposed Partnership
for Open Societies – a new kind of international framework that would bring together a wide range of Islamic countries and
the largest players on the international stage, (including the present permanent members of the UN Security Council as well
as such countries as India and Japan). It would be founded on a common charter. To succeed, it must be region-led and
region-driven, and not an attempt to impose outside solutions through a take-it-or-leave-it set of demands for instant
change. Rather, the intention is to use the goodwill and political leverage of the major powers to work with regional states
to resolve conflicts, to strengthen institutions, to open up societies, to advance the creation of wealth and to engage in
cultural interchange.
The formation and evolution of such a Partnership will require two qualities that have been lacking in recent years:
humility and patience. These are the qualities we need to display if we are to achieve positive outcomes rather than
unintended consequences in the Middle East.
Peace and progress in the Middle East are as important to our domestic security as they are to global stability. Another step
for repairing our foreign policy is accordingly to recognise, at the heart of the Government, the fundamental connections
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between events at home and abroad so that foreign policy, defence policy and security policy are formulated together rather
than apart. Hence, our proposal for a new UK National Security Council. What is needed is a mechanism within which
those responsible for action across Government - the Foreign and Home Offices, DfID, the Ministry of Defence, the
Intelligence Agencies and the Cabinet Office – supported by a dedicated cross-departmental staff – can ensure that, from
the start, policy adopted in any of these areas is coherent in the sense that it takes fully into account the likely consequences
at home and abroad.
Our policy group takes the view that this coherence should be strengthened further by the adoption of the proposal that has
been put forward for the past several years by the Conservative Party – the appointment of a Security Minister working in
the Home Office but as a full member of the Cabinet. We do not believe that any Home Secretary can be expected alone to
shoulder the full range of the responsibilities now placed upon the holder of that office. Only a dedicated Security Minister
with the time to make careful judgements can provide the single-minded focus on protecting Britain from terrorist attack
and giving us the resilience that is now required.
Coherence, judgement, patience, balance: these are simple words to use, but if the principles they enshrine are consistently
applied, they will herald a fundamental change in the interconnected world of foreign relations and domestic security.
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Introduction
The first decade of the new millennium simultaneously holds more promise for mankind and more danger than the last
decade of the twentieth century.
It is more promising because of the increase in the sources of wealth creation: the rise of new economic powers in AsiaChina and India; the resurgence of the Russian economy; and the technological prowess and continuing prosperity- despite
the price of energy - of developed western economies. The opportunity exists to lift up the many millions on our planet still
living in dire poverty.
While the economic horizon remains bright, the political skies have darkened markedly. There is a general climate of
instability and uncertainty. Tension is rising. Three dangers in particular present themselves to the well being and security
of the UK: climate change, nuclear proliferation and Islamic inspired terrorism and authoritarianism. The first is a challenge
to mankind. The second threatens all law abiding ordered states. The third, a threat not confined to the UK, is currently
especially potent to the security of this country.
Climate change is not part of my Group’s remit and I shall not deal with it in this position paper. But we should be in no
doubt that, if not controlled, climate change will have immense and damaging strategic effects, causing increased poverty
and mass migration of peoples from uninhabitable areas. The disruption brought about across the globe would be highly
destabilising politically and would severely erode economic prospects and living standards.
A strategy to reduce domestic consumption of energy is necessary for another reason. Owing to the high degree of
dependence of Western countries on imported oil and gas, our economies are readily vulnerable to external disruption and
our political freedom of manoeuvre is consequently reduced. It also weakens our hand in relation to governments like that
of China, which exploit their commercial relationships with primary producers in ways which undermine the governance
principles which have been laid down by Western donor countries in the interests of the populations of developing
countries.
The dangers of nuclear proliferation are longstanding. The safeguards that have been developed over the years have helped
limit the number of countries seeking and successfully developing nuclear weapons and have driven underground the trade
in nuclear know how. But neither has been halted and the dangers from both are on the rise. The unfortunate lesson that can
be drawn by aspirant nuclear powers from the success of countries like North Korea in exploding a device is not that it is
disadvantageous for them to develop a nuclear bomb, but that, if they succeed in doing so, there is little that outside powers
are able to do or willing to risk to remove the capability. The violator feels invulnerable and the neighbours are tempted to
equip themselves similarly. In this way, the failure to stem proliferation itself acts as an incentive to further proliferation.
Moreover, continuing underground nuclear trade adds to the potential lethality of terrorism. The danger of proliferation
currently exists in Asia and, very obviously, in the Persian Gulf. The deliberate obfuscation by Iran of her real intentions as
regards her nuclear ambitions, combined with the regime’s attitude to Israel and support for terrorism as an active
instrument of policy, means that the regime in Tehran presents one of the most serious challenges to international peace and
stability. Precedents set in this case will be very influential for the future.
The challenge of Islamic extremism is particularly complex and dangerous. Western governments and societies correctly
see it as menacing not only our values and way of life, but also, through the terrorism it breeds, our security. It is also, and
just as importantly, a source of division and conflict among Muslims. Extremism profits from the crisis of legitimacy in
many Muslim societies where autocratic and often corrupt regimes are unable to meet the political, social and economic
aspirations of the young and where there is immense unsatisfied pressure for change. Western governments ignore this at
their peril. The failure in many respects of secular Arab nationalist leaders in the twentieth century to bring about successful
modernisation has increased the attraction for some of finding Muslim identity and purpose in fundamentalist alternatives.
The absence of peaceful reform increases the likelihood of violent revolution.
Our domestic security is now a central preoccupation of government and the tensions and conflicts within and between
Muslim countries is a major focus of foreign and counter terrorist policy. What happens in Pakistan is, for instance, of
direct consequence for UK domestic security. The actions taken by government at home and abroad interact, a point with
important implications which Ministers have been unwilling to face up to and slow to act upon. The political agenda of the
American led “Broader Middle East” initiative has been put back by the poor management of policy following the
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intervention in Iraq which has allowed terrorism to increase. The threat to the UK has grown since 9/11 and measures to
increase domestic security have in consequence had to be greater than might otherwise have been the case.
We must now
• Reverse a situation in which prominent aspects of foreign policy diminish rather than reinforce national security.
• Ensure effective protective security throughout the country in ways which are relevant and proportionate to the threat.
• Build national consensus in support of the UK remaining an open, just and tolerant society founded on trust between
government and people and between individuals.
The second two points are largely within the authority of the British government to achieve. Attainment of the first is only
to a limited extent. It will certainly require change in British foreign policy and repossession by HMG of control over it,
but for prospects to improve radically in the Middle East, policy changes are needed in Washington. American leadership
remains indispensable.
The last point relates to the much talked about “Britishness” agenda. As a society, our traditional tolerance of minorities has
slid over the years into indifference. In the absence of actively shared and supported values, the present situation is
beginning to generate suspicion and fear. Fear is the foe of an open society. We can no longer afford “parallel lives”
between different communities and must eradicate ignorance and engage consciously in establishing the bonds of unity.
The government has started dialogue - though not always with the right minority leaders. The Conservative Party needs
now to be increasingly active in this important area of policy.
The Group is part way through its work which is national security led. This interim report does not cover the work being
done on national cohesion, which we shall publish next year. Nor does it touch the work being done on defence and the
armed forces, though the conclusions reached in this paper have important implications for both which we shall detail later.
In this report, we have chosen to focus primarily on a part of our work on foreign policy-the Middle East. This is because
of the centrality to UK security both at home and abroad of the threats to which it gives rise, notably terrorism and nuclear
proliferation, and because unless UK policy in that area is back on a more even keel, we shall not be in a position to
accomplish much else anywhere else in the world. This report also addresses important aspects of the way in which the
United Kingdom can better equip itself to directly counter the security threat at home.
This report is thus what it says it is: interim. Not complete and not exhaustive. It will however give an indication of our
thinking to date.
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Foreign Policy
Britain has a long standing tradition of bipartisanship in foreign policy. Political parties have, of course, differed on
individual issues which can complicate policy formulation in such areas. The question of our nuclear deterrent has been one
example. And there have been different accents, over such things as the expression of interests and values.
However, by and large, broad agreement between the political parties has been underpinned by a wide, popular, national
consensus. The resulting continuity of British foreign policy has been one of its notable features and its predictability a
source of strength. Allies in particular like to know where a country stands and that it will stick to its policies and
principles.
This consensual tradition, fractured by the intervention in Iraq and deepened by the cynicism engendered by the subsequent
revelations about the accuracy and relevance of the evidence, is currently in danger. The relationship with the United
States, key to this nation’s security, has been jeopardised by the gap that has opened up between senior figures in the
government and large swathes of public opinion which feels it has been taken for a ride. Simultaneously relationships in
Europe have also been weakened. Over time, this is not a sustainable basis for UK policy making and it would be an early
task of an incoming Conservative government to restore confidence in the integrity of the policy process- with regard to the
objectives of foreign policy and in the government’s capacity to pursue them successfully.
Since the Second World War, the UK has worked for strong transatlantic ties between the US and Europe, which flows
naturally from our geography and cultural ties. This has served us well, and nothing in the challenges we now face should
cause us to alter that geopolitical positioning.
Management of our key relationships however requires attention. We need to recognise that for our longstanding positioning
to continue to serve UK interests and for the UK to avoid becoming merely an echo of American policy, allies and partners
must share our aspirations for a functioning alliance and for close, cooperative US/European relations. Not all European
partners do to the same extent. Nor will they unless we work at it. The paradox is that unless the UK wishes effectively to
retire from the world, in which case a context for action does not matter, British freedom of manoeuvre lies in the existence
rather than the absence of this framework. The drubbing that key relationships have taken over Iraq has served the interests
only of our (collective) enemies. And anti-Americanism, which polls show has risen especially markedly in the UK, is a self
inflicted wound. But it is also a reflection of the discomfort felt in this country with recent policy outcomes.
It follows that there must be first class working relationships at all levels in Washington starting with the White House,
irrespective of the party in power. The aim should not just be excellent UK/US relations but strong transatlantic, EU/US,
ties. For the UK, that means taking relationships within the rest of Europe- especially key capitals- seriously as well since
we cannot deliver our preferred solutions either alone or just with the United States. Some ground has already been made
up by both sides of the Atlantic since the debacle in relations over Iraq, demonstrating that deep disagreement is not the
preferred option of either side, but it cannot be said that a sense of shared strategic purpose exists. At a time of mounting
tension such as this, it should.
What some have called a strategic compact should exist. That is, a long term plan to work together on the crucial
international issues, in particular, a civilian led reform programme in the Middle East. This is a region crucial to both sides
of the Atlantic and to world peace, and we should harness our complementary strengths to support the indigenisation of
democratic institutions and open societies in that part of the world. This will not work unless Europeans are more
wholehearted than at present and American policy changes gear.
The objections to be raised to the current British government’s policies lie overwhelmingly in their poor delivery rather
than their goals. The goals of “humanitarian intervention”, of freedom and democracy, are high minded and deserve
support. But, after the relative success of the Balkans experience, subsequent interventions have been high risk, very
demanding and have required a standard of delivery of which the government has proved incapable. Moreover, the
methods used, involving heavy reliance on military power, require the commitment of a level and type of resources which
the country cannot indefinitely afford.
The result has been a damaging gap between proclaimed ambition and actual achievement. Overstretch leads to stress
among those involved and to the danger of destabilising set backs. To increase the effectiveness, coherence and long term
stability of policy, it will be necessary to make changes in the way it is formulated and implemented.
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The will and ability to counter terrorism must remain at the core of foreign policy. Our armed forces will remain a vital
component in this and must be adequately equipped for the purpose: these issues are being examined at present by the
policy group. But the next phase of policy must put at centre stage the countering of the ideological challenge represented
by extremists and the men of violence. It is by upholding universal values here at home and helping extend them more
widely to other societies abroad that we can hope to draw support away from political extremism and resort to terrorism.
The central focus of such an approach is the broader Middle East.

Situation in the broader Middle East
The United Kingdom is engaged in two militarily led operations of great significance: Afghanistan and Iraq. Of the two,
Afghanistan has the greater direct impact on the security of this country. Britons of Pakistani origin are allowed to travel
freely to Pakistan. Once there it is easy for those who are sympathetic to extremism to go to terrorist training camps in the
North West Frontier region, or to cross the porous border into Afghanistan to train there. Afghanistan is also likely to
involve our troops in active combat longer than Iraq. In neither place is it possible with any confidence to predict the final
outcome. Both are at a critical juncture and, in retrospect, the winter of 2006 may come to be seen as a turning point in
each.
From different starting points, the two situations now have features in common. Most notably, in the sustained and directed
terrorism and insurgency which might have been avoided had the security situation been dealt with decisively with
adequate numbers of equipped forces in the early stages of intervention. As it is, the stakes are now exceptionally high in
both places.
Operations in Afghanistan in support of an elected government have enjoyed international legitimacy and widespread
support from the outset. However, focus and crucial resources were lost at the time of the intervention in Iraq with the
result that the forces’ mission is now harder and more dangerous than it might have been. In Afghanistan there are three
key interlocking issues:
• the future of the elected government in Kabul and the suppression of Taliban activity in Southern Afghanistan;
• the ability of the Pakistan government to strengthen border security in the North West Frontier area, to which the
political future of Gen. Musharraf’s government may well be tied; and
• the will of NATO allies to rise to the self imposed challenge of overcoming the security threat to the Alliance which
the situation in Afghanistan presents- a challenge which, if not successfully met, can do mortal damage to the
organisation.
The three taken together will determine whether the intervention in Afghanistan acts to limit instability, extremism and the
potential for violent revolution in the Islamic world, or to accelerate and magnify its spread among Muslim communities in
the broader Middle East and further afield.
The second would be an extraordinarily serious development. In the British media there has been a tendency recently to
rush prematurely to negative judgment of the likely chances of stabilising Afghanistan. It is clear, however, that for there to
be a successful outcome certain conditions will need to be met: NATO forces must have a strengthened capability to
achieve their mission; the governments of Afghanistan and Pakistan must cooperate closely in countering the Taliban and
the military; and humanitarian, economic assistance and reconstruction as well as political elements of policy in both
Afghanistan and Pakistan need to be properly funded and coordinated.
The intervention in Iraq was meant to lead to the emergence of a model united democratic state spearheading the spread of
democracy in the Middle East more generally. It has gone badly wrong. Instead of reform, there is revolutionary insurgency
beyond the control of the Iraqi government. We witness a violent and increasingly divided country which is providing a
breeding ground for terrorism and drifting towards civil war and de facto partition.
Limiting the damage is complicated by the side effects of the conflict in Iraq. This is most notable in the regionally
destabilising surge in the power of Iran and the Shia, which has been further boosted by the strengthening of Hizbollah’s
position in Lebanon in the wake of conflict with Israel and the reduction in the already slim prospects of progress in the
Israel/Palestinian situation. Incautious Iranian leadership, sensing Western weakness, has little incentive to restrain its
behaviour or explain its nuclear intentions.
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Saddam Hussein has gone. The Taliban no longer provide unchallenged sanctuary to Al Qa’eda. These are important gains
but they have not been consolidated and the prices have been high. Shortcomings in the implementation of policy, much
analysed by commentators, have brought unintended and unwanted outcomes: the war on terror has led to more terror
which has multiple sources of inspiration and organisation not dependent on Al Qa’eda; the mishandling of the intervention
in Iraq has tarnished values it was meant to uphold; tension inside the Muslim world has greatly increased and friendly
governments are on the defensive; the goal of a “new Middle East” is not being advanced (on the contrary- the Alliance is
divided and the UN Security Council is ineffective); and the high price of oil helps sustain conflict.
In the UK, the nation’s security assets, at home and abroad, are very finely stretched and there is no reserve. British
military resources are committed to activities, notably in Northern Ireland, the Iraq and Afghanistan, from which there are
no early exits consistent with achievement of even reduced goals. Trust in the integrity of government has been brought
into question in a divided nation. The Prime Minister’s attachment to the current American policy does not kid the world
that London equals Washington, but does reduce the credibility of the UK in any attempt to enlarge the alarmingly
diminished influence now capable of being exerted by either government in the Middle East.
None of these policy consequences was unavoidable. There are three roots to present troubles in relation to Iraq: lack of
international support for the intervention in (or the reconstruction of) the country; the failure to gain control of security
early in the post conflict phase; and the forfeiting of moral authority through, among other things, grave instances of
prisoner abuse. Moral authority will only be restored over time and in an atmosphere different from the crisis that now
prevails. The immediate task is to increase international, especially regional, support for arresting the downward spiral of
events inside Iraq.
Unpalatable as is the taste of humble pie, in the view of this long term policy group, the critical juncture now reached
should be treated as an opening, albeit unpromising, for a new way forward.

Long term policy towards the broader Middle East
Long term, a strategy of re-engagement and reform involving a broad coalition of governments, committed to enable
progress towards open societies, is needed to replace the appeal of terrorism, fundamentalism and revolution as a method of
change in Muslim societies. One such framework could be a Partnership for Open Societies, but for it to work, it must be
region-led and region-driven, and not an attempt to impose outside solutions. It could build on similar – but more narrowlybased – initiatives launched in the past, for example by the G8.
The US Administration have correctly identified the “broader Middle East” as the focus of attention. American leadership
of a multilateral partnership remains indispensable to chances of success. Their re-engagement in active negotiation to
resolve regional conflicts and increase regional security is vital, as is their participation in bringing about political reform
and economic expansion to indigenise democratic institutions and open societies. The two are interlocked. Reform will not
get purchase without a sustained and credible effort at conflict resolution - in particular getting a peace process going on
Israel/Palestine- and conflict resolution will only be durable with popular support. There are no quick fixes.
The recent conflict in Lebanon has now directly linked progress in Israel/Palestine not only to the cooperation of Syria but
also of that of Iran. There is no way round engaging these two countries and, because of the linkages between the various
conflicts, it is hard to see how any of them can be resolved, or progress made in relation to Iraq, without a serious effort at
tackling them all.
This is not the place for a tactical discussion of the moves that should follow the publication of the report of the Iraq Study
Group. It would be a major advance if they were to lead in due course to a regional conference in which countries in the
region and outside powers, notably members of the P5, were to guarantee the security of Iraq from external interference. It
would also help produce the conditions in which a long term reform strategy aimed at the emergence of open societies in
the Middle East, more capable of satisfying the aspirations of their populations, would have improved chances of success.
Such a strategy would require:
• acceptance of the idea of long term political and economic partnership between participants;
• agreement between all participants on objectives and techniques of implementation aimed at establishing and
strengthening open and democratic institutions;
• widespread international participation (not just the usual suspects - NATO countries, EU partners and other western
allies but other democracies like Japan and India);
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structured governance among participants which would assess the reality of progress;
appropriate use of international agencies, especially the UN system;
funding: the Middle East is not a poor region and costs should be shared;
persistence and patience: commodities often in short supply; and
continued availability of suitable trained and equipped Western armed forces acting in support of reform programmes
(e.g. training).

The aim is not a rash of early elections all over the Middle East, for immature institutions are open to the exploitation of
extremists. It will be a difficult balancing act. A non military strategy cannot simply mean a return to uncritical support for
friendly regimes irrespective of repressive domestic policies, or to a situation in which the desire to fit local conditions and
cultures leads to the snuffing out of change. Equally it must not become a means of giving gratuitous status to groups and
movements with goals hostile to our interests or to those of friendly governments. We need to be closely informed about
such groups and movements as the Muslim Brotherhood but not give them preferred status as dialogue partners.
Because reform programmes are highly intrusive in any society, technique is as important as objective to success.
Experience by now should have taught us that they will work only if conceived and executed in a spirit of cooperation and
good will between giver and receiver, and if broadly based. This is in three senses. First, intervention and imposition sets
up resistance which cannot be overcome in the absence of local popular support. Second, it is hard, if not impossible, to
reform one segment of society while leaving the rest untouched: the scope of reform plans is crucial to their success. Third,
a choice of methods is enriching. The most evolved or advanced programme is not necessarily best for local conditions.
The experience of non Western democracies should be drawn on much more heavily in future than has been the case
hitherto.
The political element of the strategy will carry great weight and will be crucial. Getting it right will require skill,
persistence and judgement but it does need to replace the use of our armed forces as the spearhead of policy. At present
they carry an inappropriately large share of the burden of policy and are by being asked to achieve goals which are not
exclusively theirs while non military assets are under deployed. The effect is to lay us open to the damaging, if unfair,
accusation of wishing to impose solutions on the region from outside.
Western will and ability to use force as a last resort will remain essential. But this should be as a buttress to a strategic
relationship with countries of the region founded on the idea of civil partnership. For a fraction of the £1.2 billion the UK
spent on military operations out of the contingency reserve in 2004-2005, we could have a lot of “soft” power.
Some countries such as many in the Gulf are already well down the track and have an interest in getting their neighbours to
follow. Other countries will find the process much harder. Success will not be even. A different approach will take
considerable time and will not circumvent some difficulties we already experience: for instance what policy to pursue
towards movements like Hamas with terrorist links when they manage to win elections through immature democratic
institutions.
A long term reform strategy would not work on the basis of one size fits all. Tailoring for the conditions of each country
would be essential. Priorities in Pakistan, for instance, would be different from those in, say, North Africa.
We should also increase the involvement of British Muslims. The UK does not have unlimited resources and would need to
choose its priorities according to need and ability to be effective. Alongside Afghanistan, Pakistan should be high on the list
of countries receiving UK assistance.
Elements of such a strategy would include (illustrative not exhaustive):
• agreements with local governments on the goals of reform. It will be vital to agree the direction and conditions of a
given programme;
• partnerships with individual governments to modernise/reform the institutions of the state and public bodies (e.g. the
courts, the civil service, the military, policing, voting systems, women’s rights educational systems and curriculum
content -primary to tertiary depending on circumstances, the media);
• partnerships to develop/ modernise the framework of economies (e.g. capital markets, corporate governance, skills
training, other forms of technical assistance);
• much more intensive news and vernacular broadcasting effort exploiting all forms of media;
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• locally tailored educational programmes from primary level upwards;
• two way cultural and educational exchange;
• political exchange with Muslim individuals and groups outside government which reject violence and versions of
Islam seeking fundamentalist political solutions;
• working closely with other Muslim countries, and countries with substantial Muslim minorities with values in
common; and
• development of regional confidence building measures designed to increase locally based security not directly
dependent on the military presence of outside powers.
The group will consider in more detail the application of these ideas and different models of cooperation to the situations of
different countries.

Regional threats to security and nuclear proliferation
Israel/ Palestine
The recent fighting revealed the limits of the security which Israel can obtain from military force and her dependence on
external protection. The dominance of Hizbollah in Southern Lebanon remains a threat to Israel and to the effective
sovereignty of Lebanon. More than ever, the Palestinian people are the victims of wider quarrels which do not give their
interests priority, and their material situation continues to deteriorate. Changing direction is both exceptionally difficult and,
given the combustibility of the region, urgent.
Where to start? It is unlikely that the Israeli government can resume its policy of unilateral withdrawal from occupied
territories in the foreseeable future. A different route forward will have to be found, sponsored from outside. At this
distance it makes little sense to try to lay down a detailed negotiating strategy. But the following elements will be relevant:
• The parties to the conflict should accept that the region is now so combustible that solutions via negotiation, not
fighting- including terrorism- must be found.
• Israel’s right to exist must be defended, her democracy supported and her obligation to contribute to her own long
term security and that of the region via negotiation insisted upon.
• Self determination for the Palestinians via two states must not remain in never-never land but negotiating leadership
can only be provided by a Palestinian government that accepts the right of Israel to exist within secure borders.
• The effective sovereignty of Lebanon, once again in jeopardy, must be strengthened.
• The disarming of Hizbollah is key to all three. This will not be achieved without contact with Iran and Syria.

Iran
Iran creates a series of problems: her meddling in the affairs of neighbours and sponsorship of terrorism; her deliberately
ambiguous pursuit of nuclear capability; and her menacing rhetoric and rejection of the right of Israel to exist. Each alone is
bad enough. The combination makes Iran a serious threat to regional peace.
Her non compliance with the nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) has led to action by the United Nations Security
Council under Chapter 7 of the Charter. But unless the position of Russia and, especially, China, changes, not even
economic sanctions on a mandatory basis are likely to be voted by the Security Council. If voluntary sanctions can be made
sufficiently weighty and if they are observed by enough countries, they will perform their intended purpose of expressing
the disapproval of the international community and exacting a penalty. If, on the other hand, they are in practice a dead
letter, weakness will have been exposed and the Iranian regime will feel even more invulnerable than they do already. It
matters if another regime slips through to possession of nuclear capability, flouting obligations undertaken in the NPT, and
it is really dangerous when that regime sponsors terrorism.
The choices that present themselves in the short term are unattractive. While force should not be ruled out, its use now is an
exceptionally high risk option which would not be guaranteed to eliminate the capability, would cause immense destruction
and would split the international community from top to toe (including the Alliance). Follow up policy would be fraught
with difficulty. But doing nothing is not an option either. The dialogue conducted by the European three in cooperation with
the US needs to continue, even while there is action at the UN.
This is not the place to spell out a detailed negotiating strategy. What is clear is that the present approach, which contains
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the seeds of a bargain that should interest Iran, goes only part of the way. There needs to be a broader front of engagement
with this complex and important society and culture. Iran’s pursuit of terrorism has to be tackled by reducing its perceived
value to Tehran in places like Lebanon and Iraq. The region lacks a security regime: one backed by external multilateral
guarantees could provide a framework for the reduction of tension.

Nuclear proliferation
As noted in the introduction, this is one of the major threats to peace and security. This is well understood by governments
but the lethargy exhibited on the subject in general and on strengthening the NPT regime, as distinct from the focus on
individual situations in North Korea, Iran, India, Pakistan, is striking. We need both. Against the background of many more
governments potentially on the brink of developing nuclear military capabilities- with up to 40 countries thought to have
the know how- and with the risk of terrorists acquiring capabilities through underground networks, this inertia is negligent.
Merely attempting to restrict nuclear supply will not work on either equity or practical grounds. The old bargain of
controlling proliferation in return for access to fuel for peaceful purposes must not be abandoned. Rather it should be a
central element in policy, especially in an era when many more countries may resort to nuclear power as a way of slowing
climate change. Elements of policy include:
• strengthening the NPT, up for review in 2010, to reduce cheating and abuse, remains a cornerstone. The possible
measures were set out in William Hague’s speech of 24 July to IISS;
• reinforcement of IAEA- a well led, professionally competent international organisation with toughening of the
inspection regime for which it is responsible;
• criminalisation of unofficial traffic; and
• bringing the fuel cycle- the short cut now used by violators to obtain a nuclear capability – under international control
as discussed in William Hague’s speech. All the hurdles in the way of getting such a scheme off the ground
notwithstanding, the situation is now so perilous that a policy leap of such a kind is needed. The IAEA offers a good
instrument for controlling an international “bank” from which fuel could be bought on commercial terms, thus
avoiding the need for the construction of a nuclear reactor in order to use nuclear energy. A regime of this kind could
have potential as an element in international cooperation to slow climate change.

International Governance framework
The prescriptions in this report, which demand a multilateral approach to the Middle East, require a governance framework
for establishing agreed international priorities, the setting of standards and for effective coordination of implementation.
There are plenty of bodies to choose from: the UN, G8, NATO, EU among others. None is sufficient on its own. Each has a
role and they need to work together.
The UN lies at the core. A period of international political management in which the United Nations has been largely
sidelined has not produced encouraging results. The use of power by governments requires political and, often, legal,
authority. The universality of UN membership helps confer the first and the international law making role of the Security
Council, based on a Charter embodying Western concepts of the rule of law, uniquely confers the second.
As more centres of economic and political power arise in the world and more issues requiring international agreement and
coordination emerge, such as climate change, the more it makes sense to modernise and revitalise the United Nations. And
it is hard to see how binding agreements will be arrived at in the Middle East without the active use of law making powers
of the United Nations. UN reform has been the object of serious study recently by the panel established by the SecretaryGeneral. The Group intend to consider its proposals further in the light of the need to strengthen the effectiveness of the
machinery of international governance. Among the issues are:
• next steps in Security Council enlargement; and
• in what ways, with what particular objectives in mind, should the new human rights machinery be developed?
The UN can bring broad coalitions together and provide legitimacy to their actions. Its often underrated agencies provide
technical expertise and assistance round the world on a 24/7 basis. The motor power, purpose and priorities however have
to come from member state leadership. This is lacking. The G8 is relevant here.
The G8, though without legal status, are nevertheless capable of providing a broad sense of direction on global issues
which can serve to inform the work of other international agencies. In recent years, however, they have lost their sense of
identity and purpose. This is due in part because the Americans and Europeans have not been getting on. It is also partly

10

because they are now no longer a club of western powers, nor are they one that includes the most important economies.
The geographical scope of membership is oddly truncated. It is time to rethink purpose and composition. India? China? If
the expression “international community” is to have real force, big players must have access to the inside track. We need,
for instance, to try to find ways of engaging with China over global governance as a partner and not as a suspicious
ideological opponent seeking to undermine the objectives of Western aid programmes to the developing world.
The Group will consider further the role of the G8, its membership and working method (the heads of government
meetings have become too vast and ceremonial and need to resume some of their earlier intimacy, informality and vitality).

The European Union, the Middle East and Turkey
The EU is already a significant player in the Middle East and is the natural partner of the United States in any sustained
Western led programme there. The EU has expertise, resources and strong interest in taking a leading role in a region on its
own doorstep. Turmoil there has direct repercussions on the domestic security of member states.
The EU already has structured relationships with the countries of the Mediterranean and several regional cooperation
agreements which provide important starting points. The net now needs to spread wider. In any future partnership with the
US, division of effort among participating nations and organisations will be important and needs careful planning.
The EU likes to think of itself as a friend of the Middle East and, in addition to its negotiating role in the Middle East
Peace Process, it makes substantial contributions to long term development and welfare especially round the Mediterranean
basin. If effort is not to be wasted, EU members need to pursue an integrated approach which gives much greater weight to
the strategic importance to Europe of a democratic, stable and friendly Turkey-a key NATO member and important Middle
East Player. This is all the more necessary at a time when Ankara’s relations with the United States have been loosened by
the intervention in Iraq. But the EU is behaving as if it does not understand what is at stake.
Turkey’s pioneer path to modern secular democracy in the Muslim world without the prop of the military has been
sustained in recent years more than in any other way by the prize of finding a home in the European Union. The growing
impression in Ankara, conveyed by attitudes in several EU capitals, that governments would like to renege on the
commitment to membership contained in the Association Agreement, could become intensely damaging to both Turkey and
the EU. It would be likely to be destabilising domestically in Turkey, undermining the position of the secularists and
modernisers, as well as diluting her current westward orientation. This could, and probably would, have direct
consequences for the security, internal as well as external, of European countries. The reunification of Cyprus would
become a more distant goal then ever. Polling already shows Turkish voters pulling away from the EU in the disillusioned
belief that the negotiating process is no longer being conducted in good faith on the European side. Course correction is
badly needed.

Russia
Russia has long standing strategic interests in the Middle East. Moscow shares an interest in the stability of the region, in
the prevention of nuclear proliferation and the spread of radical Islam. The ability to work together will depend, however,
on the compatibility of our approaches to regional conflicts and on trust and confidence in the commitment to democracy
and open societies. The erosion of confidence has wider repercussions: among other things it undermines political stability
in central and Eastern Europe and reduces the chances of developing a cooperative relationship in that region. The policy
group will explore further these issues and report on them and energy security at a later date.
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UK security
The security threat
The threat is serious in scope and indefinite in duration. Until there is much less tension in Muslim communities here and
abroad, it will remain high, even if intensity varies from time to time. As noted above, the threat has grown since 9/11 partly as
the result of the way in which UK policy objectives have been pursued abroad. The prestige of fundamentalism and the
attractions of organised violence as a way of reaching goals have been boosted in the Arab street and have attracted followers
in the UK and elsewhere. As the video recordings made by the 7/7 bombers demonstrate, the consequences for UK security
has been direct. The commonest terrorist methods used so far have been bombing of physical targets. The possibility of
chemical, biological and radiological attack cannot however be ignored and have to be provided against. Getting the priorities
right is not easy.
Prevention is the top priority. The terrorists’ choice of methods of attack, involving targets which will maximise loss of life by
suicide bombing (thus freeing themselves from the normal deterrence of the penalties of the law) complicates this task. The
heightened risk of great damage and loss of life increases tension between stopping criminal acts in time and having enough
information to not only find all those who may be involved, but to convict them too.

Vulnerability
The UK is highly vulnerable at several levels. This is a free society which takes as axiomatic the right of individuals to
anonymity vis-à-vis each other and the state. The critical infrastructure of daily life – such as the London Underground – is
hard and expensive to protect from attack. A “just in time” networked economy has key vulnerable points which, if attacked,
can quickly cause a cascade of consequences leading to shut down. This is a point most strikingly demonstrated by the petrol
tanker drivers’ strike in 2003. The private sector, which owns much of the critical national infrastructure, has a big role in
ensuring resilience. Success here, and the ability to recover in the wake of attack, is a central element in keeping the
confidence of the public and demonstrating that terrorism will not succeed in its objectives.

Policy responses
As part of the CONTEST programme, the government have invested considerable effort in prevention. The so far
isolated example of successful attack is a record that deserves praise. But the Prime Minister’s own Delivery Unit has
described the overall programme as “immature”.
Adequate intelligence to build a strategic picture, the ability to track suspects, funding, and timely action on operational
information are all essential to successful counter terrorism.
Important elements in existing policy include:
• resources given to the intelligence services to increase coverage and to recruit;
• expansion of Met responsibilities for Counter terrorism;
• stepped up international cooperation in counter terrorism-with EU partners and more widely (intelligence exchange,
policing, arrest, extradition);
• strengthened operational coordination of government agencies and departments involved in counterterrorism (JTAC);
• increased protection of prominent people and places, much of it physical and some of it intrusive in daily life exacting an
economic penalty. Heathrow is a prime example. It raises the question of the adequacy of resources being deployed and
the extent to which technologies, if used more extensively, could do the job as well or better. And who bears the cost: the
individual as passenger or the citizen as taxpayer? If neither shoulders it, the economy as a whole may suffer;
• increased border control measures (but with a long way to go before a useful data base exists);
• an array of legal measures restricting individual freedoms in the name of security. These include those touching on
freedom of speech (incitement to racial hatred and glorifying terrorism), freedom of association (police permission to hold
public gatherings), habeus corpus (executive detention without charge and extended police detention before charge), and
privacy (retention of data and communications records; the right of the government to demand stored information);
• prosecutions, and in the case of certain foreign nationals, expulsion for breaching UK law; and
• legislation laying down responsibility on a regional basis for first response and resilience.
The group is taking evidence in this area of its work and has not yet reached conclusion. We shall do further work including
on the following issues:
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• The role and accountability of the intelligence agencies:
• How some reported intelligence gaps arose- whether from lack of resources available for coverage or mistaken
priorities – is not clear.
• Lack of clarity underlines another aspect where change looks likely to be needed: accountability. The present
arrangements under the ISC are not adequate. Any reform should continue to protect the personal safety of
intelligence officers and the integrity of their work.
• Creating a political football would be a serious error. Nevertheless, now that the intelligence agencies play so central
a role in national security, it becomes essential for Parliament to be better informed than it is about financing,
tasking, priorities, success rates and future challenges.
• The group will make recommendations on the role of the committee, its chairman, committee staffing and reporting
lines to government and to Parliament.
• Policing:
• With Nick Herbert, the group is examining tasking, priorities, organisation, recruitment, training, career
management and operational procedures of the police as regards counterterrorism and their compatibility with the
priorities and objectives of community policing. We will be making recommendations in due course.
• Allocation of responsibilities between agencies of government:
• The UK has shown itself to be better operationally coordinated in counterterrorism at official level than many of its
foreign counterparts. The JTAC model has been copied.
• With regard to the day to day relationship between the police and the agencies in counterterrorism, it is clear that
beyond London, the police are unable to offer the agencies all the help they would like. We will examine this in
more detail, assessing whether the problem, if there is one, is organisational in nature, or one of doctrine and
procedures across the different constabularies. If they are needed, we shall aim at cost effective remedies which also
ensure proper accountability.
• The creation of SOCA is an important development which will only realise its full potential in relation to organised
crime and counterterrorism if there is adequate staffing, cooperation and coordination with the intelligence agencies
and the police. We shall also consider the adequacy of accountability arrangements.
• Border control:
• The inadequacy of border control to meet today’s security needs goes back a long way and it will be some time
before a useful data base exists. With hundreds of point of entry, there must be priorities. Air travel and airports are
most threatened and vulnerable and travel to and from them most heavily regulated. The Group considers, however,
that the spot check style entry regulation, and the intelligence led light protection in many other ports of entry
(including sea ports), is inadequate. We also doubt that it is safe to have so little information about movements in
our home waters and, beyond the police, no coast guard for protection. We are in favour of the creation of a
dedicated border force and will consider further its composition and powers.
• As a general proposition, the threat needs not only to be pushed back as far as possible from our physical borders
but reduced as far as possible. This implies the development of uniform and effective international regimes on
transport of goods as well as people across the high seas and across borders. More attention needs to be paid to
shipping and container security.
• The impact on civil liberties on security policy:
• This is an area where the party has already made clear its position. It opposes the introduction of identity cards, will
examine amendment of UK legislation covering the European Convention on Human Rights and the possibility of a
British bill of Rights, and takes the view that the security case for any further extension of police detention before
charge would need to be demonstrated. It is willing to support the use of wiretap sourced evidence in the courtroom
under appropriate safeguards.
• Volumes can be written on the balance to be struck between liberty and security. It is hard to see areas where the
state does not now have very considerable powers in the law to bring charges and it should focus on using them
effectively. The government should also accept that any administrative inconvenience that may be caused by the
application of safeguards (e.g. judicial supervision of detention orders) is more than outweighed by the public
confidence created in the integrity of the procedure and the protection of the rights of the defendant.
• Civil contingencies legislation:
• This puts in place provisions for civil emergencies on a national basis involving an operational chain of command
through the police. The obligations laid on local authorities are considerable. The committee will examine priorities
such as whether there is adequate funding and whether essential exercising of emergency procedures is taking place.
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Machinery of government
Ministerial responsibility in the Home Office
The “unfit for purpose” Home Office has attracted a lot of attention recently. The UK is certainly one of the few democracies
to combine in one Ministry the functions of Interior and Justice Departments – departments which can often be in conflict.
One option would be to separate the two (and absorb the Department for Constitutional Affairs?).
Another would be to appoint two cabinet level Ministers, (analogous to the Treasury arrangement of Chancellor and Chief
Secretary) to reduce the direct load on the Home Secretary. Given the sheer range of the Home Office’s responsibility for
security, including the Security service, the Police, SOCA, immigration and border control, as well as many other agencies
far from Ministerial oversight, the group favours the institution of a second Cabinet Minister in the Home Office leading on
security issues. For this to be a worthwhile innovation, the individual would have to be a senior figure.
While the overall performance in domestic security has been good there are two shortcomings which the existence of an
additional Cabinet Minister would help remedy. It could provide steady leadership and Ministerial oversight in security
policy, strengthening the strategic direction of the department’s responsibilities as opposed to operational coordination which
generally works well. An additional Minister could also increase public understanding of the threat, about which there
remains widespread scepticism and, in a crisis, provide- under the Prime Minister whose authority should not be squanderedthe authoritative government voice needed to ensure public confidence and reduce the danger of confusion.

National Security Machinery
The discussion in this paper of the quality of some policy and of contradictions between component parts of it, leads one to
question the adequacy of the security policy making process itself. Is it fit for purpose? The group is inclined to think not.
The government is looking at the possibility of what it describes as a single security budget. Without knowing more detail, it
is hard to come to any conclusion about this idea, though on the face of it there seems merit in the concept. We propose
going further.
There is a need for a national security approach. The analysis has thrown up examples of policies abroad having negative
effects at home. It may well be legitimate to increase the risk at home to attain a policy objective abroad, provided that it is
necessary and proportionate and, by definition, the result of a conscious and well considered decision. What is not acceptable
is a system of decision making which produces unexpected, unwanted and negative side effects. This becomes especially
important when borders are porous and when actions and events abroad can have so direct an impact on security at home
(and of course vice versa). The only security we have now is national security.
British government has a strong tradition of effective operational coordination of issues affecting national security through
the Cabinet Office committee system, which brings together the relevant departments. It has shown up well in the swift
ability to respond to terrorist related information.
As already indicated, at the strategic level of national security however the system works far less well. It finds it difficult to
bring together consideration of long range policy issues affecting the responsibilities of several departments in a way that
ensures the consistency and compatibility of policy responses whether at home or abroad. In a world where the two cannot
be isolated from each other, and where the issues being grappled with are often complex, a common and shared definition of
the objectives of national security policy- a national security doctrine-is necessary.
It follows that it should be the framework within which the priorities and budgets of the principal relevant departments- the
Foreign and Home Offices, DfID, the Ministry of Defence, the Intelligence Agencies and the Cabinet Office- are set and in
which the main lines of policy are formulated, with implementation remaining, as now, with the responsible department. It
should be said that within this framework, the role played by the FCO in national security policy needs enlarging and
strengthening. The current sidelining of its talent and expertise is a huge waste of scarce skilled human resources. Its role in
policy making is in decline at a time when its contribution to policy is badly needed.
New machinery is probably necessary for this national security agenda. Some variant of the American National Security
Council, adapted to the needs of Cabinet government rather than to American style separation of powers, looks appropriate.
Thus, the national security doctrine would be laid down by Cabinet directive.
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In addition, better integrated decision making should not undermine what remains of genuine collective cabinet responsibility
by leading to more concentration of power at the centre. The present government has failed to use properly the Cabinet
committee system which underpins cabinet government and the Prime Minister and the department he has effectively created
has instead exercised excessive control. The cabinet committee system needs revival. The Group will study further how any
National Security Council might relate to the statutory departmental responsibilities of existing departments.
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