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A Werld Within Our Grasp

Imagine a world
where every human
being would live in
freedom and dignity...

where the only nuclear
weapons remaining
were the relics in our
museums.

our Majesties, Your Royal Highness, Honourable Members
of the Norwegian Nobel Committee, Excellencies, Ladies
and Gentlemen.

The International Atomic Energy Agency and [ are humbled, proud,
delighted and above all strengthened in our resolve by this most
worthy of honours.

My sister-in-law works for a group that supports orphanages in
Cairo. She and her colleagues take care of children left behind by
circumstances beyond their control. They feed these children, clothe
them and teach them to read.

At the International Atomic Energy Agency, my colleagues and [
work to keep nuclear materials out of the reach of extremist groups.
We inspect nuclear facilities all over the world, to be sure that peace-
ful nuclear activities are not being used as a cloak for weapons pro-
grammes.

My sister-in-law and I are working towards the same goal, through
different paths: the security of the human family. But why has this
security so far eluded us?

I believe it is because our security strategies have not yet caught up
with the risks we are facing. The globalization that has swept away
the barriers to the movement of goods, ideas and people has also
swept with it barriers that confined and localized security threats.

These are all ‘threats without borders’ — where traditional notions
of national security have become obsolete. We cannot respond to
these threats by building more walls, developing bigger weapons, or
dispatching more troops. Quite to the contrary. By their very nature,
these security threats require primarily multinational cooperation.

But what is more important is that these are not separate or dis-
tinct threats. When we scratch the surface, we find them closely con-
nected and interrelated.
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Weare 1000 people here today in thisaugusthall. Imagine
for a moment that we represent the world’s population.
These 200 people on my left would be the wealthy of
the world, who consume 80% of the available resources.
And these 400 people on my right would be living on an
income of less than $2 per day.

This underprivileged group of people on my right is no
less intelligent or less worthy than their fellow human
beings on the other side of the aisle. They were simply
born into this fate.

In the real world, this imbalance in living conditions
inevitably leads to inequality of opportunity, and in
many cases loss of hope. And what is worse, all too often
the plight of the poor is compounded by and results in
human rights abuses, a lack of good governance, and a
deep sense of injustice. This combination naturally cre-
ates a most fertile breeding ground for civil wars, organ-
ized crime, and extremism in its different forms.

In regions where conflicts have been left to fester for
decades, countries continue to look for ways to offset
their insecurities or project their ‘power’. In some cases,
they may be tempted to seek their own weapons of mass
destruction, like others who have preceded them.

Fifteen years ago, when the Cold War ended, many of us
hoped for a new world order to emerge. A world order
rooted in human solidarity — a world order that would be
equitable, inclusive and effective.

But today we are nowhere near that goal. We may have
torn down the walls between East and West, but we have
yet to build the bridges between North and South — the
rich and the poor.

Consider our development aid record. Last year, the
nations of the world spent over $1 trillion on armaments.
But we contributed less than 10% of that amount — a
mere $80 billion — as official development assistance to
the developing parts of the world, where 850 million peo-
ple suffer from hunger.

My friend James Morris heads the World Food
Programme, whose task it is to feed the hungry. He
recently told me, “If I could have just 1% of the money
spent on global armaments, no one in this world would
go to bed hungry.”

It should not be a surprise then that poverty continues
to breed conflict. Of the 13 million deaths due to armed
conflict in the last ten years, 9 million occurred in sub-
Saharan Africa, where the poorest of the poor live.

Consider also our approach to the sanctity and value of
human life. In the aftermath of the September 2001 ter-

rorist attacks in the United States, we all grieved deeply,
and expressed outrage at this heinous crime —and rightly
so. But many people today are unaware that, as the result
of civil war in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 3.8
million people have lost their lives since 1998.

Are we to conclude that our priorities are skewed, and our
approaches uneven?

With this ‘big picture’ in mind, we can better understand
the changing landscape in nuclear non-proliferation and
disarmament.

There are three main features to this changing landscape:
the emergence of an extensive black market in nuclear
material and equipment; the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and sensitive nuclear technology; and the stag-
nation in nuclear disarmament.

Today, with globalization bringing us ever closer
together, if we choose to ignore the insecurities of some,
they will soon become the insecurities of all.

Equally, with the spread of advanced science and tech-
nology, as long as some of us choose to rely on nuclear
weapons, we continue to risk that these same weapons
will become increasingly attractive to others.

I have no doubt that, if we hope to escape self-destruc-
tion, then nuclear weapons should have no place in our
collective conscience, and no role in our security.

To that end, we must ensure — absolutely — that no more
countries acquire these deadly weapons.

We must see to it that nuclear-weapon States take con-
crete steps towards nuclear disarmament.

And we must put in place a security system that does not
rely on nuclear deterrence.

Are these goals realistic and within reach? I do believe
they are. But then three steps are urgently required.

First, keep nuclear and radiological material out of the
hands of extremist groups. In 2001, the IAEA together
with the international community launched a world-
wide campaign to enhance the security of such mate-
rial. Protecting nuclear facilities. Securing powerful
radioactive sources. Training law enforcement officials.
Monitoring border crossings. In four years, we have
completed perhaps 50% of the work. But this is not fast
enough, because we are in a race against time.

Second, tighten control over the operations for produc-
ing the nuclear material that could be used in weapons.
Under the current system, any country has the right to
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nuclear weapons — like
slavery or genocide — are
regarded as a taboo and a
historical anomaly?

We must also strengthen the verification system. IAEA
inspections are the heart and soul of the nuclear non-pro-
liferation regime. To be effective, it is essential that we
are provided with the necessary authority, information,
advanced technology, and resources. And our inspections
must be backed by the UN Security Council, to be called on
in cases of non-compliance.

Third, accelerate disarmament efforts. We still have eight
or nine countries who possess nuclear weapons. We still
have 27 000 warheads in existence. I believe this is 27,000
too many.

A good start would be if the nuclear-weapon States reduced
the strategic role given to these weapons. More than 15
years after the end of the Cold War, it is incomprehensible
to many that the major nuclear-weapon States operate with
their arsenals on hair-trigger alert — such that, in the case
of a possible launch of a nuclear attack, their leaders could
have only 30 minutes to decide whether to retaliate, risking
the devastation of entire nations in a matter of minutes.

These are three concrete steps that, I believe, can readily
be taken. Protect the material and strengthen verification.
Control the fuel cycle. Accelerate disarmament efforts.

But that is not enough. The hard part is: how do we cre-
ate an environment in which nuclear weapons — like slav-

in The Merchant of Venice, when he asks: “If you prick us,
do we not bleed? If you tickle us, do we not laugh? If you
poison us, do we not die? And if you wrong us, shall we not
revenge?”

And lest we forget:
There is no religion that was founded on intolerance — and
no religion that does not value the sanctity of human life.

Judaism asks that we value the beauty and joy of human
existence.

Christianity says we should treat our neighbours as we
would be treated.

Islam declares that killing one person unjustly is the same
as killing all of humanity.

Hinduism recognizes the entire universe as one family.

Buddhism calls on us to cherish the oneness of all
creation.

Some would say that it is too idealistic to believe in a soci-
ety based on tolerance and the sanctity of human life, where
borders, nationalities and ideologies are of marginal impor-
tance. To those I say, this is not idealism, but rather realism,
because history has taught us that war rarely resolves our
differences. Force does not heal old wounds; it opens new
ones.

I have talked about our efforts to combat the misuse of
nuclear energy. Let me now tell you how this very same
energy is used for the benefit of humankind.

At the TAEA, we work daily on every continent to put
nuclear and radiation techniques in the service of human-
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kind. In Vietnam, farmers plant rice with greater nutri-
tional value that was developed with [AEA assistance.
Throughout Latin America, nuclear technology is being
used to map underground aquifers, so that water supplies
can be managed sustainably. In Ghana, a new radiother-
apy machine is offering cancer treatment to thousands of
patients. In the South Pacific, Japanese scientists are using
nuclear techniques to study climate change. In India, eight
new nuclear plants are under construction, to provide clean
electricity for a growing nation — a case in point of the
rising expectation for a surge in the use of nuclear energy
worldwide.

These projects, and a thousand others, exemplify the [AEA
ideal: Atoms for Peace.

But the expanding use of nuclear energy and technology
also makes it crucial that nuclear safety and security are
maintained at the highest level.

Since the Chernobyl accident, we have worked all over the
globe to raise nuclear safety performance. And since the
September 2001 terrorist attacks, we have worked with
even greater intensity on nuclear security. On both fronts,
we have built an international network of legal norms and
performance standards. But our most tangible impact has
been on the ground. Hundreds of missions, in every part of
the world, with international experts making sure nuclear
activities are safe and secure.

I am very proud of the 2300 hard working men and women
that make up the IAEA staff — the colleagues with whom I
share this honour. Some of them are here with me today. We
come from over 90 countries. We bring many different per-
spectives to our work. Our diversity is our strength.

We are limited in our authority. We have a very modest
budget. And we have no armies.

But armed with the strength of our convictions, we
will continue to speak truth to power. And we will continue
to carry out our mandate with independence and
objectivity.

The Nobel Peace Prize is a powerful message for us — to
endure in our efforts to work for security and development.
A durable peace is not a single achievement, but an environ-
ment, a process and a commitment.

The picture I have painted today may have seemed
somewhat grim. Let me conclude by telling you why I
have hope.

I have hope because the positive aspects of globalization
are enabling nations and peoples to become politically,
economically and socially interdependent, making war an
increasingly unacceptable option.

Among the 25 members of the European Union, the degree
of economic and socio-political dependencies has made
the prospect of the use of force to resolve differences
almost absurd. The same is emerging with regard to the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, with
some 55 member countries from Europe, Central Asia and
North America. Could these models be expanded to a world
model, through the same creative multilateral engagement
and active international cooperation, where the strong are
just and the weak secure?

I have hope because civil society is becoming better
informed and more engaged. They are pressing their gov-
ernments for change — to create democratic societies
based on diversity, tolerance and equality. They are propos-
ing creative solutions. They are raising awareness, donat-
ing funds, working to transform civic spirit from the local
to the global. Working to bring the human family closer
together.

We now have the opportunity, more than at any time before,
to give an affirmative answer to one of the oldest questions
of all time: “Am [ my brother’s keeper?”

What is required is a new mindset and a change of heart,
to be able to see the person across the ocean as our neigh-
bour.

Finally, I have hope because of what I see in my children,
and some of their generation.

[ took my first trip abroad at the age of 19. My children were
even more fortunate than I. They had their first exposure to
foreign culture as infants, and they were raised in a multi-
cultural environment. And I can say absolutely that my son
and daughter are oblivious to colour and race and national-
ity. They see no difference between their friends Noriko,
Mafupo, Justin, Saulo and Hussam; to them, they are only
fellow human beings and good friends.

Globalization, through travel, media and communication,
can also help us — as it has with my children and many of
their peers — to see each other simply as human beings.

Your Majesties, Your Royal Highness, Ladies and
Gentlemen. Imagine what would happen if the nations of
the world spent as much on development as on building
the machines of war. Imagine a world where every human
being would live in freedom and dignity. Imagine a world
in which we would shed the same tears when a child dies in
Darfur or Vancouver. Imagine a world where we would set-
tle our differences through diplomacy and dialogue and not
through bombs or bullets. Imagine if the only nuclear weap-
ons remaining were the relics in our museums. Imagine the
legacy we could leave to our children.
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Professor Ole Danbolt Mjgs is Chairman of the Nobel

Peace Prize Committee and Professor of Medicine at
the University of Tromse. He headed the five-member
Norwegian committee that deliberated over the choice of
2005’s Nobel Peace Prize winner. Professor Mjas spoke with
the IAEA Bulletin to give us a rare glimpse into the decision

making process that goes on behind closed doors.

Q: Selecting the winner for the Nobel Peace
Prize seems like a daunting task. Every year you
receive many nominations. Can you describe
your selection process?

A The process starts in February, once all the nomina-
tions have been received. Nominations can come in from
governments, university chancellors, leaders of peace
research institutes, members of the Nobel Committee
and even former Nobel Peace Prize Laureates. The
five-member committee, appointed by the Norwegian
Parliament, meets monthly to review the candidates
and gradually the list of names narrows. Over the years
the list of nominees has been growing and this year we
received 199 nominations.

The method we use for selecting is not easy to describe.
We come to our meetings with an open mind, are aware
ofthe world’s situationand are mindful of Alfred Nobel’s
will where the criteria for winning the peace prize is
spelled out: “fo the person who shall have done the most
or the best work for fraternity between the nations, for
the abolition or reduction of standing armies and for
the holding and promotion of peace congresses.”

Q:Dr. ElBaradei found out that he won
the Nobel Peace Prize by watching the live
announcement on CNN—is that usual?

A The tradition is that Geir Lundestad, the Director
of the Nobel Institute, places a phone call to the winner
half an hour before I announce it—which is usually in
mid-October and on a Friday. Of course it’s not always
possible to get a hold of the recipient. But this year the
Norwegian Broadcasting System was quick to speculate
and one particular journalist always seems to find out
the winner and leak it before we’ve had a chance to do so

formally. Bearing in mind previous ‘scoops’, we decided
that we wouldn’t call the IAEA because as it’s such a
large organization it would likely be leaked.

Q: Why is the Nobel Peace Prize considered to
be so prestigious?

A One factor is that the Peace Prize belongs to a family
of prizes that are awarded every year in literature, chem-
istry, physics, economics and medicine. And, while the
Peace Prize gets the most publicity, nevertheless it is a
family of prestigious prizes. So that helps in the reputa-
tion of the Peace Prize.

In addition, if you look at our record of awarding the
Peace Prize over the past 100 years, our selections have
not been perfect, but reasonable. If you look at the list
of past recipients, you might think of some who should
have been awarded it — but for the most part they are
reasonably good choices. I will mention one great omis-
sion and that is Mahatma Gandhi. He was short-listed
five times but because of controversy in the committee
around 1947, he was never awarded the prize.

Q: Geir Lundestad, the Director of the
Norwegian Nobel Institute, has said that with
the awarding of the Peace Prize, the Committee
was trying to give Dr. EIBaradei a ‘shot in the
arm’—and to motivate the |AEA to keep doing
what it’s doing. Do you share his view?

A: Who could replace TAEA today on these matters?
There is no one else, because each nation on its own can-
not do this. Society has given the IAEA a mandate to
work in cooperation with different nations. It can be an
organization that has a leader that is only following strict
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Q: How can the IAEA leverage this award ?

A You have to keep the pressure on the fight against
atomic weapons and on the reduction of atomic weap-
ons in those countries that already have them. While
the main mandate for the IAEA is, as I understand it, to
inhibit nuclear weapons proliferation to other nations, in
our decision we thought both in terms of reduction and
non-proliferation.

Q: What are the criteria for measuring peace!

A: T think we first can look at the underpinnings of
peace. There are many regions in the world where you
would think there would be war because the cultural
sensitivities in that area could potentially cause conflict.
The media focuses all the time on war zones, but luck-
ily today there are more areas in the world at peace than
at war. It is interesting to consider why there is peace in
some areas where one would think there would be war.

For example, I live in northern Norway in the univer-
sity town of Tromse. Northern Norway partly borders
Sweden and partly Finland but we have a common bor-
der with Russia. This border is one where the differences
between the two sides—socially, economically—is one
of the greatest I have ever seen. But there has not been
a war with Russia even during the Cold War. Conflicts
have been managed, and that is great to see. We have
established a Peace Centre at our University (I am the
Chairman) to look at these underpinnings of peace.

But what would be a success for peaceful development
and what are the criteria for peaceful development? The

before the crowd saying, ‘You are all Africans.’

Q: What message do you hope to convey by this
years’ awarding of the Peace Prize to Dr. E|Baradei
and the IAEA?

A We come back time and again to the importance in
working against the spread of nuclear weapons. In 1975
the peace prize was awarded to Andrei Sakharov. In 1985,
it was the International Physicians for the Prevention
of Nuclear War, and in 1995 the award went to Joseph
Rotblat and the Pugwash Conferences on Science and
World Affairs. The decade intervals are purely coin-
cidental. But what is worth noting is that this year also
marks 60 years since the UN was established, and it is
also 60 years since Nagasaki and Hiroshima in August
1945. All of this speaks to ‘never more.’

It is very important to limit the spread of nuclear weap-
ons. We haven’t really achieved much through these dec-
ades but we shouldn’t give up. We hope to reinvigorate
the work in nuclear non-proliferation.

It is a challenge to every nation, to all powerful persons,
every man and woman, to the whole world, that we must
fight nuclear weapons. We must reduce and eliminate
them. It is a challenge, with great expectations for every-
body to work along the lines of Dr. ElBaradei and the
IAEA.

—Interview conducted by Kirstie Hansen in Oslo for
the IAEA Bulletin.
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A Nobel

The Nobel Prize is awarded annually in recognition of
achievements in the fields of medicine, physics, literature,
and chemistry, as well as for peace. Since 1901, the best
and brightest minds across the globe — 776 of them, in
fact— have had the distinct privilege of being honoured by
the Swedish Nobel Committee for their work and efforts in
these fields.

The International Atomic Energy Agency and its Director
General, Mohamed ElBaradei, were awarded the 2005
Nobel Peace Prize. Although this is a tremendous achieve-
ment forthe Agency, itisby nomeans anisolated one within
the UN family. The IAEA award is the eighth time the
United Nations or partner international organization has
won the Peace Prize. UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan
and the UN shared the 2001 prize; the UN Peacekeeping
Forces were honored in 1988; the UN Children’s Fund
(UNICEF) in 1965; the UN High Commissioner for
Refugees in 1981 and 1954; and the International Labor
Organization in 1969. The late UN Secretary General Dag
Hammarskjold won the prize posthumously in 1961.

Several other Nobel Laureates have also had strong ties and
close relationships with the IAEA, demonstrating the value
of the Agency’s work.

Isidor Isaac Rabi

1944 Nobel Prize for Physics “for his resonance method
for recording the magnetic properties of atomic nuclei.”

American physicist who was awarded the Nobel Prize for
Physics in 1944 for his invention (in 1937) of the atomic and
molecular beam magnetic resonance method of observing
atomic spectra. Mr. Rabi’s most important scientific work
was his development (in the 1930s) of a method for meas-
uring the magnetic properties of atoms, atomic nuclei, and
molecules. His method provided the central technique for
virtually all molecular and atomic beam experimentation.

Mr. Rabi was a member of the TAEA Scientific Advisory
Committee in the early 1960s. (b.1898 —d. 1988)

Hans Albrecht Bethe

1967 Nobel Prize for Physics “for his contributions to
the theory of nuclear reactions, especially his discoveries
concerning the energy production in stars.”

German-American physicist who won the 1967 Nobel Prize
in Physics for his discovery of stellar nucleosynthesis. His
passion for physics took him first to the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology—where he worked on microwave
radar—and then to the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory,
which was engaged in assembling the first atomic bomb.
Much of Mr. Bethe’s work focused on the theory of atomic
nuclei. Over the course of his professional life, he worked
and collaborated with other physicists on: deuteron the-
ory, nuclear reactions, atomic physics, collision theory, and
solid-state theory.

Mr. Bethe was an ardent supporter of the International
Centre for Theoretical Physics (ICTP), which operates
under the authority of the [AEA, UNESCO and the Italian
federal government. (b.1906 —d.2005)

Burton Richter

1976 Nobel Prize for Physics “for
pioneering work in the discovery of
a heavy elementary particle of a new
| kind.”

American physicist who shared the 1976
Nobel Prize in Physics with Samuel C.C.
Ting for the discovery of a new type of
heavy elementary particle. Mr. Richter
became a physics professor at Stanford in 1967, and went
on to work as a director of the Stanford Linear Accelerator
Center. His research focused on experimental particle phys-
ics and colliding beam technology.

He gave the opening speech and participated in the
Scientific Forum at the 2005 ITAEA General Conference.
(b.1931) See his article on page 14.

Abdus Salam

1979 Nobel Prize for Physics “for
contributions to the theory of the uni-
fied weak and electromagnetic inter-
action between elementary particles,
including, inter alia, the prediction of
the weak neutral current.”

Prof. Salam, a Pakistani theoretical
physicist, taught mathematics at Punjab University and
has been a science policy advisor for Pakistan. He was also
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a professor of theoretical physics at the Imperial College
of Science and Technology in London. His work mainly
focused on exploring the relationship between electromag-
netic force and weak nuclear force.

Prof. Salam created the International Centre for Theoretical
Physics— which operates under the authority of the IAEA,
UNESCO and the Italian federal government—to encour-
ageprofessional communication betweenscientists. (b.1926
— d.1996)

Carilo Rubbia

1984 Nobel Prize for Physics “for
decisive contributions to the large
project, which led to the discovery of the
field particles W and Z, communicators
of weak interaction.”

An Italian physicist who shared the
1984 Nobel Prize in Physics with col-
league Dr. Simon Van der Meer. Mr.
Rubbia worked at Columbia University in the United States
researching particle accelerators. He later moved back to
Europe to experiment with weak interactions at CERN, the
world’s biggest particle physics laboratory. He served as
Director General of CERN from 1989 to 1993.

Mr. Rubbia was the opening speaker and participant at
the 2004 TAEA General Conference Scientific Forum.
(b.1934)

Russell A. Hulse

1993 Nobel Prize for Physics “for the discovery of a
new type of pulsar, a discovery that has opened up new pos-
sibilities for the study of gravitation.”

An American physicist who was awarded the 1993 Nobel
Prize in Physics jointly with Joseph H. Taylor for the dis-
covery of a new type of pulsar, Mr. Hulse started his career
working on large-scale surveys for pulsars (stars that,
according to Einstein, emit gravitational waves). Changing
his professional focus from atrophysics to plasma phys-
ics, he joined the Plasma Physics Laboratory at Princeton
University. Mr. Hulse developed a computer data format
adopted by the TAEA as a standard for interchange of fusion
applications atomic data. (b. 1950)

Bertram N. Brockhouse

1994 Nobel Prize for Physics “for
pioneering contributions to the devel-
opment of neutron scattering tech-
niques for studies of condensed matter”
and “for the development of neutron
spectroscopy.”

: Canadian physicist who shared the 1994
Nobel Prize in Physics with American Clifford Shull for
developing neutron scattering techniques. Mr. Brockhouse
worked for the Atomic Energy of Canada’s Chalk River
Nuclear Laboratory. In 1962, he became a professor at
McMaster University in Canada, where he worked until
his retirement in 1984. In addition to his Nobel-winning
efforts on neutron scattering techniques, Mr. Brockhouse
also developed the neutron spectrometer and was among
the first to measure the phonon dispersion curve of a solid.

He gave presentations and participated in two IAEA con-
ferences. (b.1918 —d.2003)

Joseph Rotbliat

1995 Nobel Peace Prize “ for efforts to diminish the part
played by nuclear arms in international politics and, in the
longer run, to eliminate such arms.”

Polish physicist who jointly shared the Nobel Peace Prize
in 1995 with his organisation, the Pugwash Conferences on
Science and World Affairs, for their contributions towards
nuclear disarmament. He was one of the founding mem-
bers, secretary-general and eventually president of the
Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs, an
international body that works on problems of international
safety/security and development. Mr. Rotblat worked on
the Manhattan Project at Los Alamos, and became a phys-
ics professor at the University of London. A vocal critic of
nuclear weapons, he changed gears after World War II to
focus his work on medical physics instead.

Mr. Rotblat co-wrote an op-ed piece on nuclear disarma-
ment with TAEA Director General Mohamed ElBaradei for
the February 2004 edition of the Financial Times. (b.1908
—d.2005)
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Hours after being awarded the Nobel
Peace Prize, Dr. EIBaradei sat down for
a candid conversation with CNN anchor
Jonathan Mann whose probing questions

spotlighted the world’s most contentious
problems. Following are excerpts from this
CNN broadcast.

Jonathan Mann (JM): Dr. ElBaradei, do you think of yourself as a detective?

ElBaradei (EIB): Well, I think of my organization as a detective. I manage this organization,
so I’m referred to sometimes as a chief detective. I don’t know all the detective tools, but I know
how to work with detectives.

JM: Let me ask you about one of the cases in the news recently: North Korea. Your agency has
been shut out for three years now. Since 2002, Pyongyang has not allowed any inspectors into
the country. What have they been up to and what kind of weapons do you think they’ve built in
that time?

EIB: Well, I think in North Korea, we’re in a better situation to have an opinion, unlike India,
Israel, Pakistan because we’ve never really done proper verification. In Korea, as we were there
up until three years ago, we know they have plutonium. We know they have plutonium that could
go into weapons; we know they have enough plutonium for weapons. They said that they weap-
onized that material. We know they have the infrastructure to weaponize, so I would not be sur-
prised that they have plutonium weapons.

JM: The detective work aside, why bother? Why bother getting all the scientific information and
what faith should we have in all these efforts if, at the end of the day, we know they have some-
thing terrible, and it’s been years, and there’s been very little done about it.

EIB: I think that question has to absolutely be addressed. In 1992, we reported North Korea to the
Security Council. We said they are in non-compliance with their non-proliferation obligation. In
2003, again, we reported them back and said they are in further non-compliance; they kicked us
out. [ still need to hear from the Security Council.

JM: On that note, and you make an important point, let’s go back to Iran. Does the IAEA have
a bigger problem than Iran does? Everyone is talking about the threat of reporting Iran to the
Security Council. What happens if the IAEA does exactly that? Reports Iran the way it reported
North Korea, and again, nothing happens. Non-proliferation is exposed as a system that has
no enforcement and no one really tried to make sure it works. Is Iran a crisis for your agency as
much or more than it is for leaders in Tehran?

EIB: I think it’s a crisis for the world, and not for the IAEA. Our role is an early warning system.
We did sound the alarm as early as 1992 on North Korea. Nothing was done. We did sound the
alarm in Iran three years ago. Things have not been going the way they should have been going.
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EIB: I think I was just simply doing my job. I was not supposed to be liked by everybody.

JM: Couldn’t have been easy though. It had to make for a few sleepless nights.

EIB: It was not easy. I didn’t lose sleep on that issue. I lost sleep over reports about being wire-
tapped, not being able to talk to my daughter without being listened to. I did not really lose sleep
about stating what [ believed was absolutely the correct facts. We are not to be liked; we are to be
respected. That’s the key for me.

JM: Does the war in Iraq, does the entire experience change everything? And | mean that with
respect to trusting the evidence of Member States, with respect to assembling a consensus
about what the evidence might mean among countries as different as Russia, China and the US.
Does it mean that sanctions are harder to impose because no one trusts the information that’s
now at hand? And because Iraq suggests, to countries around the world, that if they don’t have
nuclear weapons, they’re subject to regime change. Does Iraq change everything for you?

EIB: Iraq has changed a lot, not just for me, but for everybody. Lots of lessons to learn from Iraq.
We need to be careful about intelligence. We need not jump the gun. We need to see if use of
force is better than enduring with diplomacy. There are a lot of lessons we’re all going through,
but everybody understands that we cannot just focus on the past. We have so much ahead of us.
Terrorism, dissemination of nuclear weapons; we just can’t afford to disagree. We need to con-
tinue to work together—Member States, intelligence, international organizations, individuals.
The threats we are facing are so overwhelming that we need to put our differences behind. That’s
what we did and that’s what the new Bush administration has done.

JM: How badly would you like to talk to A. Q. Khan and what could he tell you?

EIB: I'd like to talk to him. I should add that the Pakistani government has been quite cooperative,
providing us with information, acting as an intermediary between A. Q. Khan and us. Obviously,
ultimately it would be good for us to talk to the man directly. But I’d like to say three things here.
One: the technology is out of the tube. Controlling nuclear proliferation simply through export
control does not work any longer because technology is out. What we have seen in Libya, what
we have seen in Iran, was not really a failure of the Agency as such; it was a failure of the coun-
tries to get control over what is being exported from their own countries. The A.Q. Khan network
was all over the place. We found 30 companies in 30 countries everywhere in the world operating
as part of the—
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nuclear weapons because you feel insecure or you want to project power or influence. If you
want to do either of that, you look to those in the major league. And the people in the major
league are still relying on nuclear weapons. You have these eight countries that continue to
tell everybody else that nuclear weapons are not good for you but they continue to refine their

nuclear arsenal.

JM: This is what the President of Iran, in fact, calls a nuclear apartheid — that some coun-
tries can decide on nuclear rights of other countries.

EIB: Well, I would not call it apartheid. We need a security system that’s equitable. As the
chairman of the Nobel committee said this morning, you cannot ask everybody not to smoke
while you’re dangling a cigarette from your mouth. It is not credible; it is not sustainable. You
need to lead by example.

JM: The A. Q. Khan network was in talks with al Qaeda. What does that tell you about
what terrorists are thinking about nuclear weapons?

EIB: It’s very obvious that terrorists are interested in acquiring nuclear weapons, radioac-
tive sources. If you have seen the sophistication we have seen with 9/11...then you have to be
avery worried person indeed. We are in a race against time. The number one security threat
in my view we are facing today is not more countries acquiring nuclear weapons as much
as terrorists acquiring nuclear weapons. Because even if a country were to acquire nuclear
weapons, one would hope they would still go through nuclear deterrence, the MAD, Mutual
Assured Destruction. If you are a terrorist and you acquire a nuclear weapon, I don’t think
they will think twice about using it. That’s precisely their message.

JM: You're making a very important point here. For all of the attention that we hear, that
the newspapers, the diplomats and governments around the world pay to North Korea,
to Iran, India, Pakistan or Israel, there are people who believe that the next time a nuclear
weapon is used, it will be used by a terrorist group and potentially one that we don’t even
know the name of.

EIB: I think that’s probable. And I hate to use hyperbole. There is more danger in nuclear
weapons being used by a terrorist...than by a State, because we’re still acting on this concept
of mutually assured destruction.
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EIB: The Agency part of the money is going to treating
young people from developing countries, primarily women
in fighting cancer and providing nutrition for young chil-
dren. My part of the money... I’'m going to use it to help an
orphanage in Egypt. I come from a country with a lot of
poverty. I know what poverty can do to people and that’s
where I'm putting the money. The prize has a lot of meaning
for me. It is not the money. If it were about money, [ would
have been out of a job a long time ago. It really is the visibil-
ity, the credibility, and the added moral authority to go with
all the difficulties we talked about: the limited authority, the
limited budget. [ think we got that prize not because we suc-
ceeded every time, but because of our consistent effort to
try to have our world slightly safer, slightly more humane.

JM: One last question. On the front page of a local news-
paper today, there’s a very dramatic picture of your face,
and it says, ‘Can he save the world?’ Can you!?

EIB: If you help me.

JM: That’s a good way to close. | want to pick up on
something you just said a moment ago. Every year, the
Norwegian Nobel committee chooses a laureate for any
one of number of reasons. But for one year to the next,
there are some reasons thatstay the same. One of them, we
heard alluded to just a moment ago, is to reward achieve-
ment. Another is to reward effort when the achievement
is not entirely at hand. The IAEA, it’s safe to say, is a case
in point. Governments around the world, terror groups,
are still trying to acquire nuclear weapons and the Agency
is itself a work in progress trying to accumulate the tools
that will really stop them. It doesn’t have all it needs yet. As
a result, some of its critics say it didn’t deserve the Nobel
Prize. It’s supporters say that is the very reason that it
deserves the prize. Because in a world without any guar-
antees or easy answers, the IAEA or something very much
like it, is our best hope.
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We need to change our mindset, we need to un-
derstand the common values we share, we need to under-
stand that war and force will not resolve our differences or
move us forward to peace. Only through dialogue and mu-
tual respect, can we move forward as one human family.”
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disarmament efforts appear deadlocked, when there is a danger that

nuclear arms will spread both to states and to terrorist groups, and
when nuclear power again appears to be playing an increasingly

significant role, IAEA’s work is of incalculable importance.

Inhiswill, Alfred Nobelwrotethatthe PeacePrizeshould,amongother
criteria, be awarded to whoever had done most for the “abolition or
reduction of standing armies”. In its application of this criterion in
recent decades, the Norwegian Nobel Committee has concentrated
on the struggle to diminish the significance of nuclear arms in
international politics, with a view to their abolition. That the world
has achieved little in this respect makes active opposition to nuclear

arms all the more important today.
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