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BR	What do you see the CBMs are for?

I	There are 2 reasons. First I think there was a story behind this to create some transparency of what was going on in bio-defence research or in research areas where there is some potential for misuse for weapons purposes. That was number 1. The second is something where states have the possibility, as far as they believe it is feasible, to contribute a little bit to what they really are doing. It’s not a question of only transparency. It’s only saying that ‘we are the good guys’ and we show that we are the good guys. So I think the political issue was to create transparency, the official reasons is there’s an instrument where we can demonstrate we contribute to this process and we are the good guys because we are contributing to this process.

BR	OK, OK. So I mean, how do you make sense then of the failure to declare the South African programme in relationship to the first part about transparency?

I	Just to say clearly, when I followed the process of the South African programme, I often had doubts that in the context of the Biological Weapons Convention it was really something which, at that time was really a state-driven programme, or if it was something where people that lost control by state, did something on their own. I think it was internally important for South Africa to deal with this issue, to demonstrate that something happened that was beyond the control of state, because the state was maybe not well organised to do this, and lost control of something. It was important as an internal process to South Africa, but the programme itself, from the outside, was nothing from my point of view, that was basically the concern of other states.

BR	OK. Were you saying that was the case in the 1990s or you think that is still the case today?
I	It was, I think, the case in 1990s and for me, it is still the case today.

BR	Oh, OK, yeah, yeah. So the Form F of the CBM, it doesn’t seem to have generated much discussion in recent years. There’s been a lot of discussion about, you know, various sections but not that one. I mean, do you kind of agree with that?

I 	I think...it’s highly driven by the view of the members of the different groups. You know we are working here in different groups, which are groups of like-minded states. It’s Western group or it’s Eastern group. Maybe it’s not as like-minded if you go to the NAM but if you look on what you want, a majority interest in the CBM F is looking on what the opposite side has done. So to say, to look more from the Western side to what was declared by the Russians, and from the other side what was declared by the US or by the UK.  With this constellation it was implicit that a challenge of what was maybe declared by Western states under F would not have been done by members out of this group. So similar on the opposite side. And everybody understood what the sensitivities are inside the group, to be able to deal with these issues. From my point of view, it created the entire situation where it was a lack of interest to attack the declaration that came from a member from the opposite group. You didn’t want that in the same way as you may have challenged the Russian declaration, that maybe done from the Eastern group on what is declared by the United States or what is declared by the UK or, if you look on the old programmes, Canada and France.  I think nobody had an interest to push the button. The second thing was this tri-lateral process which was then kicked off in the end of the 80s and - we started the CBM process in 1987 -, went to 1991, everybody knew that something was going on. Nobody knew exactly what was going on but nobody had an interest to cook up something where there were some expectations about this kind of tri-lateral process., So maybe more substance to contribute finally to the declaration didn’t happen. That is a different issue because today it popped up again, something about the process is still not finally finished! 

BR	Popped up today.

I	This trilateral process!

BR	OK, but then how do you relate that story to what’s happened in the last few years? I mean, there’s been a renewed interest in talking about CBMs, we’ve had a revision of the content and the process in many ways, and yet as far as I can tell, just only being an observer outside to that process, there seems to be almost no discussion about Section F, whether it should be there, what it should be, what it should declare. I don’t know, I am just trying to get a sense of whether you think that’s the case.

I	From my point of view nobody will touch on that Section F as long as you will not have a state joining where you have an indication that there is still a programme going on, or there was a recent programme going on. So you can force somebody who is acceding now to the convention to declare something of the programme.

BR	Iraq, Libya!

I	Yeah, yeah, maybe next time Syria, whatever, or Israel or whatever, yes.  So it’s more or less a placeholder for the future if somebody is coming in where you can press them and say look you have to declare something because we have some indication that you have done something like this. But looking on the old guys, so to say, nobody has an interest to press them to declare more than what they have done. And the other issue is, if you today look on where the concerns are coming up with new developments and research in bio-defence, everybody understands that there should be a concern on what’s going on, but nobody knows exactly how to define it. To get this linked to the declarations under F you have to, so to say, accuse somebody that he is doing research on biological weapons. So we tried to get more insight in what is going on in defence and then having discussions, on what to declare in the Forms A, especially A3. If you ask questions and you ask questions under A3, because there is something where you have concerns about what is going on but you will not, I think, expose what somebody has declared in 3, to be something that should be declared in F or ...

BR	Yeah, yeah. I mean, I suppose I mean there’s...I interpreted there’s always been a long-standing lack of clarity about what divides defensive and offensive programmes in the BWC.  But do you think that’s accentuated with the DURC kind of ...if that is what you are talking about?

I	To say it clearly, for me the biggest problem of the biological weapons convention is the juridical interpretation of what is allowed under bio-defence research under Article 1.  Because you always find a lawyer, who gives you an explanation that you are allowed to develop something, because you have an indication that is something that will happen by somebody else in the next 2 years, so to say, as a pre-emptive counter measure. You always run into legal problems, as well a policy problems because the expectation is similar to what is today’s discussions, in this DURC research. If you look in H5N1 or if you look at H9N7 or something like this, the researchers tell you that they have to do the research to improve the prediction and the preparation for a pandemic. That’s the same thinking that the people which are doing bio-defence say – we have to do this because then we can better predict and better develop and shorten the time for protecting us. It’s a strange logic, yes, because neither for the civilian approach to nor defence research, nobody can prove it’s really useful. But the argument is on the table and everybody takes this argument and says, ‘Yes, that is the benefit out of this,’ and you have not to prove the benefit, you only accept it.

BR	Yes, yes, and that’s been a very persuasive line of argument because for 10 years, nothing’s ever been stopped because of any concerns! 

I	It’s the same as...take SARS or something like this or whatever is coming up, and you say this to people, ‘Look, your argument, you have to do this research to decrease the preparation time for a pandemic,’, but ‘Who has done in parallel the epidemiological work to figure out if what we see as the casualties and the death rate is only a little bit on top of people that were exposed to this organism, because we have not done any epidemiological studies. We only look at what is happening on the peak, the people who are so ill that they may die, but we don’t know if others were infected too without showing symptoms, didn’t develop symptoms. So the proof, what the scientists tell us, is not measured versus the epidemiological studies. So we always have to accept this, ‘It’s so dangerous because blah blah blah blah,’ yes? So you accept this and don’t say ‘Where is the proof that it is so dangerous?’ Because we lack the epidemiological data on this.

BR	Yes, yes, yeah. And as you say, the default is with ‘do it’. Yeah, no, that was from our meeting in February, whenever it was. Let me take you back to South Africa though. I wonder if you have had discussions with other government officials and whether they would concur that South Africa didn’t have, if you like, an official state programme as you say, but had this more autonomous programme. Do you think that’s widely they share as a kind of belief? Is this something you have ever discussed with people? I’ve never seen it discussed formally within the BWC 

I 	No

BR	So...

I	I had some informal discussions with members of the western group, I had informal discussions with Benny Stein, who was involved in this, yeah? From Benny you didn’t get any reply that was useful in this context! But I don’t know if he wanted to protect himself or he wanted to protect institutions for whatever reason.  And some people I talked to, they shared more or less my view that it was not a state programme, it was something running out of control, so it was not a big concern from the outside.

BR	OK, I mean, I am kind of interested, you know, I come around to the BWC meetings a lot and I hear things get discussed kind of time and time again and I wonder how many people in the room know that...you know,  we were talking about codes of conduct 10 years ago? I mean, how many of the people do you think attending the BWC know that South Africa had this whatever programme, non-programme?

I	Today?

BR	Today.

I	If I were to go over to the room tomorrow?

BR	If you were to go around and ask people, one at a time

I	From 200 people sitting in the room, I would say 10.

BR	Yeah, OK. Do you think that matters?

I	No more today.

BR	Because it’s the past and not germane or...

I	I think today the focus is on something else. It’s similar to what, if you compare it with the Chemical Weapons Convention, the focus is no more on the old programmes and their destruction, even if it’s not finished. But it’s not where the focus...

BR	It’s not finished!

I	So the focus today is Syria, or something. Nobody knows exactly what...if it’s right or wrong to have the focus on Syria for the Chemical Weapons Convention, but today the focus of the Biological Weapons Convention is the progress in science. And even with the progress of science, I think the focus is only more or less on the potential of misuse of the science itself and less on possible state programmes.  So you always have very selective views of items and especially what was past in programmes – and this is something that is past – it’s over in...

BR	But is that your experience with 1540 as well? I mean, would you say there is a similar...
I	Personally I have a big problem with 1540 because I don’t quite understand what they are now doing, to say it clearly. From my point of view it would have been, shall we say, better to stop 1540 after 6 years and take a break for 5 years and come back because if people tell you that 1540 is something driving the process, I am not convinced because 1540 was nothing else than putting together what is in the NPT and the BWC, the Chemical Weapons Convention, in some other international understanding of transport of dangerous goods, you know, all these things which you can take together. In detail these issues are handled not by 1540 but by other bodies or constituencies. The approach 1540 really tries to do is from my point of view not creating any new inputs. We have always a problem to address the right constituencies and the wider you take the circle of what you want to include to address constituencies outside, if you mix up nuclear with chemical, with biological, with transport security, with legal enforcement, the more difficult it is for counterparts to understand this complex road to cover all. So it’s more easy I think if you go step by step and say, let’s look on biological, let’s look on nuclear, let’s look on the chemical, let’s look on transport of dangerous goods, because the constituencies are smaller and you can sort out more easily, say, identify who can take responsibility.  I think the big problem with 1540 is you talk normally to people from foreign offices which domestically even have not the common understanding who is responsible in their own country on this. 

BR	Sure, sure!

I	So what is the use out of this process?

BR	I was just, I suppose, asking that just to pick up on your point of...you said the BWC was focused a lot on the science and I am wondering if in 1540 the focus would be a little bit more on...would have a definite actor in mind rather than just something in general like...well, I mean, it could be a non-state actor in terms of a terrorist or something like this.

I	Yes, but you know, one of the big problems with 1540 is - because I am just preparing together with people a conference on 1540 for UNODA – 1540-people come and say, ‘We want to have a conference addressing industry,’ and I say, The resolution is not addressing industry. The resolution is addressing states to do something!’ But does it make sense to have a conference where you invite, so to say, representatives from industry to tell them what 1540 means, if you cannot convince states to take action on this?

BR	Or you can’t get industry to come to the BWC in the first place and so it is doubtfully they will go to another level of abstraction further up! OK, so today, Section F, CBM, does it serve a purpose?

I	I would say...

BR	Or what purpose does it serve? That might be more neutral!

I	When the CBMs were agreed, as it was, states sitting in the rooms and wanting to have a declaration on past activities in this area.  There were some states that were not so interested, because they had nothing to declare in this declaration form, but you know, there is always a political balance so that, ‘I want to have this, and you want to have that,’.

BR	Yes, yes.

I 	You have to have a balanced programme and on the other hand, at that time, each of the states, maybe the Russians, were not thinking in the same way, but on the Western side, said, ‘Look, we have finished our programmes, we can declare something.’  But even if you look on the declaration finally, you look at one which you had expected to provide - because I they have the capacity -, a clear cut declaration, like the United States, they didn’t follow the form. If you read the US declaration on F, it is a complete mixture of defensive and offensive. Nobody who has really background information what is offensive and defensive does understands exactly what really is the centre of concerns and what are other ones.

BR	Yes, yes. No, I would concur with that but what do you think that...so we had that in the past, and maybe there was that kind of trade-off between groups taking place, but we looked into the CBMs in recent years and, as far as I was aware, no-one suggested, ‘Hey, why don’t we just get rid of Section F?’ or is this...I mean, there was a lot of questions about trying to shorten it down into...you know, get rid of redundancies, and to make it as easy to fill in but as far as I can tell, no-one ever said, no-one ever looked at F and said, ‘Well, do we need that now?’

I	Yes, that’s what I said before. I think if you go to the room and ask today to get rid of Section F I think you would get exactly the argument what I said, we have to keep it because in future if somebody joins who had a recent programme we want to have a form where we can ask him to put in some information. So that was the only reason to keep it. 

BR	Fine, fine.

I 	If you look at what was the reasoning behind F, it said it should be updated from time to time in the declaration. The only ones that really did some update was the UK, which had this release of classified materials and we contributed something in addition, but you never saw that from other states.

BR	Yeah, but if states, if you like, are not filling in F very robustly, I mean, what is the future of it for existing states who don’t have biological  weapons programmes? Is it just a section that doesn’t make any sense? Should we just put ‘nothing of interest’ in this section?

I	The idea for the present states is, it’s a section which doesn’t make any more sense because if you look at only the ones that did updates,  it was UK and the other ones didn’t do any updates. There is no interest in this, because you would have expected that maybe although papers have been de-classified in the US, so they could contribute more on this and they had declassified a lot because there are a lot of reports from the United States on the weapons programmes. So they could have added a lot of material in addition, but they have no interest. I think also they have no interest because you know, there is always the approach, if the others don’t do this, why should we do it? 

BR	Yes, yes.

I	So I think for the present States Parties it doesn’t make any sense to keep it. It’s only for future, so to say, suspects.

BR	OK, OK. So I mean, we’re doing...Chandre and I are going to be doing some sort of paper along the lines of, you know, trying to say what we can say about the South African programme now. There’s been information that’s been released in South Africa, you know, since whatever, certainly since the Truth and Reconciliation work was done in the 1990s. So, I mean, do you...is this a useful thing to bring up in the BWC?

I	Good question!  

BR	We ask ourselves this question!

I	You know, in principle, the first decision is: does South Africa understand that this was an official biological weapons programme? Does the government understand this? I don’t know.

BR	I don’t think the government has officially recognised it in that way. I think that’s a fair statement.

I	OK, so then there is a question of if you do it today, you may say, why didn’t you do it at the moment when you had made the decision that it was recognised as BW programme,...so is this linked to why [Henry]stops now working for us?  

BR	Well, he is retiring soon. 

I	Yeah, I know! I was told at this meeting, that this is the last meeting for him, so only holding back before because of [Henry]? ! So then all the blame is going to [Henry]!

[bookmark: _GoBack]BR	I guess, you know, we want to have a meeting next year, probably at the experts’ meeting, about our projects. We want to talk about the South African experience. But given the kind of situation you’ve outlined, where maybe the states have decided that maybe the CBM F relates to past programmes anyway, isn’t so interesting, isn’t so relevant as it used to be, maybe the South African programme is...maybe it wasn’t an official state programme by some measure, maybe it’s in the past. Is there anything you think can be learned from looking at how that was handled, and the way it suppose it was declared or not declared?

I	No. How it was handled domestically, I think it was excellent to have this reconciliation process and to have a look on this.  So the only point you can raise, I think, in the context now of the Biological Weapons Convention is, why when the process was finished and it was accepted, that it was something that, so to say, started as a state programme then ran out of control, why wasn’t it declared at the time when the process was finished so that all the facts were on the table? And what was the argument not to put it on under F? If you look at what I said at the beginning from the outside, I wouldn’t have seen this as a state programme that raises concerns from another state party from the outset. So if you make internally the decision that it was a kick-off of a programme for which at one time control was lost by the state and it ran on its own, but where we finally have made, under the reconciliation process, a clear table on the programme, then tell me why this was not declared. 

BR	Yeah, so declare it as such?

I	Yeah.

BR	Yeah, so were you around at that time?

I	Yeah.

BR	I mean, were people asking for some sort of official statement?

I	Chandre was then I think, 2 times or 3 times, in one of these NGO meetings where she presented something, if I recall it correctly, yes? But even with her presentations, I said well, as much as I recall, but I have been to too many meetings…

BR	It’s a long time ago!

I	Yeah, it’s a long time ago.  There were not a lot of questions coming up about this, especially no concerns from other states, so it’s more on the internal process.

BR	Yeah, yeah.

I 	But Chandre knows better what she was...

BR	Well, we all have problems remembering. She has problems remembering too!

I 	But I think it was twice or three times where she was presenting something on this herself.

BR	OK, thanks for all that. That ends kind of my questions. I don’t know if you have any questions for me about anything we are asking about, or...

I	No.

BR	No? OK, fine. Well, I can turn off the recording now and just to say...

Tape ends.
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