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BR	OK, sorry, at the risk of putting you through this again, what do you think the CBMs are for?

I	Well, I think the purpose of 1986 is still pretty much valid as Switzerland stated yesterday. It’s all about transparency. With verification becoming something that seems to be discussed in terms of compliance, I happen to see the CBMs as a valid approach within a compliance framework. CBMs do not actually have the power to be verification or compliance themselves, but they could play a significant role in these terms. If you don’t want to get back to the protocol, it is most likely going to be a framework of many different things, tools and mechanisms that we need to talk about. Such a framework that will likely include the CBMs, in one way or the other, might then qualify as some sort of compliance with which States Parties could show to others their compliance with the provisions of the BWC.

BR	So how to do the transparency and compliance square with the lack of declaration of an offensive programme by South Africa?

I	(laughs) Well, that’s a very good question! Actually I had a quick look back in the CBM history. In this year’s declaration South Africa just ticked off ‘nothing new to declare’ for Form F and refers to the ‘year of last declaration’ as being 1994. Unfortunately I don’t have access to that declaration. This technicality shows one of the problems that Switzerland constantly repeats and delivers in its statements: how good it would be to have electronic access to all CBMs back to 1986, to have them searchable, and so on and so forth. So this could be a very good way of having better access to the information that’s available.  Then we still have the problem that a lot of States Parties, as we heard, look at the CBMs as being purely voluntary- they don’t perceive CBMs as being of  relevance, they don’t see the need for CBMs at all.  Some States Parties, and probably not only a few of them, they don’t even know about CBMs. So you might ask what’s the point of declaring anything in CBMs?  I don’t know about the position of South Africa but I think all this taken together could be a possible answer as to why it was never really thought to be of any value to report any details on the South African programme in the CBMs.  If the information in open source fora, such as books, is much more comprehensive, then what is the need of reporting it in the CBMs? Like if I want to know something about Russian past programmes, or Western states, quite honestly I wouldn’t go and look for it in the CBMs. I would just go and look at some guys that have a reputation for writing good books in biological warfare, and ask: ‘Did they publish anything?’. 

BR	Yeah, I mean, the issue for us with South Africa will be...I think it’s fair to say that officially, there has never been an acknowledgment of an offensive programme, at least a government one. Maybe there were some rogue individuals that were off doing something, so that’s how it ties into us with a kind of issue of accountability. That’s how we will pursue it but OK, so I have just gone through some of the minutes of meetings that have been held over the last, whatever, 5 years, gone through a lot of the statements that have been made about CBMs, and it just...I got the impression that F hasn’t really been discussed much in terms of its purpose. Is this your assessment?

I	To put it very bluntly, like when for instance the German/Norwegian/ Swiss initiative started to discuss the CBMs with a view towards making things progress at the 7th Review Conference, basically in the very first meeting it got very clear that discussions on Form F should be left out,  because that would kill any other effort towards improving the CBMs.

BR	Because it would be contentious?

I	Well, it was like a gentleman’s agreement: we don’t want to talk about Form F, because we really want to improve the CBMs at last. In the end, the consensus position that was shaped by this process was basically something to water further down and yeah, in the end, we didn’t achieve much at all at the 7th Review Conference. 

BR	More than education!

I	Well, more than education, yes! At least now you can check off bio-safety, bio-security regulation, yeah - whatever that tick is worth when not even having to deliver any substance. But yeah, it’s hard to tell what the exact underlying problem was with blocking off discussions about Form F.  I think it’s again, a multitude of factors because if you open this particular form for changes, you potentially re-open the whole idea of CBMs, because if you want to go much further into details and maybe even ask for classified information, then several States Parties would suddenly look at it as being much more than just a transparency and trust measure, but rather moving closer to compliance and verification issues.

BR	Yeah. I mean, with relation to the South African programme, was there a discussion about the lack of discussion? In the sense that was there a kind of acknowledgment? Because I have never seen that as part of any of these meetings. I’ve seen a wide range of participation in the CBM meetings, if I could put it that way, yet I have never seen an acknowledgment of any issue with South Africa, and it’s...

I	Well, the point is, you just mentioned the word ‘discussion’. As long as I am involved in the BWC process, there has never ever been any kind of open discussion, especially not on content, with other States Parties, although one might have questions for them. Well, we heard yesterday from the Americans that they actually do approach other States Parties on a bilateral basis but there has never, to my knowing in the last few years, been any kind of discussion taking place about a particular State Party’s CBM submission. It just doesn’t take place.

BR	Yeah, the particulars.

I	Yeah.

BR	Is that tied as well to... again, my reading of the discussions would be, there’s been a lot of focus on technical matters, let’s say, procedural matters, how to file, how to make it useful, whether or not to translate it, you know. But not necessarily, you know, with the exception... I mean, I can put on...with the exception to the paper between New Zealand, Switzerland and Norway, was it? 

I	Switzerland, Germany and Norway.

BR	Yeah, with the CBMs, and that answers the question of, what are they for? But I mean, would you say in general there hasn’t been a lot of discussion about the purpose question but it’s been more process?

I	Well, interestingly, there were a couple of meetings on all these CBM questions with a view to the 7th Review Conference. At some point the question on the purpose of the CBMs was addressed by asking: if we had to start with a blank sheet, what would we do, what would we ask, what would we like to know, what should the purpose be?  The outcome was a product matching many aspects covered in today’s CBMs. So apparently the purpose is the right one, or is at least going in the right direction. The point is rather: do we ask the right questions, is it possible to make the CBMs universal in terms of everyone answering all questions thoroughly, accurately, and completely? Basically it then comes down to the discussions we experience every year in this room: discussions on the binding character of having to file the CBMs annually. Frankly, some States Parties see some value in CBMs and some others simply don’t. (Interruption) 

BR	OK, so I’m curious as to your estimation of something, so if we take the South Africa one as an example, I mean, how many of the people in the room upstairs, you know, proportionally, do you think know about that programme?

I	(pause)  You will have to distinguish between people who heard about it, and people who read and know about it.

BR	Let’s just say that they know that South Africa had some sort of CBW programme.

I	OK, well, I think that’s way less than half. It’s probably in the single digit percentage range. 

BR	Yeah, I mean, does that matter?

I	Yes, it does!

BR	Why do you think it matters?!

I	Because I think that’s what the BWC is all about: to prevent such programmes to happen again! If you don’t really know the past, how can you prevent the very same things from happening again? So I think that’s a big issue. Of course it’s also partially due to the high turnover rate of States Parties’ representatives and the BWC being very low on basically every State Party’s agenda. So in a way, you realize that representatives are way less informed as for instance compared to representatives to the CWC in The Hague, because there it is operational for many States Parties with far reaching implications such as inspections of industry – hence, discussions go more into details and are more concrete. In the CWC, basically everyone has to watch out, because there is really something going to happen if one misses something.

BR	Yeah.

I	This is definitely not the case with the BWC: you file the CBMs or you don’t. No-one seems to care, it’s not an issue. Some States Parties bring such issues up, but it doesn’t get properly addressed in the end.

BR	How do you think states make use of F?

[bookmark: _GoBack]I	(pause)  Well, States Parties with large resources for instance, I can very well imagine them having a very close and thorough look at it. They will compare the contents of Form F with all the other sources of information available to them. They know exactly what they would like to read and what should be part of Section F. If this matches well it is for sure a sign for them to accept this kind of declaration as being pretty much accurate and complete. The likely effect will be that a State Party will be viewed as being more trustworthy. In return, if there is nothing in Form F, or if it does not match expectations, there might be reasons for some more doubts and suspicions, but then it also depends on politics in general. I think it’s a different matter when you talk about South Africa not disclosing its programme, whether it be offensive or defensive, such as not reporting anything in the CBMs and this not matching what is known from intelligence and open source information. This will likely cause less of an issue as, for instance Syria hypothetically being part of the BWC and not disclosing anything.  There are many shades of grey, I would say, especially when  Form F is not always handled the same way due to global politics: similar reporting quality causing big issues or small issues depending on the submitting State Party.

BR	Well, I noticed in the Working Paper from yesterday that you did say something about F. Was  there any special kind of motivation for that or was it just you were kind of saying something about each of the sections or...

I	Well, in a way, it’s basically to make people aware that in the discussions leading to the 7th Review Conference it was decided to omit any proposal for changes to Form F. We believe that any thorough discussion of the CBMs, and even more so when re-opening the issue of what purpose should they fulfil, has to address Section F. You can’t omit talking about Section F because what we currently ask in there is less than one page of questions - there could be so many more things that we could ask just in terms of transparency and building trust without even getting too much into details that would be classified. 

BR	Just trying to think of the future of F, my appraisal would be, given, OK we can talk about the South African programme in terms of the non-declaration of that, if you like, but then some people I think have raised concerns about the extent of the acknowledgment of other programmes and my understanding, although you know, I have restricted access to these documents, is that the UK is I think the only country that updates F in an on-going kind of way. So I am trying to think, what’s the future for it? I mean, is it ...let’s just say the past programmes is just too contentious and you know, we could happily omit Section F or maybe we could do a kind of redacted thing where every State Party just has kind of black stripes through it and just say, OK, that’s ...we just have to acknowledge that this is not something that’s productive to go into so let’s just...or maybe we just say, OK, there’s an amnesty on past programmes and future states coming in, who want to be part of the treaty, have to declare, but otherwise this isn’t really kind of getting us to the kind of transparency...I don’t know, what’s your thinking about it? Or – we’ll just leave it as it is!

I	Me personally, I don’t really have a fixed view. I can imagine different ways to move forward.  For instance, you could say well, now apparently terrorism, non-state actors and all these kinds of threats are much more in the focus than states’ programmes. But then with the latest developments also in the chemical field, it suddenly becomes an inconvenient issue again.  So in a way, the question is in the room whether we do really want to refocus the BWC towards issues with terrorism and non-state actor violence, keeping in mind that the BWC was born during the Cold War and was meant to foster something in terms of not making it possible for states to eliminate the whole world with one single weapon of mass destruction. In case we decide to change the focus, then States Parties will seriously have to ask themselves, what role Form F and even the whole CBM instrument is going to play in this context? Is it of any value? I don’t really think so.  In return, if States Parties still think that states’ programmes are an issue of concern, I think Form F and the CBMs as such are still valid. I believe that questions like ‘how did it happen?’, ‘how did the state get to the point of doing a BW programme?’, are still of interest to the global community in terms of learning from the past to prevent the same from happening in the future. Therefore, I think it’s still valid to ask, to disclose an offensive programme, if you had any, and ask for some details. This is a reasonable way to learn more on: ‘why did it get to the point?’, ‘how did it happen?’. This should help us for future meetings where measures should be developed in order to effectively prevent these mechanistic things that led to a BW programme from happening again.

BR	Yeah, I mean is that...so, what we will do is, we will tell some sort of story about what happened in...what we can say about the South African programme 20 years on, but I guess we are wondering, and what we are worried about, is how to make a kind of skilful intervention here within the BWC. I mean, we could just come around and we could say, well, ‘The South African government are terrible, terrible. They haven’t even declared their programme! They don’t even admit they had one! Oh, terrible!’ and ‘All the rest of you people, you know, you are not even bringing this up. You’re pretending it’s not there, those of you who know about it. But I know there’s a lot of you who don’t.’ But I don’t know, it’s this kind of, just kind of like ‘tell the truth’ right, or something like that, you know? But to me that doesn’t seem like...I don’t know what that would do. Do you have any advice about how to usefully bring up the limitations about declarations of past programmes within a discussion of CBMs today?

I	It’s really hard to say. I already see everyone raising their eyebrows and thinking: ‘What are these guys talking about?!’ How dare they accusing a State Party in this room of not declaring something.

BR	‘We’ve allowed them in and there they go...’

I	‘They point at us!’  I can exactly see this going to happen if you do it that way but how to prevent that, I don’t know. The only idea that comes to my mind is basically to approach South Africa, ask them for advice, and see if there is an agreement, a deal, whatever, that they would be willing to share this information as a State Party to the BWC, or maybe through your channels or the whole BWC community but I don’t think you could go around and not talk with South Africa.

BR	Oh no, we wouldn’t.

Tape ends.
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