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This is in response to your letter of Sth Hovember which enclosed rev 2 of
the 15th {ctober Sci iwm draft and Jim MeCullough's comments; to Michael's

letter of 20th Wov, enclosing Chuck Bay's comments) and %o your telephone

call yesterday. - P

TYour letter of 9th Nov

1) I had indeed seen the Chinese statement at the UN Disarmament Commission (if

that's the one you mean), Were the officials you mentioned siressing the
importance of the statement as & whole--it had to do with all aspects of
disarmanment—or Just the rather brief bit in it on CW ?

2) (Chessis-mounted aero-engine devices for various different purpcses have
been described in the Soviet literature over the years. Krasnaya Zvezds for

5 June 1965, page 6, describes & tracked-chassis device ('HiG') for wide-area
dissemination of insecticides. Tekhnika-moledezhi, 1968(5):11, describes the
'TRU-100t fire-fighting eguipment as an obsolete jet aero-engine mounted on a
ZI1~157 truck chassis, the engine being used to serosolize water, But I haven't
come across a reference To ice-melting applications.

3) Heaven knows what was behind that Nowl story; am inquiring. A4 copy is
enclosed,

The 15 Oct {rev 2) draft

4) Regarding page 5 line 18, will you be asking 2% the Pentagon when 37 wes
abandoned ?

5) On page 8, ¢ lines from bottom, the "woven' should be "nonwoven" —— a typo
That has survived several drafis.

6) According to published figures I've only Jjust come across, NAIAD is about
en order of magnitude more sensitive than the & to nerve gases.

7} On page 10 line 18 you now have the expression oxime "derivative®. Could
we have Ycompound! ?

8) I like your rewrite of the middle of page 19. Bub, regarding lines 17-18,
the joint statement from which you are gucting was in fact read 0 the CD on
31 Julys; and the 10th round of the bileterals lasted from July 16 to August 37,
T An 1 wrmrr mothen slan  +hs+ tThere had heen Further vrocreass sfier the Soint

~——,




statement had been issued ¢ uaybe the sentence should oyen "By July 1979, at
the time of the tenth round of the talks, agreement ..." 7

g) On page 20, lines 6-5 from bottonm, the "elimination" may be misleadingly
ambiguous, for it could subsume conversion of dedicated plant to peaceful
yurpcses as well as demolition, Only the latter, presumably, could be adeguately
verified by national technical means.

Jim ¥eCullough's comments

10) Regarding the first of his page 2 comments, your change of "can be" Lo Mig"®
at line 18 looks fine. 4is %0 his other comment, we don't want to suggest that the
Congress is not part of the U.S.

11) How quickly a lethal dose of VX is absorbed through the skin depends, I
would suppose, on the emount of skin surface that is contaminated: but it will
always be slower than upteke via the lungs.

of 'gas mask! and 'respibator! (which anyway

12) I'm not worried by our us
ugh 'nerve gas'! mey be loose, 'nerve zgent! is

can mean something else). 4nd
spuriously precise.

age
™
To

13) On page 6 towards +the bottom we could replace "in both Europesn and isian

forward areas" by "both in Burope and near the Sino~-Soviet frontier®.

14) Ong page 8 line 13 we could replace "indefinitely™ by "for ez long periodsh,
-\ . . . - \ .

15} 4 senience such as the following could be added to page 21 line 19: "In the

meanwhile the danger will continue to grow that sdditional couniries around the

world may move 1o acqguire chemical weapons of their own™ or some such,

Baytls comments

16) As he says, most of his comments are gut resctioms: they don't bear very
strongly, it seems to me, on the logic of the article and therefore don't reguire
much in the way of amendment. Butbt, as tips of icebergs heading at us, they need
considering rather care?u?ly So, largely as an aide-memoire to myself but also
with regard to your day at the Pentagon, I will set out my reactions to esach
comment in tuxr

17) 1/10: Here he Wants ugs to endorse, at the ocutset of the article, the idea
of like-with-like C¥ deterrence. As I see 1t, one of the purposes of our article
is to show that it is an ides whose validity can reasonably be questioned. The

language you have used in the intro is neuvtral on this issue, and shouldn't be
tempered with.

18) 2/4: What is meant by "substantial® of course emerges later in the drafi.
Zvidently Bay feels that on importent criteria the siockpile is not substentisl.
It would be instructive go know what those criteris are--positioning ? munitions
mix ¢ age? His own 2rticle seems to suggest that the US has no retaliatory
capability worth talking about. But this may Just be an over-selling of binaries
on his part. '

19) 2/14: It would indeed be interesting to note this. But, as academics, we
are hardly in a position to know what the military telk about among themselves.

20) 3/4-6: This comment is no doubt inspired by a belief *that the abstention from
C¥ during WW2 is evidence for like-with-like C¥ deterrence., laybe it is, But




other explanations for the abstention are also zm tenable, Non—-assimilation

. has alweys seemed to me the best. As for the Laotian allegations-—-and there

doesn't seem to be anywhere in the draft where a reference o them would fit——
is he suggesting that the Vietnamese/PL used CW because they weren't deterred ?
Pregumably not.

21) 3/26: You raised this yourself. No less 1o the point would be reference to
evidence that delayed disorders do not develorp.

22) 3/31: But, more important, the prophylactics—-P28 pills or the new
pyridostigmine ones--apparently sre not significantly debilitating.

23) 7/19=21: There are at least two possible explanstions for the apparently
continuing Soviet CW buildup spart from the one Bay is hinting at: (i) it is
much easier to start 2 programme then stop it; (ii) appearances may be wrong.
But we don't really need to go into this. Hote that if explanation (i) has any
validity, it undercuts the 'hargeining chin' argument which Bay edvances in

his paper for buying binaries, Or does he really believe that US weapoens
programmes can be swibtched on and off at will ? In this wegard it would be
interesting to know more about the political setting in Arkansas for the binary
preduction facility.

24) 7/26-29 & 8/11-15: 1In these two comments Bay is reacting against the
structure of our argument, What we say is this: (i) protection against C¥ is
possible without preventing most normal activities (i1} NATO hzs enough of this
protection %o negate the mass-destructivensss of 0¥ (iii) the price of that
negating capacity is impediment upon normal activity (i¥) which, in the sense of
reduced combat efficiency, could be & price worth an adversery's while to exact.
Bay seems fo want us to start out by emphasising performance degradation, If we
were to do that, we would be degrading one of the policy options that follows
logically from (iv): that of improving protective eguipments and drills so as to
cut the price, thereby making chemicals less attractive than ks competing
weapons in Soviet eyes (which is the present British dec%}red—policy stance).

Is the burden of Bay's comments here, then, that this policy cption is not
& realistic one ? If so, his reasons ghould be probed, Perhaps the criticism
which WATO C¥ people used to make of the US CW posture is still wvalid: that the
US Army was unwilling to take the trouble of inculcating antigas doctrine,
procedures, &c, and therefore tock to & weapons-emphasis {4 policy as an easy
way out-~despite the likelihood of two-sided chemical warfare immobilizing any
future Buropean war inlto WWi-Type meatgrinding,

Maybe our draft doesn't stress the performance-degradation considerations
suffilaybaciently. But I don't see what else we can say.

(General Falter's equivalent in our HoD remarked the other day that the
bearskins and heavy leather in which British soldiers fought at, say, Waterloo
must have been at least as encumbering as present-day KBC protection.

25) 8/21-22: 1t

) UR done with the 200,000 ¥k? IIBC suits it has
procured in Britai i

t has USAET
il it hesn ssued its forces with them ¢

if it h

26) 9/1-5: This passage may now be out of date. I am told that the Soviets
have now actually introduced an air-permesble HBC suii (celled '0ZEZY), as well
as a new, more comforteble respirator of the canister-attached type. But I'm
not sure how reliable that information is.

27) 10/%2: 4n earlier draft had the "fuller explanation" Bey wents, but
we cut it out tc preserve oversall balance. Is he getting at anything in particular

28) 11/1st para: 1If we do went to address "the tremendous logistical burden®,
we could do so at page 12 line 1 by edding & couple of sentences. But is it not

[»7

self-evident 7

"
"




29} 11/24: I'd be hazpy to replace "surging" by "moving®.

30) 12/1st para: Has Bay any figures which would describe the Soviet
horizontsl NBC manning to compare with our implicit ce 100,000 for US forces ?

31) 13/29: 1Is Bey deliverately missing our point here {(that the availability
of competitive weapons will act $to reduce both Soviet incentives o resort to
CW and the military sense of retaliating in kind)?

32) 14/8-11: 4 comment we can rightly ignore,

33) 14~15/1inking para: laybe we should stress our point still more.
Invironmentel transport and pewvsistence of CW agents inevitebly means that
colliateral-damage probability from (W will inevitably exceed that of conventional
weapons, other things being equal. We could szy that this pults CW inte the sanme
zcategory as THY.

The underlying assumptions are those of the downwind-hazard illustration
wnich, =s far as I'm concerned, Bay is welcome to see., It w .ld be interesting

to know what his underlying assumptions are in thinking that what we say "appears
very unrealisficHt.

34) 16/1: Ii's interesting the way Bay distances himself here from the
drafismen of FM 100-5.

35) 17/1s% para: In his eagerness to attack our counterarguments, Bay has
evidently not read this paragraph very carefully, Copurary to what his comment
suggests, the arguments presented are not in support of FATO having no
retaliztory capebility &t all. Indeed, the sentence spenning pages 16 and 17
explicitly admits possible war-fighting velue for a HATD CW retaliatory
capability. Rather, the arguments are directed ageinst like-with~-like CW
deterrence, The reasoning is that if the existence of & retaliatory capability
is to deter (W, the retaliation which it threatens must {because of deployed,
alerted protec*'on) bv escalatory, in which case the capability may either be
otiose or provocative. These are not arguments for unilateral C¥ disarmement:
they are arguments aﬁa*nsb expaading whwt we have.

I'm not sure that's the way we planned it originally, but I'm happy with
it. If we wanted to meke a case for unilateral C¥ alsarmamenu, we would have 1o
move ontc a different plane of analysis: one in which longer-term considerations
such as assimilation and proliferation could be taken into account as well as the
shorter-tern military-cum-strategic considerations. But our article isn't the

best place for this.

36) 18/3: The basis for the "billions of dollars" is the SRI study and the

. . AR - - . . -
estimate given by (?)Herrington during the American Academy meeting. Costs of
demilitarization included.

37) 18/6-9: Is this comment inspired by a gepu;ne concern that, without dbinary
production, obsolescence and deteriorstion will impose de facto unilateral
disarmenent 7 If so, and if his concern is Justified, we ought to be responsive.

I have tended to agsume that Army spokesmen have exaggerated the deficiencies

of the stocks in Germany. Is there any way in which we can probe This without
getting into classified domains 7 There wewe GAC studies a couple of years

back which apparently went into it all: are they still secre* ? The unclassified
abstract that was released certainly suggested that the Lrmy had been exaggersting.
And what of 211 the money now being spent on rehabili%ating uasarv1cv¢ble

chemical munitions ?

38) 18/1ast para: By ieking exception to "greatly improved", Bay is suggesting
that the current bilrloq-dolla C¥ defence upgrade programme Till not provide a
great improvement over the pre-~1974 posture. Is he then suggesting that no




amount of money and effort can significantly improve protection 9
I wouldn't object to dropping the "sharply".

39) 19/5—11: Bay seems to be saying here that unless NATO has a capability
for putting the Russians into rubber suits, its overall defence strategy will
surely fail, Fo wonder the Cml C is unpopular.

40) 20/23-26: we ought to find out why Bay is so dispsraging of the efficacy
of antichemical defence. ind why, moreover, there appears 1o be such a
difference between US end British military opinion on this (or is it that I
only get to talk with the wrong people?).

41) 21/15% para: What Bay has in his own paper on precedent-setting was about
the only part of it I could agree with, But do we really owe & discussion of it
to our readers T As ¢ his second point here, an agrgement would surely be
acceptable only if the associated risks were acceptable., Is he trying to put
us out ontc a limb 7

42) Downwind hazard illustration: 4s I say, he's welcome fto a copy of ny
workings for this (as amended). If he is suggesting that sarin bombs heve not
yet been gualified for Phantoms, why are MC-1s listed in the F-4C flight manual 72
Was DTC Test 68-14-—which were HC-1/F4 trials, noted in the B Cbligetions ZReport
to Congress for 2HFY73~a fallure 7

43) 1 started to write up a detailed critique of Bay's paper but it took too
much time. Would there be any point, do you think ¢

44) It's a bit much, I must say, for him %o profess in his letter to you a
sensitivity to hyperbole and the use of 'scare' words while at the same time
launching that piece of g=fmmatamzy defamatory invective (pp.26-28) ageinst the
likes of me. What did T do to upset him so 7 We got on very well together at
first.

45) The only bit of his paper I feel might benefit our article is the first
sentence of the 68%th footnote (p.49), on nonproduction verification: "In the
opinion of experts, there are ways of assuring that single-purpose chemical

agents are not being manufactured". I take it he means something other then
tanper-proof seals: presumably, in view of the contexi, some sori of national
technical means. Do you know what he is referring to 7 And would it really be
applicable to nonsupertoxic single-purpose chemicals, such as the binary reactants
DF and QL ¢

Your telephone call

46) The basis for my sentence about near-zerc degradation of aircrait-turnaround
performance 18 the enclosed article by "John Harriott! {pseud.) in NATQ's Fifteen

Nations (22(3):51- , 1977) at pege 64, as amplified in an off-the-record

conversation with a well-informed official. Ag you will see, this is an optimistic

sort of article as regards the feasibility of antichemical protection. Haybe Bay
would say that its suthor was selling a British bill of goods.

47) 4s for other material on the efficacy of protection, I haven't much, Xost
of my own impressions come from private conversations with CDE Porton people, who
very rarely venture into print on such sensitive matters. One pertinent exception
is enclosed: a short history of CDE put out to mark its 60th anniversary: note

the last paragraph. Also enclosed is another article by Dodd. Plus & recent press
item and the originsl copy from which New Scientist took it.




[

48) A copy of the last Pugwash CVW Workshop repert is enclosed. The next Workshop
is scheduled for Hast Germany next Spring, to include & site-visii to a

pesticide factory. The Hast Germans suddenly called it all off in August, but have
now changed thelr minds agsin,.

g) 4s to guestions you might ask on December 10th, several possibilities arise
out of some of the things I've written above., (thers:
a,., How do Huropeans feel now about iaking in binaries ?
De Jhat has come out of tbe LE CHE (1on5—term effects of anElChuS) progect

Cc.§Is CAMDS on stream yet at Tooele ?

d. What does the TiB-followon antidote consist of, and how good is it
agsinst soman 7

e. Is Wesgt Germen pelicy on CW still as set out in the 1970 White Paper %

£, What of the French chemical-wezpons capability ?

g. How confident are they in the new binary 155 round, now standardized
without full testing ?

h. Vhy do they think the Soviets have soman ?{Tzbun poisoning is also
refractory to pralidoxime; pinacolyl alcohel is not easy to make; &e)

i. Is BA 5365--the principal candidate for the Intermediate Volatility
hgent binary munition now in development--really & member of a new
class of OF antiChg ¢

J. What is the logic behind the Highly Persistent Agent programme referred
i Gz

n the latest Lyms Control Impact Statement on CW

50) Heanwhile I await Geo Berdes' comments with some trepidation.

As ever,

Y SOPN

J P Perry Robinson

EICS,






