TH E UNIVERSITY OF SUSSEX
SCIENCE POLICY RESEARCH UNIT

MANTELL BUILDING FALMER BRIGHTON SUSSEX BN1 9RF U.K.

Dr ¥ § Heselson Telephone:
The Biological laboratories BRIGHTON (0273) 686758
Harvard University

28 Jan 80

Dear Hatt,

'3.’10.’18 conversztions on

ele
to de or consider:

r our memmoth

Cn the matters outstanding afte g
ngs you are going

£t
25-26 Jan: a check-iist of thi
v.14: Tate of obsoleting of BZ, Fote: I imegine that the process of declaring
a standardized iter obsoclete reguires much paper~ and comaitiee-work, so that
by the time an item is forwelly obsolete it may in practice long since have
become nonoperational. For exemple, according to the Brophy, ¥Miles & Cochrane
(1959, pp68-69) volume of the official US irmy in WiII history of the C¥S,
lewisite was not cobsoleted until 1955 even though the decision to close down
the lewisite plants had been taken in 1943, It could be, theun, that BZ has not
yet been declared obsolete (though Bob M implied to0 me, back in 1976, that it
hed been) even though 21l stocks may have been identified for disposal

.19 Are we to go ch suggesting, as we now do in the las% line, that the
G3RS Lﬂdisystem will not have (7 warheads aveilable ? ({You had had the

impression that the whole GSAS project, a collaborative US-NATC one, was on the
skids, not just the binsry GSRS warhead). :
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P.20: Thether o retain lines 4-8 or to delete them (i.e. is binery lance-warhead
R & D still alive ?) The reason why I am quite keen on retention is that these
lines are about the only ‘lace in the article wheve'we 1nd"cwte ﬂat the US4 has

a programme of CW meanons &

seems predicated on 2 belief thet weapong % T
in 1%6%. 4s it happens, aevel‘mmenu of the g—Z{ CH wawbﬂad for Lanoe, which hed
begaa around 1962, was 1;6eed curtziled in 1969 (according to congressional
testimony}; but &y understanding is that, at that time, a decision was taken o
abandon all non~-binary nlnltion R & D. The reference in the lagt ACIS to flight
testing of a binary lance warhead suggests that the E-27 project wes simply
revenyed as one of dozens of binary projects.
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Bas Censda, like ?ri%ain, renounced CF weapons only for the tinme being ?
e ?

hes she alsc renounced the option of seeking access %o US {or French

N

the ar

taining

47-50)
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ent

nti arguments need expanding ? The pro argule s {ppdd=T)
f% eving a chemical retaillato lJ cap:pwll“v‘ t the
ddress only "the deterrent value and the ue—escClt-ngf
e gl claimed for HiT(0's che biCGl esn ns", Only in the
sentence beginning three lines from the botton of page A7 do we comment on the
war-fighting velue o FAT(Q of having 0% weapons, and then all we say is that
they "might or might not” have value.
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For the reason outlined in pare 35 of my letter to zou of 27 Iov 78, I
don't think we can usefully add to the anti arguments at this part of the article.
But we could, as you suggested, towards the botbtom of page 50: by inserting a2
sentence or two which alludes back to page 49 and forwerds to page 53 {lines 4-6),
meking explicit the two mein Furopean worries aboub (--decoupling and imposition
of Wil-meatgrinding--previously left implicit.

On the assumption that we do indeed replace "sign of 2 diminished resolve
to use nuclear weapons® {botton of zage 49) by "sign that even in the event of
massiPe Soviet conventional and chemical attack, HATC might refrein from using
its nuclear weapons", the following could go in after "militery capabilities." a
the end of the first paras on page 51:

'hit a more fundamental level there is fear that, if an expanded chemical
retaligtory capability were ever used, the conseguence would be
immobilization of battlefields and reversion to the meatgrinding tactics

of World War I: 2 horror that is deeply embedded in Zuropean

conscilousness, the recurrence of which nuclear deterrence is relied upon

to avert. US pressure for expansion of NATC chemical forces on grounds of
preserving the nuclear thresheld stands to be misinterpreted as a2 weakening
of the foundaticn of that deterrence, nemely commitment of US neclear

Torces,!t
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The words '"and concern Ffor the hazard to civilian populations® could then be
deleted from page 50, lines 6-~5 from bottom.

. . - . Lol o . .
Actuelly, rereading this, I'm not sure ifts much cf an improvement. Haybe
you can tighten it up.

In haste to catch the post,
Ag ever,

It onn

J P Ferry Zobinson






