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Dea~  W t t ,  

I ' m  afraid I haven't anything a t  a f l  considered o r  thoaght out to  

send you i n  reply t o  your l e t t e r  of 20th Eovenber; aacl it i s  unlikely 

that  the CBW project here w i l l  psroduce anything unt i l  the nex year. Still, 

here a re  some thoughts: 

Babritf s speeeh i n  the General Assembly on 5th December f 966, just  

before the US voted i n  favour of the Eungarian resolution, contaived Yie I 
fo1lowin.g: **Y'at is  essential  today i s  to obtain from States a formal I 

public expression of intent  t o  observe s t r i c t l y  the objectitres I 
and principles of the Geneva Protocol. And th i s  &raft 

resolution before us doesN (A/PF~. 1 484) . 
Buxm d r e ~  attention t o  t h i s  '.Yomal expression of intentw i n  the EX3)C: on I! 
13th August 1968. A s  f a r  as the UB goes, these seem to be the existing I I 

I pressures f o r  a claxificatiola of US policy on CBY; if/as far ther  discussion I 
of CBW i n  the ESTDC gets under way, more pressure w i l l  builO up (hence, 

possibly, the Brit ish Ninistry of Defence's strong ozposition to  Nulleyfs 

in i t i a t ive )  . 
It i s  presumably impossible now fo r  any declared US C3?; policy to  

be anything worse f from an arms control point of view) than no f i r s t  use. 

Bat no f i r s t  use of =hat ? Are there any chaaces fo r  a declared interpretation I I 
of "the objectives and principlesn of  the Protocol being an extensive 

interpretation ( ie ,  one which proscribes nonlethal toxics)? The only ray of 



hope here seems to be from the S t a t e  Department's evasiveness on the Yemen 
I 

I 
issue,  and the  poss ib i l i ty  t ha t  a contributing fac tor  was a despair of 

I convincing the  world of a difference between upper respiratory i r r i t a n t s  

1 and lung i r r i t a n t s  o r  vesicants; 

I 
I Once the  USA is  committed t o  an extensive in terpreta t ion,  the 

~ importance of modernizing the  Protocol i s  presunably redueed. Continuing 

demands by the  Russians f o r  actual  accession to  the Protocol w i l l  then ~ seem l e s s  reasonable, aztd w i l l  no longer serve as the i r  contribution t o  

I Gene~a o r  New Pork CBia discussions. Their own a t t i tudes  t o  GBRr may be I ~ 
forced nearer the  surface. 

' Swedes made an in te res t ing  proposal i n  the  on 25th August: 

"some joint  co l lec t ive  statement i n  the General Asseably o r  

elsewhere might be useful which, vi thout regard to  the  various 

positions and pract ices  o f  the past  as to  the exteat of the  

exis t ing ban, would enable Sta tes  t o  reg is te r  adherence to  a 
I 

ban on a l l  B and C means of marfare, comprehensively 

interpretedn (E~JDC/PT. 391 ) . 
i if someone were to  put fomard  a UEGA resolution along these l ines ,  perhaps 

one mkich declared tha t  the  pr inciples  and objectives of the  Protocol 
I 

, necessitated an extensive in terpreta t ion,  the  USA would be given an 

opportunity t o  a l t e r  and declare its policy i n  a re la t ive ly  uaexposed 

manner, 

The ffS a t t i t ude  a t  Geneva towards Xulleyls working paper w a s  t ha t  the  
I 

draft ing of a convention banning possession of B-weapons should be delayed 

u n t i l  an mDC working group or  subcommittee had reported on the  poss ib i l i t i e s  

of ver i f ica t ion  (E?IDC/PV.~~~) .  This could be interpreted i n  several ways, 

including (1  ) procrastination, t o  give everyone a chance t o  forget  the 

whole CBW question; o r  

(2) a way of obtaining i n p l i c i t  acceptance of the idea of t rea t ing  

BF and CV separately from one another, 

The proposed study by the  Secretary-General of CB weapons effects ,  i f  it 

cones off ,  should defeat (?). A s  t o  ( 2 ) ,  ay o m  feel ing i s  tha t  so long as 

there is the  remotest poss ib i l i ty  of the USA accepting an extensive ban 

on f i r s t  use, BV? and CF should be t reated together, so f a r  as the  draft ing 

of an i n t e r ~ a t i o n a l  convention i s  concerned. The argnaent t ha t  they should 

be t reated separately because offensive 3Tf hrdware  has not ye t  been 

de~eloped is vrong and i n  any case invalid,  as you preswably know be t t e r  
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than we. 

Ply own hope i s  that  the ENDC, i f  i t  takes up the GBT# question again, 

w i l l  consider the possibi l i t ies  of bans on possession of CB weapons f o r  

which $be parent agreement does not include a verification mechamisn: 

safeguards which a re  a l o t  l e s s  than perfect may nevertheless he adequate. 

One of &y background papers fo r  the SIPRI CW sylnposium discussed t h i s  i n  

a cursory sort  o f  way; and L see tha t  the Swedes have already brought i t  

a t  Geneva (EBDC/PV, 39f ) : they suggested that  the safeguards would emerge 

f i r s t l y  by  c control through public sktane", then by a scheme fo r  "verification 

by challengev. 

I am sorry t o  have delayed replying for  so long, swrd to h a ~ e  done 

so i n  such a disordered way: things a re  rather hectic here, v i th  our present 

plan of gett ing something out on (23% before U Thant's study gets under vay, 

I an just  off t o  London f o r  Christmas, so that added t o  the msh, 

With best wishes, 

Yours ever, 


