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Lunch with Bob Mikulak and Nikita Smidovich on 
29 January 1991 

I 

Mikulak (USA) thought it would be useful. to have a prHtate lunch with his 
negotiating counterpart Smidovich (USSR) to forward bilateral and multilateral 
negotiations for a chemical weapons convention (CWC) • I therefore arranged ~ 
"eha lunch at the Auberge des Bois, Collex. 

Discussion centered around CU present di:ff;'icuJ.,ties with bil,ateral and 
multilateral negotiations, and (2) future Pugwash activities tll,at would be most 
useful to accelerate progress. 

Bilateral talks 

While some (minor) technical detail,s had to be worked out (e.g., destruction 
of stocks) tha main problem was political, and that centered i:n the USl\. A 
principal one was that the military objected to tll,e risk of challenge inspections 
invol,ving their instalJ.,ations. 

Reciprocal v·isits to destruction installations and CW proO:uction !'aci;L.:i;ties 
were going weLL (so far about 7 on each side). In February a l,arge group (14) 
from the USSR will visit the Johnson isJ.and ato'l1,,, The USSR, w.il,:1, 'have difficulty 
in meeting their commitment to the USA to 'have destructi·on underway by 1992. 
Their facility is very faulty (says Mikul,ak), and wi.11, certainly have operational 
trouble when it starts, Since technical personne1, ;t;rom :both sides is involved 
I suggested that they could supply names for Issrael,yanJs meeting (April, Moscow), 
although it is difficult to see what th,e Moscow meeting can achieve in this spb,ere 
except in an educational sense :for tb,e pa:i;:liamenta;riaps who wil,1 attend.. (I gave 
Smidovich my letter to Issraelyan tor delivery in Moscow. I ask Issraelyan to 
give us information op acceptances and further plans for the meeting, If it is 
cancelled he sb,ould notify us immediately. Tb,is involves Meselson, :Robinson, 
Lundin, Ezz and mysel!' as co,-,organizers in a pe:rosonal, capacity~.) 

Mul tilateraJ., 

Mikulak wts very pessimi.stic about getting very ;t;'ar concerning ,Political 
agreement from otb,e:r; mem;bers of' the CD.. Fi:rost, the USA, and USSR, wou],d have to agree 
on a package, and tb,en tb,eir combined weight could be ef{tepded· on ~ecalcitrants 
in the CD. According to Mikulak, the non,..,a1,igned group is frac.t+onating, Both 
agree that the principal, difficulty will l::le Tb,ird _World coup.tries fo;r:; j·oin:i:ng a 
treaty. 

Pugwash 

They both ag;r-eed that tl].e best· tb,ing Pugwiish could do was to 'no;l.d a: s+ual.l 
meeting in Cairo of scientists (not dip;I.,omats) :f;i::om key countries who could exert 
political infl,uence in thei:rc countries to forward:- a t:r:;eaty. Egyl?t~ Syria, Iraq, 
Jordan, Algeria, Pakistan, India, plus USA and USSR were mentioned~. Mikulak and 
Smidovich would attend if they were f:z:;ee in time (fa11 would; be best). I told 
them I woul,d ta,ke this U,P with the Executive _Cormnittee and Counc:i:~. 



Smidovich fel,t that a I?ri.\ne nee<;); was a caY'efu.'L stud)" of the secretariat 
and costs for an•enforcement agency, M:ikuJ.,ak th0ught th,at several propositions 
had been put forward, but they need consol,idation, keeping the annual budget at 
$100 million dollars or less; otherwise there wouid be no chance for funding in 
the USA (who would have to cover 1/4 of the budget). I doubted whether Pugwash 
shou.ld or would undertake such a task; others could do it better. 

Biological Weapons 

I asked each to reply on the fol,lowing concerning yelJ.,ow rain and Sverdlovsk. 

To re-oI?en the yell,ow rain controversy for retraction, Mikulak said that a 
senior senator or committee would have to proI?ose a re~study of the evidence. 
Mikulak also stressed that Sverdlovsk would certainly be brought up~ if not 
previously resolved, when a CW treaty reached Con,gress, or I?erha,PS when the yellow 
rain controversy surfaced again. 

Smidovich said nothing about the ,Possibility of clarifying Syerdlovsk when 
the report of th,e visit there by two journalists (Soviet) was discussed.. He 
approved of the publication of their report, although he did not indicate whether 
the points made were valid. 

For the Review Conference I Mikul,ak thought tlw best tJ:?.ing to do was to 
advocate openness by in;f;ormal vi.sits before trying to proceed to any formal 
inspections (if ever). He asked about e,Pidemiological surveill,ance centres 
(advocated by D.A. Henderson formerly of WHO). I explained WHO past hi·story on 
such centres, a.id added the advisability cf b,uman serum ba.nks wh,ich I advocated over 
30 years ago. USA will probably support the centre ide.a through WHO'· 

Mikulak thanked me for arranging th,e J.,unch which he found useful. EvidentJ.,y 
the two men had little opportunity for an exchange of in:i;ormal, views on various 
issues. Mikulak was more pessimistic than evel'.1 about. achievin,g a ewe in the 
near future (next two years) • CW was behin<;'! conventional forces and START in 
the US order of priority, and now everything was pushed down the ladder because 
of the war. Th.e two percent residual stock issue was not cast in cement and ne.w 
ideas were being sought. The us grouv recognized; the strong obj'ections to that 
proposal on the part of other countri·es in the c:p, 
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Note added. Speaking :Later to Ju'.I,ian he rem.ipded. me that a previ.ous suggestion 
was to arrange a meeting of ins,Pectors partici,Pating in the nati.onal i·nspection 
exerci.ses for an exchange of views and exI?erien,ce. Oth,e;rwise, much benefit of 
such exercises wou;t,d be lost to pre,Parations for and administration ct: a future 
ewe. Th,is subject was not discussed at the :'.Luncheon,, 


