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??";Turmng off the gas
T : By Dr. Matthew S Meselson .

Matthew S. Meselson, Pro;fessor of
Btology at “Harvard University, has -
i served as consultant to the U.S. Arms |
1 Control and Disarmdment Agency since **,
1. -1963; He was one of the leaders among -

. d loose coalition of scientists who helped. :
| "persuade President :Nixon to. review -
. American biologic: weapons policy and
-« eventually - ban the production and
"‘?.wstockptlmg of “germ warfare” weapons - -
i in September of 1969. Last month Soviet
i party leader Leonid Brezhnev . an-
1" nounced-that Moseow was willing to fol-
. low suit., Professor Meselson here dis-: -
eusses factors in the Vietnam war — in<
+-cluding Communist forces’ ability to use
“the same disabling gases earlier used by
F U.S. strategists — which may- change
.White House policy on- ratifying . the.
1925 protocol agmnst gas warfare S
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C K Cambrxdge, Mass

: ecently, the Senate held hearmgs on pos
ﬁ‘rble ratification of the 1925 Geneva protocol
kv s is the treaty which, prohxblts the use il
ar of-*. .. asphyxlating, poisonous or other;
gases, and of all analogous liquids, materis
;als or devices.” The protocol has been rati-

‘xﬁed by most of the natlons of the world, in-
Icluclmg all - major  courtries  except the:

%Umted States. It was submitted to the’ Sen-| |

;ate in one of several widely praised White!
‘House movés™ to “strengthen the _barriers|
agamst chemical and b1010g1ca1 warfare

"owever,, ratlﬁcatlon of. the protoco] has’

{
R
‘hit.a snag.-The problem arises from-the fact|
that. when the - adminjstration took- office,]
1Un1ted States - forces . in - Vietnam’ were al-
,ready using. certain’ types of-chemical wéa::
“Starting "in 1962, chemical herbicides .
h /e been sprayed over millions of acres in
“to remove. vegetatlon and 'to: destroy
ood ¥ crops. And from small begmmngs in
‘1965 the use of riot’ gas ‘escalated 1o _be-
come by far the" largest combat use of gaS\
smce World War-1,- )

As thh ‘many treaties, “the Geneva proto-
.col may be mterpreted either. broadly or " ceding events of the past, Vietnam “we
‘narrowly Faced with considerable criti- | see that our future interest is clearly on the
cism of chemical operations in Vietnam, the‘; side of building the strongest poss:ble bar-
previous administration enunciated a nar-'i yiers against chemical warfare,” This view
row interpretation, one that would allow | was -most forcefully put before the. Senate
riot gas or herbicides. In spite of some| by McGeorge Bundy, former national se-

. two.'voted ‘with us.
. 36 nations abstaining, nearly all of them
» were our close allies, politely registéring
; their reluctance to accept the U. S. viewpoint,

“1. Not surprisingly, the questlon of interpre-

" imisgivings, the present administration has:

;gone along with that approach by subm1t'

. 1tmg the protocol to the Senate making spe-!

.cific exemptions for these weapons.
‘places the United States squarely in oppos1

; tion to the preponderant international view
' ithat the protocol prohibits all. antipersonnel

and antiplant chemical warfare.

.. The most recent indication of the views!
of other nations was a resolution -at the

- United Nations in December; 1969, when 80

-~ nations voted against our p051t1on and only

- Although - "there “were

tation dominated the recently concluded
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curity adviser to Presidents Kenhedy and
Johnson and a participant in the initial deci-
sions to use chemical weapons in Vietnam.
Mr, Bundy told the Foreign Relations Corn-
mittee that the basic question at issue is.
‘., . the safety of American lives in the

| future and indeed the safety of the human

race itself.”

Because they are relatlvely cheap and are
capable of being disseminated over large
areas, chemical and. b1olog1cal weapons

“could bring about a major increase. in the.
_level of death and devastation in wars of all”

i

kinds. However, the greatest hazard of let-

' ting the moral and psychological barriers

against chemical “and biological “warfare]

~erode may be that thig would open a.radical}

Senate hearings, with several key members

of the Foreign Relationg Committee strong-

ly in favor of U.S, ratification without spe- °

,c1al exemptions for riot gas and herbicides. |
iThus, it “appears that the protocol is not:
likely to be approved by -the Senate: unt11l

f the problem of interpretation can be settled 1

Fortunately, the adrmmstratlon “h s left
itself an 1mportant degreé of flexibility! One
course that is open would be to let the status
of riot gas and herbicides be decided by the(
International Court of Justice at The Hague [
There is also an opportunity for: a more
direct solution. On- the recommendation of'!
Ambassador Bunker -and. General Abrams,l

| herbicide operations in Vietnam" areé being |

rapidly phased out and reportedly will end

of riot gas has fallen to
‘what it ‘once ‘was. In large-part this is be-
icause the gas has ‘become ineffective as _the
.other side has learned defensxve tactlcs ‘and?
‘acquired large supplies of gas masks Thus,
before election fever overtakes us, the Presi-
‘dent might be persuaded to" broaden the_

U.s. Interpretation of the protoeol. '
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itoward::the ' military. application’, of this

o

“knowledge. If, the other nations of the world]

new dxmensxon of expanding knowledge., and
‘rechnology for m111tary explortatlon

We are in the midst of'a revolutlon m‘»
b1ochem1stry and molecular b1ology, leadingt
to theimost detailed:and subtle knowledge!
- of the’ Tiving ‘process. Inevitably, this will
. allow man to manipulate and control living
thmgs, including himself, in’ ways that can-
‘not’ now: be spelled out. Of course, pure. sci- :
ence is neutral, in ‘the sense that. its discov- ;
eries can be used for. good and for ill. But'
it seems orily” prudent to take great..care
‘notito” generate interest: and . momentum

are willing not to use chemical.warfare. inj

" any form; the Umted States should be more

completely this spring.: Similarly, ;ihe " use -
small fraction, of -

Hing to go along






