
Prof. Matthew Meselson 
Dept of Biochemistry artd 
Harvard University 

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 

Dear Prof. Meselson: 

7~2:205 

S:- i: ·~ 1 (~CH). y·· t L 
Rc:~r.:k ~: Ar ka~n=:.as;. 

The e·nclt"JE.£-?d Iet·te·r· tttill -=:.f::~pear in the ·:st...u:u1;.;:~~··r-· 1.~~t3~3 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS. I think it's self-explanatory. 

I'm sending it to ~ou not onlw for the sake of 
.infc:~rrn~:·tt:i.c:;n9 f:jt.~t be{:ac~se I'd likf2 to .c:~sk ~~J::.Jt~·r-· ~\ .. d\1j.ce~l ·rrae 
Bartley-Kucewicz article, as well as some other reading 
I've been doing, has got me going on this subject again. 
I'm thinking of putting together 
entire "yellow rain" business. As I now work for 
NEWSWEEK--book reviews, primarily--! can afford to spend 
tirr~e E~nd £·!~ner··gh?i cin s~:c~rnethin~3 I knr.:rw µ.icn1~t Fta::J __ \,..er""·bJ u.~e11~.f 
but which I think has to potential to be of great use and 
interest. What has amazed me from the start in this entire 
affair is the way rumor has metamorphosed into journalistic 
and political •fact• without the intervfning stages of. 
py·~:1c~f;: I ::-lJ.s:..pec:t that::. if· ;:~·f"·OF'erly tt:{ld~: tl ... ~e ~:::.to-r··:-:-Jn c:•f i .. ~Dig_~ 
and whw this has happened could tell us a great deal about 
the larger dilemma in which we as citizens find ourselves. 

:i~~n~~ i\~i~~~:s~ ~: ~;,j m~~ i!n;c:~;~\~t~·~ll ~iu1~~i i ~::;e :~~~L~~}~~C h~;~;r.,~·T~~~ 
Washington editor who wrote the book NATIONAL DEFENSE also 
thinks the idea worth pursuing. Andrew Cockburn, .who I met 
in New York recentlhl after reviewing his book on the Soviet 
Arms, encouraged me too. 

I'd like a chance to talk with wou at your convenience 
about your opinion of the likelihood of such a project's 
succes$. The idea has self-evident dangers= not simpl~. the 
logical impossibility of proving a negative (thus opening 
onE:self t.c~ th .. e .e>-/a2--·-pc.:t.p .. t~.i.I.c~r £::.ba--ir·g.e .of .spE~ci~;,J F·leadirrs fc~r 
the Russians>, but what from here looks like the near 
impossibilitw of my being able to detirmine wnat IS gcing 
on out there and who may be resFonsible. I am convinced, 
however, that if anybody can point me in the right 
directions, it's you. I'd appreciate it if ~ou could write 

yc~~L~ d~:J think ·:=-t,~c:h -~ tH.'JOk rnigf··;t be i,$Jritten:i I .. 1 c.i tH:= qt.Jite 
willing (indeed eager ~hen the Red Sox are in town> to come 
up Boston to talk. Thank you. 



Mr. William P. Bundy 
Editor, FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
58 East 68th St. 
~\j(~0ttt y·i::Jr· k 100:"21. 

I was am~zed and angered by the following two 
sentences from 0 Yellow Rain and the Futurs of Arms 

reements,e by Robert L. Bartley and ~illiam P. Kucewicz 
on page 814 of the Spring 1983 issue of FOREIGN AFFAIRS: 
nGene Lyons, a freelance Journalist who had .written 
previously on chemical warfare, wrote on the op-ed page of 
THE NEW YORK TIMES that ·~ellow rain' might be a 'CIA 
hoax.' The urge to dismiss the gathering evidence reached 
absurd lengths.• 

Ir1 fc:-tc:t I Lt~r··ote nc:•'thins1 r.:•f the kind:: I didn., t e\len 
imply it. The article in question appeared on March 3, 
1982. Its occasion was a curious statement bs 
then-Secretary of State Haig that while the Soviets were 
u.ncJ.z~nit::tbly g·ttilt:d c:~f 11 :deJ.1crt~J y·a:i.r1n atY"<::;cities.7 th:::::~ rnight 
~ot have broken the 1972 treaty in which thes and the US 
had agreed to renourrce biological warfare. I found that 
bewildering (as I do your authors' neglecting to mention 
it), wondered· as a result whether US officials reallw 
believed their own charges, and went on to a too brief 
discussion of why many biological warfare experts outside 

mentioned the CJA exactlw twice: once to say that it told a 
Hc# ... t~"e .sA ... t-.b.cc:,~i-~:r~.i:t..t.ee .in j.·980 tr~a:t it .. (..:.ci~).ld TH3t cc~~nfi~.r-rrf So\tiet 
use of poisons in Afghanistan Cit suspected tear gas); the 
other to point out that of the Hmong refugees who spoke of 
!!hte1l~:~~f ~--·a.iTi:; 13 urr1ost if r~ot ailni:.i~<t~E·r .. ·e>-for ... ·rne~-.·· . .=:~llies :ln 
the CIA's 'secret war' in Laos.• That, of course, is a 
~JE~.tte.r C:;;f fnact1: Ss-.../ei.r· .. ::tl pat-·ag·(·a.F·~··r=.- fo1 lc~~£~ed~ a~ll bu.±::. ,.o.r-~e 
de\/Cited tl:: uJha t £) i i~ct·~erni ;:.::. ts and cberri i c.2~1 UJ~.'f· f,2£~.·re 

J~~~·~:i i. :1~ -~g~~~fa~~.T~~~·~~~!~:-m~;~-~~~~;r;·;~-:r~~ii~~ri; tc~;~r;~: 
with what-the State department w~s saying. Then came mw 
conclusion, as follows: •we have all been victimized bw 
intelligence hoaxes too often to accept such shakw evidence 
on faith1! If the ;:.\tjff~ini:.tr"atit_:tn u;i:.hes to tie bel.ie\/t=d:; it 

I meant exactl~ that. No more and no less. As it is 
to indulge in unbuttoned speculations the 



from wondering where the phrase "CIA hoax" came from. The 
n:-dE:I lc:~}.J ·r-·ainH =·=·Llf.7! is,1:1 I -~.gre:f.~1 ·7 Et g·r·\2\/2:7 :::ne;: Indeed a·=.. 
~our aGthors s ould have .been aware, I did an extensive 
review of Ster ing Seagrave's YELLOW RAIN--written before, 
but published after the TIMES piece--in the March 15 1 1982 
I ~\JG~t.J l F~ Y;' rn,~.;:g 2:r. :~ i ne It t! (j i \/E~n th~ =:.er i CiLl Sri ~::.~5,5, c•f the n-;i:':! t t (~~r ::I :: :• ~ ~~ 
I wrote •the State Department and the Reagan administration 
have been,. if an8thing, underplaying the significance of 
their own charges. wnw bother to negotiate arms agreements 
'.it:ith· the.:: SO\/iets .:;1,t 211~, one rr~'ight t~Jell a::.k~ if the:d 
'-./j:.c:~J.a.te therrf s::.o C~7:lnic~1.l1.~~~ :.c~ \/icJ.c~Lts.l~d~ and t)n so ::.rna11 -:t 

pretext? The Russians could squat on Asian peasants foreve~ 
without using poisons. 0 

Before reaching so dire a conclusions 
would want to see the firmest kind of evidence. Atrocit~ 
stories are an inevitable product of war. Charges of 
chemical/b~ological attacks--hard to prove, impossible to 
disprove--dc make good propaganda. During t~e Korean War~ 
s.c~~r~e Uii.11 ·rsc:alliJ C~hiria ch2£n···~ged that the t}~:3;; l!JCts ~j·rc:~F~F·ins 
disease-infested fleas on North Korea and produced 
Hc:cJn'fe·s,·:::.j,r3n5.~~ f·rcirn captc3.r·ed F·ilc~ts; 1~Thc!lJ.~~h the chargi?s 
u.~eq·--·e f·aJ.st7.=1 it i:. t·t'·L~E1 that the ()~JS; ,:,1rrn:d (:hern:!.ca-tl Cc~rps. 

was at the time pushing germ warfare verw hard as a 
cost-effective way to exterminate Asian co~nunist 
•hordes. 8

} But the Seagrave book is almost comic in its 
irn?.F>titt...~de~ F~s. the· ~!..lC'".frrl ntn-::c:~::·::·u i.:::. :in ·the -E~iy·., I cic1 firid it 
surprising that State would describe as "instrumental" to 
its case against the Soviets Cand Bartley and Kucewicz cite 

-~7~~;o~~gj! ;;~ J c:~·l b~~~;P~:;~; > c f~;.~;1~dtg~~ ~~~,h~F-/.'.J~:~:{s c'.~;,;;~R~r ban 
part of the intricate Watergate hoax. The Nixon ban was a 
fake. And the onlw difference between Washington and the 
Hindu Kush in the end is that in .•• Afghanistan you know 
your enemies.• Seagrave offers no proof for this 
remarkable allegation. Nor has he anwthing to say about 
~·'~",J~··"1...c~~ .. .,,<f7·.,.~""i"F~~-? +~,t+~,.t; ... fil .. et.-t·lc~ -FH3·1: h-a~;,e .;:;,i::;i1te .ff:'\·~J!ff t-he r:-~ewsF-"1.ape~·~:: 
His logic and standards of evidence are often preposterous. 
1.!)mor?g ·t;~ti·'.~er t"iOUJler .... =·'J \"'ELL.(H,-J RAit·~ i:. a t:~ci:c:~k in .~;hic:h .. Poi;.:.c)r~s. 
can b·E' ·:;ITs·etz~bolized du.rir~g .the~~:: hc)LH:'"·:::. the bod~-d lay 
undiscovered.• Though his book hints at heroic 

i~A~f;~~~~~ci~ i ~~s~· e:~r.:!! nr.t ~~e!!: t~;"',:~.~~ ~~.~:~· :v: tr~~:d '= ~~ 
cl ass-:ifT"El:f··-(·E1 t-'crr-t---.... trg ··-·sornet:rcrd-g-·- at· --F~c1~"t-"'·-.;I:1:etr··i .. c.-k --e::-~ ~ct l w 
wher·e en.~ ~JS gr::J\/er-·nrnent biolc)gic2[l ~..L2a~ ... -f~t:r--·e ?!hoa;.:: 2: wc~Ltld 
or·:rg··iri2{"i:.e1 ii~. f"i2 ·h2~d BD:d E\lidence at 2-.11 that t·her·;;:: ·iJJere 
r-:::~ ~ :Bt.1 t he h asn? t:: 

Neither, I repeat, have 1~ Indeed I cite the Seagrave 
book onlw to show th~ kinds of evidence the authors find 
persuasive when it agrees with what their contention that 
the case against the Soviets is closed. Other kinds cf 
evidence get different treatment. Bartlew and Kucewicz 
mention the skepticism of Matthew Meselson of Harvard and 
Julian Perrw Robinson of the Universitw of Sussex, 

\~ 



West's leading academic experts on chemical and biological 
warrere. But they don't tell us in an~ detail why these men 
are doubters! preferring to ~uote newspaper editorial 
writers and leave readers to imagine that the scientists 
have recanted. To my knowledge they have not. Bartley and 
Kuce~icz quote an earls State Department assertion that 
tricothecene mycotoxins are not indigenous to Southeast 
Asia, when in fact there is plent~ of reason to suspect 
th E:k.1 Hid!d ti~e l 1 tJe = ( SC I E::~\~CE: rr~a 92 z~ i n e -~~·- E1 po·r'· t c..;:; d j, n ~)ct c.~ t;er ~ 
1981 in a uyellow r~inn piece that researchers from the 
lJn.i \/E:,·r• =· i t ::d c~ f f1ja.·r"· :-::t l 2~n d h ~; cj 'f c:~t..t:rr d 1 e\/e ~. :::~. of· the t Ct}~ 3. Sf 

several times higher than those of the State Department 
samples on a Brazilian shrub.> They mention Fred 
Swartzendruber, a Mennonite relief official who traveled 
freely throughout Laos from October 1979 through Maw 1981 
and whc~ speaking the language, heard nothing of "yellow 
rain.• Troubled bw persistent rumors in Bangkok, 
Swartzendruber made it a point to ask. Indeed he says that 
there was little, if any, fighting going on at all. He is 
dismissed with a second-hand AD HOMINEM Jape. 

All thi·=.,? c:~= I s.e;::-J~ I 'foL~r;cf E-L~rpris.irf::.:1" E;t::t n~~ 
curiosity was aroused by Bartles and Kucewicz's mention of 
a L~tjr~dclT"; c1:BE~ER\lER at"t:ic1e of f'!a·rch c.7: 1:7183 that the:::J ::.aid 
showed •persuading opinion among the Allies ma~ take more 
time ••• <<and>>maw require repeating all of the hesitations 
and mistakes that marked development of U.S. opinion. 0 I 
took the trouble to look it up. What I found simplhl 
astonished me. Written by ~eter Pringle in Washington, here 

•Australian scientists have charged 

have beeh contaminated with 'wellow 
rain'--toxic ch~micals allegedly dropped by 
the Soviet Union in Indo-China--are fakes. 

British government scientists are said 
to have found similar startling evidence on 
samples they have analysed .•.• 

The Australian samples, apparently 
collected under US supervision 
f.r···cHrs.,; ~ r< Tb.;~j- 1~rld;:; -~ r.-U.ter--e .. gi.\ret1 t.r~ the 
Australians in April last year. 

After exhaustive tests in the 
Australian Defence Department laboratories, 
scientists concluded the~ had been hoaxed: 
the samples apparentls contained no harmful 
poisons and were composed mainls of yellow 
pc:~ 11 en 
t.~n i c~en t 

i.rs:=- ~s1L~.ed 1 t~:~geth~:nl"'. ib·~+·h an 
fied binding substance. 
Australian report says the amount 

of toxic elements, known as mycotoxins, 

h~~~;2 ;\~c:i i ~i l ~;~a.~~m~.~~~n '.f1~~- ;=·cT~~a i~·~•l f'~nto 
carrying the toxin traces, according tc the 



Australians, occurred naturallw in the 
local rain forests. 

'Since the exam~les are obviousls 
fakes,• the Australian report said 'they 
convew no information at all as to the 
veracity or otherwise ct the reports of 

chemfR: 1 A~~~~~tT~~s said they could onlw 
guess at why the local inhabitants, most of 
then-i Y"e"ft.tgees-'J Pt"·CJdu.r.:ed f.ak'::? =..an~~)Ie:=.= It 
could be 7 monetars gain, desire to 
ingratiate onself with authcritw, or as a 
disinformation campaign.• 

The US State Department confirmed the 
existence of the Australian report, and 
also that British scientists from the 

~~~:~ff!h~~~tB!~ 1 ~~~~~~ ~~:~a~=d tested 
'yellow rain' samples and been puzzled b8 
the presence of pollen. 

Though the British results are still 

~-~c~~~! 1 ¥ .. i~~ri i. ;;~t~.~!·i~~t.i~~~'.~::r;~e~!icia~~r.:'b~ 1 
ng 

embarrassed at producing evidence that 

~~~;~i·:i ~:~~- .::;~1~ 1 '.;~e~a~;~~ i f~2~o6~~-~:~~ that 
protocol banning chemical weapons and the 
biological warfare treat~ of 1972." 

e>~i:=-t here= Only two possibilites, it seems 
Bartley and Ku~ewicz are either very 
~· i rrn~ I~ ·F~·r·· C:H=-·=t~~ 2~.n d :i. s 't ~-:: I 1 ec:~\1e it t c~ 
u.~h i c:h ~ 

bad reporters or 
readers to decide 


