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Dr. Matthew Meselson 
Harvard University 
Department of Biochemistry 
7 Divinity Avenue 
Cambridge, Mass. 02138 

Dear Matt, 

February 24, 1984 

You may be interested in the vapidity 
of this counterattack. Don't know if or when 
we'll publish, but probably soon. 

Yours, 

j\,, 'efi.-/l 

Enc. Nicholas Wade 
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<BF:>This is being called in by the public affairs office of the Arm·s 

Contl'ol and Disarmament Agency, Washington, D. C. It is written bf,J theiT' 
assistant director for verification and intelligence in Tesponse to the 
Feb. 2 Edittrr 's Notebook item by Mr. Wade. <LF> 

In c't'iticising the V.<TH)-S. Government's scientific methodologq used 
in determining Soviet and surrogate use of toxin-based qello~ rain in 
Southeast Asia and Afghanistan <New York Times Editorial Notebook af 
Feb. 2, 1984}, Ml'. Wade violates the ver\j scientific principles he 
espouses. Seized i.uith the hypothesis of Dr. Matthew Meselson that 
toxin-contaminated bee feces or food have caused the death and illn~ss 
o' thousands in Laost Kampuchea and Afghanistan, Mr. Wade chooses to 
ignore a fundamental scientific principle: consideration of all data. 
Even though all data are not in the public domain, he discounts the 
bulk of available evidence which does not fit his hypothesis. LU:e'Hi see 
he apparentlv fails ta take into account that the President's decision 
regarding Soviet compliance in the chemical and biological and toxin 
warfare a"Fea was based in part on data not publicly available. 
Furthermore. the technical statements he makes regarding the 
Governmentrs analvses are simply nut accurate as the public record 
documents. 

As has been reported to the Congress and the U.N., evidence of the 
Soviet chemical and toxin warfare extends far beyond the isolation of 
tTicbothecena toxins from phusical samples collecte4 at alleged attack 
sltes and from body fluids of the victims. Use of tastimonu by 
refugeQs, defectors, Journalists from many nations. medical personnel 
and officials of international eid ~nd relief o~ganizations have 
documented military attacks ~Ith toxic agents resulting in illness and 
sometimes death of the victims. Striking similarities in the 
descriptions of toxic agent attacks in Southeast Asia and Afghanist~n 
by people of different cultural backgrounds and ~ho exhibit identical 
med ica 1 S!Jmp toms after e.xpasure to yellow rain fur the!' substantiate 
human rather than natural sources of these problems. Post-attack ' 
medical surveys bv aggressor farces ta observe the effects of the to1ic 
agents also cannot be ignored. Nor can intelligence data corl"obat'ating 
milit~rv activity in the areas at the times of alleged attacks be 
discounted. 

Voluminous data from a multitude of independent sources has enabled 
the U<TH)S. Government to conclude confidently that chemical and toxic 
agents have been used against people in Laos, Kampuchea and 
Afghanistan. Numerous esteemed members of the American scientific 
community _outside tbe government and with access to the intelligence 
data _ have been consulted from the outset df the analytical effort and 
concur in the Government's conclusions. Additionally, independent 
confirmation of the U.<TH:>S. Government's findings has come from 
foreign scientists, governments and interna~ional o~ganizations. 

In contrast, swarms of bees in these combat zones have never been 
reported or associated with subsequent illness. In fact, the onlg 
evidence to relate these hypotheses to vellow rain is the finding of 
pollen in some samples collected at attack sites. The alternative 
Meselsonian ~'hypotheses'' are supported largely b~ bald speculation 
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