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Joseph Elliott Slater 
President 

Dr. Henry A,. Kissinger 
Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D. C. 20050 

Dear Henry: 

25 August 1969 

On Friday, July 25, The Salk Institute and the AIT1erican 
AcadeIT1Y of Arts and Sciences cosponsored a day-long IT1eeting at 
the Academy 'House on cheIT1ical and biological wa~fare.The 29 
participants included biologists, cheIT1ists, international lawyers, 
political scientists, physicists and disarmaIT1ent experts: IT10st of 
whoIT1 are well known to you. (see attached list) 

The Ineeting was an unusually good one and brought out a 
nUInber of facts, ideas and arguIT1ents that should be carefully 
weighed in re-exaIT1ining national policy in this area .. I list below 
SOIT1e of these without any sense of advocacy at this point. 

The evidence presented on the extent of use of ,inon-lethal'! 
gas (CS) in VietnaIT1 and the role it is playing in increasing casualtie s 
there indicated quite strongly that this initiative is opening up a new 
diIT1ension of ground warfare. 

Despite the present advantage that this is giving us, the long 
range view sugge sts that this IT1ay be teIT1porary. Because chemical 
weapons are as readily produced as IT10st erdinary ordnance, we can 
expect theIT1 to. be used against us in future land engageIT1ents if these 
occur. Since in Illost circumstances, our forces would be ITlere con­
centrated than those of the ether side, the advantage IT1ay be reversed. 

The widespread use of CS in VietnaIT1 has brought gas IT1asks 
into nearly routine use en both sides. This and the attendant grewth 
of the capacity to use gas lo\vers the psycholegical barriers to. the 
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use of lethal gases or !Ylore severely harassing gases that can in 
SO!Yle circu!Ylstances be lethal. Indeed an opposing royce could clai!Yl 
that our use of gas has, in effect, been lethal and justified thereby 
their own use 'of lethal gases. Hovlever, the group saw no difficulty 
in conJinuing the use of tear gas indo!Ylestic situations. 

A large part of the !Yleeting was devoted to the various options 
that face this country if the ratifica~ion of the 1925 Geneva Protocol 
on Che!Ylical and Biological Weapons is again introduced to the Senate 
Agenda. The protocol as you know, has been ratified by 69 nations 
including members of NA TO! the Warsaw Pact, Comm.unist China and 
all of the major industrial powers except Japan and the United States. 
The group felt that the possibility that this Country might seek to ratify 
the protocol with the reservation that it did not apply to non-lethal 
ga'ses', su~b. as these \ tr.:.2 .... t ha't,7e a.lready been used in Vietn2 .. rn~ Vla.rrants 
a careful, dispas sionate study in public and private. 

At the meeting, it was pointed out that when this technicality 
was discussed ?-t the Geneva Disarmament Conference in 1930, a number 
of countries (Great Britain, France, Canada, Italy, Turkey, Rumania, 
Czechoslovakia, Spain, the USSR and China) went on' record to state that 
the' use of non-lethal gas was indeed prohibited by the terms of the 
protocol. 

The group was somewhat troubled by the degree of slippage 
that seems to have occurred in our interpretation of the tear gas 
option (such as CS) since we began to use the se agents in Vietnam. 
On March 24, 1965, Dean Rusk stated that we would use such agents 
"only in those situations involving riot control or situations analogous 
to riot control II. 

At the same time, as the group learned, materials such as CS 
have been modified in such a way as to make them last longer in 
combat and therect£tel:". Some of these ·m.odifications ha-.le been .forr.c.i.~lated 

in' such a way that, unlike ordinary tear gas, their primary effect is 
on the lungs rather than the upper respiratory tract. Therefore, the 
arguments that supported their earlier use may no longer apply. 

The group was concerned that ratification of the protocol with 
the non-lethal gas reservation would open the door to large scale 
experimentation with non-lethal gases, not only by our own country· 
but also other countries who have felt restrained by the protocol in 
the past. The participants wondered whethe r the risks and costs of. 
proliferation and escalation of these non-lethal agents and their !Ylodi­
fications are worth the reservation. 
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On this point, some participants observed that at the conclusion 
of the Vietnam war, the governmen~ might be in a good position to 
state that we are no longer considering the use of non-lethal agents 
in military situatIons and then proceed toward the ratification of the 
protocol. Alte rna tively, the participants agreed, it would be a simple 
ITlattel' to cease their use in Vietnalu now "\vith no outward statement 
of policy change. 

Whatever stance this country takes vis-a-vis the protocol, it 
ITlight be emphasized that it prohibits first use of chemical and biological 
weapons which would interfere in no way with our developing, if it 
seemed necessary, an adequate chelnical and biological warfare capability 

'." to ITleet the threats of others. 
. ... 

As for lethal cheITlical weapons, those at the ITleeting, after a 
wide ranging discussion of various options, recognized that a ·lim.ited 
cheITlical deterrent in Europe in the face. of a Soviet stockpile of such 
weapons ITlig,ht appear to be reasonable at this time. 

As for biological weapons, lethal and non-lethal, the group judged 
that the need for a capability in biological weapons is probably minimized 
by the uncertainties involved in developing, delivering, detecting and 
protecting against such agents. I?iological agents were seen to add nothing 
to our nuclear d~terrent, unlike chemical deterrents, which might re­
present an acceptable middle ground in future land wars. The participants 
in the Massachusetts meeting were also very interested in a proposal 
by former UN Ambassador James Wiggins, who suggested that it might 
be worthwhile for many reasons, for the United States to announce a 
unilateral ban on the use, manufacture, stockpiling, and research of 
biological weapons, reserving for ourselves the option to retaliate with 
any other means if we were subjected to biological attack by some other 
nation. 

It also was agreed at the meeting that the United States should 
take adequate time to evaluate its role as a participant in other inter­
national efforts toward the control of chemical and. biological weapons 
now under way. These include new efforts in the UN following the lengthy 
report on chemical and biological weapons prepared by an international 
team ·of experts at U Thant1s request and Great Britain1s recent sub­
mission to the Geneva Disarmament Committee on banning biological 
weapons. Both may open many intere sting avenues for careful, exploration. 
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In discussing the forthcoming National Security Council study 
on chenlical and biological warfare requested by President Nixon, the 
group felt that there were several important options and points' of argu­
ment that call for a very comprehensive study and debate before the 
administration publicly announces its position on chemical and biological 
weapons. To ass'ist this necessary public education process, the meeting 
participants sugge st the form.ation of a private or public commis sian on 
chemical and biological warfare with the implication that it might some­
how feed its own expertise into the government's considerations. Many 
of those who attended the meeting could certainly help form and/or man· 
such a commis sion. 

Potentially troubles orne areas that might be analyzed compre­
hensively by the commiss ion, in conjunction with the gove rnment' sown 
studies include: present U.S, policy toward ratification of the Geneva 

.;Protocol on. chemical and biologIcal weapons~' a probing study of, the use' 
of non-lethal gases in nlilitary and non-military sitl-':ations, proliferation 
of lethal or non-lethal chemical and biological weapons, a dis'cus sion for 
the need of a chemical deterrent in Europe and. other international efforts 
aimed at control of chenlical and biological weapons. 

In closing, I would point out that the nleeting was a coherent 
discussion of the chenlical and biological warfare area by extrenlely 
knowledgable nlen who desire to help in this area. To the extent that 
they can assi9t the go vernment in its own weighty delibe'rations, I, on 
behalf of the group, offer any assistance that nlight be useful, whether 
it be through the comnlission I described or some type of ongoing 
consultive group. 

Meanwhile, I anl attaching a copy of Dr. Meselson's recent 
testinlony to the Senate Foreign Relations COnlmittee, which appears 
to be a very lucid presentation on the subject. The transcript of our 
meeting will follow soon. 

If you have any questions on this letter or on the July 25 meeting, 
please let me know. 

Wa'rrn personal regards. 

Cordially, 

J. E. Slater 

Enclosures 



AMERICAN ACADEl'k'{ OF ARTS AND SCIENCES 

Salk Institute-American Academy Conference on 
CHemical and Biological Warfare 

Dr. Paul Doty 

House of the Academy 

Friday, July 25, 1969 

List of Participants 

Co- chairmen 

Mallinckrod t Profe s s or of Biochemis try 
Harvard University 

Dr. Matthew S. Mcselson 
Professor of Biology 
Biological Laboratorres 
Harvard University 7 Linden Street 

Cambridge, Mas sachusetts 02138 Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 

Mr. William Bader 
Program Officer 
European and International Affairs 
Ford Foundation 
320 East 43rd Street 
New York, New York 10017 

Dr. Lincoln Bloomfield 
Profe s sor of Political Science 
Mas sachusetts Institute of Technology 
Room E53-435 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139 

Dr. George Bunn' 
Visiting Profe s SOl' of Law 
Law School 
University of Wisconsin 
Madison, Wisconsin 53706 



Dr. John S. Dahler 
Professor of Chernical Engi.neering 
University of Minnesota 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Professor:, John Edsall ' 
Profe s sor of Biological Cherrlistry 

. Biological Laboratories 
Harvard University 
16 Divinity Avenue 
Carrlbric!.ge, Mas sachusetts 02138 

Dr. Bernard Feld 
Profe s SOl' of Physics 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
ROOrrl 26-425 
Carrlbridge, Mas sachusetts 02139 

Dr. Arthur W illiarrl Galston 
Departrrlent of Biology 
Yale University 
New Haven, Connecticut 06520 

:rvfr. Irwin Gubrrlan 
Office of the General Counsel 
Arrrls Control and Disarrrlarrlent Agency 
Roorrl 5643 N S 
Department of State Building 
2201 C Street 
Washington, D. C. 20451 

Mr. Michael Guhin 
National Security Council 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D. C. 20506 

Mr. John F. Henahan 
Senior Prograrrls Office r 
The Salk Institute 
P. O. Box, 1809 
San Diego, California 92112 

Dr. Eugene Patrick Kennedy 
Harrlilton Kuhn Professor of 

Biological Cherrlistry 
Harvard Medical School 
2.5 Shattuck Street 
Boston, Mas sachusetts 02115 
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Dr. Salvador Luria 
Sedgwick Professor of Biology 
Mas sachusetts Institute of Technology 
Roorrl 56-423 
Cambr idge, Mas sachusetts 02139 

Professor Frank C. Newman 
Professor of Law 
University of California, Berkeley 
53 Acacia Drive 
Orinda, California 

Dr. Alexander Rich 
Departrrlent of Biology 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Cambridge, Mas sachus etts 02139 

Dr. Herbert Scoville, Jr. 
Brookings Institution 
Room 534 
1775 Massachusetts Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20036 

Mr. Joseph E. Slater 
President 
The Salk Institute 
P. O. Box 1809 
San Diego, California 92112 

Professor Louis Bruno Sohn 
Bemis Profes SOl' of International Law 
Harvard University 
866 United Nations Plaza 
New York, New York 1003. 7 

. 4600 South Four Mile Run Drive 
Arlington, Virginia 22204 

Dr. Jarrle s D. Watson 
Professor of Biology 
Harvard University 
Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory for 

Quantitative Biology 
Cold Spri ng Harbor, Ne\V- York 11724 

Dr. Martin Weigert 
The Salk Institute 
P. O. Box 1809 

San Diego, Cali£. 92112 



The Honorable James Russell Wiggins 
Farnler United States Representative to the United Nations 
Sedgwick, Maine 04676 

Mr. John Voss 
Executive Officer 
AITleric-an AcadeITlY 

Mrs. ThoITlas Oleson 
AITlerican AcadeITlY 
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SEP 12 1969 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 10, 1969 
I 

Dear Joe: 

Thank you very much 'for your most welcome and 
thoughtful letters of August 15 and August 27. As 
per your request the latter has been'substituted 
for the former. 

I appreciate your taking the time to set forth several· 
of the very important questions and is sues surround­
ing the subject of CBW which were discussed at the 
July 25 meeting. As you are well aware, the present 
study within the government is well underway. Your 
suggestions will be considered as the study progresses. 

Once again, I appreciate your bringing these conter_ns 
and suggestions to my attention. 

Warm regards, 

if 7 
Henry.A. Kissinger 

Copies made for: Dr. Bronowski 
J. Henahan.;/ 
S. Ross 

Cb~J 

~:. 

r 

. , 
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Tele con 

ll.:p:udnc:cd li1u11 lh~ ,~-,c:1.1 m~ 
ortl11.1 N;xrnr l 1 1a1~~111"ll 

M:.toris'I!: S1olT 

Prof., M-esselson 
6;30 p. m. 11/25/69 

DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 1~58, Seel. 3..6 

sy.£1:.{ v NARA. oaia r./P/O::Ct 

Messelson was very pleased with the statement today. He di¢ln't see how 
the PresiC!~nt coUld have ·achieved a better set of decisions~ M told-the 
New York Ti:mes and Washington PoJ:1t that these a.re sound decisioD.B 
following objective military and poli!:ical consider01-t~ons but tfhe:re .is only 
one proble:m -- it is the Cluestion of chemical wa.rfa.:re and we should 
continue tCJ be open minded about it. 'I'he:t'e fa also the political question 
oi.s to what other countries would expect. 

E: ~id the th.lli.g we ha.'V'e ·to a.v-oid now iB that his colleagues here in the 
WH get thE! idea th.at every tiine they make. wh;i.t ~iii :c.ot an easy move 
bureaucra:t.ically, the libel:'a.ls judge them for not g·oing the extra m.ile • 
.M. said the press e::caggera.tes too -- but hem.a.de very strong staf;em,e:nt 
to the preEJ s. OD -the technical basis~ K said we a.re .m.Ol'e th.an vri.lling 
to talk a.bm1t i1;. but didn't thi:nk we could reach major decision until the 
war is over. 

M a.ks.ed when the protocol would be submitted. K indicated he hoped 
within the t1.e:x:t few weeks. M was su:rprised and sh.id he hoped th.e .Foreign 
Rela.tion.s ·1~ou1d go slowly on it until the war has de-escalated a bit. .K 
s a.id he had no control over that. K mdicated that he talked to Fulbright 
today. He was '9'exy_plea.sedwiththe statement ~so. Io. £a.ct, K :i:eni'em.bered 
that Mesel.son had testified before. E\ilbright. Fulbright remembered the 
testimony and :r:nentio:ned it to K. 

M a.sked i£ his paper ·wa.s of a.c.y u.se. K said that it was, K said it was 
good bei::a\J,se it showed the outside a.D.d inside i::onununities working togethel;'. 
We did it c;:uietly which m.ade it ha.l'd to m.obili~e objection. M menti0-ned· 
.that the Svreeds are going ahea.dm on question 0£ gases. 

M mentioJ;Jed that tbia wa.s so hordbly handled previously, Ka.greed, 

... 

141002 



Dr. Henry A. Kissinger 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Henry, 

I 
,l 

j 

November 26, 1969 

I enclose a copy of the telegram I sent to the President today. I 
have tried to express my great admiration and respect for the courage 
and far-sighted wisdom of his decisions. 

Clearly there is some remaining question about jus t how the Protocol 
is to be interpreted. As the is sue is developed before the Senate I I 
would hope we can take the position that (l) the Protocol excludes the 
use of all chemicals in war when used for inflicting casualties on an 
enemy (2) the Protocol does not exclude the use of ribt control agents 
by domestic police or its similar use for humane purposes in war. This 
is quite close to the concept embodied in Article 48 of the Draft Ireaty 
submitted by the British to the League Disarmament Convention in 1933. 

Maybe this wording can help provide a uniform interpretation of the 
Protocol. The enclosed memorandum gives some additional background. 

The New York Times today called me a close friend and neighbor of 
yours in Cambridge. I would be very glad if it were true but I donlt 
even know where you lived in Cambridge. I seriously regret any em­
barrassment the Times' dramatization may have caused dollWll there. 

Sincerely yours I 

Matthew Meselson 
MM:ls 
Encl. ""\ e.tA~, 

V\<;f (.)!,\,A("/'~, • 

i, 
I, 

II 
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President Richard M. Nixon 
The White House 

. Washington, D. C. 

November 26, 1969 

Your extraordinarily wise and courageous decision to abandon 

.. ·allpreparations for offensive biological warfare I to commit the United 

States never to initiate the use of lethal or incapacitating chemical 

weapons and your historic action in submitting the 1925 Geneva Protocol 

. to the Senate serve the best interests of our own country and of all 

mankind. I hope that the United States can n'ow exert its leadership 

to obtain similar renunciations of germ weapons by all other nations, to 

persuade all nations that have not yet ratified the Protocol fo do so, ·and 

to agree upon a clear-cut and w9rkable interpretation of the Protocol that 

will ensure its uniform application by all. 
,. 

Matthew Meselson 

(' . 



MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

UNCLASSIFIED 

4 December 1969 

MEMORANDUM FOR DR. KI~GER 
FROM: 

THRU: 

Michael A. Guhin P7!1f. 
Robert M. Behr'\-~ 

ACTION 

/ 
(__.-tj 

. / 
./ 

I I 
~- .... 

·-

SUBJECT: Summary of Responses for the President regarding 
Announcement of Decisions on November 25 

Attached at Tab A is an information memorandum from you to the 
President which summarizes the responses to his announcement 
on No_vember 25 regarding the renunciation of all offensive pre­
parations "for biological warfare, the destruction of stocks of 
biological agents, and the submission of the Geneva Protocol to 
the Senate for its advice and consent to. ratification. The list 
includes: 

The Honorable Alastair Buchan 
Dr. Joseph E. Slater 
Dr. Paul Doty . 
Dr. Jerome Wiesner 
Dr. Arthu,r Galston 
Dr. Matthew Meselson 
Dr. George W. Rathjens 
Mr. Edward F. Sri.yqe;r 

··--·-·-------~A-separate pacRage containingJ.efte-rs orreplyforyour signature is 

now being prepared. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That you sign the information memorandum to the President at 
Tab A 

... _,.- .. 

: ; '._,.{,-; -~i:.:"'-V.. i - i 
" 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH IN 0 T.0.N 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE.PRESIDENT 

FROM: . Henry A. Kissinger IF 
SUBJECT: Summary of Responses to Announcement of Decisions on 

Chemical Warfare. and Biological Research Programs \:, ..... ~ 
and on Submission of the Geneva Protocol to the Senate 

Several distinguished scientists and scholars have called or written 
to commend your decisions with regard to the renunciation of all 
offensive preparations for biological warfare, the destruction of stocks.· 
of biological agents, the reaffirmation and extension of the "no first­
use" policy and the submission of the Geneva Protocol to the Senate 
for its advice and consent to ratification. 

Some also recommended that the United.States interpret the Protocol 
to prohibit the use in wa·r of tear-irritant agents and chemical herbicides. 

1. The Honorable Alastair Buchan [Commandant Desl.gnate of the 
Imperial Defence College and past Director of the Institute for 
Strategic Studies] wrote me on November 27 extending congra­
tulations on your initiative to scrap work on biological warfare 
and to ratify the Geneva Protocol (Tab A). 

2. Dr. Joseph E. Slater [President of The Salk Institute which _recently 
sponsored a ·conference on 11 CBW11 at the American Academy of Arts 

.and Sciences] forwarded a telegram to me on November 26 des­
cribing the decisions as a 11great step fc:irward both for this nation 
and its leadership in the world 11 (Tab B). 

----.3.--D-J."".-Faul-Det-y-[-M-al-Hnck:r odt-P-refe-sso-r-of-B-i-oc-hemistry-at-Harva:rd-----------­
Uni ver s i ty] called me on November 25 to say that he was "very 
pleased with the very good statement of decisions 11 • 

4. Dr. Jerome Wiesner [Science Adviser during the Kennedy and Johnson 
Administrations and now Provost of M. I. T.] called me on November 
25 to say the announcement was 11 absolutely great 11 • 

i··~l~~~~~~jr;;fsERVATlON COPY 
~< L-, I (f~'.-=~~~: s 
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6. 

8. 
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Dr. Arthur Galston [Professor of Biology and Director of the 
Marsh Botanical Gardens at Yale University] wrote you on 
November 26 to express 11 heartfelt approval of your announce­
ment .•• a decided step for peace, and we are all in your debt 
for having done so'' (Tab C). 

Dr. Matthew Meselson [Professor of Biology at Harvard University 
and one of the most active young scientists in the public and inter­
national discussions on these subjects] called me on November 25 
to say he was 11 very pleased with the excellent set of decisions 11 and 
then forwarded a telegram to you describing 11 your courageous 
decision ••. and historic step 11 as serving 11 the best interest of our 
own country and of all mankind 11 (Tab D). 

Dr. George W. Rathjens [Professor of Political Science at M. I. T. 
and past Director, Weapons System Evaluation Divisidn of the 
Institute for Defense Analysis] wrote me on November 26 describing 
the initiatives as a step to be 11 commended •.• which will redound to 
the credit of this Administration" (Tab E). 

Mr. Edward F. Snyder [Associate of The Friends Committee on 
National Legislation] wrote you on November 26 to 11heartily endorse 
your initiative 11 and 11 leadership by example •.• the most persuasive 
and effective way to create a climate for world peace'' (Tab F). 

Former Senator Joseph S. Clark wrote you to send .his congratulations 
and comm.end your announcement. He said, 11 You have begun to 
recapture the momentum toward peace that has been stalled for 
several years. 11 (Tab G) 

Cyrus Vance and Governor Harriman als d menti.oned to me their 
favorable reaction to your dedsiori. 

All of these messages are being acknowledged. 
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Tl-:IE ·v·lHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 17, 1969 

Dear Matthew: 

Thank you for your b,elpful letter of November 26, 
including the copy of your telegram to the President, 
your concise memorandum on national positions 
during the interwar period on the question of the 
Geneva Protocol and the prohibition of the use in 
war of tear and irritant agents, and the other 
related material. 

I hope you know how much I appreciate your taking 
the time to prepare and send me this work. 

Warm regard:s , 

t 
/----~ 
Henry A. hs singer 

Professor Matthew Meselson 
Harvard University 
The Biological Laboratories 
16 Divinity· Avenue 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 



Dr. Henry A. Kissinger 
The White House 
Vvashington, D.C. 

Dear Henry, 

January 20, 1970 

Here is a paper entitled JfWhat Policy for 
Toxins?" that I hope can be of some help 
to the current discussions of the subject •. 
I amssending it to several persons who I 
know are concerned with this problem. My 
conclusions and recommendations are listed 
on the last page. It seems to me that we 
would lose nothing of important value and 
would gain a great deal by grouping toxins 
with biological weapons for policy purposes. 
We would then have gone a long way toward 
insuring that mankind closes the door against 
the use of disease as a weapon of war. 

With warm regaras I 
Sincerely yours, 

Matthew Meselson 
MM:ls 

I 

f 
Ii 
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WHAT POLICY FOR TOXINS? 

Matthew Meselson 
The Biological Laboratories 

Harvard. University 

Characteristics of Toxins 

January 22, 1970 
(revised) 

Toxins are poisonous substances produced by living organisms 

including plants, animals and bacteria. Examples are ricin (from the 

castor bean), tetrodotoxin (from the globe fish)·, and botulinal toxin 

(from the bacterium Clostridium botulinum). Today, their production en­

tails the growth or harvesting of large quantities of plants, animals or 

- bacteria from which the toxin may then be separated and purified. Look­

ing several years ahead, it will be possible to synth·esize a number of 

toxins directly, without the need for toxin-producing organisms .. Even­

tually, direct chemical synthesis will provide a practical alternative to 

extraction from living organisms, although the latter m-ethod is likely to 

remain the least expensive for bacterial toxins. 

In contrast to the organisms that produce them., toxins are not 

capable of reproduction. For this reason, illness caused by toxins is 

not transmissible from man to man. Toxins cannot themselves cause 

spreading epidemics. Nevertheless, toxins do cause disease. The prin­

cipal pathological symptoms of many bacterial diseases are in fact caused 

by toxins produced within the human body by living bacteria. In this 

sense, bacteria make toxins, toxins cause disease. Examples of diseases 

that can be produced either by bacterial infection or by direct administra­

tion of the corresponding toxin are anthrax, cholera, diphtheria and teta-

nus. 

Some toxins are highly lethal to man (botulin) while others usually ,. 

cause only temporary incapacitation (staphylococcus enterotoxin). Many 

Not to be quoted without the permission of the author. 
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toxins cause illness or death only after a considerable delay. This· 

varies with the particuJar toxin and with the dosage and can range up 

to s,everal days. For use as weapons I toxins may be dispersed as 

aerosol clouds over or up-wind from a target I to be inhaled by the tar­

get population. Because toxins are not absorbed eff~9tively through the 

skin, a gas mask provides good protection, as do shelters with properly 

filtered air. Protection can also be afforded by prior immunization with 

specific toxoid. However, each toxoid is effective only against a parti­

cular kind of toxin and I for some toxins I the margin of protection is not 

enough to b~ of practical significance. 

Are Toxins Chemicals or Biologicals? 

Some texts· classify toxins as chemical agents because they do not 

multiply and cannot cause spreading epidemics. Other texts ~efine toxins 

as biological agents because the techn~logy of their production resembles 

that of biological agents rather than that of chemical agents and, because 

the symptoms produced by bacterial toxins are like those produced by 

bacterial infections. The report of the U. N. Secretary General on chemical 

and bacteriological weapons defines toxins as chemicals whereas I until 

recently I U. S. military writings defined them as biological agents. The. 

intermediate status of toxins is manifest in the United Kingdom draft BW 

. convention. Although this treaty does not explicitly prohibit the possession 

of toxins it does pr:ohibit the production and possession of bacteria for 

the manufacture of toxin weapons. Apparently in recognition of these points I 

the British Government has declared its willingness to consider amendments· 

that would extend the convention's prohibitions to cover toxins explicitly. 

In any case I the United States should not attempt to derive its policy for 

toxins from purely technical arguments regarding their definition. Instead I 

our treatment of toxins should aim to achieve our major policy objectives. 
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Policy Choices 

The United States, is already pledged not to initiate the use of 

lethal or incapacitating chemical weapons and to refrain from all use 

whatsoever of germ weapons. Thus, whatever policy is decided for 

toxins, there is no question of initiating their use in war. Rather I the 

principal questions for decision are: 

1) Should the United States reserve the right to use 

toxins in retaliation for CB attack against us? 

2) Should the United States pursue the development and 

production of toxin weapons? 

Our answers to these question should be decided in terms of our 

major policy objectives. These are (1) meeting military requirements, 

(2) achieving arms control and non-proliferation,. (3) maintaining the 

authority and credibility of the PreSident.. Each of these objectives is 

. discussed below. 

Military Requirements 

Today, lethal toxins are militarily inferior in almost every important 

respect to our standardized lethal chemical agerits, the nerve agents. 

Nerve agents act rapidly, many toxins do not. Nerve agents can attack 

through the skin, thus forcing an enemy into ~umbersome protective suits. 

Toxins do not act through the skin, protection is afforded by a mask alone. 

Nerve agents can be chosen to contaminate territory for several days, 

denying it to unprotected troops. Toxins, once they are deposited on the 

ground, do not constitute an important hazard. We already have a substan­

tial supply of nerve agent munitions and have spent much effort in learning 

their field characteristics. The research, development and testing neces­

sary to produce satisfactory toxin weapons, assuming that can be done, 

wOllld entail considerable cost. 
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With enough development effort, - some of the military shortcomings 

of toxins relat1 ve to nerve agents could probably be overcome. The main 

possibility of technological change that requires closer analysis of the 

value of toxins to the U. S. would be the development of lethal toxins 

substantially more poisonous under military field conditions than are existing 

nerve agents . Such development is probably feasible. The weight of toxin 

munitions needed to cover a given area would then be lower than the corre-

,sponding requirement for nerve agent munitions. For example, substantial 

chemical operations in Europe would require some tens of tons of nerve agent 

munitions per day. If developed to anything like their full potential, a 

much smaller quantity of toxin munitions would suffice to cover the same 

area. However, this reduction of logistic requirements in a major war zone is 

not so great as to provide an overwhelming argument for having toxins instead 

of nerve agent. For comparison; we expend thousands of tons of munitions 

per day in Vietnam and would expect to use considerably more in a major 

conventional war in Europe. 

u. S ~ policy proscribes the first use of lethal or incapacitating chemicals ~ 

. Our ability. to use chemicals in retaliation against a chemical attack on us 

would force enemy troops to don protective equipment. This provides such 

a high order of protection that our chemicals would not be very effective 

in causing casualties directly. Instead, the military effectiveness of using 

chemicals against an enemy prepared to protect himself resides mainly in . 

the reduction of mobility and general fighting efficiency caused by the cum­

bersomeness of protective equipment and by the complexity of .the precautions 

needed to survive in a chemical environment. The chief argument for our 

possession of chemicals is that it enables us to force the enemy into the 

same awkward protective posture as his chemicals would force on us, re­

ducing his incentive to initiate chemical warfare and denying him a com­

parative advantage in case deterrence fails. Although this argument deserves 

critical examination, it is accepted here without challenge in order to assess 

the requirement for toxins as a replacement for nerve agent weapons. 
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There would be little military advantage in having agents much 

more toxic than nerve' ~as. Even a very large increase in toxicity would 

not overcome the high degree of protection afforded by sophisticated de­

fensive gear. Indeed, in spite of their potential for extraordinary toxicity, 

toxins are likely to be less effective for tactical purposes than are nerve 

agents. Toxins do not penetrate the skin and therefore would not force 

enemy troops to wear protective equipment as cumbersome as the suits 

required for defense against nerve agents. Their dissemination over large 

areas would cause high casualty levels among unprotected civilians while 

not greatly impeding the activities of enemy soldiers. Indeed, even if 

skin penetrating toxins could be developed, contrary to ptesent expectation, 

their only advantage would be the rather modest reduction of logistic re­

quirements discussed above. 

The situation with incapacitating ag.ents is somewhat different because 

no very satisfactory incapacitating agent now exists. It is conceivable 

that a satisfactory incapacitating toxin could be developed, whereas no 

conventional chemical may be found with the necessary properties. How­

ever, so long as we are committed to use incapacitating agents only in 

retaliation for chemical attack upon ourselves, we have no major need for 

an incapacitating chemical capability. 

Arms Control and Non-Proliferation 

Today no nation appears to have operational toxin weapons or even 

to have generated any great momentum toward developing them. . In the 

context of both tactical and strategiC war, it is ·very much in our interest 

to preserve this situation. Our great wealth allows us to expend enormous 

quantities of conventional munitions in tactical combat. Very few countries 

even approach this capability. Toxin weapons have the potential of large 



area coverage at low cost. If effective toxin weapons are developed 

and if there are no strong restraints against their acquisition, countries 

and forces less wealthy than the U.8. will wish to acquire them, to 

our disadvantage. 

At the strategic level, the hazard for us is much more serious. 

Toxins could open up a whole new dimension of strategic threat. For 

strategic purposes, their potential for large area coverage per pound of 

agent could make them more like germ weapons than like chemicals. 

Countries not- possessing nuclear weapons and unwilling to accept the 

odium and uncertainties of reliance on strategic germ weapons might well 

be tempted to acquire a population-killing capability based on toxins. 

Clearly, it is in our interest to discourage other nations from di­

verting resources to the development and· procurement of toxin weapons. 

We do this by creating the expectation that such weapons will not be 

used, by not pioneering their technology, and by strengthening the psycho­

logical and legal barriers against them. 

The arms control benefits of our newly decided policy of not using 

germ weapons for any purpose will be reduced if we maintain biological 

laboratories where secret work is done and if we keep military facilities. 

capable of the large-scale production of germ weapons. An active U. 8. 

toxin weapons program would prevent us from demilitarizing and declassi­

fying our biological research laboratories at Fort Detrick and our germ 

weapons production facility at Pine Bluff Arsenal. Conversely, if we 

choose not to develop toxin weapons, Pine Bluff can be completely de­

militarized and our defensive biological research program can be done at 

Fort Detrick or other locations with little or no secrecy. This would con­

stitute a comprehensive and convincing renunciation of the use of disease 
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as a weapon of war. It would deprive present and potential advocates 

of biological weapons in other countries of the time-honored argument that 

such weapons must be made because the other side is doing so. It would re­

inforce the psychological attitudes which incline political leaders not to 

divert resources to biological weapons and which incline technical personnel 

not to work in this area. Such a policy would allow us to focus maximum 

political pressure on other nations in order to discourage them from under­

taking or prosecuting biological weapons programs of any kind. 

Maintaining the AuthOrity and Credibility of the President 

The initiative of the President in renouncing the. use of biological 

weapons under all circumstances was greeted with praise and admiration 

throughout the world and across a broad political spectrum. However, 

the toxin issue threatens to undermine the credibility and authority of 

the President's policy, even in the eye?" of persons generally counted as 

supporters of Presidential policy. Many senior 'scientists have expressed 

the view that a toxin weapons program would be inconsistent with the 

Presiden t' s initiative in attempting to forestall the use of disease as a 

weapon of war. A toxin weapons program would require us to divert many 

of the recent and forthcoming advances in biology and medicine toward 

new methods of killing and of controlling living processes for military pur­

poses. Most persons hold this to be unnecessary and abhorrent. This 

attitude was stated editorially in the Washington Post of January 9. "The 

revulsion generally felt against biological warfare arises from the convic­

tion that disease should not be used as a weapon of war. Surely the 

President did not mean that, while a disease induced by living bacteria is 

out of bounds, a disease induced by a toxin is acceptable. He can 

scarcely have renounced typhoid only to embrace botulism." This view is 

likely to be shared by a large segment of responsible opinion in the United 

States and abroad. To the extent that this is the case, a decision to 

I 

!~ 
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maintain a toxin weapons program would rob the President of the initiative 

he has gained and would generate cynicism and disaffection amongst persons 

who would otherwise come strongly to the support of his policy. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

1) u. S. military requirements for toxin weapons are no more than 

marginal. 

2) The proliferation of toxin weapons would be disadvantageous 

to us in tactical war and would pose a major new strategic 

threat. Our prinCipal objective should be to discourage in­

terest in developing toxin weapons. This can best be done by 

grouping toxins with biological weapons for policy purposes. 

3) DOing this would. allow the President to take an unequivocal 

and convincing stand against any use whatsoever of disease as 

a weapon of war. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 27, 1970 

Dear Matt: 

Many thanks for sending m.e your paper on 
Toxins. I am. glad to have your thoughts and 
am. passing them. along to the m.an on m.y 
staff m.ost directly involved with their study. 

11m. sorry JIve not been able to m.ake connec­
tions with Slater's group yet. I still have 
that m.eeting in m.ind. 

Warm regards, 

/; 

/t~KiSSinger 

Professor Matthew Meselson 
Harvard University 
The Biological Laboratories 
16 Divinity Avenue 
Cam.bridge, Massachusetts 02138 
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INFORMATION 

February 9, 1970 

SUBJECT: Your Meeting with Matt Meselsoh, Wednesday 
February 11 (5 :00 PM) 

You are scheduled to see Matt Meselson early Wednesday evening. We 
understand that the meeting will be devoted primarily to possible Senate 
str.ategy regarding ratification of the Geneva Proto.col and to the subjects 
of irritant agents (CS or ''tear gas") and herbiddes. 

Recent Biographical Information on Matt Meselson 

Matt was recently appointed by the American Association for the Ad­
vancement of Sciep.ce to plan a study of the effects of the use of herb­
icides in Vietnam. This one-year study is to serve as the basis for 
a later extensive examination. 

He is also organizing a study for the Carnegie Endowment which Vilill 
consist of papers on (1) the legal aspects of the Protocol, (2) arms 
control steps beyond the Protocol, (3) military aspects of the use of 
tear gas and herbicides, and (4) herbicides. The plan is to present 
these papers at a very high level meeting and to publish any conclu­
sions in a form similar to the Academy report on "CB W". 

He has. sent you a few letters over the past months, several of which 
contained background information and data on.these subjects. Parti­
cularly, during the NSSM 5 9 study on chemical and biological policy, 
he sent you a paper on "The U.S. and the Geneva Protocol" (Tab C). 

He recently sent you (January 22) a ECLP~.:r~e11:_!i~l_ec:1_ ~Wlic:i-_t _Policy_f_o:i-: _________ _ 
To:X:i~s"? 11 -(T~bB).--Csi;;~~-th~-;ll.bf;ct ~ay come up in your discussion, 
we have prepared a· very brief outline of the paper's main points (Tab A). J 

Purpose of the Visit [Based upon recent conversations and his papers] 

His main concern will probably center about the Administration's pro­
posed method of handling its position on irritant agents (CS) and, to a 

lesser degree perhaps, herbicides used for defoliation and anti-crop 
with respect to the Protocol. 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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~~~~~~;:'~~J~I:lJtCHMENT _ z _ "~Jlf ~il~~lill 
In recent conversations, -~'=has_ agreed that the pi'irnary purpose 
should be to gain near if not unan1m6us suppdrt fo·r the Pr'otocol 
without splitting the vote on the "tea.r gas-herbicides''·issue. 

To achieve such unaniniity, the Administratio'n could, as it were 
" . , ' 

"leave the door open" by not making a hard and fast reservation. 

The Administration could show some flexibility (a) by ann~uncing'«i\;'..~;.:.: . . ;,;·::: 
a willingness to enter into discussions concerning the status of :·,·:··.::;:L};'B\··::~az~:r,;: .. 
such agents under the Protocol or the control of their use througJit;:'.:~~J.'.t:/~:'0,;(i;i~ 
further agreements; (b) by at least indication:s that the policy on :;Si},:{;:\~:;.:. ~!1r~ 
tear gas and herbicides will be reviewed afte:r hostilities in Viet~·~;~fT;#~f; .. ~.sf,.;,,,.::i,f¥§:. 
nam ·come to a close; (c) by announcing a very high level citizen'·;::;~:i,;~)J'}'j:i!~T~l%l1;~ .. 

. ' ... ·' . ·~·:·>··,:-;:!~,:.~:\!!'·:-" .. ~.':. 

advisory group to review the questions and mak~ recommendations·;· .,,.,,::W~tz~eI 

or (d) by a Presidential statement that the u.·s. ·would seek a uni-·· .. ·.::.'::~~D'./:\f~~:~f;, form interpretation of the Prot6col. > ';';Jf~!~~ 

Matt[::~ ::::~:: :h:a:« 
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:: :::::: :::::e:d:;::::ni:: :::~.::-.~ng ;f ~\ 
a uniform interpretation" approach: that is, have the Senate pass a. reso-
lution to this effect as its advice to the Administration, [Thus, all sides 
could attach whatever interpretation they wished onto the is sue.] 

These steps could ease the Protocol through the Senate without having the 
proceedings and vote turn into a debate on "tear gas-herbicides-Vietnam". 

Background on Irritant Agents (CS) 

With respect to such agents, his main point will probably be that thexe 
is no unique and simple standard once the rule of 11 no gas 11 has been a­
bandoned and that this rule should not be altered unheedingly. He may 

stress: 

The limited military utility of such agents. (Why have the VC not 
found it worth logistics efforts or political costs to obtain a retal­
iatory capability with CS?) 

_ -__:- _:ty.l:gre __ lirpit~ci_utUity:_ i1'1 Qther _theaters. and g-r-eater risks- of escala- -­
ti on and proliferation. 

A 1967 Edgewood Arsenal Technical Report found that very high 
concentrations of CS under tropical conditions produce second 
degree chemical burns which may incapacitate for up to 10 days 
(Tab DJ. 

The effects of CS progress to the deep recesses of the lungs and 
its possible chronic toxicity is not known. 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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CS has rarely been us eel. ip Vi~t12..a0 with th .. e primary intent of 
sparing civilian lives and/or property, but is. most commonly 
used for area denial and in offensive military operations (RAND­
Study, Tab E). [FYI: CS usage in Vietnam is running approxi:­
rnately 100 tons per month.] 

Background on Herbicides 

On defoliation, he may make the point that we have no idea of, the 
ovexall, long~range ecological effects· of the ~arge -sc~le defoliation' 
and may question its milita~y utility. 

On anti-crop, he may mention that even U.S. Government reports 
show that the main impact of crop Clestruction falls upon the civilian 
populations of enemy-held or contested areas (Tab F). 

Suggested Talking Points for You 

You might wish to: 

Acknowledge receipt of his papers, "The U.S. and the Geneva Protocol" 
.and, particularly, the more recent paper "What Policy for Toxins? 11 

[Main points of the latter paper at Tab A] 

Sketch the Administration's approach to ratification of the Protocol 
with respect to tear gas and herbicides: that is, no formal reservation, 
but more a unilateral statement of understanding. 

Ask him ii, in his opinion, a Senate resolution to the effect that the 
Administration 11 should seek a uniform interpretation of the Protocol 11 

could carry the ·day. 

[FYI: Last week, British Foreign Secretary Stewart announced that the 
UK does not believe the Protocol prohibits the use of CS in war. This 
is a reversal of the 1930 UK position, and has been a matter of some 
in-fighting there (Article & Cable, Tab G). Also, although the follow­
ing is still classified information, Japan. will be ratifying the Protocol 
with a similar under standing as the U.S. J 

Tell him that the Administration hopes to have the package completed 
for submission to the Senate within the next few weeks. 

. . 
1£ he brings up the subject of toxins, you might wish to ask him how he 
would draw a lasting functional policy line between toxins and other 
chemicals. 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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1. [The paper first defines and describes to:;.F'.ins:, in a manner similar to 
the NSSM 85 exe~cise .. ] 

2. The U.S. should not attempt to derive its policy for toxins from purely 
technical arguments regarding thei~ definition. 

3. Whether or not the U.S. decides to reserve the 'right to use tOxins in 
retaliation ·~nd to pu:r.sue the development of toxin weapons· should be 
decided in terms of major policy objectives:. 

Meeting military requirements; 
Achieving arms control a?d non-proliferation; 
Maintaining the authority and credibility of the President.· 

4. Lethal toxins are militarily inferior in almost every important respect 
to the standardized lethal chemical agents. 

5. The easier logistics argument is n'ot convincing because it fails to point 
out the relationship to the overall picture: that is, the requirements still 
for other chemicals and the very large requirements for conventional 
munitions in a major war zone. 

6. As long as the U.S. is committed to use incapacitating agents only in 
retaliation, the U.S. has no major need for an incapacitating capabil­
ity. 

7. A toxin weapons program would be construed by many as inconsistent 
with the President's initiative in attempting to forestall the use of di­
sease as a weapon of war:· ''The President .... can scarcely have re­
nounced typhoid only to embrace botulism" (Washington Post, January 
9, 1970). 

8. Conclusions and Recommendations 

U.S. military requirements for toxin weapons are no more than 

.. Ellar ginal. 

The proliferation of toxin weapons would be disadvantageous to the 
U.S .... Our principal objective should be to discourage interest in 
developing toxin weapons. This can best be done by grouping toxins 
with biological ,;ea pons for policy purposes. 

Doing this would allow the President to take an unequivocal and con­
vincing stand against any use whatsoever of disease as a weapon of 
war. 
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WHAT POLI-CY FOR '-TOXINS? 

Matthevv Meselson 
The· Biological Laboratories 

Harvard University 
.. 

Characteristics of Toxins 

January 22, 1970 
(revised) \ (\t J3- · 

I_. 

Toxins are poisonous substances produced by living organisms 

including plants, animals and bacteria. Examples are ricin (from the 

castor bean), tetrodotoxin (from the globe fish), and botulinal toxin 

(from the bacterium Clostridium botulinum). ·Today,· their production en-
. . 

tails the g~owth or harvesting of large quantities of plants, animals. or 

bacteria from which the toxin may then be separated and purified. Look­

. ing several. years ahead, it will be possible to synthesize a number of 

toxins directly, ·without the need for toxin-producing organisms. Even­

·\,,~, tually, direct chemiC?al. synthesis will provide a practical alternative to 

e}..'i:raction from l.iving organisms, although the latter method is likely to 

remain the least expensive for bacterial toxins. 

... _.:'\,.. 

.:· 

-
In contrast to the organisms that produce them, toxins are not 

capable of reprnduction. For this reason, illness caused by toxins is 

not transmissible from man to man. Toxins· cannot themselves cause 

spreading epidemics. Nevertheless, toxins do cause disease. The prin­

cipal patho°logical symptoms of many bacterial diseases are in fact caused 

·by toxins produced within the human body by living bacteria. ·rn this 

sense, bacteria make toxins, toxins cause diseas~;. Examples of diseases 

that can be produced either by bacterial infection or by direct administra­

tion of the corresponding toxin are anthrax, cholera, diphtheria and teta-

nus . 

Some toxins are highly lethal t.o man (botulin) while others usually 

cause only temporary incapacitation (staphylococcus enterotoxin). Many 
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toxins cause illness or death only after a considerable de.lay. This 

varies with the particul~r toxin and with the dosage and can range up 

.to several days. For use as weapons, toxins may be dispersed as .. 
aerosol clouds over or up-wind from a target, to be inhaled by the tar­

get population~ Because toxins are not absorbed effectively thrc;rngh the 

skin, a gas mask provides good protection,' as do shelters ·.with properly 

filtered air. Protectio~ can also be afforded by prior immunization with 
. . 

specific toxoid. However, each toxoid is effective only· against a parti-

cular kind of toxin and,. for some toxins, the margin of protection is not 

·enough to be of practical signific.ance. 

Are Toxins Chemicals 0r Biologicals ? 

Some texts classify toxins as chemical agents because they do not 

_ mu.ltiply and cannot cause spreading epidemics. Other texts define toxins 

as biological agents because the technology of their production resembles 

that of biological agents rather than that of chemical agents and because 

the symptoms produced by bacterial ~oxins are like those produced by 

bacterial infections. The report of the U. N. Secretary General on chemical 

and bacteriological weapons defines toxins as chemicals whereas, until 

recently I u. s. military writings defined them as biological agents. The 

intermediate st_atus of toxins is manifest in the United Kingdom dra_ft BW . . . 

convention. Although this treaty does not explicitly prohibit the possession 

of toxins it does prohibit the production and possess ion. of bacteria for: 

- - - - - - the manufacture-of toxin weapons; - Apparently in-recognition -of -these- poihts, 

the British Government has declared its willirigness to consider amendments 

that would extend the convention 1 s prohibitions to cover toxins explicitly. 

In any case, the United States shou.ld not attemot to derive its .policy for 

·toxins from purely technical arguments regarding their definition. Instead, 
' 

our treatment of toxins should aim to achieve our major .policy objectives. 
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Policy Choices 

The United States is already pledged not to initiate· the use of 

lethal or incapacitating chemical weapons and to refrain from all use 
. ' . 

whatsoever of germ weapons. Thus, whatever policy ·is decided for 

toxi.ns, there is no question· of initiating their use in ·war. Rather, the. 

principal questions for decision are: 

1) Should Hie United States reserve the right to use 

toxins in retaliation for CB attack against us ? 

2) Should the United States pursue the development and 

production of toxin weapons? 

Our answers to these question should be decided in terms of our 

major policy objectives. These are (1) meeting military requirements, 

(2) achieving arms control and non-proliferati_on, (3) maintaining t~e 

authority and credibility of the President. Each of these objectives is 

discussed below. 

_ Military Requirements 

· Today, lethal toxins are militarily inferior in almost every important 

respect to our standardized lethal chemical agents, the nerve agents. 

Nerve· agents act rapidly, many toxins do not. Nerve agents can attack 
~ 

through the skin, thus forcing an enemy into cumbersome protective suits. 

Toxins do not act- through the skin I protection is aff.orded by a mask alone. 

- -- - - -Nerve a§ents can-be- d10s-en to -contami-nat-e territory for--s-evera-1 ·days i -- - - -

denying it to unprotected troops. Toxins, once they are deposited on the 

ground, do not constitute an important hazard. We already have a substan.­

tial supply of ne.rve agent munitions and have spent much effort in learning 

·O their field characteristics. The research, development and testing nec8s­

sary to produce satisfc ctory toxin weapons, as SL: ming that can be done, 

would entail considerable cost. 
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~ - ·-···with enough clevc:;lopment effort, some of the military shortcomings 

of toxins relative to nerve agents--could··probably be overcome. The main 

possibility of technologi.cal change that requires closer analysis of the 

value of toxins to the U.S.· would be the development of lethal toxins 

substantially more poisonous under milit~ry field conditions than are existing 

nerve agents. Such developrr:wnt is probably feasible. The weight of toxin· 

munitions needed to cover a given area. would then be lower than the corre­

sponding requirement for nerve agent munitions. ·. F.or ·example, substantial 

chemical operations in _Europe would require some tens of tons of nerve agent 

. munitions per day. , If developed to anything like their full potential, a 

·much smaller quantity of toxin munitions would suffice to cover the same 

area. However I this reduction of logistic requirements in a major war zone is 

not so great as to provide an overwhelming argument for having toxins instead 

of nerve agent. For comparison, we expend thousands of tons of munitions 

· per day in Vietnam and would expect to use considerably more in a major 

conventional war in Europe. 

U.S. policy proscribes the first use of lethal or incapacitating chemicals. 

Our ability to use chemicals in retaliation against a chemical attack on us 

would force enemy troops to don protective equipment.. This provid~s such 

a high order of protection that. our chemicals would not be very effective 

in causing casualties directly. Instead, the military effectiveness of using 

chemicals against an enemy prepared to protect himself resides mainly in 

the reduction of mobility and general fighting efficiency caused by the cum-
. . 

___ hers_ornenes_s _Qi_prg_t~c;tiye e_ql[iRI1!~11t_~!ld by "the complexity of, the precautions 
----------- ------------------------------------- --------- - ---- ------ ----

needed to survive in a chemical environment. The chief argument for. our 

possession of chemicals is that it enables us to force the enemy into the 

same awkward protective posture as his chemicals would force on us, re-

... · ucing his incentive to initiate chemical warfare and denying him a com­

parative advantage in case deterrence fails. Although this argument deserves 

critical examination, it is accepted here without cha.llengG in order to assess 

the require!'flent for toxins as a replacement for nerv0 agent ·wea.pons. 
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. There wouJcl be little military· advantage in 'having agents much 

more toxic than nerve gas. Even a very large increase in toxicity would 

not overcome the high degree of protection afforded by sophisticated de-

. fensive gear. Indeed, in spite of their potential for extraordinary toxicity, 1 

toxins are likely to .be. Jess effective for tactica.1 purposes .. than are nerve 

agents. Toxins do not penetrate the skin and therefore would not .fore~ 

enemy troops to wear protective equipment as cumbersome as the. suits 

required for defense against nerve agents. - Their dissem~nation over large 

areas would cause high casualty levels among unprotected civilians whi.le 

not greatly impeding the activities of enemy. soldiers. Indeed, even if 

skin penetr.ating toxins could be developed, .·contrary to present expectation, 

their ·only advantage would be the rather modest reduction of logistic. re­

quirements discussed above . 

·The situation· with incapacitating agents is somewhat ·different becaus·e 

no very satisfactory incapacitating agent now exists. It is conceivable 

that a· satisfactory incapacitating toxin could ·be developed, whereas no 
/ 

conventional chemical may be found with the necessp.ry properties. How- . 

ever, so long a? we are committed to use incapacitating agents only in 

retaliation for chemical a'ttack upon ours elves, we have no major need for 

an incapacitating chemical capability. 

. . 
Arms Control and Non-Proliferation 

_____ Jo_da.y rio _._ I1~~()n_ a_p.ee!:J.i:-.s __ tCJ_ __ l}ci y~_ qp~r~tiQ_na,1_ t_o)fi._n~wegpQnS._ PI_:_eyen __ : .. 

to have ·generated any gre-at momentum tovvard developing them. In the 

context of both tactical and strategic war, it is very much in OlJr interest 

to preserve this situation. Our great wealth allows us to expend enormous 

quantities of conventional munitions in tactical combat. Very few countries 

even approach this capability. Toxin weapons have the potential of large 
. -
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area coverage at low cost. If effective toxin weapons_ are· developed 

a.-nd ·if there are no strong· restraints against their acquisition, countries 

·and forces lcs s ·wealthy than the U.S. will wish to acquire them, to 

·our -disadvantage. 

At the· strategic level, the hazard for us is. much more _serious. 

Toxins could open up a whole new dimension of strategic, threat. For 

strategi.c purpos.es / their potential for large area .coverage per pound of 

agent cciuld make them m'ore like germ weapons than like chemicals. 

Countries. riot po~sessing nuclear weapons and unwilling to accept the 

odium~ and uncertainties 'of: reliance on strategic germ weapons might well 

IJ·e. tempted : t~ El:Cqldire· a population-killing capability based on toxins. 
. . 

r· .. ·.:- -.--- ..... - .. 
"' .. - .. . . . . . . .. .. - . - - . . - ... 

Clearly I it is in our interest to discourage other nations from di­

verting :"ies-ource's to' ·th.e de.velopment and procurement of toxin weapons. 

We "d'o·. this" ·by creating th~ :expectation that su.ch weapons will not be 

u"secl,: by 'not pioneerin'g' their technology/ and by strengthening the psycho­

:fog"fcal ~ a.'nd .legal bar~iers against them. 

- . 
::-:. -__ .:.The arms 'coritrci1 'benefits of our newly decided policy of not using 

gerrn" weapons' for any purpose wi.11 be reduced if we maintain biofogical 

laboratories where secret work is done and if we keep· military facilities 

capable of the large-scale production of. germ weapons. An active·- U.S. 

__ t<:)~i!l_ ~~~ri_(ln~ J?r()g:_r~I11 __ \/llo1l_~d _:pr_E)\T~~t __ ~.~-Jr~~-9 e~i_.l~ !~r~z in~r-~nd de_ c1Ci s ~i-__ 

fying our biological research laboratories at Fort Detrick and our germ 

weapons production facility at Pine Bluff Arsenal. Conversely, if we 

choose not to develop to:x:in weapons, Pine Bluff can be completely de­

militarized and our defensive biological research program can be done at 

Fort Detrick or other locations with little or no secrecy. This would con­

stitute a comprehensive and convii"lcing renunciation of the use of ·disease 
} 
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as a weapon of war. It would deprive present and potential advocates 

of biofogical weapons in other· countries of the time-honored argument that 

such wE~apons must be made because the other side is doing so. It would re­

inforce the psychological attitudes which incline political leaders not to 
,, 

divert resources to biological. weapons and \Nhich incline technical personnel 

not to work in this area. Such a policy would ~llow us to focus maximum 

political pressure on other nations in order to dis courage them from under­

taking or prosecuting biological weapons programs of any kind. 

Maintaining the Authority and Credibility of the President 

The initiative of the President in renouncing the use of biological 

weapons under all circumstances was greeted with praise and admiration 

. throughout the world and across a broad political spectrum. However, 

· 4ll the toxin :issue threatens to undermine the_ credibility and authority of 

the. President's policy, even in the eyes of persons generally counted as 

supporters of Presidential policy. Many senior scientists have expressed 

the view that a toxin weapons program would be inconsistent with the 

Presiden t 1 s ihitiative in attempting to forestall the use of disease a.s a 

wea.pc;in of war. A toxin weapons pr:oQram would require us to divert many 

·of the recent and forthcoming advances in biology and medicine toward . . . 

new methods of killing and of ·controlling living processes for military pur­

poses. Most persons hold this to be unnecessary and abhorrent. This 

attitude was stated editorially in the Washington Post of Ja_nuary 9. "The 

revulsion generally felt against biological \varfare arises from the convic-
- - -- - -~ --- --~-------- --··----- -- ----- ------------------ . ---------~----- --- - - - -- - -- -- -------- --------·-- -- --

tion that disease should not be used as a weapon of war. Surely the 

President did not mean the.t, while a disease induced by living bacteria is 

out of bounds, a disease induced by .a toxin is acceptable. He can 

.... scarcely have renounced typhoid only to embrace botulism." This view is 

,.likely to be s.hared by a large segm,ent of responsible opini.on in the United 

States and abroad. To the extent that this is the cuse, a decisio11 to 
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mafofai'n a toxin weapons program would rob the President of the initiative 

lfe has gained· and would generate cynicism and disaffection amongst persons 

who would otherwise come strongly to the support of his policy. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

J.1)) U. S . military requirements for toxin weapons are no more than 

. marginal. 

2) The proliferation of toxin weapons would be disadvantages:>us 

to Q'S" fo tactical war and would ·:r:ose a major new strategic 

threat. Our principal objective should be to discourage ..in­

te(est in. dev.eloping toxin· weapons. This can best be done by 

gtGiifpfng toxins with biological weapons fo~ po~icy purposes. 

~Y Doflig this would allow the President to take an uneq_uivocal 

. and G'Oilvincing stand against any use whatsoever of disease as 

a we·apon of war . 

. · . 



~ .... , -

. ::i~/f~(l_L;Jy_5·.f_ ; 

~-:~~~~~..! THE UNITED STATES AND THE GENEVA PROTOCOL OF 1925 

.. - ""-·- -. 
This paper outlines the history and present status of the 1925 Geneva 

Protocol for the prohibition of gas and genn warfare. The principal con-

siderations bearing on possible United States ratification of the Protocol 

are presented and briefly discussed. 

WHAT THE PROTOCOL PROHIBITS 

The Geneva Protocol prohibits (1) "the (first) us.e in war of asphyxiating, 
'-.;,;~.;~.,..,.irw.t'.cl..:'°"'·~·~!i:'I'~""'"'~,......,~~~_......,.-,_~. 

poisonous, or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials or devi·ces" 
... ~I 1'I &Jd~f'd"M.l'-,_I >\,,,•S---~~"'°' - ~--'"· . 

and (2) "the use of bacteriological methods of warfare." -·--------
The Protocol does .not prohibit research; development, testing, or produc-

of gas or germ weapons·. It does not prohibit the use of such weapons in 
":1?;_\~:!U· -----· -.....--=--~---~<L~.~, .. ~,.;.-..'""~-J,,:.,.,r~~:u-e-:•---

reprisal against their first use by the enemy. It does not prohibit the use 
,._.,_.•._,-.,,~--~-·~·:!•~:;o-':"'.;-c~..:)otr;'fo.•~~-S:Ji..1~":.~",. ...... ,,...w;~..;.c:.,..r~•~.....:."):)..~r-••Lll:~••>IF'>C0'11:::.:0.~~ 

of riot control gases or other agents for police purposes. It does not prohibit 
, .. -: .......... ,.,.~,.,_.....-:.·~....,..,....~,;,(,:-.· .. ;....·~i~:.:.-.:., ... :."1-..... ~u.~~~~~~~~~~ 

the use in war of chemicals used for concealment (''smokes") or of flame throwers, 
..,,_,_......--.. ----. -. -.-:-......-,....,..-:-~·'!.--:1,:.r1•"'-''>?"'>''"..,.._'r'.~7"'!'!'....,...,......~_,-.~.1r ... .:-~;-:oo..~~,..~~~~~~~..,..... ... ~ ~ ,.. ..., . .,..,...._. ___ _ 

napalm, or other incendiary weapons. 
--.. _,._,...,.._~":'••:r--,uJ>."'<:-:"':J"l~'"· .. _,,..,.,;':ln)~ ... -

WHAT CONNECTION HAS THE U.S. TO THE PROTOCOL 

The language of the Geneva Protocol dea1ing. with gas derives from the peace 

tre~ties of World ~ar I, which treated gas warfare as already prohibited and 

specifically forbade the manufacture and irnporta ti on of war gases by Germany and 

her wartime allies. ·These provisions were incorporated in the bilateral treaties 

between the United States and the defeated powers. 
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On the initiative of the United S.ta.tes , ... au....?r.ticle based on the language 

of the peace treaties was ·incorporated in the 1922 Washington Treaty on 
--~---"J-,. .... ~,,,_..,...,___ ........... 'l"_.,.,,~·1>1:"1_,,. ....... .,. •. ;,.,o:.•.:..,~~ .... ~,:iu·.~ . .-~"-·":".'V•..,.,,__.>-....,V'lu-·.....-... v......,,,_~-._.._.___ 

Submarines and Noxious Gases. At the urging of President Harding, Secretary 

of State Hughes, Senator Elihu Root, and ·a Presidentially appointed advisory 

committee of prominent citizens, the Treaty passed through the Senate with no 

dissenting votes. Although ratified. by the United State·s, Great Britain, 
~ .. --~_..._----~~~-rr~....,:0~1X\l":"~"-'!~~r.~.~'"?. ............... .J .... ~~\~~ .... ~~-....:l--

' ' 

Italy, and Japan, the Washington Treaty never came into force because France, 
-~ ... --'~"-......-.........~,..~r ... ·,ti..t.'l..~ ..... .,.."":.'-~·.:,.~::,...Yf~."n'-;:.::..\•'!l'Ct~~~~°"lJ>~~h>!:'~'.L!::~J.ifvt.4111'.;;,..~~-r-w:J;.1'-~~~)1""""""'~~4-..:.ei:.~--:.....:--

whose ratification was required, objected to its provisions on submarines. 
t.~~;;.:~::tl.1.i'\..~W,..-::?F;.'1#.~~r,-trr..JJ...Q~~ 

The United States again pressed for a prohibition against gas warfare at 
---~ ....... -.-,.~--....,....~~~~~~~ ... ~l;'O.---"rlOt\~-- .. ~-~--......,.--

the 1925 Geneva Conference on the Limitation of Arms, pi;-oposing language on 
·~~~---~~~~---'"'""~~~~--.~~, ........ ~ ....... .._~~~.:::...~~~-=:..._~ 

gas essentially identical to the Washington Treaty. The prohibition was ex-... ~~ ... ~~~ "'.,. .. ., .. __ , ... __ . . 

tended to cover "bacteriological methods of warfare" ·at the suggestion of 

A-land. The re~ul ting treaty,. the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of 
.'\J'i·~,,,..::~r.-•."" .. 'l::.'">":r...-~.._r..7"'!'l> .... ~~~:'!'.~~Y~.i:J~·.,.,:'?'-'"'"C~~~tJ.;.'"w; . ""' 

the 

Use in War of Asphy~iating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 

Methods of Warfare, was signep by representatives of thirty-eight nations on 

June 17, 1925. 

The Coolidge Administration and the various supporters of the Protocol 

seem to have assumed the Senate would give its consen't as readily as it had 

to the Washington Treaty. Almost nothing was· done to prepare the case for 
-~------, ..... , .... 44~,:.J..,_,._~~ .. )O_,,,,_,..,"'~·~~ .. .., .. \..,., .XI'. • 

ratification or· to mobilize public support. Meanwhile, the Army Chemical 

Warfare Serv~ce·, the American Legion, the American Chemical Society, and 

made against ratification were that the Protocol would be ignored ip. time of 

war and that poison gas was more humane than bombs and bullets. The Protocol 

as debated but not acted upon by the Senate ~ apparently because the majority 
___ ....... - ....... _______ _..........._~-... -~'~"~,,,.,~_l_,,...,.~,-1·.ar"'P'f"..-~ 

leader did not have the votes. It remained on the Foreign Relations Committee 
·--~~~~ 
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docket until 1-947 when President Truman· 'Withdrew-it, together with severa 1 

other lon$-pending treaties. 
~-·~""""'""_ .. _ ..... __...._. .. ~ .. .J'.~---··-

By 1939, the Protocol had been ratified by forty-four nations, in~luding 
J,...~,,,.J....,_~.,. .... ~1:-s~-""""";,;..,.!PU,:.Z,.X~\.;,i..·r1:..W1•""°'",.-.-·~f\..n".:.:.P_,,t_'lJl"'o~-n°•,...,.._~-ou--o-~ ... _..-

all major European powers. At the outbreak of World War II, England, France, 

and Gennany exchanged assurances that they would abide by the Protocol. In 

1943, President Roosevelt declared that gas warfare was 11 outlawed by the 

genera 1 ·opinion of civilized mankind" and that 11 we ·shall under no circumstances 

resort to the use of such weapons unless they are ·first used by our ·enemies." 

Japan is believed to have used gas against China .before our entry into the war 

but otherwise gas was not used in World War II. The threat of retaliation 
-.r-f'l-~~-~-----,"IS'~·-----,-

provided a sanction; the restraint was reinforced ~y widespread abhorence .of 
.......,_"'"':"c...-.""'~~J-~.~~.~1.1:~.~"':\."ii"...,.~·t.:lf\~~~:1«~~"1*'lt,;t~Jo.V\..<X!•~Ho'~l ... ,,_f"WJ1' ., "=:....., __...,.,,.P".~..-"=',_•._ 

provided a clear standard upon which the belligerents could base their conduct. 

Since World War II, the United States has repeatedly declared its 

support for the no-first-use principle of the Geneva Protocol. In 1952, our 

representative at the United Nations Disannament Conunission dec.lared our 

support for "the general objective of the (Geneva) treaty, the effective out-

lawing of poison gas and biological weapons against human beings''. When 

President Eisenhower was asked at a 1960 press conference whether he planned 

a change in our no-first-use policy, he said "No official suggestion has been 

such a thing first''. During .president Johnson's Administration, the United 

States supported resolutions passed in 1966 and 1968 by th~ United Nations 

:::;eneral Assembly, calling for "strict observance by all states of the principles -
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and objectives of' the Protocol" and "ir:yftin.~ ~.~_.nations that have not done 

so to accede to the Protocol"; 

Our' s ta temen ts supporting the obj ec ti ves of the Protocol hav·e genera ~ly 
-------··~\""'":'~~M'll:lo~ ... I~~~~-~~----------_.:.. 

stopped short of declaring that we will be legally bound by its prbvisions . 
. ~-,,,..,..,!J."::W:...,,:..":!t,'•~•~,!;..~~,;,,~0o(t~~Jfl'Jl~""4"'~"°'9'1"'~~ .. 

Geneva Protocol is ''not binding on this 'country.'.'. However, in 196 7 the 
"''·~~ 

Department of State held that ·''We consider that .the basic rule set forth in 

(the Protocol) has been so widely accepted over a .long period of time that 
-_...:.t"-!r.:~',Mp~f~~l;~~·~:..t.~~!1'~,..J+.,°13'J.':.-.~~P .. 1':!1~·~~¢"jl-:.:sJ.~.~~·;!;.~,·f'.."V'T."'1-o"";"i"'.:r.1$.~..:,..,_.~~ft.~"f'c~~:.v,,A?-~:.r,t..~~ ... -:...->~,,___.. __ . 

it is now .considered to form a part of customary international law". Whether 
~--~-~~.;io.,.~~~~~~...i:A~~~~~...,;JCt:i~<:""~~~~;.,r:nN,.;.~~~,....,-; 

or not this position is confirmed, it is clear that we are closely associated 
-V.:\.~o'Y,<::ffJt.~.":.IC'bli't'P;!"\A-lt';n;:ra~~~~~~.,.,".'cf<K,.~tit.:..~~~~"'4~:t.w.t~4>•• .... .,..._.....r ..... ~~ 

with the Protocol by virtue of our leading role in its promulgation, our 
-.~:rl-':"\i..:.-:r.s;i-:sa~·?ffl:tp;"~~ .. "'.~~~«i'l:~\'W'\l~O·•·U•"'"":'.r~t,.+.Aw~·1to 11< """".:r-.,:M<' .,...; ~1 "VW.., :i.-..: ~.nn.,.'" ""' 

practice over the years, and our recent statements at the United Nations and 
--~-~~-. . ..., .. -...,.., ..... -,,.,..~.u,.,.1~"""'····""·:-o;i;:::i~l'.~;:~~.~~::;~1~}~~t,.::.i\~P.~~11;.i'"-"~h::tii.~01,W:.-....ati-~o:.~~W'~~·--..~--

ewhere. 

WHAT COUNTRIES ARE PARTY TO THE PROTOCOL 

A total of SA nations are now parties to the Protocol ~ 16 of them have 
Jt.~~.'JH .. ~4~~~~n.,.--'°""'"""~'"'"''>""""''f'""'_..,. __ ~-·--~------~-----....,. 

ratified since the 1966 United Nations resolution. 
~,,__,_....,.,.,_,_..,.,__...,-.~ ... t:AOC!•'I'""~ 

The parties include all 

NATO members except the United States, all members o,f the Warsaw Pact including 

the Soviet Union, and all nuclear powers (other than the United States), 

including the People 1 i Republic of China. All major industrial nations except 
........ .--....:. .. ,,..,..~ .. "".,.,.1-,.,r_,.~~~ 1.,. ;o.i., •OQ"'="'°""'= ... _._. 

l_api!_!l_C!!ld the United States are parties. The Protocol has been signed but not 
t11::. ...... """""'~J..;"...,.;~ ..... ....._ ....... ~._____,_,_, ______ . -- ------- - ----------. - -----

ratified by the United States, Brazil, El Salvador, Japan, Nicaragua, and 

Uruguay. 



TREATY COMMITiiENT 

While the Protocol places gas and germ weapons under the same 

prohibition, distinguishing several classes of weapons and their charac-

' , - I 

teristics is useful in order to evaluate the security implications of 

ratification. This is done both in the context of strategic and of 

limited war. 

lethal disease germs over or up-wind from the target area, to be inhaled 
_ .... ~~.J"'~"&.<~~ ... ~~··~~....,...~.~u.~~.i.-c.-1~~.~~r-.-----

by target personnel. The lethal effects would not occur until a number 

of days after attack. Very small quantities of disease germs would be 
I•· 
... \1 •. • 

c 

fficient to cover large areas: a light aircraft can deliver 'enough to 

kill populations over several thousand square miles. 

Although diseases can be chosen that are normally not highly contageous, 
... --~"!C~~_.,,,~'"' 

the extremely .unnatural conditions inherent in military employment make it 

unintentionally possible to spread ~he disease far beyond the target area 

or to create a long-term epidemic hazarc).. 
-..u.,~)olll.).,.~ ...... ni.;:..~,,.....~~~~;,~r:!.-:n~«~n.~.,·l"-"'1"'"-·~----·"'""--·· 

Since the attacker's choice of germs is wide and mixtures could be 
........ :-..... :r •. • ... r-..1~·- ... .,.., ........ ':"'_', .. i't·.l-...,,. •• ,W>l"'l.~-'·"'··,~~~""""~,..,,.r'lll1~~""""" ... ...,.~:,9. _..:;;. 

can be provided only upon advance warning to a population previously 

~- ~prov~ded--withpr-otective masks or- a ir.-filtered_sh.el_ters and __ trained_in __ 

their use. Reliable early warning systems have not y'et been devised. Active 

defense against the delivery of germ weapons must be able. to deal with a 

·-
variety of offen~ive techniques, including aircraft and missle 

Jelivery and cloud dissemination by offshore sh'ip or submarine 
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saboteurs. We might wish to deter strategic nuclear 
..- ,.,,_, ...... 

attack upon ourselves by having the capability to retaliate with lethal 

germ weapons,· The deterent threat posed by our germ weapons. would. be 
.............. -,--,.t---·-~·· .... ~-'"""·~-- ...... _... ...... :>"'l.lf11.,.,:i ....... r.:"ll....,........~~~-__,,,-.--.:.. __ ______ 

that of destroying populations. However, since our sta tegic nuclear, forces 

already provide this capability we have no need to rely on lethal germ 
-·'.t •' ,,,,_....._, '• r. •,,';"., • • ,•:.·."":•, •·•' , ~,,,..,.·,, ... ,':••,,;.., ._!j~~ ~·1,-;:,,.:,...•~!1,:.°.i\.~':."..!:·~~v:~;('~~t',~'i'°(-""'.l ... ~'°t"'!~l~W:n"'l,<.:•~"">:.,l••.-~'(l'~";\.~•;·,..:;·~~1'.);\~..,......,-.... i:')M~o&.~.-.... T.:.,•,:r..~•~ 

weapons and would lose nothing by giving up the option to use them first. 
v--•;..:,,..., ............ _...,..._~ ..... - ..... -::... 6 <rl° ...... ~~·-~~-.._.....~, ... ,.: .. ....n.~~......:.1:-..c..~~~--4i; ... , .. r,;.~~1.'lin':".~.-

Our major :f_nterest is to keep other rtations from acquiring them . 
... t .. ~1;1~\.;~·-:-\,,,._ ...... ~-.-... .... J'<":t"jol~l~·-----~~---~~-------

If the nuclear non-proliferation treaty succeeds, the acquisition.of 

lethal germ weapons would still remain as an alternative means for non-

nuclear nations to acquire a strategic capability. Germ weapons that could 

threaten a large city are much simpler and cheaper to acquire than the 
·-~,.,,,_..,~;.-"-':\>.•~"'~-~~~~~ .. ~\tt~~·•(t.;'1111,U_a~~~°V-~~ • ..,_,:-3••,.T'l{.,~!'l,,.,,oliM..,.__~ 

.;-.., 

Although many non-nuclear nations could develop germ weapons, non~ 

is thought to have done so yet. We re~nforce the political and psycholog-

a binding treaty commitment than with.statements of de facto policy>" A 
~-~~~~J.."1~~,t:."1'17.:..·.'>o?\'~ .. ~~,..bQI. .. ~~ .. • > ~ . Q ··~ ..... ~i.:..c~ ...... .,.~ 

treaty commitment would resolve much of the uncertainty .that may have; been 

aroused in the minds of others in recent years .by our germ weapons dev~lop~ 

. . . 
ment and testing pr.ograms at Fort Detrick, at Dugway Proving Ground arid 

in the Sout~ Pacific, ·and by bur construc~ion' of large~sca1e facilities 

for.germ weapons production at Pine Bluff Arsenal. 
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I 
Lethal Chemical Weapons - Modern lethal c:.b~mic~J ~~-apons are the organo-

· .. - .... .._:"'l_ . ....._ ... ..,,J.N:..i~~·"-.,1~·,.,.,.-,.i."""'~~·v'""...-.~~-¥,......., 

War II. They are several hundred times more poisonous than the lethal gases 
r ...,. ; .. ~ ... .,,,s i't".~u_,·.,,,..,, • .:: ~· : .• ..., • 1 • ..,..!u·y,: .... ,\,1~ ••• ~.,~ .... ~ .. ,_,.. .. ::..,,-;-....~r·;o',s.:.•,r;,;:;:·i...?.~:.:.· ... ".OJ-.....J.;.a..:...J•L'l'.-·. Jl 1:0.o,,\.:.:...o# .. n1'<...:;~-:~1•'·'>t~ ~n .. :,.....,11.1J1..,;.......t.1;.w...,,._ • ..,..-. .. ....,,._~,___ 

of World War I and are lethal when inhaled or when deposited as liqui~ droplets 
~-.. _,,_,,.,.,.~,..,.•6U1r', ........ ~\c.i,.,, ... ~-r-_.1:.··~•t.n.\':~·_.. 1\,"i1;',;;11~·..:..-~;~ .. ~ .. ,,:-..1:.·.:.:1i.,...,_~~\.;;.:.1:.:-..._i.;.1.\1.~·~J.~··•:.....,•.::i;",1..:..;,,..;,.J:~~JJ.:..~:;.r.~t>-.h.f~V.l~ 

on the skin. The Soviets and ourselves have stockpiled a variety of tactical 

nerve gas weapons. Soldiers can be defended against them with protectiv~ masks 

and suits: however, the latter are cumbersome and tiring to wear. · Fighting 

efficiency is severly reduced by the wearing of protective equipment and by the 

strict observation of various special precautions necessary to survival in a 

lethal chemical environment. 

For tactical use against an enemy equipped w_ith protective gear and able 

to retaliate in kind, chemical weapons 

. ·4l\9Ltion without giving either side a 

would greatly complicate the battlefield · 

major advantage; thereforei.._against 

first use by having protective equipment and ~hemical weapons ourselves. 
~-~r.r.~.-==~~l)c41.:.'.;!Pt,:i'J_:':':t,~·~.~·.c~!~1it::!.':''..f!!~~:.;.:...-.:ii-...:-:;;c~>i.~::-~~~~--

Le:t;:trn,_l,.chemicals could be us_ed in anti-guerilla warfare for territory denial 
• 'Prtg~~·~~-..£~ ........ ~~---

and. to attack enemy personnel sheltered from the effects of high explosive and 

f_lame weapons. However, the effectiveness of such operations' would be largely 

nulified if the guerillas can devise br obtain protective equipment. Moreover, 

our first use of these weapons would seriously risk opening up sources for thei~ 

supply to -the -enemy -and to othei'-d-issiden-t- for.ces---to-which .we_ may_ be oppos_ed~in _____ _ 

the future. Lightweight munitions s_uch as mortar cartridges and rockets con-

taining nerve agent would enormously enhance the guerilla's disruptive and 

· .::tructive capability, both against government troops and base camps and as terror 

:fl 
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Government forces would often be compelled to encumber 
..... ~ ....... 

their soldiers and supporting personnel with protective equipment and would be 

confronted with demands for protection by urban populations, The guerillas, with 

their ability to disperse and to Tnillgle With Ci ViliaJlS I WOUld Offer no Comparable 

targets. · TI1erefore, the introduction of lethal chemicals into guerilla warfare would 
.~----·-~,,,__,.._f'!""<~-=u>o > I Q .......... - .-,111-•= 

A concluding but often overriding constraint on the tactical use of lethal 

chemicals, especially when the battlefield is on friendly soil,. is that their 

large scale employment ~ould inevitably cause heavy fatalities among undefend~d 

civilians in the combat zone and out to considerable distances downwind. 

Lethal chemical weapons could be produced by non-nuclear nations to provid'e a 

d capability for the attack of urban populations; Under meteorological 

conditions favorable tofue attacker, a medium bomber or converted commercial air 

transport can deliver enough nerve agent to kill a high proportion of unprotected 

persons throughout the central region of a large city - and future technical develop-

ments may well lead to the appearance of lethal chemicals with. considerably greater 

area coverage capability than those now available. Moreover, chemical .wea.pons and 

germ weapons are often considered together, so that proliferation of the former 

risks proliferation of the later. 

To summarize, where.our forces face a lethal chemical threat, we can remove 

the advant~ge of iheir use against us by having the.ability to defend ourselves 
_ ___._~ ... _".'~~·::-~~!-~~·~.!:"".t""<i~~'~-._·~~~;"":~'-...;.~i~~.ki~-:..l:·::.·.~r.-b•-•.'"7:'-:;~~:;.~-~ .. ~: .. ·n·V.~1(.!".,,-,~r•:-,1,.:1.".;!."'l:~Ui'.!b'•r-.>t-~~~,.,. ------- ---- --- --"-- ·- - - --·-

retaliat:lon and of the proliferation of lethal chemical capability make the first 
····~ ~-! .... ,.,,,!"·~::.,...,_..LJ~J.l'~~-"-'>!'tr..:J:W..CM.C~.ir.tY:2'-;.;r...-,r.~.-;:,~-y~:t,;!-i:/',,.~r~~.1.·;:~:~"J>t;J;W~~-·~.'ff(.',....,.<JJ,vi:t·~1~r-7".J~ .... ~r..~o:t:r.c.·..,.t-:v,.,~..,....,,~l'l'.~-=---

use of lethal chemicals by us unattractive at any level of combat. Beyond that, 
. . ........ ~~ .-,,.r•::.;~1;:;:.~:-':.:"'~··~'.;0,,/,.;::r.·.;: ~;:":!•~~·::·;,i::i-::.~·~· .... :. ;_,:J! ·: .. ~:.:,: 1 ... ,-;.:·~-'.:"i•.vs.:":.",.!.~O:·~~c.! :;; .. ·:,', 1.':.,t".;.:~?.~Y."~x.;:;-~~-f..UMl:2;.U>.J;1.l~Y~~~ 

,(:~::~·.:.:;~. 
i '•:.\~··"''in our interest to discourage non-nuclear nations from pursuing the development 
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~! strategic cnem1cal we~pons. l! we can accept a treaty con~1tment against the 
_ ... .,.., ..... ;ii-..----·------ .... .._.__ ... 

first use of lethal chemicals, we undercut arguments in other countries for the 

development and deployment o!' t11ese weapons ana reiniorce the restraints that have 

acted to l<eep them from being used. 

Incapacitating Germ Weapons '- Several infectious dis.eases which usually cause 
.............. ,:·.,.·•:'"·'·•".1.P~~·· .. f!:..,;.,":\::.~'l"41"'>i;n.:/.~<n'~.V.to:>rf.~.Uil·~l;:.d-~~llC::S~~ ...... ~ 

severe temporary disablement, but normally kill less than one or two percent. of 
........ ~.-.,u.w.-.~J.U~~...,..,::...r...c!.',rirl-.....Cu:.•~~~~~~~~~~~,,.,u..v~~-.::\.':'i'J.t'i.~:~,k·';,..,..~ 

effect after an incubation period o! several days. MasKs proviae gooa protection 
---~-... ~~~~t.~'">G\'i?...~~~fl.,4~~~~'11 Wi,,,..oi:'I:"'~ F,!'a ~ .'IZlllWl"li~ p-tq ' 

but existing detection systems cannot be relied upon to give warning of suprise 
..,, ... ~;,,. ... "=-~fi.~.i(!"~~~~~~ ..... t'f~l~~-!~~ ....... ~~~~;pj~~~~i:?~~~':JI~".';~~ 

attack. 

The functioning of these weapons is subject to great uncertainties, A germ 

, ·l'l::.-~~~21:~'.!.~ .~~.:E,!:_l~i:i.~! .. !.1~g~t :~1:__ cause a .very la~ge numb':~-~~f 
deaths among enemy personnel and intermingled civilians. Converse~y, it might 

t.\.~;(~'-~~·.o~.i:~~.;a;,.w,:~.t..~'>~;.."';N.:,~r~;t..V~.:.3-"'f~~~i7.;.-~,.;.::~:-.;.;i.i~:s;-..... 7,~c4:C.'f;.~~-?.:r\~~*4\~~~~ 

·6ause too little incapacitation to be militarily effective. 
~·~~~4'-£:'•"':-r'~'t_-<';' .... ~...j"j'..~?:'S::r~1\"1'.\'\t~";"'.:~-;z;.t""..,..~~t'.:vq,.~":"';~~ 

Unli:\5~~etb~.....K§}1!l....'!Y~.§.J?_Q..l)..~"'--, .. ~P.C.P.P~.c.=!}.E!-,t~,1?..S";)J,1:,E!,~-.,,i=i.-~.e ... !.1~! .. I?~.~ei_:it_~al _de!e:_rrents 
,,..,,,._.. :!I • .... )4'8.:fllW~ •,..di ~,..,....":l':'".t ... 1"4t&i. >

0

.,<1. eqt; . • • • •• ...... • • ····-···. - • ~ 

·extreme situations such as the entrappment of a large American force by unprotected 

.. e·nemy troops. In tliis s1 tuation, the emp1oyement ·of incapacitating germ weapons. 

in forward and rear support ·areas might impede the enemy advance long enough to 

allow reinforcement or evacuation of our force. ' Of course 1 any decision to employ 
- . I NI_, 

- i:rfc.§il]J;,!~.t~ti)J..K:Jr~EE~§:~u£! take into a-ccount th-eTr intrinsTc:--urfcer-t airi ty-a::s--welr as -
~~.....au... ... tH'l'~-.,,..-..>~~'""'~~~ ........ ~~-~-'~"::'l':".X;,.nc>"r.·•i~~.,_..,-=.!..~·:::_:v"".1 .. '"~':'":l~'.•r:~· .. ···~··.-·-

The facilities required for the production and delivery of incapacitating germ 
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the same as those for lethal ones. Furthermo1;e, the 

Geneva Protocol does not distinguish between ietta"i and incapacitating germs nor 

is there any technical basis for a clear distinction. The long term military 

benefit of our accepting the no-first-use commitment 01· the .Protocol., especially 

when most other important nations have already dorie so, would be the reinforcement 

of existing restraints against the acquisition ana possib.te use oi" a.L.L germ weapons, 

including lethal ones. 

Incap·aci tating Chemical Weapons - These weapons in<;:.tuae harassing agents which 
. . . ' . 

disable only during the period of inunediate exposure as well as chemicals which 

incapacitate for severa.L aays. Both types are available to United States forces 
...... ;,_;. ....... w.;.:..1.:.::-:.1l.:.-..... , ....... ~:~,.,.:.~nt.~·f.¥.«~~~~~:~·=,.(j!U~tlj."!>'~V~."):,t"tfo/"e.-..,.~1n~:::.~~:'.~.\"1trr,ir.:r..i.t;:'!4::it~~-T.-r1~~~~~~-~ .. ~!:;1'l...~A~···"..._:.. .... 1 

in a variety of munitions. The chemical agent is released as an aerosol cloud to 
"3:1{::.:....\0.!;v:.!\t.:~-::~:,;:::;J.;.;,;~·'J...~~".-:'!~~~iW:.).?r~:,:~ilt:--i:.~~'·~u ..... 1r.~:~,:!e.::.:~.,~"~~~x·~.:.:"f,,"'J:i.t~~-..,~\.sh~~r.S::...k~~~~ 

be inhaled by target personnel. Gas masks provide adequate protection. 
t-"'-.-:'.rto:n:-\~, ... i:.••~•o ·'·" "'( +""'~~1?!~~~~:Bi:.~-::~~~ .. ~i·":.~~!:,.;.~~.;-~.:·~K:·~~!J.r·!~J.:l:;~:t--.~:~re . .;"'~~"tlio;:~"'!·~"'!~~~,.~:.-:..._./ 

Our standard long-lasting incapacitating chemical, agent BZ, causes unpreaicatalbe 

au~ orten vie.Lent behaviour ana can have severe side effects. 
-~~--~rt'l'ili'<"!<to<J.-.•. g('' 

Therefore, it is not 
~~.;;~.:.=:;,'<';\oe,.~ 

regarded as a satisfactory incapacitating agent. Although much effort has been 
t::J'~':~,:.u..· ... ·~ .. ~~-~.,,-,~~=-J.'i.:....~~~'i~-~~~""*:""':'J-.b1-,:·~tj..~=--·<!,';07~ 

spent in attempfing to develop an effective long-lasting incapacitating chemical 

without these undesirable qualities, none has been i"ouna. 

The princip.Le harassing chemical now provided to the army is CS, developed 
---~~~~~~~· .. ,~ ..... -, .... -... ... ...,,..... __ ....,_,,_ __ _ 

by the British in the 1950Ts as a more effe9tiye agent than ordinary tear gas for 

dispersing r~oters. ~xposure to CS causes intense pain in the eyes and upper 
... .......,.__,..1"0"""'0£ ... _.._.__~-... ---· .. > ..... ____ _... ______ ~-~--..:..;:... 

. . 
fee~ing..:z_~~~~nd_ acute .anxiety. The~~-S.).?]1~~-~nera11y_ pass quickly 

after restoration to fresh a~r. The lethal dose for man is very much higher than 
••••;:,.....,w:-~w-..----~--~-

that required to cause intense irritation. Nevertheless, very heavy ?r prolonged 

exposures, as may sometimes be experienced in confinea spaces, would a.L~ost certainly 

.~if#e permanent lung damage and deaths., especially among infants, ill persons and 

·1 
r 
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the aged. No long-term after-effects "bf'mod·er'at-e-exposure to.CS have been 
,. ....... ___ !".,.._., ..... ._...,v...°'1"1:'-,.... .......... ~.,.,._~..,~-....... - .. -·---.. ----------

demonstrated· however, a thorough study of this possibility has not yet 
..,_,. ..... _,,._,,..,.......-:-.. ""'-"""' l'"'"°""·,,.!..,'.-.,\ 1 ~.1-:.. .. u...,. .. ~,1\.,,.,....w...;:.·..un:.t~MP~1 .. 1o't,,c,;~o;...i1'~r,,~~\'t.l!i"/'ll,~'IL~~.'~·..:......,...,tv.- .. ~ ..... --.-i.:--r4--~---

been made . 
......... .,,._1,\.:,1.J'l .. T; .... 1.1.u.. ... •-·• 

Tear gas and other harassing gases were the first chem'ical warfare 

agents employed in. World War I. The total amount disseminated during the 

war was approximately 13,000 tons, equalling the amount of mustard gas used 

then. During World War II, Germany and the United States prepared large 

stocks of tear and other harassing gas munitions but refrained fr~m using 

them. No gas of any kind was used on the battlefield in Korea. The first 
J 

combat use of harassing g~s by any major power since World War I has been in 
---~~n~-.oc.t'"'~-":l"'l'.t.o:d.JAYh<:."t' . .;("'1:0,:;;,;..,1;;io~1);Sb~~~-::~&.=._.;.!i.°)>Q)..~;-;,:;·!1.'~~"'~·~~·;.~~ ... ~~~~~l;~i~,ax:-..'lil~~...,.._..__.._ ~ 

South Vietnam where our forces have employed agerit CS since 1965. 
___ ..,,_~-. . J: "' ··~~·~~:1'7.'~~ .... .r~17:;r~ ... ~~~i':~{i~.":(!':;"';'.:t."l~i"'-... ·...r-<lr"..,...,.,"ICl,~ww-:r-~---.p). Hara s ~ .. ~!'.Q ... ~~~~~3,xJ~:~~ in;,;_~ !!;.!~:,,t,.;_~7_,,:1 t:: ck or capture of 

1 ~nprote~ted enemy soldiers mingled with civilians when the alternatives 
.~---,..v.-...._~.,r~";"'..c;a.:.r.:_~~,\:K.'tiil~'!11·.lh..~Ji.......l~~~J..;r"':'~~~~~~~~"--"'"--~-=......,~---

would otherwise be to kill civilians or not to attack the enemy. Howev.er these 
..... .-.. ••. - ...... ~--..... ,,,.;.-..:i..···~::..~!·•t-.~""~":.::r"'"": .. ~•,.':.~~·,,,:.t>...'r..'\.:·-.;~:'$.;t1<'!~,.:~!:~\•~7-:::~:::~~4/"":f:;:-~.;.'!-iir,.:.~,;:'\~~f.?"="'~~,::::1: ... ~,_ .. ,<...~r.-=r.i:)~,:..,., ... ~;:::.'?,.,.·t'1.o,; 1 . .1:;:;o,"..:.°'!.').:.':"~~.=ie.i.~~~ 

. . 
firefights and because harassing agents can drive civilians who have fo.und 
- ...... _._,.,.,..,,_.,.. ... ..,.,...-.-~ .... ..,..r ..... .,.1~:,....~~·x;.\.. .. ..,~~~··.,c,.!~L-:~U... .... .;~..;.·,.·t..-:..;.;;.-...::.::.;.:.c',ci~':i.~;.;;_:;.::M-:.;.;;~::.·.!'·".':';...:.t~..C:-;~~,ar.r-....-a;j~J:,.n::~·o;.• .. Y,.c!.~.'tl_,.,..~ ... 

shelter back into t'he line of fire. The chief use made of harassing agents 
,'l!l:J~...rt~.i.-.c~:~~ir.w.·~~').lo~···· "~IC»)$L • •• .ll)ltJOE! i75p? 

in World War.I and also in Vietnam.has b~en·to assist the conduct of ordinary 
,.._,o4j,,.,,.,.1,,,......"to'\l<o.\"l'~~~'~~Wieti'~IM<r-?,~::.~.'~~~;"'~~:-~v~.:.u.i,;~.;c~<C\~~~~;.o~~~~ 

military operations. Harassing agents are employed against the enemy to 
•.. ,.:~~C."IC.!."W~..>...':tk'.:-~~~ 

upset his fire, to deny h.im territory,. and to drive him from cover to face 

att.ack by high explosive and ·name weapons. Most of the approximately 7 ,000 
·~~_....,_,,,,__...,,..~~~~~~ 

- -- - - -
tons of CS diss-emina ted- in_V_i etnam }1a s--been-effip-loied for- th es e-pu-r-pos es, -- -

w .... ~~~.£i&U..,,.~~ ....... \l"rt,.,...a..>~~.11'-U'~~u·1t.~:11 .. .-.~~.;.:,...,r,:;.-;i•.~~-.·~'-l.":U!•:.- :;.•_. 

utilizing a variety of newly ·dev~loped CS munitions including grenades, 

rockets, mortar and howitzer projectiles, high capacity spray devices, and 

'.t9everal types of aircraft bombs. 



- 12 - .. • .. ~,,~;~ .. 

The arguments for incapacitating chemicals in war are that they enable us to 
.... '""'"-·- ... 

deal with enemy soldiers mingled with civilians and they can enhance the effective-

ness of ordinar~ military operations. However, once such chemical munitions· are 

widely deployed the occasions on which they might be.employed in battlefield conditions 
.0/) ...... ~~·~:.r ... ~ .... ,.~~·..----~ ----~~-:. •. ·~ ''""~"'""'I":'~-- ................ ~~·---"'--~-... ~---

or in preparation for bombing strikes greatly exceed the occurrance of mixed enemy 
'"·"°';...:~v.r,...,,,,._u....-o.,......·Jo(o.i:;.-. ... ..-:1\l ... -~11:.w~~..::a.~:i.:r~1P'ln-..~~'"?:~~~~:":".~';.....:,.vn'li".',....,,l'\-.'Y~~:~~!~,.;;~'r"i..,.!'>'i~~"f':l';'.,....._'V~·~.OO.:......,..,...... __ 

population targets. This almost inevitable shift of use of chemical agents to 
..,;~~-~.;......,,.....:""'1.i::.'/.>·~;.;·~·,.\·,.s.J~~~~ ... :~~'\;l:.·~~t.t:..::.!=...-.::....-'J•;.=:.~-~.,;/(.~$.,.~;.,.:~~·:6:."-'<rj..:is,'1:"r:·:"•:·;.i,:-,:.-p.~~ .. ,..,.,.;..~; .. {-::·-.'..-=.-..·:--v...::...:.:.-i.:.::.'->:...: •. ~-:·:A··: 

increase enemy casualities in battle or bombardment has occured and has now become 
· ···· ••.·=-·.•,;;i:,r~.,...;~.;~.':'\-~\..t:-.,..:Jr.r.-...,,.::"!:";'~!~~~·".f~!r.:o::;;~';"~~.:.~:~"'IC~·~~'.::..r.:"£:i;fi::."~t'l.t.'~~M 1~~~..::.~--:-·~~-~~;;o;.:'~~i,..:.~1~!'ai(4.~J.;~.oJ1:1~~.c:z.o ''°"' , ..,.. 0 

routine. Yet this cannot be considered a stable phase because the enemy's resort - . . 

to the wide use of masks will cut this effectiveness and the eventual use of such 

weapons against us may well effect our operations more severely than those of the 

~nemy. 

The 1further hazard in our employement of incapacitating chemicals in war, 

·cularly when done on a large scale in conjunction with ordinary military 

. ) 
operations, is that it stimulates other nations to initiate or expand their own 

programs for chemical (and possibly germ) weapons and erodes the restraints on 

their use. Even if the first result is only the deployment of harassing agents 

on both sides in a future conflict, the introduction of weapons, defenses, and 

logistic arrangements all suited to chemical warfare would facilitate the pro-

gression t_o more powerful and deadly agents·. Once the long-observed rule of "no 

gas" ]:as been abandoned.z ·there is no unique and equally simple standard for inter-
-~ lk ..... '~:'''·-·,-~ ......... "' ... • ~.: .... ~~-'""""--:-·-·~-----· 

national agreement on which agents and which means of. employement are to be 
.._....,.~~'5<3-u:r'•~.n'~,...... g ·-- ~ -~-...,. jl __ ..,.._ ___ ._... ________ .,.....,. ___ _;,;, 

allowed. 
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THE STATUS OF INOOACITATtNCr- CHTIMICAI.S 

IN THE GENEVA PROTOCOL 

Whetherthe Protocol prohibits the use of harassing agents and other chemical 

incapacitants is a subject of some dispute. On the only occasion ·when natiotis were 
~~---· ---··J;"w..:..,..;..~·uoNJ.~1,,:~~r~.~.:~·!;\~to.,~.~",.. ... 1,111'\' .. ,1-."IN;ti.T" .. ~,.,.,._......._. 

canvassed for their views on this point, , ·at a League of Nations Commission in 1930, 

Canada, China, France, the Soviet ,Union, and several other nations agreed with the 
,, .... ,.;r-· .... ..,,. ..... 'l:.0-1'C.1:.:. .... ~.,~-)."Jl)f's'!/'9':'1'1'1oM.-W.t~~'"t.."1.....,....~ ......... -~~~.....,._ .. ~~aq_,~---

declared British position that "The use in war. of 'other' gases, including lachrymatory 
;~"'~..........,.. • .-.--;-,\..~.!.k'-:-;1" .. "':.~·.~.-w:;l.~:.,O.:t.:V.~":.~;r.";:;~··~Yc!:;;..:.,~~;!l:o:o.:1'!-if" .. '"'l::Z..~~-...l~~~'i'U:~u-·"'"....-,- --~~-:~. -• -~-~------

(tear) gases was prohibited.If However, the United States delegate expressed 
·:i~~-~~~;·~ .. ~19'Cbt-.~~ 

.hesitation over any commitment to refrain from the use in war of agencies used in 

II . 

peace time by domestic police and whose use in combat would be more clearly humane 

than tl~e use of weapons to which (nations) were formerly obliged to resort. 
11 

The 

,~.ing ended without fonnal action but with an agreement to discuss the matter again, 

the United States with the understanding that it did not apply to the use of tear 
-~~~~~~~b y..-.~~~~~~~~·~--~~-~~--~__, 

gas for local police purposes. However, the discussions were not directed at the 

. (: r 
Geneva Protocol but on d.evising a comprehensive disarmament treaty, an attempt that 

was disrupted by the approach of World War II. The question did not come up again 

lll1til 1965 when questions were first raise;d about our .employement of cs ·and other 

chemicals in Vietnam. 

rn· response to these questions, our representative to ii1e Unt ted Nations Qeneral 

Assembly in 1966 adhered to o~r 1930 position, stating.that the Protocol does not 

prohibit" the use in combat against an enemy, for humanitarian purposes, of agents that . 

Governments around the world commo!11Y use. to control riots by their own people." At 

·• time,· this view was contested by the Soviet Union and its allies but not by other 
I 

members of the United Nations. However, as the scale of CS usage in ordinary 
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'"-·- -· 
military operations increased, our position has come under mounting attacl<:", This 

July, United Nations Secretary General U Thant urg~d that the Protocol be interpreted 

to prohibit the use of all chemical agents in warfare. Shortly afterwards, India, 
,.., ...... ~ ......... - .... -c..._ ..... too --·-

Mexico, Pakistan, Sweden, and eight other nations at the Geneva Disarmament Conference 
..,~cn.''"'"'"~';,._...._ .... ~ .. ~..,...._.,.....~"--"'"""°"''W'ldlll~'tJ.~..;:.·-"'\:,IO.o.':i~~i:t':·:;,~"':J14.u:~"~ ........ ~ ... y.,::_•i.t-.:'~r.t>-!.ri..:t.~.t:-t~'4'<~•).."ll~~,.~·!i·""°'".....,N~_,.,,..."1H»:r•;:u>"-..1J~.~ 

proposed a resolution holding that the use in international conflict of "any chemical 
........... :.•;,-.:ir.·~>-1.<t>'•.::...';t<Jt . .,.;:<&;...a•"'~~i;.G."~ .... ~~~liL'i,:·V>. ..... ~11.:loi:".;t.'1'' ... "'"!:\'::.·~l~j"'Ut.m~'!'...l;:.vi~·.:·:·1,:;..Z!lJO'V;t..1~~.:~:::~;;,,:e, .. h•:1.;-y:.l!•¥"1C;).b. .. ~~·-~...;,·.a~~.,.-,w,:.~~~ 

agent of warfare" is contrary.to international law. These views have received sub-

stantial attention and are likely to have the support of most United Nations members. 
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(j-;:-- J2~i:.9~iD.~l"°ITT1:) The ·defolin ti on frocrai.i- 11n:B ·been inntrur.'.cntnl, 
· onc.l nt tir.·t:::J dcci:Jivc, in 0·1crcc::ii11s the tUfficulty o.r lccntin5 tho 

cncrny in J1cnvily .forc.'.ltoq cc::ibat i:onc::i. It hn.'.l -tllcrcby helped cnc.blc 
·Allied forcc.'.l to m::u::irnir:c tllcir odvon t:il}c of .'.lHpcri Ol' r.i.olJility nnd 
firc.poifcr. rt hna o.lno cnlwnccd .th0 ccctu•i ty of J\llicd lin0:i of 
com;;1unicotion o.nrl fncH1 ticn by holpin5 to clir-1ino.tc oncr.iy n..nbu::ih 
sitcs·nnd by providin~ dcfcn.'.livc fleld3 of fire. ThuD, both 
offcn3 ivcly· and defcnnivcly, de.foliation ho.:J reduced tll!J .mu;ibcr of 

: men ond the equipment TCC]tli:l'Cd ·fO~' CCT-11.J~t: m.iDDiOi1.'.l, ha.o protected 
.·i/nr nw tc;::'iol1 and mo.'.lt importantly, han hclpocl. to so.vo mny Allied 

livc:J. .. , 
. V I 
'.·I : . 

2. ~~c dcfolintion proc;ro.::i., hoi·!cvcr, has 
incurred .'.JOii:::! ::iubstnntinl coots for the United Staten a::i 11cll ns 
for the people and Govcrn;nc:nt of the Republic of Victnrun, 

I ·, 

- ~"- Lar~c s tsnds ·of r;icrchcnbblc tiribcr in Hnr Zones C and 
D hnve been do.m5cd and r-,::iny trec3 killed, Tl1c fore::;to ·of Yietn.o.m 
o.r-c one of i t::i nont ir::iportant rDncirnblc m_turnl rcnourccs and 
future sou1~c3 of cnploJ~~nt, Rcp~ntcd upplic~tion of dcfolio.nt3 in 
thenc zones could 3criou.'.lly rcto.rtl rcet:!ncrntion of thcoc i'o1-cst::i. 

· .• •. (f~L .. )Do.mnec to crops in III C11Z hnD been attributed to 
... cfl._:.::ntion opcr.:i.tionn. Further invcnticntion indicntos tllo.t tlicoc 
crop lon~cn rc.'.lultcd from n combin~tion of cnuncn_includins plo.nt 
cli::ico.sc::i, lnck of effective fnITi'lcr car0, herbicide drift, tnrcctil\'.S 
and navic;:::i. tionnl cr1·orn, abortion of sproy mi1Jsiono, nnc.l ·dc!'ective 
equi:pi"ilcnt on .'.lpray planc.'.l, It han not been poosible to dctcr.-:..iinc 
how much defoliation operations Juve been r·2npcnsible for thla 
damage, 

(c) The alleged threat to the life of the rubber pla~tation3 
in 1967 did not materialize. 

3.. Ecological Cono0q11cncco. T'nc ecoloci6·ci.1 impact of hcr'bioide 
opero.tion:i to date doc::i not nppcnr to be ncrioun. Tho herbicide 
progTI'J.l hon no effect on prccipibt:l.on, cnu~cd very I;'linimal· 
la tcrir:a t'ion of the .Doil, o.nd apparon tly h:J.:J h'.ld li ttlc or no 

· : ~;~~; ~~. :~~~~~~C~i~~~01~~;t;~o~~;i;';~~;~ ~obi;.~ ~2~;;~~c ~'1re<> ) . 
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Britain Asserts CS Gas·-Is Not Ba1111ed· 
·~~~~~~~--~-~""7"-~~~~~~~~~~~ , .... -··- I .· 

By ANTHONY LE\\'IS. An officinl inquiry held nfter1secretary, disclosed the Dritish · 
· pccinJ toTi1c :-r'.I' l'ork Tin1c1 _.~·lhc gns wns used in Lonclon-ictecision inn written answer to'. 
LONDON~Frii:·2=fii~·B·1·ftish derry, Northern Ireland, l;ist:a question in the House of 

I 
O\'.l' ·1 .1 .oc , th~ position1sum111er found that it cnused1commons. He quoted n state­

ton1~ht l~nt rntcrn;ition:il con·1acutc asthma ntt;icks and bron·/ 111 ent m:ide in 1930 by Hugh 

l
vent.1011 .ooes not bar the use1chilis amon" those with im-1'0 It ·u. F 'o Off' of disabling gns. I . d 1 1

0 a on, 1en a ore1,,n 1ca 
pnire icalt 1. Under Secretary · 

Th~ announcement was . al Three doctors reported tol ·. " · 
surpi:ise and a severe. dts·IMr, Callaghan llrnt healthy peo-. Mr. ~.alton s~'.d that s~11oke· 
app?mtment. to campa1gne.rn/ple suffered nci lasting damngc:scree~s were not considered 
/agamst chemical weapons. Bnt-/after exposure. But they nsked!as poisonous and do not there­
an had been widely expected/ for a further studv \\'hich. has1 fore come within the terms of 
to take a leading role in seeking not yet been compic

0

ted. i the Gene\'a gas protocol." But 
a broader kgal ban on gases.I This inquiry said the effects:he said that "tear gases" and 
·President Nixon, in making ranged from "a mere prickingj"shells producing poisonous 

a pledge ag~inst _use of chemi-js~n~ 0ation in. the ~yes and no~e."/lfm~es" w.~re P.rohibitcd. . 
cal and b10Jog1cal weapons/to streammg tram the eyes That is st!ll the Govern• 
Nov. 25, specifically exempted n_nd nose, spasm ?f 0e eye-,m~nt's position," Mr. Stewart 
CS gas. Today's move brings lids, marked salivation and/'sn1d. .. 
Britain into line with lhe retching or sometimes vomit- "However, modern techno~ 
American Yiew. ing, burning of the mouth andiogy has developed CS smoke 

Secretary General Thant has throat, nnd a gripping pain iniwhich, unlike .the tear gases 
urged a more complete ban on the chest of such intensity thatia\•ailable in 1930, is considered 

,gas weapons, including CS. breathing became .restricted to/to be not significantly harmful· 
CS produces sensations of/shallow gasps." to man in other than wholly 

choking and blistering. It has Th.e a~gument about the,ex~0eptional circLU11stances. 
been used by the United States legality or CS gas turns on the] We regard CS and olhcr 
in Vietnam and also by the 1925 Geneva Protocol against such gases accordingly as being 
police in domestic disturbances, the use of chemical weapons. 1outside the scope of the Geneva 
such as one in Berkelev Calif. The question is whether a non-1Protocol. CS is in fact less toxic 
in 1968. . ·' ' lethal gas falls within the scope/'tha_n the screening smokes 

2 P t 
F rth A t · of the protocol. which the 1930 statement spe-. 

u 0 rgumen s Michael Stewart, the Foreign:cifically excluded." . 
The usefulness of CS in ~· 

domestic situations evidently 
swayed the British Government 
after a long internal argument. 
The gas has been used n recent 
riots· in Northern lreland. 

Reliable reports said the 
argument for keeping CS in 
the armory had been made es­
pecially by the Home Secre­
tary, James Callaghan, and the 

· Defense Minister, Denis Healey . 
. Mr. Callaghan has general re-
1 sponsibility for Northern Ire-

' 

land, and Mr. Healey for the 
• British troops now maintaining 
> order there. 

The exact medical effects of 
: CS have been the subject of 
int~nse controversy here. 

.. 



February 16, 1970 

Dear Henry, 

I thought you might like to see the 
letter I sent to the President yesterday. 

With warm regards, 



HARVARD UNIVERSITY 

THE ,BIOLOGICAL LABORATORIES 

16 DIVINITY AVENUE 

CAMBRID'GE, MASSACH USETTS 02138 

President Richard M. Nixon 
The White House 
Washington D "C. 

Dear Mr. President, 

February 15, 1970 

Your decision to renounce all biological and toxin weapons 
. goes far toward preventing man from turning his growing 
understanding of fundamental life-processes against himself. 

The wisdom of your course is apparent today. Generations 
from now, it may be seen as a crucial choice in the hfe 
of our species. 

Respectfully yours, 

Matthew S. Meselson 
Professor of Biology 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 5, 1970 

Dear Matt: 

Many thanks for your note and the copy of 
your letter to the President. Your corn:rnents 
are always welcomed, and yb"ll:r approval is 
greatly appreciated. 

Fm sorry I wasn1t able to see you last week, 
but hopefully weIll be able to arrange some­
thing when my schedule loosens up. 

Warm regards, 

1'-----. 
Henry A. lls singer 

Professor Matthew S. Meselson 
Harvard University 
The Biological Laboratories 
16 Divinity Avenue 
Cambridge, Mas sachusetts 02138 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 22734 
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OFFICIAL USE ONLY October 20, 1970 

MEMORANDUM FOR DR. KISSINGER 

FROM: 

THRU: 

SUBJECT: 

Michael A. Guhin ~ 
Robert M. Behr P 
Proposed Reply re Matt Meselson1s Nomination 
for Award 

Mr. Nayer (Director of University of Chicago Alumni Affairs) 
wrote you (Tab B) requesting your comments on Matt Meselson1 s 
role as a 11scientist-citizenrr. Matt .has been nominated for the 
Professional Achievement Award of the University of Chicago 
Alumni Association. 

Per your request, at Tab A is a proposed positive reply to Mr. 
Nayer, Mr. Nayer trusts you will keep his inquiry confidential. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That you sign the letter· to Mr. Nayer at Tab A. 

Attachment 

OFFICLA..L USE ONLY 
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~,1Ei.,10RANDUM FOR GENERAL F_.AIG 

JGn Howe 

StTBJECT: Me·selso1'l. 

I l1ave talked to Dave Young, Peter Rodman 
and Col. Behr conce1"ll.ing Meselson1s 
credentials. All concur that Jv1eselson 
has acted responsibly and pointed out that 
HAK indicated on the letter .from Nayer 
that he wanted a positive reply. 

Behr states that J.&eselson is a liberal and 
anti-CBliV but he has been candid and 
helpful to us • 

. JTH:mlc i0-21-70 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
---·-----~----

cL-f ·~\._ c)1 uL 
Cover memo for 

22734 
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The University of Chicago Alumni .. Association 
5733 UNIVERSITY AVENUE I CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60637 I TELEPHONE (312) 643-0800 EXT. 4291 

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger 
The White House 
Washington, D.c. 

Dear Dr. Kissinger: 

September 24, 1970 I 

.\ 

Matthew Stanley Meselson, PhB'Sl, PhD'57,.has been nominated 
for .the Professional Achievement Award of the University of 
Chicago Alumni Association. 

The Professional Achievement Award recognizes those alumni 
whose attainments in their vocational fields have brought 
distinction to themselves, credit to the University, and 
real benefit to their fellow citizens~ 

./ 

We are seeking· informati9n to assist the Awards Committee 
of the Alumni Association in making its selection, and 'I 
am writing to ask your.help. Evaluative letters from qual-

~--·---, __ -..___,,. 

if ied persons form an important part of thEt resume prepared 
for the consideration of the Awards Committee. Your com­
ments about Dr. Meselson's role as scientist-citizen and 
his work in exposing to the government the problems and 
dangers in the continued productj_Q_l]. __ a,n_Cl _1.l§_e __ o_f __ chemicaL~.--- -

---·-a::na b-iologTcar-~-eapon-s-~w~uld -J;;-~ost welcome. I am sure 
you will keep this inquiry confidential. · 

Your assistance in this matter would be appreciated. 

Cor · lly, 

~~h~~p, 
7~~ f'-Pi-7~ 
Arthur R. Na)ler 
DirectQr of/Alumni Affairs 

ARN:kw 



I. 

;~I 
I ' 

···· .. 

031.:llSSV1:)30 

A1e1q111e1iuep1se1d LIOX!N p1e401ci e4i ie peonpo1deCf 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

OCT 

Dear Mr. Nayer: 

0 r 
'U · . .1 

---1--:-iJ_ 

Thank you for your letter of September 24 regarding Matthew 
Meselson's nomination for the Professional Achievement Award 
of the University of Chicago Alumni Association. 

Somewhat ironically; I have liad more contact with Dr. Mes els on 
since coming to Washington than previously.at Harvard .. Through 
these contacts, I would not hesitate to support his nomination. 

As a scientist-citizen, he has played a ve!y active and effective 
role in terms of both adding to the public m1.derstanding of is sues 
relating to chemical and biological warfare programs and policies 
and as a consultant to government agencies. His approach to 
these matters is one of sober, serious concern. 

As an example of his peer group's recognition of his expertise in 
the area, last December the American Association for the Advance­
ment of Science appointed Dr. Meselson to design a study plan with 
respect to the effects of the use of herbicides ori the ecology and 
human welfare of Vietnam. I would expect that his work during this 
past year, which included a field trip to Vietnam, will provide 
valued insights in the continuing examinations of this important is sue. 

Mr. Arthur R. Nayer 
Director of Alumni Affairs 
The University of Chicago Alumni 

Association 
5733 University Avenue 

Chicago, Illinoi's 60637 

Best regards, 

Henry A. Kissinger 

! .. ____ ,_ .. _ 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

SECRET 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THRU: 

.. • "'-·--

DR. KISSINGER 

MICHAEL A. cum:::.M' 
ROBERT M. BEHR~ 

INFORMATION 

·· .. 

SUBJECT: Memcon of Meeting with Professor Meselson. 
(December 15, 1970) 

Professor Mes els on opened the conversation .with the subject of the 
Geneva Protocol, stating his views on the subject were well known and 

·that he had been studying the is sue of tear gas and herbicides since 
1963. He stated that by using these agents extensively in Vietnam and 
by attempting to exclude them from our rrno first use 1

' policy on other 
chemicals we are developing and adding momentum to a technology or 
method ~f warfare which should remain closed. He mal.ntained that our 
shorter-range and slight interests in the use of these agents in Vietnam 
should not cloud our vision of our longer-range interests in not having 
chemicals accepted as a method of warfare and in establishing the rule 

of "no gas in war 11
• 

Dr. Kissinger pointed out that there are_ generally two approaches to 
this type of problem: (1) to attempt legal prohibitions, or (2) to give low 
priority to the programs within the government. He noted the first 
approach brings in the mor~ difficult qualitative question. 

Professor Mes els on said that one of the great assets of the chemical 
warfare (CW) field in general is that it is still comparatively primitive 
and has not received high priority. However, he believed the CW field 
has gained in importance with our use of tear gas ·and herbicides in 
Vietnam where an operational capability upon which certain- careers 

"·-.:. 

depend has been developed. In his view, the easiest line to establish and 
hold was "no gas" and, once this line was broken, it was difficult to clevis e 
meaningful standards which could be accepted. He mentioned that P9rtugal 
has recently used herbicides and perhaps some anticrop in Angola. 

SECRET 
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Dr. Kissinger stated th~t he believed the tear gas is sue could not really 
be dealt with formally until we were in a post- Vietnam envirorunent. 

Professor Meselson asked whether or not there could then be a delay in 
ratification of the Geneva Protocol until Vietnam had wound down to a 
level where the question would be addressed formally and a policy of 11no 
first use'' e~tabl~_shed for these agents. He said another alte:i;native would 
be to have the Senate ratify the Protocol, but delay U.S. deposit of the. 
instrument of ratification until such time as we were in a position to state 
that our past understanding had been clear but, in the interests of seeking 
a uniforminterpretation accepted by all, the U.S. would extend its under­
standing to include tear gas and herbiCides a.s coming under the 11no first 
userr rule. 

In respoiise to Dr. Kissinger's query as to where this position would lead 
us, .Professor Meselson stated that it would bring our position in line with 
other nations and thereby establish a more viable rule of "no· gas in war". 
He added that during his visit to Vietnam, he found the field forces con­
sidered the military utility of these agents to be only slight. He believed 
that while our shorter-term interests do not necessarily demand a uniform 
agreement on the scope of the Protocol, our longer-term interests did, 

Professor Meselson illustrated his point on developing the technology by 
photographs of the effects of herbicides on certain forested areas near the 
water where the vegetation was not only defoliated but killed. He said the 
scientists could devise a herbicide which wou.ld do this for all vegetation 
given the resources and priority. 

Dr. Kissinger asked whether this vegetation would come back. 
\ 

Professor Meselson replied that the area could be replanted but the vegeta­
tion would probably not regenerate itself as it will in other areas over the 
years. He found it surprising that the herb_icide "worked so wellrr on this 
particular type of vegetation, and questioned whether it was in the u. s. 
interest to continue to develop this method of warfare. 

Showing other pictures of defoliated areas, Professor Meselson repeated 
that he really found. no enthusiasm for tear gas or herbicides in the field, 
although people were defensive on the subject when questioned. 

Dr. Kissinger mentioned that the primary argument on tear gas related 

SECRET 
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to flushing out enemy troops from bunkers or cover, adding that it ob­
viously has some utility i:q. some s~tuations. 

· ... 

Professor Meselson pointed out that tear gas was not used primarily for 
flushing out the enemy. He. recalled a conversation with General Stone 

·· .... 

in which the latter reportedly stated that the :budget process alone· would 
probably soon e~iminate these programs in Vietriam because. of their 
relatively low priority. Professor Meselson said that simply having the 
budget process cut the programs tied our hands in taking an initiative and · 
revising our policy. , · 

[Dr. Kissinger requested that we get a look at the recent budget figures. J 

Professor Meselson stated further that a change in our policy on tear gas 
al;ld herbicides would leave the impression abroad (particularly in Europe) 
that U.S. policy is no longer hand-tied in Vietnam. 

··._ ··. 

Dr. Kissinger asked how this policy suggestion would relate to the is sue of 

riot control. 

Professor Mes els on noted that the Protocol has no limitations whatsoever 
on domestic use of these agents; he added there was a minor psychological 
problem in why agents should be banned in war while allowed d.omestically. 

Dr. Kissinger said that the Protocol would probably pass sometime next 
session. He asked whether Professor Meselson1 s position meant the 
President should state, after Senate advice and consent to ratification, that 
post-Vietnam the. rrno first use" rule wo11ld apply to tear gas and herbicides. 

Professor Meselson state.d that if such a pollcy were adopted, it should be 
made clear before Senate consideration of the Protocol so that the issue of 
our use of th.es e agents and the scope of the Protocol would not be exploited 
by the "doves". The basis for such a change could be eA'Plained·; in terms of 
the need for a clearer understanding as technology moves forward. 

Dr. Kissinger said he takes this matter seriously and we should see where 
we are in Vietnam when the Protocol matter comes up and what the alterna­
tives would be after ratification. 

Professor Meselson stated that any policy change should be made clear 
before the Senate's consideration of the Protocol, otherwise the Administra­
tion would unnecessarily find itself in the Senate vigorously defending and 

SECRET 
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making rigid a position which would be· contrary to our longer-term 
interest in a uniform interpretation of the Protocol. 

. i 

Dr. Kissinger stated that the issue should be formally c.onsidered within 
the next few weeks and that a NSSM asking for such a review would be 
prepared shortly. 

SECRET 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

TH.RU: 

SUBJECT: 

Ac. {( C· f\J 
INFORhi:z"..:TION 

December 17, 1970 

DR. KISSINGER 

MICHAEL A. GUHI~ 

ROBERT M. BEHR~ 
Memcon of Meeting with Matt MeselSon and 
Information as Requested 

Attached for your approval is a memorandwn of your conversation with 
Matt Meselson on December 15, 1970. We plan no further distribution of 

. this memorandUJTI, 

You will recall that Matt mentioned a conversation he had with General 
Stone some time ago in which the latter reportedly stated that the budget 
process alone would probably soon eliminate or drastically reduce the 

. tear gas and herbic;ide operations in Vietnam because of their relatively 
low military priority. 

You requested some recent budget figures on expenditures for these 
operations. Below are the procurement figures (in millions of dollars) 
for Vietnam. These figures were supplj.ed to us by the Army through 
the Office of Management and Budget: 

Tear Gas Herbicides 

1968 $65. 8 $44. 9 
1969 $69. 8 $21. 2 
1970 $25.5 $2.4 
1971 $5.8 $6. 9 ):< 

The FY 1971 figu.:res are of course still based on earlier projections and 
not actual consumption. '3fwe understand the Army ha:s informed OMB that 
the actual herbicide costs for FY 1971 will not be $6. 9 million but right · 
around $2 million or less. 

Kc::,( O /'YIM r=.: r.J P."\ 7· c ,..._,: 

;vi~/ 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

SECRET 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THRU: 

.. • "'-·--

DR. KISSINGER 

MICHAEL A. cum:::.M' 
ROBERT M. BEHR~ 

INFORMATION 

·· .. 

SUBJECT: Memcon of Meeting with Professor Meselson. 
(December 15, 1970) 

Professor Mes els on opened the conversation .with the subject of the 
Geneva Protocol, stating his views on the subject were well known and 

·that he had been studying the is sue of tear gas and herbicides since 
1963. He stated that by using these agents extensively in Vietnam and 
by attempting to exclude them from our rrno first use 1

' policy on other 
chemicals we are developing and adding momentum to a technology or 
method ~f warfare which should remain closed. He mal.ntained that our 
shorter-range and slight interests in the use of these agents in Vietnam 
should not cloud our vision of our longer-range interests in not having 
chemicals accepted as a method of warfare and in establishing the rule 

of "no gas in war 11
• 

Dr. Kissinger pointed out that there are_ generally two approaches to 
this type of problem: (1) to attempt legal prohibitions, or (2) to give low 
priority to the programs within the government. He noted the first 
approach brings in the mor~ difficult qualitative question. 

Professor Mes els on said that one of the great assets of the chemical 
warfare (CW) field in general is that it is still comparatively primitive 
and has not received high priority. However, he believed the CW field 
has gained in importance with our use of tear gas ·and herbicides in 
Vietnam where an operational capability upon which certain- careers 

"·-.:. 

depend has been developed. In his view, the easiest line to establish and 
hold was "no gas" and, once this line was broken, it was difficult to clevis e 
meaningful standards which could be accepted. He mentioned that P9rtugal 
has recently used herbicides and perhaps some anticrop in Angola. 
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Dr. Kissinger stated th~t he believed the tear gas is sue could not really 
be dealt with formally until we were in a post- Vietnam envirorunent. 

Professor Meselson asked whether or not there could then be a delay in 
ratification of the Geneva Protocol until Vietnam had wound down to a 
level where the question would be addressed formally and a policy of 11no 
first use'' e~tabl~_shed for these agents. He said another alte:i;native would 
be to have the Senate ratify the Protocol, but delay U.S. deposit of the. 
instrument of ratification until such time as we were in a position to state 
that our past understanding had been clear but, in the interests of seeking 
a uniforminterpretation accepted by all, the U.S. would extend its under­
standing to include tear gas and herbiCides a.s coming under the 11no first 
userr rule. 

In respoiise to Dr. Kissinger's query as to where this position would lead 
us, .Professor Meselson stated that it would bring our position in line with 
other nations and thereby establish a more viable rule of "no· gas in war". 
He added that during his visit to Vietnam, he found the field forces con­
sidered the military utility of these agents to be only slight. He believed 
that while our shorter-term interests do not necessarily demand a uniform 
agreement on the scope of the Protocol, our longer-term interests did, 

Professor Meselson illustrated his point on developing the technology by 
photographs of the effects of herbicides on certain forested areas near the 
water where the vegetation was not only defoliated but killed. He said the 
scientists could devise a herbicide which wou.ld do this for all vegetation 
given the resources and priority. 

Dr. Kissinger asked whether this vegetation would come back. 
\ 

Professor Meselson replied that the area could be replanted but the vegeta­
tion would probably not regenerate itself as it will in other areas over the 
years. He found it surprising that the herb_icide "worked so wellrr on this 
particular type of vegetation, and questioned whether it was in the u. s. 
interest to continue to develop this method of warfare. 

Showing other pictures of defoliated areas, Professor Meselson repeated 
that he really found. no enthusiasm for tear gas or herbicides in the field, 
although people were defensive on the subject when questioned. 

Dr. Kissinger mentioned that the primary argument on tear gas related 
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to flushing out enemy troops from bunkers or cover, adding that it ob­
viously has some utility i:q. some s~tuations. 

· ... 

Professor Meselson pointed out that tear gas was not used primarily for 
flushing out the enemy. He. recalled a conversation with General Stone 

·· .... 

in which the latter reportedly stated that the :budget process alone· would 
probably soon e~iminate these programs in Vietriam because. of their 
relatively low priority. Professor Meselson said that simply having the 
budget process cut the programs tied our hands in taking an initiative and · 
revising our policy. , · 

[Dr. Kissinger requested that we get a look at the recent budget figures. J 

Professor Meselson stated further that a change in our policy on tear gas 
al;ld herbicides would leave the impression abroad (particularly in Europe) 
that U.S. policy is no longer hand-tied in Vietnam. 

··._ ··. 

Dr. Kissinger asked how this policy suggestion would relate to the is sue of 

riot control. 

Professor Mes els on noted that the Protocol has no limitations whatsoever 
on domestic use of these agents; he added there was a minor psychological 
problem in why agents should be banned in war while allowed d.omestically. 

Dr. Kissinger said that the Protocol would probably pass sometime next 
session. He asked whether Professor Meselson1 s position meant the 
President should state, after Senate advice and consent to ratification, that 
post-Vietnam the. rrno first use" rule wo11ld apply to tear gas and herbicides. 

Professor Meselson state.d that if such a pollcy were adopted, it should be 
made clear before Senate consideration of the Protocol so that the issue of 
our use of th.es e agents and the scope of the Protocol would not be exploited 
by the "doves". The basis for such a change could be eA'Plained·; in terms of 
the need for a clearer understanding as technology moves forward. 

Dr. Kissinger said he takes this matter seriously and we should see where 
we are in Vietnam when the Protocol matter comes up and what the alterna­
tives would be after ratification. 

Professor Meselson stated that any policy change should be made clear 
before the Senate's consideration of the Protocol, otherwise the Administra­
tion would unnecessarily find itself in the Senate vigorously defending and 
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making rigid a position which would be· contrary to our longer-term 
interest in a uniform interpretation of the Protocol. 

. i 

Dr. Kissinger stated that the issue should be formally c.onsidered within 
the next few weeks and that a NSSM asking for such a review would be 
prepared shortly. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 18, 1970 

Henry, 

This is a rough proposed statement -- to be issued 
hopefully on or before December 23 if we are to 
meet·the "Messelson 11 deadline. Packard says DOD 
will sign off on this policy--they may want a slightly 
different ver ~:;ion of the announcement. Ehrlichman 
has a copy of this and the background documentation. 
As soon as we are all agreed, if we do, the President 
ought to be inf o:rmed. I 1 d like to be included in 
that meeting. 

E. E. David, Jr. 
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SECRET/ E'YES ONLY 

MEMORAI\IDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THRU: 

SUBJECT: 

Decem.ber 31, 1970 

DR. KISSINGER 

MICHAEL A. GUBIN '}]ff( 
ROBE.RT .M. BEHRP 

' 

Propo secl NSSM on i::iost- Vietnal":n Policy 
on Use of Tear Gas and Herbicides in ·war I .. 

You will recall that, during your conversation with Matt Jv1eselson (Tab B), 
·he asked whether or not there could be a delay in rati£icatio11 of the ·Geneva 
Protocol until Vietnan1 had wound down to a level v.rheJ:e the question of 
whether the US should adopt a policy of ''no first use in war" for tear gas 
and herbicides could be formally addressed and resolved, 

He added that another alternative ·would be. to have the Senate ratify the 
Protocol, but delay US deposit of the instruinent of ratification until such 
time as \Ve ·were in a position to state that, despite our past unde1·standing, 
in the interest of seeking a uniforrn interpretation the US would n1.odify its 
understanding by now accepting tear gas and herbicides as coming under 
the "no first use" rule. 

You requested that the is sue be the subject of a NSSlvl. 

At Tab A j,s a proposed NSSM which accon'lplishes this" There is a short 
suspense on this review. The review should be com.pleted .before Senate 
hearings on the Geneva Protocol, not in anticipation of policy changes, but 
because we believe we should- not enter the hearings \Vithout having ac­
com.plished this revievv of ou1· longer- range policy. The nJ.en1orandu11:1 
directs that the fact and nature of this review be very closely held, \vith 
restricted distribution of the document itself. 

At Tab I is a m.emorandurn for the President advisi11g hirn that you have 
requested such a reviewo 

RECOMlvIENDATIONS: 

1. That you initial the mernorandum for the President at Tab I. / 
·I<' ._ ... 1.. /./.' 

2. That you sign t:he NSSM at Tab A. 
- ------·--------- ------ -- - --- - ---- ---- - -- - -- - - - - - --
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Telecon 
Professor Doty 
12/22/70 10:15 a.m. 

D: l feel like I'm having breakfast with you every morning. 

K: How so? 

D: On the IDODA Y program. 

K: Oh yes. What. do you think of it? 

D: Very g.ood so far. Low key. It comes off very well. She's 
a good interviewer. 

K: Yes, very rel~xed. 

D: Three or four things to check with you. One, do you think 
there's any point, either looking at things outside or from inside for 11.Le 
or anyone else to going to Moscow in January? 

K: Yes, 1 think it's a good idea. I told you that once before. 

D: I know; I just wanted to check it out with you after yo]J have 
had tinLe _to reflect on it. 

K: I think it wouldn't be a bad idea at all. 

B: It would just be a short one; I'd give a science lecture. .I 
would have to take smneone with me. Do you have any sense on that? 

. Someone like Rathj ens or Ruina? 

K: I don't know; I would have to think about that. The major 
point to get across on this is philesophical. Both Ratltiens and Ruina have 
the tendence to be Super Secretaries of State. This doesn't need a girnmick; 

_,,....~ it needs a new orientation. vVe can find a gim1nick. But 11 m in favor of it 
- ·- -- · --ancl-wil-1-g-i-ve-a-H-the-support-I-can~--------------- -------------'- - --··---- ---- ---· 

D: Okay, other things. Do you want. a short memo on Wohlstetter's 
[800? ]. 

K: Yes, very much. 

D: Okay, I'll get that right off to you. This disarm.ament group 
of people. They 1ve been lneeting. No·w with SALT in recess a srnaller 
group of them would like very m.uch fo see you. 

K: I am eager to do that. Why don't you work it out with David 
Young. I am most anxious to do th.at. 
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Telecon 
Professor Doty 
12/22/70 10:15 a.m. page 2 

D. Okay good. Next, this is a delicate matter and I hate to bother 
you with it. It's the complicated case of Yuval Ne'eman the Israeli 
physicist who has had an appointment to the University of Austin. He has 
been very inuch involved in Israel - - was deeply involved in the six-day war. 
Now he is back and for the. first thne the Attorney General says he has to. 
register as an agent. 

K: Can-you write rne just two paragraphs on it? 

D: Okay - - with so rn.uch hard feeling Or Heln-:ts too could 
give son-:te relief. ./ 

K: Can Helm.s do it? 

D: Yes. 

K: Okay, then I'll get it done. 

D: Apparently you had a good session with Mat. 

K~ I like him. very m.uch. He's a fine n-:tan. I hope I can do some­
thing for hin-i., cl but I'm certainly most sympathetic. 

D: Okay, well, happy holidays. Y0u staying in W a.shington the whole tirne'i 

K: No. I may come u.p to Boston on Friday or Saturday. 

D: How did you like Friedrich's speech? 

K: I didn't stay for that. 

-D:-He-1;ook--off-against-the--administrationfor __ re_qpir_ing _ _r_~tir<0;1P:~l1._1;_Gl,t __ 
70. He said he had talked with Dunlop It was a fantastic speech. 

K: He is something. 

D: But to give this in response to all the long speeches that had been 
n:iade :i.n praise of him.! 

K: That's arn.azing. He w2.s in his most obnoxious form; but it was 

good to see everyone. 

D: Have you heard from. the Departn-:tent. 

r.r. v P.c: "nn their reDlv was verv generous. D: Good. 
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McGeorge Bundy/Kissinger 
1 I 12 I 7 1 9: 3 0 a. m. / /~ t/11 •' 

B: I1ve got a couple of questions, one of which I need some constructive 
judgment on. ·I hope to come and see you otherwise wh~n you are back. 

K: Pd love to see you. I planned to call you on Friday to see when. 

B: I 1ve got to come down next week or the one after. 

K: You want to have lunch next week? 

B: I think I could do that. 

K: I think I could do it on Monday or Thursday. 

B: While my secretary is bringing my calendar let me talk with you for 
a minute. I had a talk with Matthew Mes els on and.he and I are wondering 
whether there1 s a chance to getting people to look at the ecological restora­
tion program, rather than an exchange of bad tempers as to how it happened. 
, .. He has a special concern with the Geneva Convention . . . oh well, that 
can wait till lunch (The 11he 1' probably refers to someone else.]. I akked 
what we could do philosophically. He said have a program not to say w_hat 
happened at this o.r that, but what is the ecological; constructive future. 
He found some very good Vietnamese scientists. What I need to know from 
you is where the most grown-up~input point is, where there ought to be a 
listening point. He says he is not going to Goheen(?). 

K: He1 s good on that and that office is going to take a major interest in 
it and David at OST is our best contact point. 

B: I have great personal regard for Meselson . 

K: He is a .fine human being and I always use him as a sample of how 
concerned scientists can solve a problem. The only problem I have on this 
is that it doesn1t surface in a way that's just pointing out moral ineptitude . 

B: He is very· sensitive to that. This kind of casual use of the preferred (?) 
weapon is one- thing we-don1t seem able to control in .American beligerency. 

K: If the war in Vietnam were over and this were seen as a means of 
disciplining further use of it I would think it essential. We have banned the 
use of it now. It will be phased out by May. It is being stopped now. 

B: Why not sooner? 
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K: It's a bureaucratic thing. It is not in practice being used now in any 
substantial way. It was easier tci get it don~ that way and I don?t know all 
the details. 

B: One of the thing~ I would like to do is to know who to talk to so this 
could be part of a reconstruction and not a judgment of the past. .ls this 
something I should call on Mel Laird about? . 

K: Or J 
~---

B: Or should we talk about it at lunch? If you could get two sentences 
about it from the My main thing is that 
if Meselson is half-way right the government of Vietnam and some scientists 
are doing some constructive things there. I dontt think the President .is · 
locked on this. 

K: No, he has a good record ~nit. 

1BI: Ii he were to say, without anything in the past . this is a good 
thing to say. So why donlt you get a sniff of that and we 1ll discuss it further at 
lunch. Now what day? Thursday, is that workable? 

K: Yes, thatrs workable. 

B: Good. See you then. We111 check on it later next week. 
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in the past are naturally very refoctant to· cooperate at all now. 
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At any rate, I understand that Matt and his "team" are willing to agree 
'' with F.ord to try to ·phase the problem into the hands of the Vietnamese 

sciient~sts, :P.ro.ba,b1y through a ·scientific conference late:t" this year .. 
som:ewh~r.e in. Southea.st :Asia· along the line of B:undyr s original idea •. · To· . . . . . . . .. . 
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telcon 
MCGeorge Bundy/Kissinger 
11:40 a, m. 3/8/71 

B: Have you got a minute? ..... 
L -

I<: Certainly. 

B: I have been talking with Mat Meselson and l have fat.ind myself per~uaded 
that in the long run in what our Administration started in defoliation and tear 
gas the :ciR:x ditch between these weapons and man I.' am 'in maTginal disagreement 
with your statement that herbicides ·and are· okay~ I want to talk but 
in a way as little complicating to you as possible, · l tallc~d to Farly an¢! may 
be careful in relation to the Secy, ? ? ? ? ? · ? ? ? and other peiple with their .. 
interpretations? Any advice on this point? 

K: Countries will put their inte1·pretations on it? ' 

B: We suggest control events and then they become and what we said 
in I65 and the 6 available combat uses of CS there is no difference between 
fixing a j unl e tT ail and • • 

K: We would suffer no pain here ii you indicated what you said to me 
privately that good fences are ? ? ? . We have had tough arguements here. Ii 
you do it with compassion for the President. 

B: The Administration made gains in 169. The reason I suspect that Messelson 
and Fulbright want me to testify is that you authorize in one context and the 
process of war and saving lives carry to: you downstream in ways you cannot 
control. I don 1t think a Senate reservation is a healthy way. If I read the 
Secy 1s resume it would be hard for the President to work this out and I sympathize 
but a deep ditch and a stronger fence wouldn't bother me. One more year 
isn 1t the end of the world. Any communication with the committee that gives 
you a feeling for their thought? 

K: Their thinking hasn't crystallized yet. But l am not the best witness on 
Congressional relations! 

B: If you have Mark Childs on your side then a lot will follow you. That was a 
nice thing for him. It1 s a tempest in a teapot now. Max Lerner nnkes the same 
point in the NY Daily News. 

K: I really do stay away from .Congress for reasons which you know. 

B: You don't have time in the day. If :ByXx Fulbright has you testifying 

K: And eclipsing the Secy. of State --

.» 
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TEL CON 
Mc Geo. Bundy/Kissinger 
11:40 a.m. 3/8/71 -2-. 

B: I hope they ask that question. 

K: If we disagree we will have a merry time, 

B: It's a clear cut case. It's a built in example wheG:e t'hey fail to take an 
honest concern -- there 1s a problem but this is not; the answer to it. 

K: When you make farreaching decisions without anyone knowing that is a 
concern. Considering they have had Roger~ on an~ he g~pn 1 t tell them before 
th.en it's not going to help to have the Security Adv1s or XXKto tell them 

B: Do you have a wise man on your staff who is handling this other? 

K: Michal Guhin on my staff has been following this and he is sympathetic to you 
position, I will also check with our CongressionaLpeople. 

B: I want it in the least harmful way. 

K: I will let you know the feeling here. 

rn.d ·I '" 

l-fl :1.n 4\: . .i· v n t:'J ). i ;~ ed yet. ·But. I am not ::bi:; bli st wi i.r!t~~ :; on 
l;itvm>' ! 

.': ·, ,,. 'ti!Y~~ Me1.tk ·:J1i.ld"-. 1)tl yr:1!~: si..de th.on & Jut will fol~ow you, Thal '.Vi.l~J ;:l 

· .. ,. . .,. >.-·r .h,,...,, l' 1'" a 1· ····11-r"'"" i'n ·1 •r:·ar.r·1· n"'"" •K·i.·-- I e"'ne1· r ·, .• ,, 1·! .. 11.~1:::, ·"-' ........ ,_" :t ... 1. ,..., •• ,1.. " " . .,_.,. .• '-'"• 1v.1.1 '"· .. , ,. ' .• a,Js t:'tc Si.dTHi 

, .. , ::~l!'' t'i'Y Daily Newf.i. 

: ,::·:.l.ly do ela'y .;;,.,way frorn (\rn~ree·R fo.r ~·ea sons wh-i ch ynt: t .. ))OW, 

,;.!J e::lipsln.g t.he Secy, rJf fiiate 

. . ····· ···-··---·"··----·-··--··· ·········-·-·-- ..... _ ........ -~- ·····--· ··-·--· ..... . 



Dr. Henry A. Kissinger 
The Vfnite House 
1Nashington, D. C. 

Dear Henry: 

ApriI 16, 1971 

Here is the testimony I gave before the Foreign 
Relations Committee during the recent hearings on 
the Geneva Protocol. The paper deals mainly 'with 
the military implications of the use of tear gas and 
includes a summary of the opinions of field-level 
commanders who I have talked with here and in 
Vietnam. 

Some of these officers impressed me as beL."lg especially 
thoughtful on the subject and I will pass their names 
along to Michael Guhin in case that would be of any 
help. 

With warm regard s • 

MM:mcm 

Enclosure 

As ever, 

Matthew Meseison 



Mr 9 Henry A. Kissinger 
V ... 'hite House 
Washington, D. C. 20506 

Dear Henry: 

May 24, 1971 

Here is an editoria 1. I wrote at the request of the 

Christian Science Monitor concerning the present 

status of the Geneva Protocol. 

I hope this finds you well and in good spirits. 

MM:mcm 
Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

Matthew Meselson 



JUN 7 1971 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 3, 1971 

Dear Matt: 

Please excuse this tardy thank you for your note of 
April 16 forwarding a copy of your testimony before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the Geneva 
Protocol. My thanks also for the copy of your recent 
editorial. 

As usual, I value your thoughts on such subjects and am 
sure that my staff would appreciate any further informa­
tion you have on this matter. 

Professor Matthew Meselson 
Harvard University 
The Biological Laboratories 
16 Divinity Avenue 

Warm regards, 

/ __ 
Henry A. Klssinger 

C_?-mbridge, Massachusetts 02138 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 17, 1971 

Dear Paul: 

Many thanks for forwarding a copy of 
Matt! s memorandum on the present 
situation regarding the Geneva Pro­
tocol. The issues he presents will 
be given careful consideration in our 
reviews of riot control agents and 
chemical herbicides. 

Warm regards, 

I .. 
Henry A? Kissinger 

Professor Paul Doty 
Department of Chemistry 
Harvard University 
12 Oxford Street 
Cambridge, 
Massachusetts 02138 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 18, 19 71 

Dear Matt: 

Thank you for having a copy sent to me of the 
recent telegram from the Council fox a Livable 
World, congratulating the President on his 
far-sighted initiatives in the area of biological 
and cherr.ri.cal warfare. 

Your attached note was also received in the 
good spirit in which it was sent. 

Warm regards, 

1-· -
Henry A. Kilinger 

Profess or Matthew Mes els on 
Harvard University 
The Biological Laboratories 
16 Divinity Avenue 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 
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Dr. Henry A. Kis s.-i.nger . . 
The White House 
Washing.ton, D. c .. 

Dear Henry: 

.:.·: 
•,:• ·:· ... ··'. 

: . .::·. 

Since it wasn't possible. for us to see you we are sending 
you the product of our labors·. on finding a way to get the Geneva 
Protocol se~tled in this term, Hopefully you will have a chance 
to .look at this on the plane and l;>e ready to recommend .some ac­
tion upon your return. 

Having.seen the much greater evidence that has now accun)u­
lated on the marginal value of cs and herbicides we are convinced 
that a non first use policy is in our interests. On this basis 
we have examined three ways the log jam on the Protocol could be 
broken and the President's initiatives in this area brought to a 

Osuccess.ful culmination. This examination included an estimate of 
the political acceptability of these measures in the Senate as. of 
a month ago: this showed Options B and c to be particularly favor-
able. Matt has some further ideas about implementing Option B. 

While this problem cannot compete with your most urgent-pre­
occupations it may represent a l_ast chance to insure that the World 
will not over time slide into this particularly dangerous. and un­
pre~ictable dimension of warfare. 

With warm regards. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew Meselson 

___________________ .Paul_Doty_. _____ ---

encl: 
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(On April. 10 the Un.~ted:States signed the Biological 
Weapq'ns Convention. Along with his message trans-

. mitting the Convention to the Senate ·fbr-.its :a·Civi.ce and 
consent to -r;-atificati9n, the ?resident' may wish to 
send a separate statement.dealing ·witn the G~neva 
Protocol of 19.25, which was submitted. to the Senate 
on August 19.1 1970.) · 

This Administration has made substantial efforts I on its own. initiative 
and in concert with other goi.rerriments, to reinforce the· constraints' against 
chemical and biological warfare: The'. Convention ·on the Proi1ibition of the 
Development, Production, and Stockpiling of l:liologi.cal Weapons and Toxins 
that I }\ave submitted to the Senate today is a major compone~t of our effort 
in this important area of arms control. ' ·· · 

On August 19, 1970, I transmitted to the Senate for its advice and con­
sent to ratification the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibit.ion of the u·se in War 
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods 
of Warfare. It is essential that the United States become <3. party to this basic 
international agreement. The United States has always suppcirted the principles 
and objectives of the Protocol, whi.ch has been influential throughout its 
nearly fifty years of existence .in deterring the use of chemical and biological 
weapons. 

There is, however, some uncertainty and difference of opinion among 
nations as to what chemical substances are prohibited by the Protocol. The 
United States. has maintained that chemical riot control agents and l":erb'icidC?!J 
do not come under the scope of the Protocol. A considerable number -of state I' 
parties to the treaty h.ave indicated a differing view, and nearly half of the 
parties have stated no position on the question. 

We canBot welcome a situation in. which the obligations prest:.r~bed by 
an important treaty are subject to uncertain or conflicting interpre~:nti\>GS by 
the various parties. Moreover, legal and historiGa.l ambiguity regard.~.ng the 
applicability of the Protocol to' riot control agents and herbicides shoul.o not 
be allowed to stand in the way of United States ratification of the treaty or 
of progress .toward further constraints on chemical and biological warfap::i. 

OPTION A 

Therefore, in the interest of obtaining a common understanding of the 
obHgations-entailed- by ... this-importanUreaty,,~~-J'.lJ.Qp_Q~j:Q §eek ai:i ____ ·-----~ 
advisory opinion from the International Court of Justice at the Hague. 
At the next session of the United Nations General Assembly the ·united 
States will offer a resolution as.king for such an opinion in accord with 
procedure.s established by the Charter. Although we have made our view 
clear, we would be willing for our part to a·ccept an obligation under 
the Protocol to refrain from the first use in war of chemical riot control 
agents and herbicides H such an interpre~ation ii:; advised by the Court 

;J :i 

: ';'/~ ... ' • • M : I 
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and accepted ~;the General Assembly. It is wijthi~ provision that I . 
ask the Senate to take early, action .iri· giving its advice and consent tci 
ratification. · · . 

OPTION B 

Therefore, in the· interest of obtaining a comm0n understandin'g of the 
obligations entailed by this important treaty, we propose to se·ek an 
expression as to the scope o'f the Protdcol from its parties by~infotming . 
them that the United States. will accept an obligation under the Protocol 
to refrain from t.he first u~e in war of c(l.emicai riot control agents and 
herbicides ·if a substantia~ maJ9rity (e, g., two-t)lirds/three-quarters) 
of the parties agrees to 'be. governed by the same obligation. It is 'with 
this provision that I ask the Senate to take ·early. action in giving its 
ad vice and consent to ratification. 

OPTION C 

Therefore, after a thorough review of the security and other issues in-
. valved, I have decided -that it is in the interest of the ·United States to 
promote general agreement regarding the scope of the Geneva Protocol 
by· extending our obligations under the Protocol to include a restraint 
on the first use in war of chemical riot control agents and herbicides. 

· It is with this provision that I ask the Senate to take early action in 
giviflg its advice and consent to ratification. 

NOTES: 

l. It is quite clear that the Protocol by its use of the terms "war" and 
"warfare" in no way applies to or regulates the use of riot control agents in 
the control of.civil disturbances. Such agents have been in widespread use 
for such purposes for more than fifty years and no party to the Protocol or 
recognized legal authority has ever expressed the view thpt this is contrary 
to the Protocol. · 

2. Regarding Option B, an invitation to the parties for expressions of 
opinion regarding the scope of the Protocol would in no way represent an 
attempt to change or re'"ise the treaty, Rather, it would constitute an effort 
to .Hnd a basis for a uniform interpretation. A similar canvass regarding the 
status of tear gas under the Protocol was initiated but never completed oy 
Great Britain at the Prep.aratory CommJ.ii sion of the Disarmament Confei·erice 
in 1930. Many of the most important parties of the time responded, including 
Canada, China, France, Italy and the Soviet Union. On December 16, 19,69 
an attempt was made to define the scope of the Protocol by means of a reso-

___ -- - --]UYion-or-tneuN-Ge-neral _A_s_s-emDly:-Th-e--vfew -that--a11-ohemtca-1-a-gents- includ ... --------------
ing riot control agents and herbicides are prohibited was supported by fifty-
two parties to the Protocol and opposed by two. Thirty parties abstained 'from 
voting, mainly on the gro.und that the General Assembly is not an appropriate 
body to interpret the treaty. In addition, twelve par:ties to the Protocol were 
absent at the time of the vote or were not members.of the UN. See Appendix. 
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~r" ;v;;;::.;;;;;,,;,~,,,.::,,,, ',: •• ,.,.,,,;,,, 2603 A(XXLV) '~~.: ... ·· 1;, 
question of chemical and bactcriologicnl (hiologicnl) 
weapons 16December1969 ' i 

·f 
j 

! ' 
' 

The General Assembly, ! ' .~ 
Considering that chemical and biological methods. of ·warfare ·h;ve always 
been 'viewed with horror and been justly condemned by the international 
community, 

Considering that· these methods of warfare arc inheren.tly reprehensible, ; 
because their cffeC!s are often uncontrollable and unpredictable and may be 
injurious witho~l distinction to c~mbatants and non-combatants and because 
any use would entail a serious risk of escnlation, 

Recalling that successive international instruments have prohibited or . 
sought to prevent the use of such methods or warfare, 

. i·· 

Nolin.~ specifically in this rcgnrd: ' 
(a) That the nrnjority of Stales then in existence adhered to the Protocol 

for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other . 
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at. Geneva on 
17 June 1925, 

(b) That since then further States have become Partic.s to that Protocol, 
(c) That yet other States have declared that they will abide by its prin­

ciples and objectives, 
(d) That these principles and objectives have commanded broad respect 

in the practice of States, 
(e) That the .General Assembly, without any. dissenting vote, has caUed 

for the strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of 
the Geneva Protocol, ' 

Recognizing lherefore, in the light of all the above circumstances, that the 
Geneva Protocol embodies tlic generally m:ognized rules of international. 
law prohibiting the use in international armed conflicts of all biological and 
chemical methods. of warfare, regardless of any techuical developments, 

M.i11df11/ of the report of the Group of Experts,. appointed by the Secre­
tary-Genera! under General Assembly resolution 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 
December 1968, on chemical and bnctcriological (biological) weapons and 
the effects of tl1cir possible use, 

Co:isideri1111 that this report and the foreword to it by the Secretar;-Geu­
eral acid further urgency for an affirmation of these rules and for dispelling, 
fqr the futul'e, any uncertainty as to their scope nnd, by such affinna­
tion, assure the ef.fe.ctiveness of the rules a11d cnnble all States to demon­
strate their determination to comply with them, 

Declares. as ~ontrnry to the generally recognized mies of international 
: law, as embodied in the Protocol for the Prohibition of !'he Use in Wai:__~-------------. _ 

__ __ ___ - --- -------Asphyxialing;--Poisonous-or-otl1erG~ses,-arld-oCJ?acteaological-Methods of 
Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, the use in intemationnl armed 

conflicts of: 
(a) Any chemical agents of warfare--{:.hemical substances, whether gase­

ous, liguid or solid-which mizht be employed because of their direct toxic 
effects on man, animals or plants; 

(b) Any biological agents of warfare-living organisms, \vhatever their 
: · nature, or infective material derived from them-which are intended to 

cause disease or death in man, animals or Jllants, and which depend for 
their effects on .their ability to multiply in the person; .animal or plant at-

tacked. ;\· 
•• o\.' 

. · . .. ·:. 

·.·· ·.:.:: 

... . 

~' 
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,•;·;i.'/. ' . Parties to the Protocol: · ' · ~ 
.{.".' · · :A~g~~tlna · Irari ·Pola.pd"~· . . ';· · : ·Afgh~nlstan Mall· : "· 

,. :::=.. . . . . . :~~"~,., :::,::t.. ?'".~£~:: . r~~;:~ , . g:~~~ Afrl~a~. ~epublic · ~~~·~~~~ '. -:~;~!~~{.:,-..·: .. " . . ·.corigo (Brazzaville)' 'scititii":Y~~·,;~· · 
Cuba · ·r:eoanon ·syf.ia!l Aiab Republic · .. Congo (Kinshasa) S,i.Jdan".'. · ·;·" 
Cypr:us. .. ., " . Lesotho. . . . T9~o .. . · Costa Rica · :. ·:··· ·' 
C:zechoslovaJ<'ia· . · Mti'ldlv~· Islands·:· Trfrildad· & ·Tobago Dahoni.ey: · 
Dominica ii Republic M~.uritllts · · ·Uganda · Equltorlal Guinea 
Ecua'dor . ' Mexico'. . U."S.S.R. GabOn 
Ethiopia Mongoll'a United Arab Republic Guatemala 
Finland Morocco United Republic Tanzonla 
Ghana Nepal Upper Volta 
Guyana Niger Yemen Arab. Republic 
Hungary Nigeria Yugoslavia 
India Paklsian " 
Indonesia Panama 

States voting aga Inst -UNGA resolution. 

Parties to' the Protocol: 

Australia 
Portugal 

Stutes 11bsta lning from voting on UNGA resolution. 

Purtle s to the 'Protocol: 

Austna Japan Singapore 

Belgium Liberia South Africa 

Canada Luxembourg· Swaziland 

Chile Madagascar Thailand 

China Malaysia Tunisia 

Denmark Malawi Turkey 

France Netherlands United Kingdom 

Greece New Zealand Venezuela 

Iceland Norway 

Israel Paraguay 
ltuly S lerra Leone 

UN ~embers not pr~se~t at UNGA vote of 16 December 19G9. 

Parties to the Protocol:. 

Burba dos 
Bcitsw11na 

Gam.bla 
Mal tu 

Zambia 

Guinea 
Haiti 
Honduras· 
Jordan 
Kuwait 
Libya 

Non-parties: 

United States 

Non-parties:. 

·aollvla 
'El Salvador 
Laos 
Nicaragu11 
Phll!'pplnes 
Ui;uguay 

Non-parties; 

~lb1mla 

Campodlu 

-.:__ .- -Ex ls tlng-s ta tes-p~ rl I cs-lo- the-ProtocoLbu't_not_m emb_e_rs_q(_l}_l'Lln __ IJ_e_~inQe_rJJJ_G!J_. ____ _ ~--------------- -------- ---!--------- ~-------------- --------- ~--- --

Chlna, Democratic ·Peoples Republic 
Fiji 

· Gennany, Federal Republic 
Holy See 
Monaco 
Swltz~rland 

Tonga 
* * ... 

Total number of existing states. parties to the Pr<;itocol·= 96 .· ~ .· 

Of these, 52 voted for the UNGA resolution, Although France abstained, the French 
. delegate stated his delegation's a9ree~ent with the subs ta nee of the UNGA re1;.b1U Uon. 
See next page, 

.·1 .. · 
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General Assembly, as called for in the· text of the draft resofotion, to give an· 

i.nterpretation of an international conventi.on. Now, while favoring in sul:)stance 

that draft resolution of the twelve· countries, my delegation will have to abstain 

in the vote on it. 11 

. ~. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 22, 1972 

Dear Professor Meselson: 

Dr. Kissinger departed for the Soviet Union 
before he had an opportunity to respond to the 
letter from you and Professor Doty dated 
May 16. I will be sure he focuses on it as 
soon as he returns. 

Sincerely, 

Al .Xander M. Haig, r. 
Major General, U. s·~ A my 
Deputy Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs 

Professor Matthew Meselson 
Department of Chemistry 
Harvard University 
12 Oxford Street 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 27, 1972 

Dear Matt: 

K~'8'5if)ger 
.~ 

Many thanks for your and Paul's thought-provoking 
letter of May 16 on the Geneva Protocol and for the 
follow-on paper outlining the procedural aspects of 
the option you highlighted. 

The various alternatives suggest different nuances 
and arguments, and I hope we can soon discuss 
them further. 

Warm regards, 

i, 

If'~--7 
Henry A. Kis singer 

Professor Matthew Meselson 
Harvard Biological Laboratories 
Harvard University 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF OPTION B--

SEEKING AN EXPRESSION AS TO THE SCOPE OF THE PROTOCOL FROM ITS PARTIES 

There are several different procedures by which the parties to the Protocol could be 
canvassed for their opinions regarding its applicability to the use in war of riot 
control agents and herbicides. These include: 

1. Convening a conference of the parties to resolve the question .. 

2. Inquiry by a U.S ~'diplomatic note sent directly to each party. 

3. A declaration by the U. S. by a memorandum accompanying our 
instrument of ratification which states our willingness to accept 

. the same obligations as accepted by a substantial majority (two­
, thirds/three-fourths) of the parties. 

The disadvantages of a conference are that it would be difficult or perhaps impossible 
to organize--: and if it were held, it could become seized with issues beyond those we 
wish to address. 

A direct inquiry to the parties or a memorandum accompanying our.instrument of ratifi--­
cation do not suffer from these disadvantages and have the desirable feature of being 
self-executing ~ If and when the specified majority responds I the understanding of the 
U.S. would automatically include the obligations in respect to riot control agents and 
herbicides accepted by the majority. 

The following draft memorandum shows how this approach could be formulated. Such 
a memorandum would be submitted to the Senate for its advice and consent along with 
the Protocol itself. If approved, the memorandum would be sent to the depository 
government (France) as part of the ratification, to be circulated to all parties by the 
French government. 

. . . . 

MEMORANDUM TO ACCOMPANY INSTRUMENT OF RATIFICATION 

It is the understanding of the United States that the Protocol carries no obligation 
to refrain from the use in war of chemical riot control agents and herbicides. How­
ever, the United States recognizes that many parties have expressed a differing 
view while still others have not addressed the question of obligations imposed by 
the Protocol in this regard. 

It is the view of the United States that it would be in the interest of all the parties 
to have a common understanding of the obligations entailed by this important treaty. 
Therefore, in the interest of obtaining such an understanding I the United Sta tes 
would be willing to accept an obligation under the Protocol to refrain from the first 

. use in war of chemical riot control agents and herbicides if two-thirds/three-fourths 
of the parties declare that they presently consider or WGuld be similarly willing to 
accept that such obligations are entailed by the Protocol. 



'\'~ ~1vU. t, ~ G ,r. 

The President submitted the Geneva Protocol of 1925 to the SenClte last August 
, arid the Foreign Relations Committee held hearings in March and April. However/ the ball 

is now back in the Administration court due to the fact that a substantial number of SenCltors 
on the Foreign Relations Committee/ ·as y"el1 0.3 others not on the Committee/ do not want 
to' see the Protocol ratified wlth the Administration's current understandings regarding 
riot control'agents and herbicides. On April 15th Senator FulbriGht wrote to the President . -.- . 

, on behalf of the Committee, asking that he "give further consideration to the tear gas 
ahd herbicide question. " 

lit the end of last month Senator Brooke and Senator Humphrey filed separate 
resolutions dealing vvith the Protocol. Brooke's resolution asks the Pres-ident to send the 
dj,spute to the Intemational Court of Justice for an advisory opinion. It goes on to request 
that the Presldent seek a specific, treaty for prohibiting riot gas and herbicides in case 
the Court should find that they are not already prohibited. The Humphrey resolution j.s 
simpler and avoids sendj.ng dirty laundry to the Hague. It would put the Senate on record 
as supporting a broad interpretation of the Protocol, one that would cover both riot gas 
and herbicides. Senator Humphrey has become a co-sponsor of the Brooke resolution/ 
apparently as a gesture of non-partisanship., 

In the executive branch ~ the NSC' is working on two National Security Information 
Memoranda lone on herbicides, the other on riot 9-as. All aspects, ranging from military 
utility to arms control considerations, are u'nder study. These NSIM I s are unlikely to con­
tain anything fundamentally new.' Their real significance v1ill probably be to make possible 

-a :fresh dlscussion of a subject that seen1ed 'closed a year ago. These new studies / to-
,. gether with this year l s developments in the Senate/ have reopened the riot gas andherbi­

cide: question, extending the President's range of choices. If it is decided to ratify the 
Protocol as not excluding riot gas and herbicides / the problem arises of how to modHy our 
previous pol~cy in such a way as to maximi:ze the benefits of our doing so. 

; . On the purely legal side,' the experts / both in the government and outl generally 
beHeve that 'a legal case can' be made for either side/ but that the case against riot gas 
2rD,d herbiddes is the stronger. They believe that our current position would very probably 
lose before the International Court. ' 

The best way to solve the problem is for the Administration to take the initiative, 
rather than wait for the Senate to quarrel. One approach would be for the President to sa.y 
that he has given a great deal of his Ume to considering the control of chemical and bio-:­
logi.cal weapons. He has done this· not so much because these weapons pose an immediate 

. threat 1 but rather because attenUon to ,the problem now can avert a terrible threat to 
mankind in the future. His considerations have led him to the view that the defense of 
our nation dOes not require our iniUating the use of such weapons. Indeed, their very 
uncontrollability makes them unsuitable to our defenSIve purposes and commitments. 
However, in the hands of others, chemical and bioJogical weapons could do us and all 
mankind great harm. Beyond these important considerations, he could say/he has be­
come increasingly convinced that the great discoveries of biology and medidne must 
not be diverted to milita.ry purposes. All peoples should be able to agree not to use our 
expanding·knowledg~ of the life processes for hostile purpo-s~es. The Eresident could 
then recount the far-reaching,'steps he has already taken" ending up with his submission 
of the Geneva Protocol to the Senate. 

i 
1 
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After e:X:plainirig the Protocol aIidthe case for our ratification I he could bdng up 
the matter of riot gas and her:bici,des. Although this is a subject of considerable current 
dispute /, it should be presented in a low key a.nd should not be allowed to upstage the 
more fundamental and genel'al concerns with regard to CBW that have been discussed in 
the earlier part of his statement .In this spiritl the President might s'ay that "we have always 
supported the aims and objectives of the Geneva Protocol and that we have in good faith 

,'held the view that' it does not prohibit the use in war of riot gas and herbicides. However l 
he' could say I, there is certainly room 'for honest disagreeme~tsince the wording anj 
negotiating history of the treaty are unclear with regard to these particular chen1icalagents. 

, , For this reason l there is currently no authoritative or generally accepted international 
understandi.ng of the precise meaning of the Pro'tocol. Many nations have expressed views 
different from our own. Many others have not publicly stated their views at all. Now the 
purpose of the Geneva Protocol is to draw a clea,r line' against che'mical and biological.' 
warfare. Unless this line is clearly understood by all it cannot be expected to ·hold. He 

'. could then 'say that he would not want to allow legal and historical uncertainties to stand 
in ,the way of world-wide agreement on the meani.ng of a treaty aimed at the overridi.illIl.L 
important objecti.ve of preventi.ng chemical and biolog).cal warfare. The security interests 
of the United States dictate that we seek to end the djsagreement and uncertainty. 

At this point there would be s~veral courses open. One is to utilize the Int~r­
national. Court of Justice to obtain an authoritative interpretation of the Pwtocol. Another 

, , would be for the United States to canvass the parties to the treaty . 

Although there is nothing presently on the docket of the Court I it is unlikely 
that an advisory opinion could be obtained in less than about a year. A canvass could 
be done in considerably less time. It would show that a majority of the parties to the 
I;>rotocol consider hei-bici.des and riot gas to be prohib~ted. However I .it would not be a' 
mere repitition of the 1969 General Assembly vote l since there were thirty-six abstentions 
in that case. If a canvass' is conducted.in prefer'ence to going the route of the Courtl 
the Presidential statement outlined above should not be made until the results are in. 'The 

• I ' . 

, President would then be ina pOSition to say that l after extensive consultation with the 
parties I it appears that t..h.e majority clearly favor including riot gas and herbicides with­
in the scope of the Protocol. He, could say that I in the interests of securing general' 
agreement l we would broaden our understanding of the Protocol accordingly.' Of course l 

. I 

we would regard our agreement to refrain from using these chemicals in war as a mutual 
understanding. Other nations woulQ be expected to observe the 'same rule. 

4 AU9ust 1971 

.' , 
i , 
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DRi.\FT STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT ON OBTAINING 
A UNIFORM UNDERSTANDING OF THE GENEVA PROTOCOL 

(On April 10 the United Sta.tes signed the Biological 
Weapons Convention. Along" with his message trans­
mitting the Convention to the Senate for its a.dvice and 
consent to ratification, the President may wish to 
send a separate statement dealing with the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925, which was submitted to the Senate 
on August 19 1 1970.) 

This .1l,.dministration ha s made substantial efforts, on its own inHtati ve 
and in concert with other governments t to reinforce the constraints agalnst 
chemical and biological 'Narfan~. The Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development l Production, and Stockpiling of Biological \'\,Teapons and Toxins 
that I have submitted to the Senate today is a major component of our effort 
in th1.s important area of arms control. 

On August 19 I 1970 I I transmitted to the Senate for its advice end con­
sent to ratification the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in Vlar 
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods 
of \'\,Tarfare. It is essential that the United States become a party to this basic 
international agre.ement. The United States has always supported the principles 
and objectives of the Protocol, which has been influential throughout its 
nearly fifty years of existence in deterring the use of chemical and biological 
weapons. 

There is I however I some uncertainty and difference of opinion amcng 
nations as to what chemical substa.nces are prohibited by the Protocol. The 
United States has malntained that chemlcal riot control ag"ents and herbicides 
do not come under the scope of the ProtocoL A considerable number of states 
parties to the treaty have indicated a differing view I and nearly half of the 
parties have stated no position on the question. 

We cannot welcome a situaUon in which the obligations prescribed by 
'an important treaty are subject to uncerta.in or conflicting interpretation::; by 
the various parties. Moreover, legal and historical ambigul-;:y regarding the 
appIicability of the Protocol to riot control agents and herbi.cides should not 
oe aUo\"led to stand tn the way of United States ratificaUon of the treC?ty or 
of progres s toward further constra ints on chemical and biologica 1 warfare. 

OPTION A 

Therefore I in the interest of obtaining a common understanding of the 
obligations entailed by this important treaty I we propose to seek an 
advisory opinion from the International Court of Justice at the Hague. 
At the neX'~ session of the United Nations General Assembly the United 
States v-lill offer a resolution asking for such an opinion in accord with 
procedures established by the Charter. l~lthough ";ye have made our vie'lv 
clear I we would be willing' for our part to accept an obligation under 
the Protocol to refrain from the first use l.n war of chemical rlot control 
agents and herbicides H silch an interpretation is advlsed by the Court 



and accepted by the General Assembly. It is with this provision that I 
ask the Senate to take early action in giving its advice and consent to 
ratification. 

OPTION B 

Therefore I in the interest of obtaining a cornmon understanding of the 
obligations entailed by this important treaty, we propose to seek an 
expression as to the scope of the Protocol frpm its parties by informing 
them that the United States will accept an obligation under the Protocol 
to refrain from the first use in war of chemical riot control agents and 
herbicides if a substantial majority (e. g., two-thirds/three-quarters) 
of the parties agrees to be governed by the same obligation. It is with 
this provision that I ask the Senate to take early action in giving its 
advice and consent to ratification. 

OPTION C 

Therefore, after a thorough review of the security and other lssues in­
volved I I have decided that it is in the interest of the United States to 
promote general agreement regarding the scope of the Geneva Protocol 
by extending our obligations under the Protocol to include a restraint 
on the first use in war of chemical riot control agents and herbicides. 
It is with this provision that I ask the Senate to take early action in 
giving its advice and consent to ratification. 

NOTES: 

1. It is quite clear that the Protocol by its use of the terms "war" and 
"warfare" in no way applies to or regulates the use of riot control agents in 
the control of civil disturbances. Such agents have been in widespread use 
for such purposes for more than fifty years and no party to the Protocol or 
recognized legal authority has ever expressed the view th9.t this is contralY 
to the Protocol. 

2. Regarding Option B, an invitation to the parties for expressions of 
opinion regarding the scope of the Protocol would in no way represent an 
attempt to change or revise the treaty. Rathert it would constitute an effort 
to find a basis for a uniform interpretation. A similar canva ss regarding the 
status of tear gas under the Protocol was initiated but never completed by 
Great Britain at the Preparatory Commission of the Disarmament Conference 
tn 1930. Many of the most tmportant parties of the time responded, including 
Canada, China, France, Italy and the Soviet Union. On December 16, 1969 
an attempt was made to define the scope of the Protocol by means of a reso­
lution of the UN General Assembly. The view that all chemtcal agents includ­
ing riot control agents and herbicides are prohibited was supported by fifty­
tvvo parties to the Protocol and opposed by two. Thirty parties abstained from 
voting I mainly on the ground that the General Assembly is not an appropriate 
body to interpret the treaty. In addition, twelve parties to the Protocol were 
absent at the time of the vote or were not members of the UN. See Appendix. 

* * * * * ** I 
I 
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United Nations resolution. 2603 A(XXn') on the 
question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) 

weapons 16 December 1969 

The General Assembly, 

i Considering that chemical and biological methods of warfare have always 

been viewed with horror and been justly -condemned by the international 
community, 

Cons.idering that these methods of warfare are inh~rent1y reprehensible, 

because their effects are often uncontrollable and unpredictable and may be 

injurious without distinction to combatants and non-combatants and because 

any use would entail a serious risk of escalation, 

Recalling that successive inteniational instruments have prohibited or 

sought to prevent the use of such methods of warfare, 

Noting specifically in this regard: 

(a) That the majority of States then in existence adhered to the Protocol 

for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other 

Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 

17 June 1925, 
(b) That since then further States have become Parties to that Protocol, 

(c) That yet other States have declared that they will abide by its prin­

ciples and objectives, 

(d) That these principles and objectives have commanded broad respect 

in the practice of States, 

(e) That the General Assembly, without any dissenting vote, has called 

for the strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of 
the Geneva Protocol, 

Recognizing therefore, in the light of all the above circumstances, that the· 

Geneva Protocol embodies the generally r<;cognized rules of international 

law prohibiting the use in international armed confilcts of all biological and 
chemical methods of warfare, regardless of any technical developments, 

Mindful of the report of the Group of Experts, appointed by the Secre­

tary-General under General Assembly resolution 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 

December 1968, on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and 

the effects of their possible use, 
Considering that tl',is report and the foreword to it by the Secretary-Gen­

eral add further urgency for an affirmation of these rules and for dispelling, 

for the future, any uncertainty as to their scope and, by such affinna­

tion, assure the effectiveness of the rules -and enable all States to demon-

strate their determination to comply with them. _ .. _____ . __ ._ 
Declares -;-t~ntr~ry to the generally recognized rules of international 

. law as embodied in the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of , . 

, Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of 

Warfare, signed at Geneva 011 17 June 1925, the use in international armed 

conflicts of: 
(a) Any chemical agents of warfare--chemical substances, whether gase-

ous, liquid or solid-which might be employed because of their ditect toxic 

i effects on man, animals or plants; 
(b) Any biological agents of warfare-living organisms, whatever their 

! - nature, or infective material derived from them-which are intended 10 

cause disease or death in man, apimals or plants, and which depend for 

! their effects on their ability to multiply in the person, animal or plant at­

tacked. 

., 
i 



States voting for UNGA resolution of 16 December 1969. 
. , 

Parti.es to the Protocol: 

Argentina Iran 
Brazil Iraq 
Bulgaria Ireland 
Burma Ivory Coast 
Central African Repu~lic Jamaica 
Ceylon K.enya 
Cuba Lebanon 
Cyprus Lesotho 
Czechoslovakia Maldive Islands 
Dominican Republic' Mauritius 
Ecuador Mexico 
Ethiopia Mongolia 
Finland Morocco 
Ghana Nepal 
Guyana Niger 
Hungary Nigeria 
India Pakistan 
Indonesia Panama 

States voting against UNGA resolution .. 

Parties to the Protocol: 

Australia 
Portugal 

Poland' 
Romania 
Rwanda· 
Saudi Arabia 
Spain 
Sweden 
Syrian Arab 'Republic 
Togo 
Trinidad & Tobago 
Uganda 
U.S.S.R. 
United Arab Republic 
United Republic Tanzania 
Upper Volta 
Yerqen Arab Republic 
Yugoslavia 

States abstaining from voting on UNGA resolution: 

Parties to the Protocol: 

Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
ChUe 
China 
Denmark 
France 
Greece 
Iceland 
Israel 
Italy 

Japan 
Liberia 
Luxembourg 
Madagascar 
Malaysia 
Malawi 
Netherland s 
New Zealand 
Norvvay 
Paraguay 
Sierra Leone 

Singapore 
South Africa 
Swaziland 
Thailand 
Tunisia 
Turkey 
United Kingdom 
Venezuela 

UN members not present at UNGA vote of 16 December 1969. 

Parties to the Protocol: 

Barbados 
Botswana 

Gambia 
Malta 

ZambIa 

Non-parties: 

Afghanistan 
Algeria 
Cameroon 
Chad 
Columbia 
Congo (BrazzaviJ.le) 
Congo (Kinshasa) 
Costa Rica 
Dahomey 
Equitorial Guinea 
Gabon 
Guatemala 
Guinea 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Jordan 
Kuwait 
Libya 

United States 

Non-parties:. 

'Bolivia 
El Salvador 
Laos, 
Nicaragua 
Philippines 
Uruguay 

Non-parties: 

Albania 
Cambodia 

Existing states parties to the Protocol bu't not members of UN in December 1969 .. 

China, Democratic Peoples Republic 
Fiji 
Germany t Federal Republic 
Holy See 
Monaco 
Switzerland 
'fonga 

* * * 

Total number of existing states parties to the Protocol = 96 

Mali 
Mauritania 
Peru 
Senegal 
Somalia. 
South Yemen 
Sudan 

Of these, 52 voted for the UNGA resolution. Although Frunce abstained, the French 
. delegate stated his delegation's agreement with the substance of the UNGA resolution, 
See next page. 



Statement of the French Delegation explaining its abste.ntion from voting on 

UNGA resolution of 16 December 1969 

"Concerning the draft resolu.tion, the French delegation confirms that it 

is true that through liAr. Paul Boncour in G.eneva in 1925 I in connexion with the 

preparation of the Conference on Disarmament in 1932, France made it clear 
\ 

that the Protocol of 1925 r in our view, was of very general scope. Tha.tis still 

bur position. However, we have constantly maintained that the text of 1925 left 

no doubts on that point. For that precise reason, we do not think it is up to the 

General Assembly, as called for in the text of the draft re.solution, to give an 

interpretation of an international convention. Now,. while favoring in substance 

that draft resolution of the twelve countries, my delegation will have to abstain 

in the vote on it . II 



GAS WARFARE AND THE GENEVA PROTOCOL 

In November, 1969 President Nixon announced that the U.S. would not 

use lethal and incapacitating chemicals in war except in retaliation for their use 

by an enemy, nor use biological agents under any circumstances. Nine months 

after this widely acclaimed step he sent to the Senate the 1925 Geneva Protocol, 

which we had signed but never ratified. The Protocol prohibits "the use in war of 

asphyziating, poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials, 

or devices." Nearly a hundred nations are parties to the Protocol but the United 

States, alone among major powers, is not. In presenting the treaty I Secretary of 

State William Rogers said: "It is the United States' understanding of the Protocol 

that it does not prohibit the use in war of riot-control agennts and chemical 

herbicides." But the majority of nations that have stated their interpretation of 

the Protocol assert that it prohibits the use in war of all toxic chemical weapons, 

including tear gas and herbicides. Both of these substances had been heavily used 

by U • S. forces in Vietnam. Today, herbicide use has virtually ended, and the use 

of tear gas. is only a small fraction of its 1969 peak of more than six million pounds. 

Nevertheless r the Administration has not changed the position it presented at the 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings in March, 1971. Senators suggested 

that an interpretation that allowed the use of tear gas and herbicides might imperil 

the Protocol. After the hearings, the Committee sent a letter to President Nixon 

asking a re-examination of this question. This was hardly an unreasonable request, 

for Secretary Rogers had at the hearings revealed plans "to initiate a new review of 

riot control agents and chemical herbicides in the Vietnam conflict." Yet nearly a 

year later, the Committee has not received a reply, and is unlikely to commend the 

Pr otocol to the Senate with this question unresolved. 

'There is a strong case for a change in the Administration's position. A 

permiSSive reading of the Protocol is not justified by the document's historic 

observance, nor is it consistent with the tradional U. S. stand against any kind of 

CBW. Moreover, it is likely to weaken the treaty's restraints on more lethal 

weapons. 
. . . -

Tear gas was the first chemical agent"used in World Wac I, our first and only 

experience with all-out chemical warfare. Starting in 1914, France and Germany made 
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massive use of a variety of tear gases in artillery shells and other weapons. tn 

1915 the gas war escalated following the German use of chlorine against French 

colonial forces at Ypres. Both sides raced to discover and use toxic agents more 

effective in defeating the newly introduced gas mask. Of the 275, 000 U. S. 

casualties, more than one-fourth were caused by gas. It is not surprising that a 

prominent section of the 1919 Versailles Treaty prohibits German possession of 

"-asphyxiating, poisonous, or other gases"-- wording which was later incorporated 

into the 1925 Protocol. 

Americans strongly favored further treaties. Almost without exception, 

the public and its leaders sought the prohibition of all chemical weapons, as well 

as the biological agents that were becoming thinkable. In 1922 a committee of 

distinguished citizens, chaired by General of the Armies John J. Pershing and 

including Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover, recommended the complete 

prohibition of "chemical warfare, including the use of gases, whether toxic or 

non-toxic." The top brass of the Navy advised the Administration that "there will 

be a great difficulty in a clear and definite demarcation between the lethal gases ... 

as distinguished from those gases which simply disable temporarily. " This view 

was the consistent U. S. policy until only a few years ago. 

The U. S. took the lead in fashioning an international agreement. Indeed, 

we drafted and sponsored the Protocol. It is ironic that, 47 years later, our country 

could represent a major threat to its success. It is the oldest and most successful 

arms control treaty now in force. The United States would be a party but for an 

unfortunate episode that foreshadowed later difficulties in limiting arms. For 

although the U. S. military leadership generally supported the Protocol, a few saw 

gas as the "ideal weapon." Officers of the Army's Chemical Warfare Service joined 

with the American Legion and the industry-oriented American Chemical Society to 

block the treaty. Few Senators wished to oppose this powerful coalition. The Protocol 

was tabled and ,though it remained on the Senate calendar in later years, was not 

considered again. In 1947 President Harry Truman withdrew it as "outmoded." 

The U. S. had not suspended its support of the J.=>rotocol's principles, however. 

As President Nixon noted in his 1969 announcement, "Since 1925, this proposal has 
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been affirmed by the United States as a matter of policy." Until 1965 this observance 

included a self-imposed prohibition of tear gas in war. This fact was obscured at 

the 1971 Senate hearings when Secretary Rogers quoted a 1930 statement by aU. S. 

diplomat that seemed to show our opposition to restraints on tear gas. The event 

in question occurred at a preparatory session of the 1932 Geneva Conference on 

the Limitation of Armament. But it appears that the official- U. S. Ambassador Hugh 

Gibson- was speaking without guidance from Washington. There is no published 

record of any State Department cable to the delegation advising Gibson what position 

to take. Thus, he began his remarks by saying: "I had hoped that it would not be 

necessary to make a statement on this subject, as I confess that I am not in a 

position to offer a sound and valuable opinion on the problem. " Two years later, 

when the Conference itself got underway, the U. S. left no doubt as to its stand. 

On four separate occasions, we approved of wording that explicitly prohibited 

"lachrymatory" or "irritant" substances. Indeed, our only reservation was that a 

ban on tear gas in war not prevent its domestic use-- a position with which all 

other nations concurred. The Protocol explicitly refers to "use in war" and 

"methods of warfare." No party to the Protocol and no legal authority has ever 

argued that the use of riot gas to control civil disorders is prohibited by the 

Protocol. The U.S. has, thus, always asserted its right to use gas for riot control 

at home, but distinguished this from its battlefield uses, which we opposed in 

principle. Our official position, as cabled to Geneva by Secretary of State Cordell 

Hull in 1933, approved of a complete ban, provided that" it did not prohibit the use 

of lachrymatory gases for domestic police purposes." This position was to be 

reflected in national policy and practice until well into the Vietnam war. 

The withdrawal of Germany and Japan in 1933 doomed the Conference, 

but the U. S. continued to press for restraints. In 1937 President Franklin Roosevelt 

declared: "It has been and is the policy of this government to do everything in its 

power to outlaw the use of chemicals in warfare." Throughout the Second World War, 

each side stockpiled huge amounts of chemical agents. But the U. S. never ordered 

the use of gas, and none was used against us. It is especially significant that not 

an ounce of the more than one million pounds of U.S. tear gas was ever used against 

the enemy, though much of it was combat-ready in the form of grenades, mortar shells, 

and tear gas pots. According to the official history of the Army· s Chemical Warfare 
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Service, in cases such as "attacks upon Japanese caves and bunkers, or upon 

isolated positions, in the Pacific islands, the gases might have brought about 

surrender, or have driven the enemy into the open." Similarly, there were many 

opportunities for tear gas warfare in the Korean War but gas was quite deliberately 

never used in combat. ThIs strict policy in no way interfered, however, with the 

use of tear gas off the battlefield. 
, 

The first u. S. involvement with gas warfare since 1918 was in late 1964 

in Vietnam. Public outcry caused Washington to order a total ban. In March, 1965 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk declared that the gas would be used only for" situations 

analogous to riot control." The original rationale was that tear gas would save the lives 

of civilians held hostage. But the enemy rarely used "human shield" tactics. 

Peasants learned to flee from firefights or to take cover. It was soon realized that 

tear ga s could drive them from their shelters into the line of fire. Meanwhile, 

despite Rusk's assurance that "we do not expect that gas will be used in ordinary 

military operations," it became a deadly and ubiquitous military tool. It was an open 

secret that u. S. troops made massive use of gas to expose enemy soldiers to the 

line of fire. Indeed, before the present official silence, Brigadier General William 

Stone, then a top Army chemical warfare officer, told the House Appropriations 

Committee how the troops used gas: "It flushes out Charlie, gets him out of the 

bushes, and they are able to see who they are fighting." Only a month later, in 

July, 1969, he was more guarded, telling the House Armed Services Committee: "I 

would like to think that with all American soldiers, if a Viet Cong comes out of a 

hole or building and appears to want to surrender, we won't shoot him, but if he 

comes out firing, we will fire back." In reality such chivalrous use of tear gas has 

been exceedingly rare. Far more often, it has been used simultaneously with firepower 

to obtain maximum casualties. Since tear gas munitions were now in the field, their 

combat use expanded rapidly and the ban was quietly relaxed. A 1968 article in 

Army Digest asserted that tear gas was "helping to win battles and to achieve 

military objectives. " 

Dr. Herbert York, the Pentagon's research chief under President Eisenhower, 

in May 1970 indicated regret at his former belief "that some chemical and biological 
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weapons, especially of the non-lethal variety, ... might, in some degree make war 

more humane. I have come to realize that the situation is very much more complicated 

than I had then thought." If tear gas is less humane than originally thought, it is 

also disappointing as a weapon. High ranking U. S. officers in Vietnam have privately 

reported that tear gas has been of little military value. Just as ~n World War I, gas 

masks are now standard equipment for enemy soldiers, and the North Vietnamese have 

begun using tear gas themselves. 

President Nix.on inherited this problem from the previous administration, 

which bears major responsibility for this extraordinary escalation in chemical 

warfare. And it is harder to reverse a policy than to a void it in the first place. Clearly, 

the simplest and most workable ban on gas warfare is one that covers all chemical 

weapons. The presence of tear gas and its stronger cousins on the battlefield clouds 

the important barrier between today· s conventional warfare and the terrible possibilities 

that were only hinted at in World War I. No war is humane, but by international 

consensus the use of lethal gas is so undesirable as to merit special precautions. 

Former national security adviser under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson McGeorge 

Bundy testified at the 1971 Senate hearings on the Protocol that "a clear and agreed 

international understanding is much more important than the debatable combat value 

of herbicides and tear gas. " 

In December 1969 the United Nations General Assembly disagreed with the 

U • S. view of the Geneva Protocol. Eighty nations voted for an interpretation 

encompassing "any chemical agents." The U. S., Australia and Portugal '(which uses 

herbicides against rebel forces in its African colonies) were opposed to the resolution, 

while 36 nations abstained. This decision might have been even more lopsided but for 

the decision of some of our allies to politely abstain rather than publicly differ with 

our stand. The Administration has argued that such a vote cannot determine a question 

of international law. Indeed, nearly half the parties to the Protocol have not yet 

indicated their view. of the scope of the ban on gas. However, agreement would 

certainly be almost unanimous if the U. S. were to return to its traditional stand against 

the use of chemicals in war. If the Administration finds itself unable to adopt a 

complete ban outright, then an honorable and constructive course might be for the 

President to determine the opinion of countries that have ratified the Protocol, agreeing 

to accept their view if it is sufficiently unanimous. Another possible action is to ask 
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the U. N. to seek an opinion on the Protocol from the International Court of Justice 

at the Hague. 

The present impasse over U. S. ratification may well be preferable to a 

unilateral decision that might erode the Protocol. And a major fight on the Senate 

floor might be just as damaging, whatever the ultimate outcome. But we tempt fate 

by leaving the question open. Our hesitation is hardly worthy of the traditional U. S. 

leadership and of the Administrations far-sighted initiatives to prevent gas and germ 

warfare. The responsibility has falle,n to us to foster a worldwide consensus on the 

meaning of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. We must strengthen the world's oldest 

continuously effective treaty on war. 

Christopher Leman 
Harvard College, Class of 1973 

Matthew Meselson 
Profes sor of Biology 
Harvard University 



THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

November 4, 1973 

.•• i 
! i J.. 

. : \I . _ ... 

Dear Matt, 

Many.thanks for your very kind note on 

my appointment. I deeply appreciate it. 

Warm regards, 

/ ···---·--------------; 
Henry A. tissinger 

Mr. Matt Meselson, 
The Biological Laboratories, 

Harvard University, 
16 Divinity Avenue, 

Cambridge, Massachusetts. 
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NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 
2101 CONSTITUTION AVENUE 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20418 

February 27, 1974 

Dr. M. S. Meselson 
The Biological Laboratories 
Harvard University 
16 Divinity Avenue 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 

Dear Matt: 

Thank you for your letter of February 7 and its 
enclosure. We had previously been furnished a copy of 
the November 6 letter and report by AID and, about the 
same time, a copy of the mess.age from the U. S. Embassy 
in Saigon reacting to the latter and reporting the action 
of the Japanese in lifting their embargo. 

In the event you do not already have them, I am 
enclosing a copy of the cable message as well as a copy 
of Handler's earlier letter to Secretary Kissinger. In 
light of subsequent developments, Dr. Handler believes a 

·second letter to Kissinger is in order. The material 
you have provided should be helpful for this purpose. 

Sincerely yours, 

/d.- ~--
John S. Coleman 

____ Enclosur_es. _______ ~----~--------



OFFICE OF 

HENRY A. KISSINGER 

April 5, 1979 

Dear Mr. Meselson: 

Dr. Kissinger who is presently out of town 
asked me to thank you for your letter and 
the copy of your book on the issue of 
chemical weapons control. He appreciates 
having the record of the conference you 
chaired on this important issue. 

· Mr .• Matthew Meselson 
Harvard University 

Sincerely, 

William G. Hyland 

The Biological Laboratories 
16 Divinity Avenue 
Carribridge, Massachusetts 0.2138 



HENRY A. KISSINGER 

August 8, 1989 

De.ar Matt: 

' 
I appreciated having an opportunity to 
read an advance copy of "Prospects for a 
Chemical Weapons Disarmament Treaty". It 
was of much interest, and you were thought­
ful to bring it to my attention. 

With every good wish, 

Warm regards, 

I--
Henry A. KZssinger 

Dr. Matthew Meselson 
Department of Biochemistry 

& Molecular Biology 
·Harvard University 

7 Divinity Ave.nue 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 

SUITE 1021 • moo K STREET, N. w. . WASHINGTON, D. c. 20006 • (202) 872-0300 
TELEFAX (212) 753-7248 
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Dear Henry, 

HARVARD UNIVERSITY 

THE BIOLOGICAL LABORATORIES 

.f ~·..ii,... ··~ ... 

16 DIVINITY A VENUE 

CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02138 

14 M.arch 19 80 

The enclo:sed article by R.obinson and me will· appea.r in 
next mowgh' s Scientific lITTterica.n. There is so much mis­
infoi""IP.ation circulating about the subject of .::hemical weapons 
that, even without access to classified :material,,,we thought 
we would make a positive contribution. 

I do not see u.S. proct1.rr=:rnent of additional chemical 
weapons r bina.ry or not, as an effective cou.nter to iSovie:t 
chemicals, given We.st German unwillinc:mess to inteqra.te 
chemicals ·into their forces a.nd cri ven some of the rd liaarv 
characteristics of ohemica.1 vle.ap(;ns a.nC:t chemic;;~l prote:cti~re 
equipment discussed in our papa!E. On the l.:asis of the bi­
lateral chemica.l arr:1s control .a.ilks &ast P-.c.11;rust and before 
the Sov·iet invasion of A.£ghani st an, I thought there was reason 
to be micUy optimistic about chem~ce.l ar111s control. Defense 
Departntent rn.eml;ers. of the chemica 1 workincr crroup ·were similarl v 
encouraged.. ·when :c. s. ···~Joviet n.=:lo. t.i.o:ns c~.1.~e .. on a r;ore even }:eel 
~again, I hope that chEimica.J. ,,_:Cm.s control v,'ill continue to fine 
favor in the two 9over:nrnerrts. 

A.s yot1 know, molecular biology is qoinq;< throus:rh another 
peak of exciting development.::;,. aJ. thog.gh ao far aJ.:ie~he~?e:a:naainly 
inexplicable discoveries reve.::;:led by powerful nev-? techr:.igues. 
'J.'he new insights and generalizations have yet t.o come. I still 
spend most of my working time in research and.teaching. A few 
weeks ago we bought from Harvard the little brick house on 
Kirk.land Place where the Shulmans used to live behind the 
Semitic Museem and we are expanding it to accornodate our in-------~-~ 
creasingly active daughters, now aged eight and nine. 

With warm regards, 

as everr 

Matthew Meselson 

Encl. 
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.:: _ , ~Trip Notes Thursday, Feb. 21, New York City 
~OC>";l_ 

We left Boston on the USAir shuttle to New York at 8 and arrived at around 9:45 in the city. We 
took a taxi to Lexington and 53rd--near the Brook Club between Lexington and Park, where 
lunch was set for one o'clock. We went to the club, introduced ourselves to the manager 
(Gregory?) And then went for breakfast at the Palladium, a cafe a few blocks away. After that 
we left the two bil;lders of documents MM had prepared at the Brook Club and walked around 
the area, stopping by the Waldorf 

We went over some questions to ask: what were the presdient' s real considerations about the 
banning of biological weapons. Were there documents from primary actors? Were HK's 
personal observations on record. Would he remember the Key Biscayne phone call reported by 
Paul Doty about toxins? Was there anyone close to the president who influenced him? 

We were at Brook Club at 12:50 and, after checking our coats and the binders (not allowed in 
third floor lunch room), we were shown upstairs. (Matthew used the first floor men's room 
while the manager and I waited and discussed how the second floor is reserved for men only, 
except on certain days of the year, and has a commllllal table; we would have lunch on the third 
floor). On the third floor we waited in a room to the left of the elevator that had Gilbert Stuart's 
portrait of John Jay and a Samuel F.B. Morse of some other similar fellow and three other lesser 
portraits of the same kind. We were served perriers. Two men waited in the hall by the elevator, 
on the watch. Henry called to say he would be a few minutes late. By around I :20 we were 
seated for lunch. 
He was shorter than I had imagined, slightly tanned, his face familiar but wrinkled. 
After lunch, MM and I went back to the Waldorf and I took notes on what we both remembered 
about the meeting. 

Right after we were seated, MM went directly to the question of what HK remembered about the 
1969 decision. HK said that he had not looked over his files. The decision was made early in the 
administration, he said, before Nixon began to tape. ( thought he gave me an embarassed glance 
at the mention of the word tape). 

About Nixon, HK made the point that Nixon did not have to be persuaded to ban bw. It was an 
easy issue. MM repeated the "seeds of destruction" quote. HK agreed that this sentiment was 
central, that nuclear weapons already had the power of mass destruction. He. thought that the 
phrase probably came from his own office, though he said he did not write them himself. Later 
he mentioned that the process at the time was for his office to write papers that were always 
judged too academic, so someone in the president's office would distill the ideas, and that HK 
always had veto power over the ideas. The question of who influenced Nixon seemed to fall flat. 
Later in the lunch, I told the story of George Bush being influenced by his mother regarding the 
ban on chemical weapons. Henry had not heard this story. Before I could relate this story to 
Nixon, JVIlv1 brought the conversation. to the present tense. I suggested that President Bush might 
be influenced by family members to give more support to the BWC. 

1 
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Then began a discussion about verification. HK asked about Iraq and about the difficulty of 
detecting bw. Iv11v1 responded with his "wrong end of the telescope" argument. 
HK asked about the level of bw use and the question of proof Iv11v1 introduced the idea of a 
threshold of bw use but HK and 11M agreed that all bw use was meant. 
JG added that "natural" versus "unnatural" incidents could be distinguished--as in Sverdlovsk. 
JG promised to send HK a copy of her book. 
HK said we were in a new era. Once if someone did something there was a response. Now 
nuclear and bw justified a response before use, didn't they? ,_ 
11M made point that bw is difficult to find, so how can you have a response? 11M talked about 
how US and USSR had vast scale of bw. He clarifies that Iraq had an anthrax slurry, not up to 
US or USSR standards. Remy is taken with the idea that a small amount of bw can have large 
repercussions. 

HK had no recollection of Key Biscayne phone call. (Aside here that he had recently read Philip 
Roth saying that growing old was losing your memory. J\.1JVI tells of teaching and having a short 
term memory problem with all new scientific facts. JG adds that he also didn't much care about 
the new facts.) 

HK not interested in writing about bw decision except in memoir--no interest in self­
achievement piece. 

Iv1M about whether the USSR thought US had held on to a standby bw capacity, mentions 
leaving our stuff in South Pacific in the 1960s--did the Soviets think then that we had standby. 
HK says we had no standby capacity. 
Iv1M asserts that experts were let go, that they were disgruntled. (Later Iv1M not sure if all experts 
were let go in 1969-70) 
Iv1M asked HK who was the teacher who most influenced him. HK replied that --gandel Elliot--a 
man who was not especially great, who later became a kind of second-class consultant--had paid 
HK a lot of attention. He assigned HK an essay on Kant--this after HK had been in the army and 
returned to college--and then he told HK that he had "a first-rate mind" something that HK said 
he had not thought of himself 
1-'lM asked about HK working for Rockefeller after Harvard. HK said he limited the amount of 
money from NR to what his academic salary would have been, that he didn't want to be taken in 
by the Rockefeller money. HK said that at Harvard he had a Saturday group (not his seminar) 
that concentrated on mid-range and long-term policy issues. He said that with the Vietnam war 
protest, academics either were revolutionaries who wanted to change government radically or 
they were applying for jobs at assistant secretaries and above. In government, short term tactics 
fill the days. There is little mid and long range planning, which is where academics can be 
useful. But today academics try to be tactical while knowing not much about government present 
time activities. 
HK remarked that Bush will have to show he is against BW, with the inference that this would 
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' " be a move against Iraq, before_ getting to the treaty issue. MM asked whether the UN could have 
an ad hoc tribunal for cases ofbw use, pre arranged and not subject to-veto. HK agreed this 
could be done. 

Henry asked JG about herself, she told of meeting MM at Aspen and then getting involved in 
yellow rain as person who did interviews via connection from 11M for CIA (Stuart S.--whom 
J\llli1 didn't seem to remember as CIA) and then on to Russia. JG said she was raised in Cold 
War atmosphere and was somewhat afraid to go to USSR in 1988 but eager to go in 1992. 
MM told story of getting invitation to Ekaterinburg iva Gubanov. 
JG praised opera house in Ekaterinburg, said city was removed from Moscow. HK has never 
been much beyond Moscow. HK said his musical apprecation stops at R Straus and maybe 
Stravinsky. 
11M asked HK what he did for leisure. Answer: walk, read, swim. HK said wheri young he 
thought age was an affliction that would happen to others not him. He said he is 78 but does not 
think of retiring because he loves what he does, it is not work. MM agrees. JG makes reference 
to MM' s father working until 91. JG refers to Larry Holmes book about MM and relentless work 
schedule. 

JG mentioned she had worked as Congressional Fellow in DC. HK comments that DC is 
demoralizing when you are not in power--unless you write. Politicians at present do not want 
substance; they want impact. HK remembered and liked Durrenberger; Senator JG worked for 
who ran afoul of ethics committee on book selling deal. 
JG mentioned power of media in DC. HK recounted that contrary to what some think he did not 
let information leak--that he held substantive press briefings and that good journalists could find 
information in them if they looked. 
HK on Putin: Putin worked in the analytic part of KGB and cares about world affairs. Last 
summer (?)HK spent several hours with him. He has a good opinion of Putin. 

JG asked about Homeland Security. HK said Ridge seemed good but he had no power, no money 
and no programs. JG pointed out that he had influence with Bush, that he influenced the increase 
in the NJH budget. HK replied that you cannot keep pestering the president for money. 

On Korea and Iran, HK said Bush will never touch them. But Iraq could be different. 
MM thought that UNMOVJK might be a solution, that Hans Blick (?) Would know. 

. ' . 
MM verifies that HK brought the book Andromeda Strain to Nixon who read it. HK presumed 
that l\iW was influential in decision, that he 1v1}v.:[ must have his set of documents. MM tells HK 
that there is a binder of information for him downstairs. 
HK laughed when he said that he had no plan to visit Harvard. 
To JG he commented that teaching in the social sciences must be difficult now, implication of 
some reduced freedom (don't know if he meant pc issue or patriotism issue). JG emphasized th.at 
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:MIT atmosphere was open. 

MM and HK discuss treaty promotion. MM emphasizes the ''voice" or tone that the argument 
must make. 

On elevator down to lobby, guard explained that ssecond floor was just for men and then gave 
details on once a year ladies dinner, etc. HK seemed not to know any of these rules. In lobby, 
MM gave him the big three ring binder with documents, which HK handed to an assistant with 
instructions that it should go to the country this weekend. In it were also the Science article, the 
NYRB article, and JGs Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society article. Very friendly 
good by at around 2:50. 

JG and MM went back to Waldorf (3-4: 15), tried to reach Chris Vlasto at ABC news who had 
tried to reach us in Boston. We left a few messages for him but did not hear back 
We went to the UN at 5 to meet Igor Land others (Harry, Peter) involved with UNMOVIK. Left 
there at 6:45 to get the 8 pm shuttle to Boston. We helped the UN people get the DRES report 
off the web. Igor recounted how in 1993 Nikita asked him to arrange our meeting with General 
Y. Igor said he made sure the general read the draft (in Russian) of the Science paper. Which 
made the general angry, but Igor encouraged him to have a conversation with the Americans, to 
explain his views. Igor is in the file photo taken in 1993 in Moscow with General Y. 
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HENRY A. KISSINGER 

April 1, 2002 

Dear Matt: 

I am just back from a rather long trip 
and have only had a chance to take a quick 
look at Jeanne's book. But already I know 
I will be reading it with the greatest 
interest, ~nd I thank you both for sending 
me a copy. 

I enjoyed our lunch enormously and hope we 
can get together again sometime soon. 

Warm regards, 

I-~' 
Henry A.7Kissinger 

Professor Matthew Meselson 
Harvard University 
Department of Molecular and 

Cellular Biology 
7 Divinity Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02138 

TWENTY-SIXTH FLOOR· 350 PARK AVENUE· NEW YORK. NEW YORK 10022 · (212) 759-7919 

FACSIMILE (212) 759-0042 



HENRY A. KISSINGER 

February 11, 2005 

Dear Jeanne: 

Thank you for sending me a copy of 
Biological Weapons and for your gracious 
inscription. Your chapter on Nixon's 
decision to renounce their use is accurate 
as I recall it, and know I will find the 
rest of the book equally interesting and 
informative. The subject is of great 
importance; and I appreciate your bringing 
your excellent overview to my attention. · 

Henry A. Kissinger 

Professor Jeanne Guillemin 
19 Chauncy Street 
Cambridge, MA 02138 



c~ai r lllll:loax ll11111on <1Mm11111on01m .. l.com> 
.,c.oogre 

Re: Kissinger 

Malllwww MwlMn <mamea ellon@llmall.com> 
To: "Fe111uson, NJalr <nfe111111cru.hlllvard.edu> 
Bee: Janet Montgomeiy CjmontgomGlraa.halvard.edu> 

Dear Nlall, 
Tea at 6:00 would be fine. Where -1111 find you? 
Ma"' thank8, 
Matti.w 

Sun, M~ 18, 2010 Ill: 7:17 AM 

on sun, MflY 16, 2010 at 3:2& AM, Ferg1110n, Nlall <nfeigusC!lfaa.llalvatd.edu> wrutae 
Dear Maid"""'· 
That would be a plea6ure. Would you care to meet on Tu&Sday for a cup aftea-11ay at around 
5pm? 
Bestwlshu, 
Nlell. 

On 5115110 8:33 PM, "MatltlaW Masalson" <msmeselson@gmall.com> wrata: 

Dear Niall, 

I Wiii ba lKKllng Hanry lat8r this men 1111 pal1ly In regard to his role In the Nixon CBW 
decisions. It you wlll be In Camb11dge this week could you spare me a ffNI minutes? 

Beat regards, 

Matlh8W 

On Thu, Feb 11, 2010 at2:1B AM, Niall Ferguson <nfargus@fas.harvard.edu> wrote: 

Dear Matthew, 
I would Jove ID talk ID you about this. I am still in the faolhills of his 88lly 
years, but I hope bab'a the and af the !18ft1Bltar we can tnd time to 
dillCUllll this. 
Ira a hugely impottant subject. 
Beal:wiahaa, 
Niall. 

Fnim: Mallhew Mllslllaon (malrto:mamaaalMlll@~all.ccm) 
Sent: Wednesday, F8bnlaly 10. .2010 2:12 PM 
To: nfllrgus@taa.llaNanl.echJ 
Sulljlld: Klaalngar 

DearNlall, 

We once talked of Henry Klaalngar"• role In the daclalona 



of President Nixon to renounce biological and toxin 
weapons. Important then, those decisions of 1969 and 
1970 seem even wiser in retrospect, as our knowledge of 
fundamental life processes and how to manipulate them 
continues to advance. 

So far as I know, Henry has never written or spoken on 
the record of this. Having been involved on the periphery 
as a friend and informal consultant to him during the 
relevant interagency reviews, I believe that Henry shares 
a good part of the credit for the President's. decisions. In 
overseeing the two principal reviews {pursuant to 
NSSM59 on biological and chemical weapons overall and 
NSSM 85 specifically on toxins) Henry required each 
agency and department, despite their preferences, to 
argue both pros and cons for each option, effectively 
preserving all the issues for the President. The 
{unpublished) record shows that Henry's own 
recommendations to the President were to renounce 
biological weapons and, in the end, also to renounce 
toxin weapons. 

If you are interested in talking with me about this aspect 
of Henry's life, let me know and we can arrange a time and 
place -- perhaps at your Cambridge office or, next door, at 
my office in the Fairchild Biochemistry building on 
Kirkland Street. 

Best regards, 

Matthew 

Matthew Meselson 
Thomas Dudley Cabot Professor of the Natural Sciences 
Department of Molecular and Cellular Biology 
Harvard University 
Cambridge, MA 02138 
Telephone (617) 495-2264 



MM Notes on Visit with HK May 24, 2010 
4 p.m. 
 
 
I arrived at K Associates at 4 pm He came out of office into waiting room and led me 
back to his office. He sat on my right because as he explained his left ear is better (same 
problem as with lunch years back). I was on sofa and he was in chair. His assistant 
brought in two cups of tea--automatically.  
 
I told him about Paul Doty and gave him a sheet of paper on which Paul's telephone 
numbers were written and encouraged him to call on cell. That Paul would appreciate it. 
HK asked what PD medical problem was and I said congestive heart failure. HK said the 
best cardiologist in world was in Boston, Desanctus, but he wasn’t available at this time. I 
said that Paul had been told by one physician that he had only a few weeks to live. Paul 
telephoned me right after that, very distressed. Subsequently his own cardiologist told 
him that nothing was that certain but that his condition was deteriorating.  
  
I recently talked with Naill Ferguson and Henry said NF was slow in finishing the 
biography although HK had high regard for him. I asked him about NF history of 
Rothschilds and HK said it was good. NF now has a sabbatical I said and now planned to 
devote full time to HK biography. 
  
HK said it was his policy not to respond to war criminal charges. (How did this subject 
arise?) 
I didn't know what to say. Then I asked if he saw the world as a hierarchy of evils. That 
he had to make decisions based on the lesser evil. He looked very thoughtful at that and 
then paused and said he did.  
  
He told me what he had written as undergrad thesis at harvard and then his grad thesis on 
council of Vienna which he wasn't able to get published by an American house but did 
get a British publisher that sent 2000 copies to US yet book was not well received. Now it 
is regarded as important. I had the impression he was telling me he was not appreciated 
when he was young.   
  
I reminded him of lunch with JG in 2003 or 2004 and stsill hoped to make some record of 
his recollections of the events around Nixon decision to end BW. Hoped to have some 
event. He said he wouldn't step foot on Harvard.  
  
No, I assured him, it should be in NYC and Tom Graham would help arrange it. Which 
Tom Graham? Your Tom Graham--who recently spoke at Harvard. I spoke with him and 
he is willing. HK the Tom G with beard? I couldn't recall a beard. HK siad he looks like 
revolutionary. I said he has the same telephone number as you. HK agreed it had to be his 
TG.  I said I would follow through with TG.  
  
I gave him a draft of my note on the toxin decision, including the five page memorandum 
"US policy on Toxins (NNSM #85)"  Fill in exact words here.  



  
He looked at handwritten words at option III and said it looked like his handwriting next 
to President's signature but said he couldn't be sure.  
 
  
I asked if the BW decision was related RN’s concern with the environment. Not that, HK 
said, but that the development of BW would be like opening a door that could not be 
closed. I said it is an entire dimension of mass destruction that once started could be 
obtained by anyone.  
 
About the toxin decision, I explained that the purpose of my note was to ask if the Pres 
made his decision at Key Biscayne or had already made it earlier. I recounted that Paul 
Doty had telephoned me saying the previous night you had tried to reach me by phone 
but I didn’t answer because I was at movies and the purpose of your call was to locate a 
copy of the paper on toxins I had written for you. Paul couldn’t find his copy when you 
asked. According to Paul you called back the same night to say you had found copy and 
that the Pres had made decision. And that what had impressed Pres was part about 
presidential credibility. I explained that the reason for my note was to ask if the Pres as it 
appeared had made the decision at Key Biscayne or if he had already made it beforehand. 
The reason for asking was that there is a telephone record of a conversation between the 
President and HK—I read the words—in which the Pres says regarding “the toxin thing” 
is that “he isn’t going to leak it.” And that HK “should act as if we are still working on 
it.” 
 
I asked HK if it could be that a decision for option 3 had already been made but that he 
and the President did not want to reveal this prematurely in order for HK not be perceived 
by Joint Chiefs and DoD as opposing their policy on a military matter. HK said that he 
could not remember the particular case but that when you are national security advisor or 
secretary of state you have objectives and you also have the bureaucracy and sometimes 
it is necessary to take bureaucracy into account in achieving your objectives.  
 
I asked HK what he thought about Obama versus McCain in role of president. HK said 
that he was very good friend of McCain and that he had reached his peak in 2000. HK 
said he was deeply concerned about President Obama. Thought he has not adequately 
connected to American people. He has known ten US presidents and that of all Obama 
seems the most remote. I mentioned that in his addresses Obama looks to the left and the 
right but not at the camera.  
 
He said he had to work that night for next day’s testimony to Foreign Relations 
Committee regarding new START treaty. He said that some of his republican friends 
would not be pleased but that he was going to endorse it.  
 
I said that with Lugar and even Schlesinger supporting it, it could have a good chance.  
HK said yes but that Schlesinger had given a long list of objections to treaty and ended 
by saying he supported it.This was not necessarily an effective endorsement.  
 



HK told about his mother Paula who after her stroke was on life support. HK refused to 
have it removed, against doctors advice. He said if tn hey took support away, he would 
sue them.  She recovered and lived another five years. I talked about my own mother 
living a long time and showed him her photo at age 100 and that she had been in good 
health.  
 
I said I had just turned 80 and he said he had also had a birthday that month too.  
  
HK said be sure to come back again and bring your wife. He said this several times.  
 
He walked me to the corridor.  
 
He did well in chemistry taught at Harvard by Kistiakowsky.  But when he asked Kisty if 
he should go into chemistry Kisty said if you need to ask you should not go into 
chemistry.  



HENRY A. KISSINGER 

June 8, 2011 

Dear Matt: 

Thaok-'you for your and Jeanne's thoughtful e-mail on my 
birthday. it was good to hear from you, and I 
appreciated your thinking of me. 

Warm regards, 

l· · ... 
H~issinger 

Professor Matthew Meselson 
Department of Molecular & Cellular Biology 
Harvard University 
16 Divinity Av,enue 
Cambridge, MA 02138 

.... :. ,. 

TWENTY-SIXTH FLOOR· 350 PARK AVENUE· NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10022 · (212) 759-7919 

FACSIMILE (212) 759-0042 



November 19, 2012 

Transcription of voicemail message 

Memo on Meeting with Henry Kissinger.  Meeting at 3:30, November 15, 2012 

I came up to his office and sat in waiting room.  And at about 4:00 he came out, he had been meeting 

with someone else, and escorted me into his office.  We talked from about 4:00 until 4:30. 

I started out by saying, “How are you, Henry?” 

And He said at this stage, (and I can’t quite remember the words, but basically it meant) distinctions are 

not relevant, something like that. 

He started by asking “How old are you?” 

I said I was 82.  

Then he said “I arranged for you to have dinner at Harvard when I came up to speak.” 

I said it was very good that you came, and furthermore that you didn’t ask that the questions from the 

audience be screened. 

Henry said that the President of Harvard had advised him only to speak, he was the one that said there 

should be a question period. 

I then said I thought of him as a teacher and I mentioned the case at Endicott House at MIT where years 

ago I saw him sitting on the floor/rug with students all around. 

And then he asked why was I not invited initially to the dinner. 

I said I am a chemist and my world is very separate from the world of Graham Allison. 

Then I told him I had lunch with Fritz Stern. 

Henry said he is an important, maybe he said eminent, historian, but critical of me over Viet Nam. 

I said I did not know that, that I came to see Fritz Stern for quite a different reason.  Because I had gone 

to school/college with the granddaughters of Fritz Haber and Fritz Stern was their uncle (the nephew of 

chemist Fritz Haber). 

And we talked that a little a bit about Haber, and Henry asked if he was Jewish, I said yes but he was 

baptized. 

Then we talked a little about Haber’s first wife Clara committed suicide, and circumstances of that, how 

it was the son, Herman, her son that found her dead or dying. That son, that same son Herman in 

America killed himself and one of his daughters, Clair killed herself. 



 Henry said he didn’t know about whether Fritz Haber was Jewish or not. 

I said yes he was Jewish but baptized, so was Fritz Stern. 

Then I asked Henry were you baptized? He said No, no, my father was orthodox.  And he said was 

orthodox, maybe largely out of duty. 

I ask did his father believe in a deity?  And he said that was not clear. 

Then I asked What do you believe about this?   

He said words to the effect I believe there is maybe some intelligence that we don’t understand, not 

that it would ever respond to me or answer the prayers of people. 

Then Henry said he had I think he said a dinner but I’m not sure with a woman who was head of New 

York Natural History Museum, and she was furious with him and called him a creationist.  It sounded 

friendly, but nevertheless. But Henry said couldn’t there be an explosion and creation out of an 

explosion? 

I don’t know whether he meant a universe or of a species.  I imagine he meant universe.  I doubt that 

he’s a creationist in the sense of species all being individually created I’m sure he’s not. 

And then I said you probably know why I’ve come – it’s because of the Biological Weapons Convention. I 

reminded him of my concern that over time, biology with, especially now that we’re beginning to 

understand the brain, be able to essential to manipulate people any way we desire.  And that for the 

very long term, the norm established by the BWC , I said it was only 4 pages long and therefore probably 

a very good treaty. 

Then Henry asked does it have any provisions for application. I thought that he used the word 

application, I forget what he said. 

I said no, no, it just sets up…well I said yes, it does. It requires states parties to criminalize these 

activities within their own statutes. 

And I said something like A treaty like garden, needs to be tended. But there is on record the statement 

of Nixon that  it’s a jackass treaty.  I don’t know if the President meant it that way or would have stood 

behind it. But that’s it’s really important that if  child never has a single good word from parents, it’s not 

good news for the child, and that the Treaty needs good words from Henry. 

He said he had no problem with that. He said why don’t we set up a lunch or breakfast to talk about it 

further. 

That he had to go home now to dress, because he was having dinner with Finnish Ambassador, but set 

up a breakfast or lunch. 

   



Second part of some notes from talking with Henry. 

It is now 5:30, the previous phone call I guess I started around 5:15. I left his office at 4:30.  This is just 

the very end, I don’t know exactly where I left off. 

He said to set up breakfast or lunch and we could talk about this. I said I would do that. 

He said his assistant Tara was very nice, but not very competent. 

Said my advice is to have Nancy interview your people before you take them on. He said you’re right, 

she’s much better at judging people. I said something similar. 

ThenI said good bye, and Tara said she’d send me several dates for a lunch or a breakfast. 

And that’s about it, I’m probably forgetting some things, but this is the main part, this is what I 

remember. 

It was very pleasant, good to see him.  A little bit older and greyer. 

As I left the building he was also leaving  in an automobile with two people helping him. License plate for 

what it’s worth was CBC 7615.  I’ll come back and we’ll talk more. 

He mentioned Niall Ferguson– The implication that Niall is not moving very fast on this, but I’m not 

really sure. Niall is writing an authorized biography.   

He was clearly willing to do something along these lines.  I suggested an Op‐Ed, but Henry quite rightly 

said well, we needed to talk further about it. 

I reminded him that once before we had lunch with Jeanne at the Brooks Club. I had asked him if he 

would write something about it, but he said he only had one or two research assistants any more but if I 

sent him some materials maybe they could do something, and I did I sent him a big notebook full of 

some things. 

He put his arm around me and said “Oh, Matt, one does not brag about one’s own accomplishments.”   

And I said “You were teasing me but we really have to get something about this treaty. It’s the norm for 

civilized behavior, it’s important for the future. “  He clearly agrees with that, and I hope we’ll get 

something done. 

That’s it. 

  



November 19, 2012 

Transcription of voicemail message 

Memo on Meeting with Henry Kissinger. Meeting at 3:30, November 15, 2012 

I came up to his office and sat in waiting room. And at about 4:00 he came out, he had been meeting 

with someone else, and escorted me into his office. We talked from about 4:00 until 4:30. 

I started out by saying, "How are you, Henry?" 

And He said at this stage, (and I can't quite remember the words, but basically it meant) distinctions are 

not relevant, something like that. 

He started by asking "How old are you?" 

I said I was 82. 

Then he said "I arranged for you to have dinner at Harvard when I came up to speak." 

I said it was very good that you ~ame, and furthermore that you didn't ask that the questions from the 

audience be screened. 

Henry said that the President of Harvard had advised him only to speak, he was the one that said there 

should be a question period. 

I then said I thought of him as a teacher and I mentioned the case at Endicott House at MIT where years 

ago I saw him sitting on the floor/rug with students all around. 

And then he asked why was I not invited initially to the dinner. 

I said I am a chemist and my world is very separate from the world of Graham Allison. 

Then I told him I had lunch with Fritz Stern. 

Henry said he is an important, maybe he said eminent, historian, but critical of me over Viet Nam. 

I said I did not know that, that I came to see Fritz Stern for quite a different reason. Because I had gone 

to school/college with the granddaughters of Fritz Haber and Fritz Stern was their uncle (the nephew of 

chemist Fritz Haber). 

And we talked that a little a bit about Haber, and Henry asked if he was Jewish, I said yes but he was 

baptized. 

Then we talked a little about Haber's first wife Clara committed suicide, and circumstances of that, how 

it was the son, Herman, her son that found her dead or dying. That son, that same son Herman in 

America killed himself and one of his daughters, Clair killed herself. 



Henry said he didn't know about whether Fritz Haber was Jewish or not. 

I said yes he wa's Jewish but baptized, so was Fritz Stern. 

Then I asked Henry were you baptized? He said No, no, my father was orthodox. And he said was 

orthodox, maybe largely out of duty. 

I ask did his father believe in a deity? And he said that was not clear. 

Then I asked What do you believe about this? 

He said words to the effect I believe there is maybe some intelligence that we don't understand, not 

that it would ever respond to me or answer the prayers of people. 

Then Henry said he had I think he said a dinner but I'm not sure with a woman who was head of New 

York Natural History Museum, and she was furious with him and called him a creationist. It sounded 

friendly, but nevertheless. But Henry said couldn't there be an explosion and creation out of an 

explosion? 

I don't know whether he meant a universe or of a species. I imagine he meant universe. I doubt that 

he's a creationist in the sense of species all being individually created I'm sure he's not. 

And then I said you probably know why I've come - it's because of the Biological Weapons Convention. I 

reminded him of my concern that over time, biology with, especially now that we're beginning to 

understand the brain, be able to essential to manipulate people any way we desire. And that for the 

very long term, the norm established by the BWC, I said it was only 4 pages long and therefore probably 

a very good treaty. 

Then Henry asked does it have any provisions for application. I thought that he used the word 

application, I forget what he said. 

I said no, no, it just sets up ... well I said yes, it does. It requires states parties to criminalize these 

activities within their own statutes. 

And I said something like A treaty like garden, needs to be tended. But there is on record the statement 

of Nixon that it's a jackass treaty. I don't know if the President meant it that way or would have stood 

behind it. But that's it's really important that if child never has a single good word from parents, it's not 

good news for the child, and that the Treaty needs good words from Henry. 

He said he had no problem with that. He said why don't we set up a lunch or breakfast to talk about it 

further. 

That he had to go home now to dress, because he was having dinner with Finnish Ambassador, but set 

up a breakfast or lunch. 



Second part of some notes from talking with Henry. 

It is now 5:30, the previous phone call I guess I started around 5:15. I left his office at 4:30. This is just 

the very end, I don't know exactly where I left off. 

He said to set up breakfast or lunch and we could talk about this. I said I would do that. 

He said his assistant Tara was very nice, but not very competent. 

Said my advice is to have Nancy interview your people before you take them on. He said you're right, 

she's much better at judging people. I said something similar. 

Thenl said good bye, and Tara said she'd send me several dates for a lunch or a breakfast. 

And that's about it, I'm probably forgetting some things, but this is the main part, this is what I 

remember. 

It was very pleasant, good to see him. A little bit older and greyer. 

As I left the building he was also leaving in an automobile with two people helping him. License plate for 

what it's worth was CBC 7615. I'll come back and we'll talk more. 

He mentioned Niall Ferguson-The implication that Niall is not moving very fast on this, but I'm not 

really sure. Niall is writing an authorized biography. 

He was clearly willing to do something along these lines. I suggested an Op-Ed, but Henry quite rightly 

said well, we needed to talk further about it. 

I reminded him that once before we had lunch with Jeanne at the Brooks Club. I had asked him if he 

would write something about it, but he said he only had one or two research assistants any more but if I 

sent him some materials maybe they could do something, and I did I sent him a big notebook full of 

some things. 

He put his arm around me and said "Oh, Matt, one does not brag about one's own accomplishments." 

And I said "You were teasing me but we really have to get something about this treaty. It's the norm for 

civilized behavior, it's important for the future. /1 He clearly agrees with that, and I hope we'll get 

something done. 

That's it. 



 

HAK 
Tuesday June 23, 2015 

Made from my agenda and from  
notes written after leaving Henry’s office 

 
Appointment was for 11:30. 
350 Park Avenue, 26th floor 
I arrived at 11:15 
 
Katherine Matthews, Henry’s new appointment secretary, greeted me and gave me coffee in the 
waiting room. Henry came in from his office across the hall at about 11:20 and we went into the office. 
I sat on the sofa, Henry on an adjacent upholstered chair, the same as last visit. 
 
I said it was good to see him and asked how he was. He said he was well but aware of the actuarial 
tables. He asked how old I was. I said 85, seven years younger than he.  
 
He said I should come with Jeanne next time.  I said she was writing a book on the Tokyo war crimes 
trials of 1946-47. He made a comment that I do not remember. 
 
I asked about his archive. Personal papers are at Yale, official papers are at State. A small 
percentage of papers at Yale contain classified material.  He said he prefers to wait until the next 
administration before pressing for a security review of the Yale collection because of concern that the 
present administration might engage in selective release.  
 
I asked when Niall Ferguson’s biography would be published.  Henry said it would be out in 
September and would cover the period up to 1969.  [Added later: Kissinger: Volume I: The Idealist, 
1923-1968] 
 
I said I have the minutes of the January 12, 1966 session of the Harvard-MIT Arms Control Seminar 
in which Henry reported on his first trip to Viet Nam -- to consult for Cabot Lodge. He said he did not 
know there were minutes of the seminars and would like to have them.  I said I had minutes of only 
that one session, in which I participated, and would try to find the minutes of other sessions. [I mailed 
the January 1966 minutes to him on June 29 and next day telephoned Katherine Matthews asking her 
to tell Henry I had done so and that I am looking for minutes of other sessions.]  
 
I said his report to the seminar portrayed a divided and ineffective government in Saigon and in the 
provinces and an effectively organized VC opposition in the countryside. And that Westmorland’s 
strategy was to attempt to locate, engage and destroy VC main forces while Viet Cong operations 
were based on psychological and political criteria so that, although not seeking to have any territory 
under their full-time control, they were able to collect taxes nearly everywhere.  And that the VC 
controlled the entire delta even though there were no VC main forces there. Henry said that 
Westmorland was a nice person but limited by his experience in WWII.  
 
I said I thought Abram’s strategy was very different and that I had spent a morning with him in 
September 1970 at his headquarters, the last day I was in Viet Nam. That he asked me what I 
thought of the military utility of the herbicides and that I said I had not studied that aspect whereupon 
Abrams said he thought the herbicide program was “shit” but that he had to get the 55-gallon drums 
off the decks at Danang and Saigon so as to be able to offload the supplies he needed but that the 
decision to use them was made in Washington. Henry said that Abrams was a decent man. 
 
 



I said I remembered a conversation we had on a late afternoon in his Semitic Museum office when he 
had just returned from his first trip to Viet Nam--that he seemed tired and had said “Matt now I know 
how the good Germans must have felt.” [This is quoted in the 1983 book by Seymour Hersh.] And 
that this had made a deep impression on me. Henry did not respond – just remained silent for a few 
moments. I did not pursue the matter. [Next time we are together I will ask to what he was referring]. 
   
I changed the subject, saying it was good that he had come to speak at Harvard this year and the 
year before. I recalled that after his talk at the Law School I met his son David [a television producer 
in Los Angeles] and asked how he was. Henry said he was well, living in California and had come 
with his daughter [a first-year Harvard student??]. 
  
I said I was sorry he had not come back after leaving government to teach and interact with students 
at Harvard--that I was one of a small group that Derek brought together to advise on whether or not to 
offer a University Professorship.  Henry said he had not known how the decision was reached. I said 
that in addition to Derek, the group consisted of Seymour Martin Lipsett, Konrad Bloch, myself, and 
one other [maybe Dan Aron]. That the others were opposed and that I disagreed, that I had seen 
Henry with students and that considering Henry’s extraordinary experience in government it would be 
a loss for Harvard students not to bring him back.  Henry said that he would (probably?) not have 
returned to Harvard and that not returning had left him freer to act.  
 
I said that it was the Cambodian incursion that particularly upset some of his Harvard colleagues who 
had not spoken out strongly against the war before that. Henry said that we were being heavily 
attacked from what had been a sanctuary across the border and had to respond.   
 
I had brought with me a copy of part of Henry’s doctoral dissertation from which I read aloud a 
passage that said “If a society legitimizes itself by a principle which claims both universality and 
exclusiveness, if its concept of justice does not include the existence of different principles of 
legitimacy, relations between it and other societies will come to be based on force.” I asked if he 
thought this applied to present US-Russia relations. Henry said that Putin was expecting the 2014 
Olympic  games in Sochi to portray Russia as a major part of the West and that the sudden anti-
Russia political change in Kiev, including passage of a law prohibiting the use of Russian as an 
official language, had come as a shock.  That Putin sees the US as seeking regime change. Henry 
said he had supported the inclusion of Poland in NATO but that Ukraine should not become a 
member of NATO. I asked what step the USG was specifically asking Putin to take in order to have 
the sanctions removed. Henry said that the objective of the Whitehouse seemed to be regime 
change. 
 
On Russia-China relations, Henry said that China aims to create something like the old Silk Road, a 
trade and economic zone extending from China westward through Asia into Eastern Europe but that 
China is traditionally unlikely to want to expand its territory into areas populated by people who are 
not Chinese.  That after the China-India war of 1962 the Chinese pulled back from Indian territory and 
even left the Indian weapons in the field intact. I mentioned that when China invaded Viet Nam in 
1979, after advancing pretty far into Viet Nam, China had withdrawn without expanding its borders.  
[The question of Tibet did not come up.] 
 
I had brought a copy of Henry’s 5-page undated memorandum for the President on “U.S. Policy on 
Toxins” in which Henry recommended Option II but on which someone (Henry? The President?)  had 
handwritten “OPTION III” and on which Nixon had written his initials opposite “Approve”. I said that 
this was done at Key Biscayne in early February 1970 and asked Henry if he remembered what 
caused Nixon to approve Option III [renunciation of toxins regardless of how they are made] instead 
of accepting Henry’s apparent recommendation of Option II [renunciation of toxins if made biologically 
but not if made by chemical synthesis] Henry examined the memo and asked if he could keep it, 



which he did. [Recall that Doty had told me the day after the decision that Henry had telephoned him 
asking if he had a copy of my memo “What Policy for Toxins” and that Henry had called again later 
that night to say they had found the paper and it was the part about maintaining Presidential 
credibility that had convinced the President to renounce toxins entirely.] 
 
I mentioned Hans Morgenthau and remembered that he had early advocated leaving Vietnam at once 
while Henry had argued for leaving only after a stable RVN government could be formed.  Henry said 
he had high regard for Morgenthau and had written a memorial of Morgenthau in the New Republic. 
That there had been a publication (where? by whom?) about some sort of scandal involving 
Morgenthau’s private life. I asked Henry if he had known Solly Zuckerman.  He recalled that 
Zuckerman was UK science advisor but did not know him well—mainly in connection with their mutual 
opposition to the idea of the multilateral force during the Kennedy Administration. 
 
Henry said he had to leave for an appointment.  I left at about 12:20. 
 
 



~· Gmai'I Matthew Meselson <msmeselson@gmail.com> 

Harvard-MIT Arms Control Seminar 

Matthew Meselson <msmeselson@gmail.com> Fri, Nov.13, 2015 at 11:54 AM 
To: "Dr. Henry A. Kissinger" <kmatthews@kissingerinc.com> 
Bee: Jeanne Guillemin <jguillemin6@gmail.com>, Janet Montgomery <jmontgom@mcb.harvard.edu> 

Dear Henry, 
When we met in your office in June you mentioned that you had not known that 
minutes were taken of the discussions at the Harvard-MIT Arms Control Seminar. 
I have a complete set for the academic years 1960-1970 including 21 at which 
you led the discussion or acted as a discussant. I made a set of the minutes for 
you and will bring it to your office on Monday of the coming week, the 16th. 

Last week Niall Ferguson told me that Harvard Archives would not give him the 
minutes (!) so I gave him a set. 

If you should be in the office on Monday and have about 10 minutes to spare 
there is something I would like to talk to you about--although it could be done 
some other time. 

With warm regards, 

Matt 

spoke. 

Matthew Meselson 
Thomas Dudley Cabot Professor of the Natural Sciences 
Department of Molecular and Cellular Biology 
Harvard University 
16 Divinity Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02138 
Telephone 617-495-2264 



HENRY A. KISSINGER 

June .14, 2016 

Dear Matt: 

This letter has been delayed by a week-long trip 
to Germany. But I wanted to let you know how 
much I appreciated the thoughtful note you sent 
on my birthday. It was good to hear from you. 

Hoping you and Jeanne are doing well, 

Best regards, 

1--" 7 
Henry A. Kissinger 

'or. Mahhew Meselson 
Harvard Univeristy 
Department of Molecular 

and Cellular Biology 
16 Divinity Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02138 

TY-SIXTH FLOOR· 350 PARK AVENUE· NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10022 · (212) 759-7919 

FACSIMILE (212) 759-0042 



HENRY A. KISSINGER 

June 4, 2020 

Dear Matthew: 

How nice it was to hear from you. Thank 
you for your thoughtful note and for 
remembering my birthday. You have been 
a loyal friend for most of my life, and it 
means a great deal to me. 

Hoping that you are staying well in these 
challenging times, 

Warm regards, 

~---1 
Henry A. Kissinger 

Dr. Matthew Meselson 
Department of Biochemistry 

and Molecular Biology 
Harvard University 
16 Divinity Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02138 

TWENTY-SIXTH FLOOR• 350 PARK AVENUE • NEW YORK, NY 10022-6022 • (212) 759-7919 
FACSIMILE (212) 759-0042 
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