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Dr. Matt Meselson

The Biological ILaboratories PAGE ONE
16 Divinity Street

Cambridge 30, Massachusetts

Dear Matt:

The statement that you sent to me, drafted, I judge, by you and John
Edsel*, could, I think, be improved. It is my memory that you told
me over the telephone that it had already been endorsed by FAF¥, and
should perhaps not be changed; but I think that it might be wise

to change it.

First, I think that it is too long. It is so long and, in some ways,
confusing, that many scientists and physicians might not want to sign
it, because of difficulty in understanding it or disagreement with some
of the points made. I tried to keep the Bomb-Test petition short and
simple. Nevertheless, Edsel*, although he signed it, suggested that
the wording be changed. Alsc, some people such as Bethe, refused to
sign it on the grounds that they did not have a personal knowledge
Justifying some of the statements made.

The goal of the petition, as expressed in the last paragraph, seems to
‘me to be a weak one. I think that the goal expressed by the Pugwash
Conference might have greater appeal. Should there not be an effort
now to get an international agreement that would cut down on the amount
of research and development in this field? 1In this petition you do

not ask that research and development in this field be decreased.

P

In this petition there are some statements about which I am not sure.
They might even cause me to hesgitate to sign. The statement that

CB weapons are llkely to be far cheaper and easier to produce “than
nuclear weapons is one sguch.

The opening sentence is weak (wish to warn). I think that the opening
sentence might state the purpose of the petition, and that this purpose
should be stated again in the last paragraph.

The word "unprecedented” in the fifth line may be justified, but I thank
that nuclear weapons are more of a. danger to the world now than chemical
and biological weapons, and that this petition should not serve to
decrease the apprehension about nuclear. Perhaps a positive statement
about the dangers of nuclear war should be introduced, together with a
statement about the added danger from chemical and biological weapons..
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(continuation of preceding paragraph)

The added danger comes in part from the'possibility that a small number
of people with rather small resources might manufacture a quantity of

these weapons that would be hazardous.

The words '"non-lethal" in the third paragraph should perhaps be in
gquotation marks, if they are used in the petition.

The fourth paragraph seems to me to be appropriate to an article on
this subject, but not to a petition. The first two sentences show
restraint and understatement. I think that a stronger statement is
needed here. In fact, there are, I believe, too many qualifying
adjectives and adverbs in the whole petition. For example, in the last
.sentence of this paragraph the words "so called”, "non-lethal', and

"likely" should be omitted.

Altogether, I think that the petition should be made shorter, simpler,
and more straightforward. _

General Rothschild in his book quotes a statement expressing the policy

of the United States about gixty-five years ago - the policy not to

pledge ourselves to refraingﬁﬁemical and biological warfare. Has our

policy been changed since then?

Should we not ask the President to stop using any such weapons in Viet
Nam? This would be the short-range goal of the petition.

Should we not ask that a treaty be made to stop research and development
in this field, perhaps including a pledge by the signatories of the treaty

not to use any such weapons? '
I should be pleased to see another draft of the petition, if you prepare
one.

Sincerely, )

YK Muots i On. Pakey

Linus Pauling
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HARVARD UNIVERSITY Lo
DEPARTMENT OF BIOCHEMISTRY AND MOLECULAR BIOLOGY S

16 DmviNiTy AVENUE

CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02138
: 8 December 1975
Dr. Linus Pauling ,
Linus Pauling Institute of Science and Medicine
2700 Sand Hill Road

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Dear Linus,

I have taken so long to respond to your letter of 11
July that you may no longer have use for the enclosed materials.
I don't think that my contribution to the recent progress in
biological and chemical disarmament is much greater than that
of a number of other individuals. Unfortunately, some of the
hardest working of them may never be recognized because they
are hidden in the middle levels of the government bureaucracy.

You may remember some good advice you gave me when I
was a research student at Cal Tech. I had become quite in-
volved in attempting to organize a conference on the health
effects of fall-out. You told me to concentrate on scientific
work, at least until I had done scme worthwhile research. I
took your advice and stayed mostly away from politics until
1963 when, through Paul Doty, I was asked to spend the summer
as a full-time consultant to the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency in Washington. The multi-lateral nuclear fcrce was
then a subject of much debate and I was assigned to work on
nuclear arms control. I soon realized that I could contribute
nothing very effective in this area and asked to be assigned to
study chemical and biological weapons. I read many government
documents, most of them secret, and visited Fort Detrick and the
CIA to find out what the U.S. was doing and what our government
thought other countries were doing with chemical and biological
weapons. I was startled to see how far the United States was
moving in the bioclogical weapons field when there was no valid
national security interest in doing so. The military exploita-
tion of our rapidly expanding knowledge of life processes could,
in the long run, not only make war more terrible but might also
bring about pernicious changes in man's view of the intrinszic
value of human life. Of course, there were also more immediate
reasons for urging changes in U.S. policy. Biological weapons
are of no important military value to a nuclear power, vet their
proliferation could greatiy increase tne power of other nations
for threat and destruction. I shared an office at ACDA with the
physicist Freeman Dyson, who gave me much encouragement. At the
end of the summer I wrote up my analysis and conclusions in a
classified document that prcbably never left the Agency. Parts
of my report are reflected in a proposal that appears in the '
Proceedings of the Fourteenth Pugwash Conference, published in
1965, and in a becok review published in the Rulletin of the
Atomic Scientists in October 1964. At the time I was more con-

L




cerned with germ weapons than with chemical ones. I tried to
attract the attention of a few higher level government officials
and outside advisors to the unsoundness of U.S. policies. The
individuals to whom I spoke wer= nct unsympathetic but were too
much preoccupled with problems of their own to take up an un-
familiar and seemingly not very urgent issue.

- Although my discussions within the executive branch did
not seem very effective, I was reluctant to go very far in °
public. Some of the technology of chemical and biological war-
fare being pioneered by the United States could easily be
imitated by others. I was concerned that too much public atten-
tion to the subject might do more to provoke world-wide military
interest in such weapons than to achieve their prohibition. But
gradually I became convinced that no purely executive decision
to curtail CBW programs was likely to have lasting effects, even
if it could be achieved. It seemed that the lasting commitment
of a treaty was required. Besides, the increasing use of "super
tear gas" and herbicides in Vietnam and the large and conspicuous U.S.
biological and chemical warfare programs made pointless any
attempt to confine the arguments to official circles.

Since the ratification of treaties is generally impossible
without strong public and congressional support, I began to try
to stimulate broad awareness of the dangers of continued devel-
opment of biological and chemical weapons and of the weakening
of constraints against their use. My ultimate objective was to
achieve U.S. ratification of the 1925 Geneva Protocol znd to
bring into existence new treaties to prohibit the production
and possession of biological and chemical weapons. (As you know,
many states consider the Protocol to prohibit only the first
use of such weapons, not their use in reprisal.)

At about the same time I began the practice of seeking
out and visiting individuals who might be able to exert a
beneficial effect on policy, including publishers, journalists,
and retired government officials, as well as active officials
of the U.S. and other nations. In 1966, John Edsall and I,
assisted bv a biochemist, Milton Leitenberg, initiated a petition
urging President Johnson to order a review of U.S. policies for
bioclogical and chemical weapons. It generated considerable
coverage and favorable editorial ccmment in the press, first
when it was released by its twenty-two initial sponsors in
September 1966 and again when it was brought to the White House
in February 1967 along with the signatures of more than 5,000
U.S. scientists.

Although at the time the scientists' petition did not
bring about a high level review of U.S. policy or a halt in the
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use of chemical weapons in Vietnam, it did increase public and
official awareness of the issues and probably helped to set the

'stage for events that followed. In this regard it must be re=

membered that the Chemical Corps itself contributed much to public
concern over biological and chemical weapons with a remarkable
series of accidents and blunders. The implications of these
events were particularly underscored by the writings and state-
ments of the journalist Seymour Hersh and the Representative

from New York Richard D. McCarthy.

After the scientists' petition was submitted, I continued
to express my views both privately and in public talks and
writings. Most of the latter are listed in the accompanying
bibliography and copies are also enclosed. I also enclose a relevant
chapter from a book by Joel Primack and Frank von Hippel. Some
of the papers I wrote were directed at specific issues under
consideration at the time. I circulated these papers privately
to individuals in and out of the government and sought to arrange
personal discussions of them where it seemed appropriate. Other
papers and articles, written for a broader readership, were
published in various newspapers, journals, and books.

In April 1969 I was invited to present an extended dis-
cu551on of biological and chemical weapons in closed session to
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. The published trans-
cript is enclosed. After making the acquaintance of the Chairman
and several other members of the Committee and its staff, I
continued to consult with them, particularly in the course of
hearings on the ratification of the Geneva Protocol in 1971

and 1974.

Another avenue of approach to the alteration of U.S.
policy that seemed to hold promise was the holding of conferences
to arouse interest among individuals who might be influential in
foreign policy matters. Paul Doty and I organized such a con-
ference at the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in Boston
in July 1969 with support from the Salk Institute. Together :
with Herbert Scoville, Jr., I organized a later series of meetings .
at the Carnegie Endowment for Internatiocnal Peace. The Prcceedings
of the American Academy conference were circulated privately and
the New York meetings led to a book published by the Carnegie
Endowment in 1971. I also participated in numerous meetings and
workshops dealing with biological disarmament sponsored by Pugwash
and the Stockholm Internaticnal Peace Research Institute and in
a technical study of the possible effects of chemical and biological
warfare published by the World Health Organizaticn in Octcbexr 127C.
In the course cf these trips, I arranged to speak with various
officials abroad who .might help to shape their countries' policies
for biological and chemical disarmament.

In November 1969 and February 1970 President Nixon de-
clared that the United States would renounce the development,
possession and use of biological and toxin weapons and that the
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1925 Geneva Protocol would be submitted to the Senate for its
‘advice and consent to ratification. The President also announced
U.S. support for the U.K. draft Convention prohibiting the
‘development, production, possession, and transfer of bioclogical
weapons. I had no official role in the governmental review

leading to these decisions.  However, I was aware of the dis-
cussions taking place and I distributed several papers within the
government addressed to some of the issues, particularly the
ratification of the Geneva Protocol, the military use of tear gas,
and the desirability of including toxins in the renunciation of
biological weapons.

U.S. ratification of the Geneva Protocol, already
delayed for forty-five years, was delayed for five more years
because of dispute regarding the status of tear gas and chemical
herbicides. Because of its massive use of these chemical weapons
in Southeast Asia, the Administration argued that they did not
come within the scope of the Protocol. The historical record,
the views of the parties to the Protocol, and the weight of
independent legal opinion were against the Administration view.
This opposition was strongly stated by Secretary General U Thant
and subsequently expressed by the General Assembly in a vote of
eighty to three. Most of our closest allies abstained and only
Portugal and Australia voted with the United States. I was con-
vinced very early that the use of tear gas in war and even pre-
parations for such use could lead to military acceptance and
employment of more toxic chemicals. It took longer for me to see
the full importance of prohibiting anti-plant warfare as well,
although I was incensed by the use of herbicides to destroy food
crops in Vietnam. : '

: I learned much more abocut the use of herbicides in war
than I ever expected by agreeing to conduct for the AAAS a
limited study and field inspection of the effects of herbicides
in Vietnam. Early in 1970 I invited the forester and biologist
Arthur Westing to join me and after several months of study and
preparation, we conducted an inspection in South Vietnam for

six weeks in August and September 1270. We were accompanied by
John Constable, a Roston surgeon familiar with medical conditions

in Vietnam, and Robert Cooke, a Yale graduate student of plant
ecology. On our return we wrote a preliminary report and a longer-

background document, which were presented at the annual AAAS
meeting in Chicago in December. Several days earlier I had
described our findings to officials at the White House and the
State Department. At the start of the AAAS meeting, the White
House announced that the use of herbicides in Vietnam would be
subjected to "...an orderly, yet rapid phase-out..." Some of the

.photographs we took of sprayed forests and fields and an informal

report of our observations appear in an article by Constable and
me in the Sierra Club Bulletin for April 1971.

ik
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. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee held its first
series of hearings on ratification of the Geneva Protocol in
March 1971. Although the use of herbicides in Vietnam had been
essentially ended, the tear gas CS was still in combat use and
the Administration sought to obtain Senate support for the view
that tear gas and herbicides were not prohibited by the Protocol.
I presented testimony to the effect that tear gas was of very
little military value and that its use risked undermining the
Protocol and stimulating world-wide interest and proliferation of
other chemical weapons. I urged that Senate action be delayed
. in order to achieve an improvement in the Administration position.
The Foreign Relations Committee decided to defer action and sent
a letter to the President giving its reasons. The Administration
has not yet changed its position on the interpretation of the
Protocol. However, late last year President Ford directed that
some compromise be found and as a result the Senate gave its
consent and the United States became a party to the Protocol in
April 1975. Under the compromise, the Senate did not explicitly
agree with the Administration view of the Protocol but neither did
it disagree. The two views are simply noted in the Report of the
Foreign Relations Committee. For its part, the Administration
agreed to renounce the use of tear gas and herbicides in all but
a few limited and defined situations, including "rescue missions"
and vegetation control on U.S. military bases. I argued against
this compromlse with Administration officials and Senators.

Still, it is a decided improvement over the 1971 position and the
United States is finally a party to the Protocol. We have aiso
become party to the Biological Weapons Convention, making the
Presidential decisions of 1969 into formal treaty commitments.

Aside from finally obtaining a uniform international

. interpretation of the Protocol, there is the task of creating

a more far reaching treaty for chemical weapons, prohibiting their
development, production, and possession. Although the U.S. and
the U.S.S.R. have announced their intention to submit a joint
initiative on chemical disarmament to the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, this has not occurred. I have

tried to address the current situation in an article in Arms
Control Today for April 1975.

Even a rather modest increase in public and congressicnal
interest in chemical disarmament might overcome official indiffer-
ence. Meanwhile, I think it is important to increase public
awareness of the treaty commitments that governments have already
undertaken. Even a treaty can be eroded if the people and their
political leaders forget it. Therefore, aside from working for
chemical disarmament, I would like to do what I can to bring
about more general awareness of the Geneva Protocol and the
Biological Weapons Convention. I want to find out if writers




of hlgh school and college hlstory texts can be 1nterested in
glva.ng some space to these matters. : :

,. :
' It was good to see Ava Helen and you last month. 'As
I may have mentioned, I will be in the Bay Area on or about
10 February. Would that be a good time to visit you and see
“the Institute? :

With warm regarde ,

C MaR

Matthew Meselson
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LINUS PAULING INSTITUTE of SCIENCE and MEDICINE
2700 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park, California 94025
Telephone: (415) 854-0843
23 January 1979

Professor Matt Meselson
Biological Laboratories

Harvard University

16 Divinity Avenue

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

Dear Matt:

I continue to be interested in the work that
you have been doing for world peace, especially with relation to
the abolition of chemical and biological warfare throughout the world.

As you know, I have the material that you sent
to me in 1976. I am now writing to ask if you could send me a
statement about what sort of work that you have been doing in
the field of world affairs since then. Please include your
membership on committees, collaborative activities, lectures,
work with governments, and all other pertinent information.

If you have pertinent publications or copies of
statements by other people about what you have been doing, please

send them to me,
Sincer A
tt

LP:dm



horil 2 TG
April 1L, 19Ty

Dr. Linus Pauling

Linus Pauling Institute of Science and lMedicine
2730 Sand Hill Road

Menlo Park, Californie SL025

Dear Linus:

Your letter of January 23 was forwarded to me here, where I an worxking
in the leboratory of Ed Lewis until August. Please eccept my apology for
taking so long to answer. Since I last wrote to you, at the end of 1875,

I have continued to work for chemical and biological disarmamnent, although
less actively than before the Biological Veapons Counvention came into foree
and the United States became a party to the Geneva Protccol eerlier that
year.

As you know, the Biological Veapons Convention prohibits the develcpment,
production and possession of biological and toxin wezpons. t does not apply,
however, to chenical weapons. The Geneva Protocol prohibits chemical warfare
but is, in effect, a no-first-use agreement, not & dissrmanment treatg. Chemical
weapons stockpiles are maintained by several of its parties, including the

it
United Stetes and the Soviet Union. The remaining step needed to achieve
internationel legal prohibition of the'eﬁtire spectrum of chemical and biclogical
wveapons is therefore tue conclusion of a chenical disarmamens treaty. This is

where I have coucentrated oy efforts since *“Tb

M~

¥y principel activi ty in this period was the crganization of a conference
on Chemical Weespons and Chenmical arms Conirol, held iu anuary 1977 at the
Anmerican Academy of Arts and Sciences in Boston, and the editing of its pro-
ceedings for publication. I enclose & copv c? the resuwlting book, published

in April- 1975 by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Recent
negotisations for chemical disarmement have been considerably more difficult

and detailed than those which produced the Biological Weapons Convention.

This reflects the greater importance assigned to chemical weapons oy military
planners, particularly in the HATO and the Wersaw Pact alliances. I therefore
focused the deliberations of the conference on the problems and benefits of
chemical disarmament in Burope, inviting goveriment officials and edvisors

from the United States, Canada, Zngland and West Germany. Although govern=-

ment policies are not decided at such conferences, they can be clarified and
influenced. Considering the range of viewpoints represented and the diverse
national and institutional backgrounds of the participants, we were partlcularly
encouraged to find that by the end of the confercnce we were in broed agree-—
ment on the desirsbility of cheuical disarmament and on a set of specific pro-
visions which might form the core of a treaty. Waen the coaference proceedings
were published, coples were provided to members of Congress and to several

,'J'

C.




Dr. Linus Pauling 2 April 11, 1979

hundred government officials, adv1sors, Journalists and otaers likely to be
interested here ana aproad. I'tcox copies to a number cf persons for further
discussion and presented a seminar to & group of officials and Jjournalists in
Washington assembled by the Carnegie Indowment.

In Mareh 1977, the Hational Acadeny held a forun on Research with Recom-
binant DHA et which I chaired a workshop on implications for bioclecgical arms
control and disarmament. I did this in order to help dispel . the nmistaken and
harmful notion that the Biological Weapons Convention fails to prohibit
biological weapons arising from new techniques, such &s those involving
recombinant DHA. I invited representetives of the United States and 3riteain
who could make this point with particular authority. A copy of the workshop
report, prepered by James HcCullough of the Library of Ccngress, is enclosed.

I continue to lecture ou chemicel and bicliogical disarmament to local
groups and in 1577 and 1970 as & Phi Beta Keppe Visiting Scholar I zave public
lectures and held smallier group discussions on CE dissrmeament with students
and faculty uembers at iliiram College in Ohio, Rockfora College in Illinois,
Williams College in lMassachusetts, Waella Walla College in Washington, Pomona
College in Californie and at Fuory University and the Ln;vnrcltv of Massachusefts.

Currently, Julian Perry Robinson of the University of Sussex and I are
completing . an article on Chemical Weepons and Chemicel Dissrmament Ffor Scientific
American, hoping to make cliear the sound basis for chemical disarumauwent to &
wvide audience. ‘

I enclose a number of items, listed on a separate sheet, which may be of
use,

My wife, SBarah, and I are planning an sutomebile trip with our two daughters
te visit our friends Frank and Mary Stanl in Iugene, Oregon. If hou neve time
on June 5 or 6, I would like very much to stop by to s=ee you on the return irip.
I regret missing Peter here but I look Forwerd to hearing news of Ava Helen and
you fromz Linda,

Affectionately,

Hatthew Meselson

Mdsek
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Research with Recowbinant DNA, Report of Workshop Ho. 6, Netional Academy of
Sciences, 1977

Chemical Weapons end Chemical Arms Control, ed. if. Meselson, Carnegie LnJdowment
for International Feace, iew York, 1876,

Citation accompanying honorary degree froa Columbia University, June 1371.

o

Citation accompanying University of Chicago Alwani Award, June 197i.

-

Citation accoupanying California Institute of Tecnnolozy bistinguished Aliumni
Awerd, May 1975.

Citation accompanying Leo Szilard

Aside from the ebove and some items I sent in becenber 1675, the ouly otner
public statements about my activities I nhave are two sdditional citations thet
cennov be photocopied. They.are:

"For unigque and effective efforis o prevent bilolcgicel and chemical
waerfere,"

Publig Service Award of the Federation of American Scientists, 1972.

"For outstending contributicns to science ineluding its interactions
with society."

4

Lehmen Award of the Hew York Acsaemy ©
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LINUS PAULING INSTITUTE of SCIENCE and MEDICINE

440 Page Mill Road, Palo Alto, California 94306
Telephone: (415) 327-4064

13 November 1983

Dr, Matt Meselson

Department of Biochemistry and Molecular Biology
Harvard University

7 Divinity Avenue

Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Matt:

I had already read your letter in a recent copy
of Science, and I am pleased to have the copy of the Chinese paper
by Chang, Chen, Chou, and Lee. Are you planning to do something
about making this paper known? Perhaps Science would be willing to
publish it.

I have been in good shape, working very
hard.

I have no idea whether or not Dr. Armand
Hammer would be interested in supporting some of your further
work on chemical arms control. I see him only about twice a year.
I think that it would be all right for you to write to him, making your
proposal - nobody can say how he would react to it. You could mention
in your covering letter that I had recommended that you do so.

Sincerely

oo

LP:dm
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LINUS PAULING INSTITUTE of SCIENCE and MEDICINE

440 Page Mill Road, Palo Alto, California 94306
Telephone: (415) 327-4064

Dictated
30 October 1984

Dr. Matthew Meselson
Harvard University
Cambridge, MA

Dear Matt:

Tonight is the evening of 30 October 1984. I have
just seen the fine program about yellow rain on public
television. You were featured in it, and I am writing to
congratulate you on the fine way in which you handled the
problem.

Let me say again that I was very pleased with the
talk that you gave at the symposium.

I trust that you will keep on with your
campaign.

Sincerely,

LP:dm j:.a_1> T



LINUS PAULING INSTITUTE of SCIENCE and MEDICINE

440 Page Mill Road, Palo Alto, California 94306
Telephone: (415) 327-4064

Dictated
30 October 1984

Dr. Matthew Meselson
Harvard University
Cambridge, MA

Dear Matt:

Tonight is the evening of 30 October 1984. I have
just seen the fine program about yellow rain on public
television. You were featured in it, and I am writing to
congratulate you on the fine way in which you handled the
problem.

Let me say again that I was very pleased with the
talk that you gave at the symposium.

I trust that you will keep on with your
campaign.

Sincerely,

LP:dm j:.a_1> T
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 From: . 'Lhuspmmg.lr'wromnw
To "Matmewmw .

. Aftach: wmsn.mdm

DearProfessorMeselson

I don't know that we have met. Dunngtheyearsmatyouwereat
- Caltech, | seldom visited Pasadena; | was finishing my degree at Harvard
Medical School, then in a fesidency in Honolulu, then setting up a practice
~ in psychiatry there. My father spoke frequently of you, and my late brother
wasagmatadmmrﬁafyours
2 liam writing to ask you % accept the Linus Pauling Award for Science,
Paace or'Health, to be conferred during or near the first week of May, 2004

|/ at Gregon State University/(OSU), Corvallis, Oregon. | originated the Awerd

-~ “established in the year 2001 in honor of Linus Pauling (1901-1894) and

- dedicated to recognition of outstanding achievement by an individual or

- organization in a subject of interest o Linus Pauling" with the help of a

. distinguished Select Advisory Committee (see attached).

. The first Award was presented to Daisaku tkeda, President of Soka Gakkai

| Intemational (SGH), "for his indefatigable efforts on behalf of peace among
* the peoples and nations of the world and for the establishment of cultural

" and educational institutions to inform and educate peopie of all ages of the
’ for peace and the abolition of violence as a solution for

necessity
 conflict”. SGI is providing most of the funding for the major exhibition

- ‘Linus Pauling and the 20th Century’ which has shown in 7 cities in the USA,

. 5 in Japan and, so far, 4 in. Europe (including at UNESCO in Paris and the

' European UN headquarters building in Geneva). Perhaps you saw it at the

.- Baston Science Museum n 2001.

_ ThewcondAwardwaspresentedtoSaerthoMt,Momyoupmbably
know, "for groundbreaking research in nuclear medicine; for courageous
efforts to educate the people of the world of the perils of nuclear war and
the imperative need to achieve nuclear dnsamamentmdtoorgamzeand

:fwmmwmmdﬁemwmmgmmmﬁm

; aahtedbytedmologwaléduevementandtomstmmedavel@pmentof

|| mechanisms for reduction of nuclear threat and elimination of nuclear arms
- and war”. Sir Joseph and my father were very much involved with the Pugwash
. Conferences on Science and World Affairs.

| | was managing my father's institute in Palo Alto towards the end of his
life and later arranged to have it taken over by OSU where it is doing
' extremely well under the leadership of Balz Frei. | also helped expand the
_holdings of the Linus and Ava Helen Pauling Papers of OSU's Valley Library
SpeualColbwons.Smcelhaveraachedapomtmhfawhemlean'tdoa

- proper job of mounting the Award, | have joined with Special Collections in
the hope that the Award can be carried forward into the future while at the

. same time benefiting OSU.

¢ This being the first presentation by OSU, the Award will be conferred in

Corvallis. ltsshopedhatsubsequentoaremoniesmﬁbem?orﬂand The

11/23/2003




' Award consists of a bronze medal, a certificate and a small cash prize, as
 well as covering transportation and housing costs. 1 believe that OSU will
expect a short popular talk by you.
Pleaseletmeknowassjoonaspossible if you will accept. It will
definitely be a pieasure for me to meet you.
Linus .

Yage L ors

11/23/2003




LINUS PAULING AWARD // ?a_g

for <
SCFENCE PEACE or HEALTH " o,

:._.N.yAg.i._c RY COMMITTES ‘ k?\/ O {///
: 2
( Anu,PhB* . 23 November 2003 C
o f o 5 Matthew S. Meselson, PhD o>
;_"_:jj’.‘ Byrne, PED X Thomas Dudley Cabot Professor of the Natural Sciences o
_ 7 Divinity Avenue <
. Cambridge MA 02138
i
Dmpromemlson,
;
'f I am absolute! lydekghtedthat;ouareabletoacceptthe
! Linus Pauling Award on the 3™ and 4 of May, 2004 at Oregon

; State University, Corvallis Oregon. I am sure that my father and
1 my brother Peter, were they able to attend, would be just as
% , delighted. Actually, Peter, who was on the Award Advisory
i Board until his unfortunate death, nominated you a couple of

Glenn D, Prige, PhD

, DW University of Hewnii | yem'sago Iamhappyﬂ:atweareabletofoﬂowh:s

et Hem The Award is now & function of the Special Collections

Linus pauling Jr MD i.  of The Valley Library, Oregon State University. The contact

. “"‘"‘“"':f@*? person is

o Pt it of Sltcn s k| Clifford S. Mead, Head of Special Collections

I’ 121 The Valley Library
h Rotbist, PhD; DSc, FRS*
cpe Oregon State University

Corvallis OR 973314501
Tel 541-737-2083
FaxS4l-737-8674

PleasefeelﬁeemomChﬂ‘ormenfyouhaveany
qnesnms I am sure that CEff will be in touch with you
regarding details of travel and the' Corvallis schedule.

- Tam Jooking forward to seeing you and Mrs. Meselson

in May.

With all best wishes,
Linys Pauling Jr MD

3905 ROUND TOP DRIVE HONOLULU HAWAII 96822 USA
Tel 308-941-5887 Fax 308-945-0350 Email icpjr@aloba.net




AvA HELEN 7710”145 '@4 W%’?
LINUSAE.EULING 77‘( /Vﬁ ‘ w : |
PAPERS 4 W%a?




HARVARD U\TIVER‘%ITY
DEPARTMENT OF BIOCHEMISTRY AND ‘\/IOLECULAR BIOLOGY

16 Diviniry AveNus

 CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02138

8 December 1975

Dr. Linus Pauling _

Linus Pauling Institute of Science and Medicine
2700 Sand Hill Road

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Dear Linus,

I have taken so long to respond to your letter of 11
July that you may no longer have use for the enclosed materials.

"I don’'t think that my contribution to the recent progress in

biological and chemical disarmament is much greater than that
of a number of other individuals. Unfortunately, some of the
hardest working of them may never be recognized because they

are hidden in the middle levels of the government bureaucracy.

You may remembér some dood advice you gave me when I.

"was a research student at Cal Tech. I had become gquite in-

- volved in attempting to organize a conference on the health

effects of fall-out. You told me to concentrate on scientific
work, at least until I had done some worthwhile research. I
took your advice and stayed mostly away frcom politics until
1963 when, through Paul Doty, I was asked to spend_the summer -
as a full-time consultant to the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency in Washington. The multi-lateral nuclear force was:

then a subject of much debate and I was assigned to work on
nuclear arms control. I soon realized that I could contribute
nothing very effective in this area and asked to be assigned to
study chemical and biological weapons. I read many government
documents, most of them secret, and visited Fort Detrick and the

CIA to find out what the U.S. was doing and what our government .. .

thought other countries were doing with chemical and biclogical
weapons. I was startled to see how far the United States was
moving in the biological weapons field when there was nc valid
national security interest in doing so. The military exploita-
tion of our. rapidly expanding knowledge of life processes could,
in the long run, not only make war more terrible but might also
bring about pernicious changes in man's view of the intrinsic
value of human life. Of course, there were also more immediate
reasons for urging changes in U.S. policy. Biological weapons

.are of no important military value to a nuclear power, yvet their

proliferation could greatiy increase the power of other nations
for threat and destruction. I shared an office at ACDA with the
physicist Freeman Dyson, who gave me much encouragement. At the
end of the summer I wrote up my analysis and conclusions in a
classified document that probably never left the Agency . Parts
of my report are reflected in a proposal that appears in the
Proceedings of the Fourteenth Pugwash Conference, published in
1965, and in a book review published in the Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists in October 1964. At the time I was more con—




cerned with germ weapons than with chemical ones. I tried to
attract the attention of a few higher level government officials -
and outside advisors to the unsoundness of U.S. policies. The
individuals to whom I spoke were not unsympathetic but were too
much preoccupied with problems of thelr own to take up an un-
familiar and seemingly not very urgent issue. ' :

~ Although my discussions within the executive branch did
not seem very effective, I was reluctant to go very far in
public. Some of the technology of chemical and biological war-
fare being pioneered by the United States could easily be
imitated by others. I was concerned that too much public atten-
. tion to the subject might do more to provoke world-wide military
interest in such weapons than to achieve their prohibition. - But
gradually I became convinced that no purely executive decision
to curtail CBW programs was likely to have lasting effects, even
if it could be achieved. It seemed that the lasting commitment
of a treaty was required.. Besides, the increasing use of "super
tear gas” and herbicides in Vietnam and the large and conspicuous U. S
biological and chemical warfare programs made pointless any
attempt to conflne the arguments to off1c1al circles.

» Since the ratification of treaties is generally lmp0351ble
without strong public and congressional support, I began to try
to stimulate broad awareness of the dangers of continued devel-
opment of biological and chemical weapons and of the weakening .
. of constraints against their use. My ultimate objective was to -
achieve U.S. ratification of the 1925 Geneva Protocol and to
bring into existence new treaties to prohibit the productieon
and possession of biological and chemical weapons. (As you know,
many states consider the Protocol to prohibit only the flrst
use of such weapons, not their use in reprisal.)

At about the same time I began the practice of seeklng
out ‘and visiting individuals who might be able to exert a
beneficial effect on policy, including publishers,; journalists,
-and retired government officials, as well as active officials
"of the U.S. and other nations. In. 1966, John Edsall and I,
assisted by a biochemist, Milton Leitenberg, initiated a petition
urging President Johnson to order a review of U.S. policies for
biological and chemical weapons. It generated considerable
coverage and favorable editorial comment in the press, first
when it was released by its twenty-two initial sponsors in
September 1966 -and again when it was brought to the White House
in February 1967 along with the signatures of more than 5, OOO '
U.S. sc1entlsts.

Although at the time the scientists’ petition did not
bring about a high level review of U.S. policy or a halt-in the
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use of chemical weapons in Vietnam, it did increase public and
official awareness of the issues and probably helped to set the
stage for events that followed. In this regard it must be re-
membered that the Chemical Corps itself .contributed much to public
concern over biological and chemical weapons with a remarkable
series of accidents and blunders. The implications of these

‘events were particularly underscored by the writings and state--

ments of the journalist Seymour Hersh and the Representatlve
from New York Richard D McCarthy

After the 501entlsts petltlon was submitted, I continued
to express my views both privately and in public talks and
writings. Most of the latter are listed in the accompanying _
bibliography .and copies are also enclosed. I also enclose a relevant

" chapter from a book by Joel Primack and Frank von Hippel. Some

of the papers I wrote were directed at specific issues under
consideration at the time. I circulated these papers privately

to individuals in and out of the government and sought to arrange
personal discussions of them where it seemed appropriate. Other
papers and articles, written for a broader readership, were '
publlshed in various newspapers, journals, and books.

. In Aprll 1969 I was invited to present an extended dis-
cu551on of biological and chemical weapons ‘in closed session to
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. The published trans—
cript is enclosed. .After making the acquaintance of the Chairman-
and several other members of the Committee and its.staff, I
continued to consult with them, particularly in the course of

'»hearlngs on the ratification of the Geneva Protocol in l97l
and 1974 »

Another avenue of approach to the alteratlon of U.S.

ppolloy that seemed to hold promise was the holding of conferences

to arouse interest among individuals who might be influential in
foreign policy matters. Paul Doty and I organized such a con-
ference at the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in Boston
in July 1969 with support from the Salk Institute. Together

" with Herbert Scoville, Jr., I organized a later series of meetings

at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. The Proceedings
of the American Academy conference were circulated privately and
the New York meetings led to a book publlshed by the Carnegie
Endowment in 1971. I also participated in numerous. meetings and
workshops dealing with biological disarmament sponsored by Pugwash

‘and the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute and in

a technical study of the possible effects of chemical and biological
warfare published by the World Health Organizeation in October 1970.
In the course of these trips, I arranged to speak with various .
officials abroad who .might help to shape their countrles policies
for biological and chemical disarmament. :

Tn November 1969 and February 1970 President Nixon de-
clared that the United States would renounce the development,
possessron and use of biological and toxin weapons and that the
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1925 Geneva Protocol would be submitted to the Senate for its

‘advice and consent to ratification. The President also announced

U.S. support for the U.K. draft Convention prohibiting the
development, production, possession, and transfer of biological

weapons. I had no official role in the govermmental review
leading to these decisions. However, I was aware ©of the dis-

cussions taking place and I distributed several papers within the
government addressed to some of the issues, particularly the
ratification of the Geneva Protocol, the military use of tear gas,
and the desirability of 1nclud1ng toxins in the renun01atlon of.

blologlcal weapons.

U.S. ratification of the Geneva Protocol, already
delayed for forty-five vears, was delayed for five. more years
because of dispute regarding the status of tear gas and. chemical
herbicides. Because .of its massive use of these chemical weapons
in Southeast Asia, the Administration argued that they did not
come within the scope of the Protocol. The historical record,
the views of the parties to the Protocol, and the weight of
independent legal opinion were against the Administration view.
This opposition was strongly stated by Secretary General U Thant
and subsequently expressed by the General Assembly in a.vote of
eighty to three. Most of our closest allies abstained and only
Portugal and Australia voted with the United States. I was con-
vinced very early that the use of tear gas in war and even pre-
parations for such use could lead to military acceptance and .
employment of more toxic chemicals. It took longer: for me to see
the full importance of prohibiting anti= =plant warfare as well, '
although I was incensed by the use of herb1CLdes to destroy food

crops in Vietnam.

I learned much more about the use of herblc1des in waxr
than I ever expected by agreeing to conduct for tne AAAS 'a
limited study and field inspection of the effects of herbicides
in Vietnam. Early in 1970 I invited the forester and biologist
Arthur Westing to join me and after several months of study and
preparation, we conducted an inspection in South Vietnam for
six weeks in August and September 1970. We were accompanied by
John Constable, a Boston surgeon familiar with medical conditions
in Vietnam, and Robert Cooke, a Yale graduate student of plant -

‘ecology. - On our return we wrote a preliminary report and a longer

background document, which were presented at the annual AAAS
meeting in Chicago in December. Several days earlier I had
described our findings to officials at the White House and the
State Department. At the start of the AAAS meeting, the White .
House announced that the use of herbicides in Vietnam would be
subjected to "...an orderly, vet rapid phase-out..." Some of the

.photographs we took of sprayed forests and fields and an informal -

report of our observations appear in an article by Constable and
me in the Sierra Club Bulletin for Aprll 1971. :
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The Senate Foreign Relations Committee held its first . i
series of hearings on ratification of the Geneva Protocol in |
© March 1971. Although the use of herbicides in Vietnam had been
 essentially ended, the tear gas CS was still in combat use and !
the Administration sought to obtain Senate support for the view \
that tear gas and herbicides were not prohibited by the Protocol. - |
I presented testimony to the effect that tear gas was of very ' N
little military value and that its use risked undermining the o %
Protocol and stimulating world-wide interest and proliferation of 4 l
other chemical weapons. I urged that Senate action be delayed e
. in order to achieve an improvement in the Administration position.
The Foreign Relations Committee decided to defer action and sent
a letter to the President giving its reasons. The Administration :
has not yet changed its position on the interpretation of the ‘ .
Protocol. However, late last. year President Ford directed that
some compromise be found and as a result the Senate gave its
consent and the United States became a party to the Protocol in
April 1975. Under the compromise, .the Senate did not explicitly
agree with the Administration view of the Protocol but neither did
it disagree. . The two views are simply noted in the Report of the
- Foreign Relations Committee. For its part, the Administration
agreed to renounce the use of tear gas and herbicides in all but:
a few limited and defined situations, including "rescue missions”
and vegetation control on U.S. military bases. I argued against’
this compromise with Administration officials and Senators.
Still, it is a decided improvement over the 1971 position and the-
United States is finally a party to the Protocol. We have also
become party to the Biological Weapons. Convention,-making the
Presidential decisions of 1969 intoc formal treaty commitments.

i
|
Aside from finally obtaining a uniform international

~interpretation of the Protocol, there is the task of creating : : :
a more far reaching treaty for chemical weapons, prohibiting their ‘
.development, production, and possession. Although the U.S. and

the U.S.S.R. have announced their intention to submit a joint
initiative on chemical disarmament to the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, this has not occurrxed. I have

tried to address the current situation in an article in Arms

Control Today for April 1975. ‘

: Even a rather modest increase in public and congressicnal
interest in chemical disarmament might overcome official indiffer-
ence. Meanwhile, I think it is important to increase public
awareness of the treaty commitments that governments have already
undertaken. Even a treaty can be eroded if the people and their
political leaders forget it. Therefore, aside from working for
chemical disarmament, I would like to do what I can to bring

-~ about more general awareness of the Geneva Protocol and the
Biological Weapons Convention. I want to find out if writers

e

e S A o g )



T R

of blgh school and college history texts can be 1nterested in
glVlng some space to these matters. :

It was good‘to see Ava Helen and you last month. As
I may have mentioned, I will be in the Bay Area on or about
10 February. Would that be a good time to visit you and see

~the Institute?

With warm regards,

Matthew Meselson

g
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April 11, 1979

A

.. Dr,:Linus Pauling

" "Linus Pauling Institute of Sc:.ence and Medicine
2700  Band Hill Road

o'Pa.rk, California 91&025

Your letter of .January- 23 was forwarded to me here, where I am vorking
helaboratory. o:L’ Ed ‘Lewis until August. Please accept my apology for
ng so long to answer, Since I last wrote to you, at the end of 1975,
i have continued to work for chemical and biological disarmasument, although
""1" 88 -actively than before the Biological Weapons Convention came into force
and- the Uni'bed Btates became a pa.rty to the Geneva Protocol earlier that

i

As you know, the Biolog,:.cal Wea.pons Convention prohibits the development,
tion and possession. of biological and toxin weapons. It does not apply,
‘ve'r, to chemical: ‘weapons. The Geneva Protocol prohibits chemical warfare

By ‘in effect, & no-first-use agreement, not a disarmament treaty.. C‘hemica.l
ns stockpiles are meintained by several of its parties, including the

éd States and the Soviet Union. The remaining step needed to achieve’
ternationa.l legal prohibition of the entire spectrum of chemical and bioclogical
ons is- therefore the conclusion of e chemical disarmament trea‘by._ Thig is

1 have concentra.ted my effor'bs since 1975. T

My pr:.nc:.pal actlvz.ty in tnis period was tle organizgtion of a conference
- .oniChenical Weapons and’ ‘Chemical Arms Control, held in January 1977 at the
‘Ame:iea.n Academy of ‘Arts and Sciences in Boston, and the editing of its Pro=-
dings' for publicatlon. ‘T enclose a .copy of the resulting book, published
,pril 1978 by the Carnegie Indowment for International Peace. Recent
"'otia.tions for. chemical disarmament have been considerably more difficult
e'ba.iled ‘the.n fﬁos_e vh1ch produced the Biological Weapons Convention.
: flects the greater’ importance assigned to chemical weapons by military
e.nners;' particula.rly ‘in the”NATO and the Warsaw Pact alliances. I therefore
ed.the. deli'bera.tlons ~oi‘ the conference on the problems and benefits of -
al disaxmament in I}u.rope, 4inviting government officials and advisors
. from he United Sta.tes, Canada, Fngland and West Germany. Although govern-
%policies are not decided at such conferences, they can be clarifigfi and =~

‘influenced. Considering the range of viewpoints represented and the diverse

" encouraged to find that by the end of the conference we were in broad agree~
ment on the desirability of cheumical disarmament and on a set of specific pro-
visions which might form the core of a treaty. When the conference proceedings
vere published, copies were provided to members of Congress and to several .

o nationa.l and institutional backgrounds of the participants, we were particularly’
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hundred government officials, advisors, Journalists and others likely to be
interested here and ebroad. I‘took copies to a number of persons for further
discussion and presented a seminar to a group of offlcials and journalists in
Washington assembled by the Carnegie Endowment.

. .. In March 1977, the National Academy held a forum on Research with Recom=—
‘binant DHA at which I chaired a workshop on implications for biological arms
..~control and disarmament. I did this in order to help dispel the mistaken and
"~ harmful notion that the Biological Weapons Convention fails to prohibit
';biologlcal weapons arising from new techniques, such as those involving
.recombinant DHA. I invited representatives of the United States and Britain
7. who-could meke this point with particular authority. A copy.of the workshop
o *report, prepared by ‘Jenmes McCullough of the Library of Congress, is enclosed.

X continue to lecture on chemical and biolosxcal disarmament to local
groups end in 1977 and 1978 as a Phi Beta Kappa Visiting Scholar I gave public
lectures and held smaller group discussions on CB disarmament with students

_ and faculty members at Hiram College in Ohio, Rockford College in Illinois,
:Williams College in Massachusetts, Walla Walla College in Washington, Pomona
ge in Carlfornia and at fmory Universlty and the Univer31ty of Massachuseptsy

Currently, Julian Perry Roblnson of the University of Sussex and I are’””“' o
leting an articlé on-Chemical Weepons and Chemical Disarmament for Sclentific )
ican, hoping to make crear the sound basis for chemical disarmament to & -
audience.

,I:eqclose & number of items, listed ou & separate sheet, which may be o:l

. My w1fe, Serah, and I are planning an automobile trip with our two daughters
to visit our friends Frank and Mary Stahl in Lugene, Oregon. If hou have time
~.on- June 5 or 6, I would. like very nuch to stop by to see you on the return trip.
'regret missing Peter here but I look forward to hearlng news of Ava Helen and

(¢) from Llnda. :

Affectionately,

Matthew Meselson
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Enclosures

*"’Curriculum Vitae

_Resea.rch with Recombinant DHA, Report of Workshop No. 6, National Academy of
< -'“Beiences,. 1977

Chemica.l Weapons and Chemical Arms Control, ed. U, Meselson, Carneg:.e Endowment
for Internationa.l Pea.ce, lew York, 1976. '

_Tacconiiia'nying.”l.éo Szila.uz:}_i'Awa.rd, April 1976.
Aende from the sbove and some items I sent in Decanber 1975, the only other

public statements about my sctivities I have are two additional citations that
“,ca.nnot,be photocopied. "“he_y..a.re. i

For un:.que a.nd erfective efforts to prevent b:.ologlc&l and chem:.ca.l

) of outste,nding_ contr:.butions to science including its interactions
th soc:.ety." - : .

‘
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