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Matthew Meselson <msmeselson@gmail.com> Wed, May 8, 2013 at 12:22 PM
To: "Prof. R Neild" <rrn20@cam.ac.uk>
Cc: Jeanne Guillemin <jeg@mit.edu>

Dear Robert,

| greatly enjoyed reading your memoir. Finding mention of Noel-Baker on many of
its pages made me think you might like to have some letters from him and other
materials related to a plan he and | devised at lunch together at the Royal
Automobile Club in 1969. This was just days before President Nixon announced
his decision to renounce BW, resubmit the 1925 Protocol and support the British
draft BWC. | had feared that the Geneva Protocol would be dangerously
weakened if US ratification included an explicit exemption for disabling agents like
CS, then being massively used in Vietnam. The problem was how to delay
Senate consideration until after the war, when Senators would not be asked in
effect to condemn our own wartime actions. The key was the fact that Philip had
been there--in Geneva with Cecil in 1925. ( Mea culpa for my thinking Lord
Russell and the wrong century during our walk in the Trinity gardens.) | have just
posted to you a folder containing letters and draft articles from Philip along with
some related materials.

Already knowing that Alva Myrdal would submit a resolution to the UN First
Committee that would have the effect of affirming that the use in war of CS and
herbicides comes under the Protocol's ban and that many members, already
inclined to follow the Swedish lead, would be even more likely to do so given
Philip's authority as an eye-witness and his high standing among the more peace-
inclined delegations, we came up at lunch with the idea of having a letter or article
from Philip appear in the NYT the day before the vote. | arranged with Herebert
Mitgang, then an editor at the Times, and the woman who ran the letters section
that the paper would hold Philip's letter until alerted that the vote was imminent. |
would then forewarn Myrdal who would make sure that other delegations were
aware of the letter on the day it came out. And that's what happened.

The First Committee vote was 58 to 3. The 3 were the US, Australia and Portugal.
Australia was allied with us in Vietnam and Portugal was using herbicides in
Angola. The subsequent vote in the General Assembly was 80 to the same 3.

Philip's letter to the NYT, the product of successive revisions that went back and
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forth between him and me, and his subsequent one to the Times of London,
together with your own article with Julian in the Sunday Times became part of a
big effort that succeeded in persuading the Foreign Relations Committee to delay
the Senate vote until well after we were out of Vietnam. In the event, there is no
US reservation, only a policy and an Executive Agreement reached at another
lunch, this one between President Ford and Senator Fulbright, limiting the use of
agents like CS to a listed few improbable situations. Not perfect but no disaster.
Someday it needs fixing.

You will find in the folder a spicy letter from Col. Gerald Draper to my friend Dick
Baxter. A notation in my calendar book indicates that | met Draper in London in
November 1969 but | cannot remember who he was in this business. If you know,
could you enlighten me?

Thank you for sending the documents about national debt and your comparison of
economies to evolution. May | show "Economics in Disgrace" to Jeff Frankel, a
young economist friend here? During most of the early mathematical
development of evolution theory, the equations were deterministic. No account
was taken of stochastic factors. That is all changed now and chance plays a big
part in models to explain such basic features as the near-universal prevalence of
sexual reproduction and the early extinction of species that abandon it. | wonder if
your analogy to evolution could be further developed in colabboration with a
knowledgeable population geneticist.

All good wishes,

Matt

[Quoted text hidden]

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

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/ca/?ui=2&ik=00c9ddfdec&view=pt&q =rrn20%40cam.ac.uk&q s=true&search=query&msg=13e84f394d5d0715



Index to Noel-Baker Papers

Document | Pages Document Description Date
A 1 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Matthew Meselson May 29, 1969
B 1-3 The Geneva Protocol of 1925 by the Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker Draft article for the NYT
M.P. given to MM in London
November 1969, possibly the
24th
C 1-2 Letter from Matthew Meselson to Philip Noel-Baker November 26, 1969
D 1 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Matthew Meselson December 2, 1969 cover
letter to E
E 1-3 The Geneva Protocol of 1925 by the Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker December 2, 1969 revised
M.P. (with handwritten corrections by PN-B) article in response to item C
F 1 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Matthew Meselson December 3, 1969 cover
letter to G
G 1 US Reservation on Chemical Weapons, London Times, Letter to December 3, 1969
the Editor from Philip Noel-Baker
H 1-3 The Geneva Protocol of 1925 by the Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker Undated, probably
M.P. (retyped by MM incorporating handwritten corrections by December 4, 1969 revision of
PN-B and further edits by MM) E
| 1 Letter from Matthew Meselson to Herbert Mitgang, New York December 4, 1969
Times
J 1 Protocol on C.B.W., New York Times, Letter to the Editor from December 9, 1969
Philip Noel-Baker condensed from G
K 1 UN Rebuffs US on Tear Gas Use, New York Times December 11, 1969
L 1 US Criticizes Vote in UN on Meaning of Chemical Weapons Ban, December 12, 1969
New York Times
M 1 Letter from Matthew Meselson to Philip Noel-Baker December 15, 1969
N 1 UN Assembly Hears Appeal for Peace as It Ends 24" Session December 18, 1969
0 1 Banning Tear Gas December 21, 1969
P 1 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Matthew Meselson December 21, 1969
Q 1 Letter from Herbert Mitgang, New York Times to Matthew December 31, 1969
Meselson
R 1 Letter from Matthew Meselson to Herbert Mitgang, New York January 13, 1970
Times
S 1 Letter from Herbert Mitgang, New York Times to Matthew January 19, 1970
Meselson
T 1-3 Letter from R.R. Baxter to Editor, London Times February 6, 1970
U 1 Letter from Matthew Meselson to Philip Noel-Baker February 10, 1970
Y 1 Use of Tear Gases in War: An American View, London Times, February 12, 1970
Letter to the Editor from Matthew Meselson and R. R. Baxter
w 1 Vietnam Tactics, London Times, Letter to the Editor from Philip February 12, 1970
Noel-Baker
X 1-2 Tear Gas: A Blunder, Sunday Times, Robert Neild and Julian February 15, 1970
Perry Robinson
Y 1-2 Letter from Colonel Gerald Draper to R.R. Baxter February 18, 1970
Z 1 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Sarah Meselson March 14, 1970
AA 1 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Matthew Meselson April 9, 1970
BB 1-5 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, Philip Noel-Baker March 5, 1970
cC 1-2 Letter from Matthew Meselson to Philip Noel-Baker April 13, 1971
DD 1 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Matthew Meselson May 24, 1971




EE 1 Letter from Matthew Meselson to Philip Noel-Baker May 24 1971
FF 1-3 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Matthew Meselson May 27, 1971
GG 1 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Matthew Meselson January 4, 1973
HH 1 Letter from Matthew Meselson to Philip Noel-Baker April 22, 1980
1l 1 Letter from Philip Noel-Baker to Matthew Meselson May 2, 1980




2 " Y b .
Fromes "he Pt. Ton.

3 16, Scuth Baton Place,
JuN 3 %6 London, & 1.
29th *ay, 1969.
Dear "r. Yeselson,
Thenk you for your lether. I agree with

yvou that an early guestion in the Fouse would

probably provoke Fred Mulley to make a foolish

answer. I will try to write him a letiter in
the next few days. I very much enjoyed our
talk.

?.3. I hope yvou will read the Air chapter whi

in my book "The Arms Race'.

¥, Meselson, Esg.,
Binlogical Laborstories,
Tarvard Unlversity,
Cambridge, Yass. 02138,
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The Geneve Protocol on CRW, 1925

p—

by the Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker M.B.

411 over -the world, people are debating what the Geneva
Protocol on CBW really means.Does it allow, as some Generals
and diplomatsgassert, the use in war of 6.85. gas and Herbici-
des?

When I hear this question,I recall a tglk I had while the
Protocol was beingvdrafted in the Conference in 1925. It
was with a young French eolleague, Henri Bonnet, later a long-
term and well-trusted Ambassador of Prance to the United States.
"Oh, yes," ke said, "The form of words they've got is

It prohibits every kind of chemical or baéier;ial

And it has to.

good.
weapon that anyone could possibly devise.

Perhaps someiﬁ%r o crimingl lunatic might invent some devilisly

thing that would@ destroy animals and crops."
T still remember the shock I felt, as Henri Bonmet saild

these words. T had beenw four years at the front in the Tirst

world war; I was gt the first German gas attack at Ypres,in
.4
T had seen the victims of the flgmmenwerfer",

April, 1915;
I thought

‘the Germans 1aw-bﬁ§king and atroecious useg of fire.
T understood the horrors of war. But in spite of this Exx
experience, itvstill seemed'to me im 1925 unthinkable that
anyone should concelve sO mongtkrous a crime as the destrﬁm¢10ﬁ~
of animals and crops; Fimk wmiyd® wewk¢ that would be

condemning the civitian populgtion, the old, the gick, the

women, the children, to slow and torturing death by hunger.

i
i
\
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In 1925 everyone in the Conference agreed with

Henri Bonnet. It was their purpose to ban all c. B. weapons,

including "harassing" or "lachrimatory" gases, and evgry
gatisfied

kind of biological; and they were mk¥mfPiwm# that the Protocol
they Had drafted would do that.

In 1930 a doubt was raised about the true interpretation

of the Protocol. The U.S. delegate to the ﬁeague of Nationg

Prepargtory Commission was Mr. Hugh Gibson. He suggested

in the Commission that the Protocol did not forbid-the usge

of what were still cglled the "tear gasmes.”

In Britain we then had a Iabour Government.

Arthur Hendersonm was our Foreign Secretary; I was his

Parliamentary %rzvatq%ecretar ; our del€gate to the League
ord

Commission was the great Robert) Ceecil.

Cecil was amxious that Hugh Gibsonm's suggestion should

be killed without delay. Henderson zgreed, and instructed

me, in cooperation with the fegal Section of the Foreign:

0ffice to prepare a Memorandum getting out the British view
1]

that tear-gases,® like all other CB weapous, were forbidden

by the Protocol, and calling on gll other Members of the Pre~

pargtxomy Commission to gtate their view.
We drew up the Memorandum,and Cecil laid it before the

Prepatory Commission on November 18 , 1930. nly Gibson
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any obKjection to theJBritigh%view; every other Member of +the
Commi sgion —-—Franéaé', Mé@j sven Japan -- gonfirmed that
the téar—gases were banned.

This view was accepted without questihon throughout the
Disarmament Conference of 1934 -3. A little later, a new
U.S. delegate, Mr. Hugh R. Wilson, declared‘that hig govermment
had- changed their mind, and that the U.S. agreed that all
(B f@eapons, without exception, were outléwed by the Protocol
of 1925. |

In the light of these facts, I finfd it difficult to
understand how snyone can argue that the men who made the
Protocol mistooki its meaning, and that on a true interpre-
tationg it permits the use of "harassing® gases ghd herbicides.

This is tokks twist both the history and the law; hawing

taken g personal part in those debates from 1925 to 1933, T

rezret reject the argument as wholly false.

/gﬁé//a /’YCC’/[‘ A—%ae/é@,i
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November 26, 1969

The Rt. Hon.. Philip Noel-Baker
Houses of Parliament

London,

England

Dear Philip,
/
You will have learned from the newspapers of the magnificent decisions

announced yesterday by President Nixon. The only flaw, of course,

is that the use of irritant chemicals and herbicides in war is said not

to be covered by the Geneva Protocol, leaving the United States free to .
continue their use. It is now more important than ever to counter that
argument squarely and effectively, I believe that there is a fighting
chance to convince the Administration and key members of the Senate
that we have very little to gain and much to lose by practicing any form

of chemical warfare,

-

Because the focus of the CB debate has now swung so sharply to the
guestion of irritant chemicals and herbicides, the article you gave me

in London takes on a partiCularly great importance. It is a very powerful
article, However, because it will be srcrutinized mercilessly by skeptics

~and because you had to prepare it on very short notice, I am returning a
copy so that vou can review it one last time before it is transmitted to

the New York Times.

I am enclosing several documents which may be of some assistance, They

are: :
1) The British Memorandum of 18 November, 1930 and the Minutes

of the Preparatory Commission where the discussion of the subject
2) took place,

2) A Memorandum regarding "The Position of Various Nations...Re~
garding the Prohibitionsaf the Use in War of Tear Gas..

3) A paper by Julian Perry—Robmson and myself on the "Escalation
of Chemical Warfare"

1C page 1 of 2
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2

4) Part of a legal study of the status of the Geneva Protocol
conducted within the Swedish government. This document is

to be considered confidential.

Upon reading your article again, I find several points that did not O-ccur
to me during our hurried visit yesterday morning.

1. Were you at Geneva in 1925 or did your conversation with
Bonnet occur elsewhere?

2. Your description might lead some persons to think that the
wording of the Protocol was devised in 1925 instead of coming,
as it did, from the Treaty of Versallles via the 1922 Washington

Treaty on Noxlous Gases,

3. Do you think Hugh Gibson meant to assert that the Protocol does
not forbid tear gas? Could it have been inktead that he meant
only to indicate his difficulty in arriving at any positionson the
question? I refer in particular to paragraph 4 of his statement
on page 312 of the Minutes of the Commission. This view gains
some support from the remark of the Turkish Delegate recorded on

page 313.

So far as I have been able to find, Hugh Wilson made no specific
reference to the Protocol although he did quite clearly state the
the United States' view that the use of tear gas in war should be
prohibited. -

I shall contact the New York Times today to prepare the way for rapid
publication of your article, elther as a guest editorial or as a letter to the
editor. I think your article will have a great effect, coming as it does from
the most authoritative and distinguished witness to the events in question.

If you think the article should stand exactly as it is, write or cable me and
I shall send it to the New York Times immediately. If you decide to revise

it in any respect, I urge you to do so speedily.

With great admiration,and warm personal regards from Sarah and me, I remain,
v Yours sincerely,

Matthew Meselson

MM:ls
Encl.
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From:z The Rt. Hon. Philip Nosl-Baker, M.P.

16, South Eaton Place,
ILondon, S.W. 1.

2nd Decerwber, 1960,

Dear Matthew,

Unfortunately, I had left London for Vienna before your Iletter

arrived. I got back last night, Wonday, December lst, at midnight

and, in p few minutes, .I am to speak at a Meeting in the

House of Commons. I have, however, read all the documents

which you sent me. I return herewith the article which I

wrote for the New York Times, with changes which I hope will meet

your pointse.
T was not a Member of thse Conference which made the Protocol

of 1925, but my conversatirn with Henri Bonnet took place while

it was going on. (7 Cﬁmw—-— [ S oy ot SR Plassrop . Wheel 7 oy P
‘ 444@4?

late for the article to be used now, but

&

I expect it ig too

T lsave that to jaur discretion. Also, plesse make any other

changes in it whichk you think are required. That 1s to say,

if it is still not too late to use 1it.
I wrote a letter from Vienna to the London "Times" in manuscript,

Tey are going to print it tomorrow.

and have not seen 1t since.
I Hope it will be all right!
In great haste, and with gratltude for your help,

Yours ever,
[Fbigs Mool Bate,

Mr. Matthew Meselson,

Barvard University,
The Biological Laboratories,

16 Divinity Avenue,

g?g?f?dge, Massachusetts 02138, %%L (/}ueéZ Sene cﬁjﬁiaé& z;iim-
T [erme=™75" P ?’(;%f>aassaﬂﬁaﬂ_

ﬂ?g_ / eamciise & ¢u€ZL7éq Vi) o ' ifz T 2
A 0.,&—

S ) ' - \ S/
G otnatle. %Q“4f- [ounts ; 7z£a1)q>3 /’g«»qh)zzaw/ Aty
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| g Al Lote ooy by the Rb. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker I 3.

;w/@v7 ' f@ﬁ%ﬁ§ | - S

A1l over the world, people are debating what the Geneva
Frotocol on CBY really means.Does it allow, as some Generals
and’dipiomats?assert, thé.use in war of €.3. gas and Herbici-

des? . . :
_ﬁ\u@zﬁmg, -

Yhen T hear this question,I recall a t3lk I had/wnvle the
"ﬂ..S e N

v&mﬁ%@caL«w@g:EExngcaﬁaiLa@Lm@'the Conference ﬁ?-19252/ “T;zf@

was with a young-Freach colleague, Henri Bonnet, later = long-

term and Well*beSbed Ambasgs ador of Prence to the United Sta tes

"Ch, yes," lie sald, "The form of words they've got is

It prohibits every kind of chemical or bacﬁerﬁial

And it hge to.

good.

weapon that anyone could possibly devige.

Perhayps someﬂ%%?;a-criminal lunatic might invent some devilish

thing that would destroy animals and crops."

I still remember the shock I felt, as Henri Bonwet said

thege words. I had been four years at the front in the first

world war; I was at the first German gas attack at Ypres,im

@
April, 1915 I had gseen the victims of the flsmmenverfer®,
1 [ . -
the Germans law-braking and atrocious LS@% of fire. I thought
° 4~

T vnderstood the horrors of war. But in svite.of this mxw

experience, it still geemed to me im 1925 uath1n1ah]e that
anyone should conceive so monstirous s crime as the destruetbiom
sk rﬂkﬂ@ wenkd tHat would be

of animgls and crons;

condemning the CLV'&LBH vopulation, the old, the gick, the

women, the children, to slow and torturing death by hunger.
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In 1925 everyone in the Conference agreed with
-Henri Bonnet. It was thelr purpose to ban‘all &B. weaponsg,

including "harassing® or "lachrfmatory® gases, and every
satisfied . :
kind of biological; and they were/vyyﬂxzﬁﬁ that the Protocol
s

would do thmi

'In 1930 g doubt was reised about the true interpretafionﬂ

of the Protocol. mhe U.S. delegate to the ﬁeague of Nations
S,‘a/(.o/

[ 1san0m aoment”
Preparatory/ﬂomm1s31on wag Mr. Hugh Gibson.
o (\.ﬁ&d‘,{fna{‘wémé’ /—a‘d\_eag.
in the Commission that ﬂaa&; Yox A Yo
7o - Gueidion. plodlal. fFa [AETEsl 4»%/54, cflww{7
of what were still called the "tear gasges.®

In Britain we then had s Labour Government,
Arthur Henderson was our Foreign Secretary; I wzs his

?erlwamentary @rlvabgtecref arys our del€gate to the League

Commission was the great Lord Robeft) Cecil

showuld

Cecil was amxious that Hugh Gibson's

8® without delays Henderson agreed, and ingtructed
me, in cooneramlon with the ieanl Section of the Foreign
OLfl%C to prepare g Demor,navm setting out the British view

t .
thet tear-gases," like all other CR wegpons, were Torbidden
by the Protocol, and calling on‘all other Members of the Pre-.
parétio&y Commiésion to gtate their viww.

We drew up the Hemorandum,and Cecil laid it before the

Prepatory Commission on November 18 , 1930. Cnly Gibson

T T | - - ; » _ E page 2 of 3
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This view was accepted withovﬁﬁlue‘stmon throughout the

Disarmament Conference of 1934 -3) ﬁ ew
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U.S. delegate, HMr. Hugh R.
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s w\N" tat 01Qi_/1'c Bermits the use of wharesging" gases shd Herblcides.
Po

Thig is tokim twist both the nistory snd the law; having

taken a personsl part in those debates from 1925 to 1933, I

wEntalr reject the argument as wholly false.
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From: The Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker, M.P.

16, South Eaton Place,
London, S.W. 1,

3rd December, 1969.

Dear Matthew,
I enclose herewith the letter in the "Times" of which I

spoke yesterday.
Tt gseems to me surprisingly intelligible in view of the fact
that I wrote it in the afternoon after my air journey to Vienna when

I was four parts asleep. I also forgot to sign 1t,but fortunately

someone at the "Times" office recognised my handwritingf I hope
+he letter avoids all the points of difficulty which you raised

in the guestions which you put to me. It is nok a direct attack

on the Foreign Office for failing to make their speech in the
General Assembly in New York, but I have little doubt that
Chalfont and Stewart will both get the peint - not to mention

the egregious Healey. I am sending a copy to Congressman

Mabarthey.

If you have comments on the letter, I would be very grateful

if you could let me have them.

With all regards,

Yours ever,

Mr. Matthew Meselson,

Harvard University,
The Biological Laboratories,

16, Divinity Avenue, c /%WLQ/ /Wuﬂez/”%§58§%9€5 >

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138,
U.S.4. Stk / Yéun Genatrlnce

ol A
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THE TIMES WEDNESDAY DECEMBER 3 1969

. US RESERVATION ON CHEMICAL

. | WEAPONS
From Mr. Philip Noel-Balker, Labour M.P. for Derby, South

Sir,—Everyone  has  welcomed
'President Nixon's decision to stop
producing biclogical weapons, and to
destroy his stocks. It would be un-
generous to suggest that the Pentagon
may have discovered that biologicals
have never made military. sense. But
“they are a grave danger to mankind ;
they are cheap: easy o deliver ; they
Jhave an immense ‘spread”, are
probably uncontrollable, and there is
no known or probable defence. We

must hope that all governments which -

have them will follow the President’s
example. - o : o

His action over chemical weapons

is very different. ] _
He says he will ratify the Geneva
CBW Protocol  of 1925, but will
reserve the right to use * non-lethal
CS gas, defoliants and herbicides.
This would be no ratification of the
Protocol. | was in Geneva while it was
being drafted in 1925 ; everyone agreed
that every kind of CB wecapon must be
abolished, and that the Protocol did
that, They used to say: ** Perhaps some

day a criminal lunatic will invent

something which destroys animals and
crops.” 1t scemed unthinkably wicked
in 1925.

I helped to draft the British Gevern-
“nicat  Memorandum  which  Lord
(Robert) Ceci) laid before the Lcague
Preparatory Disarmament Commission
on November 18, 1930. This reasserted

that the Protocol- forbade all chemica!

weapons, including tear gases. Only
Mr. Flugh Gibson of the United States

.made objection. Throughout the Dis-

armament Confcrence of 1932-33 the
Memorandum's view was accepted, and
a little later, .a new United  States
delegate, Mr. Hugh R. Wilson, endorsed
the Memorandum and the Conference
view. President MNixon's proposal 1S
indubitably  incomsistent with  the
Protocol.

1t is a very grave inconsistency. CS
has not been " non-lethal ” in Vietnam.
Used in 6in. shells, it has driven ‘the

NLF soldicrs from their trencl‘ics_~aml’
bunkers into the open, where artillery’

.and -machine-guns can kill them. L

has been perhaps, the most lethal of all”

weapon ; it breaks down defence.
The herbicides not only kill crops.

weapons. And it is an offensive

Some of them poison the land for more
than a year. Many old people and

children must have died as a fesult.

The defoliants ~Kill imost: treesy &’

second dose hilly them:all. : Some’ people
in Vietnam get their wdter supply from
the roots of trees. The defaliants could
make ‘this very dangerous, .
. FLM.G. and all other - governments
should protest against the President’s
reservation. If it were accepted, it
would lend.a lulse air of Tespectability
to what has become war, not only ou a

whole natiov, civilians and all, but on.

their environment as well, - -
Yours, &c.,

PHILIP NOEL-BAKER. -

"y

House of Commons.’

Gpagelofl
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THE GENEVA PROTOCOL ON CBW, 1925

by the Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker, M.P.

i { x_..,i)"f ) AN
L

A%

lAll over-the-world peoplemane debaltmg( \W/hat the Geneva Protocol on L

CBW really meana‘s‘1 Does it&’ allowé, as some Generals and diplomats
3 "Y [0,

gas and herbicides ?

assertDthe use in war of

When I hear this question, I recall a talk I had in Geneva while

the Conference of 1925 was going on. It was with a young French

colleague, Henri Bonnet, later a long-term and well-trusted Ambassador

Tl f%f Pranc;ék to the United States.
H .

e,
%,

"Oh, yves," he said, "The form of words they've got is good.

It prohibits every kind of chemical or bacterial weapon that anyone

could possibly devise. And it has to. Perhaps someday a criminal

lunatic might invent some devilish thing that would destroy animals

and crops "

et ot s et

I still remember the shock I felt,

"I had been four years at the front in the first world war; I was at the

first German gas attack at Ypres, in April, 1915; I had seen the victims

of the “flammenwerfer", the Germans' law-breaking and atrocious use of

fire. I thought I understood the horrors of war, But in spite of this

H page 1 of 3

as Henri Bonnet said these words.

experience, it still seemed to me in 1925 unthinkable that anyone should

conceive so monstrous a crime as the destruction of animals and crops;

-that would be condemning the civilian population, the old,

women, the children, to slow and torturing death by hunger.

Ty emartt

In 1925 everyone in the Conference agreed with I—Ienri Bonnet, It

was their purpose to ban all C.B. weapons, i—me-’eud-ir-}gwr-har&asmngﬂ‘ww

l&ahqmaiw@ﬁw@ndmw&nw%mndw@ww}@m@a} and they were satis-

fied that the Protocol would do that.
In 1930E} doubt was raised about the true interpretation of the -

Protocol The U.S. delegate to the League of Nations Preparatory

Yo

HRCER

}

the sick, the
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Disarmament G’émmission {zvas Mr., Hugh Gibson. He said in the

Commissiop»’";chat he did not feel able to give a final answer to the 4%

'y /
le? question}#whether the Protocol did or did not prohibit the use of =i

were~stti Eated-the '"tear gases”.
Arthur Henderson

In Britain we then had a Labour Government.
3

xxxxx

was our Foreign Secretary; I was his Parliamentary Private Secretary;
our delegate to the League Commiséion was the great Lord (Robert) Cecil.

o \mam
Cecil was anxious thatu__—lugh Gibson'"sm'; doubt should be settled

without delay. Henderson agreed, and instructed me, in cooperation
-

with the Legal Section of the Foreign Office, to prepare a Memorandum /
b

‘getting out the British view that "tear-gases", like all other CB weapons, e
were forbidden by the Protocol, and calling on all other Members of the
Preparatory Commission-to state their view. ' Tﬁm E%l\'&ﬁqﬂﬁ@eﬁ%ﬂ,@w
We—drew. up.thewdMemorandumm-ane Cecil laid # before the -Pre=-
Only Gibson voiced hié

T,
s S
ﬁ “Ae,

SRasessEy Commission on November 18, 1930,
doubt; no one opposed Cecil's arguments; every other Member 'of the

Commission who spoke -- France, Italy, Canada, Spain, esen

Japan -- confirmed that the tear-gases were banned.

This view was accepted without any question throughout the Dis-
armament Conference of 1932-3, and during its later stages, a new U.S.
delegate, Mr. Hugh R. Wilson, declared that the U.S. Government o

P
- agreed that the use of@ll CB weapons, including "harassing" oﬂ Teny

Il
ugchrymato@ gasels was banned by international law. Indesd -threughetitm

Werld e N Em NG e e e K QL AR B sl it St o irn e dripemamisi

f
'"Aéﬁmwwgy,ﬁmﬁfwg@%:%&I”@‘E‘W@f@k@iﬂﬁﬁm%ﬁ@wﬁ%@@wh&bﬂx@ffiaf
In the light of these facts, I find it difficult to understand how any- ‘}
-2 L

one can argue thatf,:-@ﬂ—a,mmmjm.pﬁeﬂbaﬁ%wé:ﬁ the Protocolgfmﬁg permits

the use of "harassing” gases and herbicides.
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This is to twaist botW the history and the law; meVin~g-~~ta]4em ,,,,,, O
. . Prormmmie
~a.-personal-part~in-thgdewdebates-from-1925 to ~19337 T réj &t the argu—r..

I,

~memt-aswheotly-fa ] :lﬂm

@
\

!

Philip Noel-Baker



jmontgom
Text Box
H page 3 of 3


December 4, 13969

Mr, Herbert Mitgang
The New York Times

Times Square
New York, N,Y.

Dear Mr. Mitgang:

I believe that Congressman McCarthy has already mentioned to you -

that Philip Noel-Baker was preparing an article giving his recollec~
tions of the international discussions held between the world wars
regarding the prohibition of chemical warfare. I have just received
the article with a request from Noel-Baker that it be sent to the

N ew York Times,

I just saw him in London and, although 80 years old now, he is
incredibly livelv and immersed in many activities, His address in
London is 16 South Eaton Place, London, S.W.l, England.

Sincerely yours,

Matthew Meselson

MM:ls
Encl,

| page 1 of 1
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DECEMBER 9, 1969

- rHE NEW YORK TIMES

L e e
.Protocol on. C.B.W.
‘To tHe Editor:.

‘What does the YGGHEVa Pro-
- tocol on Cheniical and Bmlovlcal -

- Warfare really mean? Does it

.~ allow the use in -war of tear .

_gastand herbicides?

When I hear this question, .

" T recall a talk-I had-in Geneva
. yvhile. the..Conference of 1925

~ was going on, 1t was with a.
" young ‘French colleague, Henri
- Bonnet, Jater a long-term' and’
ell-trusted Ambaasador to the -

', ‘United States.

1. - “Oh, yes,” he said, “the form:

-t of :words they've -got is-good.” -
It -prohibits every kind of chem- .
. jcal or bacterial weapon that

. anyone. -could possibly . devisg. '
: And it has-t0. Perhaps someday

acriminallunatic-might invent .
ome‘deml h*thing that would, ‘

ariimials and crops.’
250 1925 everyone in the Con-

: ferencezagreed with Henri Bon-

etIt was:their purpose to ban

all C B. weapons and they were

~satlsfled that: the Protocbl

would. do that.-

i In 1930, Hugh Gibson, the -
--U.S. delegate to the League .of
Nations- ‘Preparatory Disarma-

ment . Commission, questioned

whether the Protocol prohlblted :
. the use of tear gases.

In Britain we then had a

‘Labor Government. Arthur Hen-
.. derson was our Foreign Secre-

tdry; 1 was his Parliamentary

" private secretary; our delegate
. to the League Commission was .
'the great Lord (Robert) “Cecil,

Banned by Protocol "
. Cecil was anxious that all

. doubt should be settled without
© . delay. ‘Henderson agreed, and .-
instructed me, in cooperation’
.with the.legal section of the
- Foreign Offlce to -prepare . a’
_memorandum setting . out the
_British view that “tear gases,”™
‘like:-all .other "C.B. weapons;
" were Torbidden by the Protocol,
and calling on all other meme« .
- bers" of the Preparatory Com+
"mission-to state their view. .
. ... Cecil: laid the memorandum: :
’ before i#thé commission.on Nov.
~18, 1930. Only Gibson voiced

hls doubt; ' no - one -.0pposeGy

- Cecil’s arguments; every other’

member of the commission wha

spoke ~— representing France,... - o

Italy; Canada, Spain; Japan—
confirmed- that. the tear vases

. were banned. ., - -
- 'This view was accepted w1th~v

‘out. any question throughout

- .the.Disarmament Conference of

1932-3, and during its later

" stages, a new U.S. Delegate,

Hugh R. Wilson, declared that

' the US. Government agreed

that use of all tear gases wasg . - - --

banned by internationa& law,

In .the ‘light of these facts; -

T find it difficult to understand
how anyone can argue that the

" Protocol permits. the use of

“harassing” gases and herbi

_ cides, PuiLle NOEL-BAKER
v London, Dec. 4, 1969

The writer served in the League

of Nations Secretariat and won
_ the Nobel Peace Prize in 1858,

~|Jpage 1of 1
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U.N. REBUFFS US.
ON TEAR-GAS USE

Vote Declares Ceneva Pact
Also Bans Defoliants

Special o The New York Times

UNITED NATIONS, N. Y.,
Dec. 10 — The United States
suffered a .new setback today
in the United Nations debate
on disarmament when the
General Assembly’s Political
Committee declared that the
wartime use of all chemicals—
- including tear gas and defo-
liants—was prohibited by inter-
national convention. =

The committee’s action, in an
overwhelming vote, in effect
reflected attitudes toward the
United States policies in Viet-

nam, where tear gas and defo-
liants are being used.

Two weeks ago President
Nixon solemnly renounced the
use of biological weapons and
all use of chemical weapons,
except defensively, but he made
iit clear that this renunciation
did not extend to tear gas and
defoliants. ) ‘

The action of the committee
is certain to influence the
forthcoming debate in Congress
on ratification of the 1925 Gen-
eva protocol on “poisonous
gases and bacteriological meth-
ods of warfare.”

Today's vote was on a Swed-
ish resolution declaring that
the “generally recognized rules
of international law as em-
bodied in the Geneva protocol”
prohibit the use of “any chemi-
cal agents of warfare in inter-
national armed conflicts.”

The vote was 58 in favor of

the resolution, 3 against and
35 abstentions. The United
States, Australia and Portugal
voted against the resolution.
The Soviet Union voted for it.

Britain and France abstained.
Because the composition of the
General Assembly is the same
as that of the committee, the

Assembly is expected to en-
dorse the vote.

James F. Leonard, the United|

States representative, objected
to the Swedish resolution oni
the ground that the General
Assembly had no right to in-
terpret international treaties
and conventions. Mr, Leonard

K pége lofl

. munity,” Mr. Leonard said,

is the chief United States rep-
resentative at the Geneva Dis-!
armament Conference.

“For the Assembly now to
arrogate to itself the right to
resolve by majority voting a
matter of deep dispute and dif-
fering interpretation of inter-

Elye New Pork Fimes
Published: December 11, 1969
Copyright © The New York Times

‘national law” was a “disserv-|.

ice to the international com-

He argued that the protocol
had long been subject to dif-
fering  interpretations that
efforts to “resolve this ambigu-
ity” had been unsuccessful be-
fore.

The administration takes the
position that today’s action by
the Assembly’s committee is
merely a recommendation and
therefore not binding on the
United States Government.

Informed sources said that
President Nixon would reaffirm
the Administration’s contention
that the Geneva protocol did
not preclude the use of tear
gas and defoliants in Vietnam.
The President three weeks ago
declared his intention to ask:
Congress for ratification of the
protocol. .
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U.S. Criticizes Vote in U.N. on Meaning of Chemical Warfare Bant

By TAD SZOULC
Speclal to The New York Ximes

WASHINGTON, Dec. 11—The

State Department asserted to-
day that a majority vote yes-
terday in a United Nations
com:mittee interpreting a Gene-
va: convention as banning the
war-time use of all chemicals—
including tear gas and defoli-
ants—could not be regarded as
“international consensus.”
This comment was made by
Carl E. Bartch, the State De-
g@tmen” . spciesman, in con-
nection with yesterday’s action
by the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly’s Political Com-

mittee, which approved a

" Swedish resolution putting such

an interpretation on the 1925
Geneva Protocol on “poisonous
gases and bactericlogical meth-
ods of warfare,”

The resolution was approved
by 58 votes to 3, with 35 ab-
stentions. The United States
was joined by Australia and
Portugal in opposing the reso-
lution on the ground that the
Assembly had no right to inter-
pret international treaties and
conventions.

Mr. Bartch said the majority
vote “does not in our view rep-
resent international consensus
on the main issues raised by

* nativnal law.”

the resolution” because fewer
than one-half of the United Na-
tions’ 126 members supported
it and one-third dissociated
themselves from it by abstain-
ing.

He said that in the opinion
of the United States, the Gen-
eva Protocol does not ‘“prohibit
the use in war of tear gas and
herbicides” and that “we main-
tain that the United Nations
General Assembly is not the

proper forum to decide such!
inter—;

disputed questions of

The United States has been
using tear gas and defoliation
agents in the Vietnam war.

When President Nixon an-
nounced on Nov. 25 that the
United Stateg had decided to re-
nounce “the use of lethal bio-
logical agents and weapons, and
all other methods of biological

:warfare,” Administration offi-

cials made it clear that tear
gas and herbicides were not
considered as such.

The same reservation is ex-
pected to be attached to the
Administration’s request to the
Senate to ratify the 1925 Gen-
eva Protocol.

Questionec  wnether  Mr.
Bartch’s assertion that the ab-
sence of ‘“‘international consen-

sus” in yesterday’s majority

action represented a departure
from the United States’ atti-
tude toward United Nationsi
voting procedures, the State,
Department's legal advisers)
,said the Swedish resolution
iconstituted a “law-making” or
. “law-declaring” intent and had’
.fto be considered in a special
light.

¢ They said that in this context
{“international consensus” was
‘meant as “unanimity” or “near
iunanimity” that the United
States and many others consid-
ered necessary when the Unit-
ed Nations dealt with matters
of international law.

Ele Netw Hork Eimes
Published: December 12, 1969
Copyright © The New York Times



jmontgom
Text Box
L page 1 of 1


December 15, 19 69

The Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker
16 South Eaton Place

London
England

Dear Philip,

Thank you for a copy of your letter to the London Times. As you
will know by now, the New York Times has published the letter
you sent to them, I enclose two copies., At their request, I
shootened your letter somewhat to bring it under their word limit,

If you find that it s&ill accurately conveys your views, I would
greatly appreciate your letting me know in writing as a certification

of the authenticity of the letter,

I also enclose a tramscript of the discussions in the First Commitiee
for December 9 and 10. You will see that Mr., Baroody and Mr. Leonard

referred explicitly to vour ledter. I find some difficulty with Mr.
Leonard's objections, as you will see from the enclosed letter I have
sent to Mr. Irwin Gubman of the United States Arms Control and Dis-

armament Agency.

Sarah and I had tea vyesterday afternoon in Concord, Massachusetts
with Max and Gail McCarthy. We all jbdned in conveying our deepest

admiration and affdction.

With warm regards,
Sincerely yours,

Matthew Meselson

MM:ls
Encl,

M page 1 of 1
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U.IN. Assembly H ears Appeal for Peace as It Ends 24th Session

By HENRY TANNER
Special to The New York Times

UNITED NATIONS, N. Y.,
Dec. 17 — The 24th session
of the United Nations General

Assembly adjourned today after]

13 weeks of frequently hot de-
bate that made it clear that
the small nations of the world
were ‘more determined than
ever to force the big powers
to heed their views.

The central theme of the ses-

sion was the rebellion of the
" small nations, who used their
numerical majority to overrule
the.Soviet Union and the United
States on important issues con-
cerning the nuclear and tech-
zsological superiority of the two.

In the end, the United States

fared worse than the Soviet|

Union in the votes.

At a'luncheon today for Miss
Angie Brooks of Liberia, this
year’s Assembly President, Sec-
retary General Thant summed
up the session by saying it was
“an  assembly of ~the. poor
against the rich, the weak
against the strong, the young
against the old.”

- Later, Miss Brooks, in a jade
green African robe and turban,

ended the session with an ap-

peal for a halt to the wars and
threat of war in Biafra, the
Middle East and Vietnam.

She called on both sides in
Nigeria to accept an “immedi-
ate cease-fire” or, failing that,
for a “cease-fire for humanitar-
ian purposes, even for a limited
‘period, to allow the delivery of
food and medicines.”

Then she invited the dele-
gates to stand for a minute of
“prayer or meditation,” and the
annual session in the magnifi-
cent, domed hall was over.

The delegates stood and ap-
plauded, then started milling in
the aisles for the final hand-
shakes. After a few moments
they filed out in a mood of
goodwill that had not always
been evident during the debates.

Mr. Thant, like many a host
after a party, stood below the
podium shaking hands and ex-
pressing good wishes.

Most of the last hours of de-
bate were spent opnp a
wrangle over the commemora-
tive stamps and medallion that
will be issued next year on the
25th anniversary of the United
Nations.

The assembly in late October
chose “Peace, Justice and Prog-
ress” as the motto for the an-
niversary. However, some

stamp sets had been printed

f
carrying an earlier, shorter ver-
sion “Peace and Progress.”

Rather than see the existing
stamps wasted — at a loss of
$1.5-million — the Assembly
finally agreed to issue stamps
with both versions.

Many delegates hope that the
anniversary will be an occa-
sion for stocktaking if not over-
haul. .

Charles W. Yost, the Ameri-
can representative, told the as-
sembly that the United States
was pressing for an agreement

on more effective United Na-
tions peacekeeping operations
which, he hopes, will be ready
by next year. :

The Soviet Union submitted
to the Assembly a lengthy docu-!
ment on “The Strengthening of
International Security,” which
was in effect a catalogue of
Soviet positions on such issues
as collective security, peaceful
coexistence, colonialism, region
al security systems and the
primacy of the Security Coun-
cil over the General Assembly
and, by implication, the Brezh-
nev Doctrine of limited sover-
eignty for the members of the
socialist bloc.

The United States was on
the losing side on several key
votes during this session. It
was completely isolated; for

Ehe New York Times
Published: December 18, 1969
Copyright © The New York Times

example, in its contention that
tear gas and defoliants being
used in Vietnam are acceptable
weapons of modern warfare.

The Assembly voted 80 to
3 yesterday for a resolution
stating that these chemicals are
banned under the 1925 Geneva
protocol on poisonous gases.
Only Portugal and Australia,
the latter a belligerent in Viet-
nam, voted with the American
delegation. Thirty-six countries
abstained.

In a committee vote earlier,
the resolution was approved by
58 to 3, with 34 absentions.

The United States cam-i
paigned more energetically on
this issue than on any other
during the assembly. Cable-

grams went out to virtually all

governments ‘asking for support
for the American position, And
the State Department issued a
statement after the committee
vote last week that it did not
regard .the committee’s verdict
as an “international consensus.”

But 22 more countries sup-
ported the resolution when it
reached the assembly, making
the American defeat that much
more galling for United States
officals.

Mr. Yost, at a news confer-
ence yesterday, noted that a
rebellion of small and middle
powers against the big nuclear
powers had dominated the As-
sembly and had led ‘to the
adoption of several decisions
to which the United States
objected. .

N page 1 of 1
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—Banning Tear Gas...

" “The Uuited States Government received a rebuff
at ‘the United Nations when the General Assembly
declared that tear gas and defoliants are prohibited by
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 banning chemical weapons.

_President Nixon has said he will seek Senate ratifi-
cation of the protocol which prohibits the use of
“asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and analogous
liquids, materials or devices. . . .” But Administration
officials have insisted the protocol does not cover tear
gases and defoliants currently being used by American
forces in Vietnam. The United States stands on shaky

and lonely ground.

Two-thirds of the 84 nations that have signed the
_protocol, ‘including the Soviet Union, Britain and
France, have indicated in the past their belief that
it bans tear gas. The United States itself refrained
from using tear gas during World War II and in the
Korean conflict. Initially in Vietnam, American offi-
cials contended that this type of chemical weapon
would be used only in riot-control situations to pre-
' vent civilian casualties. But today tear gases are used
widely to flush enemy troops into the open to be
mowed down by shot, shell and bombs.

The U.N. vote on the resolution, which had been
suggested by Secretary General Thant last July in
connection with the release of a special international
report on chemical and biological warfare, was 80 in
favor to only 3 opposed, with 36 abstentions. If that

does not suggest to Washington a consensus in favor

of banning tear gas and defoliants, it certainly demon-
strates an overwhelming lack of support for the United
States’ position.

The use of chemical agents by the United States in
Vietnam, even with the most humane of intentions,
represents a dangerous breach in the barrier against
the horrors of chemical warfare which the United
States ~dlong with other nations tried to erect at
Geneva'in 1925. It is in this country’s own long-range
interest to accept the verdict of the majority of the
Political Committee and to ratify the Geneva Protocol
without exceptions.

Elye News Pork Bimes

Published: December 21, 1969
Copyright © The New York Times
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From: The Rt. Fon. Philip Nosl-Baker, W.FP

16, South Eaton Place,

1

Toncdon, S.We 1.

“lst Dscember, 10369.

vour lethter of Decernber 1hth which

reached me yesterday.

I am most grateful to you Ffor having edited my leftter to

-—

+re New York Mimes, and this note confirms that, as printed, it

roint of view.

2

N

entirely expresses m

mhank you also for sendin; me your letter to Mr. Irwin CGubman,

ms to me extremely persuasive. mhank you also for the

0]

which g8
the U.N. eneral Assembly on the

B

records of the Debatss in

nd 10%k of Decembsr. They will help me very much.

&

th

O]

I hops ascon o send you an article which T have writisn for

"gcience Journal'. vou will noft bave difficulty in tracing the

snurce of my information.
with all regards, ke vou and Sarabh,
Yours as alwaye, , .
pop Pldep Nevt- Kadco .

(I'ictated by Philip ¥oel-Baler,
wat oglared dn Yis abmgence

Mr. ¥atthew Meselson,

marvard Imiversity,

mhe Biological Laboratbries,

16, Divinity Avenue,

Cambriduie, Massachusetts 02138, ,

U.S.4.
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The Wetr Pork Tines
Times Sguare

December 31, 1969

Dear Professor Meselson:

I hope you are proceeding with
the article we discussed about the need for
really restricting chemical warfare.

I am also interested in your
study o the ecological effects of leaf-stripping.
Would that be in the same area? If not, you may
want to do a separate piece on ecology from your
own viewpoint. '

The length is 750 words, to appear
on the editorial page, for which there is an
honorarium of $125, I hope you will undertake
this while the subjeect is still very much alive.
Your comments would get wide distribution via

the Times News Service.
| Thank you.

Sincerely,

M/w\wfj

Herbert Mitgang
Editorial Board

Professor Matthew S. Meselson
Biology Laboratories

Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138
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January 13, 1870

Mr. Herbert Mitgang
The New York Times

Times Square
New York, N.Y.

Dear Mr. Mitgang:

I am told that the President is expected to send the 1925 Geneva Protocol
to the Senate sometime next month for its advice and consent to ratifi-
cation, When the Senate reconvenes on January 19, the Foregin Relations
Committee is expected to give its attention to the Foreign Aid Bill and
possibly to new hearings on Vietnam before taking-up the Geneva Protocol.

I have already prepared a draft of my article but I should think that the
best time to complete it and send it to the Times would be just after the

. President sends the Protocol to the Senate. Do you agree?

Sincerely vours,
Matthew Meselson

MM:ls
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The Ve Pork Times
Times Square

JpN 2% <t

January 19, 1970

Dear Professor Meselson:

I am glad that you prepared a
draft of your article and that i1t can be timed
to run before the Senate Committee meeting next

month. For scheduling purposes, I hope you will

.be able to get your piece to me the first week

of February. A reminder: hard as it may be to

squeeze in, the space is between 700 and 800 words.

Sincerely,

Herbert Mitgang
Editorial Board

Professor Matthew Meselson
Harvard University
The Biological Laboratories

16 Divinity Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

!

Spagelofl
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6 February 1970

The Edlitor

The Times

Printing House Sguare
London, E.C.4

England

Dear Sir,

T enclose & letter from Profegsor M. S. Meselson
and me, for which we hope you may be able to find
space amongst the "Letters to the Editor.”

Since we are probably not known to you, I have

taken the liberty of sending a copy of & recent
article about Professor Meselson that appeared in

the New York Times. I shall be content to ride on
his coat-tails and shall merely edd that I am Professor

of Law et Harvard Wniversity.
Yours sincerely,

R. R. Baxter
Professor of law

Enclosures

T page 1 of 3
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Trom Professors M. 8. Meselson and R. R. Baxter

Sir.-~We hope that it will not be taken amiss if two American academics

comment on the recent statement by the Foreign Secretary on the applicability

of the feneva Protocol of 1925 to tear gas. The United States Senate is

about to consider whether to give its consent to the ratification of the
Protocol, and one of the central questinns that will have to be considered

by the Senate is whether the use of irritant chericals, such as tear gas,

is excluded by this treaty. The correct interpretation of the Frotoceol is

thus of shared concern to our two countries.

Recalling that the Aritish Covernment held in 1930 that tear gases
are prohibited by the Protocol, Mr. Stewart said that modern technology has
produced tear gases such as CS which he considered to be less toxic than
those known then. (S5 and such gases, he said, accordingly fall outside the
scope of the Oeneva Protocol. |

Neither the language of the Geneva Frotocol nor previous stateﬁents
by the British Government afford any basis for a distinction between more
toxic tear gases prohibited by the Protocol and less toxic gases not so
prohibited. The operative words of the Protocol are comprehensive in swpe:
The parties agree to refrain from "the use in war of asphyxiating, polsonous
or other gasesoﬁ Both Mr. Dalton and Mr. A. Henderson in reply to Parliameﬁtary
questions in 1930 stated categorically that tear geses are prohibited under
the Protocol (Hensard for February 18  and November 2L, 1930).

In a memorandum on chemical warfére presented by the Delegation of
the United Kingdom to the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament

Conference on November 18, 1930, the British Government took the view that
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"the use in war of 'other! gases, including lacrymatory gases, was prohibited.”

At the Preparatory Conference itself, the British view was endorsed by all

the delegations which spoke to the question, with the exception of that of

the United States -- than and now not a party to the Protocol. No delegation

basef its opposition to tear gas on a belief that it might be harmful to

health. The United States delegate stated that tear gas caused "no real
considered

suffering or permanent disability." Toxicity was not at that time mmershosd

to be the issue, whatever may be our views on that question today.
The chief hazard in using irritant gas in war is that it abandons the

unique and simple standard of "no gas." It spoils chances for a uniform

understanding on where we hold the line. It stimulates military interest in

gas warfare in many countries, creating pressure for the acquisition of
chemicel weapons where there had been little or none before. And it favors
the application of existing and future knowledge in biochemisiry and medicine

to military purposes, opening up a new dimension of warfare that otherwise

might be kept closed.
We can understand that a great deal of the current concern about tear

ga's arises out of its use in domestic disorders in the United States and in

Northern Ireland, However, the GOeneva Protocol has nothing to do with the

use of gas in domestic disturbances, as it applies by its terms onl» to
"war" and "warfare."

Yours faithfully,

M. S. Meselson ...

[l

R. R. Baxter e

Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass., U.S.4., Feb. 7.
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February 10, 1970

Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker
16 South Eaton Place
London, S.W.l

England

Dear Philip,

Last Saturday I mailed a letter to the London Times from Richard
Baxter and me regarding the British Government's abysmal pplicy for
cS. I enclose a copy. Baxter is one of the forsmost American
authorities on the law of war., If you think help might be needed to
persuade the Times to publish our letter, would you mind giving them

a call?

Of course, toxicity is not the issue, the Protocol is. However, even
on this point Mr. Stewart's statement is completely vulnerable. I am
very reliably informed that the Himsworth Commission was not consulted
with regard to thiis government policy shift and it is known to everyone
that their final report on the toxicity of CS is by no means ready nor

have they even finished with their meetings.

To my knowledge, there has been no reaction in Parliament and only
a rather confused article in the New Statesment This désision must
not be allowed to stand. Samely, it must not go unchallenged. If

there is any way in which I can be of assistance, please contact me

immediately.

'With great affection,and reppect,
Sincerely yours,

Matthew Meselson

P.S. I enclose a paper on toxins that might interest you.

MM:ls
Encl.2

Upage 1 of1
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Letters ‘fo the Editor

THE TIMES THURSDAY FEBR‘UAWI?Y 12 1?70:”

" USE OF TEAR GASES IN WAR:~ |

1

Sir,—We-hope that it will not be .
taken arnisé ' if .. two.” Americin?
academics comment “on the recent”

" statement by the Foreign Secretary
on the applicability of the Geneva
Protocol of 1925 to tear gas. The

" United States Senate is about to con- .

sider -whether to give its consent to
the ratification of the Protocol, and
one of the central questions that will
have to be considered by the Senate
is whether the use of irritant
chemicals, such asg tear gas, 18 ex-
cluded by this treaty. The correct
interpretation of the Protocol is thus
of shared concern to our two
countries.

Recalling that the British Govern-
ment held in [930 that tear gases are
prohibited by the Protocol, Mr. Ste-
wart said that modern technology bas
produced tear gases such as CS which
he considered to be less toxic than
those known then. CS and such gases,
he said, accordingly fall outside the
scope of the Geneva Protocol.

Neither the language of the Geneva !

Protocol nor previous statements’ by
the British Government alford’ any
- basis for a distinction between more
tovic tcar gases prohibited by the
Protocul and less toxic guses not so
prohibited. The operative wurds of the
Protocol are comprehensive in scope:
The partics agree to refrain from ™ the
use in war ol asphviiating, poisonous
or other gases ©. Both Mr. Dalton and
Mr. A. Henderson in reply tv Pariia-
mentary questions in 1930 stated cate-
gorically that tear gases are prohibited
under the Protocol (Hansard for Feb-
| ruary |8 and November 24, 1930).

AN AMERICAN VIEW

\ From Professor M. S. M e.s'él—.;)‘r_i: andAPro_fé,_s:Eor R. R. Baxter

In a memorandum on chemical war-
fare presented by the Delegation of
the United Kingdom to the Prepara-
torv Conference for the Disarma-
ment Conference on November 18,
1930, the British Government took the
view that “ The use in wur of ‘other’
gases, including lacrymatory gases. was

i prohibited ”. At the . Preparatory

Conference itself. the British view was-
endorsed by all the delegations which
spoke to the question, with the excep-
tion of that of the United States—then
and now not a party to the Protocol.
No delegation based its opposition to
tear cas on a beiief that it might bz
harmful to hecalth. The United States
delegate stated that tear gas caused
“no real suffering or permanent disa-
bility . Toxicity was not at that time
considered to be the issue, whatever
may Dbe our views on that question
today. .

The chiel hazard in using irritant
gas in war is that it abandons the
unique and simple standard of ‘‘no
gas . It spoils chances for a uniform
understunding on where we hold the
line. [t stimulates military interest 1n
gas warfare in many countries. creat-
ing pressure for the acquisition of
chemicul weapons. where -there  had
been little or none before. And it
favours the application of existing and
future knowledge in biochemistry and
medicine to military purposes. opening
up @ new dimension ol warfare that
otherwise might be kept closed.

We can understand that a great deal
of the curreny concern about tear gus
arises out of its use in domestic
disorders in the United States and in
Northern  [reland.  However.  the
Geneva Protocol has nothing to do
with the use of gas in  domestic
disturbances, as it applies by its terms
only to war T and fwarfure 7.

Yours faithfully.
M. S. MESELSON,
R. R. BAXTER.

Harvard Uagiversity, Cambridge;

Massachussetts. Feb. 7.
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Vietnam 'tactics

From Mr. Philip Nocl-Baker, Labour
M.P. for Derby, South

Sir—I write to support the letters
about the Geneva Protocol of 1925 on
chemical and biological warfare, writ-
ten by Mr. Price Holmes, Sir Michael
Wright and Mr. Hugh Walker on
behalf of the United Nations Associa-
tion (February 9)‘ and byz\/fr Arthur
Hewlett and Mr, Kenneth Lee (Febru-
ary 10).

In his written answer to a Parlia-
mentary question, the Foreign Secre-
tary sdid on February 2 that “ modern
technology has developed CS -smoke
{sic) .which, . unlike the tear gases
avallable in 1930, is considered to" be
not significantly harmful to man in®
other than wholly exceptional circum-
stances ; and we regard CS and other
such gases accordingly as being out-’
Siic the scope of the Geneva .Proto-
co_n. . . . B )

With respect ‘to the Foreign Secre-
tary, this statement is disiggenuous’ in
a high degree. .

What does he mean by * wholly
‘exceplional circumstances™? In Viet-
nam, CS gas is used by United. States
forces almost daily, and' in enormous
quantities, Delivered by six-inch shells
on - the "trenches and bunkets of the
N.L.F, soldiers, it makes a concentra-
tion that can: be lethal, and which.is
wholly intolerable, if the soldiers stay
in shelter ; if they come out, they are
killed by concentrated artillery or
machine-gun fire. Directly -or indi-
rectly, CS has been among the biggest
killers in the Vietoam war. It is this to
which the Foreign Secretary’s answer
gives approval. '

And 'what are * other such gases "
I understand (from American friends)
that they are the berbicides and defol-
iants which have made such a pro-
longed and barbarous attack on the
civilians and the whole national envi-
ronment of South Vietnam,

‘law. Mr.

“Letters to the Editor

I can confirm from personal memo-
ries of the negotiations that vyour
correspondents are right in saving that
all these gases were, by the firm and
unanimous intention of “the parties.
forbidden by the Geneva Protocol.
The = Protocol contains no  escape
clause, or provision for amendment:
by.what right does the Labour Gov-
ernment seek now unjlaterally to
change its binding, legal obligations %

The action is made gruver by the
context of political events. 1 have
known since November (again from

* American sources) that there has beqn
.a conflict of opinjon between those in

the Foreign Office and the Ministry of
Defence who wanted to make this
change, and those who opposed it In
December the opponents gained =a
partial victory ; Britain abstained in
the General Assembly on the Swedish
resolution, instead of voting with the
United States, Now, after the Prime
Minister's.visit to President Nixon, the
other side .have won, and Britain helps
to give a fig leaf of respectability to
the illegal, and terrible, chemical cam-
paign in Vietnam. As part of a
political bargain, our rulers have
agreed to distort the history angd the
Kenneth Lee is right to

speak of shame.
Yours, &c.,
: PHILIP NOEL-BAKER,

House of Commons, Feb, 10.

]

W page 1 of 1

u

!

}



jmontgom
Text Box
W page 1 of 1


p. 12

si . is
: chemlcal varfare “has been used
I /blological warfare.
Sp: | ' The most impor-
-~tant-'piece - 'nternatlonal law
‘_helpm o inhibit wider use..of
“chemical and biological’ weapons.
s ‘the 1925 Geneva Protocol ** for

L poisonous: 0T
. -other gases and ‘of bacterlologmal
" means. of warfare.”” - Now ' the

ary..2, Mr:
. ..Commons ‘Tenly
sl vernment regarded
_otHer :such gases”.
“side the scope ‘of th

. danger ‘lies'in .
.’-most ‘modem armyo

is ~'5pervadm0 “ithe
of - thous'ands
i 1.g4s . masks

hey :ar earnmg torecognise the

g

' natwnal ,aOreement on chemical:

and ; blologlcal wedpons.. (CBW)
disarmarnent increased .xapidly-
: roughout 1969.-Britain «and -the
USSR proposed draft treatles

hat’ favour the {ise ofv__;‘:_"' :

weapons In short the
l-coming- g‘as—mmded Sut
| ing-of: the psycholovlcal' barriers

~iare not con51dered as” p01s 110,

?rotocol

ithi
Gi

however, prohibited ' under

~Protocol. ”e

thas developed B

. am; “in any event a
indefin bl' g T

"Tear ? gases ‘and “ishells
:producmg pmsonous fumes

T Stewart went-on to’
argue: that modern techn. logy'
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Continuation of Tear Gas: A Blunder

The Sunday Times, 15 February 1970, p. 12

‘GO efit's hew:; iéo$1t10
~1s at varlance* with' that. of. ‘the:

i:.deClared : for ‘the“ektensive “inte
“pretation “of “thé Protocol.’ Thos
oting .against were the U:S .an
Australia, both of whom are usir
ear gas:in Vietnam; and.Portu
/hose  methods . of . wwarfare. -
“:Africa :are “‘obscure. .. Britaint
iabstamed her subsequent -defe¢
tlon to the: American:‘cause :p

¢ ‘_bly pleased W-ashmgton

‘tear gas
mmmg the reg
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- —rrmra v eeesmane vy - - e . :«\:;;
My, you are becoming a writer of epistlaes {
to the heathens. Do not overdo it. Xt scems To me as

pdain as a pikestaf? that that is what you ar§‘qolng,

N A - L Your good offices with Jerome Colien hgve fructli%eﬁq The
Tl opus on the FMRC and whe ICRG, all 28,000 words oi‘_?.ti.
nicely bound ug, is winging its_wuy acress tThe Atlantic
right now to Boston and thence,l hope (to the Irar'\fgrd Law
School to be in time for Cohen's circus at .the :ASIL. e
seels quite excited to have gotten it. Y?u_mqy care to
read it, now it is clean typed, because I th¥nk that
Cohen will have photo-copies macde for the study group.,
The ICRC will kill me by slow torture because T havg.
suggested that they s be made truly intefnatinnai, anc
cease to be like the Holy Koman, Empire, neltheriﬂoman,
nor Hely nor an Empire. The story of fthe developlng row
between the ICRC and the PRE is quite a story-and its
loses nothing in the telling.

‘ Brussels was a boring Conference, T
For 30 minutes and my paper will be publishec Ssceme place
i.e.,about being decent to the guerillas, Tom Farer talk

- the most unmitigated nonsense., I have come to the conclu:

%bat he knows very little Law at all., He told me, as a
S eivilized don rrom Columhia, that the People responsihle
for the linkville alrfaur ought to be tortured. T no
longer tmeat him serftously or within the pale of the
civilized, L have P shrewa{idea where his politjcal /
allegiance lies,and it is kast of the Eastern,ﬁhbeﬁ)wnﬂ
i Yes, I read vour Joint epistle in the Times
~about our Mr. Stewart and €S Gas, 1 had a good go abhout
this last September in the same journal,ans Rosalwvn

spoke

Higgins and others tried %o get me to write again, I -
-dzclined because I think I have appeored a bit too much
in the said Journal. I thought

your lettéer a bit on the
warm sade, I think the travaux that have to be studied
_are the preludes to Article 171 of the’Tfeaty of
:Versaillesm,l919° Nobody seems to have twigged wet that
the formula was not new when it got into the Gencva Gas
Protecol in 1925. I am not 50 sure that the British
version of the meaning is the E

better one in law, but it
‘is reasonably certain that we have chamged step on the

march. The inner story of that charige is not without
interest. Strange to say I have Played a minor role in
the happening. When seeing our Attoryney-General just
before Xmas about Quite other matters he suddenly asked
..me, out of the blue, whether we had ever advased, within
‘the War Department, about the use of poison wwapons and
gases, in my time. T answeredfﬁyes, twice and gave him
“the details of' which he duly took a note, He did .not tell
me the context of his interest: Then T hear that our
dear Cabinet has been looking iriteo the matier and that
there has been a sharp division of legal opinion ywithin
. the ranks of the top decision-makers. Now:1

] X know what
Transpired, "The Attorney advised - keep to the old Line

of interpretdition about all gases. Aunfie Defence Ministry
and Home Office ganged up against him and put forward
their legal views. Tn these sort of affairs what the
Attorney says normdlly goes, This time it did not and he
is not Best pleased, T will acl only that my humble advicc
‘Years back to which I directed the Attorney's attention
had not been that "ahnounced by our worthy Mr, Stewart in
the dear old House of Commons.*Let ‘there be roses at the
feast?as Virgil said, aboudt this little detail, but I
thought it might interest You., OFf course, this does not
mean that the British traditional‘undersiaﬁding‘bf‘the
Protocol is necessarily the better but T think it does
mean that we have chamged our minds., We may have clone so
Tor the better., As opposed fo Commnist throat slitting
and massacres by the Viet Cong, I prefer defoliants every
time., I am not inﬁthe_main impressqd by the splendid . i
record of the North viy ' X

Namese op of' thHeir Triehds thé
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“tlwe Viet Cong, both of whome could dlvappear without i

do’'so again and avoid adverti 1ng his ia"lurc ‘to

fear, tfinally’ locdted me at Sussex. e thought I was

+ declaring said M.F, a "Fascist racialist", and what is.

frich "sense of loss, I have just declined. to review
Vol, 2 of Falk's book on Viet Nam. I was allowed 300 .
words for 40O articles () pdgud by Falk) of which abou-
17 had appeared in other places alvready. Johnson's
learned contribution of 10 pages con51qted,ds to one
half, of a review,published elbewhore,oi a boolk. He
had the effrontery to oupport an ent;rely 1ndccurate
statement about the Battle of Hadtings" by ref ererice
to an article of mine., If he has read it he ought to
understand it. Johnson was and is a stoopc. T have
ace %ptod yvour good advice about Udgh*ngton and shal’q
notg No sooner Baid thafs I got a le tter from your: -
clogest frient, PFritz Wiener, no 1cba; who hdg, S

still at London and I did noth'ng to tw de btroy that
illugaone A furious Conservative M.§D, has JUgt rung”‘
me ‘up From Wesminister to say that he has heen '
libelled and slandered by the Subsex students who
have passed a resolution in their Students' UNion’

I done ,about it? VWha ‘e sh a1l have now. -
ugad?yQSFiiﬁﬂgﬁghnmmarmafag iome ﬁach 500N, %rs,! ‘.
FIRSTEGLD - 7 3 — = -%--‘;

[ R R . . S

e IN_GLAND

e et A.\r/.s..LL' R 8HOU
S NET CONTAIN ANY EHCLOS S
e TR IT DOES 1T WiLL 82 SURCHARGED | "

(ORSENT BY QROINAR Y MAIL )

£CIND FOLD HEAE

13 1'ui‘ sson I icham;ﬂ..._,Baxte:lv.,.;_..j.._;-
1 ) ‘

_;m“muqx"?rd Law_ 5¢hool,

)
(,ambrldgc, Maus. J"’l’18

wrmw7__2,;w.§rwfu£¢_m .
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From: ™he Rt. Ton. Philip Noel-Baker, M.P.

‘ 16, South Eaton Place,

Tondon, S.W. 1.
145h March, 1970.

Dear Sarah,

I send you the enclosed because I do not dare %o
send it to the Professor - I only guobted a rival
Ingtitution!

I had hoped very much that yousand Matthew would
he in Washingbon for the Congressional Conference to
-which I was invited two weeks ago. Unfortunatelﬁ,'I
enly found the Rivgl Ingtitution,

It would bq/ﬁ&ce if you wrote_me a letter and told
me that you are coming to London. I know you can write.

With love, and good wishes,

Yours'ever,
[Ficto ol Bater,

Mrs. Meselgon,
58, Washington fvenus,
Cambridge, Mass, 02140,

U.S5.4.
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From: The Rt. Fon. Philip Noel-Baker, M.P.

16, South Eaton Plzcs,

Tondon, S.W. l.

9th April, 1970.

Dear atthew,

I have to thank veou very warmly for sending me a cony
of the Fearings on Chemical and Biological Warfare held by the
House of Representatives Foreign Affairs Committee last
November and December. I rave found this g mine of most
valusble information. I was puzzled by a statement made
on pagzge 251 by Iemos, sSpeaking for the Nixon administration,
that the croy destruction in Vieitnam has been less than
1% of the total South Vietnam's food production. Fow can this
be true if, as Profsessor Galston said at the Congressional
Conference in Washington in February, 50,000 tons of herbigide
and defoliant have been used?

I am hoping very much that you will soon be over here
agalin. In them meantime, I send you and Sarsh my warm

regards, XA/Q%QZ%ﬁﬁbJ%Qﬁ;Zk;. /aéa//
2/2540459 EQZaz/

4 %f;/ya SVoed Dakan

Professor Matthew Meselson,
58, Washington Avenus,
Cambridge, Mass. 02140,
U.S.4,
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"HOUSE OF COMMONS

OFFICIAL. REPORT

Thursday

Sth March 1970

(HANSARD)

CONTENTS
WEDNESDAY 4th MARCH 1970

[Com‘zmzatzon of Proceedings]. . -

Wool Textde Industry (Levies) [Col. 555]: L
Motions—{Dr. Ernest A. Davzes]—agreed to

Scotiand, Emigration [Col. 578]: _
Debate on Motion for Adjournment

THURSDAY 5th MARCH. 1970

Oral Answers to Questions [Col. 591]:
Secretary of State for Education and Sctence
Prime Minister

Business of the House [Col. 620]:
Statement—[Mr Pem ]

Defence [2nd Day’s Debate] [Col. 627]:
Motion—[Mr. Healey] e
Amendment—{Mr. Rippon}—on a Division, negatived .. ..
Motion, on.a Division, agreed-to

Written Answers to Questions

+ HER: MAJESTY"S STATIONERY OFFICE
--2s. 3d. [11p] net



jmontgom
Text Box
BB page 1 of 5


685 Defénce

[Sir-I. ORR-EWING.]
My :last point -concerns ithe

developmentsi I.do not ‘take ‘pride in the
fact ithat there:has-been -a' slash. in::this
area; -as ‘the :Minister for :Defence: for
Equipment .did: As a .country; ‘we' will
not:ifeel : the - result~of - this: stashing for
many-years. ‘What is iseed today-doesnot
become corn for 10 yearsworimore in
our: weapons ;system. - .. i

 Wheii right Hon. and fion.”Gentlemen
opposits!icarme *to power we were 'spend-

209- million & “year on défence and
o ) b or 11

ik

g s
and I.would direct-attention ot only' to
surface-to=surface * missiles: 'which ~are:so
badly: needed- but .also to‘the zimportance
of updating-ouir-Polaris fleet. We initiated
they-multi-headed +Polaris,:.and. this: has

1 N e L R

nOW:COIe: 110

fruition.

or MIR

ééitedi.' " The

ence ;programme is-in
1 may make::a final

that. the. Minister
ns..of, grace injsaying: -
ow -that many of my:equipment deci-
' I gptppyersia_lfggndt._,s\om.c-;_'_g;ay}be

As thatiis so, I ask him to leave open.as
" as.possible. ‘Do motilet us
.of political spite that we
R2 jigs -and -tools.were

saw:wh
destroyed

R T N+
Several Hon. Members:rose—

15 P 20
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77145 i cutswhich
have 'been. made in. defence research: and
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‘Mir. ‘Speaker : ‘Order. I rTemind the
House that there are still many hon. Mem-

Defence

1 bers 'who wish to' speak.

30 pm. . ‘ o
""Mr. Philip Nocl:Baker (Derby, South)
rose—— o

M. Speaker : Order. If the right hon.
Gentleman finds it difficult and painful
to stand, he ‘may address‘the House from
his seat. o

M. Noel-Baker : I am obliged to you,
Mr. Speaker, but I think that I can stand.

Weare debating -defence, not defence -
for “thé next election -or thé election after
that, but for the generations to come. We-
ing“defénce; not 'to prevent a
efeatsibiiti'to prevent the out-
v W ‘The Secretary of State
said “it “miany  times’yesterday afternoon.
Duting “the’ Tast 60 years'we have “had
two world wars, wars' to' end -all “wars:
On.eatch .occasion, when :they were over,
the ‘statesmen .of the.:world agreed: that
their, supreme objective .must. be. to fulfil
that.:pledge sto -the 30 million men who
diedin battle. . -They- established inter-
national .institutions. to -settle all .disputes.
They-drew: up- a:code.of law. that made
aggression a.:crime: .They. agreed . that
drastic general-disarmament .under inter: .
natienal comtrol-was. the indispensable
cenditionifor: the iproper.: working of the
institutions.and forithe. proper.mainten-
anee-of the law.. . = .

“T want to deal with three points -that
affect “the working ' of the ‘law and ' the
institutions of “the United’ Nations. The
first tay seem tosome’hon. Members to-
be’a'‘mifior ‘mafter.” T believe that they
are“wrong. Y o .

 The Foreign Secretary’s Written An-
swer on 2nd February, on the use of
“(S-and -other 'such “gases ” is the first
pointT-wish to raise. - That Answer pur-
ported 'fo- give a' new interpretation to
the“Geneya Protocol of-1925. 'Of course,
Vo unilaferal ‘declaration by one party can
{0t The " "Written " Answer alters
nothing in -the- obligations by which this
country is boundi and”still less does it
alterithe -customary:iand:The ‘Hague.con-
vention:: -international: law which was
simply ‘restated by ithe protocel-—restated:
because poison gas had been-so ‘widely

the: First::World: War. -

_ The purpose, and the only purpose, of
the Foreign Secretary’s Answer, and ‘its

s
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687 Defence

only paltry effect; was toi give- some kind
of respectability torthe; illegal | ;and~bars
barous chemical campaign, conductcd by
the United. States forcesin Vietnam. Let
hon. Members understand what this
«chemica] campaign.has meant. . Every.
fact I shall, give has come, to me from
American, . experts .who.. are; among the
highest authorities in the wo1ld .and. who
have opposed the chermcal cam gn
smce 1t began o

word makes no'
nam 1t has been

Let ‘me. read an e}\tract from a US.
soldier’s letter to hlS famlly Tast year

“1 hope “YOuL; all -had-ia groovy -4th July.
Ours had. .a. real groovy. time.. They. walked
into..abotit '600-1;000 ‘gooks and”
anybody" killed! "We' dropped ' a”‘ton~or o’ of
CS. gas and had a“liftle turkey=shoot.’ “We
- killed about 40-50, but we:;drove::the:igooks
out of bunkers and the gunshxps L1ave been
having fun ever since.”".’

A concentrauon from 6:1n: shells or
aerial bombs is so.Heavy, so intense, that
it Vietnam' sold1ers had stay,. “in their
bunkers, they would probably have died.
In" other words, it was utterly mtolerable
for théem to do so: and when they came
into the open they were ‘slaughtered by
the gunshlps or, by “c oncentrated. ar ry

b

In Vle*nem CS... y émd 1nd11ectly,
has been one Of. the biggest k1llers of all
the weapons used. , .

. What about the © other such gases f
which the Foreign Secretary spoke? They
are the herbicides and defoliants. used by
US. forces. Last week; I was at a
Congressional conference, in. Washington,
attended: by ~Senators;‘Congressmen: and
some other leading figures" in: Amerlcan
public life. I hieard.a:m oh b
Protessor Galston, of Yale.. B
nised. as perhaps the higliest uthon
that country on’ plant physm gy - ax
the lerbicide and. defoliant’ campa1gn
He told the conferencesthat 50;000:tons.of
these chemicals had been usedin. Viet-
nam. They have destroyed:the crops, they
have made grievous shortages ‘of food: for
the old, the babies, the childien and- the
sick. They have made: the fields sterile
15 P 21
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for a year or more; ey shave: caused
heavy.-soil-: erosionewi s..long-texm.
éffects.--They have.depleted: the; microbial:
population:of: the soilsand thus erhaps _
he: sald -have.done irreparable;harmiqs

Of the defoliant campaign;: Professor
Galston ., said,, the , cherncalr 245'1 kills

nearly. all.. the.: St
econd dose klllS them- alll "
that in the vvooded areas, . what he called
eed bamooo ' was, tal'mg -QVET,. and
h

Jovely ‘fotests for wluch it wa
And 245T has been proved“( B
ments on rats to cause t;ancer and

deformed offspting. ' 'Th
‘much ev1denc:= _that “defonnegi 'hu nar

sure:’ 1s“be1ng broug’ ;
the same. “Mr. Trudeau would Betray
half a century of Canadian, tradition if
he yieldéd.” : Professor Galston ended” his
very powerful speech:by saying:that inter-
nationallaw should:have:provision against
a new crime. To match: genomde ‘there
should .be added the crime’of: ecocide,
the murder ‘of -the ecology
as was happening in~Vietnam
that - the::Government:: will:zliste
what Irhave Said »
swill withdraw:their‘ufihappy
declaration:of::2nd- February ~azid -will
oppese the: pressure; brought on Canada,
if such there be:,r _: -

I-speak with- some feelmg, because I
was in Geneva in 1925 when:the Geneva
paostocol_ wag  ‘made!” T" helpe draft
documents on.., W Arthir
Henderson ‘and Robert Cecil took: ‘their
stand in 1930 ; and I know that the, so-
called “legal’ " “arguments. used t_o“defend
this unhappy declaration” ‘are” empty
nothings: which, to forelgners, will -only
show - the: Government’s : oontempt for
imternatwna clawy e sl son oy e
« i toa (far graver: matter, wﬂ:h

ill“deal “far from “adequately,
s-plans for using nuclear: bombs.
nt:to read’ again, since’ they are: very

: 1mportant ‘the words which: the noble

-andt gallant Lord; Lord- Mountbat:ten,
wrote the other day in The Times % /%
~.THe actual use of tactical. nuclear- weapons
could only end in escalation, to .total global
nuclezu destruction, and’ for. ‘that reasom, no
one “in his senses would contemplate thelr
use.” ' R S
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#Of -course, < the’ same 1h1ng was sald by

sother.sgreat- commanders. I remember

JTord-Tedder saying'it in another' place,

and: P1e81dent Elsenhower sa1d very much

.the -same., o ,

. 1965, “when
e told us thaT

ucleaf esponse toA dehberate
itab :Z_”

ventlonall Awar Hwould “inflict- damage * on’ {jt
e ascdiffictiltito - bear as the .%.damage rresult-
from:  a; strategic. nuclear, exchange.!—

R \.OR‘T,; 27th‘ Fe bruary, 1967 Vol

that I should hke to quote

shot odly ‘Victory:or «defeat on th‘é:r‘-bai“ttle-
:field; but.even-the survival .of thehuman-race
5 av a whole. mloht depend on. the, West prolong-
’ emod of effectwe

' In 1969 my nght hon.’ Fnend told us
that «if Russia attacked, nuclear weapons
must, of course, be used, /but:that:he had
. that jthey could :not

- ;- even, the
] produce such .chaos that
uld not.go on. There-

ussthat ‘his. reliance -on the;
piles was still complete. He asked what

15 P 22
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-Onthe iproblem of disarmament.

"to° effectwe inspectic
~the Slatightér and’ destruction -experienced in
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{ thought was his terrible question; Wh"&t
‘he’icalled :the ' unanswerable question ”,
“‘Why change a Strategy which has worked
and shows every sign of continuing to - work
wvery well? ”
He said that the H bombs’ had 'given us 20
iyears “of peace. ~ What kind of peace?
‘He added-that it would give us 20 years
‘more. How' can he know? '

Yesterday, my 1*1ght hon. Friend told
us that the nuclears would be used, but
that™ the” targets ‘Wwotuld be different. He
sa1d they would be used first for tacticil
purposes, and only ]ater it reqan"ed for
i purposes as well. ‘What does
vdd up to?  That’ the nuclears
, at ‘first for a tactical pur-
“butthey will be_used even if that
1a which would “destroy
"The Secretary of State
.said ‘that +there vis-no  way .out -of this
-dilemima’ except conscrmtwn and a mas-
sive increase i conventional arms. With
great respect, 1 would say that there is
another ‘way -out.

I should Iike to quote what Lord
Mountbatten said when in 1962, he was
inyited to give the ﬁrst_ Annual Lecture
on, Defence in the U velsrcy of Edin-

‘A third world war
) d*besuicide, .after which there would be
"nothmg Jeft- of iour civilisation, - If the West
scan» destroy -‘Russia several dimes over, it is not
much,. good,. if Russia cam destroy the West
once over ... .1 think that eventually we must
corne nuv_eal d1sarmament »

" Tn' 1961, while Lord Mountbatten was
Chief of Staff, and at his instigation, the
‘Comitiionwealth 'Prime Ministets made the
following”’ declaratlon, Wthh I tnmk
‘might ‘be’ historic: i ¢
»ow The “Prime Miristers'held a full discussion
They recog—
inised, that thisswas. the: most-important.question
;facing; the v{oﬂd today. , The.aim .must be to

orld-wide disarmament, subject
In view of

" and' control.

iso-called:: convenuonal Wars;: and of the dlﬁi-

e Al naﬁonal forces and almaments must
be reduced:to the levels agreed to ‘be necessary

P
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for internal . security.., Once started}:the; pro-
cess, of disarmament. should be. contmued wrth-
out inferruption ‘until it is completed .

That _declaration by the Common-
‘wealth Prime Ministers in 1961 was due
to Lord Mountbatten:’ It was decisive
in persuading Presidént Kennedy--and~I
know -the facts -of this ‘matter—to make
his plea to-the Unitéd” Nations ‘General
Assembly in favour of the total disarma-
‘ment for which the Commonwealth:Prime
‘Ministers had declared:. It was decisive
in persuading the United Nations: Assem-
bly to endorse the -McLloy-~Zorin .prin-
ciples- as the basisforxdisarmament
negotiations. It .was. also: decisive in per-
suading: President Kennedy to- put-for-

ward, with our support, the draft Treaty- .

for. general disarmament which he pre-
sented. to:the Committee of: Elghteen 1in
April, 1962. 8-

If, when:he. came:, to. oﬂ"lce two years
later, the Secretary-of State had made;that
draft treaty the: basis of his-policy,: hlstory
might have. been very.different: /I find
the present prospects: of which:he speaks
rather bleak. Everyose hopes that the
strategic arms limitation talks wrll _suc-
ceed. But I havé’ wafched"negotiations
on disarmament since 1919, “and’ T''say
with confidence that the two' "Powers ‘have
chosen to deal with the most. difficult” of
all armament problems, to deal with it‘in
isolation' and, as hrstory shows, by ‘the
method least likely to’ gi Ve Tesults.

Mutual troop:re fictic ‘S_fby“')N.A.T-.O.
and the Warsaw Pact in"Europe are envis-
aged in the Whlte‘Paper and were men-
tioned' in. the Secretary of State’s speech
yesterday Of course, if it happened, we
should Il rejoice. ‘But. does it relate to
troops in Europe only’7 If so, does that
make sense? Is it to include nothmg
about the 7,000 nuclear Wweapons in
Central. Europe? :'Can -Russia: accept
reductions * without Chma, w1thout the
CENTO: Powers'*f i thet
Asia?.

1 will not spend i
section'  of  the Wit
“The Search for’ Disarmar
speaks of long: debates i [
the seabed; when- the sea 1

proliferating warships, surface Vessel§ and-
submarines whose nucléar warhéads: may :

soon be multiplied by ten.” Forty" years

ago, Lord Grey:'of Falloden; who spent.

10 years trying to stop the otitbreak of
the First World War when: it ‘was. over,
said: R PR e
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“The nations;must. .disarm: -OF;  peris

The: modem-*arm FACE: hasvbrought‘ 1at‘
- e:fitst: ‘Resolution:

general 2 e
Everythmg that has happened’ nee:
proved that:to betrue; I.gofurther back.
John Stuart Mill; once a'Member of thiS
House, said; i g
e “oAigainst a'greatievilsa smalls
not produce: a.small. ;
rcsult
That is. wha is h ppen :g V
1ace NOW. oo o
Our only:« '0pe i.to: go back
Commonwealth Prime Minister’s declara-
tioir and to the two draft treatres, Russnan

who has.. partici i t.

The monopolisation- of:the. love-of, eace‘

in ~which some.. people indulge

furratmg to.those, -‘who hayve’ expenenced

war,.in ‘one. of the:: three, Services;..OF,

mdeed n. recenrt tlmes as a.civilian, under
) ol ‘

attached to that country is; thé
Member. for- Derby, South.. .

BB Daqé 50f5
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- venience to: do aa, I would -grea _
copies of th,e letters you: have received from’ various
governments explaimng the reasons for thezr abstention
at the General Assembly in December 1969, I have
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heard, for example, that the Danes say they would
prefer a broad interpretation of the Geneva Protocol.
Authoritative information on-this point would be most:
usefull el b SRR D

Sarah sends her fond regards and we both hope:that
you are up and about again by now. There is a

chance we may be-able to visit England in September.
and if so would hope to find you there.
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16, SOUTH EATON PLACE,
LONDON S.W.1

My dear Matthew,

Thank you very much for your letter of May 24th and for the
enclosures., Zoe is enchanting, I think she is just reaching the
peék of human perfection -~ 9 to 18 months., In my experience, most
human beings start to deteriorate in greater or lesser degree,
morally, intellectually and physically,aftef 18 months, So I
hope your Professorizl duties will allow you a lot of time with
her during the academic year 1971=72.

Please give my best love to Sarah and ask her whether she has

put Zoe down for Newnham for the year 1988,
Yours ever, i 7% am%ﬁ/%#%zaég/

P.S. My secretary assures me that you don't need to put Zoe down.
A3l she has to do is to have her father and motherts brains and she

will float into Newnham on her own merits when the time comes,

Professor Matthew Meselson.
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May 24, 1971

The Rt. Hon, Philip Noel-Baker
16 South Eaton Place
London, S.W.l, England

Dear Philip:

It would appear from the minutes of the May 6 meeting of the International
Continuing Committee on CBW that you are fully up and about again. I hope
this letter finds yvou completely restored.

1 think that the forces within the United States government on the two sides of
the CS question are now just about evenly balanced. It might just help to tip
the scales if a few of the nations that abstained from eoting on the December
1968 UNGA resolution were now o state their preference for a broad interpreta-
tion of the Geneva Protocol. In this connection I wonder if you would be
willing to let me have photocopies of the letter of inquiry sent to the UN
delegates and of the responses ?7 Not knowing in whose hands the material
now rests, I am sending a similar request to Margaret Curwen,

I enclose a copy of an editorial from the Christian Science Monitor, as you j
know one of our less than radical daily newspapers. I barely resisted the
temptation with the admonition that, after all, chemicals are bad medicine.
Sarah and I send you our love and Zoe (who is now seven months) sends the
enclosed pin-up.

!

|

|

!

With warmest regards. %
As ever, 1

MM:mcm
Enclosures
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16, SOUTH EATON PLACE,
LONDON S.W.1

27th May, 1971.

My dear Matthew,

I hope Mrs. Curwen will be able to send you copies of our
letter of enguiry to UN delegates about CS Gas and of some, at
least, of their answers. As I remember (but perhaps I am wrong)
their answers were really of no value at all - written by junior
clerks in the permanent UN delegations without reference home and
only repeating the invalid "reasons® which led their delegates to
vote in the General Assembly as they did, Our letter was therefore
not‘a very valuable exercise; but possibly our letter itself may be
of some minimal use to you. It would indeed be good if you could
swing the US Government to give up its unhappy stand.

Your efforts-as consultant to the ACDA and in the Senate, and
your admirable article in the Christian Science Monitor (an honest
if not always right-minded journal) should help President Nixon to
take the right decision. You have already won a big vie%ory'in
the faet that General Abré@pms has called off the use of herbicides
and defoliants in Vietnam, TYour last paragraph shows the vast
importance, not only of getting rid of existing stocks of |
biological weapons, but of halfing all BW research.
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If this can be done as a partial measure by the PTreaty which
Britain proposed and Russia and the US seem now to favour, of
course, I should warmly applaud. If it happens, I think it will
in.part be due to the instinctive fear of the Genemals that BW
in practice might decimate their_own forces as well as the enemy's.
I am really much more afraid of the use in war of nerve gases., 1
do not believe the stocks of thése will be abolished unless there
is a treaty of general disarmament. I try here to use both the
fact that large stocks of nerve gas existyand that biolegical
weapons were developed to the point where they could be used,to
demonstrate the total barbarism of our present day militarists.

I think it now vastly important that "militarism" should be made a
dirty word and that all who have supported the déveloPment of
armaments since 1945 should be recognised as the enemies of the
human race,

In this regard, McGeorge Bundy has'a lot of ground to make up.
I am glad he gave'good evidence to the Senate but I do not forget
that he was the adviser (so Adlai Stewvenson told me) who persmaded
Kennedy to do the Bay of Pigs, who advised Johnson to expand the
Vietnam War in 1965, and who urged the increase of the US military
budget in 1961, '62 and %63, which smashed the hopes'of a
disarmament agfeément théh and which drove Khrushchev from power
in 1964.

If McGeorge Bundy would now give $10 million of the Ford

Foundation's resources for a world campaign for general disarmament
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(250 million would be still better) he would not only be fulfilling
the purposes, which Henry Ford had in mind when he set up the
Foundation, but he would dé gsomething to placate St., Peter when he

arrives at the Pearly Gates. Can you persuade him?

Yours ever,

[Zbgs B

/

Professor Matthew Meselson,
Harvard University,

The Bioclogical laboratories,
16 Divinity Avenue, ,
Cambridge,

Massachusetts. 02138,
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From: The Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker.

8 207 4 16, SOUTH EATON PLACE,
v §9/ 3 LONDON S.W.1

4th January 1973

Dear Matthew,

This is to thank you very much for sending me &
copy of the Hearings before the Senate Committee on

Foreign Relations on the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

It will be of the greatest value to me to have this

up to date document with its very full information.

I look forward in particular to reading your own evidence

which I know will be a brilliant and inspiring performance.

It is a Sadness to me that so many, many months
have gone by since I had the chance to see you and Sarash.
T hope you both flourish and that Zoe is as handsome,

clever and enchanting as her parents.

. With all thanks and love,

Yours ever,

Professor Matthew Meselson,
The Biological ILaboratories,
16 Divinity Avenue,
Cambridge,

Mass. 02138,

U.S.A.

AN
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HARVARD UNIVERSITY
THE BIOLOGICAL LLABORATORIES
16 DIVINITY AVENUE
CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02138

22 April 1880

The Rt. Hon. Philip Noel-Baker
16 South Fabon Place

London SW 1

ENGLAND

Dear Philip,

I enclose for yvour interest
an article by Julian Robinson and
me on “Chemical Warfare and Chemical
Disarmament. "

Even though many weeks have
passed since the first allegations
of the use of poison gas in Afghani-
stan, the U.S5. government still has
no solid evidence that such attacks
have in fact taken place.

I hope you are well and in
good spirits.

Warm regards,

Matthew Meselson

Encl.

i
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o {]A::\:

“House gf fovds- Westminstér

2nd May, 1980.

Mr. M., Meselson,

Harvard University,

The Biological ILaboratories,
16 Divinity Avenue,
Cambridge,

Massachusetts 02138.

Dear Matt,

Thank you so much for your letter and the reprint of your most
excellent article in the Scientific American,

T am interested that there is no solid evidence yet that the
Russians have used poison gas in Afghanistan. 1In fact I shall be
much surprised if they do although the Soviet General Staff seem
to be in charge of Policy. | I am so glad you are keeping up
your pressure on nerve gases - they are hideous mass destruction

weapons all too likely to be used if a war begins.

With my love to your darling wife and Zoe &s always and all

warmest regards to yoursell,

A3

' Il page 1 of 1
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