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L \\: Honorable William P. Rogers

i Secretary of State

d Washington, D.C. 20520
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F D Dear Bill:

VRN .

Iy \§ As you know, we have maintained a continuing review within the Depari-
o) }t. ment of Defense of U.S. programs and policies regarding chemical

= T weapons, as well as the present capabilities and potential of other
= :‘ countries in this field. I Bave, as a result of that review, now

B = concluded that it would be in the security interests of the United
= 8 States to achieve broad international acceptance of an arms control
K S treaty focusing on the prohibition of the production and iransfer o
\ﬁg e lethal chemicals for weapgns purposes.

a

The following sre the ecentral considerations that have led me to this
view:

"l'$ &‘_‘L'J'b“‘lm\ = An agreement such as I propose, which would permit us to

retain our existing CW stockpiles, would not in any major
GPQ?; P vay affect present U.S. capabilities.
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o == Existing fiscal constraints and attitudes in this country
2N ”)4;‘ o - make it unrealistic for us to plan any substantial expansion
R LL#:t\‘f of our CW program. These constraints snd attitudes are

." i likely to continue for the foreseeable future.

- Gzhf oo =« An international sgreement prohibiting the production and
- . i vransfer of lethal chemicals for weapons purposes would
l"f S s i : Place similar constraints on othker countries. It would
/7(- T g : also help limit the proliferation of significant chemical

ey A weapons capabilities.

I am concerned that, in the absence of a U.S. initiative, international
discussion of prohibitions on chemicsl weapons will generate increasing
pressures for far more comprehensive prohibitions =-- extending to
stockpiles and research -- than would be in the U.S., interest. Early
United States support for an agreement prohibiting the production and
transfer of lethal chemicals would, I believe, satisfy legitimate
demands for concrete chemical arms control steps, while deflecting
pressures for broader, harmiul proposals.
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. Therefore, it seems to me to be. in the U.S. interest to put forward
! . as goon as possible a concrete proposal establishing a basis for
R negotiating a sound arms control step that would enhance the security
of the United States. I believe that such an initiative, like the
. other important decisions regarding chemical end biological weapons v
taken by this Administration, would be welcome both at home and.abroad.
i - ' The Joinﬁ Chiefs of Staff support the views that I have set forth abhove.

. In view of ACDA's experience with the discussjons of chemical weapons
control now under wey at Geneve, and the various ideas and proposals
which have alreedy been suggested, I think it would be 'best for ACDA
to take the lead in following up the i{deas I have put forward. Specifi-
cally, I sm proposing to Gerry Smith that ACDA develop for the President's

: consideration en arms control proposal focusing on the prohivition of

: the production end transfer of lethal chemicals for weapons purposes.

I trust that you will agree with this course of action. The Department

.of Defense, of course, wishes to work closely with the Department of
State and ACDA on this matter at &ll stages, &s we did in working out
U.S. proposals for the Biological Weapons Convention and the Seabeds
Treaty. '

Sinéerely,




,e

T SE G

vl A.J/!v o)

4

fd

=

De Classified by [
.Declasslfy ong?

poo.

. THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
I ’, WASHINGTON. [J C. 20300

| 15AUG 072 * -

MEMORMDUM FOR ASSISTAIT TO TIEZ PRESDENT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY
AFFAIRS

SUBJ=ZCT: Clemical Warfare Stud --1 S 157

] . e *
In response to your 13 Aupust memorandum, I have read with care the
recent CW stud:r coordinated by ACDA, which brought forth all the :
different opti.ns availsble to us in proposing a U.S. initiative at- - "=
the CCD negotiztions currently underway in Geneva, I am pleased to
see thst the suvudy presents a comprehensive range of options, several

of which can be useful in moving beyond our Jresent CW negotlatlng
position.

fs I evnlaiﬁcd in my 12 July letter (Teb 4) to the Secretary of State,
.my decision iz in favor of option 2 waichn nraposes a production ban
on ald lethal ageit:z, _nc;udln; pinaries, ad no liritation on gresent
stockpiles, As I see this option, it is a realistic proposal thav
has a good chance for acceptance at Geneva. At the seme time, the

proposal would not now nor in the near future affect present U.S.
capabilities,

To permit formalization of the Joint Chiefs of taff position, I have
requested their commenis to be suomitied by 1002 hours, 16 fMugust.

On receipt, I will forwerd the Chairmen's menorandum to you. It
appears that the JCS position will favor option 1. This option would
allow pinary groaucu on, moéernization and improvement of CV stockx-~
piles, and a continuing R&D program, all considered important to JCS.
However, it offers very little thal could help effect reallstlc cW
restraints. -

In the event that there is no production, JCS appcar to be concerned
prixerily over the deterioraticn of the stoc"nlle end the R&D progran.
I too, am concerned about these matters but I believe that they can
be taken care of in a treaty irat nas a provision for review after
five or ten years as well as egnother provision that vwould serve as

an escape clause. Technical measures can be undertaken within Dod
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to prolong the shelf life of chemical agents, protect our present
stocipile, and modify plans Tor phasing out certain delivery systems
employed at present. Conlrol measures could insure a continuing RED
progran. . :

Leb me say in elosing thal proapt action is essential in order to
teble something at the CCD by eorly September before the possibility

Jvanisnes of doing anything meaningiul in chemical warfare +this year,

) Sianed ~-..

MELVIN R, L l—-ﬁ

Attaclment: (1L | e
Comy of SceDef letter,
-35640/72, drd. 12 July
1972, to SecState, Tab A
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20301

THE JOINT STAFW T ) l 23 January 1973
Dr. Vincent V. McRae .
office of Science and Technology

Room 4202 .
New Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 205067

pear Dr. McRae:

The 0JCS submission of 12 January has been revised to
reflect the majority of your comments of 18 January.

The revised version does nofemake any adjustment to
reflect your comments concerningl
To modify filled munitions
would be prohibitive in =ost for the value accrued. A
preferable solution would be to £i1]1 munitions with GB or

(:; Y for +he fellowing reasons: -
'a.r
)
bJ

oL

.

' LSuch a proc¢edure would be practical
for the bulk agent but not for the agent:already
filled into munitions.

d. GB and VX are much more effective than mustard.

Dol ar Tk Docoma? T .
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As is indicated, the summary paragraph has been
revised to include factual statistics in the event a
decision is made -to retain the 105 mm howitzer shells.
I do not consider that this statement is misleading since -
we are simply stating facts and not attempting to express
an opinion as to whether or not the projected stocks
represent, a wsubstantial quantity of high quality stocks”.
This judgment involves a number of considerations, among
them, as you point out, whether or not a production ban

is in effect and whether or not the binary munitions replace

the mustard capability. .

Colonel C. G. ngptine will attend the 10:30 AM meeting
on 23 January. le will be prepared to make detailed comments
on the draft memorandum for Dr. Kissinger and the draft report

of the ad hoc OST panel.

Mr. Sanjuan has reviewed .this memo and concurs.

O S
/3. H. Déyr.m,z'ﬂ.\
“Rear Admiral, USN
Chief, International
Negotiations Div., .J=5
Atch
A/S

AN
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IMPACT OF OBRSOLESCINCE ON TIE CHEMTCAT, WEAPONS STOCKPILE .

-
-

1. The life expcctancy of the chemical weapons stockpiié?
is controlled more by the obsolescence of weapons uystems
than by deterioration of the agent itself. Within current

plans and directives, the following degradations of. the
stockpile will occur:

. a. Bulk mustard (38.6% cf the total stockpile). Deputy
Secretary of Defense directed disposal of all bulk mustard
with the exception of 4800 tons which is to be retained:
pending procurement of binary munitions. Mustard is less
effective than the nerve agents, on a weight per unit
area required for casualty production basis, and has a :
high freezing point (@ 540F) and is relatively ineffective
at lower temperatures. - :

b. Mustard in artillerv shells (12% of the total stock-
pile).  Both the 105mm howitzer and the 4.2 inch mortar ar-
obsolescent (only airmobile, airborne and marine divisions
retain the 105mm howitzer capability). 60% of the agent
£ill is in these calibers. The limitations of bulk mustars

agent are applicable to the remainder.

(\ o c. GB in bulk (19% of the totél stockpile). About 29%

of the bulk GB requires redistillation to be useful in
£illing aluminum casings (could be used in present form

in steel casings). Remainder is serviceable for all
purposes.

d. GB in artillery shells (6.23% of the total stockpile)
Based on the obsolescence of the 105mm howitzer and the
fact that a number of the 155mm howitzer shells are
defective ang cannot be used {only airmobile, airborne,

and marine divisions retain the 105mm howitzer capability)
5d4s of the agent £ill, will be of limited, if any, use.

e. GB in rockets and warheads (6:4% of the total stock-
pile).  All of the agent is rilled in the obsolescent
HONEST JOHM and the M35 rocket system., The vast majority
of tHe agent is in -the 1455 system. ‘There are many opera=
tional difficulties with this system which is obsolescent.
Thus, none of this agent will be delive able in the 1980s:
Additionally, the- M35 has an aluminum warhcad, some of
which will deteriorate with time because of the interactit
caused by the impure agent used_to fill some of them.

: | DATTZPANTERQIR,
' /é : .1 A TCPEEgnET rc;%é§ :
TOP SLCRET )o ", ,.,\e,ﬁg_ 17( ! O TRGL
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i\g.ﬁ "£: GB in aerial bombs (4% of the total stockpile).
: A1l of this agent should Jbe uscable for an indefinite
period of time. '

g. VX in Bulk (5.4% of the total stockpile}. This agent
is serviceable and should be-useable for an indefinite
period of time. . ‘

4

e h. VX in artillery shells (3.1% of the total stockpile).
Except for a small quantity filled into defective rounds
(about 2%), this agent should be useful for an indefinite

period of time.’ . .
i, VX in rockets {1.6% of the total stockpile}. This
entire quantity is filled in the M55 system discussed ahove

None of this agent will be deliverable in the 1980s,

4. VX _in land mines (1.7% of the total stockpile}. All
are serviceable. However, under a retaliation only policy;
there is no employment concept for these weapons.

k. VX in sprav tanks (2.0% of the total stocl.nile).
These spray tanks have a projected storage life of only
five years, which expires in 1973 or 1974. It is not
(TT\ _ xnown at this time whether the storage life can, Or will,
' be extended. (N.B. These tanks are not refillable.)

\_

2. In summary, of the total guantity of agent-filled
munitions in the stockpile (about 37% of the total stockpile)
less than 40% of it (14% of the total stockpile) will be
immediately useable during the 1980s.

3., If the decision were made to retain the 105mm howitzer
rounds (for use by airborne, airmobile, and marine divisions)
then the summary figures .in paragraph 2 would bes-

"of the total quantity of agent-filled munitions in
the stockpile (about 37% of the total stockpile), approxi-
mately 54% of it (20% of the total stockpile) will be
immediately useable during the 1980s."” -
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE _
WABHINGTON /';

22 September 1965

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

General Westmoreland has requested a reaffirmation of his authority
o use standard riot control munitions in certain specified combat situa-
tions in South Vietnam and Ambassador Lodge has supported his request.
This authority would extend only to lacrimatory agents (tear gas) known
as CS and CN. Use of nausea-producing agents DM and CN-DM would fot be
authorized. 7

The agents would be used primarily to clear tunnels, caves, and under-
ground. shelters in cases where their use will lead to far fewer casualties
and less loss of life than would the combat alternatives which involve nigh
explosive or, flame munitions. Of particular importance would be the re-
duction in casualties to civiliens who are inevitably mingled with hostile
military elements as the result of VC tactics.

19}

I agree with General Westmoreland that the use of these riot control
agents far outweighs disadvantages that may accrue; in fact there is every
jndication that we may be in for censure if eivilian casualties should
acerue because we didn't use tear gas. The disadvantages to which I refer
are the likelihood of some sharp international criticism, spurred by
Communist propaganda, of the U.S. Government authorizing the employment
of what will inevitably be called "poisen gas".

N | — (.‘t’

Unless you indicate otherwise I will reaffirm to General Wheeler
the current national approval for use of the riot control agents CS aad
CN under the combat conditions described above.

Secretary Rusk concurs in this recommendation.

If you approve, the Department of State will send a message to ail
posts informing them of the decision and providing public affairs guidance.

S A Neann e

Robert S. McNamara

~

5 464
Sec Def Cont Nrs K-___:)_:___,

- ' necl
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON

Honorable Dean Rusk
Secretary of State
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Dean:

I am sttaching for your comments a Defense draft NSAM on the subjzct
of chemical and blologicael warfare policy. _It has been prepared i-
response to a State request for a Defense _bosition.

e Lma e,

The draft states that the President does not now expect to authoriz:
first use of lethal CB weapons. With respect to incapacitants, iz
reflects the actual situation as it now exists by stating that th=
President may authorize their use in certain situations of naticz=2
urgency. In my view, we should keep this option open until we hav:
better information concerning specific incapacitating agents, thair
military effectiveness, and the political consequences of their .:...
Accordingly, I have asked the members of my staff to conduct a stu.;
on the role of incapacitating agents. The results of this study «i..
be reflec s Draft M um_for the President o
Theater Nuclear Werfare. In the meantime, I believe policy guid=_:

Such as.those in the attached draft NSAM would be appropriate and
desirable.

I share your interest in reaching an early jolnt positicn which « -
can recommend to the President. I would be happy to discuss the.
draft policy with you at your convenience, 1T you wish.

Sincerely,

Vol

Enclosure
Draft NSAM

2/ LT 77//

- 74384
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MEMORAMNDUM FOR: “The Secretary of State

SUBJECT:

Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

Director, Central Intelligence Agency

Chemical Warfare and Biological Research -- Terminology

19435 ~

g DEC 1038 ﬂOﬂ '/ﬂ\

| notice that current documents of various U.S. Government Agencies

continue to refer to CBY, i.e., chemical and biological warfare.

Such

terminology, | believe, is seriously misleading and should be stricken
from our lexicon.

The misleading aspects inherent in the term, CBW, are twofold:

-

The first reason is that the term does not describe even
remotely the United States program in the chemical or the
biological areas. Our programs are best described as
chemical warfare and biological research. The .programs
are so widely different in terms of (a) the strategic
concept, (b) the deterrent value, (c) the tactical aspects
of retaliation, and {(d) the potential positive humaritarian
dividends that they should be referred to separately. Ve
do have a retaliatory chemical warfare capability, which
we hope will have a deterrent capability on prospective
users of chemical agents. We do not have a biological
warfare capability, nor do we plan to have one. We will
maintain, for defensive purposes, a biologicatl research

program.

The second reason for reacting against the CBW terminology
s that it connotes a generic interrelationship between the
chemical and biological fields when, in fact, no such re- '
lationship exists. History has shown the possibility of
chemical warfare. It is possible, furthermore, to conceive
of biological warfare -- though, again, the United States
does not have the capability and proposes now -to produce
no capability to wage biological warfare. It is virtually
impossible, however, to conceive of the circumstances in
which chemical warfare and biological warfare, in a
simultaneous or joint way, would be planned for and
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While terminology may scem to be a minor point in some cases,
this is one instance in vilich precisc terminology is important. |
would hope that in referring to the United States program the term
chemical warfare and biological rescarch vould be used., | would also
hope that in referring to other nations' programs, or to the general
field of activity, chemical warfare and biclogical activities of
whatever paturc would be differentiated and treated separately. To do
otherwise will continue to confuse the Amarican public, our atlies,
our potential adversaries, and even those in our own government re-

sponsible for defense programs.
(ES:L\
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WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 1 9 FEB 1371

]

Honorable Willtam P, Rogers
Secretary of State
Department of State
Washington, D.C. 20520

/\ Y
¥ A

Dear B111:

| am unable to concur in the proposed memorandum for the President
which you sent to me on February 27 1971, calling for the President

to decide to phase out immediately all herbicide operations in Vietnam.
The main reasons for my non=concurrence are stated in the attached
memorandum for the President.

'In view of our position that the use of herblcides in Vietnam s not
prohibited under the Geneva Protocol, ! .do not believe that the

Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the Senate as a whole would be
influencad in favor of ratification by our immediate termination of
the herbiclde program. Indeed, herbicides have been used to satisfy
urgent and legitimate military objectives In Vietnam in accordance
with our current national policy which was formulated with full aware-
ness of the provisions of the Geneva Protocol.

The Protocol, operating as a Ung=first-use't agreement, is little -more
than an attempt to prevent any belligerent from resorting to the use

of the prohibited weapons In warfare. Therefore, | believe that the
President's decision to submit the Protoce} to the Senate was primarily
‘dictated by his expectation that ratification would be a useful and
constructive step for proceeding with negotiations in the Conference

of the Committee on Disarmament (ccd)} In Geneva. These talks might
lead to-the effective controls, that the Protocol lacks, over chemical
and blological- agents (including herbicides).

LIIN 0/-LT 70

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee should, of course, be kept
advised of our herbicide policy--and in particular, that [t satisfies
our military objectives within the provisions of the Protocol. We have
terminated the use of herbicides for crop destruction since this was

no longer necessary to meet those objectives. They should further

be advisad that efforts at controlling such agents as herbicides or
riot.control agents (RCAs) should proceed In the form of effective

arms controi agreements at the conference of the CCD.

7

Sincerely,

Attachment

o/-L & 70
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Secretary of State
Department of State
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Bill:

! am unable to concur in the proposed/memrandum for the President
which you sent to me on February Zf'197l, calling for the President

to decide to phase out immediately all herbicide operations in Vietnam,
The main reasons for my non=concurrence are stated in the attached
memorandum for the President.

In view of our position that the use of herbicides in Vietnam Is not
prohlibited under the Geneva Protocol, ! do not believe that the

Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the Senate as a whole wouid be
influenced in favor of ratification by our immediate termination of
the herbiclde program. Indeed, herbicides have been used to satisfy
urgent and legitimate military objectives In Vietnam in accordance
with our current national policy which was formulated with full aware=
ness of the provisions of the Geneva Protocol.

The Protocel, operating as a HUno-first-use'' agreement, is little -more
than an attempt to prevent any belligerent from resorting to the use

of the prohibited weapons In warfare. Therefore, | believe that the
President's decision to submit the Protocol to the Senate was primarily
‘dictated by his expectation that ratiflication would be a useful and
constructive step for proceeding with negotiations in the Conference

of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in Geneva. These talks might
lead to-the effective controls, that the Protocol lacks, over chemical
and biological agents (including herbicldes).

The Senate Foreign Relations GCommittee should, of course, be kept
‘advised of our herbicide policy=-and in particutar, that It satisfies
our military objectives within the provisions of the Protocol. We have
terminated the use of herbicides for crop destruction since this was

no longer necessary to meet those objectives. They should further

be advisad that efforts at controlling such agents as herbicides or
riot. control agents (RCAs) should proceed in the form of effective

arms control agreements at the conference of the CCD.

Sincerely,

Attachment
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

TOR THE SECR=TARY OF DETENSE
Ssubject: Response to NSSM 157 (U)

1. (U) Reference iz made to:

JCSM=372=-72
16 August 1572

Loe

a. JCSM-351-72, édated 28 July 1972, subject: “"Chemical

Warfare Policy '(U)," which forwarded the recommendations of
US draft treaty on chemical

the Joint Chiefs of Staif for a US

warfare {(CH).
[

». A memorandtm bv the Assi
(Iaternaticnal Secarity aZfair
1972, subject as above, whien
Chiefs of Staif concerning the
ticularly, the options therein.

'y

ES
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rag =

s
q
e

ant Secretary of Dz=fense

26435/72, cated 14 August

ues+ed the views of the Joint
sponse to NSSM 157 and, par-

2. (U) As reguesiad in reference lb, the Joint Chiefs of

Stasf have reviewed the study an

balanced presenta
relative merits, an

tion of the major available alternatlives,
& other relevant considerations.

& recognize it &s a reasonadly

their

3. (S) In assessing the proposed negotiating alternatives,
certain factors have a major bearing on the selection of a

propax option.

a. There is no depencdable way to verify compliance with
ons or limitaticns con chemical weapons.
s (0SI) cannct provide effective verification
Therefore, in the absence of aay
+her nations would comzly

it is imperative that the United Statces

. o
LI

most pronibiti
onsite inspection
regaréing O activitles,
effective means oI insutring that
with CW prohibitions,

.

ity in

zven

order to

clvds being placed
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§§ maintain an effective CW retaliatory capabil
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b. In terms of negotiating goals, the United States. shouid
scek an acrecment that would limit the USSR to a retaliatozy
capability in Gi. ' : - '

c. A production ban, which is a significant Zactor in
severzl pzcposals in the study, wouid effcctively eliminate
the capability to maintain a viable retaliatory CW ccpability.
Reliznce on the chemical stocks of the vintage and composition
of the current U3 stockpile to provide a continuing deterreant
is uvnacceptable due to uncertainties concerning their remaining
shelf life/emnloyment life. The modernization of the current

stockpile with binary type waapoas, the nost efficient and
cost eifective of the feasible courses of action, is essential
5 = credikle retaliatory/deterrent CW capability.

d. While no truly effective and acceptable means of verifying
a stockpile limit or a production ban exist, the principle
0f 0ST shculd be advoca:ied by the United States. An obiigation
to accep: inspecticn of cartain declared facilities would
appeaxr to have marit in the international arena.

e. A unilaterzl statement by the United States regarding
a substantial reduction of US stockpiles independent of, or
.coupled with, any other option is not in the US security
interest. The same applies to a unilateral declaration of
a moratoritm on production. Such measures would result in
inmediate limitations on U3 CW capadilities without similar
restraints on other nations. They would probably remain

as permanent comstrainis even if international agreement on
such measures naver materializes.

4. (TS} Based on the above considerations, the Joint Chiefs

. of Staff believe that a treaty limitiag stockpiles to retaliatoxy
levels and prohibiting the transfer of lethal agents for weapons
purposes would not séversaly affect the national security. This
. combination of proposals more nearly reflects the approacn of the
Join: Chiefs of Staff <o a new US (W treaty initiative forwarded
in reference ia. The Joint Chiefs of Staif can support a pro-
posal for a retaliatory/detexrrent stockpile limit at approximately
the curreat U3 level, with provision for modernizatioa {binary
production), accompznied, at least in initial negotiations, by

a limited 0SI requirement at military production centers by

an international tean.
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" 5. (U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that you suppert
these views and forward them to the National Security Counci..
¢ i

For the Joint Ciiefs of Staff:

T/ . fHOORER
P ‘ ' { Chairman
Joint Chiefs oi Staff
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE . OJU -/
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 § 0CT 1973
. - in Feply refer to:
- _ 1-25739/73
MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, POLITICO=-MILITARY AFFAIRS - i

DEPARTMENT OF STATE.

SUBJECT: U.S. Position on Chemical Weapons Limitation - NSSM 157 (U)

(S) We have reviewed the State initlative on chemical weapons
limitations. Our concern is that we not leave ourseives vulnerable
to a chemical attack. The Soviets have ‘been modernizing their
forces to a degree that their chemical capability exceeds ours

" both offensively and defensively. Anything we might do to further

the gap, such as a declaratory statement or a chemical treaty that
would freeze this imbalance = piaces the United States at a dis~
advantage. From a military viewpoint, this would be unacceptable.

(s) “We are particularly concerned if actions that we take reduce
or eliminate our capability to retaliate in kind to a chemical
attack., Such action would withdraw an important option for the
President and could require him to face a choice of using nuclear
weapons in response to a chemical attack or not responding.

(s) While treaties are desirable, adequate verification provisions
must be included to insure we are not placed in an unfavorable
position. The verification problems of a chemical weapons treaty
have not yet been resolved. :

(S) For these reasons we would have trouble supporting your initiative
particulariy when we have an opportunity to make a quantum jump
forward in modernizing our chemical weapons with binary munitions.

poD (0SD and JCS) supports option | of NSSM 157.

(C) “Obviously we would favor any course of action that would show a

willingness to negotiate and we would be willing to work closely
with you on future proposals or initiatives in this area.

o 2 @ ¢ h
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" HEMORANDUM FOR THE PRES IDENT

SUBJECT: Policy Regarding Use of Herbicides in South Vietnam

| want to report to you on the continuing actions we are taking, ot
" your direction, to reduce the use of herbicides in Vietnam and to
. advise you that new steps will be taken so that there will be strict
conformance in Vietnam with policies governing the use of herbicides
in the United States. o ' A
The present ban on the use of the herbicide known as HORANGE" remains
- in effect. '
. Additionally, Awbassador Bunker and General Abrams have- advised that
' they are .initiating a program which will permit an orderly, yet .
\M rapid phase-out of the use of other herbicides while preserving the
¥ option to reinstitute this program, if necessary, 10 assure the
protection of Amcrican lives. Ouring the phase-out, the use of
herbicides in Vietnam will be restricted to remote, unpopulated
1! areas or around firebases and US installations in.a manner currently
{f authorized in CONUS. - ' D

. n pm s

-
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i

'
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In short, any herbicides used in Vietnam henceforth will be used only
under conditions which would apply in the Unitead States.

Declassity

As a result of new orders to the field, herbicide use in Vietnam will
be such that the stresses and risks involved are no greater than those
sustained by the United States population and the United States en-
vironment in normal peacetime activities. o N

| recognize, of course, that there could be some temporary risks to
our forces as a result of these decisions., Should the military
situation change as a result of an increase in the cnemy level of
activity, wa would need, of course, to reasse:ss this policy in
order to assurc the protection of Amarican livas, particularly as
vie withdraw thousands of additional US military personnel ¥rom

> South Vietnam in accordance with your program. o ’
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Dear Senmtor B*oo?e

. .information. I will repeat the question asked by the PnJ51cians for
- Social Rasponsibility and give my answer to each.

HRECTOR OF DEFENSE HESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2013t

UNCLASSIFIED

Honorable Edvard i. Brooke ' ' C(UGU/qb7
United Stales Scnate :
Wéshington, D. C. 20510

-o‘

This letter is in responsc to your inquiry .of lNovember 3rd in wnlch
you enclossd a letter from the Physicians for Social Responsibility,
of Boston, Mass. I would like first to answer the specific questions
epplicable to the Departrent of Defense end then to offer some general

P

-y, It is our undersfanding that’ tna ‘current Army Field Manual
FM 27-10, The Law of land Werfare, states: "Th= United States
is not a party to eany treaty, nov in force, that prohibits or
restricts the use in varfars of toxic or nontoxic gaces, of

_smoke“or incendiery m=terials, or of bacteriological warfare."
s this the case? -

.Answer. This is a factual statew nt 'corractly quoted;

,2. Are tne othﬂr branches of tap Armed Forces officially
guided by thz samz staterent or a similar one?

Answer: The U. S. Navy, in KJIP 1042, "The Lew of Naval Warfare",
Section 612 b, states: : .

"The United States is not a party to any treaty now in
force that prohibits or res tricts the use in.wzriare of poisonous
or aanhyxlau;na gases or of bacterzologlcal weapons.

"Althouga the use of such weapons frequently has bzen con-
demned by States, including the United States, it remains '
doubtful that, in the absence of a specific restriction establiched
by treaty, a State legally is prohiblted et present from resorting
to their use. However, it is clear that the use of a poisonous
gas or bacteriological weapon may be considered jusnifled against
an enemy who first resoris to the use of these weapows.

INCLASSFE)




This statemant epplies also to th2 U. S, Marine Corps. The U. S.
Air Force has ro cocparable regulstion. In e joipt Army-Hevy-larine
Corps-Air Force Reguletion, "Armed Forces Doctirine for Chemical ani
Biological Veapons Employmznt and Defense,” the statemant is made:

"3, Policies
a. The decision for U. S. Forces to use chemical

and biological veapons rests with the President of
the United States."

3. In Decerber 1986 tre United States voted in favor®of a
* United MNations Generel Asserbly resolution supporting the
Gapeva Protocol of 1925. In view of this, should not the
language of the field namual quoted gbove be changed so as
to enphasize internztional restraints on chemical wariare,
rather than the lack thereof? Will this be done?
'Ansunr. Thz restraint on CB weanons, “and the raquzsxun guthor ity
for their use is emply clear with thz Avmed Forces. Thare are
no current plans for revision of FM 27-10. :

4 & 5. Tnese arz, I balieve, properly tue province of the Departrant
of State and thes Arms Control and Disarmarent Agency. iowever, you
should krov that e have bzen vorking with ACDA for several years in
study of the very difficult technical problem of verification of C3
dissrmarent. : ) '

6. VWhat chemical sgznts are being used presently in the Vietnoz

way for enti-personnsl, enti-crop, or anti-foliage purpases? Do
2 2

the tactiezl advantagss of thair uSe ouuwgiﬁa such serious dis-

- sdvanteges as the weakening of international restraints agairst
chenical warfare? VWill the ndﬂlnlstratlon order an end to trzir
use?

Answar: Anti- pe“eonnﬁl agenis uaed are riot contvol ggents. Tvo
types have bean authorized: Cid (chloroaceuonnanon ) and CS
(orthochlorobenzilydene-malononitrile). The latter is used aluo:
exclusivaly. :

Anti-crop and anti-folizge ezents are the seme. They are: a miiurs
J-

of the butyl esters of 2,k-dichl oro*nenoxy c2tic ecid and 2,k,5-
trichlorophanoxyacstic acid, cacodylic ac arl a2 mixture of

2,4 D and Tordon (%-aminc-3,5, 6-ur1calorcn icolinic acid). ALl have
been widely used for esgricultural purposes in this and othsr cour Lrlicz.

Ve have repeatedly vweighed the pros and cons o using these mateoriati-.
Ve ere convinced thau thair use.is not only =ilitarily advanis ...
but h2s resulted in saving many lives exong civilians as well oo in



. 3

- our own and our adversaries' military forces. ©or these rezsons
we have no intention of discontinuing their use.

It hardly seens to m2 that ihe U, S. position on chemical and biological
werfare is ambiguous. Our policy was stated forthrightly by President
Robsevelt during World ¥Wer II. It was honored by President Trumzn, it

was reiterated by Presiden{ Eisenhover, and it has boen repeated publicly
by many spokesmen of thz present edministration. These include Secretaries
Rusk and lclizmara as well as Ambassedors Goldbarg end Nabrit. An explicit
statement of the U. §. position wzs made last February by Deputy Secretary

‘of Dafense Cyrus Vance in testirony before the Disarmarent Subcommittee of

the Senete Foreien Reletions Committes. He seaid:
"The Department of Daefense has consistently supported
measures aimed at achieving limitations on chemical and
biological veapons. ) -

"The proposal for general and complete dissrmzment tabled

by the United States at the 18-Netion Disevmament Committee

in Gzneva states as an objeclive of our Govermmant the '
elimination of 21l stock-piles of chemical and biological
veapons and the elimination of all means of delivery of
weapons of mass destruction.

"He supported thz United States affirmativs vote in the

United Hations Gencral Asserbly last December on a resolution
calling on all netions to wbserve the principles and objectives
of the Ceneva protocol of 1925. Ve have observed these princi-
‘ples consistently since 1925, although the United States, as
you know, did not ratify the Geneva protcceol.

"We have consistently continued our de facto limitations on

the use of chemical snd biological vweapons. Wa have never

used biological wzapons. Ve have not used lethal gases since
VWorld Var I end it 1s against our.policy to-initiate their use.
Ve have used riot-control agents in Vietnam - agents similar

to those used by police forces throughout thz world. Ve have
also used hervicides to destroy vegetation and crops in Vietnam,

"I have indicated that we seek internationel understzndings to
1imit chemical and blologiczl warfere and that w2 have uol used
weapons of the sori condeared by thke Geneva protocol. I shkould
also point out tkat wa have et the same time mainteined an active
cherical and biological prograwt. In the last few yzars we have
“pleced increasing exdhasis on defensive concepts end materiel.

As long as otner nations, such as thz Soviet Union, maintain
large programs, we believe we must maintain our defensive and

-
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MEMORANDUM FOR COQRL‘SPONDEN-’I-‘&-; August 9, 1969

Secretary of Defense Melvin R, Laird today 1ssx.ed the following statem(

in response to queries about the Do)’ position on the pending Mclatyre

amendment, R

On assummg the office of Secretary of. Defensc in J'anuary, I became

concerned with the management and control of our chermcal warfare

and 'b1olocv1ca1 research programs. Ifelt that impr ovements v.ere

' ‘arnendment to the pend.mg Defense Authm ization Bl.ll

needed in the management and control of these pron'rams. 'I'hat is why
in April [ requested and the Pre51dent ordered a \Tatmnal Securxty
Council study of these matters. Thls study is in prorrress. a

Pending the completlon of the NSC study, I beheve itis prudent

Ry s ot

that we actJom_y with Congress and take actxons, whereverg:ossible,

to 1mprove the management and control of chem:.cal warfare and bxolo«nca

research programs,
Members of my staff prmczpally Dr. John S. Foster, Jr.,

D1rector of Research and Engmeerm have been workmg in recent

days with Senator Thomas J. McInty're of New Hampshlre, and with -

other members of the Senate Armed Serv:.ces Commzttee, ona revised o

. . .Y

-

Iam in agreement with the goals _of.the new amendment, which

the Senate is scheduled to consider on Monday.

1 beheve th:.s revised amendme nt will allow us to ma:ntam our

chemrcal warfare deterrent and our biological research program both of

which are essential to national security,

chufndﬂ/' #é/?/ |
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LA LS The history of the use of lethal chemical warfare agents has-
. - . - . ) T . . .- -
demonstrated on three notable occasions in this century that the only

trme rmhta.:ty forces have used these weapons is when the opposmg

b - o

forces had no 1mmed1atc eapabﬂlty to deter or to retahate. Thxs was
. i

true_ earl'y in World War I. later--in Ethopia and more recently in Yemen.
"C]:earhlyl, failure to maintain an effecti‘w:re chern'ical i‘\;arfare ;Ieter're-'nt
_ WOnId enda‘nger national eec.urity. ‘ | o ;

. 7_ Because it would not 'always be possit.)lle to determine the origin

‘of attack by Brologmal agents the deterrent aspects of b1010g1ca1 research -

are not as sharply defined. ‘A contmued b1olog1ca1 research program,

‘however, is vital on two other maJor counts.

PR

. First, we must strengthen 6ur protective capabilities in such

N

areas as vaccines and therapy.

' Secondly, we must minimize the dangers of technologmal surpnse. '
It is 1mportant that the Amencan people be mformed of why we .
. * . " must contmue to mamtam our chemical deterrent, conduct b1olog1cal

'research, and how we propose to 1mprove the management and control

of these programs.



