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-~- THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. O. C . .20301 
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1 2 JUL. 1972. 

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

Dear Bill: 

As you know, we have maintained a continuing review within the Depart· 
ment of Defense of U.S. programs and policies regarding che~ical 
weapons, as well as the present capabilities and potential of other 
countries in this field. I 9-ave, as a resul.t of that review, now 
concluded that it would be in the security interests of the United 
States to achieve broad international acceptance of an arms control 
treaty focusing on the prohibition of the production ~~d transfe• o= 
lethal chemical_s for wea:;rs purposes. 

The following are the central considerations that have led me to this 
View: 

- An agreement such as I propose, which would permit us to 
retain our existing CW stockpiles, would not in any major 
way affect present u.s. capabilities. 

•• Existing fiscal constraints and attitudes in this country 
make it unrealistic for us to plan any substantial exp~"lsion 
of our CW program. These constraints and attitudes are 
.likely· to continue for the foreseeable future. 

-- An international agreement prohibiting the production and 
transfer of lethal chemicals for weapons purposes would 
place similar constraints on other countries. It would 
also help limit the proliferation of significant cherr~cal 
weapons capabilities. 

-----·---- I am concerned that, in the absence of a U.S. initiative, international 
discussion of prohibitions on chemical 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 cherrdcal arms control steps, while deflecting 
pressures for broader, harm.~ propoaals. 
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Therefore, it seems to me to be. in the U.S. interest to put forward ' 
as soon as possib1e a concrete proposa1 establishing a basis for 
negotiating a sound arms control step that vould enhance the security 
of the. United States. I believe that such an initiative, like the 
other important decisions regarding chemica1 and biologica1 veapons 
taken by this Administration, vould be welcome both at home and.. abroad, 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff support the vievs that I have set forth above. 

·In view of ACDA's experience with the discussions of chemica1 veapons 
control now under vay at Geneva, and the various ideas and proposals 
which have a1ready been suggested, I think it vould be'best for ACDA 
to take the lead in following up the ideas I have put forward. Specifi
cal1y, I am proposing to Gerry Smith that ACDA develop for the President's 
consideration an arms control proposal focusing on the prohibition of 

_the production and transf~ of lethal chemicals for veapons purposes. 
I trust that you will agree with this course of action. The Department 

,of Defense, of course, vishes to work closely with the Department of 
State and ACDA on this matter at al1 stages, as ve did in vor~in~ out 
U.S. proposals for the Biologica1 Weapons Convention and the Seabeds 
Treaty. · 

Sincerely, 

'. . ·c::tD~~~:x~~ 
' ' ·\~ I . ' . 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASt-liNG TON. 0 C. 20301 

15 AUG 197i 

· !.[l·!®.!!Dlii•l FCJ:'\ f,SSIS:i'tu;T TO Tl!Z l'""nESL"ii::i':T FOR NATIOi:AL SECURITY 
AFFAffiS 

SlJB.BCT: Chemical. \·larforc Study--T;smr. 157 

.. 

In response to yaur 13 August z:-.err.orand:.;.":t, I have read \·tith care the 
recent Ci·: stud:· coordinated by ACDA, \:hich brought forth all the 
diffc~cnt o~ti~~s available to us in pro~~sing a U.S. initiati~e at
the CCD negotiations c·urrently under·.1ay in G.;!neva •. I am pleaseci. to 
see thst the so~dy presents a comprehensive rar~e of options, several 
of ~rhicll can b,, useful in :r.ovin{l beyond a.1r ~.rresent C\'1 negotiating 
posit i 0::1. 

l•s I explained in my 12 July letter (~ab A) to the Secretary of State, 
. my dec~s:..on i:: ia favor of option 2 ;rhich pr::rposcs a productio::l ban 
oil a1:t letjliU. ac;eJ~t:, iac.lv.<l.i~ bina:tie~, w:d :;:o J.iv.it a:ti em on :;:nsant 
sto~~piles. As I see this option, it is a real.istic proposal that 
has a eood chance for acceptance at Geneva. At the s~":le time, the 
proposal \>ould not no\; nor in the near future affect present U.S. 
capabili tie~. 

To pennit for~alization of the Joint Cniefs of Staff.position, I have 
requested their Colr~.cn'.;s to be subr:U.V.;ccl by 100:> hours, 16 t.ur;ust. 
On receipt, I \·till :'or:·.'<lrd the Ccair::a"l ': :::-.er.1oramiu."ll to you. It 
appears that the JCS position ~rill favor option l. This option would 
allcr,·T ·oinary p!'OciUctio:l, r.:.oclc:-nization ?..rid i~proVCi.lC:-lt. Of C~-1 stock-. 
piles, a~d a co::1tinuing ~&D prograa, all considered important to JCS. 
lla.rcvcr, it offers very little that could help eff~c1; realistic C\·1 
restraints. , .. 

In the event that there is no prod\lction, JCS appear to be concerned 
primarily over the deterioration of the stoc::pilc and the R&D pro;;ra":l. 
I too, om concerned r.ba.1t thece rr.attcrs but I bcliev(! that they can 
be tru•cn coxe of in a trca'.;y that has a provision for revie\; after 
five or ten years as ~:ell as c.nothcr provision 1;hat ~:ould serve as 
an escape clause. Technical measures ca:o be undcrt:lkcn within DOD 

i . • 
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to prole~ the shelf life of chemical o;;ents, protect our present 
stoc;~pile, and rr.ol.iify plan:; for ph:~sin:; out certain delivery systems 
emplo~·ed at present. Control measure:; could insure a continuing R&D 
pro;zr:;:n. 

L<:t· 1~e say in closir:.::; th:~t pro::~pt :Jctio:l i:: essenti:ll in order to 
table somethin;z :1t tr.c CCD by eorly Scpte:nber before the possibility 
vanishc::s of doing :mythi:li; r.:eaningi'ul in chemical ~>arfa.re ':.his year. 

Attaclunent: ( }. ' 
Cop;,• of SccDef letter, 
I-35640/72, dtd. 12 July 
l972, to SecS~atc, Tab A 

. . 
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Signed --.. 
MF.LV!N R U•:c,;•' • ...,o,~~~ . 

.. 
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THE .JOINT STA,-~ 

Dr. Vincent v. McRae 

-. 
. ' 

' 

Office of Science and Technology 
Room 4202 · 
New Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20506' 

Dear Dr. HcRae: 

23 January 1973· 

The OJCS submission of 12 January has been revised to 
reflect the majorit~ of your comments of 18 January. 

The revised version does· no;,..rnake any adjustment to 
reflect your co~~ents concernin~ :J To modify filled munitions 
lvould be prohibitive in cost for the value accrued. A 
preferable solution would be to fill munitions with GB or 
VX fa~ -the .;cllo, .. !ing reasons: 

..:J. 
b.r_ 

c.[ 

.::J.such a procedure would be practica·l 
to~ the bulk agent but not for the agent,already 
filled into munitions. 

' . 
d. GB and V~ are much more effective than mustard. 
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As is indic~ted, the summaiy p~ragraph h~s been 

revised to include factual statistics in the event a 
decision is made ·to retain the 105 mm hm~itzer shells. 
I do not consider that this stat~ment is misleading since 
\~e arc simply stating facts and not attempting to express. 
an opinion as to 'l'rhether or not the projected stocks 
represent, a "substantial quantity of high quality stocks~. 
This judgment involves a number of considerations, among 
them, as you point out, t~hether or not a production ban 
is in effect and \thether or not the binary munitions replace 
the mustard capability. . · 

/ 

Colonel C. G. Olentine t-till attend the 10:30 AM meeting 
on 23 January. He ,:iln. be prepared to make detailed comments 
on the draft memorandum for Dr. Kissinger and the draft report 
of the ad hoc OST panel. 

Atch 
A/S 

Mr. Sanjuan has revie1~ed .this memo and concurs. 

' 
, - .. . . 

i5!i.iJ tJ 
I J: H. DOW(.~ 
~·Rear Admiral, USN 

• 

Chie'f, International 
Negotiations Div., J-5 
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ooo~t 
UlPl\CT DF onsor~r:sr.m!CF. ON T!IE C!IE1-:TCM; l'IP.I\PONS STOCKPILE · · .. ..-

1. The life .expectancy of the chemical weapons stockpile.·· 
is controlled more by the obsolescence of \~Capons :..ystems 
than by deterioration of the agent itself. Within current 
plans and directives, the follo1·1ing degradations of. the 
stockpile will occur: ' 

. . • • 
a. Bulk must:ard (38 ~ 6% of the total stockpile). Deputy 

Secretary of Defense directed dispo~l of all bulk mustard 
\~ith the excep-tion of 4800 tons which is to be retained 
pending procurement of binary munitions. 1-lustard is less 
effective than the nerve agents, on a ~~eight per unit 
area required for casualty production basis, and has a 
high freezing point (@ 54°F) and is relatively ineffective 
at lo1·1er temperatures. · 

b. Hustard in artillerv shells (12% of the total stock
pile). Both the 105mm ho1ntzer and the 4.2 inch mortar ar 
obsolescent (only airmobile, airborne and marine divisions 
retain the 105riim hO\~itzer capability). GO% of the agent 
fill is in these calibers •. The limitations of bulk mustar• 
agent a_re applicable to the remainder. 

c •. GB in bulk (19% of the total stockpile). About 2.9% 
of the bulk GB requires redistillation to be useful in 
filling aluminum casings (could be used in present form 
in steel casings). Remainder is serviceable for all 
purpo!;es. 

d. GB in artillery shells (6.2% of thi total stockpile) 
Based on the obsolescence of the 105mm hO\~itzer and the 
fact that a number of the 1·55mm h011itzer shells are 
defective an~ cannot be used (only airmobile, airborne, 

-and marine divisions retain'the 105mm howitzer capability) 
54% of the agent fill~will be_of limited, if any, use. 

e. GB in rockets and \varheads (6;-4'% of the total stock· 
pile). All of the agent is ~~llcd in the obsolescent 
HONEST JOHN p.nd the n55 rocket system. The vast majority 
of tltc agent is in ··the 1-155 system. There are many opera
tional difficul1;i_es IYith. thi:; system \vhi.ch is obsolescent. 
Thus, none of this agent ~iill be delivc' .J.ble in the 1980s: 
Additionally, the· !<!55 has an aluminum \·rarhcad, some of 
which lvill deteriorate. \·lith time because of the interacti( 
caused by the impure agent usee! to fill some of them. 

• / I ._,L. "'!"~'!) C'.....,;~-.,...-- ,....."'\~ ....,....._ ;._ 2 ~ 
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'-. · f: GB in aerial bombs (4% of the total stockpile). 
' _,. All of this agent should .li>e·useable for an indefinite 

period of time. 

. .. 

q. VX in bulk' (5. 4% of the total stockpile). This agent 
is serv~ceable and should be·useable for an indefinite 
peri.od of time •. 

. ' ' ; 
h.'•VX in artillery shells (3 .1% of the total stockpile) • 

Except for a sma~-1 quantity .filled into defective rounds 
(about 2%), this agent should be us.eful for an indefinite 
period of tinie. · . . • 

i. VX in rockets '(1. 6% of the total stockpile). This 
entire quant~ty ~s filled in the !-!55 system discussed above 
None of this agent ~1ill be deliverable in the 1980s. 

j. VX in land mines (1. 7% of the total stockpile). All 
are serviceable. However, under a retaliation only policy, 
there is no employment ,c,oncept for these weapons. 

k. VX in sorav tanks (2.0% of the total stoc1.nile). 
These spray t;:ml's have a projected storage life of only 
five years, which expires in 1973 or 1974. It is not 
known a~ this time whether the storage life can, or will, 
be extended. (N.B. These tanks are not refillable.) 

2.· In summary, of the total quantity of agent-filled 
munitions in the stockpile (about 37% of the total stockpile) 
less than 401 of it (14% of the total stockpile) will be 
immediately useable during the 1980s, 

3. If the decision were made to retain the 105mm h01·1itzer 
rounds (for use by airborne, airmobile, and marine divisions) 
then the surrunary figures in. pa,ragraph 2 would be:· 

"of the total quantity of agent-filled munitions in 
the stockpile (about_3~ of the total stockpile), approxi
mately 541 of it (20% of the total stuckpile) will be 
i!lU\1ediately useable during uhe 1980s." 

, . 
•, --

\ 
\ 

I 
i .. 

2 

.. ' 



E-. " t__ 
UNCl.il 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON 

22 September 1965 

~lEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

General Westmoreland has.requested a reaffirmation of his authority 
to 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 Dl~ and CN-DM would riot be 
authorized. ' 

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 high 
explosive or flame munitions. Of particular importance would be the re-• duction in casualties to civilians who are inevitably mingled with hostile 
military elements as the result of VC tactics. ~ 

I agree with General Westmoreland that the use of these riot control 
agents far outweighs disadvantages that may accrue; in fact there is every 
indication that ve may be in for censure if civilian casualties should ·~ 
accrue 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 vhat will inevitably be called "poison gas". 

Unless you indicate otherwise I will reaffirm to General Wheeler 
the current national approval for use of the riot control agents CS an~ 
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 ~: 
posts informing them of the decision and providing public affairs guidar.ce. 

~S.#kd~ 
Robert s., McNamara 

-

Sec: De! Cont. Nr. X-
-J.6!: 
.J - -
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON 

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

Dear Dean: 

1. ,8{ <~66 

I am attaching for your comments a Defense draft NSAM on the subj~ct 
of chemical and biological warfare policy. It has been prepared _i::. 
response to a State request for a Defense position. 
~.::.......-.. -- . ····---·· --·--·-··· ·-······------. 
The draft states that the President does not now expect to authori:-c 
first use of lethal CB weapons. With respect to incapacitants, i; 
reflects the actual situation as it now exists by stating that tt~ 
President may authorize their use in certain situations of natic~~l 
urgency. In my view, ue should keep this option open until we ha·;= 
better information concerning specific incapacitating agents, their 
military effectiveness, and the political consequences of their -"~-.-. 

Accordingly, I have asked the membez:~_.<?f my __ ~:t?.-ff to conduct a st·..:":
on the role of incapacitating agents. The results of this study ·.:.'. __ 
be re-fl~tftd ~j·p TiPj[t-yegrs-n-ra-tt" Meinqrapdum for th.~ -~~id~nt ~r. 
Theater Nuclear Warfare. In the meantime, I believe policy guid;e~.'. .. 
such as. those in the attached draft NSAM would be appropriate a::.i 
desirable. 

I share your interest in reaching an early joint position which ·.
can recommend to the President. I would be happy to discuss the. 
draft policy with you at your convenience, if you wish:-······ 

Enclosure 
Draft NSAM 

~, ,1g· ., 
•j: '(;) 

Sincerely, 

-, 
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HEMORANDUM FOR: vfhe Secretary of State 
Assistant to the President for ·N~tional Security Aff~irs 
Director, Central Intelligence Agency 

SUBJECT: Chemical \larfare <Jnd Biological Research -- Terminology 

I notice that current documents of v<~rious U.S. Government Aoendes 
continue to refer to CBW, i.e., chemical and biological warfare. "such 
terminology, I believe, is seriously misleading and should be stricken 
from our lexicon. 

The misleading aspects inherent in the term, CB\~, are twofold: 

The first reason is that the term does not descri_be even 
remotely the United States program in the chemical or the 
biological areas. Our programs are best described as 
chemical wilrfare and biological research. The .programs 
are so \<idely 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. \·/e 
do have a retaliatory chemical ~1arfare capability, which 
we hope will have a deterrent cap<~bility on prospective 
users of chemical agents. ~!e do not have a biological 
warfare capability, nor do ~/e planto have one. \le will 
maintain, for defensive purposes, a biological research 
program. 

The second reason for reacting against the CB\1 terminology 
Is that it connotes a generic interrelationship bet~1een the 
chemical and biological fields \•hen, in fact, no such re- · 
Jationship exists. History has shadn 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 nm• ·to produce 
no capability to wage· biological \·larfare. 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 
implemented. 

· U~~lASSIF/fD 
_,... -· ~· .... :,~ ... 
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While terminology may seem to be a r.lir.or point in so:ne cases, 
this is one instunce in 1·1hich precise terminology is important. 
1~ould hope th<Jt in referring to the United St<Jtes progrc:m the term 
chemicel 1·1arfare and biological research ~/O!lld be used. I 11ould also 
hope thdt in referring to other nutions' programs, or to the general 
field of activity, chemical Wurfare and biological ~ctivities of 
~1hatever nature 1-1ould be diffcn~ntiuted <:nd treuted separately. To do 
othen-:ise 1·1ill continue to confuse the American public, our allies, 
our potential adversaries, and even those in our 01-m government re
sponsible for defense progr2ms. 

I 
( I 

' ' ' 
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WASHINGTON. D. C. ~0301 

EA Honorable Wllllam P. Rogers 1 9 FE9 1g]1 

L Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

y 
c 
0 

~ 
"' " .. 
u 
"' Q. 

Dear Bill: 
/ 

I am unable to concur In the propos~memorand•~ for the President 
which you sent to me on February 2;' 1971, calling for the President 
to decide to phase out immediately all herbicide operations in Vietnam. 
The main reasons for trrf non•concurrence· are stated in the attached 
memorandum for the Pres I dent. 

In view of our position that the use of herbicides In VIetnam is not 
prohibited under the Geneva Protocol, I _do not believe that the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the_ Senate as a whole would be 
inf-luenced in favor of ratification by our immediate termination of 
the herb i cl de 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 es a '1no-flrst-use" agreement, Is little-more 
than an attempt to prevent anv bell-Igerent from resorting to the use 
of the pfohibited weapons In warfare. Therefore, I believe that the 
President's decision to submit the Protocol 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 biological-agents (Including herbicides). 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee should, of course, be kept 
_advised of our herbicide policy--and in particular, that it satisfies 
our military objectives withi'n the provisions of the Protocol. lie have 
terminated the use of herbicides for cTop destruction since this was 
no longer necessary to meet those objectives. They should further 
be advised 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. 

r .. 
•' -· : ~ 

I 
DO'IIliGRA.DED AT 12 YEAR 

I!ITSRVALS: NOT AUTO!l.\TICALLY 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

EA Honorable W1111am P. Rogers 
L Se~retary of State 

Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Bill: 

WASHINGTON. D. C. Z0301 
1 9 FE9 19'n 

/ 
I am unable to ~on~ur In the propos...r'memorandllm for the President 
whi~h you sent to rre on February 2;' 1971, call Jng for the President 
to de~ide to phase out Immediately all herbicide operations in VIetnam. 
The main reasons for rrry non-concurrence· are stated in the attached 
rremorandum for the President • 

In view of our position that the use of herbl~ldes In VIetnam Is not 
prohibited under the Geneva Proto~ol, I .do not believe that the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the Senate as a whole would be 
influenced in favor of ratification by our immediate termination of 
the herbl~lde program. Indeed, herbicides have been used to satisfy 
urgent and legitimate military objectives 1n Vietnam in accordance 
with our current national poli~y whi~h was formulated with full aware
ness of the provisions of the Geneva Proto~l. 

The Protocol, operating as a ••no-first-use11 agreement, is little-more 
than an attempt to prevent any belligerent from resorting to the use 
of the pfohlblted weapons In warfare. Therefore, I believe that the 
President's de~islon to submit the Protocol to.the Senate was primarily 
'di~tated by his expe~tation that ratifl~atlon would be a useful and 
constru~tive step for proceeding with negotiations In the Conferen~e 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in Geneva. These talks might 
lead to· the'effe~tive controls, that the Protocol lacks, over chemical 
and biologl~al-agents (including herbicides). 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee should, of ~curse, be kept 
advised of our herbicide polic:y--and in particular, that It satisfies 
'our military objectives within the provisions of the Protocol. We have 
tenmlnated the use of herbicides for crop destruction since this was 
no longer necessary to meet those obje~tlves. They should further 
be advised that efforts at ~ontrolllng su~h agents as herbicides or 
riot.~ontrol agents (RCAs) should pro~eed In the form of effective 
arms control agreements at the ~onferen~e of the ceo. 

Sln~erely, · ~ 

ces~~ ,_ 
. Q Atta~hment 

1 V3~3-11 
J)OvU/1.'17 t #: 1 
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WAShilliGTOi\1, O.C. 20301 
j( 

JCSN-:ii2-i2. 
16 August 1972 

/.' ( .•· vYt 

SZCRZ~ArtY OF DE~ENSE 

Subject: Response to NSS~t 157 {U) 

1. {U) Reference is ~ade to: 

a. JCS!1-35l-i2, dated 28 July 1972, suo)ect: "Chemical 
1'7a:;:ofare ?olicy· ·(Ul , " \~hich fonrarded the recor;.;nendations of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff for a US d:;:oaft treaty on chemical 
\'tarfare {Cl'l) • 

b. A me~ora~duw ~y the Assistant Sec~etary of Defense 
(I~ternatiu:1al . .5ec:l=i.·::.y Afiairs) , I-26{39/72, dated 14 ;. .. ugust 
1972, subject as above, ·.-~!1ich requested the views of the Joi:r.t 
Chiefs o£ Staff co~cerning the response to NSSM 157 and, par
ticularly, the options therein. 

2. {U) As requested in reference lb, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff have revie,·red the st~:.C.y and recognize it as a ::::easonably 
b~lanced p::::eser.tation of the ~ajar available alternatives, their 
r.alat.i va ii~eri ts, .J . .!ld o-the:: relevant co:1siderations. 

3. {S) In assessi:r.g the proposed negotiating alternatives, 
certain facto::::s have a majo:;:o bearing on the selection of a 
proper optio::~. 

a. There is no deper.dable w~y to verify co~pliance with 
most prohibi tio::~s or li~i tations on chemical v1eapons. Even 
onsi te ir.spectior.s (OSI l ca;1nct provide effective verific<>.tion 
regz.rding Co·: activities. Therefore, in the abser.ce of a;1y 
effective means o= insuring that other nations wo~ld com?lY 
with Cl'I ::?~Ohibi tio;1s, it is i~pe:;:ative that the United Sta·i:es 
maintain an effective Cl'I retaliatory capability in order to 
P-ov;de ~n o~~!:) ..... ~~ ~,.~ f""T,T a .. o+-o,...,..C\"l"""+- =·":"'ld to 'l""',...o..-.1 ,""~~ be;""'" '!""'!, ~c".-l .... ... -· -------·- ,_ .. --------- ....... t"'------"'- -•·:t &;-- -·-

at a significant C.isaci.vantac;e should Ci·7 hostilities occu::::. 

Classifi~ci. by Director, J-5 
S~oJEC? TO GENEP~ D~CLl~SIFICA~IOX 
SCnSDuLZ OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 11652 
AUTO:{.!\~'ICALLY oo;·;~~GMDLD hT 'i:~O.:O 
YEAR. I~:·!'E~VALS 

DECLASSIFIED ON DL:CElt.BER 3~, 1982 , 

........... t'it;S 
•.1"':1·, ~·T"- . .... -_ .. ·. . .. 

·--- ---;:-· ...... .. . ._ ..... -· .· ,..._. .... ___ ---·· 
()Cr , :} 
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b. In terms of nec:rotiating goals, the United States. should 
see)<. an a.;r<H:::r.e:'lt t:<at woulli li:-:.it the USSR to a :::etnlic:.to:cy . 
capability in C.·i. 

c. A production ban, which is a significant factor in 
several proposals in the study, would effectively eliminate 
the cc:.pability to rr.aintain a via,Dlc retaliatory C'il c.:pability. 
Reliance on the cher.:ical stocr.s of the vintage and composition 
of the cur:;:-ent US stoc:<pile to provide a continuing deterrent 
is u:J.acceptable Clue to ·.::1ce:;:-tainties concerni:1g thei:::. remainir;g 
shelf lite/employment life. The modernization of the current 
stockpile ~-1ith bina::y type waapo:1s I the most efficient and 
cost effective of the feasible courses of action, is essential 
to e credible :;::etaliatory /deterrent Cl·: capability. 

d. ;·Jhile no truly effective and acceptable means of verifying 
a stoc;~pile limit cr a produc'.:icn ban e:cist, the principle 
of OSI s=:c'-!ld be advoc.::ted by the United States. An.obligation 
to acce~t insvecticn of czrtain declared facilities would 
appear to have ll~~rit in the intezonational urena. 

e. A unilateral statem~nt by the United States regarding 
a substan'.:ial reduc·tion of US stockpiles independent of, or 

. coupled \d th, a.-.y other option is not in the US secu:::-i ty 
interest. The same a?plies to a unilateral declaration of 
a moratori~:.m on production. Such measures would result in 
imr;:ediate limitatio:1s on US C'i'l cap<.i:lilities without similar 
restraints on other na·tions. They 1-rould probably remain 
as perr~1anent cons t~aints ~ve~ if intezonutional agreement on 
such measu=es never mater~~l1zcs. 

4. (TS) Eased on the above considerations, the Joint Chiefs 
·_.of Staff believe that a treaty limiting stockpiles to :retaliatory 

levels a:1d prohibiting the transfer of lethal agents for weapons 
purposes 1-.'0Uld ·not c-.C.versely affect the national security. 'i:'his 
co~ination of proposals more nearly reflects the approach of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 'co a ne\~ us C'•l treaty initia·i:ive forwarded 
in reference la. ~he Joint Chiefs of Staff can support a pro
posal for a retaliatory/daterrent stoci<pile limit a·t approximately 
the current US level, with provision for modernization (binary 
production) , c~ccO;i;:?a:lic=: 1 at least in i::i tial nec;otiz.tions, by 
a lir.:ited OSI require:ment. at military production centers by 
an inte::national tear~1. 

-
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. 5. (U) The Jo:.nt Chiets o:E Staff recon:mand that i'OU support 

tr.ese views a~d forward t~e~ to the National Security Counci:. 
·. . ' ; 

For the Joint ~~iefs of Staf~; 

~a~ 
/ '-~~T~hairman 

Joint Ch:.efs of Staff 

-
· . 

·;a,. .• '·'· .. ·''"=" 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 5 OCT 1973 

• In reply refer to: .. 1-25739/73 

HEHDRANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, POLITICO-MILITARY AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 

• 

t 
Odu - n; 

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

(S) We have re~iewed the State Initiative on chemical weapons 
limitations. Our concern is that we not leave ourselves 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 - places 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 
~ave not yet been resolved. 

(S) For these reasons we would have trouble supporting your initiative 
particularly when we have an opportunity to make a quantum jump 
forward In modernizing our chemical weapons with binary munitions. 
DOD (OSD and JCS) supports option l of NSSM 157. 

(C) ·Obviously we would favor any ~ourse 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 • 

.L..--'0 &fl M ~ .,..._, Bit/ 
· l, - SJFIED 
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. _ IJNIAffiFI£0 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 

·. 

MEHORNWUH FOR THE PRES I DENT 
.. . . 

})/, .. ·vv;_ 

~ 2 DEC 1970 
-·-·------

SUBJECT: Pol icy Regarding Use of Herbicides in South Vietnam· 

I ~Jant to report to you on the continuing actions we are taking, ~t 
· your direction, to reduce. the use of herbicides in Vietnam ar.d to 
. advise you that ne•.-J steps ~Jilt be taken so that there will be strict 

conformance in Vietnam 1·1i th po 1 i c i es governing the use of herbicides 
in the United States~ 

The present ban on the use of the herbicide kn01~n as "ORANGE" r.emains 
in effect. 

Additionally, A~bassador Bunker and General Abrams have·advised that 
they are .initi'lting a program 1·1hich \·Jill permit an orderly, yet 
rapid phase-out of the use of other herbicides while preserving the 
option to reinstitute this program, if necessary, to assure the 

. : protection of American 1 ives. During the phase-out, the use of 
::-·herb.icides in Vietnam ~Jill be restricted to remote, unpopulated 
r;· areas or around firebases and US insta·llations in. a manner currently 
\1. authorized in CONUS, ·· 

o--·-·'· -·· -·····-·-· ·- ... ~ ······ .... ----· 
~ In short, any herbicides used in Vietnam henceforth \·lilt be used only 
·~ under conditions ~1hich \·Jould apply in the Uniteci States. 
"' 0 
Q) 

D' As a result of new orders to the field, herbicide use in Vietnam witt 
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, 

I 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 resul~ of an increase in the ene:ny level of 
activity, 1·1e ~:ould need, of course, to reassess this pol icy in 
order to iJSsure the protection of American 1 i••es, particularly as 
~te l"lithdru'll thousands of additional US military personnel from 
South Vietnam in accordance with your program. 

• 

· . .: 
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DIRECTOR OF DEFEi'SE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERI)IC 

WASliiNGTO:!, D.C. 2lllJ1 

UNClASSfffED 
(C<t®! 

f, 
tJotJ-l 

Honorable Ed~:ard 1-1. Brooke 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

"':. .... 
Dear Senator Brooke: 

This letter is in response to your inquiry .of Hove!Ilber 3rd in which 
you enclosed a letter from the Physicians for Social ResponsibiJ~ty, 
of Boston, !-!ass. I \rould like f~rst to ans~rer the specific c;.uestions 
applicable to the Departrrent of Defense cmd then to offer so~::e general 

.1nforJll9.tion. I Will repeat the question asked by the Physic:i8.!ls for 
Social P~sponsibility and 6iVe ~ answer to each • . . 
- -.- ··1:~ · It is our widerstaridlng that· ti!S current Arrey Fleld Hanual. 

Fl·1 27-10, T"r:e La.'ri of Land Harfare, states: "The United States 
is not a pc.rty to any treaty, nou in force, that prohibits or 
restricts the use in \iarfare of toxic: or nontoxic gases, of 
smoke ·or incendiary JT3terials, or of bacteriological warfare .• " 

--1§ thi~.thc caseZ 

' . .Answer. This is a fac:tua_l stater-ent, corre etly quoted. 

2. Are the other branches of the Ar~ed Forces officially 
guided by the same staten:ent or a sir.lilar one7 

-- ----~- --

Answer: The U. S. Uavy, in 1{1-T!P 10-'2, "The La\r of liaval \iaZ'f'are", 
Section 612 ~;>, s-tates: 

"~ne United States is not a party to any treaty now in 
force that pror~bits or restricts the use in.varfare of poisonous 

• • • • 0 

or asphyxiating gases or of bacteriological weapons. 

"Although the use of such weapons frequently has been con
demned by States, including the Ur~ted. States, it remair~ 
doubtful t~~t, in the absence of a specific restric~ion established 
by treaty, a State legally is prohibited at present from resortincr 
to their use. Ho\:ever, it is clear that the use of a poisonous 
gas or bacteriological \:eapon TI1-"-Y be considered justified azainst 
an enemy -who first resorts- to the use of these weapons." 

: U~!~LASSIFIED 
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This state!:'~nt Z.IJplie::; also to th; U. S, H~.rinc Corps. The U. S. 
Air E'orce has no c::H:,-:;>arable reotlztion. In e joint J'.r;:!j·-l~c::y-l·~ino 
Corps-.ft..ir Fol·ce Re6Ule?.tion 1 ':Arm~d Forces Doctrine for Chcw..ical e..r:d. 
Biological ~1eapons E:r.:?lo:r-:r..znt c.ni Defense 1 u the staterJent is made: 

"3· Policies 

a. The decision for U. S. Forces to use che~cal 
and biological ;reapons rests with the President of 
the Uni:t;ed Stute3. 11 

3· In Dece~ber 1966 the U1dted States voted in favor 0 of a 
United rratior!s C%:neral Asser.-.bly resolution s1.tJ?p::>rtinc the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925. In vieu of this, shoul:d. not the 
l8J18Uage of the field r.>:tmtal quoted above be changed. so as 
to er.tphasize interm.tional restraints on che.Uca.l varfare, 
rather than the lack thereof? \·iill this be done? 

Aiis\rer :" The rest:rcltlt on C3 ueapons, and the requisUe aath:n·i ty 
for their use is er,Iply clear vi th thz J,rmed. Forces. Tiv:lre are 
no current plans for revision of FH 27-10. 

2 

4 & ·5· These are 1 I believe, properly· the p:::ovince of the Depart:-:c:1':. 
of State and the AriaS 0:.1ntrol ar,d. Disar£n~ent Agency. rto~:ever 1 y:J~J. 

should kno;r that ;re have been ;ro:::l:ing •,::Lth P..CDA for several year~ ir! 
study of the very difficult tech.,; cal :problem of verifice.tion of C3 
dism'tlat·r.ent . 

· 6. i·lhat chaL1ical az·~nts are being used p::esently in the Vi~tn:!.l:~ 
war for e.nti-per;;onnel, anti-crop, or anti-foliage pm:p:>ses7 DJ 
the tactical advant~ges of their use out~eisb such serlous dis-

.. e.d.vante.ges as the vt~e.l-~ening of in"ternationo.~ restraints c;~.g2.ins t. 
chemical ;rarfare7 \fill the Administration order an end. to thir 
use'! 

Ans,;~·r: .P.nti-personnzi o.sents used are 1·iot control a gants. T...,.o 
types have bean auth:>rlze::l.: CCI (chloroacetc:pl::nor!e) ani C:S 
(orthochlorobenzilydene-:r::Jlononitrile). The latter is used al".:~.:t 
exclusively. 

Anti-crop a:d. anti-foliage a:;er!ts are the s~e. They are: a !!:..!:·:~:..::·: 
of the butyl esters of 2,4-dichlorophenoxya~etic acid and 2,4,5-
trichloroph~n~eyacetic acid, caco5.ylic acid snd a mixt.1:..re of 
2 1 4 D and Tordon (4-a•,ino-3,5,6-trichlorcpicolinic acic'.). All b·:·1 
been widely used for ae:ricultural purposes i.n t"b.is e~'\d. other C·J•.•· ~:·:.c.:. 

vie have repeatedly \reighed the pro:; and cons of using the::e :~.:c·~~:·: -. ~ -.. 
\Te are conYinced that th.:ir use. is no.~.; only L.Ulitarily ad.-·.;ant:- ~·- _.·~: 

but has resulted in zavin.:; r::.arly lives e.:;·,·::Jng civilians as ~..:ell :.:- i :--. 
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our Oltn a.nd. our adversaries' !:lilitary forces. ~:or these reasons 
we hav-e no intention of discontinlli:nz their u:::e. 

It hardly seems to cz that the U.S. position on·c~~reical ~~d biological 
warfare is a~biQ~~us. Our policy was stated forthrightly by Pl·esident 
Robsev~lt during Horld ~·iar II. It ~az hon~red by Presi.dcnt Tr~.uJ.an, it 

3 ., 

was reiterated by President Eisenho~:er, and. it h9.s b::>en repeated publicly 
by mmy spo!:es:uen of the pres::lnt adc"linistration. These inclt.ldc Secretaries 
Rusk and. lklb!:!ara as well as knbasse.dors Goldberg e.nd trabrit. An explicit 
state:nent of the U. s. position ;re.s r.-zde last February by Deputy Secretary 

· of Defense C'>J:C:US Vance in testiu-.ony before the Disarm·,·ent Subcorr.ro!ittec of 
the Senate ~·orelgn Relations Cor.::uittec. He said: 

"The Departrr.znt of Defense has consistently sup:portcd 
measures aimed at achieving lireito.tions on cl'-~reice.l a.~d 
biolo(;i.cal '1/eapons. 

"The proposal for general and cor:tplete dist>.na~ment tabled 
by the United States £\t the 18-ne.tion Dis21-'l:J.9!1""nt Co";mittee 
in Geneva states as an objective of our C-ove!"Il!llen·t the · 
elimination of all stock-piles of chemical and biological 
weapons a.."1d the elimination· of all z::eans of clelivery of 
weapons of 1nass destruction. 

"We supported the Unitecl. St~.tes affJ.nn:~.tiv: vote in the 
United Hations General Asse~r:bly last I:ece:n~~er on a resolution 
calling on all nations to ~b:::erve the principles and objectives 
or the C-<lneva protocol of 1925. lie ha.ve o~servcd these princi
·ples consistently since 1925, although the United States, as 
you k.~w, did not ratify the Geneva protocol. 

"We have consistently continued. ·ov.r de fe.cto. limitations on 
the use of chemical s.nd biological •~capons. 'ire h9.·ve never 
used biological weapons. 1·ie have not used lethcl. gases since 
V.orld. Uar I e.nd it is against our.policy to-initiate their use. 
\le ha;•e used riot-control agents in Vietn= - agents similar 
to those used by police forces through-:Jut the world. r~e have 
also used her~icides to destroy vegetation and crops in Vietnam. 

"I ha.ve in:ticated that we seek inter~ational =:ierstandings to 
licit chemical a.'ld biolo&].caJ. warfe~e and that ;re have not used 
weapons of the sor~ condecrncd by the Geneva protocol. I should 
also point out that we have at the same ti=e maintained an activ~ 
chemical ani biological pro.,;ra':l. In the last feu years we have 

. placed increr!sing e::::;Jhasis on defensive concepts and materiel. 
As long ·as other n<>.tions, such as the So•tiet Union, c:aintain 
large proz;rar.u, we belie·;e ;;e !lllst rr,aintain our defensive a.'ld 
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MEMORANDUl\1 .FOR ~ORR.ESPONDE~)- •. fl~· August 9;_ 1969 

I ' ~ . IVS"~YM. -S1 
Secrotary of Dc.:fcnsc Melvin R: Lail-d today issued the following statcmc 

in response to queries about the Dopposit.ion on the pending Mc~ntyrc 

amendment. •' . 

-· 
On assuming the office of Secretary of. Defense in January, 1, be cam~ 

• 

concerned with the management and control of our chemical warfare 
--------- -----· --------
and biological research programs. I felt ~hat impt·ovements were 

needed in the management and control of these programs. That is why . . .. . . . . 
in April I .requested and the President ordered a National Security 

Council study of these matters. This study is in progress. 

Pending_the completion of the NSC study, I believe it is prudent . ··- .. ---- ·-. ~·-·····:-:--·-· ~ ·-·-

tha~_"!_e_~c:!J.oi.'!!!Y wi!)l Co'!gress and take actions, wherevertPossible, 
. ~ ·- . . . 

to inip;:ove the management and c'ontrol of ch~mical warfare and biologica: 

research programs. 

Members of my staff, 'pri,:.cipally Dr. JohnS. Foster, Jr., 

Director of Research and Engineering, have been working in recent 

days with Senator Thomas J. Mcintyre of New Hampshire, and with • 

other members' of the Senate Armed Services Committee; on a revised . 

. amendment to the pending Defense Authodzation Bill. 

I am in agreement with the goals _of _the new amendment, which 

the Senate is scheduled to consider on Monday. 

I believe this revised amendment will allow us to mai~tain our 

.-
chemical warfare deterrent and our biological research program both of 

which arc cssential"to national.sccurity. 
t •. 

.-
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- ,_ ......... _. ' ~ The history of the use of lethal chemical warfare agents h!':s -. , 
demonstrated on three notable occasions in this century that the only 

'time miiita1·y forces have used ~hc.se _weapo-ns is y.-hen_ the opposing ., -· . ··. 
forces had no immediate capability to deter or to retaliate. This wa.s 

true: early in World War I, later--in Ethofia a·':d more r~cently in Yemen . 
• 

Clearly, failure to maintain an effective chcmi~al \varfare ~eterrent 

would endanger national security. -.:.. 

Becaus.e it would not always be possible to determine the origin . . . . .· 
. . 

·( 

'of attack by biological agents, the deterrent aspects of biological research 

are not as sharply defined. ·A continued biological research prog'ra~, 

however, is vital on two ~the-r major counts. 

_ First, we must strengthen our pro~ective capabilities in such 

areas as vaccines and therapy. ., 
. -. 

Secondly~ 'we must minimize the dangers of technolo.gical surprise._ 

.. must continue to maintain our chemical deterrent, conduct biological 

. research, and how'we propose t_o improve the management and con.trol •. 

of these programs. 

·• ~ 

• 

·. 
.· 
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