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HAK Talking Points

Briefings for Congressional Leadership and Press -

L. Intl"oducti?n
A. Studies clearly show that we must distinguish between biological and
and chemical warfare,
~ Characteristics and effectiveness of biological agents and chemical
weapons are very dihfferent.
- +_Af:_a:’:m:-é[in,cgly the two programs were considered separately r‘ather than
,ti“e:;;tt-);ether as in the past.
II. Biological Policy'
Two basic questions were considered:

A, First: what should be the nature and scope of U. S, policy and programs

for biological warfare:

1. The issue was whether we should retaifu
- Full capability including lethal agents for deterrence and retaliation,
~ Incapacitating agents only -- principal utility in a "first-use role’,
- Only a Reseiarch and Developrment capability,

2. The considerations were:

- Lethal BW might help deter BW attack and could give us another
' strategic option.
= Incapacitating weapons might be effective in some situations

| (e, g. amphibious,invasion) and might enable capture of areas

more huymanely than with conventional weapons. They are the
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effective incapa,citénts we have (although chemical incapacitants
are underedevelopment).

~ Without production facilities and delivery means available
we could not respond quickly if we wanted to do so.

ONgTHE QTHER HAND it was argued:

- We do not need BW for deterrence when we have nuclears,

- Control and effectiveness of BW agents is questionable,

- ”In any event we could not respond promptly because the source
and character of the attack would be unclear for some ltime.

- I.nca.pa_citants Wpuld be most effective ‘in "first-use' but this
could result 1n escalation,

;uWith an R&D base and the existing facilities in production, we.-
could move quick'ly to produce agents for offer;sive use, but
there would be some tir;*le lost if we were not actually in production.
(FYI: Biological agents production apd munition filling is done at
P;ine Bluff Arsenal, Arkansas, This lalfge .production facility now on
limited standby basis producting small quantities for research,
developmeﬁt,' testing and maintenance of incapacitating stocks.
U.S5. BW inventory includes small lethal, limited incapacitating,
and large an}:i-c'rop capabilities. Replenishment of stocks stopped
by Secretary Laird pending outcome of study. )

- In any event, we would need some research on offensive agents
as basis for study of defe;n__sive‘ measures and to protecf against

technological surprise,
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B. Second: What po-sition should the U, 5. take toward the UK draft

Convention hanning biological warfare?

1, The UK presented a draft Convention to the Eighteen Nation
Dis'armamerit Conference in J'urly 1969 which would ban research
aimed at producing biological agents for hostile use and ban produc-
tion, possession and use of these agents, Only Canada has sgpporteﬁ
the Conveation to date. Most interest by others has been in linking
its provisions to proposals to limit CW. |
[FYI: Bri;:ish have stated that production of biological ageni:s for
vaccinesrand such purposes not prohibited by their Conx;ehtiqn,
but it does not at all clarify the level of R.&D,ﬂ production and testing
consistent Wi.th a passive defense capability. Also, no provision
made for on-site verification, but rather complaint procedures for
investigation ynder UN ausgpices, Many states oppose separatin‘é’

BW from CW. This is not an important ;tem_ at UN sessionaﬁm |
Ot T AR — oo

2. A decision to confine BW program to .R&.D ;for defensive purposes
would allow us to support the UK draft if we chose to do so, [Under

any other course‘, we would have to oppose the draft or p;'opose substantial
modification, ] But we would not want to agree to the draft until
relationship of the Convention to other arms control measures, the
ré'sponses of other parties, and verification procedures, were

clearly understood.
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3, The considerations were:

- Association in principle would

. Evidence willingness to consider limitations on BW,.
' . .
» Gain some political benefit internationally without - tying our hands.

. Put some pressure on others to limit BW which would be

desirable particularly if we retain only an R&D program,

ON THE OTHER HAND it was argued that:

-~ There 1s no urgency to consider the convention and,

- Association W?'.th the Convention might weaken our hand in opposing
other arms control proposals which lack adequate verification
provisions,

II. Chemical Warfare Eolicy
A, Lethal andvinca..pac:i‘tating agenf.:s were considered separately from
riot control agents —r-‘(such as tear gas -- and herbicides,

- Tear gas and perhaps herbicides relate to oﬁr position on the 1925
Geneva Protocol which was a specific issue,

B, There were two basic policy issues:
1. Should we maintain a lethal chemical capability for retaliation
or deterrence, and, if so, should we keep stockpiles overseas? and

2. Should we preserve a "first-use' option for incapacitating chemicals?

C. Lethal Chemical Capability

1, The first question was ""Do we need a chemical capability to

deter a chemical attack or to retaliate?
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