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WELCOME: Gertrude Baer

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE
London, November 21, 22, 23, 1969

Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen, Friends:

It is ah honour and real pleasure to be here to-day to welcome
you on behalf of the Women's International League for Peace and
Freedom and its INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON SCIENTI®¥IC WARFARE FOR
MASS DESTRU”TION.

We are happy to see our International Work in this Spec1al
Field of Bacteriological (Biological) and Chemical Warfare - started
by us as early as the twenties, when Professor Gertrud Woker of Bern
University published her book "The Coming War of Poison and Gas' =
strengthened through your readiness of kindly sharing with us your
" scientific knowledge at this Conference.

Being a private, a 1n o n-governmental organisation, we were
eager n o t to limit this meeting to another Dialogue of Experts,
but to throw it open to the public in order to put and explain to
laymen and laywomen the scientific facts; and we are happy to see
among us friends, who came from a number of countries to listen to
you.

Last week, when distributing our Agenda, at FAC in Rome, to
delegates of many nationalities, I was amazed to- learn from them
how much publicity had - obviously thanks to our vital Organising
Committee here - been already given to this Conference by important
dailies and periodicials, and how much appreciation was expressed of
our efforts through the years, to make the TRUTH known to the public
at large about the character of these and other new weapons and their
horrifying conseguences for the C i v 1 1 populations.

Of course, we fully realize that the armaments of our time -
whether nuclear, bacteridlogical and chemical or other ~ are only
part of the Devilish Machinery of Modern Warfare as a WHOLE.

Therefore, the WILPF has ever since 1915 advocated tackling
the evil at its roots and helping to a b o 1 i s h the CAUSES,
military, economic, social, psychological etc., rather than spending
efforts and time on "human1z1ng“ the Methods ofWar far e,
thus contributing to maintaining a system - inhternational as well as
internal - of brute force and war which day after day reveals itself
anew as criminal.

We want the enormous sums now invested in that machinery
released to "humanize' the wretched lives of the two-third majority

casf2

aEAT
Ched v



-2 -

of our brothers and sisters around the globe, whose utter misery 1s
a continuous disgrace for all of us.

At this juncture of international developments we are determined,
Mr. Chairman, to concentrate our efforts on spreading - NOT FEAR, as
certain people call it - but the fullest possible knowledge about
the New Weapons, about thls New Prostltulon of Science in the Service

of War.

Our Campaign Against B and C Weapons must be based on the TRUTH
of scientific facts, which we feel in duty bound to spread as widely
as possible because TRUTH alone will make us FREE FROM FEAR.

In now following up the significant Report (A7575) compiled by
U Thant's 14 CONSULTANT EXPERTS and written with a RARE SENSE OF
URGENCY AND AN EXCEPTIONAL MEASURE OF CIVIL COURAGE AND FRANKNESS,
we must have questions raised in our Parliaments, in our polltlcal
parties, in our church groups, in our own communitles have: letters
published in the press, as we are accustomed to do.

BUT THIS IS NOT ENQUGH. We must now systematically try to reach
the vast masses in our countries of:all those - young and aged -
OUTside the political parties, OUTside the churches and - in particular -
those UNorganised YOQUNG ONES, who are disgusted with their institutions,
but often have NO aim, NO objective, no CONSTRUCTIVE proposals for
actlon to offer

_ I would suggest that one of the WORKING GROUPS scheduled to

meet here during this week-end, discuss and put forward proposals,

how to make these fine young boys and girls realize that MANY people

" do share their aversion and disgust in many respects JuStlfled and
for this reason want youth to play their full part - not only in

- CONCERTED ACTION for the Total and Universal Abolition of B and C

' Weapons, but in building a New Werlds T his World wWi'll
Be T h elirs, Thedirideas, t h e i r constructive proposals,
t heir active cooperation will shape the society in which t h e ¥
and t h e i r children will have to live. And in t h e i r interest,
for their sake, we want it to beaworld t ot ally and
tniversall y d isarmed, free from the scourge of these
ghastly weapons S

We express again our sincere gratitude for your making the

effort, Gentlemen, of joining us here. We shall certainly listen to
you with closest attention.

Gertrude Baer



The British Govornment's Point of Visw
on C, B, W,

Ledics and Gentlemen: I have boen asked Lo put the
British Govermment's point of view on C.B.W. 1o you at this
session. As I have only & short times to do this, end
beceuss 1 =m here tonight in plece of Lord Chalfoht, the
Minigter for Dissrmament, who is now leadimg our
Disermemornt Delegation in New York, I want to devote most of
my telk to whet the British Government hss done, and is
continuing to cdo, 1o brirgéabout,iﬂrther measures of arms
control end dissrmament, in the C.B.W. ficld, U Thert's
Report on C.B.W., which is the subje@t of this Confersnce,
deseribes in chilling seientific dstall whnet the effects
of tho possible-use of chemicel and biological weepeons might
be, end rrofessor lisselson will, I am sure, alsc deal with
the scientific knowledge ebcut C.B.W. in his telk this
efternoon.

First. let me desl with one point which, though not
directly concerned with the arms cvntrol and disermament
sgnoct of C,B.W. is neverthelsss the concern of the British
Govermaont. Somg timse ago, there wes a grest dsal of
discussion and srgument over whel tne British Government
might, ©e up to at Porton Down. There has not been so much
talk of this lately, but let mce taks this opportunity of
moking tie position entirely clesr. Tho purposc of Porton
Down end 1ts ssscciested esteblishment is defence: to find
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weys of protecting the British population end srmed forces
egainst choemical or biclogical stteck. Ve do not
mernufacture or stockpile chemical or biological wespons
ourselives, at Porton or énywhere clse. We do not believe in
this. And the purpose of the steps we have taken at the
Geneve Disarmament Conference is 1o prevent these weapons
being used at 2l1l. This work ﬁs done at two establishments
at Porton Down - the Chemical Defence Establishment and the
Microbiological Resscerch Bstablishiment at Nancekuke in
Cormwell, an associgted establishment which produces small
cuantities of toxic chemicel substances for this defensive
research at Porton. N

Now to my main subject. As I am sure you &1l know, the
main arms control sgreement in the field of C.B.W. is the 1926
Geneve Protocol. This was and still 1s a milestone in
disarmement work; it came into existence because of the deep
concern felt, &g a result of the experiences of the First
Worla War, over the threat pcsed by chemical end what were
then cajled ”bécteriOIOgical”rweapons. The contirnued vealidity
of the Protocol end the respect in which it is generally hsld
show that this concern has persisted until today.

But the Geneve ProtOcel has its limitetions, and is
perhaps inadequete in the light of our present knowledge and
requirements. Quite apart from the fact that the wording 1s
somewhat outdated and imprecise, it prohibits only the useg
of the weapons concerned, and even this prohibiticn is not
absolute. The Parties to the Protocol are only "bound as
between themselves”, and less than half the States now in
exXistence are perties to the Protocol. Furthermore, meny
states which are partics to the Protocol heve gpecifically
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reserved the right tc use the prohibited weapons not only
against non-partiss but against violators of the Protocol and
their allies. And there 1s nothing in the Prococol to prevent
states from having the mesns with whioh to do this: production
and posséssion of the weapons cgoncerned is not prohibited by
the Protocol.

But the Geneve Protocol has one overriding merit. It
exists, and the British Government believe that it should be
possible to build on the admirable foundeticn that it
rrovides. We naturelly hope that all stetes thet have not
alresdy done so will soon become parties to the Protoccl, and
indeed we arc under an obligation (and I quote from the
Protocol) to "exert every effort to induce other states to
accede"” to the Protocol. Ve therefore supported Resolution
No.2182(B) which was agopted by the U.N. General Assembly on
5 December 1966. This calied for strict cbservence of the
principles and objectives of the 1925 Geneve Protocol and
invited all stsates to accede to it.

But, in ocur view, this is still not enough. Although,
throughout 1937 and sarly 1968, the main emphasis in the
disarmement negotiations wes on the nuclesr Non—Proliferation

Treaty, and rightiy so, the British Government then began
to lock ahead to what might be done after agreement was
reactied on the N.P.T. in order to keep up the momentum in
the disarmement negotistions. The facts clearly show this.
On 1 July, 1968, the N.P.T. wes opened for signature. On
16 July, 1968, the British Government presented some carsfully
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Confaorcrnece in
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thought, out pronosels at the Digermament
Geneve, for further meesures of arms comtrol and disarmement
not only in the nueleer field, whcre wc suggested meens by
which a comprehcensive test ben treaty might be brought
about, but alsc in the non-nuclecr field, to be precise, in
the Field of chemical and biclogical warfereo.

Briefly

[T

wo seid we thought something chculd be done to

-

-

strenztien the 1925 Gencva Protocol, whiic of gourse keeping

the Prcotocol itsell In being. This provosal 1n Liseif was a
felrly coniroversicl ons. A number of stales, including the
Soviet Union, erzued et this time toat ail that was ngedsd

was Observence by ell states of the Gongva Frolocol

Neturelly, we realised thet thers would be difficult problems
in going beyond the Gsneve Protocol. The fect that this, the
last effective arms comtrol agreement in the C.B.W. fleld
was itself nesrly 50 years cld shnowed clesrly encugh that
further progress would be enything but ecsy. But it is all
100 easy 1o be content with thne staetus gquo. Why not, we
thought, teke a fresh look et the problem from & fresh angle?

It seemed tc¢ us, when we exXemined the whole problem from
first princivles, that the difficulties in going beyond the
Geneve Protocol related almost entirely to chemical weapons.
These weepons alrsady exist in large numbars; they have heen
used on & 2 large scale in wer in the past; new end deadly
chemicel weapons were dsveloped during the lest war and havs
been developed since; thoy are regarded by some states as



weapons they must have aend be prepared to use, dould it
becone necessary, in.any future war, if only in retalistion
to & chemicel attack by enother stete. It is, I think, no
secret that they are deplcoyed in the fisld in Burcope, both by
the U.5.5.R. &nd the United Statecs. You cen't get rid of
these merely by wishing them away. Another problem is thet
certain chemical agents which cen be used in wer alsc have
legitimate peaceful uses; for instence in rict control and
the apprehension 0f dangerous armed criminals, Thus any
measure calling for the complete prohibition of chsmicel
Weapons would probebly fail to win the support of meny states.
50 the problems in going beyond the Geneve Protocol in
the chemical fisld are'formidablé - I do not say they are
insuperahlé, but they will not easily be resclved. However,
when we ceme 10 examine the possibility of doing somsthing
about biological weepons, it seemsd to us that here there was

& good chence that something could be done and soon.
Biclogicel weapons aré at & much earlier stage of development
then are chemical weapons. They have never been used in
modern werfers and so the effect of their use in war are a
matter for speculation. I think U Thant's Report of 1 July
on C.B.W. brings out this point better than I can.

Pafagraph 37 describes in grest deiall how chemical weapons
coulc be used in the field; it mentions & large rnumber of
tactical possibilities. Peragraph 38 deals with the use of
biologicel we&apons; it bogins: -



"There 1s no military expericnce of the use of
bacteriological (biological) sgents &s weapons of war
and the feagibility of using them &s such has often
been questicned.™

S50, where biologicel wespons are concerned, the beast
ig still in ite lair. As U Thamt's Report shows clearly, the
~kind of damsge it cculd do if it wes cver allowed to leave
its laeir is potentially terrifying; but it is nct out yet,
end whet the British Governmont have been tPJlng te do since
1968 is to stop it from ever getthg out.

What we proposed in the summer of 1968 wes as follows.
First, because the problems involved in seeking to go beyond
the Goneve Protocol ssem greeter and internstional opinion
less cleer in the field of chemicel weapons, we proposed, on
16 July 19688, that the Secretary-Genercl of the United
Nations should be asked to preparc & report on the nsture and
possible effscte of chemicel weepcns end the implicetions of
their use. The idea wes that this would provide ths
Disarmement Conference in Geneva with en internationally-
agreed scientific besis for futurc consideration of measures
for the limitetion end control of such weapors, as well as
focussing public opinion on the issues involved. As you mey
know, our proposal was then taken up by the Disarmament
~ Conference and the U.N. Generel Assembly and extended to
irniclude biological weepcns as well. The study was underteken
and the Report came out on 1 July. Thet is why we are all

nere this afterncon.



As far as biologicel weapons are concerned, we thought
that in addition the time wes ripe now for a further
internationsl instrument in this field; tc be precise, for an
internaticnal Converntion which would strengthen the provisions
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol by prohibiting gll use, production
and posssssion of biolcgical sgents for hostile purposes.

In ctier words, to return we my earlier metaphor, we would
sgek to ensure, as fer as was humenly possible, tnet the
beast remeined in its lair forever,

We therefore preparsd a draft Convention for the
Prohibition of Biclicgieel Mothods of Werfere, together with
an associated draft Security Council Resoluticn, and tabled
thesse &t the Disarmament Conference in Gensve on-10 July this
yeer; both drafts were issued as a White Paper, Commend 4113;
I will not go through the drafts in deteil ag I heve just
said what we aim 10 do in them. Bul there are two important
points which I think are worth mentioning.

First, we had to accept that foolproof verification, in
the sense in which that word is normally used in the
disarmament negotisations, meaning a comprehensive system of
control and inspecticn machinery, is not likely to be possible
in the field of biclogical werfare., Agents which could
used for hostlle purposes exist in nature, and are generslly
indistinguishable from those which are needed for normel
medical purposes; for instence, in the preparation of
vaccines. FUPthermore, the facilities reguired tc produce
B.W. egents could be both mekeshift and inconspicuous.
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In short, no systeun of verificstion, however conprehensive,
could prevent clendestino proauction of B.W. ageonts or cven

of the weapons themselves. Nevertheless, beceuse development
of biclogicel wespons is ot such en sarly stage, we feel that
it should be possible, in this particular cess, Lo accept the
risk of “cheating™, provided there are other strong

deterrents against this. We have therefore  propossd &
complaints procedure wnich weuld directly involve the Unitsd
Netions (hence tne need for the assccisted draft Sscurity
Council Resclution). Under this vrocedure, compléeints by any
Perty thet biclogical methods of werfare had been used against
it would be addresscd to tne U.N, Secretery-Generel who, it is
envisaged, would heve standing euthority from the Security
Council to investigste sucil complaints immediately and report
his findings to the Security Ccuncil. OCther compleints (for
example, about produdtion and possession and about use against
snother party) would be addressed t¢ the Security Council
itself which would then, if it sew Tit, authorize the U.N,
Secretary-General 10 cerry out an investigation and report
back. It 1s of course desirable that investigation of all
compleints should procced as guickly end autometically as
possible, in crdor to strengthen the deterrent effect of sueh
mechinery. Quick and automatic inyestigatioﬁ should be
possible where a party allegss that biclogical methods of
werfere have been used sgeinst it because, in that case, the
compleinant would orovids ell the fecilitiss for carrying out



an investigation. In other ceses, facilities for cerrying out
investigations would have to be provided by parties who might
well object to doing so. 1In these circumstances, it would
not. be possible to have eutomatic investigation. However,
as & further deterrent against infringement, the Convention
includes & "security assurances® srticle, under which parties
would underteke to provide or support assistance to & party
which was & victim of biglogical attack.

The second importent point that I should like to drew
to your attention is that, although we think there sre very
good reascns for deeling first with biclogical methods of
werfare, because we reécognise the importance of chemical
weapons we have included an erticle in ocur draft B.W.
Convention, on the lines of Article VI of the Non-Proliferatim
Treaty, under which partiss would undertake also to pursue
negotiations in geood faith on effective measures to
strengthen the existing constreints on chemical methods of
werfere. We included this article to take account of the
natural feelings of & rumber of states that the guestion of
chemical warfare should not appear to be neglected.

Following the tebling of our two drafts in Gensva on
10 July, useful and detailed discussion of them took place in
the Conference of the Committee on Disermament. We revised .
our drafts slightly in the light of comments maede in the
Committee, and they have now been gent with the Repcrt of the
Committee to the U.N., General Assembly.



I heve tried to give you the facte on the vproblems of
C.B.W. arms control end disarmement, as we ses them., We are
proud of the fact that the British Government have played
the leading pert in stimuleting international concern over the
- C.B.W. threst, and in seeking measurss to deal with this
threst. Va very much hops that the U.N, Generesl Assembly,
which is now discussing disarmament, will call on the
Disarmament Conference in Geneva to pursue work on C.B.W,
urgently &t its next session, endé that it will be possible to
move towerds international sgreement on what can be done.
There hes been progress elready. Our dreft B.W. Convention
has alreacy been discussed in detail in the disarmement
negotisticons in Geneve and we arc hopeful that further, more
repid progress on this will be made at the next session in
Geneva. £s Tar as chemical weapons are concerned, we have
the U.N, Secrstary-Genersl's valuable Report which, we believe,
should help to provide & good basis for future considerstion
of further mcesures cf arms control and disarmament in the
ficld of cheomical weapons, something which is also actively
envisaged in our dreft B.W. Convention. _

iere generslly, it is, I think, true to say that most
states nave now come to accept the idea which we put as far
back as July 1968, - that something should be done to
strengthen the 1925 Geneva Protocol. This itself is a very
significent step forwerd. As I menticned earlier, & number
of stetes appesrsd to deubt the wisdom of what we proposed
in 1968, We therefore welcome the fact thet the Soviet
Union end her alliss heve now come to ses the force of our
argument and have proposed the cconclusion of & dreft
Convertion on the prohibition of the development, production
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and stockpiling of chemical and biological weepons and on the
-destructicn of such weapons. Unfortunstely, the Soviet
Union and her allies have so far chosen not to table their
draft Convention &t the Disarmament Conference in Geneva,

so there has been no opportunity tc discuss it in the
acceptéd forum for disarmament negotiations.

The content of ths draft Convention prepared by ihe
Scviet Union and her allies seems to us to confirm that it
would have boen better if the normal procedure had been
followed. As it stands, the draft does not seem to offer a
prectical solution to scme of the problems raised by chemical
end biclogical methods of warfare. - It does not, for example,
include a comprehensive ben on the uss of the prohibited
weapons., As I have already mentioned, a number of parties t.o
the 1925 Geneva Protocol, including the Soviet Union and some
of its alliss, have reserved the right tc use the prohibited
weapons sgeinst, non-parties, violatorg of the Protocol and
their allies. It is a little puzzling, therefore, thet the
Soviet Union and its allies should heve tabled & draft
Conventicn purporting to prohibit the production and possession
of chemical and biclogical weapons but, at the same tims,
should have been careful to retain the right to use thesc
weapons 1in certein circunmstences.

Another snortcoming of their draft is that it does not
inciude any reealistic proposals to deter would-be viclators.
Consultation and cooperation between states mey be all that
is required in some arms control measures, for instance, on
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the sea-bed, where states are free 1o observe other states’
activities. But more then this is reguired when it is a -
question of a state's activities within its own national
territories. That is why our draft B.W. Convention includes
the proposal for a complaints procedure which I have already
discussed. Of course, we would all like to get rid of
chemical weanons &S -well as biologicel ones if we possibly
could. But, as I said esrlier, you can't just wish them
away; the difficult problems involved have to be tackled
resolutely, and it is my belief that the prcblems involved
in eliminating C.B.W. will be sc tackled by the Conference of
the Committee on Dissrmement in its sessions next year.

Thet i1s the place where the rivel merits of our own and

the Soviet epproach can be discussed in detail.

I hope T mey not seem Lo you 1o have over-emphasised the
difficulties. I do not want to finish on & pessimistic note,
I persconally am optimistic. Given goodwill, readineés to |
negotiate and, if I mey say so, the willingness to take a
fresh look at cold problems, the problems we raised in
1968, that is, what further meesures of grms contrcl and
disarmement are needed in the C.B.W. field; given aill these,
I am hopeful that real progress can be made, and made soon.
I feel sure that we can count on your support in this
difficult, chiallenging but supremely important task.

Thank you.

R P2
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THE REPORT AND VIETNAM

by Franceise Direr :
. French Vietnam Friendship Associaticn

What struck me when. I read the report of the United Nations
is that very little is said about Vietnam (20 lineg in a 100 pages),
while this country is known to 'be the field of experiments for new
technigues in both classical and chemiczl warfare, if not bacterio-
logical (bioclogical) warfare.

And thie report only deals with possible effects of defoliants
in Vietnam. (About the same wording can be found in Fred Tschirley's,
who prepared a report when he served in Vietnam as an advisor to the
US Department of State. Mr. Tschirley's report was released in
September 1968 by the US Embassy in Saigon. A reprint of it appear-
ed in "Science" on February 21, 1969).

Nothing is szid about gases.

e e W i e— R ey

Defoliants were first used in Vietnam in 1961 and gases in
1964, Outr Association denounced t-s form of the war as soon as
1963 and in December, 1966, it held a confercnce on the subject
where communications were received from renowned French scientists.

o

EFOLIANTS

The use of defoliants in Vietnam has been reported extensively
by newsnen and -also by gcientists in technical publications,

Information released by the National Liberation Front gives
an average of 7 or 8000 sq. km., defoliated dach vyear,

Casualties and on some cccasions deaths have resulted from
these sprayings, The defoliating agents used in Vietnam are said
to be common herbicides and therefore not harmful to man or animals,
This may be true under conditions of normal usce. But unusually
high rates cof anplication prevail and the avpplications are far from
being uniform. For instance, Gordon Orians, oY the University of
Washington, and Egbert Pfeiffer, of the University of Montana,
report as follows from thedir "Mission to Vietnam" in "Scientific
Research" (June 9, 1969): p, 28: '

", .oebefore jet pods were installed in the C~123 aircraft, the
Planes were unable to remain aleft when engine trouble developed.
In such a contingency, the crew was permitted to jettison the
entire contents of the spray tank {1000 gal.) in slightly less
than 30 seconds, whereas normal spray time is about 4 minutes.
Although such contingencies arc said to occur less freguently
now, they do happen. On the, spray mission that I (Pfeiffer)
atcompanied as observer, the spray no.,zles of oie plane failed
to work properly, znrd the entire tank was unloaded at the end
of the target".

Also, under the specific elimate of Vietamnm - heat and humidity
(and body persniration), such agents =s Dinitro-ortho-cresol and
Calcium Cyanamide may causs burns and injuries. .

The MNational Liberation Front, for the year 1965 alone, claims
a total  of nearly 150,000 cases of injury by herbicides.

Short-term e¢ffects of defoliation may not be developed here,
Most of the areas visited by US scientists like rFred Tschiriey, one
of the US Dept. of Agriculture, or Gordon Orians and Egbert Pfeiffer,
either the mangrove, tropical forest or rubber plantations, have
suffered considerable damage and everyone knows that entire regions
are completely barren. ' '

Defoliation is of course a natural process. But defoliants
cause premature defoliation. Accordirng to Professor Heller, Profess-
or of Physiology at the French Sorbonne, caused defoliztion occurs
before the plant is normally in-active, that is befiore the toxines
are concentrated in the leaves and reserves have accumulated in the
trunk and roots, thus producing irreparable damage to the plant.

Long-term effects as anticipated by Professor Heller are based
on his African deforestation experience. InSouth Sbhegal, he sgys,
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a soil voluntarily degraded, a semi-desert, that is what result-
ed from short-term endeavour, Fred Tschirley femms invasion by
bamboo of severely defotiated areas fin the forests of Vietnam,
thus preventing tle Torsts to regenerate.

" GASES
~ Noxious gases were fTirst used in Vietnam during the last

months of 1964 and in January 1965 at Phu Lac, in the Phu Yen
province, 100 km from Saigon. According to the 1lews Agency of the
National Liberation Front, 80 ¢ivilizns were killed during this
attack.

Public opinion was alerted thorusgh news media and the use
of gas was prohibited until September 1965 when it was agreed
by the Pentagon that 2Gas is part of the equipment of the US forcces?

The gases used in Vietnam are said to be rict-contrcl non-
lethal gases, But eyen a non-lethal chemical agent can be lethal
under certain conditions of intensity, confinement, climate.

This is how "Chemical Week" in its March 26, 1966 issue
reports about a gas attocl g

"Gas is forced into tunnels by portable blowers...

"Gas grenades are dropped into tunnels... -

"After prisoners and useful material have been removed, colored
smake bomba are used to locate-all -exits. Then the tunnels are
closed. Jrritating agents in crystalline form are scattered through
the tunrels, The crystals sublimate, releasing gas slowly in the
sealed tunnels and malking tXem unhinbitable for months'",

You W1ll remember that an Australian corporal once died when
entering one of these tunnels 1n serach for prisoners, The corporal
wore a gas m\sk.

And Chemical Week goes on

"Field troops aislike,working with gns ; heat and humidity in Viet-
nam make the gnses irritating to exposed skin and close [itting
masks are uncomfortable"

If the well equipped and well protected US army man dislikes
working with gases, what then of lightly clad, bare footed, un-
protected Vietnamese civiliesns ? What of infants and people weak-
ened by malputrition, Jdisease or old age 7

The MNational Liberation Front claims hundreds of deaths follow-
ing the mwse of gas

Recently, zddressing students at Tufts University, Rep. Hichard
D. McCarthy charged thzt the American fofices are conducting chem-
icla warfare in Vietnam. "Tezr gases heing used in Vietnam are in
ality lung gaseu, he soid., They zctually attack the iungs but
they are intended to be non-lethal".

According to Dr kMatthew &, lieselson, Professor of biclogy at
Harvard and a consultant te the US Arms Control Agency, the US
Army has bought encugh CS gas for South-Bast Asia since 1964 to
cover every square mile of South Vietnam and the army is buying
16 times more €S in 1969 than it did in 1964, The purchascs jeaped
from 367 000 pounds in fiscal 1964 to 6 063 000 pounds in fiscal
1969, Dr Mesclson contends the widespread use of CS An -Vietnam puts
it in the category of a chemical weapon rather than a riot controi
agent ‘ :

To my opinion, emphasis should be placed by thk la Aasembly
on the use of chemiceal agents in the Vietnam war

(1) the widespread anticrop proarqm to destroy Vietnamesge food and

- the defoliation program with its short-term effects on forests

and jungles and possible long-term effects which may result in
the simple destruction of plant and even animal life, and

(2) the use of poison gas. in combat routine in South Viotnum, as
this may open the way in future to wider use of more exotlc
gases,



NAFPALM

Napalm has been excluded from the Report of the Secrefary-
General of the United Hotions and classified as "high explosive®,

But, from the definition biven by ENCYCLOPEADIA BRITANWICA,
Napalm is arn "aluminum soap of naphthenic and palmitic acids which
when mixed with gasolines form sticky syrup used in CHEMICAL WAk~
FARE",

The thickening substances used in Weapalm were devceloped in
1944-1945 under contract to the CHEMICAL WARFARE SERVICE, Recent-
1y, and for use in Vietnam, a new thickener was discovered - POLY-
STERENE - which produces a more adhesive type of Na palm, known as’
Mapalm B, Polystyrene is manufacitured by chemicals cojipanies,

In Vietnam, Napzlm is used in the systematic destruction of
hamlets and is part of the campaign to terrify the peasants and it
is said to kill "ten civiliangs for every Vietcong" - accerding to
Special Forces Officers {as reported by MNewsweek in its March 1k,

1966 issuc),

Mapalm ie also used to burn the forests and the rice fields ong
in this way, it serves the same purpsose as do other chemicals :
deprive the Vietnamese of their food and cover.

Nepalm casualticecs are caused by thermal injury and monoxide
poisoning. Its adhesiveness,; prolonged burning time and high burn-
ing temperature cause extensive and deen burng which result in se-
vere scar contractures and deformitiecs,

Casualties in great numbers alse results from secondoary effects
not involving direct burns @ environmentznl vtemperatures rise to
intolerable levels, air-raid shelters become denth-traps from the
combined eficcts of heal, anoxin and carben menoxide.

In Japan, the saturation bomping of Japanese cities with
Mapalm during the last months of the Second World War caused many
more deaths than the atomic attacks on Hircshima and Hagasaki (1).

%]

Children suffer a2 high mortality. The statistics are monstrous,
Everybody knows the repor: published by "Hamparts" in 1966 where
WiliZam Feprer estimotes the number of child cosualties in Vietnam
to be at least one million. Approximately o guarter are bDurn cases.
Over two hundred thousand children... in 1960 already.

Because of its chemical composition, of its developmont by
chemical warfare services and chemical private companics, and
because of its actual use in warfare as mass destructicn agent,
should not Hapalm be considred zs a CHEMICAL AGEIT and be classi-
fied with the chemical substances that are dealt with in the
report ?

(1) F.J, SBanborn - Fire protection lessons of Japanese attacks-
In "Fires and the Air War", H. Bond - Boston, Hational Fire
Protection Asscciation, 1946 - pp. 169-187

November 1969
Association d'Amitie Franco-Vietnamienne
37, rue EBallu, Paris 9



Professor Q,V. Baroyan

d'M;Z.J..‘l'le Gamaleya Institute of Epidemiology and
Microbiology of the USSR Academy of Medicine,
Director, #ember of the USSR Acadeny of Medicine.

THE ACHIEVEMENTS OF BI0LOGICAL SCIENCE AND THE POTENTIAL
YARFARE APPLICATION OF PATHOGENIC AGENTS

(Paper for the International Conference

on Chemical and Biological-Warfare, London)

May I on bshalf of the scientific.world of the Soviet Union convey
zreetings to the sponéors of the International Conference on Chemical
and Biologicai warfare convened by peace¥loving or€anigations of Bri-
tain, by the Women's International League for Peace and Freedon, young
liberals and influential peace-loving public of Britain., May I also

riank the sponsors of this'highly humanitarian conference for the op-
portunity given us to ﬁresent a naper;on the problem related to the
achievements of biclogical science and the attempts of applying these
uchlevemgats for the needs of warfare,

Dear Friends!

Thé hiéﬁﬁpy_of warfare bears out that most grave epidemics of di-
verse infections were always the unavoidable concomitants of wars., 1In
mapjrcageé the losseé caused by infections exceeded many-fold the mean-
power logses from thé WAY DProper. MOre-freQUent than not the epidenics
dﬁring wars developed to sﬁch tremendous proportibné that the bellige-
rents were obliged %o discontinue hostilities because there were not
enough men capable of going on with the hostilitiea. Without going
deep into remote times ofnmankiﬁd's history which is full of convincing
instances of grave and tragic EDLdeVﬂCS as a sequence of wvarious wars:
for instancc the pe stilential disease described oven by Thucydides, an
old‘Greek sch@lar of history (400-460 D.C.) or the pestilential ulcer
of intonizan whiéh lasted for 15 years and which is described by Galen
(131 -200) Whlch swept through many countries of the Mlddle and Near BEast
and later on throughout Furope; finally, the plague of Justinian which .
lasted from 531 to 580, etc, had taken many millions of human lives, we
will have 1o say that ©icre recent times also have a good many of similar
ingtances.

Thug, during the Persian-Turkish war of the 16th century, the. epide-
mic of chblera brou:zht about a sifuation when the bellizerents had lost
completsly their fighting ability.

During the Crimean'ﬁar of 18653-1856 one of the French divisions ope-
~rating in the Vérna area lost within less than one month approximately
- 2,000 men due to cholera. Practically 21l men of that division were down
with'cholera. " | ' o

In 1859, in algeria, out of a French force of 15,000 men, something
like 10,000 or 1‘2; 000 were sick with cholera.

In 1916 during,the Balkan opsration more than 60,000 men of the

Anglo-Trench troops took sick with walaria, In some units which were
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stationed in Salonikas malaria was found in practically 95 ner cent of /
the total force.

Tinally, as noted earlier, the spread of the epidemic of plague in
furope in the middle of th: 14th century, when the entire continent was
swept by sanguinary wars,;the'Black Deé%h slashed practically by one
quarter the population of Burope. The number of residents in such towns
ag Hamburg, Florence, dropped by fwo thirds and by one half, respectively.
Britain lost practically two million men out of approximately four mil-
lion. It tcook Furope practically two centuries to reinstate the ponula-~
tion level which préceded the epidenmics.

Towards the eﬁd of Viorld War I a pandemia of influenza (the Spanish
‘flu) struck approximately 500 million people, i.e. practically one
third of the population of the world of that time and took a toll of
approxinately 20 million human lives. B

It is well knoﬁnrthat diverse social upheavals, including wars,
have led also tc widespread épizootias zmong farm animals and epiphytias
among different plants, Thus, there was the late blisht of potatoes
{caused by Phytophthora infestans) in all West Buropean countries from
1845 to 1847. In Ireland, the potatc crop failure duringz two subse~
quent years brougsht about a hunger which had talen a toll of approxima-
tely one miliion:lives, and another 1.5 million Jrishmen emigrated
overseas. In the Philippines, the exizootia of plague which commenced
towafds the end of World War I (19173 and which lasted for approximately
10 yéaré bfought abouf 8 pfactically total perish of cattle and left the
coﬁhffy in a very grave econoric situation.

It maey be believed that that the very idea of applyinglpathogenic
nierocorsanisms az instruments of war springs from the historic experi-
ence of various epldemics which always were z grave prohlem in the his-
tory of all wars. Empific cbservation over the War—and~epidemic relation
most likely brought abour a situatidn when the belligerents, long before
the microbiological era, were using -objects infected by patients to
artificially spread epidemics in the enemy cémp. Thug, there are data
about artifiéial spread of swallpox by early Spanish cohguerors among
American éboriginals - Indians. It was precisely they who either szave
awvay as preéentsAor gold to Indians blankets from patients who died due
to smallpoi. Facts arc known when rersonal effects infected by »nlague
patients were planted or thrown into besieged fortresses or- when wateér
wells were infected by patients sufféring from intestinal diseases
(cholera), etc. Despite the fact that as a result of the prozress of
5iology {(the develovment ofAvaccines, sera, antibiotics, etc) the control
of enidemics becane much"ﬁore effective and nevertheless even without the
artificial proliferation of infectious diseases thes; gquegtions remained
extremely acute and present a complex military problem. For objective-
neSs'réake‘it should be admitted that thus far there are no direct proof
abouf thé dpxﬁli.cation of pathogenieq micoroor;,_;anisms as & means of warfare
in the wars c¢f this.century. EHowever, there are more than enough indirect

evidence which show that those means of warfare are being stockniled.
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made by Nazi Germany for the anplication of pathogensufor_military ﬁurpo~

\ .
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ses, Essentially, there is much proof in present- ~day condltlons show1ng
fhat‘German revanche-seckers are eager 1o possess weapons of mass des~
tructlon 1nclud1nr bacteriological Weapons. The fact that 1n,West Germany,
WGrklnﬂ on the agsignment of the Ministry of War, bacterioclogical, nuclear
and chbmlcal weapons are veing intensively developed at the Aeroblologlcal
Institute, is proved by data supplled by mlcroblologlsts who have Crosaed
from %est Germany to the German Democratic Pepubllc (Neues Deutschlana
February 26, 196& - sSuddeutsches Zeitung, i‘e‘m:'u.ar;y 27, 1968). The deve-
lopment of the bioclogzical science 1n recent dccadeu confirmed onép L
again a real pogsibility of the aﬁpllcatlon of some microorga anisms which
are pathogcnlc for men, animals and plantspas a biological weapon of
extermination of mankind. The argument used in favour of this weanon is
that it pcssesses a blg variety of potential agents with differing incu-
bation nerlodo. | | ‘ '

The substanca of the mattcr is that as a result of prolongﬁed and in-
tense research and observation of 501entlsts and physicians throughout
the world manklnd already knows more than two thousand wathbwens of e
Alnfectlous alseases of man, Amoné these agents a big Qroup is made up A
by diverse species and variceties of bacterla and ricketsia. The avents'!-
of this group cause more than one thousand 1nfec ious diseases. Appro-
*ximately 500 diseases are caused by fungl, some 200 1nfect10us dlseases
are caused by helminths and nrotozoa. Elnally, nore than 500 spe01es '
und varieties which cause infectious diseases are v1ruses. ' S

An 1mportant nroparty of 1nfect10us afunts is that thvy are llvo and
can multlply. Therefore, a chaln of 1nfect10n sprlngs from one 1nfected |
person to other persons. This is partlcularly dan ;erous in case of respi—
ratity infections when the highest 1nfect1vlty fruquently commences in
the dincubation period, When'the symptdms are very obocuré and non -specific.
The snread of guch infections is difficult to oontrol even at a time of
peace. The sad experience of the foot—and-mouth disease of cattle in
Britain, the imported epidemics of small nox in Some countries of Europé“
and in the United States of America give clear instances of the complexity
of this problem even in countries with organiéed'public health services;
these preblems are more difficult to sblve in cbuntfies with insufficently
devuloned health serv1ces, and partlculdrly so in condltlons agvravated
by war.f . | '

Many peaple bhelieve thatlthe military ‘ advantage of.biolbgical
agents is that some of them are extremely resistant to envirorimental
OOndltlons and may be nruserved in a latent form but potentlally resis-
tant for many years: the antmex ba0111um for ingtance, whose spores
remain infectious for more ﬁhan.a hundred years which has been proved
by cases in Scotland. As regards other disease-producing microorganisms
they may be rendered sufficiently resistent for survival in form of
asrogols, for a rather considerable period qf time.

Due to the small sgize of microorganisms they are casily dispersed
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in the fornm ofibig eize aerosol cioads.enéhthe latter @ej]oe”confeyed‘over
big distances. Field-experiments in the United Stetes'With the applioafion
of either flucrescent particles or with non-pathogenic bacterial sporee of
‘bacilla have shown that suoh acresol clouds produced.artificially and -
spread from a ship e%cng 150 miies of the coast, are carried over 25,000
sq,-milee of the coeetalrefea with the minimum dose of 15 particles and
the maximum dose_of 50,000 pa:ticles inhaled by the.population of the
affected area. Despite the exceptionally unfavourable conditions durinp
this. exnerlment the clouds have been traced for eoorox1nately 23 miles in
the direction cf the w1nd and the concentratloﬂ of llve cells in the cloud
gave .sufficiently high 1nfect;ous_doses even within close premises. To
achive this, as has been.proved later, it was sufficient‘to pulverise
approximatelyoSOO litres of suspension of benign bacteria (bacillus
subtillis). o | '

Begides, the infectious or toxic dose-of some.microorganisms'cr their
toxins .might be very small and therefore a very small amounf of dispersed
material can infect big numbers of people. Thus, the aerosol dose of

Pasteurella Tularaemig was determined on volunteers as ranging from 25

to 50 cells; in.case of Q-fever even one microorganism can cause 1hfect10n,
thus in one gram of dispersed material we may have millions of 1nfectlous,
doses. o ‘ ‘ 7

There is also the possibility of spreading infection by using live
carriers like insects, ticks, or lice causing in this way e_focus of
infection, given favourable conditions. By nov, the ecology of such 7
carrierg and their nart in the spread of infec':ion has been well studied.

An important potential advantage of biologrce 1 agents 1s con51dered
to be the fact that they do not require complex and costly cqulomcnt for
their application, specifically when compared aqelnst the equipment ne-
cessary for the manufacture of nuclear weapcons, - .

..Pinally, another advantage of blOlOﬁlcal WcaoonP is nercelved by
some people in the fact that they are directed either against the popﬁe
lation or against animals, They do not bring about material destrecfiop '
and cause big losses .only in the manpower of the_enemy and are cepeble of_
spreading panic., All this taken together makes bacteriolcg;cal Weapons .
quite acceptable for the potuntial aggressor. _ 7 '

Such are, generally speaking, the causes which have made sore coen¥d 
tries not only draw their attention to the possibility of applyiﬁg bacter—
iological (biological) weapons in time of war but to hegin stockpiling
these weapons. _ o L _

Naturally a question arises why the biclogical weapons with oheir
definite advantages, have not thus far been used es, let us say, nuclear
and chemical wearons, which havc_beep,applied in recent wars, or the
chemical weapons which are used now by the United states in the war against
Vietnam? Ther.-can be only one answer to. the qucstlon . The chemical
and nuvlear weapons have been applied by one of the be131 merents only
when there was-abeolute,certainty.that the other belligerent does not

possess similar weapons. (The application by the Kaiser's Germany of
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'mustard gas in Vorld War I, or.the use of nuclear bombs by the United
States against the Japanese in World VWar II). - When German Nazi troons
had intended %to apply chemical weapons in World War II, the appeal to
Germany which contained a warning about the criminal nature of such
action was signed not only by the USSR and Britain, but zlsc by the
United States. On July Sth 1943 when it transpired that therc was a
possibility for the anplication of war gaseg, the then President of the
United States, Mr Franklin Delano Roosgevelt, stated:
“T am revclted at the idea that some country, even the present foes,
could, if they had the intention, apply such horrible and inhuman
weapons against mankind.®
Further on the President said:
"I have no doubt that the application of this weapon would be re-

cognised as unlawful by the public ppinion of the civilized world."

Bacteriological weapons compared against chemical and nuclear weapons
have a weak point. aﬂely, theeffectlveness of this weapon depends not
only unon the agents of 1nfect10n but also upon ecclogical and meteorolos:
gical condltlons which can not be controlled by the agqressor. | glnally;
bacterlologlcal (blologlcal) weapons call for'an 1ncubat10n ocrloﬁ which
considerable brlngs down 1ts Shorv—term tactlcal value. At the' samé time
it has to bemntioned that the modern level of séience in biology makes
it possible to remove these short—COMings and'this.exﬁlafné“the'increésed
interest shown to this weapon af_p}eééﬁfrﬁy a number of'déVeldped powers,

May I now dwell on éoﬁé scientific aspccts related to the biclogical
properties of pathogens as possible agents which might bé applied in
be ctcrlolorlcal warfare. | o

The lack of exrerience 1n the uppllcatlor of bactcrlologlcal (b1010~
gical) weapons in past wers, precludes us from gudgln& rellably one or
another pathogen as a potential agent which might be applled as a bio-
logical agent. It may be merely surmiged that as a result of an arti-
ficially created contact between the populatlon and some pathogenic
microorganisn diseases may set in, and their sﬁréad will oceur in keeping
with the known general epidemiblogical:régularities peculiar to the given
etiological apgent. It is possible, however? that this approach would not
be absolutely correct slnce a big number of biclogical and ecclogical:
relationships and changes which belong to the host pafasite environment
complex, in conditlons of artificiél spread of microorganisms cannot yet
be foreseen. fmong them may be diverse genetic changes of the strains
applied as biological weapons, the develonment of new or conéiderably
altered variants 6f the know strains which may be developed by selection
for military use. Finally, in case of an artificial spread of pathogens,
it is necesgary to bear in mind the possibility of the alteration of the
natural mechanisﬁs of transfer of individual infections. It is known
that in this case the entire cowplex of c¢clinical, epidemiclogical regula-
rities peculiarrto a definite disease changes radically. An instance of
this may be suéh‘infections as plazue, tullaremia, anthrsx and others, in

which differing mechanisms of the transfer of infection lead to a quali-
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tatively different clinical pattern an? a different ocutcome of the disease,

The agents of diseases - poténtinl weapons - are convenicntly divided
inte two big groups: .

a) lethal agents, i.e. pathogens capable of causing mass diseases
among the affected pouplation and which produce high lethality rate,and

b) non-lethal agents, i.e. pathogens -also capable. of causing mass
discasecs but with a comparatively mill course of theddsease and putting
the effective population cut of commission for a brief period of tinme,

At the same time many experts consider, not without zground, that this
division is not altogether valild since the extent of action of nathogenis
agents depends not only upon the bioclogical pronerties of the pathogen but
alsc upon the re¢sistance capacity macroorganism. The relevant argument is
that any pathogenic agent which is used to incapacitate peonle may, under
definite conditions, lead to a lethal outcome. Similarly, the attack
deliberately taken with the sole purpose of complete destru ction of
naonle may not lead to a. lethal 6utcome. Instances illustrating discases
inevitably leading to death are presented in Ta%le I whiie the:charac-
teristic diseases resulting‘in inépapacitating peconle are shown in
Table II. The following reqiirements have been formulated in relatioﬁ
to microorganisms which can be used in‘piological weanons ;

1. Low infectious dose, .

2. . High environmental stahility. ,

3. Availability and multiplicity of the pathogen.

4. Possible means of spreading and infecting.

5. Availabiiity of means of defence against bioagéﬁts.

6., Availability of means of identification, _ 7

On the strength of these requirements, it is hypothetically posgible
to judge the probable agents of infections which may be usgd és weapons
in biclogical warfare. | | '

Besides the mentioned agents of infection against people in bioio-
gical warfare not excluded is thg anplication of microor;ianisins which affect
domestic animals. The methods of application of this weapén may not
differ materially from those designed against-people. Many experts hold
that. in this caserpathogens‘of viral infection in domestic animals could
be used. The artificial spread of diseases aumong domestic animals may iéad
to-serious economic consequences in a country struck bg such'an aftaék.
The. danger is not only in loss of affected cattle but also in thé fact that
thalattacked cogntry%?tpyipg to pevent the spread of artificially‘erafed
epizootias. will carry out cpmpﬁ}sory slanghtering even of unaffected
cattle. Relavan$ instance is %hgwepizootia of the foot—and—ﬁbuth diéease
of 1946 in Mexico. To. stop the epizootia local authorities were obligéd
to undertake .a mass slaughtering of cattie. Besides, it should not be
overlooked that many pathogens 6f infectious discases of domestic animals
can affect man too. _ 7 .

It is perfecily dbvious that a covert bacteriological (biological)
attack in time of peace directed against domestic animals,‘if it affects
a bhis number of cattle,. iz liable te have serious economic and political

consequences 1o the cecuntry attacked, Wention may be made in this con=
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nection‘of the viral diseaee known as Afriean sWine féver; This infection
occurs frequently on the Afrlcan contlnent as a subcllnlcal disease of warty
swine. The disease was for the first time imported accldentally from Angola
Vto Portugal in 1957 and then in 1960-- to Spain. Dcspite the intensive vet-
inary eontrol measures the losses caused by the death of swine, in one year
alone, comprlsed more than 9 million dollars. '

Table 3 glves a rough characterlstlc of those 1nfect1ve dlseases of dom=-
estlc animals which can be spread artlflcally 1n wartlme. '

It should also be considered that while the local appllcatlons ‘of this
weaeon‘against domestic animals can cause 1oc 11 damage only, the mass applic-
atlon through infected aerosols, i.e. a mov1ng c10ud may Lead to’ complete
destruction of domestlc animals over a vast terrltory.

The grave consequences of the 1moorted eplzootlas may be 1llustrated
by many instances form hlstory. The eplzootla of myeomat051s { a disease
of'rabblts) in France, led not only to 'a wholesale extermination of rabbits
in that country, but aiso created prerequ1s1teé for the sprcad of this disease
in'nclghbourlng eountrles. The outbreak of mycomatos1s Suppllcd conv1nc1ng
proof that p011t10a1 frontiers are no serlous obstaclc to the snread of mass
eplzootlas. The s1tuat10n is rendered stlll gravor by the 01reumstance that
the problems of protectlon ag alnst dlseases, the 1dent1flcatlon of pathogens,
control of pathogens and other aspects of the prevent1on of the dlseases of
domestlc anlmals ‘are not studled sufflclently. ' R

- A 81m11ar danger is nresented by the artlflclal i spread of riuro- organ
-isma Whlch affect elants of cconomlc 1nportance as sourCes of food or
.1ndustr1al materlals like cotton and rubber. Important ‘food crops include
:potatoes, sug T bect vegetables, soy\ beans, fice"maizé wheat and other
'graln crops and fruit trees and shrubs. ‘The chemce of ‘suitable obgccts of a
bacterlologlcal attack w1th the idea of affcctlnr plants, will be determlned
by the relatlve value of these plants for the natlonal gconomy of a oartlcular
country. The dellberately 1nduced 1nfectlon of plants may brlng about
grave natlonal dlsasters. ' '

; A bacterlologlcal agent which affects Dlants adve rsely belong‘to three
groups fo of mlcro~organ1sms. Fungl, bacteria and viruses. The relevant'
1nstances of prepdented in table 4. - o ' -

With rare excepticns, plent viruses may be grown only on llve tlssues
while the agents of disease is detected in tissues of plant and gulces.

Rlval dlseases of plants are tronsmitted mainly by an insect carrler and in
some cases mechanice lly. | o

The bacteriologlcal agents affection plants may exist in or on the plant
for months all of them can be grown in art1f1c1a1 condltlons. ‘As & rule, the
baoterma wniva affbct*p&ants are not spread by the w1nd to any great cxtent,
they are mainly spread by insects, animals, ( 1ncluo1nc people) any by water.

The avallablc measures of protectlon in casge of a bacteriological (blO—
log*cal) attack agalnst plants, arc 1noract10able on account of thhlr '
costllness. BLSldOS the most dangerous and most stable stralns may be ugsed
1n b cterlologloal Wﬁrfare and this Wlll render the control measurcs still
more difficult., . - R

The epidemiologioal and socio-economic agpects of the potential applic-
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ation of micro-organisms which are pafhégenic for man animals and plants
as bactéfiological ( biological) weapons, may be summed up,as follows;
-~ the ﬁossibiiity of affécting simultaneously big grouvs ol the population
the herd of domestic cattlé, and crops,by spreading artificially micro-organ
_isms of which are pathogenic for them;
~ incapacitating the e¢nemies manpower, weakening its economic potential-
and dooming it to hunger and complete demoralisation;
-~ the creafion of conditions of lasting‘consequence in the form of epidemic
epizootias, epiphytias and warious natural foci discases;
—contamination with micro-organisms, or with their toxins of such vital
“objects as the water supplyVSYStem,‘fdod depots, ete.

The scope and ddration bf such consequénces, resulting from the application
of bncterlologlcal ( biological) weapons though not altogether clear, obvious

~ly pre sent a tremendous danger to children, who mdy be in an affected arca.

In thlb 1lght it is partlcularly strange tha.t thbru are peoplc in the world
who can speak about the " humenefiess” of this weapon.

The achievements of blologlcal scienc: in this century havéQOpéned up
the ‘opportunitics for the use of these weapons or 6 big a scale that the
consequences could be really catastrophic. UnliKe the conventional means
of Warfare, thls weapon 1is dlrectud prlmarlly agalnst the eivilian’ populatlon

land 1t is pre01sely this that makes it cxtremely dangerous and inhuman,

© It is con81dbred that bactorlologlcal weapons of 1ndlscr1m1natg action
include the application of all mlcro-organlsms and their toxins to affect
peopie, farm animals and plants,. This DTOperty - mass and 1ndlscr1m1nate
action- makes bacterlologlcal weapons similar to chemical weanons the®
ap?lication of which, though with several specific and technical mol.fications
{ the cxtent of toxicity ddsage and Jlenghh of actionr, the possibiliﬁies'of
identification, cte. ) have the szme objectives. o

The history of technical duvelopmunt both of chemdcpl and bactur1olog10al

(blologlcal) weapcns is dis tlngulshed by a regular increase in the potency
of thb latter and by greater pogsibilities od dellvorlng them in big

velumes to target areas. While the increase in the danger of application
of chemical weapons is the result of scientific discoveries and of the
manufdétﬁre of new more toxic chemical compounds, the bactefiologica1=
agents exist in nature and the increase in their destructive power as
weapons is rather the result of sclection and not of development of
absolutely new substances. This process of selection has become possible
‘2s a result of scientific achicvements in the genetics of microorganisms,
experimnental aerobiology, etc. ‘

Zs a result of all this we know now a large number of C and B agents
 .§dpable of bringing about gr5Ve coﬁsequénces if applied at a ‘time of war.
7 fhere are two soints of view on the use of wéaﬁonsaof mass “dedtrucfion in
war: o ' | o '

1) ‘Some peoﬁle'considéf that the bacteriological weéapon, by the - strength
of its action (mass armihilation of pecple) may be combared only with
nucl.oar weapons. The argument is that this ty pe of weapon cannot be
controliled since the pathogenic microorganisms artificially imnorted to a
definite p opulated area, owing to their biological nature ( alive and

capable of mbltiplicgtion) will be creazting the conditions of a chain
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reaction and the subscquent spread of the disease will continue in keeping
with the natural regularities peculiar to. eéach microorganism i;e. from man
to man, or wiillCreate new natural foci of infection, the controll bf’which
is extremely“difficult. Thedanger of this type of weapon is also aggravated
by the circumstance that its manufacture is considerably less costly than :
chemical weapons, not to mention nuclear weapons. While only the well-
developed countries can cope with thg manufacture of nuclear and chemichal
weapdns, nractically any country with a network of m icrobiological institutes
and capable of manufacturing bacteriological preparations, can produce
biological wezapons. _
2) The other point of view is absclutely different. Its proponents
hold that the development of bacteriological weapons is far from being a
cheap undert-king since the eccnomically developed countries who are
building up their military =otential are snending huge resouces on
research in this field. . Though these expenditures naturally cannot be com-
parcd with those involved in the develpment of nuciear weas ons they are
quite considerable and the expense cannot be borne by cvery country.
Besldes, thelsupporters of this view conéider that vprecisely the poor'
controllability of bacteriological weapons is liable to create the danger
of imworting artificial epidemics to the countries which have themselves
used the weapon, Finally they believe that the complex means of delivery
of these weapons and the adverse influcnce of the énvironmental factors
(air temperasture, humidity, nature of winds, etc.) upcon the viability of
micreorg: nisms in an aercsol clouddetrabt from the advantages Qf these
weapons. 7

Though both vigs have their streng noints, it has to be noted foom the
general humanitarion stand 5 bactgrlologlcal Woapons alro dy ex1st ﬁnd
the menticned difficulties may well be surmounted, con51der1nb the modern
standard -of knowledge and the collossal research in thls.fleld. Ag for the
discussion or these.towvlcs, 1t hardly facilitates tﬁé’basic objective of
progressive mankind, namely to ban all weapons of mass annlhllqtlon including
bacterioclogical weapons. )

Summing up, it may be said that the world is in danger‘qf a new weapon
which might plunge mankind into great suffering. Thié'is ‘the overriding
consideration and therefore all who cherish peace should stfuggle resolutely
against these types of weapon of mass extermination. .

Indeed for mcre than three thousand ycars, in all stageélof the development
of c¢ivilization, dangerous infections have many times brought about tragie
situations which have left painful scars on the destiny of mankind. The facts
we know from history also show not only the surprisinglj consistbnt Progress
of medical thought in uncovering ahd learning the nature of theée"dangerous
diseases, but also the selfless struggle waged by the rhysicians of all
times against infectious discase. As has boien mentioned here,'ﬁedicine'has
-'made tremendous progress in this field. As long ago as the first half of
this cenfury; "nestilnetial discases' were 1iquidated not only in the econon-
dically developed countries but well founded zattempts have been made to
eradicate them completely from the globe. The achievements of modern biology

which could lead to glcbal success in the progress of mankind, if fhey are
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wiscly nppl;eq, fall to the *honds of those who scgk.fo use ther for the
chijectives of war and the cnnihilation of monkind. N turﬁlly this is pa-

radixucal, but the paradox is quite undhrstﬂnhubl Indubd there are col-
ways so7-¢ shanuless politicions, unscrunuiuus denlers who comsider that =21l
reans 2re justified if. they work for thblg_agmrb391ve aims. The notter
under- discussion is not a pleasont one. If callé for iwmudiate regponse,
it requires taking a stand - clenr and flrr - for or aga 1nst y&sS Or no.
Ambiguities are imperiissible here, varyth;né has to ba clbar. |

The 19th century has done away with Eetnéhysiéai concentions in the
histery of biclogy anf microbiology. - ‘ |

The tnsk of th. 20th century is not qﬁly to validate the idex of the
world's evolution as a corplex entity dut also to unravel the scientific
rrechanism of many biological phenorena obserﬁudAin nature, which had beecn
uncovered e pirically by the great minds of the past. -The task is to 1illu-
rinate by complex experiventation the entire pjth: frov the idens of great
Edward Jemmer on the possibility of preventing diseaséé by vaccination to
artificial rutagenesis of pathogens; fronm the ideas of Louis Tasteur andr
Tly= Mechnikov on applied immunclogy to the strearmlined theory of irﬁuno—
genesis and anti-body for.ation; fronw Rudolf Vlrchow's cellular thbory to
the undoerstanding of the structure of the cell's molecule and the develop-
maent of wolecular biology. - ‘-

- It tock trerendous scientific effort ard nbntal work to part with tﬂb
helpless acknowledgnent of devstating epidewics of Oestllbntlul dig qses‘
and zpproach the age-0ld dream of mankind - the global liquidation of nany
of then,.- : _

The achievemnts of recent decades in natural scigences, as o whole, and
in biology, in particular, have helped de leop new rethods and 2pnroaches
to such impoertont problems cof theory and practice as thL genetics of mi-
crobes, comrplex virus - cell relaticnship, the DNA synthesis, the under-
standing of the nart played by the_i&munocomjatent cells in the detecticn
of 'own' and 'Fereign' which has brought immunology to the preésing pro—"
blem of human organ and tissue -graftins, and many othsr problens. If
should also be noted -that some -biological discoveries made in the two or
thrae: recent decades were of history-making importonce. They inqlude:

- the development of antibictics;

- the posgibility of growing_viruses on tissuc culturus;

-:the identification of nuw viruses whlch are pathogenic for humnns; etc.
"Within the sane brief pericd of time ubsolutcly now trends have been created
in biology, likc the. radiation bivlogy, space biulogy, bionics, ste. All
these achicvermts are waterially influencing the productive‘foroes of our
world.- Thus, while:in the days of Hegel, the empiric and often even thg
abstract concepts of many sciences no more than harboured the eleméﬁfs for
the rewnking of nan's 1ife, nt nresbnt towqrﬁs the end of this century, it
has been scicntifically nroveo that the ratc of devalopment of nmodern scien-
ce in such branches as phy51cs, chenistry and bloloby, in artlcular,'open
up real and unlimited copportunities of 1mprov1ng the welfaore of pecple, and

themin lies the 'hope.of cilisation'. Unfortunately, the same achievemcnts
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nay in many cases develop into a 'menace to civilisation', that is they
may repeat the story of the application of atomic and nuclear power. The
samg thing is now taking place in chemistry and biology; the magnificeﬂt'L
achieverents of these¢ scicnces which should gerve the interests of man-
kind might be used to dévelop ch.mical and bacteriologucal weanons. An
example in this!case is A. Cornberg's recent synthesis of biologically ac-
tive DNA, which has.enabled him to suggest that a day mayicome‘when even the
specific modification;or the develonment of new gens by manipulating the DEA'
synthesis will beconme posgible, Though it is still hard to speok sbout the
practicabllity of this undoubtedly important achisvement in theorgtical
nicrobioclogy, nevertheless there are people who are already pinniﬁg certain
hopes on this discovery along the lines of creanting new types of biclogica
weapons,. Would not this be an ironic fate for a scientific_diécovéry, the
one and only aim of which wag to be of benefit to mankind? .

It scems that precisely the pragmatic spirit of goethe's is in
command of the seckings of those men who 3trive to subordinﬂté to their nons -
trous desires - the mass extermina tlon of manking - tho finest intentions
of a-scientigt-discoverer... ‘with. greedy hands he dlgs for trewsure and
rejoices when falls upon the dirty worms...!

Even Laplace wrote in his dqys that "man's mind experiences less dif-
ficulties when 1t advances forward than when it delves inte its own débﬁh".
Most likely the science of biology has anproached thestagé when "man's mind
is delving into its own depthw, but in.fﬁp opposite directions::to the bene~
fit and to the detriment of @ankind.‘ ' - |

At the same time the experience of history confimrs that as the develo-
ping science brings about discoveries which can be applied not oniy to_fhe
benefit of monkind but alsc to its detriment, this urges therpeoﬁles of the
world to take the most vigeorous nmeasurss o pﬁevent the materi”liSﬂtidn of
the latter possibility. -This was the case with'the achievenunts of phy51cs,
i.e, when it becanme clear that nuclear energy might be used as a wcanon of
nass destruction the entire- prOPres51ve mankind dunanded thu gonc1u51on of
relevont international agreements to pmwrent this cutastrophu. “Among those
are: tHé agreenment banning the testing of nuclbar wd-nons in thre> snheres,
the Lgrpenent on nen-proliferation of nuclenr weapons, the trbaty on the
prlnclplos of operation of States in outer Space, 1nc1ud1ng the Hoon ‘and
other celegtial bodies, etc. All this conprlsed an 1}portnnt sten townrds
the nrevontlon of the nulcear Anoccalypse. The grbenunts helnea 1mnr9ve
the Jnternatlon.l climate and create greater 1nturn1t10nal confldence, un-
fortunately, however, there is stlll the armsg raoe, nd the fe ﬁllnb.of o

anxiety is meintained, Therefore, the develoome qt mtnufaéturo and stock-
piling of chemical and bueteriolesical (biological) weapens regﬁrdloss of
the motivations and pretexts are fraught with. the nenacs of thelr &ppllcation.

Preciscly their application and the grave consegquences for mankind had

many times in the past crbated ruqulstbs for bll“ttrll and multllatcral
agrecrents among different countries with the 1deg of flndlng more rational
ways of bamning chemical and biolegical weapons., Without going boack into

remote times when the belligerents came to terms to refrain from polluting
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drinking water wells and commonly uded widter supply sources, and from
plant;ne 3ersonal effects of codntageous ratients in besieged fortresses,

it is clear that the importance of the problem on the international level,
beginning with the gecond hdlf of the recent éenhry, with the progress of
chenistry‘znd Picrobiology,'in particular, has grown still greater and has
led to thé need for COHSldLTlﬂ” tk problen at diverse international confaa
rences and mbbtlngs. Thus, as far back as 1675 in Strassburg, a bilateral
atreement was signed betwecn France and Germany and its .rticle 57 nroclaim-
ed unlawful the use of 'poisonad bullets'; the formuliation of the relevant.
article wag: 'The use of poison in any form, whether in the form of ﬁbi—
soned ¢artridges, food or weanons is completely excluded from modern war-
faré.'

The Brussles Conference of 1874 convened on the initiative of the
Russian’ government énﬁ with the narticipation of 14 European powers, hro-
Vlde& in the Declaration on the Rules of war for the terms prohibit ing the
use of DOlsons and other Wennons .

i In 1899 at the Pirst Confercnce of The Hague, known as the conference
fo +the settiement of ihtérnafional disputes (by the way also convenend

by the Russian goveranent) another attempt was made t6 ban the use of war

gases. The resclution clear’y stated that 'Phe contracting partics agree -
$o refrain from the use of bombs dbslgngd to spread suffocating or other-

wise harmful gases.' '

| Int1907 at thu Second ‘conferénce of The Hague, the question of ban-
nlnn the use of poisons and contaninated weapons was reopened and appro-
prlLtF amcndizents were introduced to article 24/a of the agreement ndopted
at the Pirst Confercnce of The Hague in 1699.

‘In 1919 in Austria, and then in 1920 in Hungary, at the neeting of
States in keeping with the Treaty of Versailles, Article 171 of tho agPec-
ment soid: 'The use of suffocating, poisoncus and other gases, and all
similar liguid materials and me gque is prohibited, their manufactvre and
imﬁort is strictly prohibited in Germeny. This covers also the materials
designed for ths manufacture, storing, and application of the aforemen=~
tioned nnterials and rmeans,! '

In 1921-22, ﬁt the Washington Conferecnce on the Limitation of Naval
Armanents, a Treaty was signed, Asrticle 5 of which rsad: '"The war use - of
suffocating, noisoncus and other gasés and all similar liguids, wmaterials .
or means is justly denounced by ftho universal opinion of the civilised
world ' and the prohobition of the use of the latter had bsen stressed in
the final part of the Treaty. Besides, it was said in the Treaty that “the.
Contracting Parties comsider that the prohibition will be universally
dccepted as a part of international low binding on the c¢onscience and nrac-
tice of na tlons and pledge their agréement to this prohibition and urge
all other nﬂtlons to accept itv. \

4 51ﬁ11 T resolution was qrmroved in 1922 -~ 1923 at the Conferecnce
of Tatin inérican countrlbs.- Flnully, in 1925, the Geneva Frotocol was

iﬂned on the b%ﬂninr of dhenical and bacteriological wecapons. This agree-
ment represonts a definite barrier on the way to a chemical and bacteriolo-

glcal War., Notlng'thut the use of chewical weanons had bsen "justly
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condermed by the civili-zed publiCOpinioﬁ", therProtocol extends the pro-
hibition to the bacterioclogical means of warfare., It states that with the
passage of centuries it has becone a custom and theraby a rule of interna-
tional law since States in their practice have been abiding by the principle
of refraining from the use of chemical and bacterioclogical wcahons. This
is confirmed by the r.cognition obtained subsequently by the G@neva Proto-
col. The valldlty and the importance of this agrLOWent has been reafflrned
by the unonimougs approval by the United Nhtlons of its rpsolutlons 216233
XXI/ of May 12, 1966, and 2454/XXIII/ of January 12, 1968, which called for
a strict observance by all States of the principles and goals of ‘the Geneva
Protocol of June 17, 1925. | '

This is in brief the background of different international agreenents,
protecels and 'pledges' of States for the prohibition of chemical and bac-
terivlogucal (bivlogical) weapons as a means of nass destruct;on of neonle.
The history of warfare, however, shows that these peace-lbving docunents
have been repeatedly tranpled unon, ghen the aggféSSor was after vistory
and made use of all means even if thoy were banﬁed by the law, dccording
to custom in such cases peonle follow the junglas law which says that you
have as many rights a- yoﬁ'have strength to afford, .It is well known that
despitc the existing international bans to use chenical weapons, Kalser'g
- Germany in 1915 was first in the History of mankird tc undertake a cherical
attack which had token 5,000 Huran lives. On the wﬁble, the nurber of
losses fronm dhevical'weapons‘in World War I despite thei r low toxidity, at
the time, the imperfection of wothods and the limited scope of anplicwtidns,
comprised 1,300,000 men. It is no longor pOSSlblF to nako an accurate csti-
mate of all the pecple who had been un- lethmly affect d on the bettlefield,
whose 1lifc was crippled or ghurply curtailed as the result of exposure to
chemical poisondus substaonces. Aﬁater'on,“theré were also instances of
anplication of chemicals by irresponsible lenders of some states. Thus,
Itéiian,fascisté had used the mustard-gas in Ethiopia during the aggressivg
colonial war and it had taken a particularly big toll of lives because the
gas which had been ﬁsed Wés'the derroto-vesicant gas applied against ex-
posed and unshod people who were ébsblutely unpreparedtto such attachs,

One of the most crinminal fentures of that war was the apﬁlicatibn'of noi-
sonous chenical substances not only against troops but alsc agoinst civi-
lian population in full understanding that the pouplation was deprived of
the mosf-elbmentary means of rmedical assistance. The use of gases in the
World War I and later in the Italo-ibyssinian conflict was the sane thing
for the chenical weapons which Hiroshima and Nagasaki was for nudlear
weapons. A wave of indignation nad swent tho world in relatibn to the
barbaric annihilation of huran lives with chewical substanced and had
spurred countries to adopt new meﬁsures for the banninglof cﬂemiéal and
bacterioldgibalfweapons. ' | o

In opnosition to the world aubllc oplnlon the supnorters of ba cférib;
logical war had launched a campa gn in defence of this type of Woa,ono and
used for this purrose all the meahs available to them. 4An instance of

sophisticated defence of bactericlogical and chemical weapons is the work
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by Brigadier General Rotschild, one of the former executives of the &he-
mical Service in the USA . This Genéeral ventures to prove thatchemical and
bactericlogical warfare is of a humanitarian nature.

To .avoid discussing the 'huronitorian! nature of weapons of mass anni-
hilation, we may rother refer to nroncuncements of another US General
William Mitchell who writing in his book Scanways states rather oncnly
that the objects of attack should be not the armed forces of the eneryy but
its vitally important centres - populated towns, food producing areas,
transvort systems, industrial objects, i,e, all those things against which
nrecisely the bacteriological weapons may be used first of all. In other
words the ultra militarists regard the humanitarian mission of this weanon
in the extormination of civilian nopulation a considerable part of which are
worien, children and old people. Naturally, - various international agree-
ments, protocols and conventions banning these types of weapons comprise an
important deterrent against their use in military conflicts., Innortant in
thia filed is-the work of the United Nations and its specialized organisa-
tions like-the WI0, the Universil. Disarmament Cormittee,. etc. . In our world
however, where the - weapons of mass destruction including the biological
weapons arve being accumulated sfeadily, it is gometires difficult to re-
starin the temptation of individugd rulers to report to this argument of force.
The more s0 gince the rulers of these countries not only demand sufficient
resources of those weapons, but.also a powerful propaganda machinery with which
they. can supnocrt any forces and opportunities , for clainming war a’ . " posgitive
historical phenemenon”. These belicose leaders, however, are apt to overlook
thet times have changed, that considerable peaceful forces have appeared in
the- world and .are not interested in wars., A reliable system of peacekeeping
includes not only the countries where war propaganda is punishable by law,
but 2lso the active work of a number of world known public organisations like
the Pcace Committes, Women's CoBmittes, W.B.P.U., finally such institutes
which.have produced the Fugwash movenent, the institutes for the application
of scientific experiments to develop programmes of peace keeping in society
etc. :

During the Pugwash mecting, .in Denmark, in 196§ the ideas were discussed
of establishing a service for the collection of objective inforwation to
alert the world wnublic about the possibility of a war conflict. It may be
noted in passing that the reeting was heid in Elsinore, i.e. the place of
the castle of the Prince of Denmark, where this Shekespearean personage
has asked'himgelf: "o be or not to be?" There are no dounts that all
these organisations are useful and serve the interests of ncace on our
badly managed planet. However, the -"not ot be™ to war and primarily, the
"mot ot he"™ to the weapdns of mass annihilation should be saild first of all
by scientists , by the scientists of those branches where the idecas were
developed, and discoveries were made to envich science, but which were used
to the detriment of mankind. PhyeiC¢istSchenmists , Piologists , microbinlogists
spidéniolegists, are those who know better than anybody else the abyss into
which the world may be hurled if their dfscoveries are applied for purpcses
of war, The two recent world wars have cos¥ mankind aproximately 70 nillion

human lives. 4 Ganadian scientist Dr R. Wright presented the following account;
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" 1956 the U.S. Senate Armed Forces Commission had listened to a report by

L% Gen James Gavin. Senator Duff csked the General about the possible number

of cagualties if the U.S. was involved in a nuclear war, General Gavin, who

at that time was chief of U,S. Army Research and Development Dept asnwered

that the casualties would run into several hundred million killed. I today

any qualified epidemiologist, that is'any epidemiclogist who had seen the
devastating force of natural epidenmics of pestilential diseases is asked;

what would be the number of human lives lost in case of artificial application
of mlcrcorganisma or their toxins which are pathogenic for man, the honest:
angwer would be that a town with a porulation of 10 Million would be reduced
to 2 ceretery within a few hours. There will be no exaggeration in 14, and

no room for " the optimism of a simpleten or for tha pesimism of & panic-
nongers.

Ladies and Gentlemen,

Every nation keeps a record of events connected with viflence, brutal and
sanguinary ocutrages, disaster and privation of the masses. Precisely in this
connection, the aiterpts to use bactericlogical ( bioclogical) weapons at the
rnodern level of our knowledge, hold out for the world an ominous promise of
new beatial atfrocities,

Such is the logical chain of events- from wars and the concomitants
epidenmics to the use of scientific achievenments for the development of
bacteriological( biological) weapons, And yet, I wish to believe that this
logical chain will be broken when it is confronted by the logic of the thought
and reason of peace-loving mankind. Therefore, I wish to complete our presen-
tation with the words of Louils Pasteur, the foundef of Scientific Microbioclogy

" T an firmly confident that science and peace will triumph over ignorance
ahd war, thot nations will agree not on annihilation but on construction an d

that the future belongs to those who will do more for the wanting mankind®,
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London, November 21st - 23rd 1969

The Bumanitarian Laws of Armed Conflict

Recent interest in the field of chemical and biological warfare, in its elimination
as a means of waging war and in the control of the production of chemical and biological
weapons, renders necessary an examination of the rules already existing relating to war

and arned conflict.

There is a tendency today to emphasise the urgent necessity to deal with the subject
of chemical and biological warfare as a distinct problem from that of warfare in general.
In fact it is a problem which is inherently linked o the problem of the recurring resort
to armed conflict as a means For the settlement of international dispute and the necessity

to protect humanity and the individual zgainst the barbarity and cruelty of such conflicis.

It cannot be denied that chemical and biological weapons present grave irreparable
dangers to society and that an end must be sought to their development, production and
stockpiling. Indeed, the whole subject has been comprehensively examined in the
excellent Report of the Secretary General of the United Mations, to which the Conference
will be giving due consideration.

It is however proposed in this paper to outline briefly the humanitarién law
already in existence relating to armed conflict in general and the work being
undertaken to modernise this law. Attention is drawn in particular to Resolution XXIII
of the U.N. International Conference on Human Rights (1968) and to Resolution 2ulh -
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(XXIII) adopted by the General Assembly {1968), copies of which are appended
hereto (Appendix). It is hoped that this paper may assist the Conference to
examine the problem of chemical and biological warfare in the wider context of

the protection of the individuazl against inhuman treatment in warfare.

1. The 'Laws of WYar'.

The laws of war are contained in the Hague Conventions of 1899 and their
revisions of 1907, the Geneva Protocol of 1925, and the humanitarian Genava
Conventions of 1949 dealing with the protectien of the sick and wounded, the

civilian populations and prisoners of war.

Relations between belligerents in the conduct of operations, methods of
warfare and the use of weapons, are governad by the Hague Conventions and the
Geneva Protocol. Article 22 in both the Hague Conventions relating to the laws
and customs of war on land (1899 II, 1807 IV) provides that 'the right of
belligerents to adopt means of injuring the enemy is not unlimited®. Another
common article (Article 23) especially forbids the use of poison or poisoned
weapons, the treacherous killing of individuals, the kiliing or wounding of an
enemy who has surrendered or who has no longer any means of defence, and the use
of arms or materials caleulated to cause unnecessary suffering. Article 25

(1807 IV) prchibits attack or bombardment by whatever means of undefended towns,

villages, dwellings or buildings. Naval bombardaent of such places or of ports
which are undefended is also forbidden by Article 1 of the 1907 Convention (IX)
concerning the Naval Forces in time of war. Pillaging is forbidden even of towns

taken by assault (Articles 28, 47, 1899 II, 1907 IV, Article 7, 1907 IX).

Belligerents are forbidden to force the inhabitants of an occupied territory to
furnish information about the army of another belligerent (Article 4, 1907 IV),
No general penalty, pecunlary or otherwise, may be inflicted on the population
for acts of individuals for which the general populaticon cannot be regardad

as jointly and severally responsible (Artiele 50, 1899 II, 1907 IV).

A Declaration adopted by the 1893 Hague Conference had forbidden the use
of prolectiles, "the only object of which is the diffusion of asphyxiating or
deleterious gases® and "the use of builets which expand or flatten easily in
the human body®. The 1925 Geneva Protocol gave partial form to this Declaration
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by forbidding the use in war of 'asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of
all analogous liquids, materials c¢r devices'.  The prohibition took cognisance of
scientific developments by extending its terms to the use of bacteriological methods
of warfare. On 5th December 1966, the General Assembly of the United Nations
further recognised the general applicability of the Protocol by inviting (Res.

2162 (XXI) ) all states to conform strictly with its principles and objectives

and by condemning any violations. The resclution also invited all states to

adhere to the Geneva Protocol. This resolution was reaffirmed in Resolution 2454

(XXIII) which dealt with chemical and biological warfare.

It must be recalled that although the provisions relating to the conduct of
operations such as those enumerated above cannot be considered as comprehensive in
forbidding inhumane metheds of waging warfare, the Hague Conferences were convened
mainly to deal with the limitation of armaments and the pacific settlement of
disputes. Their provisions relating to methods of warfare are declaratory, not
amendatory, of Customary International Law. All states, therefore, whether or
not they took part in the Conference or ratified the Conventions must be considered
bound by the principles which were involved. Failure to ratify can merely be
regarded as the rejection of a codified text, and not as a rejection of the
principles of International Law. Morzowver, both the 1899 and the 1907
Conventions contain a clause which draws attention to the awareness on the part of
the participants to the lacunae in the codified texts and to the general applicability

of the principles of humane behaviour by stating that:

Until a more complete c¢ode of the lzws of war can be drawn up the

High Contracting Parties deem it expedient to declare that, in cases mnot
covered by the rules adopted by them the inhabitants and the
belligerents remain under the protection and governance of the
principles of the law of nations, derived from the usages established
among civilised peoples, from the laws of humanity and from the dictates
of the public conscience.” '

The Geneva Protocol recognizes that certain practices, having been condemned -
'by the general opinion of the civilised world', are contrary to Intermational Law,
and that the prohibitions contained in the Protocol are to be universally acrepted

as a part of International Law, 'binding alike the consclence and the practice of

1. The words in quotaticns are teken frcm the Preamble of the Hasue Cenvention
No.IV of 18 October 1907. This is known as the Martens Clause, after its author
Professor F.F. de Martens. The same words are also quoted in each of the four Geneva
Conventions of 1949 (First Convention Art. 63; Second Convention Art. 62; Third
Convention Art. 142);, Feubth Convention Art. 158
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natiors'. By the same token, a declaration of war is not an essential precondition
for the obligation to apply the Conventions. The mere existence of an armed conflict

brings into operation the applicability of regulations concerning warlike behaviour.

2 . Respect for the Individual

Treatment of individuals in time of war or armed conflict has been the subject
of several international conventions since 1864. In 1949, mainly at the instigation
of the Internaticnal Committee of the Red Cross, they were-revised, and the Geneva
%onventions of 1949 now constitute-the most thorough codification of the rules for - -
the protection of the human person in armed conflicts. The four Conventions, which
deal with treatment of the sick and wounded, prisoners of war and the civilian

populations, are based on the principle that persons placed hors de combat and those

taking no active part in the hostilities should not be killed and should in all

circumstances receive humane treatment.

The Wounded and Sick upon Land

The First Convention declares that all persons, either civil or military, who
may be considered as forming part of the armed forces, including organised resistance
movements, who are wounded or sick must be respected and protected in all circumstances
without discrimination. They must not be tortured, murdered or subjected to

experimentation (Articles 12 & 13). Medical units, hospitals and aircraft and

medical or auxiliary personnel must be protected (Articles 19-26 & 36). The wounded

and sick of a belligerent who fall into enemy hands must be treated as prisoners of

war (Article 1u4}.

The Wounded and Sick at Sea

The Second Convention applies the same protection to members of the armed forces
and others at sea who are wounded, sick or shipwrecked, and also protects military

hospital ships (Articles 12, 13, 16 & 22). It forbids bombardment or attack from

the sea of establishments ashore which fall under the protection of the First

Convention (Article 23).

Prisoners of War

The Third Convention deals with the treatment of prisoners of war, who must
at all times be humanely treated (Article 13). Measures of reprisal are prohibited
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(Aﬁticle i3) and they are entitled in all circumstances to respect for their persons

and their honour (Article 1t). They may not be tortured or coerced in any way to give
information (Article 17). They may not be deprived of their property (Article 18).
Prober attention must be paid to their health and safety (Articles 20, 22, 23 & 25-30).
Dis?iplinary sanctions are strictly limited by the Convention (Articles 82 & 88-98).
Judicial proceedings may only be brought according to the rule of law as elaborated in
the Convention (Articles 82-88 & 99-108). A death sentence may only be carried out if
the provisions of the Convention have been observed and the sentence has been pronounced

by the same courts and according to the same procedure as in the case of members of the

armed forces cf the Detaining Power (Articles 100-102).

The Civilian Population

The Fourth Convention aims at protecting the civilian populations of countries in
conflict and at alleviating the sufferings caused by war. The wounded and sick, the
infirm and pregnant mothers are the object of particular protection (Article 16).
Evacuation of civilians and the protection of hospitals and hospital staff are labelled
as a principal concern for the parties to the conflict. (Articles 17-20). Collective
penalties, pillage and reprisals, the taking of hostages, corporal punishment or torture
are prohibited (Articles 32-34). Provisions for the treatment of civilians when under the

control of an occupying force are similar to those applicable to prisoners of war.

General Provisions

All four Conventions give special status to the International Committee of the Red
Cross, whose personnel must be protected and must be allowed to carry out their humane

activities with the cooperation of the parties to the conflict and free from any interference

Although the Conventions strictly apply to wars of an international nature, Article 3
of all four Conventions stipulates that a minimum of humanitarian provisions apply in 7
all ‘armed conflicts' even those which are not of an international nature. Moreover
the High Contracting Parties have undertaken not only to respect the Conventions

themselves, but "to ensure their respect in all circumstances® (Article 1 in each of

the Conventions).

3. Implementation of +the Conventions

Regarding Implementation of the Conventions the parties are placed under strict
obligations by the Conventions themselves. Under Articles 47(I), u8(II), 127
(II1), and 144 (IV) they have undertaken to disseminate the text of the
Conventions as widely as possible 'in time of peace as in time of war' so that the
principles may become known to the entire population, in particular the armed
forces and medical personnel. Under Articles 45(I) and 46(II) each Party to a
conflict is bound to ensure the execution of the prcvisions of the Conventions and
to deal with unforescen cases in conformity with the general principles of
the Conventions. The Parties have further bound themselves (Articles 49(I),
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50(II), 129(III) & 148(IV) ) to enact any legislation necessary to provide
effective penal sanctions for persons committing or ordering to be committed

any of the grave breaches defined in the Conventions, such as wilful killing,
torture or inhuman treatment. Denunciation of the Conventions in no way impairs
the obligations which the parties to a conflict remain bound to fulfil 'by virtue
of the law of nations, derived from the usages established among civilised peoples,
from the laws of humanity and the dictates of the public conscience'.l

(Articles 63(I), 62(II), 142(TIT) & 158(1IV) ).

Unfortunately, the pledge to diffuse the texts of the Conventions has not so far
been sufficiently honoured by many states. Although some states do instruct their
military forces in their provisions, diffusion to other sections of the population -
depends mainly on the I.C,R.C. and National Red Cross Societies. The ad hoc
legislation which should be adopted in time of peace to implement the specific
obligations on each signatory State, such as the sanctioning of infringements of
the Conventions, is not often seriously undertaken. Moreover, nowadays most .
armed conflicts are termed ‘non-internationall, although they are nearly always
backed by some outside power. Such a power supplying arms or military advisers
could at least ensure a minimum of humanitarian behaviour by stipulating

that the Geneva Conventions must be respected.

L, Tt-x Need for Revision

Again, it is important to recall that the specific provisicns regulating the laws
of war or the treatment of individuals in no way detract from the basic humanitarian
rules of Customary International Law which apply in all circumstances and between all
parties. This factor is exemplified by the constant use in both the Hague and Geneva
Conventions of the Martens Caluse, which recalls the principles for humane conduct that
exist independently of codified texts, being derived from usage and from universally
accepted precepts. The Geneva Protocol also recognises these general principles, Similarly,
the 'Nuremberg Principles', formulated by the International Law Commission in 1950 at the
request of the General Assembly of the United Nations, which had unanimously recognised
"the principles of international law recognised by the Charter of the Nuremberg Tribunall,
affirmed that crimes against peace, war crimes and crimes against humanity are punishable
as crimes under international law. War crimes are defined by the Commission as

'violations of the laws or customs of war'.

1. The Martens Clause, See footnote on page 3 (above).
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However, it is clear that there is an urgent need for a reappraisal of the
specific rules applicable in armed conflicts. The Hague Conventions, signed when
aviation bombing was unknown, recognised a distinction between the zone of hostilities
and the rear, the latter areas being sheltered from hostile action. Bombardments
in the Conventions meant ‘bombardments of occupation®, not bombardments of destruction
such as have been current practice since aviation. The Geneva Protocol was
drawn up before the discovery of atomic power, and today the damage which
indiscriminate use of such energy could cause is out of all proportion to military
requirements. There is of course the view that no use of nucleaf weapons can
be justified, and that the total prbhibition of such weapons in warfare should

form a separate convention or part of a non-proliferation treaty.

The Geneva Conventions should also be reconsidered in the light of recent
practices in warfare which often make civilians and non-combatants the chief
object of attack. The optional provisions in the Conventions to declare certain
zones neutralised should be made obligatory. All the provisions should be
extended to non-international conflicts. It is time alsc that the categories
of those entitled to prisoner of war treatment be widened tc include those
who, although not complying with all the conditions of the Third Convention, do
constitute organized resistance movements seeking to realise the decisions of

the U.N. in regard to racialist colenial regimes.

5, Positive Developments

A very significant development in regard to revision occurred when at the
United Nations International Conference on Human Rights at Teheran in 1968, a
Resolution entitled "Human Rights in Armed Conflicts' was adopted by the unanimous
vote of 67 states, with two states abstaining. This resolution (See Appendix)

made three specific proposals:

1. It called for a study to be made by the Secretary General of the

United Nations on the steps that could be taken to secure the better
application 6f existing humanitarian international conventions, and on the need
for additional conventions or a revision of those alfeady existing to

ensure the better profection of civilians, prisoners and combatants in all
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armed conflicts, as well as the prohibition and limitation of the use

of certain methods and means of warfare;

2. Requested that the Secretary General, having consulted the
International Committee of the Red Cross, should draw the atterntion

of States to the existing rules of international law on armed

conflicts and should uﬁge them, pending the adoption of new rules,

to ensure that in all armed conflicts the inhabitants and belligerents

are protected in accordance with "the principles of the law of nations
derived from the usages established among civilised peoples, from the laws

of humanity and from the dictates of the public conscience';

3. Called on those states which are not already parties to the Hague
Conventions of 1899 and 1907, the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the Geneva

Conventions of 1949 to become so.

In December 1968 that Resolution was implemented by the unanimous vote of
111 states at the General Assembly in Resolution 2u4u(XXIII) (See Appendix), and
the necessary studies have now been undertaken by the United Nations and the '

Internatiocnal Commititee of the Red Cross.

The implementation of the above resolutions as well as of General Assembly
Resolution 2454 (XXIII) relating to chemical and biological warfare will be of
profound importance to the protection of human rights in armed conflicts., For
until there is an intermational machinerj to pronounce judgment on and to punish
crimes against humanity, it is essential to broaden the scope of the existing

rules for humanitarian behaviour in warfare and to ensure their application.
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APPENDIX

The Protection of Human Rights in Armed Conflicts
RESOLUTION '
adopted by

The United Nations Internmational Conference on Human Rights,

{(Teheran, 22 April -~ 13 May 1968)

The International Conference on Human Rights

Considering that peace is the underlying condition for the full observance of
human rights and war is their negation,

' Believing that the purpose of the United Nations Organization is to prevent
all conflicts and to institute an effective system for the peaceful settlement

of disputes,

Observing that nevertheless armed conflicts continue to plague humanity,

Considering, also, that the widespread violence and brutality of our times,
including massacres, summary executions, tortures, inhuman treatment of prisoners,
killing of civilians in armed conflicts and the use of chemical and biological
means of warfare, including napalm bembing, erode human rights and engender
counter-brutality, ' '

Convinced that even during the periods of armed conflict, humanitarian principle
must prevail, '

Noting that the provisions of the Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907 were
intended to be only a first step in the provision of a code prohibiting or
limiting the use of certain methods of warfare and that they were adopted at a
time when the present means and methods of warfare did not exist.

Considering that the provisions ofthe Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibiting the
use of "asphyxiating, poiscnous or other gases and of all analogous'liquids,
materials, and devices" have not been universally accepted or applied and may need
a revision in the light of modern development,

Considering, further that the Red Cross Geneva Conventions of 1949 are not
sufficiently broad in scope to cover all armed conflicts,

Noting that States parties 1o the Red Cross Geneva Conventions sometimes
fail to appreciate their responsibility to take steps to ensure the respect of
these humanitarian rules in all circumstances by other States, even if they are
not themselves directly involved in an armed conflict.

Noting also that minority racist or colonial regimes which refuse to comply
with the decisions of the United Nations and the principles of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights frequently resori to executions and inhuman treatment
of those who struggle against such regimes and considering that such persons
should be protected against inhuman or brutal treatment and also that such
persons if detained should be treated as prisoners of war or politieal prisoners
under international law,

1. Requests the General Assembly to invite the Secretary-General to study

(a) Steps which could be taken to secure the better application of existing
humanitarian international conventions and rules in all armed conflicts, and
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{(b) The need for additional humanitarian international conventions or for
possible revision of existing Conventions to ensure the better protection of
civilians, prisoners and combatants in all armed conflicts and the prohibition
and limitation of the use of certain methods zrd means of warfare.

2. Requests the Secretary-General, after consultation with the International
Committee of the Red Cross, to draw the attention of all States Members of the
United Nations system to the existing rules of international law on the subject
and urge them, pending the adoption of new rules of international "sw relating
to armed confliects, to ensure that in all armed conflicts the inhabitants and
belligerents are protected in accordance with ™'the principles of the law of
nations derived from the usages established among civilized peoples, from thel-
laws of humanity and from the dictates of the public conscience."

3. Calls on all States which have not yet done so to become parties to the
Hague Conventions of 1832 and 1807, the Geneva Protocol of 1925, and the Geneva
Conventions of 1949,

RESOLUTION 2u44(XXIII)
adopted by

The General Assembly of the United Nations
on 19th December 1968 at its 23rd regular session

The General Assembly,

Recognising the necessity of applying basic humanitarian principles in all
armed conflicts, ;
Taking note ¢f mescluticn XXIII on human rights in armed conflicts, adopted
on 12 May 1968 by the International Conference on Human Rights, held at Teheran,
Affirming that the provisions of that resolution need to be effectively
implemented as soon as possible,

1. Affirms resolution XXVIII of the twentieth International Conference of the
Red Cross held at Viemna in 1965, which laid down, inter alia, the following
principles of observance by all governmental and other authorities responsible
for action in armed conflicts: '

(a) That the right of the parties to & conflict to adopt means of injuring
the enemy is not unlimited;

(b) That it is prohibited to launch attacks against the civilian population
as such;

(c) That distinction must be made at all times between persons taking part
in the hostilities and members of the civilian population to the effect that
the latter be spared as much as possible:

2. Invites the Secretary-Gemeral,i: consultation with the International
Committee cf the Red Cross and other appropriate international organizations,
to study: _

(a) Steps which could be taken to secure the better application of existing
humanitarian international conventions and rules in all armed conflicts;

(b} The need for additional humanitarian international conventions or for
other appropriate legal instruments to ensure the better protection of civilians,
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prisoners and combatants in all armed conflicts and the prohibition and limitation
of the use of certain methods and means of warfare;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to take all other necessary steps to
give effect to the provisions of the present resoluticn and to report to the
General Assembly at its twenty-fourth session on the steps taken by him;

4, Further requests Member States to extend all possible assistance to
the Secretary-General in the preparation of the study requested in paragraph 2
above;

5. Calls upon all States which have not yet done so to become parties to
the Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907, the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the
Geneva Conventbns of 1949,
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INTERNATIONAL CONFLRENCE ON CHEMICAL AND BIQOLOGICAL WARPARE
London. 21-23% November, 1969
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SOME REFLECTIONS ON THE CBW REPORT
(by Franco Celletti -~ Institute for International Affairs)

I intend to consider the possible orthodox use of CBWs. By
orthodox use of these weapons I mean employing them in a battle
or in a wqr in the way normal weapons are used. Decimate, prevent
the advance of, create difficulties for, obtain advantages over,
&c. the eneny iorcesa Terrorize, destroy the food and supplies,
lower the morale &c. of the enemy population. And so on.

Naturally the orthodox use of CBWs does not imply that these
weapons will have "orthodox effects", like conventional or even
nuclear weapons do. And I would like to show that Wecause of this
difference between the orthodox use and the non-orthodox effects
these weapons are not militarily important in the present strat-
egic concepts.

The distinction between chemical and bacteriological gweapons
in the United Nations' Report (in the sections on their character
istics ald effects) permits us to make another distinction:
chemical agents can be used esgentially as tactical weapons,
whereas bacteriological agents can be used cssentially as strat-
eglc weapons. In fact, chemical weapons have a greater speed of
action than bacterioclogical ones. Bince on the battlefield it is
necessary to use ftqctlcql) weapons which have immediate effects
and can bechecked immediately, evidently only chemical agents
can be employed this way.

Since most bacterioclogical agents need a long incubation
periocd (days or weeks)before they can make their effects felt,
and since they may find a large number of vectors for rapidly
transpitting infection, these agents obviously cannot be used in
a battle. Since a battle always takes place in a limited arca,
the infection carried by thesc agents could easily be carried
back to the side that used them. Therefore, since the tactical
use of bacteriological wcapons docs not make any sense, they can
only be used strategically.

Using the estimates contained in the UN report, I would now
like to demonstrate that:
: - (a) A very limited and negligible tactlcal employment of
' chemical weapons is probable
(b) The use of bacteriological weapons is extrenaly 1m—
probable,

1. Chemical Weapons

, We have alrcady said that the use of chemical weapons would
be essentially tactical but, when we take into account the real
conditiona on a battlefield, this tactical employment would have
t6 be very limited. In fact:

The inability to control the diffusion of chemical agents (this
diffusion mostly depends on the atmospheric conditions, which to
some extent can be forecast but are uncontrollable) is a basic
factor 1°miting their use. The atmospheric conditions can change
+abruptly and without warning, and for this reascn we must take
into account the "boomerang effect" of thesc weapons. For in-
gtance, this boonerang effect could be brought about by a sudden
change in the wind dircction or by the diffusicn c¢f the agents
capt;ed by the condensed particles (clouds, fog) which prevail
during certain atmospheric cnditions. The effects of these
weapons are unceriain because they depend on the atmospheric
conditions and because these weapons may produce different
effects in different individuals. Obviously the temperature, the
relative humidity, the atuospheric pressure and the meteorol~
ogical conditions in general can work against chemical agents
because they need almost ideal atmospheric conditions (something
which is very hard to find) in crder to make their effedts felt.
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Thercfore we may say that, besides being limited to tactical
employment, the use of chemical agents is further limited by object-
ive difficulties and by the complexity in using them effectively
and "without risk. In order to be effective a tactical weapon, be-
sides having imiediate effects, must also be rapidly enployed, offer
assured effects and nust not boomersng,

It does not scem that chemical weapons satisfy these essential
conditions; I therefore fesl that when they are employed tactically
chemical agents can only have a very limited function: harassing
.actions, supplementing conventional weapons, sabotage or scattering
“eneny forces. But in any case they cannot play & fundamental rose in
the outcome of a battle. ' i .

2.  The Meaning of Bacteriological Weapons

~ VWhereas it 1s possible that chemical weapons may be -employed,
it is probable that bacterioclogical weapons will never be used, both
because of the objective difficulties and for sitrategic reasons.

We have already said that bactericlogical weapons could only
be used strategically because their effects are delayed and long-
lasting, and because there is no way to control the spread of
devastation.. Moreover, these weapons are strategic weapons because
they cannot be used tactically without risk. I do not feel that-
there will ever be an occasion when the use of thesc weapons would
bewise, necessary or justified, either in a limited conflict or in
a global war. A limited conflict mcans one that is limited in
extension and where there is ne use of nuclcar weapons.

Bacteriological weapons could be used as counter-city (or as
counter-population) weapons. Therefore they are tremendous mass-
destruction weapons and there is no effective means of defence
against them; any country that used them would necessarily be sub-
ject to retaliation. And the fear of retaliation is en important
factor that deters nations from using then. :

' Whereas we have had littlec direct experience of the terrify-
ing effects. of nuclcar weapons, the history of mankind is filleéd
with exanmples of the equally terrifying effects of natural cpiden-—
ics and plagues. Even if today these dangers are no longer relevant,
at least in industrialiscd arcas, man is still repelled and horri-
fied by these events. :

In view of these general aspects we can say that the (strat-
egic) employment of bacteriological weapons in limited conflicts
is highly improbable. To futher confirm this thesis we might add
that: :

- Bince a limited conflict means one which directly imvolves
two (or more) nations (especially neighbouring nations which do
not possess, or do not intend using, nuclear weapons) whatever is
the intention of the relative territories there obviously is a great
risk that the effects of the bacteriological agents may spread 1o
the country that first launched them or to the nearby countries
which are not involved in the conflict. :

Bactceriological agents are not toc expensive but the systenms
needed to sovread them are very complex. The systems of defence
against retaliatory attacks or against the uncontrolled spread of
the effects released by the agents launched against the enemy are
gven more expensive. . '

In the case of a general conflict {(for example, one. which
involves the twe super-pwers) the problem consists in fitting
bacteriological weapons into the prescent sirategic conceptions,
in which the usc of nuclear weapons is the supreme- -and final step.

. A nuclear war is characterised by the employment of weapons
andweapon systems which arc rapid, sure, efficient and capablec of
causing within a very short time an enormous amount of destruct-
ion of men and material, and which can be contrclled to some extent
both by the attacking side and by the side that has been attacked.

Bacteriological weapons do not sccem to satisfy these require-
-ments at all. .
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Some people have suggested that bacteriological weapons could
be hsed after a nuclear engagenent because they are particularly
- effective on populations whose corganic defences have been weakenad
by nuclear radiation, by malnutrition and by the general discorgan-
isation which would prevent them from organising defensive or thora-
peutic measures. Asidce from the horrible cruelty of this ppssiblility
there are two reasons why I feel that this use of bacteriologicel
weapons is not very likely:

The destruction of men and material resulting from a nuclear
conflict does not create the best conditions for the large-scale
use ol bactericlogical weapons.

If the nuclear radiation present in the country where one
intends to launch this final attack can weaken  the natural defences
of the survivors, it will certainly not create the best conditions
for the survival of the bactericlogical agers which are going to be
gpread in a degraded environment like the one which follows a
nuclear conflict.

In cenclusion, I cannot sce any rcal possibility of using
these weapons in a war, at least in the way it is normally con-
ceived.,

3. The Political Meaning of CBWs.

" War - especizlly the type of war we may expect in our epoch -
is docidudly inhuman. However, I fecl thet there is a limit since,
pesides being extrcumely "immoral", these woapons also have a low
reliability from the military p01nt of view.

The present and the past strategic conceptions have =always
given slight inmportance to the CBWs, especially the bacteriological
ones. They were used during the First World War (although this use
wras limited) but it scems that they wae not used during the Second
"World War (aside from in the Nazi lagers) because nobody ever cites
examples of their use. And the fact that thesc weapons were not .
used during the last war was not exclusively due to the fact that
the belligerent nations signed the Gencva Convention in 19255 it
was also due to the fear of retaliation and to the lack of confid-
ence which the military had in their effectiveness. Bven 1f today
new agents have been developed and even 1f morc sophisticated
ones will probably be developed in the future, I do not fuel that
the reasons bcehind their sporadic and limited use in the past wiil
be substantially modified. :

Thece is also the cost problem. Some bacterioclogical agents
can be produced easily and cheaply in large quantities, but the
process for transforming these agents into weapons, the systens for
carrying and spreading them, the sccurity measures for all the
pecople involved (in rescarch, praduction and delivery) and the
defensive messurcs that will have tc be preparcd because of the
fear of retaliation and the boomerang effect will ocrtalnly not be
80 inexpensive.

Chemical agents - ¢specially today's sophisticated ones -
require cxtensive and complex cquipment for research and productlon,
this calls for an experienced chemical industry with a large pro-
duction capacity. Furthermcre, these agents will need speceial
launching systoms since they must be uscd in large quantities in
order t¢ obtain significant effects. This mesns employing means and
financial resources which only = few nations pousess, contrary to
what many people say about CBWs being within the reach of the
develeoping nations because of their 1ow cost.

Sometimes there is a confusion between chemical and bacteriol-
ogical weapons. Even though 1 agrec that the latter are less expens-—
ive, I absclutely do nct that the deciskon to buxzld them and to use
them is a rational or intelligent act (espeeially in conflicts
between developing countries, most of which are located in arcas of
the world where the climatic and environmental conditions espec—
ially favour the multiplication and the sprexd of pathogenic agents).

We must also add the problem of stockingthese weapons, which
is complicatcd by the relatively rapid decay of both chemical and
bacderiological agents. This problem is practically irrelevant for
conventional and nuclecar weapons, buit in the c=sc of CBWs it
creates further complexitics and further expenses.
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4. Disarmament and CBWs.

This brings out an important fact which probably did not re-
ceive enough attention: the possibility of irade or contraband in
these weapons (or in the agents that are used 1n thgm)a In other
words, there is the possibility that the large chemical and pharma-
ceutical industries sell secretly (or even unknowlingly)chemical
compounds or equipment that can be used or transformed in order to
be used in the producticn of CBWs; or even the possibility of agree-
ments between governments for the supply of these agents (or
weapons). It is easy to imagine that in both cases the supply of
these agents could easily be camouflaged =s normal trade.

This is the big problem regarding the trade and contraband in
weapons which needs to be dealt with by decisive and well co-ordin-
ated action. For example, I know that the SIPRI did research cn this
problem (my Institute participated for the part concerning Italy)
which did not include this type of weapon or agent. Perhaps 1t would
be a good idea to conduct specific rescarch on an international
scale (similar to the research which the SIPRI conducted on convent-
icnal weapong) in order to bring this fact to Light.

Prade in conventional weapons 1s esiablished by a long trad-
ition which is difficult to eliminate (partially because of its
political meaning and inportance) but 1t is not possible tc justify
the same sort of 2ctivity in the case of CBWs. If we cannot control
trade in CBWs, nor production facilities or research centres on
CBWs, we may control the eventual use of thesc weapons in a war.

For cxample, the Geneva Disarmament Committee could consider
negotiating an agreement (similar to the NPT) and a special body of
the UN would be charged with the control system. :

This is about the same as the proposal made in a document con-
taining an interesting rcvision of the Geneva Protocol which was
prepared by the British delegation to the Disarmament Committee
(ENDC/255/Rev. 1). However, I think that anothcr paragraph or
or article should be added, whero all the states who have signed
agree to allow the specilally trained personnel of the Internaticnal
Comnittee of the Red Cress {or of the World Health Urganisation) to
have frec access to those countries where a conflict is taking place
in order to verify thot CBWs src not being used. I feel that the Red
Cross is the only organisation which could play a positive role in
these cases beciuse it 1is always present in the areas where human
beings are suffering.

In order to do this, the International Committee of the Red
Cross would need to be equipped with trained personnel and equip-
nent capable of quickly detecting the eventual use of chemical
and/or bacteriological agents. This type of action is extremely
necessary because, for example, it would be hard to decide 1if an
epidemic which developed in a conflict arva werc natural or caused
by bacterioviogical wcapons, and it would also be hard to decide if
lethal chemical agents had beun used in an engageiment.

5.  Conclusions.

As I said in the beginning, I have only considered the ortho-
dox use of OBWs {(obvicusly to the extent that the use of such
weapons can be considcered orthodox). In so doing, I wanted to make
- a preeilse distinction between the real pussibilities and the
political~fictional and military-fiectiunal hypotheses on the use of
chenical weapons; a lot of these hypotheses have been advanced and
gill we can do 1s take note of then.

Furthermore, I did not make @ precise distinction betwoen
lethal and incapacitating agents, for two reasons:

Because I feel that, even though spucifically lethal and spec-
ifically incapacitating agents do exist, the large number of factors
which influence these agents, and the varying reactions of indi-
viduals to them mke this distinction less precise than it might scen.

Because I fecl that such & distinctlion might offer a number of
¢asily ddentifiable dangcers. Prom the scientific point of wview, it
is useful and possidble to distinguish between lethal and non-lethal
agents, but from the political and military point of view this dis-
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tinction might in a certain sense justify and facilitate the use of

CBWs which were supposedly non-lethal (because they would be con-
sidered less inhuman}.

This goes also for the distinction between agents used against
human beings and the ones used against plants (herbicides, defol-
iants) and animals. The United States offers an example of a very
civilised nation, one of the signers of the 1925 Geneva Protocol,
who justifiecs the nassive use of herbicides and defolianits in Viet-
nam by saying that they arc not anti-personnel weapons, without
giving any indication of the long-term effects that these agents
may have on man through the food chain. '

Irn the last znalysis I believe that the UN report on CBW is an
important contribution to the further understanding of this problem,
and I want to underline the Report's role in the demystification
of the mecaning of CBWs, because it implicitly points out the limited
military importance of these wespons in contrast with what some
military experts have stated.
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The author is not responsible for the English transiation of
his Italian text.
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TEST BAN TREATY UNDER REVIEW - SOME BACKGROUND NOTES

By VERDUN PERL

The enlarged Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee in Geneva
(now increased to 26 and known as the Conference on the Conmittee
of Disarmament) has been asked by the United Nations, as a matter
of urgency to negotiate = Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

A disturbing report that the United States is actively
exploring the possibility of getting other nuclear powers to agree
to the relaxation of the 1963 Test Ban Treaty opening the way for
large scale "peaceful atomic explosions.in the atmosphere, and
that from initial talks between U,S, and U4S.S5,Ri technicians
held in Vienna in-April, there are indications that the U.3.S5.R.
is-just as anxious as the U,S.Atomlc Bnergy Commission to amend
the Test Ban Treaty for its own industrial purposes, merits
serious assessment of the problems connected with the use of
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. Three of these problems are:

l. The hazards of radio-active fallout

2+« The difficulties in safely disposing of the radlo—

, active waste products.

3. The problem of the residues of plutonium and U235 -
which can be utilized for weapon making. This last
point concerns the fields of both 'politics! and
economics, ’ o

THE HAZARDS OF RADIO-ACTIVE FALLOUT

The 1963 partial Test Ban Treaty. banned atmospheric tests and
permitted only those underground tests which did not release
radio~activity across national boundaries. Recently, both Canada
and Sweden have monitored increases in their levels of radiocactivity,
due to underground explosions in the U.S;(Oanada) an& the U,5,3.R.
(§weden); These underground tests ha%e been carried out in the
ngme of economic progress to produce nuclear energy for industry.
They have als¢ tested nuclear weapons. Not 21l underground tests

are foolproof, and some radioactive material has vented, Sinec
the 1963 partial Test-Ban Treaty 14 underground tests in the U.S..
which should have been completely contained, vented radicactivity.
The process of nuclear fission itself can cause cracks in the
surface of the earth through which radioactive matter escapes
before they close up again.

- In a,recent report, (Observer, July 6th 1969) Dr,.E.J,
Sternglass, professor in the Deparitment of Radiology at the
University of Pittsburgh said that fallout has a greater effect.
on unborn generations than scientists had previously calculated.
From his own detailed research in areas.of the U.3., affected by'
the atmospheric tests of the 1950's, Dr,Sternglass has drawn the

DPete0s



Y —‘2-
conclusion that minute doses of , fallout, which used to be
congildered inconsequential, can, in fact, damage the reproductive
cells. of adults, As a result, babies born several years after .
fallout can be seriously affected, either dying within the first
few months of life, or being born with incurable affects. He is:
convinced that any peaceful use of atomlic energy -+ such as ‘
projects to create a new Panamg Canal - will seriously_diminish
the survival rate for the next generation in those areas, and
in all other parts of the world affected by fallout.

These assumptions of Dr.Sternglass have been repudiated by
the U,S.Atomic Energy Commission = (Guardian - July 7 1969).
Dr,W,Bibb.of the Medlcal Research Divigion of the U.S.Atomic
Energy Division sald - "Dr. Sternglass has misinterpreted his data.
His motives I am afraid are not scientifie", adding that Dr,Sternglass
Was‘etrongly opposed to the deployment of anti~ballistic missile
systems.

Dr.Richard G Mlller, Pre81dent of the Nevada Academy of
Sciences told the Committee for Environmental- Information (May 1968 -
Scientis® and Citizen) that ~ "Absolute control against venting
into the atmosphere is enly an international requirement by treaty,
but essential now for protecting those areas of the planet that
support 1ife, To lose any portion of our natural life support
system is not in keeping with mature scientific judgement, or the
tenets of survival., No purposes of any agency or testlng oontrnctor
justify hasty or secret action.™ '

PROJECT PLOWSHARE is the Atomic Energy Gomm1531on program for:
peaceful application of nuclear explosions. . Incorporated in the
program are explosions for canal digging which might be used for
construeting a trans-isthmian canal in Panema or Columbia, or,
on a much larger scale, link navigable rivers within the U,S,,

The realisation of such a project i1s subject to much doubt, because
even the shortest route yet suggested would require an explosion
of about 200 megatons., "Even if only a small fraction of the
radioactivity were to vent, this would be a small fraction of a
very large total. That means that a substantial amount of _
radiocactivity would be involved, When we remember that the total
of ALL szbove ground weepon tests carried out by the U.S.,,

Great Britain, and the U.S,S.R.,, amounted to about 500 megatons,
the size of -this project becomes more apparent," (Scientist and
Citizen - March 1968), l |

PROJECT GASBUGGY ~ is a scheme in the Piowehare program to
produce underground storage facilities into which natural gas
could be pumped for local dlstrlbutlon, by using nuclear explosives
l ' Contdl rean
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so deep underground that radioactivity is completely contained

and the gas produced would be available for ¢ommercial use.

Project Gasbuzgy was detonated in December 1967, w1th an exp1051on
equal %o about 26,000 tons of THT at a depth of 4, 240 feet,

Cortain prdblens have arisen. "Gasbuggy was designed to produce

a "chimmey" 300-400 feet high, to contain rock cracked by the
explosion., Into this would be drilled the wellshaft through

which the gas would be extracted and piped to commercial and
domestlc users. The chimney wgs produced and the gas was released,
but whether the next step can. be taken depends, upon tests whose
results are not yet available, After the shot, traces of radio-
activity gas leaked up to the surface through the cables, but

these have been capped and no venting in the conventional sense

has been detected." (Report by Prof.Friedlander). The big
guestion with Gésbuggy is -~ How much radiocactive contamination will
there be in the natural gas which is éxtracted? Contaminated gas
clearly could have no commercial market., There is also the
question of ground water supplies and what effect slow dissolving
of radioactive debris would have, '

DIFFICULTIES OF DISPOSAL OF RADIOACTIVE WASTE ,

""" Very little information on this problem is available, which
makes it more disquieting, We ha ve been told that it is put into
containers and dunped far out into the sea. The recent shock that
‘the U.S.orny planned to dump 27,000 tons of lethal gas into the
Atlantic has brought to light at least two instances of the dangers
of sea~dumping. 4 B.B,C. Panorama progran (July 21 1969) reported
that mustard gas dumped 20 years ago in the Pacific was now bubbling
round Wake Island; +there are still traces of arsenic which was
dumped 40 years ago in the North Sea;‘ only 2 kilograms of insecticide
escaped into the Rhine killing thousands of fish.

Continued pollution of the sea can cause all life to cease.
By ekhausting warm water from our power cooling plants into the
ocean, we are threatening marine life, Water is tﬁe most precious
stuff.on this planet. Without water there could be no life on
earth, In a sense, water is even more precious than oxXygen, for
without water there would be no green plants, and green plants
supply the oxygen in the air we breathe. The ses is the supplier
of .fresh water to the land and of oxygen to the air, According to
D;;Lamont Cole, Gornell University ~ more than 70% of our oxygen
supply comes from microgscopic green plants in the sea,'which,
like the plants of land, consume carbon dioxide with the help of
s0lar enefgy and Cast'qff oxXygen as g waste ‘product, DDT has been

P

found in marine creatures everywhere, If the plant life of the
ocean is jeopardised, so is the oxygen supply on which all life

depends., )
e p.‘t,o.
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PROBLEM OF RESIDUE OF PLUTONIUM AND U235

Dr,F.C.Barnaby warns, in his book - “Preventlng The Spread
of Nuclear Weapons",- (arising out of a recent Pugwash Conference) -
" There could be military implications - unless checked - of the

widespread establishment of nuclear reactors for peaceful purposes.
Thigs latter instance of the ’technologloal momentum" can and w1ll
create residues of plutonlum and U235 which can be utilized by
the host country for weapon making purposes. The Conference
believes that the best way to handle this danger is for the
International Atomic Energy Agency to supply the fuel element for
civil reaotors and subsequently remove the spent elements, and
stockplle the plutonium at a place of its own choosing,” .
There is obviously a commercial and industrial interest
in the use of nuclear energy as the industrially advenced countries
are running out of irreplacable fosgil fuels, The future of the
progran hinges on two considerations.. One 1s the safety aspect -~
not only at the time of the explosion, but more importantly,'in
the monitoring of the radiation in the products, The second is
the Test-Ban Treaty, and the dlscu351ons which have been taking
place in Geneva to extend it to cover all tests, and not only
- those underground. Several countries which do not now pogsess
nuclear weapons, .but which have technology quite advanced enough
to produce them are concerned that the peaceful applications
should not be restricted to the present nuclear powers through
~any new treaty. . They are also apprehensive that even 1f the
U.5. for example, were to make available nuclear ‘weapons for
peaceful explosive purposes, a monopoly would be oreated Already
an international . oompany—Nobel-Paso Geonuolear_has been formed
as a follow-up of Gasbuggy., This company has American,lWest
German and Belgian capital, but must clearly be. dependent on sone
~ Government for the supply of exp1051ve devices = (Prof, Friedlandexr).
The pendlng collaboration between Brltaln, Holland and West
Germany on the production of enrlched uranium by the gas-centrifuge
process posges a new and dangerous problem in the field of.
disarmament. It should be remembered that West Germany has not
gigned the Non-Proliferation Trcaty. The gas centrlfuge nethod is
a potentially much more economic process than gas diffusion, so it
holds out the promise of an alternative,for the power industry
where demand for enriched fﬁels is expected to increase tenfold by
1980, The 1nformatlon on gas-centrifuge is ola351fled in the '
U,S,, Therefore, the Amerlcan nuclear fuel industry in which such
companies as Yestinghouse, Union Carbide, and Gulf Central Atomic
are prominent, 1s upset about commerolal conpanies in Britain,
Holland and West Germany having access 1o an advenced technology

coNtdeaies
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fron which they are barred., A compromige solution to prevent
imerican nuclear fuel companies losing out on the enriched fuel
market, however, might be reached with conpanies having .
"managenent access" to the gas—centrifuge work there, ("Times" -
Business News = June 6th 1969), r .

The International. Atomlc Energy Agency Bulletin - Volume 11 -
Nunber 2, 1969 states - " 'Yellow Cake! is the name given to
uranium oxide by ghe mining profession, Ore containing about a
million tons of 1t and capable of prdcessing at reasonable cost has
to be found by 1980 if reserves are to be kept in balance, Many
areas of the world are fa%ourable for exploration and experts are
confident.that additional resources exist." The Bulletin goes
on to.list parts of the world where uranium is most likely to be
, found. 1ny of the countries are the underdeveloped ones, This
raises . the question of funds for mining - and, of course, the
price that will be paid to these countries for this valuable
raw material, One is.temp%ed to think of the prices these countries
now recelive for the basic commodities which they export to the
richer countries! The Bulletin says = "The probability is that
the greater part of the money will be spenﬁ by commercial or
national organisations from the developed countries, Where it will
be spent is another matter, No dcubt the highest proportion will
be spent in the developed uranium countries, but much favourable
ground has already been gone over in these countries, and this, and
other factors will tend to send a great deal of money seeking
exploration facilities in developing countries." '

Many countries already have nuclear reactors, What becomes
of the "waste"? The "Times" Business News - 9 June 1969 states - |
"Japan patents device to get sea-water uranium.," The "Telegraph" -
5 June 1969 repdrted that South Africa found 1t more profitable
to extract the uranium from some of the older £0ld mines rather
than to dig so deep for gold; And what has become of the nuclear
powered ice~breaker "Lenin"? In an article in the YGuardian' -
June 24 1969, David Fairhall wrote — "The most pedestrian
explanation_is‘that the "Lenin's® pioneering reactor system - which
is after all 10 years olg — is simply being replaced by a more
comnpact, efficient unit, perhaps designed as a'testubeq for the
bigger wvessels now being bullt. My'gueés is that if a planned
reconstruction of the shlp has been’ going on we should have had
sonie positive information by now, Perhaps the Russians have run
up against some UNEXPECTED nuclear engineering problem - metal
fatigue or corrosion perhaps - which they do not want to talk
about until they are quite sure the "Lenin" can once again  take
pride of place in their Arctic fleet.! '

Pot-aoo-
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And finally, I want to quote from a speech made by Mrs.,Mary
Hays Weik, the secretary of a New York citizens' committee on an
Atomic Energy Commissions! hearing at Hudson River Vailey. The-
hearings concerned Con Edisons' application for a third atomic
reactor in the same area, An alarming number of cancer deaths in
a small area of only a few blocks, just'below the big Indian Point
nuclear plant had been reveazled at the hearing, This small village
stands directly downwind and downstream from the big atomic plant,
whose original unit cost more than $120 million, and which has a
long history of mishaps and sudden shutdowns. The second giant
atomic reactor, now under construction, was approved in 1966.,
Then, NOT a single local citizen appeared to oppose the project,
but, this year, while several town officials praised the plants!
contribution to village tax budgets, many were against the project,

Mrs.Hays Weik said - "I believe that most of us here realize
that we are taking part ifi.mo ordinary case, but a case that may be
called e moﬁent in history, History is not only made of battles
and lunar flights. The baslc prlnciple on which our country was
founded - that the individual citizen - not the corporatlons he
has helped to form, not the Governments, Statc or Pederal - which
he has helped to create and to whom he pays his taxes -~ but the
citizen himself holds the final power to decide his final destiny.
The time, has come for the citizens to take their part in this
dialogue, which has so far been conducted mainly between industry
and government., If we believe our Government is meant to bg a
Government of the people, by the people, and for the people, we
must demand a leading part in this decision. THIS IS NOT A
SITUATION CONFINED TO AMERICA, It is happening today in nuclear
countries all over the world, The fact is, we are w1tne851ng the
start of a new and shameful chapter in human history, where
financial profits and national prestige are put ahead of human
safety end survival, There is nothing today anywhere quite as
important to the Worlds{ people as the‘increasing speed with which
we are bartering away our irreplaceable,reeources. I am speaking
not of gold or silver, or copper or oil, but of the pure air and water
which we should, by every right as citizens and'parents preserve
and proteg¢t for our children, but which today are belng 1nv181bly, |
lastingly, polluted by nuclear power.", '

Sources-Observer, Times, (London), Times Business News, Guardian,
Telegraph, Soviet News, Scicntish and Citizen, B.B,C.,
International Atomic Energy Agency.



 ter 1nsurgency warfare in remote areas;
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TRANS-NATIONAL- AC’TION/RESEAR,CH QN-.CBW ISSUE.

Proposals submitted by Stewart Meacham, Peace Educatmn
Serretar/ of f'he American Fr1ends Service Committee, to

the Council of the Internatmnal Confederatmn for D1sarmament
and Peace, September 27/29/;0 1969 . A

By the early 1959's, U, S, defense strategiei:s recognized th_a'.it:‘ ‘_
the policy of massive retaliation, previously the keystone of all

- U.S. strat2gic planning, had proven worthless as a deterrent to

revolutionary warfare. :Stratcgy based on nuclear deterrence is
predicated on the assumption that one's encxpies are likely to be
highly urbarized, industrial societies, The commitment to mas- |

" sive retaiiation blinded most strategists to the fact that nuclear
~ weapons 20 not constitute the ultimate weapon for use in warfare
. against the oppressed people of the "have not" agricultural soc1e- '

ties which depend upon scattered, hamlet-sized social units for
production and defense; -who cannot be intimidated by the threat .
of devastated industrial resources: wwho are not skilled in the arts

of brmkmansmp, war - gaming, and "'graduated ecscalation'; 'upon

wlnch so much of nuclear strategy is based. Consequently the US's
massive retallatory capa.b“uty has never had power to’ deter Third

_ World revolvtmn

" Thus the U, m111tary command found itself in an 1mpasse when
- ¢ounter- 111surgency became the focus of U. S, defense policy in

1961, The "drop the bomb or don't drop it" response prov1ded an
all-or-nothing choxce, the nnc’ear weapon permitted no middle-
ground response to the rrnddle ground threats which erupted on 4
the periphery of the U.S. post-war empire - Indo Chma, Korea,
Laos, etc. : '

- When U, S. m111tary planners flnally rECognJ.sed that WWlll might

be fought in the jungles, ricefields and highklands of the underdeve-.
loped nations, and not in industrialized Europe, a frantic effort a
commenced to develop new strategic and tacfical weapo ns for coun-

AN
;

This search for a '"flexible response' in limited 7arfare was ac-
celerated when President Kennedy took office in 1961, at which

“time the Department of Defense enlisted the support of civilian

scientists in the universities and the military "think tanks", to

explore new co wepts in counter- 1":surgercy research.

Not only did acaderruc scientiste provide an essential expertlse

for basic research on CBW agents, but they also constructed the -
theoricr. and strategies used to justify the use of these weapons: .
in efforts to crush national liberation movements in underdeveloped

“dreasi University prcfessors have becen in the vanguard of efforts
- to convert the U. S, strategic deterrent from an atom-based system

to one dependent on CBW munitions. In searching for new strategic
deterrents,the defense scientists had to respect the {ollowing guide-
lihes in evaluating proposed weapons systems; -
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-  The weapons had to be effective agamst decentrahzed
agncultural poPulatlons

- The system had to p:rovlde m111tary cornmanders with a
graduated response to varicus insurgzncy situstions ran-
ging from localised, low-intensity conflicts to full-scale
"peoples® war'' as practiced in Vietnam.

- It had to be possible for the armies of pro- -U.S, regimes
in underc.bveloped areas to use the system Wlth a minimum
_input'of U. 5, resources - '

A careful anarysm reveals the CBW weapons meet all of the required
quahflca‘trons CBW agents are spread by natural phenomena and thus
are easily dlspersed in'rural areas; they are most effective against
populations which lack a highly developed public health system; they
offer a wide variety of applications ranging from riot-control measures
to highly fatal epidemics; they can be deve10ped by friendly governments
with a minimum initial investment of U.S, resources; and when actually
used they can oftén be disguised as natural phenomena thus protectmg
the U. S, from dlrect 1mp11cat10n

'After 1961, U.S, spendmg on CBW research soared from $35 mllllon
per yearito the present estimated spending of a minimum of $ 1 million
per day. (Recent figures are classified, but according to one reliable
Senate scurce $650 million for CBW in 1969 is a conservative figure.)
These funds have been used to provide the U, S, with a wide array of
CBW agents, and the délivery systems needed to disseminate them at
any poiut on the glube, 1nclud1ng Oklnawa, West Germany, Phllhpmes,
‘Ta1wan, ‘South Korea, ete.

The more the U, S. develops, stockpzles, and uses these weapons, the
easier it becomes for other nations to follow their lead. Because
CBWs are relatively inexpensive to produce, they are readlly acces-
sible to poor natlons who cannot support nuclear weéapons systems,
The danger of the prohferatmn of this class of weapons applies as

- much to the developing as it does to the developed countries and thus
"presents a new and 1nternat10na1 threat to world security.

Already, Russ1a, England Canada, Communist China, Nat1ona.l1st
China, France, West Germany, Poland, Sweden, Spain, Egypt; Cuba, .
Israel and South Africa have either publicly revealed that they are
doing CBW research, reluctantly acknowledged that they are involved
in ""defensive" CBW research, have been accused of conduction such
research or used gas warfare in combat since World War 11, *

There is extensive international criticism and concern ir the steady
escalation in the lethaliiy of the gases used in chemical warfare agents.
All over the world, but parilcularly in Vietnam, "'riot-control',
"incapacitating" agents, defoliants and herb1c1des are being used
indiscriminately without regard to short or long range effect upon
man, animal or plant, desrite the ex1stence of scientific documentation
as to their potential tox1c1ty dependent upoa species and environmental
conditions. :

* (See Chemical and Biological Warfare - Arnerics,'s:Hid'den Arsenal -
Seymour Hersh.)
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Careful research might well reveal the fr1ghten1ng fact that there is
hardly a country in the world that is not in some way involved with a

partlcular aspect of research, development, production, stockpiling

or delivering of chemical and biological warfare agents, or who could
not supply self-convincing _}ustlﬁcatlon for their use in civil disorders,
ideological, religious, geographical or economic disputes.

- Though national and international opinion is nearly unanimous in its

opposition to CBW, many governments appear determined to continue
building their CBW potential for control of civil disorders, or possibly
in preparation for what has come to be known as "tomorrow's war" ..

- the annihilaticn of millions of peopie - with the vlrtue of leaving

property intact, ' P

and worthwhlle concern for the CBW zssue by

‘1. Employmg sound re search techmques to develop materials
to inform about the effects of the possible use of CBW (the
most recent being the excellént Report of the Secretary-
General of the UN). & -

2. ‘Broposing cataloguing or approving various international
agreements dealing specifically with the use of poison gas
or germ warfare,

3. Arranging and attending scientific and disarmament confer-
ences cohcerned with CBW.

However, it now seems necessary and timely to expand these prdjects
from a basically scientific informational and verbal concern into highly
visible, trans-national, direct-action progects, in order to begin to
create a new conscicusness on the part of people of the world of the
lateness of the CBW hour. The intcrnational peace community bears

a deep resporsibiiity to expose the new and potential ""Auschwitzes™ in
our midst.

It would seem [fitting that ICDP at this time undertake the responsibility
to develop ideas for trans-national research/action projects directed
against those institutions, corporations and ¢ivilian and military cen-
ters in each affectcd country who are resprmSLble for the research,
development, production, stockpiling and tran5portat1on of chemical
and biological weapons. '

The basic aims of such a trans-national research/action program
could be to:

I Provide a factual and scientific base within each. CBW -
involved country for identifying and analyzing those individuals
and institutions of government, private industry, education
and research who make policy for and benefit from CBW.

It could further identify the international links between the
industries, regional alliances and international carriers
who promote the research, development, production, stock-
piling or transportation of CBW.

2. Contact and stimulate anti-war, scientific, medical, conser-
 vationist and other in-country groups to translate the above
data into workable coordinated, national direct-action projects,
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:Th1s is a very sketchy proposal ‘due to the shortage of time in - _
preparation and conceptualization. The nature of the proposed
non-violent demonstratlons, the machlnery for implementing them
and the progect costs have not been noted in this paper. Rather, it
is important to deal with the concept and feasibility of the project
“at this point, and if it is one that receives some dégree of interest,
- we could further prepare materials and ideas to put the plan into a
workable framework for discussion. :

T . L T T



‘_ggpresentative Richerd D, MeCarthy ! j?
- Member of the Congress of the United States ?

CBW - The Ultimate Folly

(Paper_for the International Conference
on Chemical and Biological warfsre, Londén)

_ ‘This year, 1969, is a fortuitious time o turn our attention to
chemical and biological warfare. The western world is in flux. Our
traditional values, policies, mores are beirng questioned. Our sons and
daughters zre asking whether we really believe in the values that we
profess and if we do, why don't we do & better job of living up to them.
In my country, the United States, this questioning, this reassessment,
is also found in our Congress. For the first time in recent Menmory,
individual Members are asking searching questions about our military
posture. Do we mneed a capabllity tc fight two major and one minor wars:
Do we need new nucleamr aircraft carriers? Do we need stockpiles of
nerve gasg and germ weapons? Con we redch nuclesr arms limitations agree-
ment with Russia? Are we over-committed throughout the world? And of
course, most fundamentally, what should we do about Vietnam?

I, for one, welcome this resssessment. I sce it in an opportunity
to strengthen and renew cur society--toc cast out the false, to restate
the true, to strive for a better society.

Oie of trz main objects of scrutiny in the U.S. Congress tri~ yeur
has been cher cal and biclogical warfare. Even before the raleasseot
the report t¢ the Secret.ry General of the U.N. on chemical and biologi--
cal warfare in July, the American public was aware of the subject.

One might ask why CBW should bte singled cut for particular atten-
tion. The answer, I telieve is twofcld., Pirst ss one American leader
said not too long ago, "the United States can afford anything it neceds.
What 1t can't afford is what it doesn't need." I suggest that there is
much in our CBW arsenal that we don't need. Second, our CBW policies
and practices threaten to break down one of the few areas in which we
have limited man's inhumanity to man. The Geneva Frotocol of 1925
banning chemical and biologicel warfare is one of the few arms control
neasures thaty -has worked. TYet the Unilted States remains one of the
two major,negt to ratify that treaty. Our present CBW policies.. and
practicess-—-panlicies that do not make it clear whether we will use gas
or germs as offerisive weapons—--and prectie~ that include the massive
use of ftear gas as an aid to killing and the wide-sprezd use of de-
foliant chemicals against crops and feliage in Vietnam--threaten the
very fabric of the Geneva ¥rotocecl. 1 do not think thet my country
ought to be the one to erode this restraint on inhumanity.

On November 4, 1969, conferees of the United States Congress adopt-
ed a report establishing & measure of public control over the btrans-
portation, storage, disposal =nd testing of chemical and biological
weapons. Adoption of this report was a symbolic step toward a return
to reason. The vots reaffirmed American common sense concerning the
need to exercise the greatest care when working with therz deadly wea-
pons. The amendment also dealt in a limited way with the broader as-
pects of strategy snd use; 1t stopped the purchasce of any offensive
chemical and biological arms for the coming year; 1t was a victory for
those concernad about CBW.

Bariier in th, yzar, the Army's March 4, 1969, briefing on chemi-
- cal and bioclogical warfare which I hsd arranged for members of the
House and Senate failed to fully answer the public policy questions
that I had ralsed, wanting to know more sboul our policies.

The immediste questions on CBW, I felt; should be asked of the
appropriate officials of the Administrstion. Bo, having falled to ge?d
adequate replies from the Army to public policy questicns, I addressed
them to Defense Secretary Leird, Secretary of State Rogers, UN Ambassa-
dor Charles Yost, Arms Control Director Ger.rd Smith, and Presidential
Advisor Henry Kissinger.

By April 21, 1 had recelived repilies Trom all of the deparpments
and agencies with the exception of Dr. Kissinger's office. This L
noted at the time, "is perhaps as much ocopmment on the priorityplaced
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on CBW policy in relation to other matters as 1t is on the pressures
of the Lxecutive Office."

My continuing review of CBW during the spring and summer of 1969
convinced me of the urgent need for the Fresident and Congress to exert
much tighter control over these activities. They not only imperil our
foreign policy but cast us in a very unfavorable light on the world stage
and imperil our -own citizens right here at home. Commenting on an in-
cident invelving nerve gas on Okinawa, J-mes Reston in The New York
Times of July 20, 1969, observed that "the trouble is notthat the Fenta-
gon is wicked but that it seems to be clumsy : 1t is constantly being
caught out doing things thst embarrass the Government and complicate the
conduct of American foreign snd even intermal policy," He then under-
scored one of the several basic reasons behind this book and my interest
in CBW: "So great was thelr powsr thst even the Secretary of State and
the Tresident - though they will probably deny it - didn't really know
what the military was doing with nerve gas in Utah and- OklncWA.ou” Thig
cannct be permitted to happen agaln.

While I am a2 Demccrat znd rresident Nixon is a :epublican, no one
would be more relieved than. I, or happler, if NMr. Nixen brings cur CBW
policies and oper“tlons under r rti1onal contrel and direction. And he is
in a favorkble position to do this. He is not 2 captive of policies of
the past and is entirely free to reverse the germ and gas warfare courss
that the nation has shif ;ed to over the pastlS or so years. He could
return the United States to the CBW policies of Presidénts Harding,
Coolidge, Hoover, Recosevelt, and Truman. oSeveral actions he has taken
thus far augur well for a return to a sane and restrdlned CBW pollcy
Within a period of a few weeks st mid-1969, the rresident:

1. Dlrected the U.b. delegation to the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Committee in Geneva Switzerland, to work
with othur nations in seeking effcctlve wWays to control
chemical and biological weapons.

2. Ordered a full-scalc BExecutive Branch review of U.S.
CBW policies and practices--the first in over a decade.
As Arms- Control Director Smith put it in annowncing the
President's action in a letter to mes "Pregént

, snd possgible alternative avd to befully examined.

3. Revealed that he.w s considering the question of re-.
subm’ ssion of the Geneva lrotocol to the Senzte for
rotifiication. '

There are other signs thet g serious reassessment of CBW was under-
way both within the A@mlnlstrmtlon and in the Congress. At the fime of
the Okinawa nerve gas acclident, the Defense Dbpartment enphasized thed
the guestions of ovérseas dep10yment of gas agents would be included 1n
the Administration's "cuwprehensive study" of chemical and biolpgical
warfare matters. ' -

Two committees of the Sen=te soon begen delving inito various as-
pects of Am-rican CBW policies and opcratlonsu The Zenate Forelgn Re-
lations Committee held a closed-door informaticvnal session on the entire
CBW program. Senator Vance Hartke held hearings con the safety guestions
raised by the Army's shipment of poigon gas by rail. Congressmen Houss
and Gallagher held their hearings on testing and the rail-ship disposal
plans.

senator Gaylord_“elson was not satisfied with the Answers on our
CBW activities that he was getting and asserted: "We need to review the
entire scope of chemical and Dbiolegical warfare."

Ia the late spring of 1969, the Jenate Armed Services Committes
voted to cut out of the defense pudget "s11" funds for researching
offensive CBW weapons and systems. The amount was placed by Senator
Thomges J. McIntyre at 316 miilion. The Armed Services Comnmittee
recommendzations on monsy matters, of course, are not final. The Appro-~ -
priations Committee hes the finsl s2y on actual spending figures. B0
it was that all of us who believe this program should be reduced were
pleased in July 1969 when a senior member of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, Senator Illender, predicted "that Congress is going to go
moredeeply intoc this entire matter (of CBW) in the coming months. I be-
iieve that changes should be made ond will be made."
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"Late in May of this year, 1 visited Under Secretary of sState Elliott
Richzrdson to discuss the forthcoming United Nations report on Chemical
and Biological waer fare. The report was in its final stages of prepara-
tion and I had learned that it contained portions oppesed by those seekin
effectlive dinternational contrcols of these wezpons.

The United Nations had responded to the appeal of its Eighteen Na-
tion Disermament Committee by passing a resolution on December 20, 1968,
calling on the secretory general to prepare a report on chemical and bio-
logical weavons and theeffects cof their use. The resolution urged that
the report be completed by July 1, 1969, so thit it could be considered
at subsequent sessions of the Fighteen National Disarmement Committee
and at the fall session of the Genersl Assembly. With surprising speed
the 14 experts appointed by Secretary General U Thant were going to meet
their deadline. '

Frllowing passage of the resolution by the Genersl Assembly,

_ Thant appointed Dr. Ivan L. Bennett, director of the New York Univer-

sity Medical Center; Dr. Jiri Franek, director of the Military Institute
of Hygiene, Eplidemiology and Micwbiology, Czechoslovakia; Academician
U.A. Rentov, professor of chemistry at the Moscow State University;
9ir Solly Zuckerman, chief scientific advisor to the United Kingdomnm,
and ten others as consultant experts. These men would prepare the report
They were drawn from nations having someexpertise in either gas or gern
warfare or both; however, in this context, they were not regarded as
the representatives of their countries but rather as appointees of the
gsecret-ry general., Nevoertheless, they were expedted to be free to draw
on the resources of their countries in the preparations of the report,

One of the by-products of the secrecy that has surrounded the
matter of chemical snd biclogical wesrfare turned out to be the practical
necessity of appointing as members of the panel, scven men from chemical
and biclogical warfare institutions in their respective countries. Con-
sidering their involvement in chemical and biological research, it is
surprising that the report is as objective as it is. Academicilan Rentov
of Russia, for example, took pains to make it clear to a number of his
co-panelists th=t he was not connected with his country's chemical and
biclogical marfare estsblishment. But even when the experis themselves
were not members cfthe trade, thelir advisers often were. On his staff
Br. Bennett employed three members of the Department of Defense and only
one member of the Stote Department's Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

The pancl of experts decided to divide into teams, e ch of which
would prepare one of the five chapters cf the report. Dr. Bennett was
the leader of the team prepasring chapter one, describing the basic
characteristics of chemical and bioclogical means of warfare. Sir Solly
suckerman snd Academician Reugor were the other members of this team.
Reutov was the team lesder for chapter five, which summarized the econ-
omlic and security implications of chemical and biologiczl warfarc ar-
senals and their dug. The United States Army's CBW experts, ironically,
prepared the first craft of Dr. Bennett's chapter, Fortunately, itwas
not the final drafst.

_ Some of the non-military members of the pan 1 recognized the heavy
influence of the OBW establishment in the preparation of the initial
drafts and worked out informal arrangements to eliminate portions of
the report that they considered objectionable by the time-honoured
strategem of giving in to pre-arranged protests of other members. In
this way thsey avoided alienating their respective staff members and

yet were able to achieve their objectives.

By the middle ¢f May, however, when I appeared at the State
Department, the influence of CBW proponents was still present in the
final draft of the resort as it went under discussion. The report
still used the phrase "biological incapacitant™, a term that CEW adve-
cates use to describs diseases that are supposed to make people s0

sick they cannot perform their regular duties but not kill thoem. Tul-
sramia :nd Venezuelan equin. encephalitis o1 two diseases thot . the
United States Army wishes to cheracterize 2s "bilclogical ineapacit=nts."
The troublie with this term is thot most medicsl men do not consider it
valid. Whot is incapacitating to one persorn may kill another; what is
incepacitating to the people of one country may kill the people of an-
other because of differences in living conditions and general health.
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Using this term in the UN repert would tend to give 1t a staure that i+t
otherwise does not possess.

A similer objection applied to the word "toxin." The report de-
fined toxin, a deadly by-product of bacteria, as a chemical rather than
a biological agent. Although toxins are dead - that is, they don't multil
as do bacteria - they cre poisons derived from becteria. If toxins aie
classified as chemicals, then we may suppose the biological warfare .
laborscories and production . lonts would continue to produce toxins even
in the event of an intern:itional ban on biological warfare.

I met with Under Gecret.ry Richerdson to urge him to do wint he
could to bring ~bout changes to thesc sections of tue final report. Al-
though Dr. Bennett wos not an appointee of the U.5. Government, he net
regulariy with officials of the U.S5. government ~nd the views of the
State Department would presumably c.orry some weight in his thinking.
Richardson agreed to bring these problems to Dr. Bennett's attention
snd #lso assuredme that 1f the U.d. report presented a distorited picturc
of CBW when published, that the Department of state ould probably is-
sue a sitatement making it clenr that the report in no way represchted
the official views of the United Stotes. Hichardson's comments were in
kceping with the Stete Deporiment's 1ong standing efforts to mointain
the int.rnational ban on the use of chemical and blologicul weapons.

Subsequently, although the term "biological incapacitant™ wros not
removed from the report and =zlthough toxins contined to be defined os
chemicals, assuranceg werce received thaot whentiese ond oth.or problem
- aress in the report como up at Geneva the reservations zbout them would
be fully taken into account.

On July 1, wsecrctary Genercl U Thant announced the release of tho
report and in a strongly-worded forcward urged that members of the U.d.:

.ratifly the Geneva rrotocol of 1925 bunning lirst-use
of chemical. :nd biclogical warfare.
.clearly stete thot the Geneva lrotocol applics to the
use in war of all chemical and biokgical weapons in-
cluding teonr gos 2nd other harassing agents which now
exist or mey be developed in the future.

cnll on all countrics to ngree to halt development,
production and stockpiling of all chemical and biological
Weapons,

Even though it condemned the use of teor gas as 2 violation cf the
Geneva rrotocal snd included defoliants and herbicides in its discussicn
of chemical weapons of w-rfare, President Fixon commended the U.N, re-
port in his July 3, 1969 messcege fo the Bighteen-SNation Discrmament
Committee. In his statement to the Dis arasment Comnittee, he said thet
"the specter of chemicol and biologicual warfare arouses horror and re-
vulsion throughout the worldd I read this stitement in the newspapers
and was particularly plcased th:t Yresident Nixon had stoted, as bresi .
dents Coolidge Hoover and Roosevelt had before him, the abhorrence with
which the American pcople rogord chemicsl and biolegical woarfure. whilc
it wis only one sentence it did set o tone and indicote a point of viow.
This endorsement,; following his June 17, 1969 order for a full-scale
executive branch review of chemical and biologicol warfore policies - nd
practices, ~offered the hope thot the United States might abandon the
extensive use of tear gas in conjunction with Trtlllury, bombing :nd
infaontry attacks »nd thc widespresd use of defoliants and anti-food
herbicides. -

It was painfully clilear that ther. was o major tug-of-war going
on in the capitol over the direction CBV should take in the futurc. bro-
ponents insisted that the United btrtes should use incapacitating goe -nd
‘germ weapons and must continue to deploy tactical chemicnl agents
packaged 1n hesvy bombs, rockets, artillcry shelils, and acrosol druus
in forwurd positions to make credible the U.s, ability to retalirte
guickly on the fielu of comb.t should an enemy use them first. Deadly
. biologicol wenpons, whether for cousing epldemics or for destroying
crops, are regarded by Lentagon CBW advocates as strategic weapyons not
to be deployed abroad but according teo William Beechur, Few York Times
Pentagon correspondent, "oare targeted against the enemy's homeland. le-
atively small gquantities or virulent aaents could be delivered by niz-
Alange or miasitle from the ndted States
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The critics of CBW =2rgue that the U.3. does not need large arsenals
of CBW weapons to deter an enemy. . The threat of nuclear retaliation
should serve to deter. To this Pentagon CBW proponents reply that a
massive nuclear attack would not seem a believable regponse to the use
of lethal gas sgsinst an Army in the field.

As the debate developed during the summer of 1669 certain key points
and objectives became clearer %o me. Although all warfaré is-inhumane,
a8 clvilized human beings we mustdo everything in our power to assert our
humanity. . By agreement, either written or tacit, all nations have gen
erally avoided. the use of chemicsl weapons since World War I. And bio-
logical weapons hzve not been used in the twentieth century. Irn my
opinion, the U.S. should do everything it can to strengthen the ban on
use of these forms of warfare. It would run directly contrary to all
our principles of honor and ‘humanity to be the nation to encourage o
breakdown of this arms limitation. '

We have immense arsenals of nuclear and other weapons that should
be more than sufficient deterrent against theuse of gas and germ warfsre
2 24 g
rgalinst the U.3. ' '

Where do.owe go from here? Can men effectively bring these instru-
ments of mass destruction under control? Ur will the awesome weapons of
biological and chemical warfarce be unleashed to eradicate entire popuis -
tions, including possibly the initiators? No one today can answer these
guestions. Certainily the erosion of the. Geneva Frotocol of 1925 by U.S.
actions in Vietnam does not offer optimism. But it is today thu‘only
international sgreement that h.s effectively curbed thu use in wor of
certain weapons. :

We have used tear ges extensively in Victnam, Yet tear gas is
ocvered under the prohibitions of the Geneva Protocol in the opinion of
many countries. If the FPiotocol is resubmitted to the U.8. Senate for

ratification by Yresident Richard M. Nixon ~2s & resolution I introduced
in the House of Reprcscnuatlves which a hundrbd congressmen have co-

gspongored, urges him to do, i believe the U.S. uhould not atteupt to ex-
clude tear gas from the coversge of the frotocol. This would weaken the
only reasonably successful arms-control agreement adopted by modern man.

If the U.S. decides to ratify the Geneva rrotocol but gtates an ex-
ception for tear gas, we would, 1 believe, have to spell out the exact
chemicaol formulas and porticle sizes ond mbthods of delivery of the ex-
empted tear gases to- ensure thot they sre not changed into entirely 4if=-
ferent gases. If tear gas is used as an offensive weapon--to help kill--
why shouldn't othor gases be used?

Thus, it seems o me, is the esgential distinction between the use
of tear gos in war and its uge in domestic riot contrel. An srmed cnemy
can retaliate with a more toxic gas and, thus, esczlate the gas warfnre,
Domestic riotersand unruly crowds simply do not have this capability.

The confusion with the use of tcear gas in civil disturbances snd its
use in war is one which those famiiisr with the Geneva Protocel do not
share. When the l'rotocol was drafted, the words "use in war" were gpeci-
fically included to ensure that the Protocol did not interfere with the
use of tear gas to handle domestic riots and other disturbancus. The
use of tear gas by civil authorities involves many COHSldOTHtluHS, but
thege clearly do not involve the ban .included in ths Geneva frotocol
and should not be used as an obstacle to U.3. ratification.

Should the Aduinistration believe thot 1t is necossary to ask
for on exclusion of tear gas —- a step. I perscnally think would be
wrong--Iwould hope th t the Fresident would first agree to check with
the other 84 signatory nations to determine whetheéer they would accept
this exclusion., If o majority of the nations objected to the exclusion
I would hope that the Administration would aba ndon its ~ttempt to obtrin
an exclusicn for any gas.

UN Secretary General U Thant and many other whc have carefully
gtudied the issues involved also have declared that the use of tear gas
as an offensive weapon in Vietnam is a clesr violation of the Gencva
Frotocel banning first-use of gos warinre—__a treaty that the U.S5. stoted
it fuliy supporto in principle in the UN in 1966.
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The U.S. use of defoliants and herbicides is something elise, While
I believe their use violates the Bpirit of the Geneva Protocol, ‘
they had not been invelted in 1925 when the rrotocol was. LlrSt adopted.
But the wide-spread use of -theze poweriul chemicsals raises 1lmportant
issues and further weakens the ban againet chemical and bioclogical
WEapOons .

The present Administratiocon under President Nixon hes not ¢onsidered
these questions in the past and hence is not bound by the pelicics of its
predecessors, I believe that it should reaffirm our traditional policy
of no-first-use of gas or germ warfare. And thot means gas of any type.
"No gas" is simple; ecasy. Refinements and distinetions can only erode
this fragile building block for a saner and more rational world.

A second fundamental objective should be ratification of the draft
convention submitted by the United Kingdom: on July 10, 1969, to the
Geneva Disarmeament Confercnce thsi would prohibit the development, pro-
duction or use of biological wesoons. The British convention would re-
guire that exis: ting capabiliities be destroyed or diverted to peaceful
purposes within three months after the proposed agreement went into cffecs

frederick Mulley, of your naztion, points out that the convention
would strengthen the Geneva Protocol which, though it bars the first use
of germ warfare agents, docs not bar their production or possession. Un~
‘der the British proposal "eech of the parties to. the conventilion undertake
never in any circumstance--by making use for heostile purposcs or microbisa:
or other biclogical agents causing death or discase by infection or in-
festetion in man, othur animalsg or crops--to engage in bacteriological
methods of wafare,"

The convention contains a complaint mechanism., If a nation sus-
pected thst another nation had used germ warfare against a party to the
~convention, it could complain to the Secretary-Genersl of the United

Nstions, who would then investigote znd report te the Security Council.,
Such sn action by the Secretary-~General could be taken under a stunding
~authorization from the Sucurlty Council and would not be subject to 2
Great Power veto. But o Security Council decision, which would be subj.c
to 2 veto, would be required to investigate less serious chiorges of
developing or processing bactericlogical weapons. Yerhaps an automatic
complain mechanism that would lead to an inspection without refercncs to
the Security Council co.ld be substituted here.

Initial reaction by U.3. Delegate James Leonard was uncnthusiastic.
He welcomed all such initiatives but added that "we are not clesr in our
own minds whether it would be desirable to conclude a separate megsurs
relating enly to biologlcal weapons." But in a response to my letter to
fresident Nixon urging th.t the Britfish conventiocn be supporﬁ zd, the
White House replicd on August 19, 1969.

The U.S5. delegation at Geneva 1s giving sericus study to

the U.X. proposal and has urged other delegstions to do so,

- As you indiente, the proposed methods of verifying compliance
deserve the mcst careful congideration. Jerious problems
arise froam the need to verify 2 ban. on the product.on and
possession of biological agents. On several occaslions, the -to__
U.8, delegatinn has rv00mmcnded thot a working group be formedAs Ul
fhe U.S. is prepared to perticipate actively in the search  brograr
for effective comylaint and verification procedurcs and csn
contribute thc DLOdUCtS of regezrch in this area

While the U, S. supports the objective of the U.K. draft

convention, s d@cision on wheth.r or not to support the

gspecific U.K. proposal cennot be made prior to comflutlon
of the comprehensive Dxecutive Branch review of U.5. policy
in this field, Meanwhile, we will continue our careful
examination of this and other possible approaches to the
effective contrel of these weapons,

I believe th:t we must ‘lso work to strengthen the present wealknesse
as in the proposed British cconventicn OdtlﬂWlnE all germ warfore. IT
this document coan be improved with the support of uhL Bighteen-Nation
Disarmament Conferencs, 1t can be brought to the U.!l and submitted
to the nations of the world for ratification. : E
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The first pricrity, however, must be for the U.s. tec belatedliy

ratify thc Geneva Frotocol. If it is furither ignored and ultimately

deatroyed then man will be going backwards r:ther than forward.

If on the other hand, thc Geneva_irotocol can be strengthened and
buttressed it may well be that ration/fien can build an enduring structure
that wiil halt not only fThe CBW zrms race but help stbp the races in
other arms before they destroy mankind. All Americars who leng for a
more peaceful, saner, sné rational world should urge President Nixon
to support the ratificetion of this document and urge their U.S. scenntors
to vote for ratification. A two-thirds vote in the Senate will be
necessary for ratification,

If the United States should ratify both documents, this would take
us out of the biclogical warfere field entircly and leave us with a re.-
teliatory capability in chemical warfare weasvons. It would be my hope,
in time, after the cther two documents sre ratified, that we could de-
vekp effective inspection procedures and move to tdally ban chemical
warfare, too.

In addition fto moving in these directions, the U.S5. govenment
in the meantime, owes it not only to its own citizens but to the peoplc
of the world and future gencrations to develop a clear policy on the
use of chemical weepons. This policy must be stricter controls and a
systewn of accountability. I believe that such a :policy must be in
hrrmony with the principles held by all civilized nations ond especially
a2 respeet for life,

Finally, we should begin an intensive effort to developmeans of
inspection Ior chenical weapons so thut we can z2dopt treaties banning
thise weapons.

Warfare is o kZind of madness, g collective sickness of mankind.
Fortunately, our revulsion at over onc million gas casualtics in
World Wer I led to the adoption of the one successful 2rms limitation
in recent history. ¥e cin strengthen this limitetion. And we can work
to adopt other arms limitations, a ban on nuclear weapons, s means ol
resolving internoticnal conflict without resorting to violence, Thesw
are the ultimat e cbjectives. TFerhaps on CBW we can set a patiern.
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A SHORT HISTORICAL ACCOUNT OF WILFF'S OPPOSITION TO SCIENTIFIC
WARFARE FOR MASS DESTRUCTION
compiled by

Margaret Tims and Cornelia Weiss
in connection with the

International Conference on Chemical and Biological Warfare
London 21-23% November, 11969.

Anyone interested enough to read — or even to skim through - the following will
realise that the promotion of the present Conference on Chemical and Biological War-
fare is in logical sequence with the work of the WILPF over more than four decades.

It cannot be said too often that the aim of the WILPF has never been to "humanise" war
by urging special rules for its conduct or by the banning of any particular weapon.
Ever since 1915 its aim has been to abolish war altogether.

In 1924 the WILFF International Congress, meeting at Washington, USA, especially
condemned Chemical Warfare, believing that the peculiar horror of these weapona might
arouse public opinion against all war. Two of the league's own scientific experts,

Dr. Gertrude Woker, Professor of Chemistry at Berne University, and Dr. Neaima Sahlbom,
Professor of Minerology at Stockholm, were the nucleus of an international committee

to invegtigate the development and the dangers of chemical warfare. Together they
visited the US Gags Armament (entre in Maryland; returning to Europe, Dr. Woker enlisted
support from scientists in France and Germany. )

In QOctober 1924 the WILPF launched an international campaign through its national
sections, appealing to scientists to condemn the misuse of scientific research for war
purposes. The Swedish Red Cross supported the campaign and urged governments to
prohibit the use of poison gas. The League of Nations Conference on Control of the
Traffic in Arms which tock place at Geneva in May 1925 provided an opportunity for
action. The question of Chemical Warfare was not on the conference sgenda, but the
WILPF Committee on Chemical Warfare sent a memorandum on "the Dangers of Modern
Armaments" to every delegation. Whether this statement had any influence on the
leader of the American delegation, who unexpectedly raised the question, it is impossible
to know. He announced his government's promise to abstain from the export of chemical
munitions or of raw material for their manufacture, although he said nothing about
existing stocks of these weapons inside USA. However, the German delegation then
proposed an agreement to prohibit the use of poison gas in war and a convention to this
effect was sdopted by the conference. This is how the Geneva Convention of 1925 was
achieved, and by the following year 27 states had ratified it. National sections of
WILPF pressed their governments to accede to the Convention and the WILPF International
Congress meeting in Dublin in 1926 urged General Ratification of the Geneva Convention
and also called on the league of Nations Disarmament Commission to work for "complete
and universal disarmament”.

At the same time efforts continued to convene an International Conference of
Scientists to bring before the general public the facts about chemical warfare. 1In

./
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January 1929 the WILPF Conference on "Modern Methods of Warfare" assembled at

Frankfurt in Germany, sponsored by a distinguished international committee including
Lord Cecil, John Galsworthy, Gilbert Murray and Bertrand Russel of Britain; Albert
Einstein, Kithe Kollwitz and Otto Meyerhof of Germany; Paul Langevin and Romain Rolland
of France; Roger Baldwin and David Starr Jordan of the USA; Senator Lafontaine and

Paul Otlet of Belgium; Dr. Axel Hﬁjer and Selma Lagerldf of Sweden; and many others
from Austria, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Hungary, Worway and Switzerland. Three hundred
delegates representing 70 organisations from 9 countries attended the conference; the
panel of experts included scientists from Germany, France, Sweden and Switzerland. The
conference urgently recommended the dissemination of information about the nature of
modern warfare on as wide a scale as possible and the mobilising of public opinion in
favour of disarmament - this, rather than mere prohibition being the long term purpose
of the WILPF campaigns. Whether as a direct result of this conference or not, there
certainly was a great uprising of popular pressure over the next 3 years in favour of

a World Disarmament Conference, an object for which the preparatory Disarmament
Commission of the league of Nations had been set up in 1925. At its VIth session in
May 1929 the Commission adopted a proposal to prohibit chemical warfare 'subject to
reciprosity' and to prohibit bacterioclogical warfare 'absolutely'. It a2lso recommended
that states which had not yet ratified the 1925 Convention should do so. It did not,
however, take any action to prohibit the preparation of these weapons.

The WILPF Commission on Scientific Warfare launched a mass appeal for universal
disarmament under the slogan: "War is renounced - let us renounce Armaments". As a
result of this and similar campaigne throughout the international peace movement, the
long-awaited World Disarmament Conference finally opened at Geneva in February 1932.
We all know the sorry story of disappointed hopes and broken pledges since that tiwe,
the tragedy of the Second World Weor and the subsequent development of a new threat of
mass destruction from nuclear weapons.

As with chemical warfare the WILPF linked its campaign against the manufacture and
testing of nuclear weapons with the necessity for total and universal disarmament.
Meanwhile, dangers threatened from the atomic fall-out released by nuclear testing even
in peacetime. The WILFF Committee against Scientific Warfare was reconstituted with
Dr. Heléne St#helin (Basel), Gertrude Baer (Geneva) and Isabelle Pontheil (Paris) taking
an active part. At the WILPF Congress, Copenhagen 1949, Dr. Stdhelin spoke about the
Atom Bomb and Radiocactive Poisons while Prof, Woker again drew attention to the threat
of Biclogical Warfare, inherent in the preparation of a wide variety of agents,
pathogenic to men, animals and plants. ©She stressed the fact that discrimination
between offensive and defensive weapons was even more difficult in this than in any
other sphere. Therefore a ban on ALL these weapons was imperative.

In 1955 G. Vicker, H. StHhelin and I. Pontheil attended the UN Conference on Peace-
ful Uses of Atomic Fnergy at Geneva. A memorandum was sent to all delegates welcoming
this peaceful co-operation but urging that all experiments for destructive purposes
should cease. Gertrude Baer was working hard to get an investigation of the effects
of atomic radiation from weapon tests under the aegis of the World Health Organisation
which refused to discuss 'political' questions. However, in 1956 WHO did adopt a
resolution to study ' public health problems related to somatic and genetic action of
radiation'. G. Baer was one of the first to warn against the dangers resulting even
from 'peaceful uses of atomic energy'. Her plea, made in 1955, for the exploration of
other sources of power, e.g. from sun and wind, especially for use in under-developed
countries, is still timely. In 1963 the Partial Test Ban Treaty was welcomed as a
first atep in the right direction. However, with projects of ever nmore powerful
explosions, plammed in the interest of 'economic progress', dangers have greatly in-
creased. At the 3rd UN Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy, Geneva,1964,
descriptions and pictures of enterprise "Plowshare" demonstrated enormous destruction.
The earth's surface was rent by the underground explosion, rising about 1000 meters

e
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into the air was shown on a photo. Therefore, the WILPF has continued to warn of
these dangers and to demand a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (i.a. letter to the
Chairman of the Disarmament Conference, 12 June 1966, and Resolution sent by the
International Executive Committee in July 1969).

On 2 July 1969 U Thant in a foreword to the Report by & l4~member group of
congultative experts on Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons (A/7575)
urged the United Nations to call upon all countries to reach agreement to halt the
development, production and stockpiling of such weapons for war purposes and "to
achieve their effective elimination from the arsenal of weapons". In response to this
appeal the WILPF International Executive Committee, meeting July 28 - August 2, 1969,
unanimously passed the following Emergency Resolution:

THE WOMEN'S INTERNATIONAL IEAGUE FOR PEACE AND FREEDOM

Urges Member States at the coming Twenty-fourth Session of the United Nations
General Assembly to pledge themselves to "halt the development, production
and stockpiling of all chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents
intended for purposes of war", and to eliminate without further delay all
such weapons from military arsenals. '

THE WOMEN‘S‘INTERNATIONAL IEAGUE FOR PEACE AND FREEDOM

Calls upon its Membership everywhere to continue to work for the effective
unconditional and earliest possible hanning of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons, and for their elimination from military arsenals in
their countries;

Expresses its sincere appreciation to the Secretary General of the United
Nations and to the Group of Consultant Experts for their Report,
assuring them of its full and continued action for the OUTIAWING of
chemical and bacteriological warfare - as an urgent measure towards the
ACHIEVEMENT OF TOTAL AND UNKIVERSAL DISARMAMENT.

Chemical and 'Biological Weapons so much cheaper to manufacture than nuclear
weapons, so much easier to keep secret and to release at a moment's notice, constitute
a grave danger even in peacetime. As armaments they stand in a class of their own,
for they exercise their effects solely on living matter, leaving buildings and other
installations intact. All these facts must be squarely faced and made public. This
is why an International Conference on Chemical and Biological Warfare has been called.
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PROPOSALS FOR_ACTION FPOR WOMEN éTRIKE FFOR. PRACE ~ USA

. CHEMICAL AND CIOLOGICAL VARFARE pnses great threate’ to the world-
wide communities and should be opposad by all Sroups interested in
peace and disarmament. Our basic program should be based on the
issue of securing public support for international agreement to
outlaw the research, develcrment, manufacture and use of chemlcal
and bloloﬁlcaL Weaponry.

1, Educate the community.: Hold meetings, Prepare a
leaflet similar to ones on naptim, “Work with the
academic community. :

-2.u Publicise the widespread use of chemloal agents agalnst the
people of Vietnam.

Fe Ninety nine Representatives and‘eleven Senatdrs have
. asked that the Geneva Protocol of 1925 be resubmitted to
the Senate for ratificatien, Write to the President. Pomand that
that he subtmit this Protocol immediately. : o

4, In his report on CBW to the United Nations, Secretary
General U Thant urged the acceptance of three main
points:

a) to rensw the appeal to all States to asccede te the
Geneva Protocol of 1925;

b) to make clear affirmation that the prchlbltlon
contained in the Prrtcool upplies to the use in war of
all chemical and bacteriological (biclogical) agents,
including tear gas and other harassing agents which now
exist or which may be developed in the future,

¢) to call upcn all countries to reach agreement to halt
the development, production and stockpiling of all
chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents,foxr

the purpose of war and to achieve their effective elim-
ination from the arsenals of weapons,

5+ Call upon all Americens who have knowledge of and
information re CBW to make that information known te ¥WSP .-
or to the nationel media by means of letters, etz. Nobel Laureate
George Wald did this recently,

6, The Nurmmberg Agreements, to which our Goverrnment is a
party, hold that the obligation to oppose criminal behavioer
supercedes oaths of loyalty and obedience yo a national leadership,
Therefore, we call upon physicians, profescors, researchers to
examine the rolo their own institutiens may play in CBW research,

Ta Re-affirm our suppcort for a broad internziional agree-—
ment re the research and develepment, stockpiling and
use of chemical and biological weaponry, Insist that the strongest
possible agreement outlawing these weapons be supported by the
U5 at the Geneva Disarmament Conference, i.,e. the Soviet proposal.

8. Approach women of‘other countries to support our actions
regarding chemical and biological warfare,

/Please turn over, .+ ,



CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE

UNITED STATES ~ WOMEN STRIKE #OR PEACE POSITION STATTMENT

Chemical and biological weapons present a threat to mankind, perhaps
surpassing in potential global effects. the destructive capacity of -
nuclear weapons.. .. Bacteriological wéapons are capable of causing
world-wide epidemlcs which could engulf friend and foe alike,

The uge, of chemicals as biological weapons could set in motion
irreversible ecolegical caanges which might well destroy the basis
~for human life forever, ~ These weapons can be produced far more
cheaply and easily ‘than can miclear weapons. Any country, however
_small, could produce and stockplle these weapons, thereby creatlng
.a major threat- to manklnd. . ,

- The use of chemical and b1010g1031 weapons has long beeﬂ regarded 88
.abhorrent to civilised opinion and is prohibited by .the Geneva Gas
Protocol of 1925. . This Protococl has been signed by forty elght
- countries includlng the United States, We remain .the only’ maaor
. power which has failed to ratlfy it, DNone#)eless, the ‘Protoédl 1is -
considered by our government to form a part of. customary 1nter- w2
: natlonal 1aw.

- WOMEN STRIKE 301 PEACE, a natlenal organisation of women banded

: _together in the interests of peace, calls upon:-the United States-

Yo ratify the Geneva Protocol. We call upon:the Uhlted States
to. stop the research and stockplllng of these. weapons.. We consider
that the Geneva Protocol prolidbits the war use. of riot control

agents and of herbicides and defoliants,

.. WOMEN STRIKE FOR FEACE urges the US govermment, as recommended by

‘Secretary General U Thant in the United Nations report on chemical
-and bacteriological’ warfare, to make a clear fflrmatlon that the
'prohlbltlon contained in the Geneva Protocol. applies to ‘the use in
war of all chemical and biological weapons (ircluding tear gas and -
- “other harassing agents) which now exist or which may be developed
_ dn the future, Ty ‘ SRR

7vWOMEN STRIRB FCOR PEACE'urgeslﬁhé US govermment to conclude an

. . agreement with all other countries to halt the development pro-

"duction and Stockpiling of all chemical end: bacteriological “
(viclogical) agents for purposes of war :and :to- achieve thelr
;ellmlnatlon from the - arsenals of’ the world.



THE RANGE OF CHEWICAL AlND BICLOGICAL AGANTS

The military scientist has a vast range of chemicals
and organisms from which to choose, ™is choice will depend
on the objects of the particular weapon he is trying to de-
velop. In somz cases he will be concerred merely with dis-
pérsing a riot, In thlu evertuallty he may use C3 dispensed
in grenades. If he meraly wished to discredit an individual,
he ma§ administer an hallucinogen like LSD in a victim's
food. If he wished to wipe out an entire population he
could use a nerve agent delivered in rockets., The C3V ar-
moury embraces all these devices, This is a partial liast:
C:iBliICAL AGIITS

Vomiting gases: including CS, DM and CN. Iow obsoiete, X~

cept Tfor riot control, because so easily detectable,
hoking gases: used-in World War II; chlorine, thosgene,
. disulphur decaifluscride. Now obso;éte.
Mettle gases: the

Blood gases: the e operatce by blocking the supply of oxygen

re¢ skin irritants, eg dichloroformoxime,

w
@
o

in the blocod supoly, eg'hydrogen cyanide,

Ves{caﬂ+ﬂ: these also attack body tissue, and include mus-
tard gases and the arsenicals, These were used in the
Yemen a few years ago.

G-agents: the s mpler nerve agents which were developed by
the Germans just before “orld War II, These are lethal
even in very smail quavtltLG .

V-agents: a more ssphisticated nerve agent which can be ab-

kin, These are the most lethal of all

%]

sorbed through the
chemical agents, Ths tiniest drer of Vx will causé death,
The effect is rafher,similar to squirting inseciticido on
a house fly - nerve agents were discovered as a by-product
of research into insecticides,

BIOLOGICLL fGHITTS

Almost any known humen disease can be used as a bhiological

agent, The main problem facing a military commander Iz to

ensufe protection for his own troops.

Bacterial discases: anthrax, brucellosis, cholera, glanders,
melioidosis, plague, tularaemié.

Viral diseascs: breakbone fever, rmumps, poliomyelitis,
nsittacosis, smali-pox, yvellow fever,

Rickettsial diseases: G-fever, cpicdemic fever,

Pungal disease: ceoccididiomycosis.

Toxin: Lotulism {this can cause 50-70% fatalities and then de-
compoce within twenty-four hours to allow trcops tec invade,

Defoliants: thege act by steriliszing the land. A country can
‘be forced into submission by starvation; incl, 2,4-D,

2,4,5-T,

HB Mapalm is not usuallvy considered as an agent of U1,



HE CRY ITA-OUS JYLTEM

CBY agents work directly againgt 1life, Unlike 'con-
ventional' and nucliear weapons, tiiey do not rely on blast
and force for their effect, This is the factor which
:&istinguishes them from all other forms of weaponry,

Within thig definition are encompassed a huge variéty
of weapons, somerof which are only useful in very local,
specific situations and others which can only exist as
agents of mass destrﬁctioh.(

The aim of any wviable system is to create a toxic
environment around the enemy whilst ensuring protection
for the aggféssof. The system will thus have to include
the following elements: '

“(a) a toxic agent;
(b) a suitable delivery device,

Toxic agents can be cither chemical (when they have
direct toxic effects on life} or biological {when they
are themselves living organisms which cause illness or
death to human life). On another sheect the principle
categories of potential agentis aré listed.

Delivery systems can consist of aerosols, rockets,
gfenades, etc. Any device used in conventional warfare
can usually be adapted to CBYW usage. Sometimes one can
use méteorological conditions to aid delivery -~ for
example, a pre#ailing wind can heln create a toxic en-
vironment’ by carrying guantitices of toxic agent. Some
experts prefér to regard meteorological conditions as an
inherent part of the wéapons system, as local conditions
" can rédically alffect the effectiveness oi particular
agents., This very factor makes CB¥ an uncertain thing to
use, o

There is one fufther element in CBY technology and
that is the provision of protection for the aggressor,_
e¢.3z. CB suits, gas-masks, prophylactics, etc,’ Cne reason
why bioln2gical warfare is not more advanced is that the
Agents used are difficult to control and a military com-
mander has only limited mezns of ensuring protection- for

his men,



THE CRY FZA:ONS SYSTEM

CBY agents work directly against 1life, Unlike 'con-
ventional' and nuclear weapons, they do not rely on blast
and force for their effect, This is the factor which ‘
distinguishes them from all other forms of weaponry.

Within this definition are encowpassed a huge variety
of weapons, some of which are only useful in very local,
specific situations and others wkhich canr only exist as
agents of mass destruction.

The aim of any viable system ig to create a toxic
environment around the enemy whilst ensuring protection
for the aggressor, The system will thus have to include
the following elements:

(a) a toxic agent;
(b) 2 suitable delivery device.

Toxic agents can be cither chemical (when they have
direct toxic effects on life) or biological (when they
are themselves living organisms which cause illness or
death to humar 1life), On anocther sheet the nrinciple
categories of potential agents are listed,

Delivery systems can consist of aerosols, rockets,
grenades, etc., Any device used in conventional warfare
can usually be adapted to CBY usage., Sometimes one can

use meteorolosgical coriitions to aid delivery - for
Vexample, a prevailing wind can heln create a toxic en-
vironment by carrying quentities of toxic agent, Some
exrerts prefer to regard meteorological conditions asz an
intherent part of the weapons system, as local conditions
carn radically affect the effectiveness of particular
agents, This very factor makes CBW an uncertain thirg to
use.

There is one further element in CBY technology and
that is the provision of protection for the aggressor,
¢.g. CB suits, gas-masks, prophylactics, etc, ©One rcason

why biolzgical warfare is not more advanced is that the

;_J

agents used are 4difficult to counitrol and a military com-
mander has only limited means of ensuring protection for

his men.



THEE PRIGEINT TATINT OF COMIITMIENT TO CEW

Most countriss still adhere to the Geneva Protocoel
(q.v.) though orly 5% of the 120 member nationc of the UH
have formally sigred it., 91 countries voted for the UM
Gerneral Asscrmbly resolution of December 5th 1966 which
called upon member nations to observe the Frotocol, Cer-
tain countries, including the VX, reserve the right to use
C3d if it has been used against them first.

However, many countries acknowledge publicly that they
are maintaining resesarch laboratorices intoc 'defence' against
CBW, The difficulty herce is that it is not easy to decide
where rescarch into defence leaves off and gtarts to becone
'aggregsive!’,

Countries that can be considered C3YW powers in that
they maintain labs, conduct tests, or, in some cases, main-
tain stockpiles, include: USA, USSRE, Feople's Hepublic of
China, Nationglisi China, VWest Germany, UZ, Foland, Swaden,

Spain, IZigypt, Cuba, Israel, Scuth Lfrica, and Australia,

(For amplification see America's Hiddeh Afsenal; p.251 £F),

THTEH ITA TOMAL LAV

]

A full noteorx this is given in CBW : Chemical and

3iological ‘‘arfare, 5. Hose, ed,, p,141 £1,

The basis of the law is the Geneva ¥Frotocol of June 17,

1925 which says that those who ratify the Conventicn agree
that the use of chemical agents iz illegal and extends the
rrohibition to bactericliogical agents., There is some doubt
as to whother the Frotocol includes non-lethal, incapacita-
ting agents {like CZ&) or defoliants. In addition it is de-
fective in that it contains no provision for inspection
either continuously or in the event of an alleged infringe-
ment.

On July 10, 18469, iur fred lLulley, then linister Hes-
ponsible for Disarmament, submitted a draft British Coven-
tion to the Conference of the Committee on lisarmament (the
new name for the enlarged Tighteen Hation isarmament Com-
mittee) at Geneva, designed to separate and extend. the pro-
hibition of the 1925 Frotocol on biological warfare, A key
element in the new proposal is the banning of production
and the carrying out of research (excent for limited defence

purposecs) into biological warfeare,



THE CBY W3A-QWS SYSTIW

CB« agents work directly against life, Unlike 'con-
ventional'! and nuclear weapons, they do not rely on blast
and force fTor their effect, . This is the factor which
distinguishes them from all other forms of weaponry.

'ithin this definition are encompassed a huge variety
of weapons, some of which are oniy useful in very local,
specific situations. and others which can only exist as
.agents of mass destruction,

The aim of any wviable system is to create a toxic
environment around the enemy whilst emsuring protection
for the aggressor. The system will thus have to include’
the following clements:

(a) a toxic agent;
(b) a suitable delivery device.

Toxic agents can be cither cismical (when they have
direct toxic effects on life) or biological {when they
are themselves living organisms which cause illness or
‘death to human 1ife), On aﬁothér”sheet the principle
categories of potential ageﬁts are listed,.

PHelivery cystems can counsist of aerosols, rockets,
grenades, etc.. Any device used in cenventional warfare
can usually be aaa ted to CBW usage. Sometimes one can .
- use meteorologlcal conditions to aid delivery - for
rexamplp, a prevailing wind can helnp create a toxic . en~:
viréﬁment by carrying guantitics of toxic agent., Some -
experts prefer to regard meteorological conditions as. an
‘inherent,pgrt oP the weapons systewm, as local conditions.
can radically affect the effectiveness -of particular
égents. This very factor makes CBY ar uncertain thing to
use, |

There is one iturther element in C3Y¥ techrnology and
that is the provision of protection for the aggressor,
e.g. CB suits, gas-masks, prophylactics, etc, One réason
why biolrgical warfare is not more advanced is that the
agents used are difficult to cou trol and a mititary com-
mander has only limited mecans of e¢nsuring protection for

his nen,



TEZ POLITICE OF CBYW. (continued)

3. This last point can be extended. The long term effects of th@ruse
of- -“these agents cannot be knovn, Biological agents, in part-
icular, are very difficult +o éo%trol and there is a danger of
creating an ecological imbalance. ( Thié has already happénéd in

Vietnam as 2 result of the use of defoliants,)

4) CR% is arguably a greater threat to world peace than nuclear
weaponry. The technology is both cheaper and simpler. Any country
with a small industrial chemical planf can switch over to producing
simple, { and not so simple) chemical agents; a modern brewery could
if necessary meke biological agents, This factor could lead to a new
gort of arms race in which many countries would be runners and which

could lend to a new balance of power.
5. There is no real defence against CBYW. ( see separate sheet)

6. International Law. This is defective in a number of ways, Countries
differ in their interpretation of the neaning of the Geneva Protocol
and at leagt one important state, the USA, has never ratified 1t.

{ See note on international law). Purther, this is the one area where

disarmament has been partially effective.

7. The role of Porton., ( Ses separate note). If Porton is concerned
éélely with defence, a number of people have Aifficulty in seeing

why it cannot be placed under the control of the Ilinistry of Health.
CBW technology is now so sophisticated that it is unlikely that any
country that wishes to acquire an ability in CBW would be unable to
do so, One could counter this by saying that public fear coculd per-~

suade governments tc undertake never to use these weapons,

8, Sponscred Research. Both in the USA and in the UK universities
regsearch in areas that are likely to be of use in CBW are paid for by

Defence grants. This places a constraint on acedenic freedom,

9. Dangers of leakage and poliution, The tegting of these weapons
and even the maintenance of gtockpiles can be dangercus. In the USA
6000 sheep several miles away from the testing ground died after
accidentalAeprSure to nerve agéntAVX. In Okinawa, Japan, there was
an acéidental lenkoge of Vx frbm'an arms dump. In this country, V= is
made at Nancekuke and transported by road to Porton.'It ia known
that US Dases in Germany carry Cw-stockpiles{ It is not known if

they do in this country as well,

10. The S codtrovergy, This has been stimulated by the Ulster
erisis, but really started in'Vietnam. C5 is a rict=- control agent
which is ciaimed to be non-lethal. Used under certain conditiohs,
however, it may couse long term dangers. The BSSR3S ( see gources of

further information) have made a particular study of this problem.



TFH POLITICS OF (BYW.

There is no single orguniscd premsure grou) lobbying about the
issues raised. The recent interest in the subject stema Trom the
activitiss of a lelection of indivicuels, mostly scieatists who
became, in one wey or another, concerned about CBW. Part of the
interest was stimulated by Vieinam, for others it was a by~ product
of the American universities! campus revolt, when it waa dimccvered
that secret research was being paid for by the Degamiment of
Defense, Yef others were pacifists. Some of the individuale and
organisatio@s_presently involved are to be found on fhe sheets
marked ! §§d§6es of Purther Information?,

The Interﬁa%ioﬁal Cdﬁference cri Chemical and Bialog'ﬁal Worfare
‘im organised by an ad-hoe c¢hmmittee which will ceare to exist
after the conference is over, The impeius has come Tirom the
Wemen's Intermational League for Peace and Freedem ( British
Section) who have provided cifice facilivies etc, but mewbrr~ of

the ad- hee committee are not necsgsarily wmembers ol WILPP,

Thé follomlng is a summary of some of the issues raissd by hs
OBW iszsus. It does not claim to be comprehensgive and does rok
L

necesgarily represent the vicws of the committee., It iz there to

provide guidance only.

1. CBW is different from cther forms of warfare. It acts
directly zagainst life and dges not rely on blast for its effect-
iveness. Because, in ths nature of things, an individusl's
registance to (BW agents depends on the vistinm's state 6f
health, CBW, unlike other foris of weapoury, always strikes

the weakest mection of the population first, i.e., the old; the
young, and the sick. This is a reversal of the usuzl situation
where war is fought by soldiers, { the fitvest section of the

cormunity) ageinst other soldiers.

2, Further, most CBW agents have never heéen buwted preperly ( i.e.
againgt human bheings)., Thus a m¢11tury commznier who suathorissd
their use would Lave no glear idea of the weaporn h: was uslug.
Inder normal condivions in_war,.'kresponsible' commandera justify
‘he uge of a given amgunt‘of fo;cé by éayihg'that it !s tha
pirimum required to gain a'givén objective. Pupther, undepy war
conditions, where mcteordlégical and othar factors are urzertain,
a militacy commipder will conshantly“he tempted to use an 'ever-

dose! to gain effectiveness.
' p-t.o.
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1. Introduction

Cise

SYBIL COOKSON, Chairman WILPF (British Section)
MARGARET CURWEN, Secretary WILPF (British Section)

After some 45 years of continuous con-
cern and activity concerning chemical
and bacteriological {biological) warfare,
it was appropriate that the Women’s In-
ternational League for Peace and Free-
dom should take the lead and convene an
organising committee to arrange the in-
ternational conference on CBW held in
London from 21 to 23 November 1969.

Founded in 1913, to work for the peace-
ful settlement of disputes and the re-
moval of the causes of war, in 1924 the
league formed a scientific committee and
launched an international campaign con-
demning the misuse of science for the
purposes of war.

In 1925, the Geneva gas protocol was
signed and ratified by a number of coun-
tries. Many consider this has been the
only effective international agreement to
curb the use in war of certain weapons.

So it is of the utmost importance that
this agreement should not be eroded in
any way, but strengthened so that there
shall not be any shadow of doubt that
it covers CS and other harassing agents
as well as excessive and offensive use of
herbicides and defoliants.

The British section took special respon-
sibility for holding this conference in
London. For over 18 months we had
continually protested to HMG urging
that the chemical and biological research
establishment at Porton Down in Wilt-
shire should be ptaced under the Depart-
ment of Health and Social Security and
not under the Ministry of Defence; and
at the same time calling for the de-classi-
fication of the research on CBW. In ad-
dition CS gas, which was first discovered
in 1928 in the US, was, during the *fifties
developed as a weapon by the British.
This knowledge was shared with the US
under the quadripartite agreement. CS
gas has become a household word as a
result of its extreme use in Vietnam, as
well as its use as a riot control agent in
Ulster during the Summer of 1969.

The WILPF constantly urges that- the
vast sums spent on weapons of destruc-
tion, as well as the brains devoted to re-

search for them, should be used to alle-
viate the suffering and hardships endured
by the hungry, the homeless and the illi-
terate peoples of the world.

We planned this to be a conference with
a difference, and from the opening ses-
stonn a sense of urgency and expectancy
appeared evident among the 200 par-
ticipants from 20 countries, and the fine
team of speakers responded to this at-
mosphere. The result was that the final
session closed with three positive state-
ments, calling on all governments to ad-
here to U Thant’s proposals, that the
prohibition in that protocol should apply
to all chemical and bacteriological wea-
pons and that agreement should be
reached to halt the development, produc-
tion and stockpiling of all such weapons.
(see Appendix 1, 2 and 3).

After the conference an International
Continuing Committee was set up to press
for the banning of CBW and for disarma-
ment, and the 20 nations represented at
the conference were asked to set up na-
tional committees, to help contribute to
public awareness in their own countries
of the dangers and unpredictability of
CBW. The hope was expressed that other
countries would join in the scheme.

The conference was opened by Philip
Noel-Baker MP (Nobel Peace Prize win-
ner). The participants were welcomed by
Miss Gertrude Baer, Chairman of the
WILPF International Commission against
Scientific Warfare. ‘The chairmen of
the sessions that followed were Joyce
Butler MP (Labour), Dame Joan Vickers
M.P. (Conservative) and George Kiloh
(lately president of the Young Liberals).
When shown a list of our eminent speak-
ers Dr. Ljunggren said, “T congratulate
you. This conferencé has the best speak-
ers available in the world”. And, indeed.
all gave valuable and informative papers,
rsily understood by all participants.
We thank the expert speakers who shared
their knowledge with us, the people who
ably chaired the sessions. the organisa-
tions and individuats who supported the
organising committee, and the helpful
friends who carried out the many neces-
sary duties behind the scenes.



The ultimate success of the conference
depends on you, the reader, and we call
on you, wherever you are, to contribute
in every way possible to the spread of
this information, so that an informed

public will press their governments to
adhere to UJ Thant’s expert committee’s
recommendations and abide by the
gas protocol signed in Geneva on 17
Fune 1925,

2. Preface : a message from
U Thant to the conference

Jt is with great pleasure that I send my
greetings to the International Conference
on Chemical and Biological Warfare
which is being organised by the Women’s
International League for Peace and
Freedom.

If the purposes and principles of the
United Nations are to be realised, the
organisation must have the active sup-
port and understanding not only of gov-
ernments and parliaments, but also of
the peoples of the world. The Women's
International League for Peace and Free-
dom is one of the non-governmental or-
ganisations having consultative status
with the United Nations which has pub-
licised the work of the organisation and
has played.an important role in bringing
about an informed body of public opin-
ion amongst the women of the world.

The threat to mankind from the existence
of stockpiles of chemical and biological
weapons and the attendant possibility of
their use has been too little understood
in the past. Among the many fears gen-
erated by these weapons of mass destruc-
tion of a peculiarly horrible nature, there
is the danger that they might be regarded
by some smaller countries as a sort of
cheap alternative to acquiring nuclear
weapons. It was with these considerations
in mind that I first proposed, just over a
year ago, an international study of the
problems posed by these weapons. Last

December the general assembly requested
me to prepare a report on these weapons,
with the help of consultant experts, That
report has now been published and is
the subject of active consideration by the
competent international bodies.

The authors of the report have expressed
the hope that the report “would contri-
bute to public awareness of the pro-
foundly dangerous results if these wea-
pons were ever used, and that an aroused
public will demand and receive assur-
ances that governments are working for
the earliest effective elimination of chem-
ical and bacteriological (biological) wea-

[T}

pons”.

T have accepted the unanimous report of
the consultant experts in its entirety and
have made suggestions for further action
in this field. In my opinion, the time has
come for the nations of the world to
ensure that no chemical or biological
weapon of any kind is ever used in war,
that the development, production and
stockpiling of these weapons for purposes
of war is halted and that they are effec-
tively eliminated from all arsenals.

I am confident that the deliberations of
the international conference will help to
promote these aims. I extend to the con-
ference and all of its participants my
earnest good wishes for success in their
endeavours.



3. CB weapons : the facts

MATTHEW MESELSON

Tn the months just ahead pgovernments
will be called upon to make decisions
about chemical and biological weapons
that will have major consequences far
into the future. The United Kingdom
will play, and is already playing, a key
role. The following discussion will be

largely military in nature. It is addressed’

principally to the problems faced by
nuclear powers and nuclear alliances.
Britain is included on both counts. The
nuclear nations are the only ones known
to possess substantial chemical and bio-
logical (CB) forces and their CB weapons
policies will probably determine the role
of CB weapons on the world scene. The
main questions I wish to consider are:
What are CB weapons? What protective
measures can be taken against their
effects ; and what are the mulitary argu-
ments for and against the use of these
weapons and for and against possessing
them.

Although CB weapons are linked together
in the custom, the psychology, and the
international law that restricts their use,
military planners often distinguish sev-
eral categories in order to analyse mili-
tary requirements. Although the distine-
tions are not altogether clear cut from
a purely scientific standpoint, they are
useful for military analysis. I shall dis-
cuss four kinds: lethal germs, incapacita-
ting germs, lethal chemicals, and incapa-
citating chemicals, although the import-
ance of the problems posed by anti-plant
chemical and biological weapons (CBW)
is almost universaily under estimated.

Lethal Germ Weapons

Lethal germ weapons operate by dissem-
inating clouds of lethal disease germs
over or up-wind from the target area,
The germs would then be inhaled by the
target population. The disease anthrax
is an example. Anthrax germs are tiny
objects a thousandth of a millimeter in
diameter. They can be prepared rather
easily. Inhalation of several tens of thou-
sands of them, not a very large quantity
where germs are concerned, is enough to
initiate the disease called pulmonary
anthrax. Tt is thought to be almost in-
variably lethal. The sympioms would

appear a few days after breathing in the
germs. Death would occur a few days
later. This lag between the time of a
biological warfare attack and the out-
break of disease, the incubation period,
is a common feature of germ weapons.

Germs may be disseminated by aircraft
bombs or spray tanks, by missiles, by
spray tanks mounted on ships or sub-
marines offshore, and by land based
saboteurs. Very small quantities of germs
would be sufficient to cover large areas,
It is thought that a light bomber dispen-
sing anthrax under sunitable meteorologi-
cal conditions could deliver enough to
causeé a high proportion of fatalities over
hundreds of square miles.

Since an attacker’s choice of germs is
wide and he could employ mixtures,
specific medical measures such as mass
immunisation and antibiotics are not
likely to provide an adequate defence.
Protection can be afforded by gas masks
or air filtered shelters if early warning
of attack is given, but satisfactory early
warning devices have not yet been de-
veloped. It is clear that the military role
of lethal germs would be to kill popula-
tions over large areas. For the nuclear
powers this capability is already provided
by their strategic nuclear forces. Lethal
germs would be vastly inferior to nuclear
weapons as strategic deterrents, but the
important point is that nuclear powers
have no need for lethal germ weapons,
for in so far as strategic deterrence is-
effective, it is already provided by nuclear
weapons. Rather, the overriding interest
of nuclear nations and alliances is to
keep other nations from acquiring germ
weapons. Beyond that, all nations have .
a common interest in preventing any de-
velopment of germ weapons, for the pro-
liferation of these weapons would greatly
increase the number of nations able to
kill entire populations.

Incapacitating

Germ Weapons

Some diseases which are not often lethal
may be considered as possible incapacita-
ting weapons. An example is Venezuelan
equine encephalitis. It causes severe



headaches and prostration, but has a
natural case fatality rate of less than one
per cent. The methods of disseminating
incapacitating germs and the problems
of defending against them are essentially
the same as those I have described for
lethal germs. The possession of incapaci-
tating weapons, whether germs or chemi-
cals, is not to be justified as providing
deterrence. In a world oversupplied with
lethal weapons, non-lethal ones do not
provide significant deterrence. They are
not second strike weapons. Their posses-
sion is justified only if their use is con-
templated” for a first strike. Incapacitat-
ing germ weapons -could be used to
weaken an enemy before invasion or fo
impede his advance. The sitnation In
which they would be the weapons of
choice, if any, would be extremely rare
and the stakes for the user would be
tactical, not strategic. The principal cost
of using Incapacitating -germs.would be
the stimulation of -the- proliferation of
germ weapons, including lethal ones. The
facilities for -developing, producing and
delivering incapacitating germs: are essen-
tially . the .same as those required for
lethal germs. International law and inter-
national custom do-.not distinguish be-
tween- them. Even the. possession of in-
capacitating germ weapons will act over
time to stimulate the - proliferation of
lethal germ weapons and weaken the re-
straints against their use.

Germ weapons possess many shortcom-
-ings, however, even from a military view:
point. Their - effects are not as predict-
able: as those of other weapons. They
might get out of contrel, spreading dis-
ease beyond the intended target or set-
ting up lasting new foci of disease. They
are not attractive weapons. I do not
think: there is currently any .serious in-
terest in them in high military circles
anywhere. Although they could become
a terrible menace, they do not represent
the same immediate problem as chemical
weapons.

Lethal Chemicals

Modern lethal chemical weapons are -the
nerve gases first developed, but not used,
by Germany in the second world war.

They are hundreds of times more poison-
ous than the poison gases of the first
world war and kill when inhaled or when
deposited as liquid droplets on the skin.
For tactical use they can be supplied in
mines, artillery projectiles, rockets,
bombs, and spray devices. A medium
bomber delivering nerve gas bombs un-
der meteorological conditions favourable
to the attacker could kill a high propor-
tion of persons throughout the central
region of a large city. A gas mask pro-
vides excellent protection against all
chemical weapons except those that at-
tack the skin, for which a special suit or
shelter affords good protection. Devices
able to give early warning of the pre-
sence of nerve gas have been developed,
nevertheless civil defence would be a
massive undertaking, requiring elaborate
preparation and rigid discipline.

In a chemical war, soldiers in the field
would have to wear protective equip-
ment much or ail of the time. This is
cumbersome and tiring and fighting effi-
ciency is severely reduced. For tactical
use against an enemy equipped with pro-
tective gear and able to impose the wear-
ing of such gear on one’s own troops
by the threat of retaliation in kind, lethal
chemical weapons would greatly com-
plicate the battlefield without giving
either side a major advantage. This
argues for not initiating lethal chemical
warfare. It also argues for possessing
lethal chemical weapons as a deterrent if
the other side is thought to have them.

- The argument for having lethal chemicals

as a deterrent is rather complicated; it
is not a simple assertion that one side
must have whatever the other side has,
or might have. That approach to military
planning “keeping up with the Joneses™
is deceptively attractive, but is not ade-
quate. The rationale that T have just out-
lined for having lethal chemical weapons
as a deterrent is subject to serious chal-
lenge. Any use of lethal chemical wea-
pons would seriously risk provoking their
extensive proliferation to nations that do
not now possess them. Moreover, chemi-
cals and germs are often considered to-
gether, so that proliferation of the former
encourages proliferation of the latter.



An important constraint on the tactical
use of lethal chemicals, especially on
friendly soil, is that their large scale
employmeni would inevitably cause
heavy fatalities among undefended civil-
ians In the combat zone and out to con-
siderable distances down wind. Under
not uncommeon meteorological conditions
the tactical expenditure of moderate
quantities of nerve gas could cause fatali-
ties as far as 100 Km downwind. A few
days of tactical nerve gas war in Europe
could kill tens of millions of civilians.

Incapacitating
Chemical Weapons

There are two types of incapacitating
chemical weapons, long lasting and short
lasting. An example of the long lasting
type is the US agent called BZ. It can
incapacitate for several days. However,
it causes unpredictable and often violent
behaviour and can have dangerous side
effects. Although much effort has been
put into developing a long lasting in-
capacitant without these undesirable pro-
perties, no more satisfactory long lasting
incapacitant than BZ has yet been de-
veloped. The principal chemical in-
capacitant now in military use is CS, a
short lasting incapacitant. It was dis-
covered in the United States in the
twenties and developed as a riot control
agent in Britain In the ‘fifiies. It has
been repeatedly used for this purpose,
most recently and notably in Ulster. It
is used very extensively as a military
weapon in Vietnam. Exposure to CS§S
causes intense pain in the eyes and upper
respiratory tract, progressing to the deep
recesses of the lungs, causing a feeling
of suffocation and acute anxiety. If ex-
posure it not excessive, these symptoms
usually pass within minutes after restora-
tion to fresh air. Heavy dosages as may
occur in confined spaces or when mas-
sive quantities of CS are dispersed, can
cause lung damage. Very intense ex-
posure to unprotected skin can cause
second degree chemical burns.

A pas mask and even certain simpler
devices can protect the eyes and respira-
tory tract against CS. Clothing provides
considerable protection of the skin.

When used for military purposes, agents
like CS are called harassing agents. They
can be used to reduce an enemy’s fight-
ing efficiency by forcing him to mask, to
force an enemy from cover to face cap-
ture or hostile fire, to deny him terrain,
or to upset his fire. Harassing chemicals
were the first chemical warfare agents
employed during the first world war.

Over 13,000 tons were used, more than
the amount of mustard gas used in that
war. During the second world war Ger-
many and the United States prepared
large stocks of munitions filled with tear
gas and other harassing chemicals, but
refrained from using them. The first
major use of harassing gas in combat
since the 1914-18 war occurred in Viet-
nam, where over 14 million pounds have
been used by the United States forces so
far. Some was used to facilitate the at-
tack or capture of enemy soldiers mingled
with civilians when the alternative would
otherwise have been to risk killing civil-
ians with conventional fire or not to at-
tack the enemy. However, these situations
are not common, civilians usually flee
from the area of firefights. Moreover,
civilians who have taken shelter when
fighting starts would often be driven into
the open if gas is used, knowing less well
how to conduct themselves under fire
than soldiers do, they would often be
preferentially killed if harassing gas is
used. Nevertheless, this is the main mili-
tary argument in favour of such a gas.

"Most of the CS used in Vietnam has

been employed to facilitate ordinary
military operations, for which a wide
variety of CS munitions are employed.
They range from grenades and small
rockets to 155 mm artillery projectiles,
large mortar cartridges and aircraft spray
devices and bomb dispensers containing
up to 1,000 lbs. of CS. They can, of
course, enhance the effectiveness of or-
dinary military operations. However, once
the enemy learns to expect gas to be
used against him, he will resort to the
use of masks and other protective meas-
ures.

This has happened in Vietnam and has
greatly reduced the military utility of



harassing agents. A hazard in the em-
ployment of incapacitating chemicals in
war, particularly when done on a large
scale, is that it stimulates other nations
to initiate or expand their own pro-
grammes for chemica! (and perhaps
germ). weapons. Even if the first result
is the deployment of harassing agents on
both sides of a future conflict, the intro-
duction of weapons, defences, and logis-
tic arrangements all suited to chemical
warfare would facilitate the progression
to more powerful and deadly agents with
their destabilising features and special
threats for civilians. Once the long ob-
served rule of “no gas” is abandoned
there is no unique and equally simple
standard for agreement on where to hold
the line. When harassing gas is used in
order to enhance the lethal effectiveness
of conventional weapons, as during the
first world war and in Vietnam, the dis-
tinction between lethal and incapacitating
chemicals loses its essential meaning. A
meaningless distinction is not likely to
last for very long.

The prevention of chemical and biologi-
cal warfare is to a large extent a psycho-
logical problem. If we can maintain and
reinforce the traditional expectation that
no gas or germs will be used in war,
there will not be much pressure for these
weapons t0 proliferate. Even in nations
that possess them, military planners will
not expect to rely on them and they
will probably not be ‘integrated into

standard war plans. This psychological

aspect of the problem has been under-
stood since the first world war by almost
every nation, inchuding the United States,
but recently a dangerous break with
tradition has been allowed to occur and
escalate in Vietnam. I consider the use
of gas there, even though it is not lethal
gas, to be the major and most immediate
threat to the barriers that prevent CB
warfare. In my opinion, the best way for
us to remove the threat of chemical and
biological warfare is to pay close atten-
tion to the three recommendations of
Unijted Nations Secretary General U
Thant in his preface to the recent UN
report on CB weapons and the effects
of their possible use (see Appendix 1,

p40).

U Thant's Three Points

1. To renew the appeal to ‘all states to
accede to the Geneva protocol of 1925,

2. To make a clear affirmation that the
prohibition contained in the Geneva pro-
tocol applies to the use in war of all
chemicai, bacteriological and biological
agents (including tear gas and other
harassing agents) which now exist or
which may be developed in the future.

3. To call upon all countries to reach
agreement to halt the development, pro-
duction and stockpiling of all chemical
and bacteriological (biological) agents
for purposes of war and to achieve their
effective elimination from the arsenal of
weapons,



4. The potential warfare
application of pathogenics

OGANES BAROYAN

The history of warfare shows that many
grave and diverse epidemics were the
unavoidable concomitants of wars. In
many cases the losses caused by infec-
tions exceeded many fold the manpower
losses from the war proper. More fre-
quently than not these epidemics de-
veloped to such tremendous proportions
that the belligerents were obliged to dis-
continue hostilities because there were
not enough men capable of carrying
them on. History is full of convincing
instances of grave and tragic epidemics
as a sequel of various wars; such as
the pestilential disease described by the
Greek scholar Thucydides (455-400 BC);
the pestilential ulcer of Antonian, de-
scribed by Galen (131-201), which lasted
for 15 years and swept through many
countries of the Middle and Near East,
and later on throughout Europe; or tihe
plague of Justinian which lasted from
531 to 580. These tock many millions of
human lives, and similar instances can
be found in more recent times.

Thus, during the Persian-Turkish war of
the 16th century an epidemic of cholera
brought about a situation where the bel-
ligerents completely lost their fighting
ability. During the Crimean war of 1853-
1856, one of the French divisions oper-
ating in the Varna area lost, within less
than one month, approximately 2,000
men due to cholera. Practically all the
men of that division were down with
the disease. In 1859, in Algeria, out of
a French force of 15,000 men, something
like 10,000 or 12,000 were sick with
cholera. In 1916, during the Batkan oper-
ation, more than 60,000 of the Anglo-
French troops became sick with malaria,
In some units, stationed in Salonika,
malaria was found in practically 95 per
cent of the total force.

Finally there was an epidemic of plague
in Europe in the middle of the 14th cen-
tury, when the entire continent was swept
by sanguinary wars. The Black Death
slashed by about one quarter the popu-
lation of Europe. The number of resid-
ents of Hamburg and Florence dropped
by two thirds and by one half respec-
tively. Britain lost nearly two million
out of a population of approximately

four million. It took Europe practically
two centuries to reinstate the population
level which preceded the epidemics. To-
wards the end of the first world war a
pandemic of influenza (the Spanish 'flu)
struck approximately 500 million people,
that is practically one third of the popu-
lation of the world at that time, and took
a toll of approximately 20 million hu-
man lives.

It is well known that diverse social up-
heavals, including wars, led also to wide-
spread epidemics among farm animals
and plants. Thus there was the bright of
potatoes (caused by Phytophthora infes-
tans) in all the countries of western
Europe from 1845 to 1847, In Ireland
the failure of the potato crop during two
subsequent years brought about a famine
in which approximately one million died
and another 1.5 million Irishmen emi-
grated overseas. In the Philippines
a disastrous plague which began in 1917
and which lasted for approximately ten
years, killed almost all the cattle and
left the country in a very grave economic
situation.

It may be believed that the very idea of
applying pathogenic micro-organisms as
instruments of war springs from the his-
toric experience of wvarious epidemics
which have always been a grave problem
throughout military history. Empirical
observation of the “war and epidemic re-
lationship™ most likely caused belligerents
long before the microbiological era, to
use objects infected by patients to spread
epidemics artificially in the enemy camp.
Thus, there is evidence of the artificial
spread of smallpox by early Spanish
coanquerors among American aboriginal
Indians. They either gave away as pre-
sents or sold to Indians blankets from
patients who had died of smallpox. It is
known that personal effects infected by
plague patients were planted or thrown
into besieged fortresses, or water wells
were infected by patients suffering from
intestinal diseases, such as cholera. De-
spite the fact that as a result of the pro-
gress of biology (the development of vac-
cines, sera and antibiotics) the control
of epidemics has become much more
effective, these questions remain extreme-



ly acute and present a complex military
problem, even without the artificial pro-
liferation of infectious diseases, For the
sake of objectivity it should be admitted,
however, that so far there is no direct
proof of the application of pathogenic
micro-organisms as a means of warfare
during the wars of this century. Never-
theless there is more than enough in-
direct evidence to show that these wea-
pons are being stockpiled.

There seems to be a likelihood that West
Germany is eager to own weapons of
mass destruction including bacteriological
weapons. The fact that in West Ger-
many, working on the assignment of the
Ministry of War, bacteriological, noclear
and chemical weapons are being inten-
sively developed at the Acrobiological
Institute, is proved in evidence supplied by
microbiologists who have crossed from
West Germany to the German Demo-
cratic Republic (Neues Deutchland, Feb-
ruary 28, 1968 and Suddeutches Zeitung,
February 27, 1968). The development of
biological science in recent decades has
confirmed once again that there is a real
possibility that some micro-organisms
which are pathogenic for men, animals
and plants can be applied in biological
weapons for the extermination of man-
kind. The argument used in favour of
such weapons is that they possess a large
variety of potential agents with differing
incubation periods.

The fact of the matter is that, as a re-
sult of prolonged and intense research
and observation by scientists and phy-
sicians throughout the world, more than
two thousand pathogens of infectious
diseases are already known to man.
Among these agents there is a large group
made up of diverse species and varieties
of bacteria and rickettsia. The agents of
this group can cause more than 1,000
infectious diseases. Approximately 500
diseases are caused by fungi; some 200
infectious diseases are caused by hel-
minths and protozoa; and finally there
are more than 500 species of infectious
diseases caused by viroses.

An important property of infectious
agents is that they are live and can multi-

ply. Therefore, a chain of Infection
springs from one infected person through
other persons. This is particularly dan-
gerous in the case of respiratory infec-
tions, in which the highest infectivity fre-
quently begins in the incubation period
when the symptoms are very obscure and
non-specific. The spread of such infec-
tions is difficult to controi, even in
peacetime. The sad experiences of foot
and mouth disease in cattle in Britain
and of the imported epidemics of small
pox in some European countries and in
the United States of America, give clear
instances of the complexity of this prob-
lem even in those countries with organ-
ised public health services. These prob-
lems are more difficult to solve in coun-
tries with insufficiently developed health
services, and particularly so in condi-
tions aggravated by war.

Many people believe that the military
advantage of biological agents is that
some of them are extremely resistant to
environmental conditions and may be
preserved in a latent form, but potenti.
ally resistant, for many years; for in-
stance, it has been proved by cases in
Scotland that the spores of the anthrax
bacillus remain infectious for more than
a hundred years. Other disease produc-
ing micro-organisms may be rendered
sufficiently resistant to survive for a con-
siderable period of time in the form of
aerosols.

Due to the small size of micro-organisms
they are easily dispersed in the form of
large aerosol clouds and the latter may
be conveyed over long distances. Field
experiments in the United States using
either fluorescent particles or non-patho-
genic bacterial spores have definitely
shown that such aerosol clouds, produced
artificially and spread from a ship along
150 miles of the coast, are carried over
25,000 square miles of the coastal area
and a minimum dose of 15 particles and
a maximum dose of 50,000 particles is
inhaled by the population of the affected
arza. Despite the exceptionally unfavour-
able conditions which existed during this
experiment, the clouds were tracked for
approximately 23 miles in the direction
of the wind and the concentration of



live cells in the cloud gave sufficiently
high infectious doses even inside closed
premises. To achieve this it was suffi-
cient o pulverise approximately 500
litres of a suspension of benign bacteria
(bacillus subtillis). Moreover, the infec-
tious or toxic dose of some micro-organ-
isms or their toxins might be very small
and therefore a very small amount of
dispersed material can infect large num-
bers of people. Thus, the aerosol dose of
Pasteurella Tularaecmis was determined,
using volunteers, ranging from 25 to 50
cells; in the case of Q-fever even one
micro-organism c¢an cause . infection;
thus in one gram of dispersed material
there may be millions of infectious doses.

There is also the possibility, under fav-
ourable conditions of spreading infection
by using live carriers like insects, ticks,
or lice, to act as a focus of infection. By
now, the ecology of such carriers and
their part in the spread of infection has
been well established. An important po-
tential advantage of biological agents is
that, compared with that necessary for
the manufacture of nuclear weapons,
they do not require complex and costly
equipment specifically designed for their
application. Another possible advantage
of biological weapons is that they can be
directed either -against the population or
against animals. They do not bring about
material destruction and they cause con-
siderable losses only to the manpower of
the enemy but they are also capable of
spreading panic. All these factors, taken
together, make bacteriological weapons
quite acceptable for a potential aggressor.

Such are, generally speaking, the reasons
why some countries have considered the
possibility of using bacteriological (bio-
logical) weapons in time of war and
have also begun to stockpile these
weapons.

Naturally the question arises as to why
biological weapons with their definite
advantages, have not thus far been used
whereas nuclear and chemical weapons
have been used in recent wars, and chem-
ical weapons are being used now by the
United States in the war against Viet-
nam? There can be only one answer to

the question. Chemical and nuclear wea-
pons have been used by one of the
belligerents only when there was abso-
fute certainty that the other belligerent
did not possess similar weapons. This
applied to the use of mustard gas during
the first world war by Germans and to
the use of nuclear bombs by the United
States against the Japanese during the
second world war, When WNazi troops
considered the use of chemical weapons
during the last world war an appeal to
Germany, which contained a warning
about the criminal nature of such action,
was signed by the USSR, Britain and the
United States. On 9 July 1943, when it
transpired that there was a possibility
of the use of war gases, the President
of the United States, Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, stated: “T am revolted at the
idea that some country, even the present
foes, could, if they had the intention,
apply such horrible and inhuman wea-
pons against mankind.” Further on, the
President said: “I have no doubt that
the application of this weapon would be
recognised as unlawful by the public
opinion of the civilised world.”

Bacteriological weapons, compared with
chemical and nuclear weapons, have a
weak point. Namely, the effectiveness of
this weapon depends not only upon the
agents of infection but also upon eco-
logical and meteorological conditions
which cannot be controlled by the ag-
gressor. Moreover bacteriological (bio-
logical) weapons have an incubation
period which considerably decreases their
short term tactical value. At the same
time modern biological science makes
it possible to remove these shortcomings
and this explains the increased interest
at present shown in these weapons by a
number of developed powers.

The lack of experience in the use of
bacteriological (biological) weapons in
past wars precludes us from reliably
choosing one or another pathogen as a
potential agent for use as a biological
agent. It may be merely surmised that,
as a result of an artificially created con-
tact between the population and some
pathogenic micro-organism, diseases may
develop, and their spread will occur ac-
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cording to known general epidemiologi-
cal characteristics peculiar to the given
etiological agent. It is possible, however,
that this approach would not be abso-
lutely correct since a large number of
biological and ecological relationships
and changes which belong to the host
parasite environment complex in condi-
tions of the artificial spread of micro-
organisms, cannot vyet be foreseen.
Among these may be the diverse genetic
changes of the strains applied as biologi-
cal weapons, the development of new or
considerably altered variants of the
known strains which may be developed
by selection for military use. Finally, in
the case of an artificial dissemination of
pathogens, the possibility of the altera-
tion of the natural mechanisms of trans-
fer of individual infections must be borne
in mind. It is known that, in this case,
the entire complex of clinical, epidemio-
logical characteristics peculiar to a defin-
ite disease changes radically. Instances of
this may be such infections as plague,
tularaemia, anthrax and others, in which
differing mechanisms of the transfer of
infection lead to a qualitatively clinical
pattern and a different outcome of the
-disease.

The agents of diseases—potential wea-
pons—are conveniently divided into two
groups. First, lethal agents, that is patho-
gens capable of causing mass diseases
among the affected population and which
produce high lethality rate; and, second,”
non-lethal agents, that is pathogens also
capable of causing mass diseases, but
with a comparatively mild course of the
disease which put the effective popula-
tion out of commission for a brief period
of time. At the same time many experts
consider, not without reason,:that this
division is not altogether valid since the
extent of the action of pathogenic agents
depends not only upon the biological
properties of the pathogen but also upon
the resistance capacity of the micro-or-
ganism. The relevant argument is that
any pathogenic agent which is used to
incapacitate people may, under certain
conditions, lead to a lethal outcome.

Similarly, an attack deliberately taken
with the sole purpose of the complete
destruction of people may not lead to a
lethal result. The characteristic diseases
resulting in death are shown in Table 1
below and those resuiting in human in-
capacity are shown in Table 2 opposite.

TABLE 1
EXAMPLES OF AGENTS THAT MIGHT BE USED TO CAUSE DEATH.
Effect Likelihood
Incubation - of of
period specific spread from
Agents Diseases (days) therapy man to man
Viruses Eastern equine .
encephalitis 5-15 Nil Nil*
Tick-borne encephalitis 7-14 Nil Nil*
Yellow fever 3-6 Nil ‘ Nij*
Rickettsiae Rocky Mountain spotted
fever 3-10 Good Nil*
Epidemic typhus 6-15. Good Nil*
Bacteria Anthrax " 1-5 Moderate Low
Cholera 1- 5 Good High
Plague, pneumonic 2-5 Moderate High
Tularaemia 1-10 Good Low
Typhoid 7-21 Good High

* Unless Vector present.




The following requirements havé been
formulated in relation to micro-organ-
isms which can be used in -biological
weapons: 1, low infectious dose; 2, high
environmental stability ; 3, availability
and multiplicability of the pathogen; 4,
possible means of spreading and infect-
ing; 5, availability of means of defence
against bio-agents; 6, availability of
means of identification. On the strength
of these requirements, it is hypothetically
possible to forecast the probable infec-
tions which may be used as weapons in
biological warfare. ‘

In addition to thé agents of infection
against  people in biological warfare,
there is the possibility of the use of
micro-organisms which affect domestic
animals. The methods of use of such
weapons may not differ materially from
those designed for use against people.
Many experts holkd that in the former
case pathogens of viral infection in do-
mestic animals may lead to serious econ-
omic consequences in a country subjected
to such an attack. The danger is not only
the loss of the affected cattle but also
the fact that the attacked country, trying
to prevent the spread of artificially
created epizootics, will carry out com-
pulsory slaughtering even of unaffected
cattle. A relevant instance was the occur-
ence of the epizootic of foot and mouth
disease in Mexico in 1946. To stop -the
epizootic, local authorities were obliged

i1

to undertake the mass slaughter of cattle,
Besides it should not be overlooked that
many pathogens of infectious diseases in
domestic animals can also affect man,

It is perfectly obvious that a covert bac-
teriological (biological) attack in peace-
time, directed against domestic animals
is liable, if it affects a large number of
cattle, - to - have serious economic and
political consequences for the country
attacked. Mention may be made in this
context of the viral disease known as
African swine fever, This infection occurs
frequently on the African continent as a
subclinical disease of warthogs. :

The disease was first imported accident-
ally from Angola to Portugal in 1957 and
then into Spain in 1969 Despite the inten-
sive veterinary control measures taken
the losses caused by the death of swine,
in one year alone amounted to more than
9 million dollars.

Table 3 gives the main characteristics of
those infective diseases of domestic ani-
mals which could be spread artificially
in wartime. It should also be considered -
that, while the local applications of these
weapons against domestic animals can
cause local damage only, the mass appli-
cation’ through infected aerosols, may
lead to the complete destruction of do-
mestic animals over a wvast area. The
grave consequences afising from the

TABLE 2

EX_AMPLES OF AGENTS THAT MIGHT BE USED T0 CAUSE INCAPACITY.
Effect Likelihood
Incubation of of
- period specific spread from
Agents. . Diseases (days} therapy man to man
Viruses Chikungunya fever 2-6 Nil Nil*
Dengue fever 5-8 Nil Nil*

Venezuelan equine ) ' '
encephalitis 2-5 Nil Nil*
Rickettsine  Q-fever 10-21 Good Low
Bacteria Brucellosis 7-21 Moderate Nil
Fungi Coccidiodomycosis 7-21 Poor Nil

* Unless mosquito vector present.




spread of imported infectious diseases
amongst animals mray be illustrated
by many instances from history. The
outbreak of myxomatosis in France led
not only to the wholesale extermination
of rabbits in that country, but also
created the prerequisite for the spread of
the disease to neighbouring countries.
This outbreak supplied convincing proof
that political frontiers are no serious ob-
stacle to the spread of epidemics among
animals.

The situation js rendered still graver by
the fact that the problems of protection
against diseases, the identification of
pathogens, the control of pathogens and
other aspects of the prevention of the
diseases of domestic animals have not
been studied sufficiently.

A similar danger is presented by the arti-
ficia! spread of micro-organisms which
affect plants of economic importance as
sources of food or industrial materials,
like cotton and rubber, Important food
crops include potatoes, sugar beet, veget-
ables, soya beans, rice, maize, wheat and
other grain crops, and fruit trees and
shrubs. The choice of a suitable object
for bacteriological attack, with the idea
of affecting plants, will be determined by
the relative value of these plants for the
national economy of a particular coun-
try. The deliberately induced infection
of plants may bring about grave national
disasters.

Bacteriological agents which adversely
affect plants belong to three groups of
micro-organism: fungi, bacteria and
viruses, The relevant agents are presented

in Table 4. {Table 4 together with Table -

3 appear on pl4.)

With rare exceptions; plant viruses may
be grown only on live tissues, while the
agents of disease are detected in tissues
of plants and juices. Rival diseases of
plants are transmitted mainly by an in-
sect carrier and, in some cases, mechan-
ically. The bacteriological agents affect-
ing plants may .exist in or on the plant
for months; all of them can be grown
in artificial conditions, As a rule, the
bacteria which affect plants are not

spread by the wind to any great extent;
they are mainly spread by insects, ani-
mals (including people), and by water.
The available measures for protection
against a bacteriological (biological) at-
tack aimed at plants, are impracticable
because of their costliness. Besides, the
most dangerous and most stable strains
may be used in bacteriological warfare,
and this will render the control measures
still more difficuit.

The epidemiological and socio-economic
aspects of the potential application of
micro-organisms which are pathogenic
for man, animals and plants as bacterio-
logical (biological) weapons, may be
summed up as follows: 1, the possibility
of simultaneously affecting big sectors of
the population, herds of domestic cattle,
and crops by artificially spreading micro-
organisms which are pathogenic for
them ; 2, incapacitating the manpower of
the enemy, weakening his economic po-
tential and dooming him to hunger and
complete demoralisation ; 3, creation of
long lasting effects in the form of epi-
demics among animals or plants and the
possibility of creating reservoirs of infec-
tion; 4, the contamination with micro-
organisms, or with their toxins, of such
vital facilities as the water supply sys-
tem, and food depots.

The scope and duration of such effects,
resulting from the use of bacteriological
(biological) weapons although not alto-
gether clear, obviously present a tremen-
dous danger to children who may be in
the affected area. In this light it is par-
ticularly strange that there are people
in the world who can speak about the
“humaneness” of this weapon. The
achievements of biological science in this
century have opened up the opportunities
for the use of these weapons on so large
a scale that the consequences could be
really catastrophic. Unlike conventional
means of warfare, these weapons are
directed primarily against the civilian
population, and it is precisely this that
makes them extremely dangerous and
inhuman. Tt is considered that bacterio-
logical weapons of indiscriminate action
include the application of all micro-
organisms and their toxins that affect



people, farm animals and plants. This

property—mass and indiscriminate action-

—makes bacteriological weapons similar
to chemical weapons, the application of
which (though with several specific and
technical modifications such as the ex-
tent of toxicity, dosage and length of
action and the possibilities of identifica-
tion) has the same objectives.

The history of the technical development
of chemical and bacteriological (biologi-
cal) weapons is distinguished by a steady
increase in the potency of the latter and
by greater possibilities of delivering them
in large volumes to target areas. The in-
crease in the danger of the use of chemi-
cal weapons is the resutt of scientific
discoveries and of the manufacture of
new and more toxic chemical compounds,
whereas bacteriological agents exist in
nature and the increase in their destruc-
tive power as weapons is rather the re-
sult of selection and not of the develop-
ment of absolutely new substances. This
process of selection has become possible
as a result of scientific achievements in
the genetics of micro-organisms and ex-
perimental aerobiology. As a result of
all this, we now know of a large number
of CB agents capable of bringing about
grave consequences if used in war.

There are two points of view concerning
the use of weapons of mass destruction
in war:

1. Some people consider that the bac-
teriological weapon, by the strength of
its action (mass annihilation of people)
may be compared only with nuclear
weapons. The argument is that this type
of weapon cannot be controlied since the
pathogenic micro-organisms artificially
imported to a definite populated area,
will, because of their biological nature
(alive and capable of multiplication),
create the conditions for a chain reaction
and the subsequent spread of the disease
will continue in keeping with the natural
characteristics peculiar to each micro-or-
ganism, i.e. man to man, or will create
new natural foci of infection, the control
of which is extremely difficult. The dan-
ger of this type of weapon is accentu-
ated because its manufacture is consid-
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erably less costly than that of chemical
weapons, not to mention nuclear wea-
pons. While only the well developed
countries can cope with the manufacture
of nuclear and chemical weapons, prac-
tically any country with a network of
microbiological institutes and capable of
manufacturing bacteriological prepara-
tions, can produce biological weapons.

2. The other point of view is absolutely
different. Tts proponents hold that the
development of bacteriological weapons
is far from being. a cheap undertaking
since the economically developed coun-
tries who are building up their military
potential are spending huge resources on
research in this field. Though these ex-
penditures naturally cannot be compared
with those involved in the development
of nuclear weapons, they are quite con-
siderable and the expense cannot be
borne by every country. Besides, the sup-
porters of this view consider that the
poor controllability of bacteriological
weapons is liable to create the danger
of importing artificial epidemics to the
countries which have themselves used
the weapon. Finally, they believe that the
complex means of delivery of these wea-
pons and the adverse influence of the
environmental factors (air temperature,
humidity, nature of winds, etc.) upon the
viahility of micro-organisms in an aero-
sol cloud, detract from the advantages of
these weapons.

Though both views have their strong
points, it has to be noted that from the
general humanitarian standpoint, bac-
teriological weapons already exist and
the above mentioned difficulties may well
be surmounted, considering modern
knowledge and the colossal amount of
research undertaken in this field.

Summing up, it can be said that the
world is in danger from a new weapon
which might plunge mankind into great
suffering. This is the over-riding consid-
eration and therefore all who cherish
peace should struggle resolutely against
these types of weapon of mass extermin-
ation.
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TABLE 3

EXAMPLES OF DISEASES THAT MIGHT BE USED TO ATTACK
DOMESTIC ANIMALS.

Agents Diseases ‘Animals attacked -
Viruses African swine fever - Hogs
Equine encephalitis . Horses
Foot and mouth disease Cattle, sheep, hogs
Fowl pest Chickens, furkeys
Hog cholera Hogs
. Newcastle disease Chickens, turkeys
Rift Valley fever Cattle, goats, sheep
Rinderpest Cattle, sheep, oxen, goats,
water buffaloes
Vesicular stomatitis Cattle, horses, mules, hogs
Rickettsiae Veldt disease Cattle, sheep, goats
: Q-fever Cattle, sheep, goats
Bacteria Anthrax Cattle, sheep, horses, mules
Brucellosis Cattle, sheep, goats, hogs, horses
Glanders Horses, mules
Fungi Lumpy jaw Cattle, horses, hogs
. Aspergillosis Poultry, cattle
TABLE 4
TABLE OF DISEASES THAT MIGHT BE USED TO ATTACK PLANTS.
Agents Diseases Likelihood of spread
Viruses Corn stunt High
_ Hoja blanca (rice) High
Fiji disease (sugar cane) - High
Sugar beet curly top ‘ High
Potato yellow dwarf High
Bacteria Leaf bright (rice) High
: Blight of corn High
Cummosis of sugar cane ‘ Low
Fungi - Late blight (potato) Very high
Cereal rusts Very high
Rice blast Very high
Corn rust ' High

Coffee rust ' Very high




5. CB warfare: the

ultimate folly
RICHARD D. MacCARTHY

This is a {fortuitous -time to discuss
chemical and biological warfare. The
western world is in flux, Our traditional
values, policies, mores are being ques-
tioned. Our sons and daughters are ask-
ing whether we really believe in the
values that we profess and if we do, why
don’t we do a better job of living up to
them. In the United States this question:
ing, this reassessment, is also found in
our Congress. For the first time in recent
memory, ‘individual members are askirng
searching questions about our military
posture. Do we need a capability to fight
one minor and two major wars, Do we
need new nuclear aircraft’ carriers? Do
we need stockpiles of nerve gas and germ
weapons? Can we reach nuclear arms
limitations agreement with Russia? Next,
are we over committed throughout the
world? And of course, most fundament-
ally, what should 'we do about Vietnam?
1, for one, welcome this reassessment. I
see in it an opportunity to strengthen
and renew our .society, to cast out the
false, to restate the true, to strive for a
better society.

One of the principal objects of scrutiny
in the US Congress this year has been
chemical and biological warfare. Even
before the release in July of the report
to the Secretary General of the UN
on chemical and biological warfare, the
American public was aware of the sub-
ject. It might be asked why CBW should
be singled out for particular attention.
The answer, I believe, is twofold. First
as one American leader said not too
long ago, “the United States can afford
anything it needs. What it can’t afford is
what is doesn need”. I suggest that
there is much in our CBW arsenal that
we don’t need. Second, our CBW poli-
cies and practices threaten to break down
one of the few areas in which we have
limited man’s inhumanity to man. The
Geneva protocol of 1925 banning chemi-
cal and biological warfare is one of the
few arms control measures that has
worked. Yet the United States remains
one of the two major nations not to have
ratified that treaty. Qur present CBW
policies and practices—policies that do
not make it clear whether we will use
gas or germs as offensive weapons—and

practices that .include the massive use
of tear gas as an aid to killing and the
widespread use of defoliant chemicals
against crops and foliage in Vietnam—
threaten the very fabric of the Geneva
protocol. I do not think that my coun-
try ought to be the one to erode this
restraint on inhUmanity. (Representative
MacCarthy was speaking before President
Nixou's statement on CBW.) :

On 4 November 1969, conferees of the
United States Congress adopted a- report
establishing a measure of public control
over the transportation, storage, disposal
and testing of chemical and biological
weapons. Adoption of this report was a
symbolic step toward a return to reason.
The vote reaflirmed American commeon
sense concerning the need to exercise the
greatest care when working with these
deadly weapons. The amendment also
dealt in a limited way with the broader
aspects of strategy and use; it stopped
the purchase of any offensive chemical
and biological arms for the coming year ;
it was a victory for those concerned
about CBW.

Earlier, on 4 March that year, the army’s
briefing on chemical and biological war-
fare which I had arranged for members
of the House and Senate failed to answer
fully the public policy questions that I
had raised, wanting to know more about
our policies. The immediate questions on
CBW I felt should be asked of the appro-
priate officials of the administration. So,
having failed to get adequate replies
from the army to public policy questions,
I addressed them to Defence Secretary
Laird, Secretary of State Rogers, UN
Ambassador Charles Yost, Arms Control
Director Gerard Smith, and Presidential
Advisor Henry Kissinger. By 21 April
I had received replies from all the de-
partments and agencies with the excep-
tion of Dr. Kissinger’s office. This I noted
at the time, “is perhaps as much a com-
ment on the priority placed on CBW
policy in relation to other matters as it
is on the pressures of the executive
office”.

My continuing review of CBW during
the Spring and Summer of 1969 con:
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vinced me of the urgent need for the
President and Congress to exert much
tighter control over these activities. They
not only imperil our foreign policy but
cast us in a very unfavourable light on
the world stage and imperil our own
citizens right here at home. Commenting
on an incident involving nerve gas on
Okinawa, James Reston in the New York
Times of 20 July, 1969, observed that
“the trouble is not that the Pentagon is
wicked but that it seems to be clumsy.
It is constantly being caught out doing
things that embarrass the government
and complicate the conduct of American
foreign and even internal policy”. He
then underscored one of the several basic
reasons behind my interest in CBW. “So
great was their power that even the Sec-
retary of State and the President, though
they will probably deny it, didn't really
know what the military was doing with
nerve gas in Utah and Okinawa.” This
cannot be permitted to happen again.

While T am a Democrat and President
Nixon is a Republican, no one would be
more relieved than I, or happier, if Mr
Nixon brings our CBW policies and oper-
ations under rational control and direc-
tion. And he is in a favourable position
to do this. He is not a captive of policies
of the past and is entirely free to reverse
the germ and gas warfare course that the
nation has shifted to over the past 15
years or so. He could return the United
States to the CBW policies of Presidents
Harding, Coolidge, Hoover, Roosevelt,
and Trurnan, Several actions he has taken
thus far augur well for a return to a
sane and restrained CBW policy. Within
a period of a few weeks in mid-1969, the
President directed the US delegation to
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com-
mittee in Geneva, to work with other
nations in seeking effective ways to con-
trol chemical and biological weapons;
ordered the first full scale executive
branch review of US CBW policies and
practices in over a decade (as Arms Con-
trol Director Smith put it, in announcing
the President’s action, “Present and pos-
sible alternatives are to he fully exam-
ined”™); revealed that he was considering
the resubmission of the Geneva protocol
to the Senate for ratification.

There are other signs that a serious re-
assessment of CBW was under way, both
within the administration and in the Con-
gress. At the time of the Okinawa nerve
gas accident the defence department em-
phasised that the questions of overseas
deployment of gas agents would be in-
cluded in the. administration’s “‘compre-
hensive study” of chemical and biological
warfare matters. Two committees of the
Senate soon began delving into various
aspects of American CBW policies and
operations. The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee held a closed door informa-
tional session on the entire CBW pro-
gramme. Senator Vance Hartke held
hearings on the safety questions raised
by the army’s shipment of poison gas by
rail. Congressmen Reuss and Gallagher
held their hearings on testing and the
rail-ship disposal plans. Senator Gaylord
Nelson was not satisfied with the answers
on our CBW activities that he was get-
ting and asserted: “We need to review
the entire scope of chemical and bio-
logical warfare”.

In the late Spring of 1969 the Senate
Armed Services Committee voted to cut
out of the defence budget all funds for
researching into offensive CBW weapons
and systems. The amount was placed by
Senator Thomas J. Mcintyre at $16 mil-
lion. The Armed Services Committee’s
recommendations on money matters are,
of course, not final. The Appropriations
Committee has the final say on actual
spending figures. So it was that all of us
who believe this programme should be
reduced were pleased in July 1969 when
a senior member of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, Senator Ellender,
predicted “that Congress is going to go
more deeply into this entire matter (of
CBW) in the coming months. I believe
that changes should be made and will
be made”. Late in May 1969 I went
to sce Under Secretary of State Elliott
Richardson to discuss the forthcoming
United Nations report on chemical and
biological warfare. The report was in its
final stages of preparation and I had
learned that it contained portions op-
posed by those seeking effective interna-
tional controls of these weapons. The
United Nations had responded to the



appeal of its Eighteen Nation Disarma-
ment Committee by passing a resolution
on 20 December 1968 calling on the Sec-
retary General to prepare a report on
chemical and biological weapons and the
effects of their use. The resolution urged
that the report be completed by 1 July
1969, so that it could be considered at
subsequent sessions of the Eighteen Na-
tional Disarmament Committee and at
the Autumn session of the general assem-
bly. With surprising speed the 14 experts
appointed by Secretary General U Thant
were going to meet their deadline.

Following passage of the resolution by
the general assembly, U Thant appointed
Dr Ivan L, Bennett, Director of the New
York University - Medical Centre; Dr
Jiri Franek, Director of the Military In-
stitute of Hygiene, Epidemiology and
Microbiology, Czechoslovakia; Academ-
ician 0. A. Rentov, Professor of Chemis-
try at the Moscow State University ; Sir
Solly Zuckerman, chief scientific advisor
to the United Kingdom, and ten others
as consultant experts. These men would
prepare the report. They were drawn
from nations having some expertise in
either gas or germ warfare or both;
however, in this context, they were not
regarded as the representatives of their
countries but rather as appointees of the
Secretary General. Nevertheless, they
were expected to be free to draw on the
resources of their countries in the pre-
parations of the report.

One of the by-products of the secrecy
that has surrounded the matter of chem-
ical and biological warfare turned out to
be the practical necessity of appointing
as members of the panel, seven men from
chemical and biological warfare Institu-
tions in their respective countries. Con-
sidering their involvement in chemical
and biological research, it is surprising
that the report is as objective as it is,
Academician Rentov of Russia, for ex-
ample, took pains to make it clear to a
number of his co-panelists that he was
not connected with his country’s chemi-
cal and biological warfare establishment.
But even when the experts themselves
were not members of the trade, their ad-
visers often were. On his staff Dr Ben-
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nett employed three members of the De-
partment of Defence and only one mem-
ber of the State Department’s Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency.

The panel of experts decided to divide
into teams, each of which would prepare
one .of the five chapters of the report.
Dr Bennett was the leader of the team
preparing chapter one, describing the
basic characteristics of chemical and bio-
logical means of warfare. Sir Solly
Zuckerman and Academician Rentov
were the other members of this team.
Rentov was the team leader for chapter
five, which summarised the economic and
security implications of chemical and
biological warfare arsenals. The United
States Army’s CBW experts, ironically,
prepared the first draft of Dr Bennett’s
chapter, Fortunately it was not the final
draft. Some of the non-military members
of the panel recognised the heavy influ-
ence of the CBW establishment in the
preparation of the initial drafts and
worked out informal arrangements to
eliminate portions of the report that they
considered objectionable by the time
honoured strategem of giving in to the
pre-arranged protests of other members.
In this way they avoided alienating their
respective staff members and yet were
able to achieve their objectives.

By the middle of May, however, when I
appeared at the state department, the in-
fluence of CBW proponents was still pre-
sent in the final draft of the report as it
went under discussion. The report still
used the phrase “biological incapacitant™,
a term that CBW advocates use to de-
scribe diseases that are supposed to make
people so sick that they cannot perform
their regular duties, but not kill them.
Tularaemia and Venezuelan equine en-
cephalitis are two diseases that the United
States Army wishes to characterise as
“biological incapacitants”. The trouble
with this term is that most medical men
do not consider it valid. What is incap-
acitating to one person may kill another,
what is incapacitating to the people of
one country may kill the people of an-
other because of differences in living con-
ditions and general health. Using this
termn in the UN report would tend to
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give it a stature that it otherwise does
not possess. A similar objection applied
to the word “toxin”. The report defined
toxin, a deadly by product of bacteria,
as a chemical rather than a biological
agent, Although toxins are dead—that is,
they don’t multiply as do ‘bacteria—they
are poisons derived from bacteria. If
toxins are classified as chemicals, then we
may suppose that the biological warfare
laboratories and production plants woulkd
continue to produce toxins even in the
event of an International ban on bio-
logical warfare.

I met with Under Secretary Richardsen
to urge him to do what he could to bring
about changes to these sections of the
final report. Although Dr Bennett was
not an appointee of the US government,
he met regularly with officials of the US
government and the views of the state
department would presumably carry
some weight in his thinking. Richardson
agreed to bring these problems to Dr.
Bennett’s attention and also assured me
that if the UN report presented a dis-
torted picture of CBW when published,
that the department of state would prob-
ably issue a statement making it clear
that the report in no way represented
the official views of the United States.
Richardson’s comments were in keeping
with the state department’s long standing
efforts to maintain the international ban
on the use of chemical and biological
weapons. Subsequently, although the
term “biological incapacitant” was not
removed from the report and although
toxins continued to be defined as chemi-
cals, assurances were received that when
these and other problem areas in the re-
port came up at Geneva the reservations
about them would be fully taken into
account.

On 1 July, 1969 Secretary General U
Thant ‘announced the release of the re-
port and in a strongly worded foreword
urged that UN members should: ratify
the Geneva protocol of 1925 banning
first use.of chemical and biological war-
fare; clearly state that the Geneva pro-
tocol applies to the use in war of all
chemical and biological weapons, includ-
ing tear gas and other harassing agents

which. now exist or may be developed in
the future: call on all countries to agree
to halt development, production and
stockpiling of all chemical and biological
weapons. ‘

Even though it condemned the use of
tear gas as a violation of the Geneva
protocol and included defoliants and
herbicides in its discussion of chemical
weapons of warfare, President Nixon
commended the UN report in his mes-
sage to the Eighteen National Disarma-
ment Committee on 3 July 1969, In this
statement he said that “the spectre of
chemical and biological warfare arouses
horror and revulsion throughout the
world”. I read this statement in the news-
papers and was particularly pleased that
President Nixen had stated, as Presidents
Coolidge, Hoover and Roosevelt had be-
fore him, the abhorrence with which the
American people regard chemical and
biological warfare. While it was only one
sentence, it did set a tone and indicate
a point of view. This endorsement, fol-
lowing his order, on 17 June 1969, for
a full scale executive branch review of
chemical and biological warfare policies
and practices, offered the hope that the
United States might abandon the exten-
sive use of tear gas in conjunction with
artillery, bombing and infantry attacks
and the widespread use of defoliants and
anti-food herbicides.

It was painfully clear that there was a
major tug of war going on in the Capitol
over the direction CBW should take in
the future. Proponents insisted that the
United States should use incapacitating
gas and germ weapons and smust continue
to denloy tactical chemical agents pack-
aged n heavy bombs, rockets, artillery
shells, and aerosol drums in forward
positions to make credible the US abil-
ity to retaliate quickly on the field of
combat should an enemy use them first.

Deadly biological weapons, whether for
causing epidemics or for destroving crops,
are regarded by advocates of CBW in the
Pentagon as strategic weapons not to be
denloyed abroad, but according to
William Beecher. New York Times Pen-
tagon correspondent, “are targeted against



the énemy’s homeland. Relatively small
quantities of virulent agents could be
delivered by aeroplane or missile from
the United States”.

The critics of CBW argue that the US
does not need large arsenals of CBW
weapons to deter an enemy. The threat
of nuclear retaliation should serve to
deter. To this the proponents of CBW in
the Pentagon reply that a massive nuclear
attack would not seem a believable re-
sponse to the use of lethal gas against
an army in the field. As the debate de-
veloped during the Summer of 1969 cer-
tain key points and objectives became
clearer to me. Although all warfare is
inhumane, as civilised human beings we
must do everything in our power to
assert our humanity. By agreement, either
written or tacit, all nations have gener-
ally avoided the use of chemical wea-
pons since the first world war, and bio-
logical weapons have not been used in
the " twentieth century. The US should
do everything it can to strengthen the
ban on the use of these forms of war-
fare. It would run directly contrary to
all our principles of honour and human-
ity to be the nation to encourapge a break-
down of this arms limitation. In any case
we have immense arsenals of nuclear
and other weapons that should be more
than sufficient to deter the use of gas or
germ warfare against the US.

Where do we go from here? Can man
effectively bring these instruments of
mass destruction under control? Or will
these awesome weapons of biological and
chemical warfare be unleashed to eradi-
cate entire populations, including pos-
sibly the initiators? No one today can
answer these questions. Certainly the
erosion of the Geneva protocol of 1925
by US actions in Vietnam does not en-
courage optimism, But it is today the
only international agreement that has
effectively curbed the use in war of cer.
tain weapons.

We have used tear gas extensively in
Vietnam. Yet tear gas, in the opinion of
many countries, is covered under the pro-
hibitions of the Geneva protocol. If the
protocol is resubmitted to the US Senate
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for ratification by President Nixon (as a
resolution I introduced in the House of
Representatives which a hundred con-
zressmen have co-sponsored, urges him
to do). 1 believe the US should not at-
tempt to exclude tear gas from the cover-
age of the protocol. This would weaken
the only reasonably successful arms con-
trol agreement adopted by modern man.

If the US decides to ratify the Geneva
protocol but states an exception for tear
gas, we would have to spell out the exact
chemical formulae and particle sizes and
methods of delivery of the exempted tear
gases to ensure that they are not changed
into entirely different gases. If tear gas is
used as an offensive weapon—to help kill
—why shouldn’t other gases be used?
The essential distinction is between the
use of tear gas in war and its use in
domestic riot control. An armed enemy
can retaliate with a more toxic gas and,
thus, escalate the gas warfare. Domestic
rioters and unruly crowds simply do not
have this capacity. The confusion over
the use of tear gas in civil disturbances
and its use in war is one which those
familiar with the Geneva protocol do
not share. When the protocol was drafted
the words “use in war” were specifically
included to ensure that the protocol did
not interfere with the use of tear gas
to handle domestic riots and other dis-
turbances. :

Its use by the civil authorities involves
many considerations, but these clearly
do not involve the ban included in the
Geneva protocol and should not be, used
as an obstacle to US ratification. How-
ever, if the administration believes that
it is necessary to ask for an exclusion of
tear gas {a step I personally think would
be wrong) the President should first
agree to check with the other 84 signa-
tory nations to determine whether they
would accept this exclusion. If a major-
ity of the nations objected to the exclu-
sion the administration should abandon
its atternpt to obtain an exclusion for any
gas.

UN Secretary General U Thant and
many others who have carefully studied
the issnes involved have declared that the
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use of tear gas as an offensive weapon
in Vietnam is a clear violation of the
Geneva protocol banning first use of gas
warfare (a treaty the US stated at the
UN in 1966, that in principle it fully
supports). The US use of defoliants and
herbicides is something else. While I be-
lieve their nse viotates the spirit of the
Geneva protocol, in fact they had not
been invented in 1923 when it was first
adopted, but the widespread use of these
powerful chemicals raises important
ssues and further weakens the ban
against chemical and biological weapons.
The Nixon administration has not con-
sidered these questions in the past and
hence it not bound by the policies of its
predecessors. It should reaffirm Ameri-
ca’s traditional policy of no first use of
gas or germ warfare. And that means gas
of any type. “No gas™ is simple, easy.
Refinements and distinctions can only
erode this fragile building block for a
saner and more rational world. A second
fundamental objective should be ratifi-
cation of the draft convention submitted
by the United Kingdom on 10 July 1965
to the Geneva Disarmament Conference
that would prohibit the development,
production or use of biological weapons.
The British convention would require
that existing capabilities be destroyed or
diverted to peaceful purposes within three
months after the proposed agreement
went into effect.

Fred Mulley, the then British Minister
of Disarmament, pointed out that the
convention would strengthen the Geneva
protocol which, though it bars the first
use of germ warfare agents, does not bar
their production or possession. Under the
British proposal “each of the parties to
the convention undertake never in any
circumstances—by making use for hos-
tile purposes of microbiological or other
biological agents causing death or disease
by infection or infestation in man, other
animals or crops—to engage in bacterio-
logical methods of warfare”. This con-
vention contains a complaint mechanism.
If a nation suspected that another nation
had used germ warfare against a party
to the convention, it could complain to
the Secretary General of the United Na-
tions, who would then investigate and

report to the security council. Such an
action by the Secretary General could be
taken under a standing authorisation
from the security council and would not
be subject to a great power veto. But a
security council decision, which would be
subject to a veto, would be required to
investigate less serious charges of de-
veloping or processing bacteriological
weapons. Perhaps an automatic com-
plaints mechanism that would lead to an
inspection without reference to the secur-
ity council could be substituted here.

Initial reaction by US Delegate James
Leonard was unenthusiasticc. He wel
comed all such initiatives but added that
“we are not clear in our own minds
whether it would be desirable to conclude
a separate measure relating only to bio-
logical weapons”. But in a response to
my letter to President Nixon urging that
the British convention be supported, he
replied on 19 August 1969: “The US
delegation at Geneva is giving serious
study to the United Kingdom proposal
and has urged other delegations to do so.
As you indicate, the proposed methods
of verifying compliance deserve the most
careful consideration. Serious problems
arise from the need to verify a ban on
the production and possession of bio-
logical agents. On several occasions the
US delegation has recommended that a
working group be formed to study this
programme. The US is prepared to par-
ticipate actively in the search for effec-
tive complaint and verification proced-
ures and can contribute the products of
research in this area. While the US sup-
ports the objective of the United King-
dom draft convention, a decision on
whether or not to support the specific
United Kingdom proposal cannot be
made prior to completion of the com-
prehensive executive branch review of
US policy in this field. Meanwhile, we
will continue our careful examination of
this and other possible approaches to the
effective control of these weapons.”

We must alse work to strenthen the pre.-
sent weaknesses as in the proposed Bri-
tish convention outlawing all germ war-
fare. If this document can be improved
with the support of the Eighteen Nation



Disarmament Conference, it can be
brought to the UN and submitted to the
nations of the world for ratification. The
first priority, however, must be for the
US, however belatedly, to ratify the Gen-
eva protocol. If it is further ignored and
ultimately destroyed then man will be
going backwards rather than forward. If
on the other hand the Geneva protocol
can be strengthened and buttressed it
may well be that rational men can build
an enduring structure that will halt not

only the CBW .arms race but help stop -

the races in other arms before they de-
stroy mankind. All Americans who long
for a saner, more peaceful and rational
world . should urge President Nixon to
support the ratification of this document
and urge their US senators to vote for
ratification for which a two-thirds major-
1ty vote lS necessary.

If the United States should Iatify both
documents, this would take us out of
the biological warfare field entirely and
leave us with a retaliatory capability in
chemical warfare weapons. In time, after
the other two documents are ratified we
should develop effective inspection pro-
cedures and move on to ban completely
chemical warfare as well. In addition the
US government owes it not only to its
_own citizens but to the people of the
world and future generations to develop
a clear policy on the use of chemical
weapons, Such a policy must consist of
stricter controls, a system of accountabil-
ity, and must be in harmony with civilised
principles and especially with a respect
for life. We should begin an intensive
effort to develop means of inspection
for chemical weapons so that we can
adopt treaties banning these weapons.
Warfare is a kind of madness, a collec-
tive sickness of mankind. Fortunately,
our revulsion at over one million gas
casualties in the first world war led to
the adoption of the one successful arms
limitation in recent history. We can
strengthen this limitation and work to
adopt other arms limitations, a ban on
nuciear weapons, a means of resolving
international conflict without resorting to
violénce, These are the ultimate objec-
tives. Perhaps on- CBW we can set a
pattern,
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6. CB weapons and

arms control
FRANK BARNABY

Like nuclear weapons, chemical and bio-
logical (CB) weapons are weapons of
mass destruction. However, because of
their nature, important differences exist
between them and nuclear weapons. CB
weapons are of relatively small strategic
interest to the nuclear weapon powers
since they have little, if anything, to offer
them either of military or strategic value.
For many years now, the strategy of
these powers has been based on percep-
tions of deterrence. The forces for this
purpose are provided by arsenals of
nuclear weapons and no other type of
weapon of mass destruction is required.
Moreover, for psychological reasons,
which are difficuit to explain, lethal CB
weapons have been taken less seriously
and have received less public debate than
have nuclear weapons and, therefore,
their deterrent value is not so greaf, at
least in the perceptions of the larger
powers.

CB weapons may, however, be of poten-
tial interest to some smaller powers as a
future means of acquiring a credible
strategic force. The restraints on the
acquisition of these weapons, particularly
the economic restraint, are much less
than those which apply to the acquisi-
tion of nuclear weapons. The further de-
velopment of chemical and, in particu-
lar, biological weapons is, therefore, a
major cause for concern. The fact that
the problem is mainly associated with the
smaller powers is an added reason for
vi_gilance since there is a danger that it
might be neglected if attention becomes
predominantly directed to the issues
raised by the nuclear arms race.

There are great difficulties associated
with the control of CB weapons and the
knowledge of these has led many authori-
ties to the view that the best means of
control is by an international agreement
to ban their use, development and pro-
duction. Their control is directly related
to other arms control issues. It is there-
fore relevant to consider, in general, the
problems of, and prospects for, arms
control and disarmament, both in the
short term and in the long term, and the
international political background against
which negotiations for arms control and

reduction will take place. It should, how-
ever, be emphasised here that the major
threat to the survival of mankind is still
the existence of absurdiy high levels of
nuclear and thermonuclear weapons and
that this state of affairs is likely to con-
tinue for the foreseeable future.

There is general agreement that the
nuclear arms race. between the super-
powers reached the point of stalemate
several years ago. The weapons devel-
oped and deployed since this time have
not added any further protection or op-
portunity in international politics for
these powers and, therefore, represent a
complete waste of resources; the scale
of this waste has been very large. The
realisation of this fact by the leaders of
the superpowers, together with pressures -
by populations to divert resources to
assist in the solution of urgent internal
problems have led the leaders of both
superpowers to state their intention to
attempt to negotiate, through Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), the con-
trol, and hopefully the reduction of the
development and deployment of offensive
and defensive nuclear weapons systems.
The superpowers are likely to be occu-
pied with SALT for some time and it
will, therefore, be up to the other powers
to consider, at the Committee of Dis-
armament in Geneva, the question of the
control of CB weapons. This task will be
assisted by the recent decision by Presi-
dent Nixon to renounce the use of bio-
logical weapons and to destroy existing
stockpiles, and by the Soviet convention,
proposed to the United Nations, -to pro-
hibit the manufacture of CB weapons.
President Nixon also renounced any first
use of those chemical weapons which in-
capacitate as well as those that kill. How-
ever, he unfortunately excluded other
chemical agents, like CS gas, and defoli-
ants; both the Soviet Union and United
States have large quantities of chemical
weapons with their armies in Europe.

Future Problems of

Arms Control

It is probable that the main destabilising
factor, and indeed the basic problem, in
the field of arms control is weapons tech-



nology itself. In fact, many of the major
probiems facing advanced societies can
be related to the momentum of certain
technological developments. Problems
associated with the pollution of the en-
vironment, urbanisation, and transporta-
tion have arisen because decisions have
been taken to proceed, at an uncontrolled
rate, with certain technological develop-
ments in the face of very strong argu-
ments against them. The most convincing
explanation of this general phenomenon
is that the momentum which the develop-
ments had acquired by the time they had
become political issues made the decision
inevitable in the absence of a controlling
force. The momentum of technological
developments probably arises because, as
time passes, each development involves
an increasing number of industries; insti-
tutions and interests. The forces they can
bring into action produces a pressure
which seems politically irresistible.

An illustrative example is the automobile.
Such a complex of industries is now in-
volved in the production of automobiles
that the pressures which would. be
brought to bear if this production was
seriously interfered with would be im-
mense, even if such interference was de-
monstrably for the good of society as a
whole. In the field of arms control there
are many examples of the operation of
this process. One of these is the develop-
ment of an anti-ballistic missile (ABM)
system in the United States. In spite of
the overwhelming arguments against
ABMs and in spite of the fact that a
great effort was made to put these argu-
ments to the public by the very powerful
anti-ABM lobby, the decision was taken
to deploy the weapons. Another example
is the development of gas centrifuges for
the separation of uranium isotopes. It
has been decided by the Netherlands,
West Germany and the United Kingdom
to proceed with this development in spite
of the fact that there are no convincing
economic or political arguments for it
and in spite of the dangers inherent in
the development or the proliferation of
nuclear weapons. Each of these three
countries has stated its strong support for
the principle of the non-proliferation of
nuclear weapons,
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The difficulty of the control of techno-
logy is easiest to demonstrate in the field
of weapons technology, probably because
the rate of advance is exceptionally rapid
and because the defence industry is very
widely based. As a consequence, many
weapons systems have been developed
and acquired in large numbers in the
complete absence of any sound strafegic
or political reason for doing so. More-
over, internal arms races are occurring,
at least within the superpowers, in which
various groups push ahead with the de-
velopment of a particular system, inde-
pendent of any overall national strategic
plan or objective. Thus, weapons are de-
veloped and deployed in an uncontrolled
way and afterwards political leaders at-
tempt to rationalise the resultant levels
of arms by arguments based on *“‘mutual
deterrence” and “the necessity to close

gaps”.

The adverse consequences arising from
the momentum of technology and the
problem of control become serious when
the scale of technology becomes so great
that political institutions are threatened.
This has now happened in the more ad-
vanced societies. The result is that popu-
lations become estranged from their
leaders and disruptive forces like racial-
ism and nationalism become exaggerated.
The present social unrest in the advanced
societies shows the presence of these
effects and it is indicative that the oniy
characteristic common to these societies
is that their technologies are all ad-
vanced. A major complicating factor is
that, because of the rate at which tech-
nological revolutions now occur, society
alters so rapidly that the individual is un-
able to adapt himself to the changes
which occur during his lifetime and
young people become alienated from
other generations, Technological time, so
to speak, already moves faster. than bio-
logical time and is speeding up continu-
ously. Because technology advances on a
broad front and interactions occur be-
tween technological developments it is
probably misleading to consider one de-
velopment, such as CB weapons, in iso-
lation. Instead, the development of CB-
weapons should be considered as part of
the much wider problem.



On first sight, the most obvious way in
which the momentum of technology
could be controlled would be for poli-
tical leaders to intervene and stop, or
slow down, those developments which
are, on balance, likely to-have adverse
effects until the necessary measures have
been taken to reduce the consequences
of these effects or until society has ad-
justed itself to accept them. However,
political leaders probably cannot be ex-
pected to take this action because the
nature of politics makes it exceedingly
difficult for them to do so. The measures
would be perceived to be against the
short term interest of a large segment of
the electorate and powerful lobbies
would be involved. Moreover, the issue
does not come before the political lead-
ers until the development has passed the
stage when control could be casily ap-
plied. Also, the advisers to the political
leaders are often themselves directly in-
volved in the technology and do not,
therefore, give objective advice.

It is, of course, true that examples can
be found of developments which have
been stopped, but closer examination
usuably shows either that these were re-
placed by alternative developments which
satisfied the industries concerned or that
the alternatives were supported by in-
terests with stronger political influence.

Only a minority of technological develop-
ments, if uncontrolled, have the adverse
effects referred to above, but these could
produce such a hostile public reaction to
science and technology in general (and,
in fact, to all rational thought) that, in
the future, the beneficial results to be
obtained from techoelogy could be jeo-
pardised. In addition to this, further de-
velopments in weapons technology could
make arms control negotiations very
rmuch more difficult even than they are
at present. :

If it is accepted that technological ad-
vance is, in practice, very difficult to
control, both vertically within countries
and horizontally between countries, in
the framework of the present type of
social and political institutions then, on
first sight, the outlook for disarmament

is sombre since the e¢volution of society
is demonstrably slow. Until compara-
tively recently, the shortage of natural
resources forced societies to defend the
wealth within a2 defined territory. By bio-
logical evolution man has acquired the
ability to develop technology to a stage
where, on the one hand, enough wealth
could be produced for all and, on the
other hand, war could be totally destruc-
tive.

The social structures which must be
evolved to cope with this situation for
the good of all will clearly be of quite
a different nature to the social structures
with which we are, at present familiar,
and which are based on the perceived
necessity to defend narrow national in-
terests. For example, the finance required
for anti-pollution measures is not made
available because it would increase the
cost of the products of the national in-
dustries which cause the pollution. In
an international system in which sove-
reign states compete economically, one
state will obviously not risk putting itself
at a disadvantage, and the aveidance of
polluting a neighbouring state’s environ-
ment becomes a very secondary consid-
eration. Similarly, it may not be realistic
to expect really significant arms controi
and disarmament to occur until societies
have evolved to a point where the rela-
tions between them are such that wea-
pons become irrelevant. However, there
are signs that states are becoming willing,
or are being forced by experience, to
take into account the interests and the
desire for change of other states and that
reciprocity of interest is slowly becoming
a stronger determinant of international
relations than power. This means that
communication, discussion and collabor-
oration between states are increasingly
used to provide for peaceful change with-
in the present system of sovereign and
independent states.

The present period could, therefore, be
regarded as an evolutionary stage be-
tween a period where power predomin-
ates and a period where reciprocity will
predominate. During the transitional
period it is clearly necessary to achieve
whatever arms control and reduction



measures are possible within the existing
political framework. A continuation of
the arms race should not only be attacked
on moral and economic grounds, but be-
cause it will erode the strategic balance
between the superpowers and make arms
control measures extremely difficult to
negotiate. This will inevitably increase
the likelihood of a general nuclear war,

Two factors relevant to CB weapons can
be drawn from the above argument,
Firstly, the fact that there is no sound
strategic or political reason for the de-
velopment and acquisition of these wea-
pons does not mean that the weapons
will not be acquired. History indicates
that states tend first to acquire weapons
and then to rationalise this action after
the event. Secondly, the present may be
the right time to control the development
of biological weapons because this de-
velopment has probably not yet reached
the stage after which control becomes
virtually impossible and, therefore, fur-
ther development becomes inevitable.

In summary, consideration of the pros-
pects for disarmament leads to the fol-
lowing conclusions. (a) In the short term
it is unlikely that very significant meas-
ures of general disarmament will be
achieved. (b) In the long term, general
disarmament will probably come about,
in effect, because social and political in-
stitutions will become modified in such
a way that arms will have little, or no,
relevance. Pressures for this modifica-
tion, provided by technological, econo-
mic and social factors, are already in
evidence. (c) In the short term, it is
essential that progress is made in arms
control, and CB weapons represent a field
in which there is some prospect of an
early agreement because conditions may
be right for the establishment of control
on the development of, at least, biologi-
cal weapons. (d) It is essential that a con-
centration on the larger problem of arms
control in the field of nuclear weapons
does not weaken efforts for the control
of CB weapons. Because of the inter-
action between all fields of arms control,
success in one direction can assist success
in others by, for example, weakening the
power of the military.
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Factors of Change in
International Politics

The rapid introduction of technological
innovation will change the relative econo-
mic power relationships among nations.
If the fraction of the gross national pro-
ducts of the states devoted to military
expenditure remains constant, the abso-
tute amount of money spent on weapons
will quickly increase, This will, in turn,
increase the influence of the military and
of the military interest groups in many
states and might produce pressures for
the acquisition of a wider spectrum of
weapons, including CB weapons. De-
mand for the acquisition of new wea-
pons will probably not be based on
sound strategic reasons but will be made
purely because the weapons exist. The
relative power of states to influence
events will change and this may create
new sources of conflict. Some states may
perceive a need to increase their military
power which would, also, lead to a
greater influence of the military in the
decision making process.

Another important factor of change in
international peolitics will be a widening
of the gap between the developing and
the developed nations. This would pro-
duce a number of areas of conflict
throughout the developing regions and is
likely to cause North-South tension which
will cut across the existing East-West ten-
sion. In some cases, the former will
exacerbate the latter, but other cases will
involve common jnterests, So far as CB
weapons are concerned, the potential ten-
sions in developing areas are of particu-
lar significance. Some states in these areas
might, in the future, regard CB weapons
to be of particular use to them and be
impressed with the relative cheapness of
these weapons, both in terms of money
and skilled manpower. In addition to
these destabilising consequences of tech-
nological advance, there are likely to be
stabilising consequences. Many of the
problems raised by large scale techno-
logy will only be solved if the nation
states within certain regions co-operate
in their solution; it will not be within
the competence of the governments of
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the states themselves to solve these prob-
lems. Because of this, regional and inter-
national co-operation will increase, even
if some groups are against such co-opera-
tion and in spite of the increasing im-
portance attached to nationalism.

It follows, therefore, that increased tech-
nology will create pressures in two direc-
tions. On the one hand, there will be a
tendency for states to increase their levels
of armaments due to an increase in gross
national products and, therefore, in de-
fence expenditures. This tendency will be
reinforced by changes in the relative
power structure of states and tensions
created by the coming problems of the
developing countries. On the other hand,
technological advance will' make it im-
perative that states co-operate. At this
point of time, it cannot be foreseen
whether the disruptive or the cohesive
forces will predominate.

It can be predicted that considerable
changes will occur in the international
power system. The capability of the two
superpowers fto influence events will
probably decrease due to the limitations
of strategic power and the continuing
force of nationalism. The emergence of
China as a third power centre will cause
readjustments in the world power struc-
ture which may cause states, particularly
in Asia, to perceive new security prob-
lems. This could cause some of these
states to consider the acquisition of new
weapons systems, including CB weapons.

In summary it c¢an be concluded that
trends in international politics over the
next few years will be towards the rise
of political forces which will decrease
bipolarity but which will create new ten-
sions. The influence of smaller powers
will increase and these powers will be-
come less content to accept the will of
the superpowers. Changes in the struc-
ture of the international power system
and the emergence of the North-South
problem will create new security prob-
lems for some states. These factors may
produce pressures in many states for new
weapons; including CB weapons. More-
over, the accelerating rate of technology
and the difficulty of controlling techno-

logical advances will increase the diffi-

“culty of obtaining far reaching arms con-

irol measures. However, it can be fore-
seen that technological progress will
make necessary an increasing degree of
co-operation between states.

Conclusions

Because the further development of CB
weapons would decrease world security,
which would have serious consequences
for all states, all reasonable men must
believe that it is important to work for
an international agreement to renounce
these weapons. This task will not be easy
in the conditions which are likely to exist
over the next few years. Moreover, it
will be mainly left to the smaller powers
to negotiate the control of CB weapons.

Some factors will assist the task of con-
trolling CB weapons whereas others will
make it more difficult, and it is impos-
sible to predict which set of factors will
predominate. The outcome may, in fact,
be determined by the internal forces
within the industrialised nations, and
these domestic forces, probably as a
consequence of large scale technology,
will become a principal source of internal
change in industrialised societies and
are likely to have an increasing effect on
interhational politics. “Traditional values
are ‘being rejected by the younger gener-
ation, new values are being evolved, and
modified political and social institutions
adapted to the changing requirements of
technology are being sought. A conse-
quence of this is that industrialised coun-
tries are becoming more preoccupied with
domestic problems, and domestic factors
are playing a greater role in formulating
foreign policies. Tt is a hopeful sign that
this movement seems to include a move
away from militarism and a revulsion for
weapons of mass destruction. It is im-
portant that these feelings are mobilised
and used to exeri pressures on political
leaders for increased efforts to obtain
arms control and disarmament agree-’
ments. For this purpose it is important
that the public is kept aware of the
catastrophic consequencés of the use of
nuclear and chemical and biological
weapons.



7. CB warfare: disarmament

prospects
JAN PRAWITZ

In recent years there has been a growing
concern about chemical and biological
weapons. But this concern is not a new
one. It is an amplification of a concern
that has a long tradition. Already back
in 1907 a ban on the use of poisonous
substances was included in the conven-
tions adopted in the Hague, but of course,
this ban was not observed during the first
world war. On the contrary, poisonous
gasses were extensively used on both
sides. More than 100,000 tons was de-
ployed and about 100,000 men were
killed by use of gas. This experience
caused grave concern and provided the
necessary political background for the
important “Protocol for the Prohibition
of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poi-
sonous or other Gases, and of Bacterio-
logical Methods of Warfare” signed in
Geneva on 17 June 1925 by 38 states.
an appreciable number at that time.

The Geneva protocol says that “whereas
the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous
or other gases, and of all analogous
liquids, materials or devices, has been
justly condemned by the general opinion
of the civilised world (and) whereas the
prohibition of such use has been declared
in treaties fo which the majority of
powers of the world are parties, and to
the end that this prohibition shall be uni-
versally accepted as part of international
law, binding alike the conscience and the
practice of nations™, the parties declare
that “so far as they are not already
parties to treaties prohibiting such use
(they will) accept this prohibition, agree
to extend this prohibition to the use of
bacteriological methods of warfare and
agree to be bound as between themselves
according to the terms of this declara-
tion”, The parties also agree to “exert
every effort to induce other states to
accede to the protocol”.

History has proved the Geneva protocol
to be a very important document indeed.
The first country to ratify was France,
others have followed all the time, for in-
stance, in 1969 Argentine, Nepal, Leb-
anon and Tsrael adhered to the protocol.
However, there are a few important limi-
tations in the picture. Several signatories
never ratified, including Brazil, Japan,

USA and Uruguay. Several parties ac-
ceded under the condition of reciprocity
and mutual observance of the forms of
the protocol. Thus, the questions, who
is forbidden to do what in a certain
situation and what will result from actual
use of gas in war are not simple ones.

While the protocol did not prevent the
use of gas in some cases such as the war
in Ethiopia in 1936-37, it was respected
throughout the second world war. It is
true that both sides did prepare for
chemical warfare, including much more
effective chemicals than had been used
in the first world war, but the order to
launch a chemical attack was never
given, This is a remarkable fact, that has
greatly increased the prestige of the pro-
tocol, today stiil regarded as a corner-
stone among arms control agreements.

Since the second world war disarmament
negotiations inside or outside the United
Nations, have been completely domin-
ated by questions concerning nuclear
weapons, turning biological and chemical
means of warfare away from the atten-
tion of statesmen and public opinion ;
this in spite of the fact that such wea-
pons are potentially much more disas-
trous today than they were during the
first world war. On the other hand, the
preference given to nuclear weapons is
understandable since nuclear weapons are
after all superior today to OB weapons
in terms of destructive capability. In ad-
dition, there is no prestigious protoco! to
suppress the temptation to use nuclear
weapons. However, CB weapons are fre-
quently included in proposals on limita-
tions of nuclear weapons within the con-
cept of “nuclear weapons and other wea-
pons of mass destruction™.

In 1962 biological and chemical weapons
were explicitly mentioned in the “Draft
Treaty on General and Complete Dis-
armament Under Strict International
Control”, submitted by the Soviet Unijon
to the Eighteen Nation Conference on
Disarmament in Geneva on 15 March,
and in the “outline of basic provisions of
a treaty on general and complete disarm-
ament in a peaceful world” submitted
by the USA on 18 April.
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According to the Soviet proposal CB
weapons would be e¢liminated between
fifteen months and two and a half years
after the initiation of the general dis-
armament process. All types of CB wea-
pons would, according to the Soviet pro-
posal, be eliminated from the arsenals
of states and destroyed. All instruments
and facilities for the combat use of such
weapons, all special facilities for their
transportation, storage and conservation
would simultaneously be destroyed. The
production of all types of CB weapons
and all means and devices for their com-
bat use, transporation and storage would
be ‘completely discontinued. All plants,
installations and laboratories, wholly or
partly engaged in the production of CB
weapons would be destroyed or converted
to peaceful purposes. The proposed meas-
ures would be implemented under the
control of international inspectors.

According to the American proposal the
parties would during the first three vears
of the general disarament process “ex-
amine” unresolved questions relating to
the means for a later reduction and
eventual elimination of production and
stockpiles of CB weapons of mass de-
struction. In the light of this examina-
tion the parties would agree to arrange-
ments for the implementation during the
following years of a cessation of all pro-
duction and field testing of CB weapons,
and the dismantling or conversion to
the peaceful uses of all such facilities,
The measures would be carried out
in an agreed sequence and verified
by international inspection. After six
years the final elimination of the remain-
ing CB weapons would be undertaken.
The merit of these proposals is that they
outline what is needed to remove the
danger of a war with biological and
chemical weapons. The great disadvan-
tage is that there is at present very little
interest in the whole question of general
and compiete disarmament (GCD). How-
ever, several issues have been taken out
of the GCD context and treated separ-
ately as collateral measures. This is true
of non-proliferation, strategic arms limi-
tation (SALT) and in the [ast three years
it is also true for the issue of CB
Weapons.

One result was achieved’ when on 10
October 1967 the “Treaty’ on Principles
Governing the Activities of States in the
Exploration and Use of Outer Space, in-
cluding the Moon and Other Celestial
Bodies” came into force. States parties
to that treaty undertake not to. place in
orbit around the earth any objects carry-
ing nuclear weapons or any other kinds
of weapons of mass destruction, install
such weapons on celestial bodies or
station such weapons in outer space in
any other manner; in other words, the
treaty also bans CB weapons in outer
space.

In the “Draft Treaty on the Prohibition
of the Emplacement of Nuclear Wea-
pons and other Weapons of Mass De-
struction on the Seabed and the Ocean
Floor or in the Subsoil thereof” tabled
jointly by USA and USSR at the Geneva
Disarmament Conference on 30 October
last year, states parties to the treaty un-
dertake not to emplant or emplace on
the seabed, the ocean floor, or in the
subsoil thereof beyond twelve miles from
the coast any objects with nuclear wea-
pons or any other types of weapons of
mass destruction, as well as structures,
launching installations or any other
facilities specifically designed for storing,
testing, or using such weapons. This is
another example of including CB wea-
pons in a measure primarily dealing with
nuclear weapons.

In the future CB weapons might be and
should be included in additional measures
within the framework of nuclear arms
control. This is particularly appropriate
in relation to the question of nuclear
delivery vehicles, which was recently the
subject of preliminary discussions be-
tween the superpowers in Helsinki
(SALT). In recent years world public
opinion has begun to take an interest in
CB weapons. In part this is due to the
use of so called riot control agents in
Vietnam. CB weapons have, accordingly,
been ‘brought up in the disarmament
negotiations as a separate issue. In all
these talks the 1925 Geneva protocol has
been the basis of the discussion. On §
December 1966 UN General Assembly
adopted a resolution calling for strict



observance by all states of the principles
and objectives of the Geneva protocel,
condemning all actions contrary to those
objectives, and inviting all states to
accede to the protocol. The USA, which
never ratified the protocol, voted in fav.
our of the resolution. Since that date
16 more states have acceded to the pro-
tocol.

Tn the Summer of 1968, after the work
on the treaty for the non-proliferation of
nuclear weapons was successfully com-
pleted, CB weapons were brought up
again. The Soviet Union tabled a pro-
posal urging the observance by all states
of the Geneva protocol. Having achieved
this one could, according to the Soviet
proposal, pass on to the next measure—
cessation of the manufacture of CB wea-
pons and their destruction. A few weeks
later, on 6 August, the United Kingdom
tabled a draft convention according to
which, in addition to renouncing the use
of Dbiological weapons, governments
would accept a total ban on the posses-
sion and production of biological wea-
pons and on research into them. On 20
December 1968 UN Genera! Assembly
adopted a resolution which again reiter-
ated its call for the strict observance of
the Geneva protocol and urged all states
to accede to it. The resolution also re-
quested the Secretary General to prepare
a report on the subject and recommended
governments to give the report wide pub-
licity in each of their respective lan-
guages, through the various med’r of
mass communication in order to acquaint
public opinion with its contents.

In 1969 the negotiations for a prohibi-
tion of CB weapons were €ven more
lively. The Geneva protocol was posi-
tively referred to all the time, USA
signed a commitment to respect it, which
is important as USA has not yet ratified
it. The United Kingdom tabled a revised
draft convention for the prohibition of
biological methods of warfare and an
accompanying draft security council re-
solution dealing with collective assist-
ance in case of violation of the conven-
tion. Japan proposed a study of the
question of control and the non-aligned
members of the Geneva disarmament
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conference tabled a joint draft UN de-
claration prohibiting the use of CB wea-
pons, while Canada tabled a draft UN
resolution on CB weapons. But the most
important event was the publication on
2 July of the UN expert report, which
has already been widely appreciated and
quoted in debate.

At the time of writing, matters of dis-
armament, including those relating to CB
weapons are being discussed in the UN
General Assembly. In the last three years
CB disarmament has become a priority
issue on the agenda of the disarmament
negotiations. What are the prospects for
the futore? Will the trend I have just
described lead to the eventual elimination
of CB weapons? I believe it will, but the
difficulties should not be overlooked.

These weapons have no essential function
within the overall balance of power. A re-
nunciation of all CB weapons would not
upset that balance, but the fact that cer-
tain gases have been used and are being
used in war, will make CB disarmament
less easy to negotiate than the treaties
for nuclear free zones in Antarctica,
Latin America, outer space, and the
ocean floor: areas never connected with
atom bombs.

Generally, questions of control have
been the limiting factor in the negotia-
tion of most disarmament measures and,
in this case, control is no easy matter ;
however, very promising progress is being
made. Even if a foolproof control sys-
tem cannot be designed, one should not
be discouraged. If adequate methods of
rapid detection can be developed, they
will greatly complement efforts of con-
trol because, if a silent attack can be
detected and if counter measures can be
mobilised to make the attack unsuccess-
ful, the clandestine deployment of CB
weapons will be meaningless. Of course.
the implementation of early warning
methods will have to be internationally
organised and linked to some machinery
for counter attack, possibly the World
Health Organisation, already established
in the relevant medical field. If a coun-
try can be sure of adequate protection
against CB weapons through an interna-
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tional machinery for control, early warn-
ing and active counter measures, it will
be much’ easier for that country to ab-
stain from second strike and deterrence
forces of their own.

In this early stage of negotiations, the
role of public opinion is very important,
so the UN expert report is very import-
ant too, However its importance is heavily
dependent on the way it is communicated
to the public, and governments have a
great responsibility for this. The UN
General Assembly will probably ‘adopt
a resolution urging governments to make
the report available to the public. It is
available from the UN information office
in the five official languages of the UN,
English, French, Russian, Spanish and
Chinese, and that covers most of the
world population, but for the rest of
the world translation will be necessary.
It is important to emphasise this as the
experience from the communication of
an earlier report on nuclear weapons is
not encouraging. I am proud to say,
however, that as far as my own country
is concerned, a Swedish edition has
recently been published and is now avail-
able at a subsidised price to the Swedish
public and the Swedish speaking minor-
ity of Finland.

An expression of support for CB dis-
armament should include the following
points: a recognition of the fundamental
value of the prestige and tradition linked
to the "Geneva protocol; an invitation
to states, which have not yet done so,
to accede to the protocol ; effective meas-
ures of abstention from CB weapons be-
yond the commitments of the protocol.
(In this connection governments should
be urged not to concentrate on semantic
questions about the difference between
weapons and riot control agents, and
technical problems on ‘the precision of
control, but rather invite International
expertise to study special problems which
arise) ;” the continuation of the hopeftl
research into control and early warning
and * preparation . for organising their
international - implementation, possibly
through WHO ; the extension, as appro-
priate, of disarmament proposals on nuc-
fear weapons to include also other wea-

pons of mass destruction ; and finally, of
course, a plan for effective distribution
of the UN expert report on CB weapons,
translated where necessary:



8. CB warfare : the British
Government’s view

EVAN LUARD

U Thant’s report on CBW describes in
chilling scientific detail what the effects
of the possible use of cherical and bio-
logical weapons might be. Most of this
paper will describe what the British Gov-
ernment has done, and is continuing to
do, to bring about further measures of
arms control and disarmament in the
CBW field, but first, let me deal with one
point which, though not directly con-
cerned with the arms control and dis-
armament aspect of CBW is, nevertheless,
the concern of the British Government,
Some time ago there was a great deal of
discussion and argument over what the
British Government might be up to at
Porton Down. There has not been so
much talk of this lately, but let me take
this opportunity of making the position
entircly clear. The purpose of Porton
Down and its associated establishment is
defence: to find ways of protecting the
British public and armed forces against
chemical or biological attack. We do not
manufacture or stockpile chemical or
biological weapons ourselves at Porton
or anywhere else. We do not believe in
this, and the purpose of the steps we
have taken at the Geneva disarmament
conference is to prevent these weapons
being used at all. This work is done at
two establishments, the chemical defence
establishment at Porton Down and the
microbiological research establishment at
Nancekuke in Cornwall, an associated
establishment which produces small
quantities of toxic chemical substances
for the defensive research at Porton.

The main arms control agreement in the
field of CBW is the 1925 Geneva proto-
col. This was and still is a milestone in
disarmament work ; it came into exist-
ence because of the deep concern felt,
as a result of the experiences of the first
world war, over the threat posed by
chemical and what were then called
“bacteriological™ weapons. The continued
validity of the protocol and the respect
in which it is generally held show that
this concern has persisted until today,
But it has its limitations, and is perhaps
inadequate in the light of our present
knowledge and requirements. Quite apart
from the fact that the wording is some-
what outdated and imprecise, it prohibits

only the use of the weapons concerned,
and even this prohibition is not absolute.
Less than half the states now in existence
are parties to the protocol and they are
only “bound as between themselves”.
Furthermore, many have specifically re-
served the right to use the prohibited
weapons not only against non-parties, but
against violators of the protocol and
their allies, for there is nothing to pre-
vent states from having the means with
which to do this production; and pos-
session of the weapons concerned is not
prohibited. But the Geneva protocol has
one overriding merit. It exists, and the
British Government believes that it
should be possible to build on the ad-
mirable foundation that it provides. We
naturally hope that all states that have
not already done so will soon become
parties to the protocol, and indeed we
are under an obligation (and I quote
from the protocol) to “exert every effort
to induce other states to accede”. We
therefore supported resolution 2162 (B)
which was adopted by the UN General
Assembly on 5 December 1966, This
called for strict observance of the prin-
ciples and objectives of the 1925 Geneva
protocol and invited all states to accede
to it.

This is still not enough. Although,
throughout 1967 and early 1968, the main
emphasis in the disarmament negotiations
was on the nuclear non-proliferation
treaty, and rightly so, the British Gov-
ernment then began to look ahead to
what might be done after agreement was
reached on the NPT in order to keep
ap the momentum in the disarmament
negotiations. On 1 July 1968 the NPT
was opened for signature. On 16 July
1968 the British Government presented
some carefully thought out proposals at
the disarmament conference in Geneva
for further measures of arms control and
disarmament not only in the nuclear
field, where we suggested means by which
a comprehensive test ban treaty might be
brought about, but also in the non-
nuclear field of chemical and biological
warfare. The Government thought some-
thing should be done to strengthen the
1925 Geneva protocol while, of course,
keeping the protocol itself in being. This
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proposal in itself was a fairly controver-
sial one. A number of states, including
the Soviet’ Union, argued at this time
that all that was needed was universal
observance. But naturally, difficult prob-
lems were expected in going beyond the
Geneva protocol. The fact that this, the
last effective arms control agreement in
the CBW field was itself nearly 50 years
old showed clearly enough that further
progress would be anything but easy.
But it is all too easy to be content with
the status guo, so why not take a look
at the problem from a fresh angle?

The difficultiés 'in going beyond the
Geneva protocol seem to relate almost
entirely to chemical weapons. These wea-
pons already exist in large numbers ; they
have been used on a large scale in war in
the past; new and deadly chemical wea:
pons were developed during the last war
and have been developed since; they are
regarded by some states as weapons they
must have and be prepared to use, should
it become necessary, in any future war,
if only in retaliation against a chemical
attack by another state. It is no secret
that they are deployed in the field in
Europe, both by the Soviet Union and
the United States. You can’t get rid of
them merely by wishing them away. An-
other problem is that certain chemical
agents which can be used in war also
have legitimate peaceful uses; for in-
stance in riot control and the apprehen-
sion of dangerous armed criminals. Thus
any measure calling for the complete
prohibition of chemical weapons would
probably fail to win the support of many
states. So the problems in going beyond
the Geneva protocol in the chemical field
are formidable, though not insuperable.
However, it seemed there was a good
chance that something could be done and
soon in the field of biological weapons
for they are at a much earlier stage of
development. They have never been used
in modern warfare and so the effect of
their use in war are a mafter for specu-
lation.. U Thant’s report of 1 July on
CBW ' brings out this peoint extremely
well. Paragraph 37 describes in great de-
tail how chemical weapons could be used
in the field; it mentions a large number
of tactical possibilities. Paragraph 38

deals with the use of biological weapons,
it begins: “There is no military experi-
ence of the use of bacteriological (bio-
logical) agents as weapons of war and
the feasibility of using them as such has
often been questioned”.

So, where biological weapons are con-
cerned, the beast is still in its lair. As
U Thant’s report shows clearly, the kind
of damage it could do if it was ever
allowed to leave its lair is potentially
terrifying ; but it is not out yet, and what
the British Government has been trying
to do since 1968 is to stop it from ever
getting olt. Because the problems in-
volved in seeking to go beyond the
Geneva protocol seem greater and inter-
national opinion less clear in the field of
chemical weapons the Government pro-
posed on 16 July 1968 that the Secretary-
General of the United Nations should be
asked to prepare a report on the nature
and possible effects of chemical weapons
and the implications of their use. The
idea was that this would provide the dis-
armament conference in (Geneva with an
internationally agreed scientific basis for
future consideration of measures for the
limitation and control of such weapons,
as well as focussing public opinion on the
issues involved. This proposal was then
taken up by the disarmament conference
and the UN general assembly and ex-
tended to include biological weapons as
well. The study was undertaken and the
report came out on 1 July 1969,

As far as biological weapons are con-
cerned, the Government thought that in
addition the time was ripe now for an
international convention which would
strengthen the provisions of the 1925
Geneva protocol by prohibiting all use,
production and possession of biological
agents for hostile purposes, to ensure, as
far as was humanly possible, that the
beast remained in its lair forever. A draft
convention was prepared for the pro-
hibition of biological methods of war-
fare, together with an associated draft
security council resolution, and these
were tabled at the disarmament confer-
ence in Geneva on 10 July 1969. (Both
drafts were issued as a white paper, Cmd
4113)



Foolproof wverification, in the sense in
which that word is normally used in the
disarmament negotiations, meaning a
comprehensive system of control and in-
spection machinery, is not likely to be
possible in the field of biological war-
fare. Agents which could be used for
hostile purposes exist in nature, and are
generally indistinguishable from those
which are needed for normal medical
purposes; for instance, in the prepara-
tion of vaccines. Furthermore, the facili-
ties required to produce biological wea-
pon agents could be both makeshift and
inconspicuous. No system of verification,
however comprehensive, could prevent
clandestine production of BW agents or
even of the weapons themselves. Never-
theless, because development of biologi-
cal weapons is at such an early stage,
it should be possible, in this particular
case, to accept the risk of “cheating” pro-
vided there are other strong deterrents
against this.

The Government have therefore pro-
posed a complaints procedure which
would directly involve the United Na-
tion (hence the need for the associated
draft security council resolution). Under
this procedure, complaints by any party
that biological methods of warfare had
been used against it would be addressed
to the UN Secretary-General who, it is
envisaged, would have standing authority
from the security council to investigate
such complaints immediately and report
his findings to them. Other complaints,
for example, about production and pos-
session and about use against another
party) would be addressed to the security
council itself, which would then, if it saw
fit, authorise the UN Secretary-General
to carry out an investigation and report
back. Tt is of course desirable that in-
vestigation of all complaints should pro-
ceed as quickly and automatically as
possible, in order to strengthen the deter-
rent effect of such machinery. Quick and
automatic investigation should be pos-
sible where a party alleges that biological
methods of warfare have been used
against it because, in that case, the com-
plainant would provide all the facilities
for carrying out an investigation. In
other cases, facilities for carrying out in-
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vestigations would have to be provided
by parties who might well object to doing
so. In these circumstances it would not
be possible to have automatic investiga-
tion. However, as a further deterrent
against infringement, the convention in-
cludes a “security assurances” -article,
under which parties would  undertake to
provide or support assistance to a party
which was a victim of biological attack.

Although there are very good reasons for
dealing first with biological methods of
warfare, because of the importance of
chemical weapons the Government have
included an article in their draft BW
convention, on the lines of Article VI of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty, under
which parties would undertake also to
pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures to strengthen the exist-
ing constraints on chemical methods of
warfare. This article was included to take
account of the natural feelings of a num-
ber of states that the question of chemi-
cal warfare should not appear to be neg-
lected. Following the tabling of these two
drafts in Geneva on 10 July, useful and
detailed discussion of them took place
in the conference of the committee on
disarmament. They were revised slightly
in"the light of comments made in the
committee, and they have now been sent
with the report of the committee to the
UN general assembly.

The British Government has played the
leading part in stimulating internationatl
concern over the CBW threat, and in
seeking measures to deal with this threat,
It is to be hoped that the UN general
assembly, which is now discussing dis-
armament, will call on the disarmament
conference in Geneva to pursue work on
CBW urgently at its next session, and
that it will be possible to move towards
international agreement on what can be
done. There has been progress already.
The British draft BW convention has
already been discussed in detail in the
disarmament negotiations in Geneva and
we are hopeful that further, more rapid
progress on this will be made at thé¢ next
session’ in Geneva. The UN Secretary-
General’s valuable report should help to
provide a.good basis for future consid-
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eration of further measures.of arms con-
trol "and disarmament in the field of
chemical weapons as is envisaged in the
British draft BW convention.

Most- states have now come to accept the
idea that something should be done to
strengthen the 1925 Geneva protocol.
This itself is a- very significant step for-
ward. The Soviet Union and her allies
have now come to see the force of our
argument and have proposed the con-
clusion of a draft convention on the pro-
hibition of the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical and biologi-
cal weapons and -on the destruction of
such weapons. Unfortunately, the Soviet
Union and her allies have so far chosen
not to table their draft convention at the
disarmiament conference in Geneva, so
thére has been no opportunity to discuss
it in the accepted forum for disarmament
negotiations. The content of their draft
convention seems to confirm that it
would have been better if the normal
procedure had been followed.

As it stands; the draft does not seem to
offer a practical solution to some of the
problems raised by chemical and bio-
Togical methods of warfare. It does not,
for example, include a comprehensive
ban on the use of the prohibited wea-
pons. A number of parties to the 1925
Geneva protocol, including the Soviet
Union and some of its allies, have re-
served the right to use the prohibited
weapons against non-parties, violators of
the protocol and their allies. It is a little
puzzling, therefore, that the Soviet Union
and its allies should have tabled a draft
convention purporting. to prohibit the
production and possession of chemical
and biological weapons but, at the same
time, should have been careful to retain
the right to use these weapons in certain
circumstances.

Another shortcoming of their draft is
that it does not include any realistic pro-
posals to deter would be violators. Con-
sultation and co-operation between states
may be all that is required in some arms
control measures, for instance, on the
sea bed, where states are free to observe
other states’ activities.” But more ‘than

this is required when it is a question of
a state’s activities within its own national
territories. That is why the British draft
BW convention includes the proposal for
a complaints procedure.

Of course, we would all like to get rid
of chemical weapons as well as biological
ones if we possibly could, but you can’t
just wish them away; the difficult prob-
lems involved have to be tackled reso-
lutely, and it is my belief that the prob-
lems involved in eliminating CBW wiil
be so tackled by the conference of the
committee on disarmament in its sessions
next year. That is the place where the
rival merits ‘of  our own and the Soviet
approach can-be discussed in detail.

I hope I may not seem to have over em-
phasised the difficulties. I personally am
optimistic. Given goodwill, readiness to
negotiate and the willingness to take a
fresh look at old problems, I am hopeful
that real progress can be made, and made
soon. :



9. CB warfare: the

legal aspects
SEAN MacBRIDE

Recent interest in the field of chemical
and biological warfare, in its elimination
as a means of waging war and in the
control of the production of chemical
and biological weapons, renders neces-
sary an examination of the existing rules
and of the humanitarian laws already in
existence relating to armed “conflict in
general and the work being undertaken
to modernise this law. Attention is drawn
in particular to Resolution XXIII of the
UN International Conference on Human
Rights (see Appendix 8) and to Resolu-
tion 2444 (XXIII) adopted by the gen-
eral assembly (see appendix 7).

There is a tendency today to emphasise
the urgent nced to deal with the subject
of CB warfare as a distinct problem from
that of warfare in general. In fact it is
inherently linked to the problem of re-
curring resort to armed conflict as a
means of settling international disputes
and the necessity to protect humanity
and the individual against the barbarity
and cruelty of such conflicts. CB wea-
pons present grave irreparable dangers to
society and an end must be sought to
their development, production and stock-
piling. Indeed, the whole subject has been
comprehensively examined in the excel-
lent report of the Secretary General of
the United Nations.

The ‘Laws of War’

The laws of war are contained in the
Hague conventions of 1899 and their re-
visions of 1907, the Geneva protocol of
1925, and the humanitarian Geneva con-
ventions of 1949 dealing with the pro-
tection of the sick and wounded, the
civilian populations and prisoners of war.

Relations between belligerents in the con-
duct of operations, methods of warfare
and the use of weapons, are governed by
the Hague conventions and the Geneva
protocol. Article 22 in both the Hague
conventions relating to the laws and cus-
toms of war on land (1899 II, 1907 1V)
provides that “the right of belligerents
to adopt means of injuring the enemy is
not unlimited”. Another common article
(Article 23) especially forbids the use of

poison or poisoned weapons, the treach-
erous killing of individuals, the killing
or wounding of an enemy who has sur-
rendered or who has no longer any
means of defence, and the use of arms
or materials calculated t0 cause unneces-
sary suffering. Article 23 (1907 IV) pro-
hibits attack or bombardment by what-
ever means of undefended towns, wvil-
lages, dwellings or buildings. Naval bom-
bardment of such places or of ports
which are undefended is also forbidden
by Article 1 of the 1907 convention (IX)
concerning naval forces in time of war.

Pillaging is forbidden even of towns
taken by assault (Articles 28, 47, 1899 1,
1907 IV Article 7, 1907 IX). Belligerents
are forbidden to force the inhabitants of
an occupied territory to furnish informa-
tion about the army of another belliger-
ent {Article 44, 1907 IV). No general
penalty, pecuniary or othewise, may be
inflicted on the population for acts of
individuals for which the general popu-
lation cannot be regarded as jointly and
severally responsible (Article 50, 1899 II,
1907 IV).

A declaration adopted by the Hague con-
ference of 1899 had forbidden the use
of projectiles, “the only object of which
is the diffusion of asphyxiating or dele-
terious gases” and “the use of bullets
which expand or flatten easily in the
human body”. The 1925 Geneva protocol
gave partial form to this declaration by
forbidding the use in war of “asphyxiat-
ing, poisonous or other gases, and of all
analogous liquids, materials or devices”.

The prohibition took cognisance of
scientific developments by extending its
terms to the use of bacteriological
methods of warfare. On 5 December
1966 the general assembly of the United
Nations further recognised the general
applicability of the protocol by 1nv1t1ng
all states to conform strictly with its
principles and objectives and by con-
demning any violations. The resolution
also invited all states to adhere to the
Geneva protocol, This resolution was re-
affirmed in Resolution 2454 (XXIID)
which dealt with chemical and biclogical
warfare.
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It must be recalled that although the
provisions relating to ‘the conduct of
operations such as those enumerated
above cannot be considered as compre-
hensive in forbidding inhumane methods
of waging warfare, the Hague confer-
ences were convened mainly to deal with
the limitation of armaments and the
pacific settlement of disputes. Their pro-
visions relating to tmethods of warfare
are declaratory, not amendatory, of cus-
tomary International law. All states,
therefore, whether or not they took part
in the conference or ratified the conven-
tions, must be considered bound by the
principles which were Involved. Failure
to ratify can merely be regarded as the
rejection of a codified text, and not as a
rejection of the principles of international
law. Moreover, both the 1899 and the
1907 conventions contain a clanse which
draws attention to the awareness on the
part of the participants to the lacunae
in the codified texts and to the general
applicability of the principles of humane
behaviour by stating that “until a more
complete code of the laws of war can
be drawn up the high contracting parties
deem it expedient to declare that, in
cases not covered by the rules adopted
by them the inhabitants and the belliger-
ents remain under the protection and
governance of the principles of the law
of nations, derived from the usages es-
tablished among civilised peoples, from
the laws of humanity and from the dic-
tates of the public conscience.” {The pre-
able of the Hague convention No. VI of
18 October 1907. This is known as the
Martens Clause, after its author, Profes-
sor F. F. de Martens. The same words
are also quoted in each of the four
Geneva conventions of 1949--First Con-
vention Art. 63 ; Second Convention Art.
62 ; Third Convention Art. 142; Fourth
Convention Art. 158).

The Geneva protocol recognises that cer-
tain practices, having been condemned
“by the general opinion of the civilised
world”, arc contrary to international law,
and that the prohibitions contained in the
protocol are to be universally accepted
as a part of international law, “binding
alike the conscience and the practice of
nations”. By the same token, a declara-

tion of war is not an essential precondi-
tion for the obligation to apply the con-
ventions. The mere existence of an armed
conflict brings into operation the applic-
ability of regulations concerning warlike
behaviour.

Respect for the Individual

Treatment of individuals in time of war
or armed conflict has been the subject
of several international conventions since
1864. In 1949, mainly at the instigation
of the International Committee of the
Red Cross, they were revised, and the
Geneva conventions of 1949 now consti-
tute the most thorough codification of
the rules for the protection of the human
person in armed conflicts. The four con-
ventions, which deal with treatment of
the sick and wounded, prisoners of war
and the civilian populations, are based
on the principle that persons placed hors
de combat and those taking no active
part in the hostilities should not be killed
and should in all circumstances receive
humane treatment.

The first convention declares that all per-
sons, either civil or military, who may be
considered as forming part of the armed
forces, including organised resistance
movements, who are wounded or sick,
must be respected and protected in all
circumstances without  discrimination.
They must not be tortured, murdered or
subjected to experimentation (Articles 12
and 13). Medical units, hospitals and air-
craft and medical or auxihary personnel
must be protected (Articles 1926 and
36). The wounded and sick of a bellig-
erent who fall into enemy hands must
be treated as prisoners of war (Article
14).

The second convention applies the same
protection fo members of the armed
forces and others at sea who are
wounded, sick or shipwrecked, and also
protects military hospital ships (Articles
12, 13, 16 and 22). It forbids bombard-
ment or attack from the sea of establish-
ments ashore which fall under the pro-
tg;tion of the first convention (Article



The third convention deals with the treat-
ment of prisoners of war, who must at
all times be humanely treated (Article
13). Measures of reprisal are prohibited
{Article 13) and they are entitled in all
circumstances to respect for their per-
sons and their honour (Article 14). They
may not be tortured or coerced in any
way to give information (Article 17).
They may not be deprived of their pro-
perty (Article 18). Proper attention must
be paid to their health and safety
(Articles 20, 22, 23 and 25-30). Disciplin-
ary sanctions are strictly limited by the
convention (Articles 82 and 88-98). Judi-
cial proceedings may only be brought
according to the rule of law as elabor-
ated in the convention (Articles 82-88
and 99-108). A death sentence may only
be carried out if the provisions of the
convention have been observed and the
sentence has been pronounced by the
same courts and according to the same
procedure as in the case of members of
the armed forces of the detaining power
(Articles 100-102).

The fourth convention aims at protecting
the civilian populations of countries in
conflict and at alleviating the sufferings
caused by war. The wounded and sick,
the infirm and pregnant mothers are the
object of particular protection (Article
16}. Evacuation of civilians and the pro-
tection of hospitals and hospital staff are
labelled as a principal concern for the
parties to the conflict. (Articles 17-20).
Collective penalties, pillage and reprisals,
the taking of hostages, corporal punish-
ment or torture are prohibited {Articles
32-34). Provisions for the treatment of
civilians when under the control of an
occupying force are similar to those ap-
plicable to prisoners of war.

All four conventions give special status
to the International Committee of the
Red Cross, whose personnel must be pro-
tected and must be allowed to carry out
their humane activities with the co-op-
eration of the parties to the conflict and
free from any interference. Although the
conventions strictly apply to wars of an
international nature, Article 3 of all four
conventions stipulates that a minimum
of humanitarian provisions apply in all
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“armed conflicts” even those which are
not of an international nature. Moreover
the high contracting parties have under-
taken not only to respect the conventions
themselves, but “fo ensure their respect
in all circumstances’”.

Implementation of the
Conventions

Regarding implementation of the con-
ventions the parties are placed under
strict obligations by the conventions
themselves. Under Articles 47(I), 48(IT),
127(II0), and 144 (IV) they have under-
taken to disseminate the text of the con-
ventions as widely as possible “in time of
peace as in time of war” so that the
principles may become known to the en-
tire population, in particular the armed
forces and medical personnel. Under
Articles 45(I) and 46(II) each party to a
conflict is bound to ensure the execution
of the provisions of the conventions and
to deal with unforeseen cases in con-
formity with the general principles of the
conventions. The parties have further
bound themselves (Articles 49(1), 50(ID),
129(IID and 146(IV)) to enact any legis-
lation necessary to provide effective
penal sanctions for persons committing
or ordering to be committed any of the
grave breaches defined in the conven-
tions, such as wilful killing, torture or
inhuman treatment. Denunciation of the
conventions in no way impairs the obli-
gations which the parties to a conflict
remain bound to fulfil “by virtue of the
law of nations, derived from the usages
established among civilised peoples, from
the laws of humanity and the dictates of
the public conscience™ (Articles 63(I),
62(IT3, 142 (IIT), and 158(IV).)

Unfortunately the pledge to diffuse the
texts of the conventions has not so far
been sufficiently honoured by many
states. Although some states do instruct
their military forces in their provisions,
diffusion to other sections of the popu-
iation depends mainly on the ICRC and
national red cross societies. The ad hoc
legislation which should be adopted in
time of peace to implement the specific
obligations on each signatory state, such
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as the sanctioning of infringements of
the conventions, is not often seriously
undertaken. Moreover, nowadays most
armed conflicts are termed “non-interna-
tional”, although they are nearly always
backed by some outside power. Such a
power supplying arms or military advisers
could at least ensure a minimum of
humanitarian behaviour by stipulating
that the Geneva conventions must be re-
spected.

The Need for Revision

Again, it is important to recall that the
specific provisions regulating the laws of
war or the treatment of individuals jn
no way detract from the basic humani-
tarian rules of customary international
law which apply in alf circumstances and
between all parties. This factor is exem-
plified by the constant use in both the
Hague and Geneva conventions of the
Martens clause, which recalls the prin-
ciples for humane conduct that exist in-
dependently of codified texts, being de-
rived from usage and from universally
accepted precepts. The Geneva protocol
also recognises these general principles.
Similarly the *“Nuremberg principles”,
formulated by the international Ilaw
commission in 1950 at the request of the
general assembly of the United Nations,
which had unanimously recognised “the
principles of international law recognised
by the charter of the Nuremberg tri-
bunal”, affirmed that crimes against
peace, war crimes and crimes against
humanity are punishable as crimes under
international law. War crimes are defined
by the commission as “violations of the
laws or customs of war”.

However, it is clear that there is an
urgent need for a reappraisal of the
specific rules applicable in armed con-
flicts. The Hague conventions, sighed
when aviation bombing was unknown,
recognised a distinction between the zone
of hostilities and the rear, the latter areas
being sheltered from hostile action. Bom-
bardments in the conventions meant
“bombardments of occupation”, not
bombardments of destruction, such as
have been current practice since aviation.

The Geneva protocol was drawn up be-
fore the discovery of atomic power, and
today the damage which indiscrimnate
use of such energy could cause is out of
all proportion to military requirements.
There is, of course, the view that no use
of nuclear weapons can be justified, and
that the total prohibition of such wea-
pons in warfare should form a separate
convention or part of a non-prolifera-
tion treaty.

The Geneva conventions should also be
reconsidered in the light of recent prac-
tices in warfare which often make civil-
ians and non-combatants the chief ob-
ject of attack. The optional provisions in
the conventions to declare certain zones
neutralised should be made obligatory. All
the provisions should be extended to non-
international conflicts. It is time also that
the categories of those entitled to “pri-
soner of war treatment” be widened to
include those who, although not comply-
ing with all the conditions of the third
convention, do constitute organised re-
sistance movements seeking to realise the
decisions of the UN concerning racialjst
colonial regimes,

Positive Developments

A very significant development towards
a revision occurred when, at the United
Nations International Conference on
Human Rights at Teheran in 1968, a re-
solution entitled *“Human Rights in
Armed Conflicts” was adopted by the
unanimous vote of 67 states, with two
states abstaining. This resolution (see Ap-
pendix 8) made three specific proposals.
1. It called for a study to be made by
the Secretary General of the United Na-
tions on the steps that could be taken to
secure the better application of existing
humanitarian international conventions,
and on the need for additional conven-
tions or a revision of those already exist-
ing to ensure the better protection of
civilians, prisoners and combatants in all
armed conflicts, as well as the prohibition
and limitation of the use of certain
methods and means of warfare. 2. Re-
quested that the Secretary General, hav-
ing consulted the International Commit-



tee of the Red Cross, should draw the
attention of states to the existing rules
of international law on armed conflicts
and should urge them, pending the adop-
tion of new rules, to ensure that in all
armed conflicts the inhabitants and bel-
ligerents were protected in accordance
with “the principles of the law of na-
tions derived from the usages estab-
lished among civilised peoples, from the
laws of humanity and from the dictates
of the public conscience™. 3. Called on
those states which are not already parties
to the Hague conventions of 1899 and
1907, the Geneva protocol of 1925 and
the Geneva conventions of 1949 to be-
come so.

In December 1968 that resolution was

implemented by the unanimous vote of
111 states at the general assembly in
Resolution 2444(XXITT) (see Appendix
7), and the necessary studies have now
been undertaken by the United Nations
and the International Committee of the
Red Cross. The implementation of these
resolutions and of number 2425(XXIII)
(Appendix 6) relating to chemical and
biological warfare will be of profound
importance to the protection of human
rights in armed conflicts. For until there
is an international machinery to pro-
nounce judgment on and to punish
crimes against humanity, it is essential
to broaden the scope of the existing rules
for humanitarian behaviour in warfare
and to ensure their application.
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10. appendices

APPENDIX 1

Statement issued by the Continuing Com-
mittee of the International Conference
on Chenmical and Biological Warfare.

Recalling that the use of asphyxiating
and "deleterions gases was first outlawed
in 1899 by the Hague conference; re-
calling that the United Nations Interna-
tional Governmental Conference on Hu-
man Rights, held at Teheran 22 April to
13 May 1968, declared, in Resolution
XXIII, that “. . . the use of chemical and
biological means of warfare, including
napalm bombing, erode human rights
and engender counter brutality”; and
recalling that the above resolutions were
reaffirmed by the general assembly of
the United Nations on 19 December
1968 in its Resolution 2444,

all governments are urged to adhere to
these resolutions and to the three con-
clusions of U Thant, the Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations, contained in
his foreword to the United Nations re-
port entitled Chemical and Bacteriologi-
cal (Biological) Weapons and the Effects
of their Possible Use, namely: 1. To
renew the appeal to all states to accede
to the Geneva protocol of 1925. 2. To
make a clear affirmation that the prohibi-
tion contained in the Geneva protocol
applies to the use in war of all chemical,
bacteriological and biological agents (in-
cluding tear gas and other harassing
agents) which now exist or which may
be developed in the future. 3. To call
upon all countries to reach agreement to
halt the development, production and
stockpiling of all chemical and bacterio-
logical (biological) agents for purposes
of war and to achieve their effective
elimination from the arsenal of weapons.

APPENDIX 2

Statement issued by Continuing Commit-
tee of the International Conference on
Chemical and Biological Warfare.

The offensive or excessive use of defoli-
ant chemicals and herbicides, whether
against crop plants or natural vegetation,
may lead to deaths in the civilian popu-
lation due to toxic effects or starvation.

Moreover, there is a potential danger of
long term, or even permanent, harmful
changes in the ecology of the area.

Therefore, the use of any chemical or
biological - weapon, aimed at damaging
livestock, or agricultural or natural vege-
tation cannot be too strongly condemned
and all the governments of the world are
urged to give an undertaking to refrain
from the use of any such weapon for
these purposes.

APPENDIX 3

Statement issued by Continuing Com-
mittee of the International Conference
on Chemical and Biological Warfare.

While commending Her Majesty’s Gov-
ernment for its draft convention for the
prohibition of biological methods of
warfare, tabled at the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Committee (ENDC) on 10
July 1969, it is nevertheless felt that the
immediate problem is to prevent any
ernsion of the 1925 Geneva protocol it-
self ; indeed, the Geneva protocol already
stands in jeopardy unless Her Majesty’s
Government reaffirms its leading posi-
tion taken in Geneva on 18 November
1930 and stated in its memorandum on
chemical warfare presented to the pre-
paratory commission for the disarma-
ment conference by the delegation of the
United Kingdom (Cmd. 3747) that:
“hasing itself on this English text, His
Majesty’s Government in the United
Kingdom have taken the view that the
use in war of ‘other’ gases, including
lachrymatory gases, was prohibited” and
“from every point of view it is highly
desirable that a uniform construction
should prevail as to whether or not the
use of lachrymatory gases in war is con-
sidered to be contrary to the Geneva
protocol of 1925 . . .7

The attention of Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment Is also drawn to the following
facts: (a) That it is very difficult to dis-
tinguish between lethal and non-lethal
gases, especially when the latter are used
in conjunction with other (non-chemical)
weapons to enhance the lethal effects of
these weapons. (b) The gases first used



during the first world war were non-
lethal irritant pases, as is well known,
this was followed by the use of lethal
gas. (c) Subsequently, it has been re-
ported that tear gases, as well as other
gases, were used in Abyssinia and the
Yemen. (d) In Vietnam CS was used
first for riot control type purposes. This
use escalated to the employment of major
gas weapons, such as 105 and 155 mm
Howitzer gas projectiles, large aircraft gas
bombs, rockets with gas warheads and
other gas weapons. More than 14 million
lbs of this gas have, so far, been used
in that conflict.

In view of these facts, it is imperative
that Her Majesty’s Government reaffirms
its original position, as stated above, par-
ticularly because the non-aligned nations
of the ENDC have strongly supported
this position and because U Thant, the
Secretary General of the United Nations
has urged all members of the United
Nations to undertake to adhere to his
three conclusions (see Appendix 1).

The statements in Appendices 1, 2 and 3
were based upon resolutions passed by
the conference.

APPENDIX 4

Protocol of Geneva of 1925 for the Pro-
hibition of the use in war of Asphyxiat-
ing, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare,
signed at Geneva, 17 June 1925,

The undersigned plenipotentiaries, in the
name of their respective governments:

Whereas the use in war of asphyxiating,
poisonous or other gases, and of all ana-
legous liquids, materials or devices, has
been justly condemned by the general
opinion of the civilised world; and
whereas the prohibition of such use has
been declared In treaties to which the
majority of powers of the world are
parties ; and to the end that this prohibi-
tion shall be universally accepted as part
of international law, binding alike the
conscience and the practice of nations,

Declare that the high contracting parties,
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so far as they are not already parties to
treaties prohibiting such use, accept this
prohibition, agree to extend this prohibi-
tion to the use of bacteriological methods
of warfare and agree to be bound as be-
tween themselves according to the terms
of this declaration,

The high contracting parties will exert
every effort to induce other states to
accede to the present protocol. Such ac-
cession will be notified to the govern-
ment of the French Republic, and by the
latter to all signatory and acceding
powers, and will take effect on the date
of the notification by the government of
the French Republic. The present proto-
col, of which the French and English
texts are both authentic, shall be ratified
as soon as possible. It shall bear today’s
date.

The ratification of the present protocol
shall be addressed to the government of
the French Republic, which will at once
notify the deposit of such ratification to
each of the signatory acceding powers.

The instruments of ratification of and
accession to the present protocol will re-
main deposited In the archives of the
government of the French Republic. The
present protocol will come into force
for each signatory power as from the
date of deposit of its ratification, and,
from that moment, each power will be
bound as regards other powers which
have already deposited their ratifications.
In witness whereof the plenipotentiaries
have signed the present protocol.

Done at Geneva in a single copy, the
seventeenth day of June, One Thousand
Nine Hundred and Twenty-Five.

APPENDIX &

Resolution adopted by the gencral
assembly on the report of the first com-
mittee, A76529 21628 (XXD, 5 Decem-
ber j,1966. Question of the Geneva Pro-
tocol.

The general assembly, guided by the
principles of the charter of the United
Nations and' of international law, con-
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sidering that weapons of mass destruc-
tion constitute a danger to all mankind
and are incompatible with the accepted
norms of civilisation, affirming that the
strict observance of the rules of interna-
tional law on the conduct of warfare is
in the interest of maintaining these stand-
ards of civilisation, recalling that the
Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of
the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poison-
ous or Other Gases and of Bacteriologi-
cal Methods of Warfare of 17 June 1925
{League of WNations, Treaty Series, vol
XCI1V, 1929, no 2138. See Appendix 4),
has been signed and adopted and is re-
cognised by many states, noting that the
Conference of the Eighteen Nation Com-
mittee on Disarmament has the task of
seeking an agreement on the cessation of
the development and production of
chemical and bacterioligical weapons and
other weapons of mass destruction, and
on the elimination of all such weapons
from national arsenals, as called for in
the draft proposals on general and com-
plete disarmament now before the con-
ference,

1. Calis for strict observance by all states
of the principles and objectives of the
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use
in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological
Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva
on 17 June 1925, and condemns all
actions contrary to those objectives.

2. Invites all states to accede to the
Geneva protocol of 17 June 1925.

(This resolution was submitted by Hun-
gary and adopted by 91 votes in favour,
none against and 4 abstentions.)

APPENDIX 6

Resolutions adopted by the general
assembly on the report of the first com-
mittee A}7441 2454 (XXII), 10 January
1969, Question of general and complete
disarmament.

The general assembly reaffirming the re-
commendations contained in its resolu-
tion 2162 B (XXI) of 3 December 1966
calling for strict observance by all states

of the principles and objectives of the
“Geneva protocol”condemning all actions
contrary to those objectives and inviting
all states to accede to that protocol, con-
sidering that the possibility of the use
of chemical and bacteriological weapons
constitutes a serious threat to mankind,
believing that the people of the world
should be made aware of the conse-
quences of the use of chemical and bac-
teriological weapons, having considered
the report of the conference of the Eight-
een Nation Committee on Disarmament
which recommended that the Secretary
General should appoint a group of ex-
perts to study the effects of the possible
use of such weapons, noting the interest
in a report on various aspects of the
problem of chemical, bacteriological and
other biological weapons which has been
expressed by many governments and the
welcome given to the recommendation
of the conference of the Eighteen Nation
Commitiee on Disarmament by the Sec-
retary General in the introduction to his
annual report on the work of the organ-
isation submitted to the general assembly
at its twenty third session (see Official
Records of the General Assembly,
Twenty third Session, Supplement no 14
(A /7201 /Add 1), para 32), belicving that
such a study would provide a valuable
contribution to the consideration by the
conference of the Eighteen Nation Com-
mittee on Disarmament of the problems
connected with chemical and bacterio-
logical weapons, recalling the value of
weapons (United WNations publication,
sales no E.68.IX.1).

1. Requests the Secretary General to pre-
pare 4 concise report in accordance with
the proposal contained in paragraph 32
of the introduction to his annual report
on the work of the organisation subrnit-
ted to the general assembly at its twenty
third session and in accordance with the
recommendation of the conference of the
Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarma-
ment contained in paragraph 26 of its
report.

2. Recommends that the report should be
based on accessible material and pre-
pared with the assistance of gualified
consultant experts appointed by the



Secretary General, taking into account
the views expressed and the suggestions
made during the discussion of this item
at the twenty third session of the gen-
eral assembly.

3. Calls upon governments, national and
internationat scientific institutions and
organisations to co-operate with the
Secretary General in the preparation of
the report.

4. Requests that the report be trans-
mitted to the conference of the Eighteen
Nation Committee on Disarmament, the
security council and the general assembly
at an early date, if possible by 1 July
1969, and to the governments of member
states in time to permit its consideration
at the twenty fourth session of the gen-
eral assembly.

5. Recommends that governments should
give the report wide distribution in their
respective languages, through various
media of communication, so as to ac-
guaint public opinion with its contents,

6. Reiterates its call for strict observance
by all states of the principles and objec-
tives of the *Geneva protoco!” and invites
all states to accede to that protocol.

APPENDIX 7

Resolution 2444 (XXIID) adopted by the
General Assembly of the United Nations
on 19 December 1968.

The General Assembly, recognising the
necessity of applying basic humanitarian
principles in all armed conflicts, taking
note of resolution XXIII on human
rights in armed conflicts, adopted on 12
May 1968 by the International Confer-
ence on Human Rights, held at Teheran,
affirming that the provisions of that re-
solution need to be effectively imple-
mented as soon as possible (Appendix 8).

1. Affirms resolution XXVIII of the
twentieth International Conference of the
Red Cross held at Vienna in 1965, which
laid down, inter alia, the following prin-
ciples of observance by all governmental
and other authorities responsible for

" priate
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action in armed conflicts: (a) that the
right of the parties to a conflict to adopt
means of injuring the enemy is not un-
limited ; (b) that it is prohibited te launch
attacks against the civilian population as
such ; (¢) that distinction must be made
at all times between persons taking part
in the hostilities and members of the

- civilian population to the effect that the

latter be spared as much as possible.

2. Invites the Secretary General, in con-
sultation with the International Commit-
tee of the Red Cross and other appro-
international organisations, to
study: {a) steps which could be taken to
secure the better application of existing
humanitarian international conventions
and rules in all armed conflicts; (b} the
need for additional humanitarian interna-
tional conventions or for other appro-
priate legal instruments to ensure the
better protection of civilians, prisoners
and combatants in all armed conflicts
and the prohibition and limitation of the
use of certain methods and means of
warfare.

3. Requests the Secretary General to take
all other necessary steps to give effect to
the provisions of the present resolution
and to report to the general assembly at
its twenty fourth session on the steps
taken by him.

4. Further requesis member states to ex-
tend all possible assistance to the Secre.
tary General in the preparation of the
study requested in paragraph 2 above.

5. Calls upon all states which have not
vet done so to become parties to the
Hague conventions of 1899 and 1907,
the Geneva protocol of 1925 and the
Geneva conventions of 1949,

APPENDIX 8

The Protection of Human Rights in
Armed Conflicts. Resolution adopted by
the United Nations International Con-
ference on Human Rights (Teheran, 22
April-13 May 1968).

The International Conference on Human
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Rights, considering that peace is the un-
derlying condition for the fulli observ-
ance of human rights and war .is their
negation, believing that the purpose of
the United Nations QOrganisation is to
prevent- all conflicts and to institute an

effective’ system for the peaceful.settle-

ment of disputes, observing that never-
theless armed confiicts continue to plague
humanity, - considering, also, that the
widespread violence and brutality of our
times, including massacres, summary exe-
cutions, tortures, inhuman treatment of
prisoners, killing of civilians in armed
conflicts and the use of chemical and
biological means of warfare, Jincluding
napalm bombing, erode human rights and
engender counter brutality, convinced
that even.during the periods of armed
conflict, hiimanitarian principles must
prevail, noting that the provisions of the
Hague conventions of 1899 and 1907
were intended to be only a first step in
the provision of a code prohibiting or
limiting the use of certain methods of
warfare and that they were adopted at a
time when the present means and meth-
ods of warfare did not exist.

Considering that the provisions of the
Geneva protocol of 1925 prohibiting the
vse of “asphyxiating, poisonous or other
gases and of: all -analogous liquids,
materials, and devices” have not been
universally accepted or applied and may
need a revision in the light of modern
development, considering, further, that
the Red Cross Geneva conventions of
1949 are not sufficiently broad in scope
to cover all armed conflicts, noting that
states parties to the Red Cross Geneva
conventionis sometimes fail to appreciate
their responsibility to take steps to en-
sure the respect of these humanitarian
rules in all circumstances by other states,
even if they are not themselves directly
involved in an armed conflict,

Noting also that minority racist or colon-
idl regimes which refuse to comply with
the decisions of the United Nations and
the principles of the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights frequently resort
to executions and inhuman treatment of
those who struggle against such regimes
and considering that such persons should

be protected against inhuman or brutal
treatment and also that such persons if
detained should be treated as prisoners
of war or political prisoners under inter-
national law.

1. Requesty the general assembly to In-
vite the Secretary General to study: {a)
steps which could be taken to secure the
better application of existing humani-
tarian international conventions and
rules in all armed conflicts, and (b) the
need for additional humanitarian inter-
national conventions or for possible re-
vision of existing conventions to ensure
the better protection of civilians, prison-
ers and combatants’ in all armed con-
flicts and the prohibition and limitation
of the use of certain methods and means
of warfare,

2. Requests the Secretary General, after
consultation with the International Com-
mittee of the Red Cross, to draw the at-
tention of all states members of the
United Nations system to the existing
rules of international law on the subject
and urge them, pending the adoption of
new rules of international law relating to
armed conflicts, to ensure that in all
armed conflicts the inhabitants and bel-
ligerents are protected in accordance with
“the principles of the law of nations de-
rived from the usages established among
civilised peoples. from the laws of hu-
manity and from the dictates of the
public conscience”.

3. Calls on all states which have not yet
done so to become parties to the Hague
conventions of 1899 and 1907, the Geneva
protocol of 1925, and the Geneva con-
ventions of 1949,



