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Proliferation of CB Warfare 

Rothschild, in advocating use by the 
United States of chemical and biologi- 
cal weapons (Letters, 14 Apr.) exag- 
&erates the favorable characteristics. of 
such weapons while ignoring their great 
potential dangers. CB weapons are po- 
tentially comparable to nuclear weapons 
for the killing of large populations. 
Once developed, these devastating weap- 
ons could be exceedingly cheap, easy 
to produce, and quick to proliferate. 
If they were considered acceptable for 
use in wn.r, &ere would be a powerful 
temptation to use them in surprise or  
covert attacks, sincc preparations and 
training by the defense \vould greatly 
diminish .the effectiveness of CB at- 
tack. These attributes--cheapness, a 

potential for killing entire popu- 
lations, and a premium on unexpected 
or covert use-are not likcly to in- 

crease the security of this country or  of 
any other., 

We agree with Rothschild that the 
fundamental problem is that of pre- 
venting war itself. He holds that there- 
fore it is unsound to attempt to prevent 
the use of any particular weapon, while 
allowing the use of others. We disagree. 
For example, it is clearly desirable to 
prevent the use of nuclear weapons 
even while the problem of preventing 
war in general remains unsolved. The 
use of even the smallest nuclear artil- 
lery shell in combat would break down 
barriers to the use of more powerful 
nuclear weapons and no one could fore- 
tell where the escalation might end. 
The use of chemical or biological 
weapons, even relatively mild ones, 
involves similar but 'less weli-recog- 
nized dmgers. 

.RotFlschild justifies the program of 
crop destruction in Vietnam on the 
~ r o g n d  tbat depriving the enemy of 
food is a standard technique of war- 
fare. lye grant that it has been widely 
and repeetedly used. We would empha- 
dze, however; that starvation is a weap- 
on &zt is directed prirnarily against 
the civilian population, and especially 
against the children. The blockade of 
cen:raI Europe during the first World 
War I d  to the starvation of millions of 
children, who either died or'led perma- 
nently warped lives thereafter. (See 
Jean Mayer's letter, "Crop destruction 
in Vietnam," 15 Apr. 1966.) Crop de- 
struction in Vietnem strikes a t  the 
who15 civilian population in the affected 
areas. On a small scale it is ineffective; 
on a sufficiently large scale it is dis- 
astrous for the whole community, par- 
ticularly in a country that depends on 
rice to live. If our aim is to win the 
support of the peogle, and to help re- 
build a peaceful and prosperous Viet- 
nam after the war, we shall do well to 
refrain from crop destruction. 

We consider that ~ h c  possibility of 
making war more humane through the 
use' of "non-lethal" CB agents is great-' 
ly exaggerated by proponents of CB 
warfare. The efcct of a weapon de- 
pends upon how it is employed. Under 
the desperate pressures of a war being 
fought with artillery, bombs, napalm, 
and other lethal weapons, it is only rea- 
sonable to expcct that "non-lethal" 
wcapons, once introduced, will come to 
bc used to  achieve maximum military 
cffcctiveness, regardless of whether such 
LJSC is lethal. This 113s happened in Viet- 
nam, where we spread riot gas ovcr 
large areas to make persons eniergc 
from protective covcr to face saturation 
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attack by fragmentation bombs. If such 
use of so-called "non-lethal" CR weap- 
ons becomes widely practiced and gen- 
erally accepted, the way is paved for a 
chemical and biological arms race and 
progressive escalation in this or future 
wars to the use of the entire spectrum 
of CB weapons. 

In this connection we would like to 
quote the strategic analyst T. C. Scheil- 
ing [Arrtu ailti It7fiirence (Yale Univ. 
Press, New Haven, 1966), p. 1311 on 
possible agreements for preventing the 
use of gas in warfare: 

"Some gas" raises complicated questions 
of how much, where, under what circum- 
stances; "no gas" is simple and unambig- 
uous. Gas only on military personnel; g'as .. 
used only by defending forces; gas only 
when camed by projectile; no gas without 
warning- variety of limits is conceiv- 
able . . . But there is a simplicity to "no 
g&' that makes it almost uniquely a focus 
for agreement when each side can only 
conjecture at what alternative rules the 
other side would propose and when failure 
at coordination on the first try may spoil 
the chances for acquiescence in any limits 
at all. I 
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