MATTHEW S. MESELSON

BEHIND THE NIXON POLICY
- FOR CHEMICAL
AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE

Because of its leading military and
political role in the world today, the
United States can exert an important
and possibly decisive effect on the fac-
tors that act to restrain or encourage
chemical and biological (CB) warfare.
This fact argues strongly against bas-
ing our policy on a weapon-by-weapon
or situation-by-situation analysis and
calls instead for the formulation of an
overall policy on which decisions re-
garding particular weapons or particu-
lar situations can be based. Stated an-
other way, decisions involving chemi-
cal or biological weapons are likely to
have important effects on the military
environment we face years after those
decisions are made.

Chemical and biological warfare has
been defined by the U.S. Army as fol-
lows: Chemical warfare (CW )—tac-
tics and technique of warfare by use
of toxic chemical agents. Biological
warfare (BW)-employment of living
organisms, toxic biological products,
and chemical plant growth regulators
to produce death or casualties in man,
animals, or plants; or defense against
such action. The United States at pres-
ent has seven so-called standardized

chemical warfare agents.

NERVE AGENT—-GB

The first agent is the lethal gas
called GB. This was developed in Ger-
many during World War II. The Ger-
man name for it is Sarin. It is a nerve
gas.

GB is one of the highly lethal nerve

gases developed but not used by Ger-
many during World War II. It is a
qu1c1\ -acting Jethal agent intended to
enter the body by inha]ation; Protec-
tion can be afforded by a gas mask.
GB can be made available in a wide
variety of munitions and delivery sys-
tems including landmines, mortars, ar-
tillery shells, rockets, and bombs. It
can also be dispensed from aircraft by
means of special spray tanks. The per-

Months of reappraisal and analy-
sis preceded Presideni Nixon’s No-
vember announcement of chemical-
biological weapons policy banning
"germ’" warfare and renouncing first
use of incapacitating chemical agents
(except tear gas and riot confrol
agents). An important contribution fo
this reassessment, in'the judgmeni of
the Bulletin editors, is published here.

Last spring, the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations turned its atten-
tion to chemical and biological weap-
ons as o result of rising international
interest in controlling their use. In
order to clarify its understanding of
the weapons, the committee called

an expert witness to brief members
and discuss the implications of the
weapons in an executive session April
30, 1969. He was Professor Matthew
S. Meselson, Professor of Biology at
Harvard University, who had served
as a consultant to the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency. Portions
of Dr. Meselson’s testimony released
by the commitiee provide a graphic
description of the present status of
chemical and biological weapons and
of the questions they pose for the
United States. Editorial changes have
been made in the transcript by Dr.
Meselson and the Editors of the Bulle-
tin for clarify and brevity.

formance of poison gas weapons, such
as those containing’ GB, is highlv de
pendent upon meteorological condi-
tions. However, for rough descriptive
purposes, it mav be said that the ex-
plosmn of an artillerv shell containing
six pounds of GB will kill most un-
masked personnel within an area ap-
proximately the size of a football field.

At the other end of the magnitude
scale, an attack on an urban area by a
bomber dispensing GB under meteor-
ological conditions favorable to the
attacker might be able to kill most un-
masked persons within an area of at
least five square miles, this being the
siz¢ of the zone of high mortality
caused by the Hiroshima and Naga-
saki atomic bombs. I have used the
words “might kill”" in the previous sen-
tence in order to indicate that the

statement is based on rather simple
calculations and not on results-of ac-
tual field tests on a simulated urban
target. The properties and means for
production of GB are relatively well
documented in the open literature.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Sex.. J. W, Fursricur (D.-~Ark.),
Chairman. Has it any other name?

MzeseLson. It has, of course, a
chemical name.

Cuamaian. When vou say “lethal”
vou mean it kills—not just immobi.
lizes.

MeseLson. No, it doesn’t just im-
mobilize.

Cuarnian, It kills people?

MeseLson. Somehow the misunder-
standing that nerve gases merelv inca-
pacitate is rather widespread. I don’t
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know where it comes from, and it is
totally false. Nerve gases kill.

Sen. T'HOMAS |. Dobp (D.~Conn.).
‘Have vou had tests with animals or
anything like that?

MeEeserson. Yes; there have been in-
tensive tests with animals.

CuarMan. And it kills animals?

Marserson. It killed 6,000 sheep in
Utah.

CHAIRMAN. Is this what killed them?

Meserson. No; it is the next agent.

CHAIRMAN, But it is similar?

MeseLsow. It is similar. It is one of
the family of phosphorous-based nerve
gases. GB, as [ sav, is one of the older
ones, developed in Germany.,

The next one, VX, which was devcl-
oped in Great Britain and elsewhere
in the middle fifties, is somewhat dif-
ferent.

Cuarracan. When vou use the word
“lethal” vou mean killing?

Meserson. I mean killing,

CralrMaN. That is what I want to
understand,

Sen, ALserT Gore (D.-Tenn.). Is
the death instantaneous?

MEeserson. No; it is not absolutely
instantaneous. With. GB it is, how-
ever, very rapid, within a matter of
seconds.

NERVE AGENT—VX

VX is a lethal agent that enters the
body primarily by absorption of liquid
droplets through the skin. A gas mask,
as well as complete covering of the
body, that is, a protective suit, is re-
quired for protection against VX, The
same general tvpes of munitions and
delivery svstems as listed for GB may
be used for VX. A tiny droplet of VX
on the skin will cause death. It appcars
that VX was responsible for the acci-
dental killing of approximately 6,000
sheep near the Dugway proving ground
in Utah last March. The affected sheep
were grazing within an area of approx-
imately 200 square miles located at an
average distance of approximately 30
miles from a test area where an air-
craft had conducted an operation test
of a nerve gas sprav svstem. Detailed
information concerning VX is classi-
fied.

BLISTER AGENT—HD

The third agent [ wish to talk about
is the blister agent HD or more famil-
farly, mustard gas, the gas so widely
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used in World War I [t primarily
causes incapacitation rather than
death. Cusualties are produced by blis-
tering action on the eves, skin, and
respiratorv tract. As in the case of
nerve agent VX, protection against
HD is afforded by a special suit and a
gas mask. Weight-for-weight, HD is
much less effective than VX in pro-
ducing casualties.

INCAPACITATING AGENT~—BZ

The fourth agent I wish to describe
is the incapacitating agent BZ. This
agent is classed as a temporary inca-
pacitant. It interferes with normal
mental and bodilv processes. It can
cause violent and irrational behavior
and its effects may persist for several
dayvs. Most information regarding agent
BZ is classified. Aircraft delivery svs-
tems are available for its dissemination.

RIOT CONTROL AGENT--CS

The next agent is riot control agent
CS. This agent, sometimes called “su-
per tear gas” has been used in large
quantities by U.S. forces in South
Vietnam. It attacks the cves, nose,
throat, and lungs even in extremely
low concentrations and also causes
nausea. Its effects continue for approx-
imately 10 minutes after exposure to
fresh air. At high concentrations un-
der humid conditions it causes severe
blisters. It is not generaly lethal to
healthy personnel. However, a few
deaths from CS in Vietnam have been
claimed.

RIOT CONTROL AGENT—CN

The sixth agent standardized by
U.S. forces is the riot control agent
CN. This is ordinarv tear gas com-
monly used by police in this country
and other countries. It was also used in
considerable quantity in World War
I and manufactured in large quantity
but not actually emploved in World
War IL

Cuatraiay, What does it do? In
just one word, what does it do? The
same as CS?

Mzeserson. Basicallv, ves, Scnator.
It requires more of CN to temporarily
incapacitate a man than CS. CS is
more powerful in that regard.

Cuairazan. The effect is about the
same?

MeseLson. The effect is about the
same. And manv of us have probably

had a whiff of CN. It is the ordinary
tear gas.
Cuamrman. Yes. Go ahead.

RIOT CONTROL AGENT—DM

The seventh agent is riot control
agent DM. This agent causes violent
sneezing, nausea, and vomiting. It may
also be lethal under certain conditions,
and, therefore, it is not approved un-
der current U.S. policy for operations
where deaths are not acceptable. It was
first produced for militarv purposes
during World War I. It may have been
used in Vietnam in 1965.

BIOLOGICAL WARFARE AGENTS

Now, I would like to discuss bio-
logical warfare agents.

‘Specific information on biological
agents and weapons svstems is- classi-
fied. Nevertheless, certain general 3
ciples regarding the use of biologieal
agents are widely known. Various
germs, that is bacteria, rickettsia, fun-
gi, and viruses, have been examined for
utility as weapons against humans, ani
mals, and crops.

Because of the very small weight of
biological agents needed to cover a
given area, biological weapons have
been considered for use mainly against
large areas, Unlike chemical agents,
biological agents take some time be-
fore their effect is manifested, the so-
called incubation period before the
diseasé appears. So there is a time of
between one and a few davs between
the time of a biological attack and the
time that one would expect svmptoms
to appear. [For that reason, because of
that delav, they are not generally con-
sidered for factical use on the battle-
field, but rather for strategic use.

The most generally considered mode
of attack by a biological weapon would
be the release of an aerosol cloud, by
planes or drones.

Sen. Cuirrorp P, CasE (R.-N.J.}.
Is that a word or is that a description
of something that vou buv in a can?

MEeserson. Aerosol is a word mean-
ing a fine mist. [It is] released bv
planes, drones, missiles, offshore sub-
marines, or offshore ships.. For infec-
tion of target personnel to occur, par-
ticles from the acrosol mist must gen-
erally lodge in the decp recesses of the
lungs. A well fitting gas mask, or pos-
sibly certain simpler protective devices,
can afford a large measure of protec-




“Mr. President...
TheWashington Monthly
contains avery

timelyarticle...”

(J.William Fulbright, on the floor of the U.S. Senate)

In the Congress, in the White House,
in the pages of the country’s leading news-

papers, an exciting new magazine is at-

tracting attention.

It’s being noticed, quoted, applauded.

It's called The Washington Monthly.

At its inception last February, The
Washingron Monthly was called "a bold
experiment in political journalism.” In
less than one year, that experiment has
succeeded in illuminating—and influenc-
ing—the workings of American govern-
ment and politics.

The Washington Monthly was the
first to point out how the Pentagon could
save S9 billion without jeopardizing our
national security. The first to explain
why rust has grown on the government’s
fair-employment machinery. The first to

. describe, in full detail, how the highway
lobby blocks the growth of mass transit.

There were other firsts for The Wash-
ington Monthly during those tumultuous
months of 1969.

There will be many more firsts in
1970 —an election year when informed
voters can help determine the course of
everts at home and abroad.

TheWashington Monthly stays ahead
of the news by getting behind the news—

with disciplined fact-finding and analysis.
Our contributors have included:
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Murray Kempton
James C. Thomson, Jr.

Peter Lisagor

They are backed by an army of sniff-

ers and diggers—young professionals just

in or out of government who want to
make things better. And know how.

In a time when concerned citizens
find themselves dismayed and discouraged
by the crises that confound us—poverty,
pollution, race tension, student rebellion
—more and more readers are finding an-
swers in The Washington Monthly.

Over 30.000 people are now subscrib-
ing to it. or buying it off the newsstandls.
Among them are many important govern-
ment officials (14 U.S. Senators are paid
subscribers; and three copies are delivered
to the White House every month), report-
ers and editors, educators and students.

Ifyou want to stay ahead of the news,
if you want to know what you need to
know to win some of the political hattles
you've been losing. help is here—in The
Washington Monthly.
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tion, given adequate advance warning
of attack.

For militarv purposes, it is desirable
that epidemic spread of the disease to
those outside the immediate target
area be avoided. Therefore, only those
diseases which can infect the target
population but which are believed to
be incapable of man-to-man transmis-
sion are considered for military use.

Let me explain that. There are some
diseases for which we think, although
we are not absolutelv sure, that infec-
tion will not spread from one person
to another. Such disease would not
start an epidemic but would infect all
of the persons directly exposed to the
acrosol cloud at the time of attack.
That is the distinction I intend here.

Aerosol attack would cause the pul-
monary form of a given disease. Gen-

erally this is not the most commonly

occurring form under natural condi-
tions. The pulmonary form of a dis-
case, that is, the form which strikes
first in the lungs, is generally more
severe, more rapid in its development
and more difficult to treat than other
forms. Other forms would be the cuta-
neous form of the disease where the
portal of entry is the skin or the intes-
tinal form where the entry is through
the gut. The pulmonary form is rel-
atively rare for most diseases and we
know much less about the pulmonary
form of diseases than we do about
other forms. :

EFFECTIVENESS OF AEROSOL

The effectiveness of a biological ae-
rosol attack on human populations is
extremely difficult ta predict. Poorly
understood and highly variable factors
that determine man’s resistance to in-
fection are involved. Additional seri-
ous uncertainties can be introduced by
meteorological and atmospheric condi-
tions and bv complicated factors that
influence the survival of infectious or-
ganisms in the air.

If biological weapons can be brought
close to anvthing like their potential
efficiency, very small amounts would
suffice for the attack of large areas.
Under such conditions, a single air-
craft would be capable of attacking an
area of many thousands of square
miles.

Field Manual 3-10 presents an il-
lustrative discussion of biological agent
emplovment in terms of three hyvpo-
thetical antipersonnel biological agents
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designed as “Lugo fatigue,” “Septem-
ber fever,” and “Toledo Infection.”
These are hvpothetical diseases.

Gore. When vou say “hypotheti-
cal” do you really mean hypothetical,
or do vou mean this is a fictitious title?

MEzseLson. Because it is unclassified,
Field Manual 3-10 does not refer to
actual biclogical agents. Nevertheless
the information given for the three hy-
pothetical agents may be taken as illus-
trative of the properties to be expected
for actual biological agents.

I might add that in an earlier edi-
tion of Field Manual 3-10—namely,
in the edition of February 1962—de-
tailed information is given for the car-
rving out of a biological attack. A
series of graphs or nomograms is pre-
sented there which tell how many bio-
logical agent bomblets must be dropped
by an aircraft to cover a given area
under given conditions of daytime or
nighttime, type of terrain, et cetera.

STRATEGIC YALUE OF CBW

Cuamman, You know about the
debate going on about the ABM? It
occurred to me that if the Russians are
really trying to do what the Secretary
of Defense says, which is develop a
first strike capability, which means the
physical destruction of our country, if
that is their purpose, then wouldn't it
be just as simple, or mavbe simpler, for
them to send over enmough anthax,
particularly over our populated areas,
and explode it? What are the prob-
abilities, if you exploded one over
New York City or the eastern sea-
board? \Would it have an effect, or
not?

Meserson. To do that would be
even more foolhardy than to attack
the United States with nuclear weap-
ons for the reason that any biological
agent takes a while before casualties
begin to appear. Like anv disease, vou

have to catch it, it has to incubate,

before the disease comes out. It means
whole days would elapse between the
time a countrv knows that something
is wrong, and the time that people
start dving. '

Sen. Stuarr Symwcron (D—
Mo.). So?

Meserson. In those days we could
fire all the missiles we have at the
Soviet Union. In other words, thev
would not in anv wav degrade our abil-
itv to rctaliate against them by using
a biological weapon. Biological weap-

ons do not damage missiles. More-
over, even after a BW attack had in-
flicted its casualties, the survivors
could launch a nuclear retaliation.

SymiNgToN. How would vou know
they had done it?

MeseLson. Done what, Senator?

SymngToN. How would vou know
who had fired it as more and more
nations get the bomb?

MeseLson, How  would anyone
know where any missile came from?
I don’t know the answer to that ques-
tion.

Symmveron. Well, that is a good
answer, Nobodv would know if vou
fired one from a submarine 500 miles
south of Hawaii. There was a lot of
discussion in World War II about
destroying crops. In that case it would
be an airplane. I would think a missile
would be a very simple wav. You don’t
have the gigantic noise, et c.:'ora. plus
all the reaction of a nuclear explosion.
But you spread the germs around in
an explosion. o

MeseLson. Let me put it this way:
I certainly agree that you might kill
an enormous fraction of the popula-
tion with a biological weapon.

I also believe, however, that as stra-
tegic weapons go, these are ridiculous
weapons, ridiculous because they in no
way would reduce the ability of the
country attacked to retaliate with nu-
clear missiles, and they also might not
work. You point out if the United
States were attacked, we might not
know who attacked us, but the prob-
lem of the enemy is a little different.
Their problem is that the United
States might know who attacked them
or might assume who it was. In that
case, they would be facing the United
States with all of its gigantic nuclear
might fully intact. It seems to me it
would be absolutely lunatic to launch
a biological warfare attack on a nuclear
power.

- Cuarman. Is it anv ‘more lunatic
than launching a nuclear war? Thev
are both lunatic. '

MrseLson. I just meant to point
out that a biological weapon docs not
have anv counterforce capability and
that it is highlv unreliable. It does not
damage the other side’s retaliatory ca-
pabilitv. You do not damage Sovict
missiles with biological wcapons nor
they our missiles with their biological
weapors.

SyauncTon. Interesting. You get to
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the question of graduation, if you are
not in a nuclear war and have no agree-
ment on other things. Some might
attempt it on a relatively modest scale,
take a tap at Berlin or something.
They might attack crops; then there
might be an argument as to who did
or didn’t do it, and you would have to
prove it. You wouldn’t hear any explo-
sion at all at high altitude.

Mzserson. As you go down the
scale, the opportunities for smaller
scale offensive actions with BW be-
comes realistic, but if you are talking
about major strategic threats among
nuclear powers, I think biological
weapons are useless and foolish.

CBW AND NON-NUCLEAR POWERS

Chemical and biological weapons
are not good strategic weapons unless
vou don’t have any nuclear weapons.
For powers lacking nuclear weapons,
it is a different story. Chemical and
biclogical weapons, especially the lat-
ter, liold certain advantages for poor
countries, small countries, who might
not have nuclear weapons—but not
for nuclear powers.

Case. Might there not be some con-
siderable importance to that? If a
country had no nuclear retaliatory ca-
pacity, this might still provide a re-
taliation which would be a check
against a first strike by the other side?

MeszLsonN. Yes.

Cramrman, The point, if I under-
stand it, that he is making is this: we
have been saving we are not going for
a first strike, we have a defensive nu-
clear deterrent. We could sav, then,
“If you attack us we will really raise
hell with you, and among other things
we will use chemical weapons along
with nuclear.” You said that it takes
more weight for chemical. What about
biological? How would the equivalent
weight, let’s sav, of anthrax delivered
in Moscow, .compare with the destruc-
tive capacity of nuclear weapons as far
as the population is concerned?

MeseLson. Nobody can say today
whether an anthrax bomb would work
or not work.

CHAmrMAN. Assuming it will work.

MeszeLson. If it did work, then the
amount required could be much less
than the amount of nuclear material

required to attack the same area. How-
ever, you still have the weight of the
delivery vehicle to contend with, and
when the vehicle weighs much more
than the warhead, then fractional sav-
ings in the warhead size don’t matter.

Thermonuclear weapons are already
so compact and so lightweight that
further reduction in warhead size that
might be offered by biological weap-
ons, especially keeping in mind that
nobody can tell whether thev would
work or not, is not too meaningful.

Cuarrman. They will be able to
make them work as well as others,
won't they?

MeseLson. No.

Cuarrman. Why not?

MeseLson. Because the response of
the human body to a micro-organism
is far more uncertain than the reaction
of the human body to heat, blast and
radiation. We can’t be sure of the re-
sult of placing Dbacteria in a human
lung. It can vary enormously. The bac-
terium is a living creature. It can be il
or well, vou might sav. It might be
infectious or it might be harmless, de-
pending on many things.
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Cask. There is a difference between
biological and chemical agents.

MesersoN. Yes, chemicals are a dif-
ferent matter. The effects of chemical
weapons are not as difficult to predict.

ANTICROP WEAPONS

Not considered in FM3-10 are the
potential anticrop biological weapons.
Chief among these are rice ‘blast and
wheat rast. These are fungal diseases
of rice and wheat that cause consider-
able damage to crops in the world to-
day. Their cffectiveness in any given

-application would be difficult to pre-
dict, due to variable resistance of dif-
ferent plant strains and other technical
factors. Potentially, however, relative-
ly small quantities of anticrop biologi-
cal agents may be capable of devastat-
ing very large areas of cropland.

CHaIrRMAN, Because once it gets
started it spreads.

MeseLson. It spreads, and very lit-
tle might be needed on cach plant, so
little that if it really worked vou
wouldn't need much to cover a big
area. Half a century has passed since
the world’s enly major outbreak of poi-
son gas warfare. Large-scale germ war-
fare has never been attempted. Gas
and germ warfare are explicitly pro-
hibited by international law in the
Geneva Protocol of 1925.

CuamMan, Did we sign that?

MgeseLson. We signed it but did
not ratify it. I would like to describe
the history of that protocol.

Cuarman. T wish vou would. We
are only signatories; we did not ratify.

Meserson. We did not ratifv,

Cramrman. How many did?

Meszrson. Over 60 now. All mem-
bers of the NATO alliance except our-
selves, all members of the Warsaw
Pact, Communist China, all of the in-
dustrial powers except us and Japan.

Cuamrman. Including Russia?

MeseLson. Including Russia.

Cask. Is it regarded as being in force
among those nations that did sign it?

MgzseLson. Yes it is, and some U.S.
officials have expressed the opinion
that it now constitutes conventional
international law binding even on
those countries which have not ratified
it. Considering the enormous scale of
gas warfare in World War [, it is re-
markable how well the protocol has
been respected. There have been only
two instances of verified poison gas
warfare since 1925—in Ethiopia, that
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was the use of mustard gas by Musso-
lini against the Ethiopians in the
1930s and in the Yemen. In Vietnam,
the United States has been employing
a powerful but generallv nonlethal an-
tiriot agent, maintaining that the pro-
tocol does not forbid it.

When compared with the recent
historv of other forms of warfare, the
record shows that the governments and
peoples of the world have come to
practice and expect a degree of re-
straint against the use of chemical and
biological weapons not found for any
other class of weapons, except nuclear
ones. The chief factor justifying that
restraint is the same for both nuclear
and CB warfare—apprehension that,
once begun, it would open up an un-
familiar and highly unpredictable di-
mension of warfare that might lead to
the extermination of verv large num-
bers of troops and civilians, especiallv
one's own.

DESTRUCTIVENESS OF CBW

There is no doubt that existing nu-
clear weapons could destroy entire
populations. Although the perform-
ance of chemical and biological weap-
ons in any particular attack would be
less predictable than that of nuclear
weapons, thev too have verv great po-
tential for mass killing. The most
effective method of strategic CBW at-
tack would presumably entail the pro-
duction, bv bombers or missiles, of a
cloud of toxic or infectious material
over or upwind from a target to be in-
haled or absorbed through the skin by
persons in the attacked population. Al-
though masks, protective suits and spe-
cial shelters can provide effective pro-
tection against known chemical and
biological agents, the cloud would
readily penetrate dwellings and other
ordinary structures.’

Crarrman. Could vou sav that
about a bomb shelter, too? '

Meserson. If the bomb shelter
were air conditioned it would be se-
cure. If it were not air conditioned, if
the air is not filtered, it would not be
secure.

Crarrazan. Would an ordinary air
conditioner filter it out or would it
have to be a special filter?

MeseLson. A special filter would be
required.

Cuairazan. Which do not now exist
in ordinary places?

MzeseLson. No, they do not. An at-

tack bv a single bomber dispensing one
of the more deadly nerve gases could
kill most unprotected persons within
the central region- of a large city, if
meteorological conditions favored the
attacker.

OTHER TOXINS

Although nerve gases are among the
most poisonous substances known to
be suitable for military use, it may well
be possible to devise weapons contain-
ing far more poisonous materials, per-
haps toxins or related substances.
Toxins are poisons made by living
creatures, such as bacteria. An example
is Botulinus toxin.

Cuarman. We haven’t come to vi-
ruses yet. Are they toxins?

MeseLson. No. Viruses are germs.
For example. “'enezuclan equine o
cephalitis is caved by a virus,

Sen. Gare W, McGee (D—
Wro.). Is it incapacitating in other
ways or just discomforting?

MeseLsow. It is highly incapacitat-
ing. In mature, it is transmitted to man
by mosquitos.

The Army considers diseases like
this to be incapacitating rather than
lethal, if they kill fewer than two per
cent of those who become ill. But,
Senator, nobody can sav with confi-
dence what would happen if humans
were exposed to Venezuelan equine
encephalitis in the form of an aerosol.

The point is that when administered
through the lungs, it could then be
lethal.

Although many infectious agents
are rapidly inactivated or lose their
virulence when dispersed in the atmos-
phere, this obstacle to the development
of biological weapons can probablv be
circumvented or overcome with suff-
cient -research effort. If so, biological
weapons could surpass thermonuclear
bombs, in terms of the area coverage
possible for a weapon of specified size.
However, even after very extensive re-
scarch, the performance of biological
weapons Is likely to remain subject to
great uncertainty. Their effects would
depend in large measure on poorly un-
derstood and highly variable factors
that determine man’s resistance to in-
fection. A biological attack intended
to be highly lethal might actually kill
very few persons, and, conversely, an
attack expected only to cause ternpo-
rary incapacitation could cause high
mortality.




Although biological warfare agents
might be chosen from among those
that are not highly contagious under
natural circumstances, this would not
preclude the unexpected initiation of
a widespread epidemic under the very
unnatural conditions inherent in mili-
tary use. Indeed, it is possible that bac-
teria or viruses disseminated in an
aerosol cloud could subsequently
emerge from the exposed population
of humans, insects, birds, rodents, or
other animals with increased persist-
ence, contagiousness, and virulence to
man. Large-scale operations in regions
populated by many persons or animals
would be more risky than small opera-
tions in desolate places, and viruses
might be more hazardous than bac-
teria. However, we cannot evaluate the
risks with anv confidence in any of
these situations. Therefore, the field
testing of live biological weapons, and
especially the outbreak of actual bio-

logical warfare, would constitute a -

menace to the entire human species.

UNCONTROLLABILITY OF CBW

A major uncertainty in predicting or
controlling the course of CBW, once
it is begun, would arise from the great
variety of possible weapons and tar-
gets, from the incapacitating to the
highly lethal and from the local battle-
field to entire continents. Once begun
at any level in earnest, it would be
very difficult to predict how far CBW
might go. Distinctions and stopping
places would be verv difficult to define
and to keep. The preparations and
training required for one form of CBW

would facilitate and therefore tempt

escalation to larger scale and more
deadly CBW operations. The break-
down of barriers to weapons once re-
garded as illegal and peculiarly uncivil-
ized can inspire and encourage meth-
ods of warfare even more savage than
those underwav at the time,

The vulnerability of troops or civil-
jans to CBW attack depends very
much on the availability and effective-
ness of protective facilities, the rigor
of defensive training and discipline,
and the performance of earlv-warning
svstems. All of this may act to place an
unusually high premium on surprise or
clandestine attack and on the use of
novel or unexpected agents or means
of dissemination. Once the effect of
surprise has worn off, however, and de-
fensive precautions have been insti-

tuted, CBW might continue on a
large scale but with relatively incon-
clusive effects until new weapons are
introduced or until conventions against
the attack of previously inviolate tar-
gets are transgressed.

The difficulty of allowing the limit-
ed employment of gas without running
the risk of bringing the whole chemi-
cal and biological arsenal into use has
been concisely stated by T. C. Schell-
ing in his book “Arms and Influence”
(Yale University Press, 1966):

Some gas raises complicated
questions of how much, where,
‘under what circumstances; ‘“‘no
gas” is simple and unambiguous.
Gas only on militarv personnel;
gas used only by defending forces;
gas only when carried by projec-
tile; no gas without warning—a
variety of limits is conceivable . . .
But there is a simplicity to “no
gas” that makes it almost unique-
ly 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 ac-
quiescence in any limits at all.

These principles appear to have’
been understood by the leaders of
both sides in World War II, during
which neither lethal nor nonlethal
gases were emploved. At the outbreak
of the war, both sides exchanged assur-
ances that they would observe the
Geneva Protocol of 1925, that is, Ger-
many, Prance, and Britain, exchanged
such assurances.

Later when the United States be-
came involved in the war, President

Roosevelt declared in 1943:

Use of such weapons has been
outlawed by the general opinion
of civilized mankind. This coun-
try has not used them and I hope
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that we never will be compelled
to use them. I state categorically
that we shall under no circum-
stances resort to the use of such
weapons unless they are first used
by our enemies.

Although many rules of war were
violated in that conflict, it is fortunate
for all sides that the rule against gas
was observed. Germany had secretly
developed and produced a large quan-
tity of nerve gas. Although the Allies
had no weapon of comparable deadli-
ness, they could have produced vast
quantities rather soon after becoming
aware of its ¢. ““tence. Since the previ-
ous restraints »aainst anticity warfare

had already broken down, the intro- -

duction of nerve gas in the midst of
World War II would almost certainly
have caused a death toll vastly greatcr
than it was.

I feel, Senator, that I perhaps
should now depart from this prepared
testimony, because I would like to talk
about U.S. policy from the time of
World War II until the present re-
garding chemical and biological weap-
ons and I fear that since time is pass-
ing I should move to that subject now.

U.S. POST-WORLD WAR Il POLICY

The policy of the United States
with regard to the prohibition on gas
has been different at different times.
In 1956 the policy of the United
States. as stated in “Army Field Man-
ual 27-10,” page 18, this is 1956, was
as follows:

The United States is mot a
party to anv treaty now in force
that prohibits or restricts the use
in warfare of toxic or non-toxic
gases, of smoke or incendiary
materials or of bacteriological
warfare. A treatv signed at Wash-
ington 6 February 1922 on behalf
of the United States, the British
Empire, France, Italv and Japan,
contains a provision forever pro-
hibiting the use in war of asphyx-
lating, poisonous, or other gases
and all analogous liquids, mate-
rials or devices but that treaty was
expressly conditioned to become
effective only upon ratification of
all the signatory powers, and not
having been ratified by all the sig-
natories has never become effec-
tive.
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That was the Washington treaty.
The Army Field Manual goes on to
state:

The Geneva Protocol for the
prevention of the use in war of as-
phyxiating, poisonous or other
gases and bacteriological methods
of warfare signed on 17 June,
1925 on-behalf of the United
States and many other powers has
been ratified or adhered to by and
is now effective between a con-
siderable number of states. How-
ever, the United States Senate
has refrained from giving its ad-
vice and consent to the ratifica-
tion of the protocol by the United
States and it is accordingly not
binding on this country.

A similar view was expressed by the
Departments of Defense and State in
1960 in response to a joint IHouse-
Senate resolution introduced by Con-
gressman Kastenmeier in 1959. The
Department of Defense and the De-
partment of State sent letters to the
chairman of the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs. The Defense Depart-
ment letter dated March 29, 1960, op-
posed the resolution. I might say that
the resolution stated that its sponsors
did not oppose research and develop-
ment of chemical and biological weap-
ons, did not oppose readiness to retal-
iate in kind if attacked, but did wish
at a time when the budget was in fact
rising steeply for chemical and biologi-
cal weapons to reiterate the policy
stated by President Roosevelt that the
United States would not use these
weapons unless it was first attacked by
its enemies. " The Defense Department
opposed this resolution stating as fol-
lows:

Similarly, declarations might
apply with equal pertinency across
the entire spectrum and no rea-
son is conceived why biological
and chemical weapons should be
singled out for this distinction.

I would emphasize again that the
resolution did not oppose research, de-
velopment, stockpiling or use of these
weapons In retaliation. It asked only
for the reiteration of our policy of no-
first-use.

The apparent policy of reserving the
right to use these weapons first was
again stated in a State Department
historical office publication, research

project No. 449, dated November
1960, a portion of which I shall read,
which states:

The Departments of State and
Defense have expressed strong op-
position to a proposed congres-
sional resolution that would have
committed the United States not
to use Dbiological or chemical
weapons under any circumstances
unless they were first used by our
enemies. The resolution has not
been approved. The President
thus remains free to determine
American policy on the use of
such weapons in anv future war,

NO-FIRST-USE

However, our present policy, Sena-
tor, has evolved from there. I believe
there has been a beneficial directr
and I would like to quote from a letter
of December 22, 1967 to Congressman
Rosenthal of New York from William
B. Macomber, Jr., Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations:

We consider that the basic rule
set forth in this document (i..,
the Geneva Protocol) has been so
widely accepted over a long pe-
riod of time that it is now con-
sidered to form a part of custom-
ary international law.

Case. What is that principle again?

Cuamrman. No-first-use.

MeszeLson. No-first-use of chemical
and biological weapons.

However, I would submit that our
policy may still seem to be somewhat
ambiguous. This is partly because of
our previous statements saying that we
did not feel bound by the Geneva Pro-
tocol, and partly because of certain
more recent statements of the Defense
Department. I would like to quote
from a letter or rather from the testi-
mony of former Deputy Secretary of
Defense Cyrus Vance, which was pre-
sented to the Disarmament Subcom-
mittee of this committee on February
7, 1967. In his prepared testimony
Deputy Secretary Vance stated:

We have consistently con-
tinued our de facto limitations on
the use of chemical and biologi-
cal weapons. We have never used
biological weapons. We have not
used lethal gases since World
War [ and it is against our policy
to initiate their use.




Mezserson. The question that oc-
curs to me is why the State Depart-
ment characterizes the protocol as
customary international law, binding
on all nations alike, whereas the De-
fense Department’s prepared state-
ment emphasizes that our policy is de
facto.

Sen. Grorge D. Arken (R—Vt.).
De facto?

Case. There is also a difference in
the subject. Mr, Vance doesn’t say we
haven’t or wouldn’t use tear gas.

MeseLsoN. That is right.

TEAR GAS

I would like to say something spe-
cifically about tear gas.

Cask. It does not say that we will
not use tear gas?

Meszrson. No. Our present policy
is that tear gas is not covered by the
Geneva Protocol.

Arxen, In this case de facto means
subject to change without much no-
tice, doesn’t it?

Cask. That is what we are doing.

Mgserson. I think our policy on
this is illuminated by the statement
of Mr. Nabrit on behalf of the United
States speaking before the United Na-
tions General Assembly on December
5, 1966. Mr. Nabrit spoke as follows:

The Geneva Protocol of 1925
prohibits the use in war of as-
phyxiating and poisonous gas and
other similar gases and liquids
with equally deadly effects. It is
{ramed to meet the horrors of poi-
son gas warfare in the first World
War and was intended to reduce
suffering by prohibiting the use
of poisonous gases such as mus-
tard gas and phosgene. It does not
apply to all gases. It would be un-
reasonable to contend that amy
rule of international law prohibits
the use in combat against an ene-
my for humanitarian purposes of
agents that governments around
the world commonly use to con-
trol riots by their own people.

BRITISH QUERY

Casg. That is certainly the Ameri-
can doctrine,

Mgzserson. That is our current po-
sition, as I understand it, Senator,

However, I believe that Mr. Nabrit
was in error to say categorically, that
the Geneva Protocol was not framed

with the question of tear gas in mind.
The reason 1 say that is, first of all,
great quantities of tear gas were pro-
duced and used in World War I. Sec-
ond of all, in 1930 the Government of
Great Britain addressed a question to
other nations regarding the applicabil-
ity of the Geneva Protocol to tear gas,
and I have here a copy of the British
question, a memorandum on chemical
warfare presented to the Preparatorv
Commission for the Disarmament
Conference in Geneva November 18,
1930. The British Government points
out that there may be some difference
of opinion as to whether the Geneva
Protocol covers lacrimatory gas—that
Is, tear gas—and they state that—

-From every point of view it is
highly desirable that a uniform
construction should prevail as to
whether or not the use of lacrima-
tory gases in war is considered to
be contrary to the Geneva Proto-
col of 1925.

The British Government states that,
for its own part, it considers that tear

gas is prohibited. It states:

Basing itself on this English
text, the British government has
taken the view that the use in war
of “other” gases including lacri-
matory gases was prohibited.

CuamrmaNn. Your point is that if
you use one gas it is an open invita-
tion to use anv other. As vou noted a
moment ago, if vou used tear gas it

would Jead to the use of other gases.

Meserson. That is certainly a haz-
ard, and T think the question of tear
gas might be approached in the fol-
lowing way. The record shows that a
number of countries have stated that
tear gas is covered by the Geneva Pro-
tocol. The response to this British
question was that the following month
the delegates of Rumania, Yugoslavia,
Czechoslovakia, Spain, Japan, USSR,
France, China, Italy, Canada, Turkey
all stated that their governments con-
sidered that tear gas was forbidden
under the protocol.

PROS AND CONS OF TEAR GAS

Mzszrson. T would like to express
the opinion that the question of tear
gas might be approached as follows.
On the one hand, there is no question
that there is a danger of escalation
when any gas is used.

On the other hand, it might be felt
that tear gas is a useful weapon and
under some conditions might actually
cause less fatalities than other means.

I would point out that one should
expect any gas to be used in conjunc-
tion with other weapons, and that,
therefore, even tear gas, although it is
nonlethal, would, under the conditions
of war, be used to enhance the effec-
tiveness of lethal weapons. That is in-
deed the way it had been used in.
World War I. That is also the way it
has been used routinely in Vietnam.

Cramrman. In Vietnam, you mean
to flush out soldiers and then shoot?

MeseLson. For example, Senator, a
large quantity of tear gas was dropped
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in one instance before a B-52 raid.
Again a large quantity of tear gas was
dropped from the air before an artil-
lery attack., These events are reported
in the press. A very large quantity of
tear gas is being used in Vietnam in
this fashion.

My point is that there are pros and
cons to the use of tear gas in war. The
argument against it, of course, is that
it could lead to a highlv undesirable
escalation and to proliferation of CB
weapons and a weakening of restraints
against their use in future wars,

I would like to say this about the
question of nonlethal gas. Various
rules can be imagined. One could have
the rule that no lethal and no non-
lethal gas at all could be used. One
could have the rule that it is permis-
sible to use nonlethal gas but not in
order to kill, that is, not in order to
facilitate the effectiveness of lethal
weapons. One could -have various
rules.

UNIFORM TEAR GAS RULE

It seems to me that the important
thing is that there be a uniform rule,
and that the approach of the United
States might be to discuss with other
nations what a uniform rule might be.
Unless we consider it vital to our secu-
ritv interests to decide this question
unilaterally, a reasonable procedure
would be to consult with other nations
with the objective of finding a uni-
form rule.

As I have stated. there is an expres-
sion on the record by a number of
countries that they believe tear gas is
prohibited by the Geneva Protocol,

Case. Were there any dissents to
that British inquiry?

Meszerson. The U.S. representative,
Ambassador Hugh Gibson, stated that
this was a complicated question and
that he hoped it would receive further
consideration. He did not specifically
say that the United States believed
that tear gas was widely used for do-
mestic purposes.

Subsequently, the Disarmament
Convention in Geneva in the 1930
addressed this verv question. It set up
an advisory committce on which the
United States was represented. It even-
tually came to the conclusion that in
any future disarmament treaties the
use of tear gas should be prohibited
but the manufacture of tear gas could
not be prohibited. This point of view
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was explicitly accepted by the U.S.
delegate, Mr. Hugh R. Wilson, at that
time, but the treatv, which was being
worked on by that conference, never
came into effect.

USSR AND CBW

CualRMAN. | am told that in a
recent bricfing made to Congress,
Brigadier General Hebbeler said this:
“Todav the Soviet Union is Dbetter
equipped, militarily, and physiological
lv, for chemical warfare than any other
nation in the world.” And he also said
“indications are that they”—chemical
weapons—“would be used if this
served the Soviet Union’s purpose.”
What would be your comment of
that? Is it true?

Meseuson. I don’t have accurate
knowledge of what Soviet preparations

are. I would make several remarks. -

The first is that, if possible, one should
always search for a policy which is
proof against whatever other countries
are doing. If there is a policy which
is wise enough and general enough
that it is not too dependent on what
other countries could or might do in
the future, that is obviously the best
policy.

I think that the policy of no-first-use
has this attribute. The policy of ratify-
ing the Geneva Protocol, for example.
making it clear to all that we would
never use these weapons first, is rela-
tivelv independent of what other
countries are doing.

EXTENT OF U.S. CBW EFFORT

Curamaan, Well, in this connec-
tion, do vou know about the extent
of the effort of the United States in
chemical and biological warfare?

MeseLson. Yes, I have a rough idea.

Cuamrnman. How would you charac-

‘terize it? Is it great and for how long

has it been going on?

MeseLson. Well, to some extent
it has been going on since World
War I, of course. The current budget
for chemical, biological warfare re-
search and development [ understand
is in the vicinity of $100-200 million
a vear, exclusive of testing, evaluation,
maintenance and procurement.

Cuamrman. Has it been at about
that level for the last several years?

Meserson. No, at the close of the
Korean War it was much less, I think
about $10 million a year, It rose par-
ticularly in the late 1950’s and then

it continued to rise to its present level.
It was because of that rather steep rise
in the late fifties, I understand, that
Congressman Kastenmeier introduced
his joint House:Senate resolution.

Cuarman. [ notice General Heb-
beler didn’t mention biological weap-
ons. Do you think that was on purpose
or simply through inadvertence?

Mesersow. I really don’t know, Sen-
ator. In discussing the capabilities of
the Soviet Union, I think one must go
bevond asking simply how much they
have, but ask what would ‘really hap-
pen in any given contingency, in any
given war, if one confronted an enemy
with these weapons.

‘What I have in mind is, for exam-
ple, in Europe, it might be desirable
to maintain a limited war fighting ca-
pability with nerve gas for use in Eu-
rope. However, it is hard to imagine a
protracted nerve gas conflict in Eu-
rope. What [ am saying is that bevond
a certain amount, bevond the amount
necessary simply to let the other side
know that to start this kind of war
would be—wouldn’t cause anvthing
but trouble to both sides.

SECOND-STRIKE WEAPONS

Cuamman. [ want to come back to
this. Earlier we talked about this as a
first strike weapon and vou demolished
the idea that it is useful because of the
time element, that is, it takes too long.

Meserson. That is biological weap-
ons.

Caammman. Biological weapons. But
[ didn’t pursue this idea of their po-
tential use as a second strike weapon,
that is, as a retaliatory capacity. It
seems to me that if we are attacked, if
an attempt is made to strike us and we
are attacked first, this would still re-
main a very effective second strike
weapon, and, in that sense, it is a de-
terrent. The theory of our nuclear
strategy is that we are going to have a
second strike so devastating that the
enemy will not launch a first strike.
That is the theory, isn’t it; the so-
called balance of terror?

The existence, it seems to me, of a
substantial capacity to inflict chemical
and Dbiological damage would add
greatly to our deterrent, wouldn’t it?

MeseLson. I don’t think it would
add anything useful, Senator.

I'myself do not see any sense for the
United States in stockpiling biological
weapons. [ think we would do our-




selves far more harm than good by
stimulating interest in these weapons,
by breaking down the barriers against
them. I think we are adequately safe-
guarded, insofar as deterrence is fune-
tional at all, by nuclear weapons which
are reliable,

Cuamnan. You sce, the Sectetary
of Defense was raising great fears
about this. That is why we are asking
about it.

MeseLson. But 1 do not think our
country would want to relv on a total-
ly unpredictable weapon. It is not the
. kind of weapon that a large power
should consider for strategic use. How-
. ever, | might add that once a country

advertises that it is prepared to use
biological weapons as strategic weap:
ons, it-has in-effect announced a pro-
gram of antipopulation warfare. This
_is to throw away all chance of a dam-
ageJimiting understanding if war gets
started. It seems to me that this would
be an extremely foolish thing to do.
Cramaian, What you are saying re-
lates only to biol ogical weapons. Does
it relate to chemical weapons as well?
MeseLson. Since it would require
far more of chemical weapons than of
nuclear weapons, and since chemical

weapons also cannot prevent enemy
missiles from being launched against
us, it also applies to chemical weapons.

Only poor countrivs or underdevel-
oped countries, countries that do not
have nuclear weapons, it seems to mc,
could possibly see any attraction in
chemical or biological weapons as stra-
tegic deterrents.

SOVIET CAPABILITY

Cramrnan, Do vou know anything
about Soviet stockpiles of chemical or
biological weapons?

Meserson. I spent one day at the
Central Intelligence Agency quite a
while ago trving to familiarize myself
with Soviet capabilities.

CHAIRMAN. Yes.

MeseLson. One must bear in mind
two things regarding intelligence esti-
mates. One is the difference between
possible, probable, and confirmed ca-

pability. If one receives, for example.
an estimate that the Soviets have so

.many pounds of nerve gas, one must

know swhether this is a possible num-
ber of pounds, a probable number of
pounds, or a confirmed number of
pounds. This is very important.

The second thing is that in the in-

telligence community, of course, there
arc priorities. There are certain things
we must obviously know with higher
priority than others. Tt is relevant thm
to ask with what priority, how much
effort has been put into finding out
these things. Generally speaking, this
is a relatively cheap kind of work to
do. The Soviet Union is a big country.
Thev have excellent chemists and biol-
ogists just as we do. They have, there-
fore, the possibility of going as far as
we can,

NOT ORDINARY WEAPONS

Meszzson. [t seems to me that the
main questions before the United
States now as these negotiations get
underway are, Do we want to ratify the
protocol and what additional agree-
ments do we want? One can havc the-
largest or the smallest CB establish-
ment vou like. The protocol merely
would prohibit fist use. It seems to
me that it is confusing to ask in detail
what is being done or what might be
done by various countries when con-
sidering the question of a no-first-use
pledge. I think this is an important

point.
I think it is clear th"lt it would not
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offers them as part of the-answer, and
I am convinced they are.”

THE NEW YORK TIMES (Sunday): "I
this book stimulates even a hundred
bankers and businessmen.to think criti~
cally and realistically about their future
role in helping black people (and
others) make their full contribution to
America, it will have been well worth

the effort,”

CARL B. STOKES, Mayor of Cleveland
in Book World: "A hard and realistic
book . . . Mr. Cross helps dispel the
mystique now developing around the
idea of black capitalism—the unrealis-
tic belief that with a little financial and
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ROY WILKINS, Executive Director,
NAAGP: “] believe the Cross formulas
should be given a genuine chance to
be tested.”

FLOYD B. MCKISSICK, former National
Director, CORE: ''Deals honestly with
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American economic system."”




serve the interests of the United States
if 10 or 20 vears from now we faced a
world in which the barriers against
-the use of chemical and biological
weapons were gone and they were re-
garded as ordinary weapons. At all lev-
e¢ls of hostility, I believe this would
create a world in which, although the
United States could perhaps outmatch
all other countries,we would still be
much worse off.

At the strategic level, it would mean
that countrics which do not now pos-
sess the ability to cause great devasta-

tion would possess it if those barriers

and restraints were gone.

At lower levels, even in guerrilla
wars, it seems to me, that our position
would be greatly worse than it is todav
if the barriers against poison gas were
dropped for this reason: poison gas is
a lightweight weapon, with a capabil-
itv of covering a large area.

[f lightweight mortar shells contain-
ing nerve gas, for example, were avail-
able to guerrilla forces who knew
where government forces dre located.
this would scrve them far better than
would such weapons in the hands of
government forces, because they know
where the government forces are and
the reverse is less often the case.

I believe that if we trv to visualize
what the world would be like if there
were 1o special distinctions about
chemical and biological weapons, that
it would be a world in which the secu-
rity of this country and all countries
would be vastly reduced.

TEAR GAS

Let me return to the question of

tear gas. I think it is wrong to look at
" the question of tear gas in isolation.

If one places emphasis on avoiding
a world in which chemical and biologi-
cal weapons are legitimized, displaved,
proliferated, and even used, then one
must consider- tear gas in the context
of a step toward breaking down the
barriers.

Now, this is not a question, it seems
to me, that can be decided unilaterally.
If vou are talking about rules of war-
fare, vou have got to talk about what
is the practice and custom of other
nations. If we were just creating the
Geneva Protocol, it would be relevant
to ask all the other countrics what
they wanted to do about tear gas. But
we are not just creating it. Although
we have not ratified it, over 60 other
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nations have. \We are not talking
about a dead treatv. It is the oldest
major arms control agreement now in
force, It is a live treaty even though it
is old.

‘Therefore, we should approach this
question of tear gas 1 think, as fol-
lows: It is not by itself a moral issue:
but it is a very important technical is-
sue. Can we find rules under which
tear gas can be used that will be re-
spected by most countries or all coun-
tries, and, thercfore, use it without
fear of escalation, or can we not? If
we cannot find rules that give us some
assurance that the whole spectrum of

_chemical and Dbiological weapons will

not come into use, then I think we
should not use tear gas in war, After
all, tear gas is only of trifling impor-
tance to our national sceurity.

[t may not be possible to find a clear
and workable rule that would distin-
guish nonlethal gas from lethal gas
and that would be acceptable to other
nations.

Cramrnan. Is that CN?

Meserson. CN is a tear gas devel-
oped after World War 1. But other
tear gases were used in that war and
they were used in close conjunction
with lethal and nonlethal weapons.
This means that the distinction be-
tween lethal and nonlethal is robbed of
a great deal of its meaning. You must
ask the question therefore, Fow can
an essentially. meaningless distinction
be maintained? [ submit that it would
be difficult. That was the reason why
many nations have held that tear gas
is prohibited by the protocol.

One might still, however, create a
rule under which tear gas could he
used in war but not in order to kill.
One could trv that wav, If the impor-
tant nations in the world said, “Yes,
we see the validitv and the reason for
doing this, we will modify our posi-
tion on the Geneva Protocol,” we
could all then sav it is not a moral
question, it is a technical questiomn,
we think we have reached a satistac
tory approach to it. I'rom now on the
tear gas chloracctophenone, used not

in order to kill, is all right. Bat | con-
sider that this would still be riskv and
also difficult to achieve. Furthermore
when vou have whittled it down that
far, it makes so little difference that
one must ask if it is really worth try-
ing to open up the whole question of
the protocol which has been ratified
by so many countries. Is it really
worth causing all that trouble and all
that risk for the future?

RATIFICATION OF PROTOCOL URGED

I think the way to approach it is to
consult with other nations open
mindedly on this issue.

There was a time when even the
United States felt that tear gas should
e prohibited. There was a time when
the leaders of the armed forces be-
lieved that. Our views have changed
back and forth. I submit this is a ques-
tion that can be studied in rational
form but that the important thing is
to get a uniform and workable stan-
dard. That is important.

If we are not bound by the Geneva
Protocol, proposals will be made at
low levels up to higher levels, for using
a particular chemical or biological
weapon. That flow of proposals would
stop if it was the declared treaty pol-
icv of the United States never to start
this. It docs not mean we would not
have the capability, the potential, of
doing it in retaliation, but it does
mean vou would not have to worry
about a dav on which the President
of the United States, faced with a
crisis, found on his desk a proposal to
use, let us sav, a biological weapon.
having never had the time to give this
deep consideration, but being told by
advisers that this would be a good
thing to' do. In such a case he might
authorize it. He would not be pro-
tected bv a previous treatv commit-
ment.

If vou come to the decision that
vou want to keep out of this business
unless somebodv pushes us into it,
vou should implement that decision in
the form of a treatv obligation that is
lasting. '

We have seen that President Roo-
sevelt had one policy, and that other
administrations scemed to have differ-
ent policies subsequently. Now we
seem to have returned to the no-first-
ase policy, at least for poison gas and
lethal germs. But the policy of a Presi-
dent is not as binding as a treaty.




