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FORETVORD 

This symposium on chcn~ical and biological warfare was prescntcd during the 
1969 Autumn i\Ieetitig of the  Academy. Since that timc, a major goverrlmelit 
review has culmiriatecl in ii series of far-reaching decisiotls by the Aclmi11istr:l- 
tion. 011 Kovember 25, the  Prcsiderlt m:~dc the follomi~~g :innourlccments. 

Chemical TVwfar'e Proyl.am 
. . 

As to our chemical warfare prbgr:~m, the Urlited St:~tcs 

Ilcafirms its oft-repeated ~.cnu~lcintion of the first use of lethal c11cmic:~l 
wcapons. 
Extends this rcriuriciatiorl to thc first usc of irlcapacitatirlg chcmic:lls. 

Corisona~lt with thcsc decisioris, the Admi~listratiotl will submit to  thc 
Sc~iatc,  for its advice arid consent to rntificatiou, the Gcticvu l'rotocol of 
192.5 which prohibits the  first use in war of "asphyxi:ititlg, poisor~ous or othcr 
Gases arlcl of Bacteriological hIcthods of Warfare." The Ui~itcd States has 
lorig s~rpportccl the principles and objcctivcs of this l'rotocol. Wc take this 
stcp townrcl formal ra t i f i c i~ t io~~  to reiiiforcc oirr cont.irluitlg :dvocucy of 
iritcrnntio~lal co~istrairlts on thc LISC of thesc ncupolls., 

B,iolo~ical Resea.t*ch P?.og~anz 

Biological weaporis have mnssivc, urlpredictablc, and potcritiully iu~corlt.ru1- 
lable cortsecpiences. They may produce gbbtil epidemics and 'impair ' t h e  
health of future ger~erations. I have thetefore decided that: 

The U.S. shall rerlourice the use of lcthal biological agents and weapons, ' arid all other met,hocls of hiologicnl warfare. 
Thc U.S. will co~lfirlc itas biologicnI rcsciirch 60 clcfcrlsivc measures such 
as immunization arid safety measures. 
The Departnlerlt of Defense has beer1 asked to malte recornrnerldatioris 
as to the disposs~l of existirlg stocks of bacteriological weapons. 
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I t  is rioteworthy that the Presidetit poititecl out in his statement that the Gov- 
ernment review had been "aided by contributiol~s from the scieritific coniniul)ity 
through the President's Scientific Advisory Committee." Scientists have long 
had a major influence 011 CBW programs arlcl policies. I n  this there is an analogy 
with nuclear weapons. At first the main activity of scientists was to create the  
weapons. But  subsecluently, the  priricipal role of the scientific con~mu~li ty  
shifted toward a broader and more critical anaIysis of miIitary recluiremerits and 
to efForts at  arms control. The major clecisio~~s anrioutlcecl by the Presidelit on 
Novcmber 25 are all in the direction of arms control atlcl should encourage the 
renunciation of biological weapons by other rlatiorls and the ratificatiorl of the 
Gcneva Protocol by nations still not parties to it. Beyond that, there are now 
before the Geneva Disarmament Co~lfererice two draft converitions for chemical 
and biological disarmame~it. The British Conve~ition with which the Urlitecl 
States has declared itself in general sympathy woulcl prohibit the developn~ent, 
production, and possession of biological ~vet tpo~~s.  The Soviet Union has put 
forward a convention that would cover chenlicnl weapons as well. Although thc 
provision of satisfactory safeguards is bourld to be an obstacle in thc conclusio~~ 
of atiy such conventiou, there are several approaches to the problem thnt may 
lcacl to substaritive ~grecmetits when CBW comes up for exterided cliscussio~i 
a t  the Geneva Disnrmamet~t Conference in 1970. 

Just how effective the l'residcnt's initiative will be in reirtforci~ig world\viclc 
rcstrairlts against the clevelopmcut :~nd use of biological weapons will dcpclicl 
import~ntly up011 the irnplcme~ltatio~l of the ncw policies. The clccisiotl to 
"confi~lc (U.S.) bi0logic:~l research to defensive mcasurcs such as immutlizution 
and snfcty measuresJ1 largely or complctcly removcs the ncccl for secrecy at  thc 
U.S. Army Biologicid Laboratories a t  lcort Dctricli, 1Iaryland aticl opc~w thc 
way for the applicatiotl of its substa1iti:~l resources to thc solutiou of such out- 
sttLlidillg problems as the climitiation of itifcctioils discn.;~, biological illsect co~i- 
trol, t~ricl tlie :lpplication of microbiology to the nb:~tcmctlt of pollutiotl. Simi- 
larly, it would sccnl otilj* consistent with thc 1'rcsicicritJs policy to co~lv i~ lc i~~gly  
ticmilitarize or pcr l i~~ps c1ism:~ntlc the Army's ft~cility for the procluction atirl 
stor:t,gc of biologicnl weapotis a t  Pirie Bluff, Arl;a~isus. 

A further problem for irltcrnational discussiou aricl agrccmerlt is thc spccific:i- 
tiori of precisely which chemical weapons are to be kept out of war. This wintcr 
a group of 21 ~ion:~lignecl states a t  the U~ii ted Nntiotis General Bsscmbly intro- 
ducccl :L resolution clcclnririg :is cotltrnry to i~iternational law as embodicd iri thc 
Gc~lcva l'rotocol the usc i11 war of all tosic chemict~l agents directed a t  men, :mi- 
mals, or plants. I t s  sporisors made clear that the resolution applied to irritant 
gases and kinti-plant chemicaIs such as those used by the U~li ted States in Viet- 
]lam. ,Just this month, the resolution was passed by a vote of SO to 3, with only 
Portugel, Australia, aticl the United States in opposition. This is not a new 
problem. Tear gases and other irritant gases were employed in great quarltities 
in World War I. Durilig the period betwec~i tohe t,wo world wars, many natiotis 
illcluding the U~litecl St,nt,es held thnt thc  usc in war of all gases ilicludi~lg tear 
gas should be prohibited. These agents were r i ~ t  used in World War I1 or in 
the Iiorean War even though large stoclipiles of chloracetophenone arid other 
irritfillt gas mullitions were available. Clearly, irritants are 11ot weapons of 
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mass destruction. Kevertheless, a hazard in their employment ill war, par- 
ticularly u-hen done on a large scale, is that i t  can stimulate the initiation or es- 
pansion of chemical warfare programs in marly countries. Once chenlical lveap- 
011s enter military inventories and once the lorig observed ruIe of "no gas" is 
abanclonecl, there is no unique and equally simple standard for agreement on 
\\-here to hold the line. The largescale military employmerlt of anti-plant 
chemicals poses special ecological and pubIic heaIth problems of its OJVII, regardiug 
which we still lcnow very little. Whether the military advantages of using 
harassing gas and anti-plant chemicals outweigh the ecologicd damage arlcl the 
long-term hazard of breaking down the world-wide restraints against chemical 
and biological warfare is a matter for careful consideration. Thus, one of the 
problcms still outstanding is thnt of finding a clear-cut nrld worlcable iritcr- 
pretation of the Geneva Protocol that will irisurc its uniform application by all. 


