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(A. J;r~aty·Prop~sa~-
f On ·Gerni W aria.re 1 
,. By Joshua Lederhe1·g 
;: ' (The author is Professor of Genetics at'. 

the Stanford University· School of Medi-; 
~cine, an~ _a r~cipient of the Nobel Prize; 
~ for Medicine m 1958.) · 

1 
· '] 

:· ON SEPT. 1S: a distinguish~d group , 
[:of my scientific colleagues released the.: 
;-text of a petitiori to President Johnson:: 
f;_ concerning U.S. policy on biolr:>gical and : 
t chemical warfare. They point to the en-.; 

. ;: couragement for the wider commitment '. 
;, .to these weapons that our own actions in~ 
\·.Vietnam might generate. : i. 
;: According to ·news reports, we. are ; 
\ making· extensive use · of defoliating] 
: chemicals. not only against forest cover; 
; but also against crops purportedly avail-' 
::able to the Vietcong. At sometimes, tear' 
~_gas has also been used in military and: 
: occupation missions. · 
:. ·. The United States has vehemently~ 
l denied the military use of any biological· 
: weapons or of -any lethal chemical · 
;. weapons. · However, research on these · 
; weapons has continued through and ; 
{,from World War II." The Army has ·a! 
l well-known research facility at Fort : 
f Detrick, lVId.; · and. a' testing station at.: 
i Dugway, Utah. The aggressiveness- with-: 
1 which these aetivities have been publi-·; 
f.:ciz~~ may be _laid to intra-service com-·! 
;-petition for funds to expand a line oO 
iwork whose actual military utility is·\ 
~highly con troversiaL · · - ; 
) - CBR (Chemical, Biological, Radioio,;~ 1 
'. ical ~Varfare) can easily evoke a highry-~ 
;. emot10nal response, attracting the most~: 
;:'vehement emotions on the inhumanity ) 

· 'fo_f w'!r. T~e focus on boycott demonstra-/ 
,. trons against nanalm ·nrntiu,-.tinn. ~ht'"'".\ 
~;this;_ aiTcraft ma·n~facf;;;e- ~;-·;;;ei·-:p;~~·:j 
[ duct1on wouhi be far more consequential:~ 
, to the roots of military homicide.· The : 
', ?etitione:--s do not allude to the specific. ) 
~ mhumamty of GBR, but it is undoubt- · 
:, edly ~nvolved in the .stringency of their 
~ reactrons. · -. i 
:.;. C'+-' 

t CAN WE- be "rational" about the in· ' 
J-hu~anity of one class of weapon1) as· '. 
hagamst_ another? It is hard to imagine·) 
;/more mhuman methods of homicide ' 
(than explosion or suffocation in a col~.; 
;:·lapsed building or starvation, the most i 
•. widely practiced techniques of .contem.: i 
I, P_orary warfare. Humanitarian ·opposi· 1 
r:. tron to ~BR , is altogether irrational ·). 
}.,;except as .it is directed to war itself. -rt.J 
~~;can ?~ argued, however, that· man's :j 
t,:procirv1ty to warfare must be contained'·! 
~ .. 'through his social institutions, and any'i 
~·breakdown of- traditional limitations in) 
rthe way w·~r is practiced is one -more i· 
e.~tep.;_~~~-,q~gr,ag.il-fjqp._...Qh,Jll?_,.~I'..~C.!t:!.~:U..:iiJ 

~·---The petition suggests that minor uses1 
~of CBR will le~d to_ escalation. However, -
' -smce -tear gas rs already rationalized for' 
l_ other social purposes, the Iumpincr of-. 
;; Chemical, Biological and Radiolo::;ical , 
r warfare may be especially confu~ing, ; 

and could. exacerbate the chances of ; 
i: escalation. Biological warfare should be ' 
: carefully set apart, particularly for the\ 
~initiative in international negotiations,.-:. 
;, for several reasons: , · -
. Its development is closest to medical'~ 
[·,research,- therefore conveys the most-_! 
! : intense perversions of the human aims'~ 
i'.of science. - . · · ' - . i 
~~· It is--the ·most dllb!Ous ·of. m"ilitary /; 
( weapon·s. · , · 1 - • -:-;: 

' Its effects in field use are mos.t unpre- ~ 
! dictable, with respect to civilian casual:-~ 
;•ties, and even retroactive, on the user. '. 
· The large scale ·deployment· of in-\ 
·.-:fectious agents is a potential threat-, 
~·against the whole species: mutant forms-: 
; of viruses could well develop that would i 
. spread over the earth's population for a; 
, new Black Death: Chemical weapons, 
· however potent, at least do not produce 
~ equally or. mor~ virulent offspring! 
;: . ' C'+-' 

. ONE ·APPROACH to the control of '. 
; 'biological' warfare should be a non- : 
proliferation treaty. Biological warfare' 

'.development is within the potential re- ; 
; sources of the smallest nations, and the-, 
~weapons liable to the most irresponsible-~ 
i use. On the other hand, no vital interests i 
)-of one nation are now committed to bio-1 
dogical warfare: the ·powers can afford to ; 
~·limit their sovereignty in this area. :1 
i.- - A nonproliferation treaty ·in this area:j 
:·could be a· constructive precedent for~ 
~other areas_ of arms -control; the more~ 
'.narrowly it is defined the greater ·the~ 
; likelihood ·of its adoption. _., 
t The treaty could dedicate alL biologi-'. 
r cal and medical researclr to human wel-'. 
·~ fa:i:-ew :In rthis Eght: no researrh on Uyin.g· 
'i organisms could be classified. M.D .'s 
: .. and Ph.D.'s in life sciences would be: 
:;·registered and expected to report peri-_ 
-,odically on their current research ac-, 
;tivity to an international organization.· 
Ideally, these registrants should have 1 ! the' right ·of free travel, if necessary, for 

fthe purpose of: reporting violations of-: 
: the treaty. Special provisions are needed: 
(ior proprietary interests, e.g., the drug; 
!industry, but with stringent time limits-, 
~set for confidentiality of its information .. i 
~A world data .center for life sciences; 
lwould have ·many human benefits, in ad-i. 
i dition to. centralizing the surveillance of! 
~treaty obligations. · . · · i 
l . Th.e future of. the sp_ecies is· very i . 
2much bound up with the control of these.'\ 
[weapons. Their, use must be regulated i 
lby the most thoughtful reconsideration.) 
! of :U.S. and world policy •. - ., ,_-,_: -~ i;:;;;..:~~j 
--~"-··- .. ....:.---·-·-.._ _______ ~_ ... _,._,.... .. .c..;;,._ ·""' . 



STANFORD UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER 

STANFORD U1'IVERSITY SCHOOL OF MEDICINE 

Department of Genetics 

Hr. A. Schou 
Nobel Peace Institute 
Oslo, Norway 

Dear Mr. Schou, 

STANFORD, CALIFORNIA 94305 • (415) 321-1200 

December 11, 1969 

This.is to follow up our conversation in Stockholm in which 
I advocated a broadening of the mandate of the Nobel P-eace Prize 
to include those scientific studies which might have a direct 
bearing on the rational ordering of human affairs towards the 
peaceful solution of group conflict. 

May I take the occasion now to recommend a concrete step 
that would at least facilitate the consideration of such proposals 
without imposing a binding coTillilitment on you. I suggest merely that 
you enlarge the field of qualified nominators for the peace prize 
to include previous recipients of the other Nobel Prizes in the 
sciences, medicine, and literature. 

I would be happy to think that you would be burdened by a large 
number of additional nominations for if this were the case it would 
bespeak further intellectual attention to the problems of peace. 
My expectations are more modest but in that same direction. 

Having requested such a self-serving gratuity it probably is 
already incumbent upon me to illustrate the point with some of my 
own suggestions. 

For their important clarification of the role of instinct in 
aggressive behavior of animals and of men I would suggest 
Nikolas Tinbergen and (onrad Lorenz. Their findings should be no 
means be confused with the pernicious simplification that has been 
advertised, for example, by Ardrey. 

In another sphere, namely the specific contributions of 
scientists towards initiatives for peace I would happily nominate 
Jerry Wiesner for his remarkable role in the development of the non­
proliferation treaty. I am sure that you are already far more 
acquainted with this than I could be. 

LT. J. P. KENNEDY, JR. LABORATORIES FOR MOLECULAR MEDICINE, DEDICATED TO RESEARCH IN MENTAL RETARDATION . 
MOLECVLAR BIOLOGY HEPJ:DITY NF.UROil!OLOGY DEVELOPMENTAL MEDICINE 
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Mr. A. Schou 2 

Finally, I would call to your attention a very able 
scientist whose dedication to an extremely important peace-related 
activity has just been crov.7Ued with a very significant concrete 
action, namely President Nixon's recent statement concerning U.S. 
policy on chemical and biological warfare. In my opinion this step 
has an importance that transcends even the crucial issues of 
biological weaponry as it may be a major avenue for international 
consensus on problems on global concern. My candidate is 
Professor Matthew Heselson about whom you may not have heard so 
much but whose coni:-rJ.J5ti'E1l)"n to this field has been acurately 
summarized in a recent profile in The New York Times, a copy of 
which is enclosed. 

I have already intruded myself too fq.r but in the event.that 
there is indeed an avenue where people like myself can make explicit 
nominations for the Peace Prize I would be happy to undertake the 
effort of a more complete statement of justification. 

Please accept my very best personal regards for MadameSchou 
as well as yourself. 

1 Enclosure 
JL/rr 

Sincerely yours, 

... ,f ~0 17,,, yt-- l),__.,,_L-~_p~ . ._ s.J-· 
" Joshua Lederberg 
Professor of Geneti~ 

12/11/69 
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Dr. Hugo C. Wol.i'e:i 
Ad:itl.nistrati~..;a ChnirJ1.:t.n3 

federation of Ace:rican Scientiat.sii 
1749 1 Streat_, lJ.'il., 
1;,._shington 6; D. C. 

Dear Dr. Viol.fe, 

June 10., 1949e 

I have had an opportunity to study, and to a limited extent t-0 

reflect upon, the 1•eport of the FAS ?of:!n.ittee on biological warfare.., 

mi.ch you broug.'1t to my attention about t:10 weeks ago. I was a little 

surprised that rJJ3 reactions were wanted, because I have no speci~.1 

·in.formation on th.e problem,, az2d F{f acqus.irita.r:.ceehip id.th it is limited 

to a rea.din..g of Ros ebu.ry & Kabat• s i~eYiew r.irticle 1Jhich ap pea.red t.:o 

years ago in tha Journ3l of Im:nnnolcgy. 

To tha extent thg, t the report r~s based necessarily upon publish;;d 

mat-Orial, one .must have considercble re3er-~ation.s concerning tha pos~ 

sibility of technical advur1ces v:hich might o~erride the difficulties 

now seen in ce1,tain specific applications of BN. As ~ geneticist, I 

can sea this possibility wost acutely in respeet to the development 

Of fungus pat.hog-ens; especiclly l"US~"S; which might, become suitable for 

rdlitary attacks on ener;iy c0real egricultura. Tb.e problem of retroaction 

is not ineu.r20untcl>le becnuse n) it is quite lik:e~y th~t tha technique 

of in vitro cultivation cf rv.sts w-11.1 soon be perfected, if it has not 

of different ccu.i."'ltries shoo n::nrked differ~nces in susceptibility to 

different races 0£ the puthogsn; a:.d e) it should net be difficult to 

fl/I 



;i:t'est spores in isolation plots at seasons (OJ: tmder gl:c.ss) r;hen 'chett 

. ·d can be controlled. 'l'he gerntics of pathogenicity is better under-
r::. """" 

, .r-d in the rusts than in any other mie1"'obe" a.rd t..heproblem of developing 
:: "'''· -
.;.•_:ogens wnich would be specific<=:1Jy active 0.;~ainst the en.ercy 1s e.gricuJ.tura 

,.,.;.ld here most readily be solved. Although adr::-1 ttedly this type of attack 

-~ not ai.:.fficiently reliable to be us0d as a pris:ia.ry \·m.:i.pon, the expectation 

.: 5~cc6SS should certairil..y ba high enough tha·i; it 1'iiould justify the rela-

-.;rtlY s.'!lall investaent needed. 

With regard to FJR a..zaintt r12.n, the point is rightly made both here and 

; .- the Rosobury-K-:ibat article$ that retroacti.Qn may be the chief cons1. ds:ration. 

! ~ . ...ve bae...'1 impressed with the possibility8 however:i ths.t in dssparatlcn, one 

~.-®try might be 1...-:Uling to assu..ne t..1-ie risks of using highly ret.roa,ctivs ag;snt.s 

;~::.ch as, fer cy ... ample, pneU!llonic plagL1e) tl:th:)';J.gh such use would make military .-~ 

' 
J: 

;:--ccup.ation ~ossibls. However, .S.t saem.s likel~7 that, this kind of sterilization 

a.1 be .effected nearly as efficiently with radioactive poisons. 'Ihs use of 

m in this way might therefore be expected to oJ:igi.nate fro:n cotm·triss which 

tu.ve bean .attacked with a prepon.de!'a.rice o:f: m:ilit.2.ry power in t.1.e form. of atomic 

napons, and for when EN might be the only recot\rse. 

I cannot envisage t.11e possibility of effective internaticna.l control of 

;;;; research. In cont~ast to atomic dev-e1:spment, ET would :requ.il'e a mi.rir1um. o:f 

i:.:duDt:dal equipment, so th2.t .insped-ion could not be possible u .. '"'.less every 

tf;u.se in every vi.llli.ge could be seal"ched. .. To hope -to restrict the importation ~ 

tf anthropoids sae~ no more realis-t,ic than an i?...ffcrt to contJ:>ol the agar 

L1dustry, or tl1e distribution of e.mbryonated egg:;,. 

T'nere is no doubt that there is great nec.d fo:r public education on tha 

;:oble.l!l cf BW. Fortunately, I don't believe -that tl1e sensational publicity 

~a bean ts.ken "llB?'y serionsly. B':!t it could ca;;'t,&ir'.ly do a great deal of 

t~>od to !.. i b' d ,,. · , expnas ze 11.ne nee .i. er 

- .. • .. :.• .. , .. .,..-·:-. __ , 



~~~.,.,etn of" av, a.r..d that this wo:::k mz,.y be of public benefit far beyond i'ts 

, ... --.l.lc-atio!l.9 to r1ilitary Security• 
~·:-- ,,. 

As !ar as endorsement of a public i~sport is conccrnad, ho"?1ever$ 

~ i;L1.!10t help but teal that ther;;iJ itary program holds the aca~ Whatever 

t~".t outside group might say would necessarily be subject to -morH fica tion 

-;;,:;\. be oost useful, therefore, to see..!{; an offlcial en::lorse.:;:ent of a r~por-t 

il~~ch as this, or to press for a comparable but ·aut .. horitative stB-tsnent 

f !!".: .. :a the Secretary of Defense? 

·-

$incere1y ~ 

Josf1ua Lede::~l:~rg; · 
A.asista...71. .. ~ Pl,,ofesso:t"l of" Genet.ics. 

~ 
- - ~ 


