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;'prochvxty to warfare must be contained

_¢¥more inhuman methods of homicide

. ,,;step\_qf ‘degradaﬁqn Of..the
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:* (The author is Professor of Genetics at
the Stanford University School of Medz-
i cine, and a reczpzent of the Nobel Prize
“' for Medicine in 1938.) : . -4

j.' ON SEPT. 1% a dlstmgulshed crroup
- of my scientific colleagues released the,
’ “text of a petition to President Johnson.:
;. concerning U.S. policy on hiolngical and :
{"chemical warfare. They point to the en-'
? couragement for the wider commxtment
‘1o these weapons that our own actions in>*
Vietnam might generate. . - f
7 ‘According to ‘news reports, we are'!
{ making extensive use - of defohatmg,
¢ chemicals not only against forest cover ;
* but also against crops purportedly avaﬂ-
able to the Vietcong. At some times, tear’
. gas has also been used in mlhtary and

occupatlon missions.

The United States has vehemently

demed the mlhtary use of any biological "

{ weapons or of “any lethal chemical:

iweapons.  However, research on these:

‘weapons has continued through and
{from World War II. The Army has a‘

:well Known research facility at Fort:

rDetnck Md.. and a” testing station at:

{Dugway, Utah. The aggressiveness with
{which these activitiés have been pubh-;
,c1zed may be laid to intra-service coms=:
fpetition for ‘funds to expand a line of¥
work whose actual mlhtary uuhty is*

»hldhly controversial. "l

"CBR (Chemical, Biological, Radiolog-

,1ca1 Warfare) can easily evoke a hlghly'*f',
;emotlonal response, attracting the most:
'vehement emotions on the inhumanity
_of war. The focus on boycott demonstra- 3
{tions against napalm produetion’ show

thls aircraft manufacture or steel pro-
K ductlon would be far more consequential .
.to the roots of military homicide. The !
petltloners do not allude to the specific';
»mhumamty of CBR, but it is undoubt- -
; edly involved ln the strmgency of their
Lreactlons . .
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CAN WE be “rational” about the in-
thumamty of one class of weapons as .
vagainst another? It is hard to imagine s
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~than explosion or suffocation in a col-.:

lapsed building or starvation, the most

“widely practiced techniques of. contem-
,porary warfare. Humanxtaman opposi-
~.tion to CBR -is altogether irrational,’
f .except as it is directed to war itself. It
yican be argued, however, that- man’s -
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¢ through his social institutions, and any
C -breakdown of. traditional hmlta’clons mf?:
Sthe way war is practiced is one- Inore,
speciesy ;¢

L

JB %Dasbmgian 13051

By Jo:hua Ledexbexg o

""The petition suggests that minor uses’?
of CBR will lead to_escalation. However,
“since tear gas is already rationalized for

*other social purposes, the lumping of~
# Chemical, Biological and Radxolovxcal 3
warfare may be especially. confusm

: “and could. exacerbate the chances of i

t escalation. Biological warfare should be *
carefully set apart, particularly for the\

nmn‘.latwe in mternatmnal negotlatlons
: for several reasons:- -

¢ Its development is closest to mechcal ;

i i research, therefore conveys the most

' mtense perversions of the human aims ™’
of science. !

vooTt ig
weapons ' e

. Its effects in field use are most unpre- |
i dictable, with respect to civilian casual- .’.
tles and even retroactive, on the user.

; The large scale deployment of in-%
~fectious agents is a potential threat
) agamst the whole species: mutant forms -

: of viruses could well develop that wouid : ;

. spread over the earth’s population for a:

. new Black Death. Chemical weapons, |
 however potent, at least do not produce
equally or. more virulent offsprmg' :

" 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 1rresponsxb1e‘
use. On the other hand, no vital interests ;
i’of one nation are now committed to b10--1
B loclcal warfare: the powers can afford to:
:limit their sovereignty in this area. - »_,_

CA nonprohfelatlon treaty 'in this area'
could be a’ constructive precedent for
kother areas of arms control; the more;
—narrowly it is defined the greater the
¢ likelihood "of its adoption.

+ The treaty could dedicate all, bxologl-
i‘cal and medical researcir to human wel-:

i fara In thig light, ne researeh on Iiving-
"orgamsms could be classified. M.D.’s-
tand Ph.D.s in life sciencés would be:
recxstered and expected to report peri-:
odically on their current research ac-
-t1v1ty to an international organization.
,Ideally, these registrants should have,
the ‘right of free travel, if necessary, for
“the purpose of reportmg violations of-
ithe treaty. Special provisions are neededa
vfor proprietary interests, e.g., the drug:
Sindustry, but with stringent time limits;
iset for confidentiality of its information.:
cA world data .center for life sciences;
iwould have many human benefits, in ad-;,
idition to.centralizing the survelllance 0f~
treaty obligations. ‘N
The future . of, the spec1es is. very,

much bound up with the control of these*

(weapons Their: use “must be regulated' -
by the most thoughtful reconsmeratmn,
of - U.S. and  world poliey, i ki ..‘A

“the” most. Av}\
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STANFORDﬁUNIVERMTY’MEDH}UJCENTER,
STANFORD, CALIFORNIA 94305 o (415) 321-1200

_ December 11, 1969
STANFORD UNIVERSITY ScHoOL OF MEDICINE
Depariment of Genetics

Mr. A, Schou
Nobel Peace Institute
Oslo, Norway

Dear Mr. Schou,

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

N
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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 commitment 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 ?bnrad Lorenz, Their findings should be mno
means be confused with the pernicious 81mp11f1catlon that has been
advertlsed for example, by Ardrey.

In another sphere, mamely 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 thls than I could be.

LT. J. P. KENNEDY, JR. LABORATORIES FOR MOLECULAR MEDICINE, DEDICATED TO RESEARCH IN MENTAL. RETARDATION
i .
MOLECULAR BIOLOGY HERFDITY NEUROBIOLOGY DEVELOPMENTAL MEDICINE




Mr.

A. Schou

‘effort of a more complete statement of justification.

Finally, I would call to your attention a very able
scientist whose dedication to an extremely important peace-related
activity has just been crowned 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 1nternat10nal
consensus on problems on global concern. My candidate is
Professor Matthew Meselson about whom you may not have heard so
much but whose contribution to this field has been acurately
sumnarized in a recent profile in The New York Times, a copy of

which is enclosed.

I have already intruded myself too far but-in the .event . that
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there is indeed an avenue where people like myself can make explicit

nominationg for the Peace Prize I would be happy to undertake the

\

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

Sincerely yours,

L2 (S g N
" Joshua Lederberg
Professor of Geneti

1 Enclosure
JL/rr
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Fedar tion of .é"""r'_tc an Sc* ntists,
1749 L Strest, He¥.,
naehington 6, D. C.

Dear Dr. TWolfs,

I have had an Onpo?"th.ni ty to situdy, end to a limited extent %o
reflect up—oas the report of the FAS commitles on bioclogical warfare;
¥hich you brought to my atbention sbout two weelks ago. I was a litils

surprigsed that my resctions were wanted, because I have no special

“information on tha problem, and my acquainbanceship with 1% 1s limited

to a reading of Rosebmﬂy & Kabat's review ariicle which sppsarsd two
years ago in the Journal of Immnology. . ~
To tho extent that the report was based nocessarily upon publishsd
aaterizl, ons musd have considerable reser atic*‘* conseralng the pos-
sibility of technical advances which mlght override the difficulties
now geen in certaln spscific applications of Bi, 4s 8 gensticist, I
can ges thls possibility most acutsly in respeel to the devaloo':enﬁ
of funsus pathogens, esp peclally rusts; vm.,e‘x might becozs sul ‘cc.ble for
mi..itaz'v attacks on eneny c@z’eal agrlenlturz. The problez of retroaction
is not im'r*:.a"”““’“le because 2) it is quite likely that the technique

of in vitro euliivation of rusts will soon be perfected, AL it has rot

been elready, b) the predosifant ‘varisties sdepted to climatic conditions
of different countries show marked differsr wes in susceptibil xty to

1d not ba difficult to

different races of ths pathogsa, and ¢) it shoul .
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st spores in isolatlon plots at seasons {or under glass) when c 1edy

_.sad can be controllsd, The gemstics of pathogenicity is bstter under-

.4 in the rusts than in any othsr microbe, and theproblem of develeping

nogens wakch would be specifically active against the eneny's egriculiurs

,3d here most readily be solved. Althiough aduittedly this type of attack

ot gufficiently relishble 4o bs used z2s a prinary w
& p o

P-4 g

.1 success should certalnly bs high enw

vivsly small énvestaent aes‘ded. -

FWith regard to B¥ azaln$t man, the point is rightly mads both hers and

tion.
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i the Bosgbury-Kabat article, that retroaction may bs the chisf

ROt

3

rave besn impresszed with the possibillity, however, that in desperation, oas
7

sks of using highly retroastivs agents

zp-!n

sountry might be willing to assums the »
) although such use would make military

sueh a3, for cxample, pnsumonic plagus

seupation impossibls. However, it ssemz likely that this kind of sterilization

ran be effected nearly as efficisntly with radicactivs poiscons. The use of

5 in this way might therefore be BXPES u*\d 1o criginste from countriss which

save besn attacksd with a preponderance of m 2y
¥eapons, and for whom BY might bs the cnly recourse. -

I cannct envisage the possibility of effective it rmtm.‘al centrol of

I ressarch. In contrast to atomic deveispment, BY would require a minimum of

~dustrial eguipment, so t wt inspecticn could net be possibls unless every

“puse in every villige could be ssarched. To hops o restrict the izportation -

el anthropoids ssems no mors realistic than an effc

-
ted eggs.

<ndustry, or the dis um.butz.on of embryona

There is nc doubt that there is great nsed for public education on the

;roblea of EW. Fortunately, I don't bellsvs that the sensational publi ity

rezt deal of

)

S -
3% been taken very ss rion sly. But it could certainly do

20d 49 emphasizs the nesd for expanded public heslth services; and the fac‘c

#" !

. ,
zrried on on defensivs

"2t a great deal of researc

P

? militery power in the form of abtomic
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_,seta of BT, and that thls work may be of public benefil far beyond ils
-sitcations to militery security.

As far as endorsemsnt of a publis report is concernsd, haw-’erg
- ssnnot help bub fesl that themilitary program holds the acs. Whabever
e cutside group might say would necessarily be subject Yo modificaiion
tepending on the progress being made in the EF laboratories, Tonld it
524 be most useful,; tharefo;e} to sesk an offisial endorsezent of a reporhd

~ch ag this, or 1o presgs for a comparable bub authoritative statsment

¢~.a the Secretary of Defense? -

Sincsrely,

: Joshua Laderberg,
Apsistant Professor of CGenstics,
~
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