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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

T February 9, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR DR. KISSINGER

FROM: Michael A. Guhin /

THRU:  Robert M. Behr {i4)

Your Meeting with Matt Meselson, Wednesday "

SUBJECT:
~ February 11 (5:00 PM)

You are scheduled to see Matt Meselson early Wednesday evening. We

understand that the meeting will be devoted primarily to possible Senate
strategy regarding ratification of the Geneva Protocol and to the subjects

of irritant agents (CS or ''tear gas'') and herbicides.

Recent Biographical Information on Matt Meselson

Matt was recently appointed by the American Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science to plan a study of the effects of the use of herb-
icides in Vietnam. This one-year study is to serve as the basis for

- a later extensive exarmiination.

He is also organizing a study for the Carnegie Endowment which will
consist of papers on (1) the legal aspects of the Protocol, (2) arms
control steps beyond the Protocol, (3) military aspects of the use of
tear gas and herbicides, and (4) herbicides. The planis to present’
these papers at a very high level meeting and to publish any conclu-
sions in a form similar to the Academy report on "CBW'".

‘several of which

He has sent you a few letters over the past months,
Parti-

contained background information and data on these subjects.

cularly, durmg the NSSM 59 study on chemical and biological policy,
he sent you a paper on '"The U.S. and the Geneva Protocol' (Tab C).

He recently sent you (January 22) a paper entitled "What Policy for
Toxins?" (Tab B). [Since the subject may come up in your discussion,
we have prepared a very brief outline of the paper's main points (TabA).]

Purpose of the Visit [Based upon recent conversations and his papers ]

-~ His main concern will probably center about the Administration's pro-
posed method of handling its position on irritant agents (CS) and, to a

B lesser degree perhaps, herbicides used for defoliation and anti-crop

with respect to the Protocol.
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-- In recent conversations, he has agreed that the Primary purpose

should be to gain near if not unanifious support for the Protocol
without splitting the vote on the '"tear gas-herbicides" issue.

-- To achieve such unanimity, the Administration could, as it were,
"leave the door open'' by not malking a hard and fast reservation,

-- The Administration could show some flexibility (a) by annduﬂcing"*'”‘
a willingness to enter into discussions concerning the status of .
such agents under the Protocol or the control of their use through
further agreements; (b) by at least indications that the policy on
tear gas and herbicides will be reviewed after hostilities in Viet
nam come to a close; (c) by announcing a very high level citizen's
advisory group to review the questions and make recommendatioﬂé.;
or (d) by a Presidential statement that the U.S. would seek a uni-""
form interpretation of the Protocol. : S

-~ [Dr. DuBridge made some similar recommendations in January, |

-~ Matt may suggest that the best position would be a version of the ''seeking
a uniform interpretation' approach: that is, have the Senate pass a reso-
lution to this effect as its advice to the Administration. [Thus, all sides Ry
could attach whatever litesvieiniion ihey wiched anen the 1zouz ) .

-~ These steps could ease the Protocol through the Senate without having the
proceedings and vote turn into a debate on 'tear gas-herbicides-Vietnam!'',

Background on Irritant Agents (CS)

-- With respect to such agents, his main point will probably be that there
is no unique and simple standard once the rule of 'no gas' has been a-
‘bandoned and that this rule should not be altered unheedingly. He may
stress: '

-~ The limited military utility of such agents, (Why have the VC not
found it worth logistics efforts or political costs to obtain a retal-
iatory capability with CS? ) :

-~ More limited utility in other theaters and greater risks of escala-
tion and proliferation. '

-- A 1967 Edgewood-Arsenal Technical Report found that very high
concentrations of CS under tropical conditions produce second
degree chemical burns which may incapacitate for up to 10 days
(Tab D).

-~ The effects of CS progress to.the deep recesses of the lungs and
its possible chronic toxicity is not known. '
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_. CS has rarely been used in Vietnam with the primary intent of

sparing civilian lives and/or property, but is most commonly
used for area denial and in offensive military ope rations (RAND

Study, Tab E). [FYI: CS usage in Vietnam is running approxi-
mately 100 tons per month. ] ,

Ba c]cground on Herbicides

-- On defoliation, he may make the point that we have no idea of the

‘overall, long-range ecological effects of the large-scale defoliation
and may question its military utility.

-. On anti-crop, he may mention that even U.S. Government reports

show that the main impact of crop destruction falls upon the civilian :

populations of enemy-held or contested areas (Tab F).

Suggested Talking Points for You

vou might wish to:

.. Acknowledge receipt of his papers, '"The U.S. andthe Geneva Protocol
and, particularly, the more recent paper ""What Policy for Toxins? "

[Main points of the latter paper at Tab A]

Sketch the Administration's approach to ratification of the Protocol

with respect to tear gas and herbicides: that is, no formal reservation,

but more a unilateral statement of understanding.

k him if, in his opinion, a Senate resolution to the effect that the

-- As
should seek a uniform interpretation of the Protocol”

Administration
could carry the day.

[E_ﬁ: Last week, British Foreign Secretary Stewart announced that the
UK does not believe the Protocol prohibits the use of CS in war. This
is a reversal of the 1930 UK position, and has been a matter of some
|in.-fighting there (Article & Cable, Tab G). Also, although the follow-
ing is still classified information, Japan will be ratifying the Protocol

with a similar understanding as the U. S.‘]

-— Tell him that the Administration hopes to have the package completed
{for submission"to the Senate within the next few weeks. .

_ If he brings up the subject of toxins, you might wish to ask him how he
would draw a lasting functional policy line between toxins and other

chemicals.

i
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! MAIN POINTS OF "WHAT POLICY FOR TOXINS? "

Submitted by Matthew Meselson

.- N

[The paper first defines and describes toxins, in a manner similar to

the NSSM 85 exercise.]

The U.S. should not attempt to derive its policy for toxins from purely
technical arguments regarding their definition. .

Whether or not the U.'S. decides to reserve the right to use toxins in
retaliation and to pursue the development of toxin weapons should be

decided in terms of major policy obj.ec"cives:

- - Meeting military requirements;
- - Achieving arms control and non-proliferation;
- - Maintaining the authority and credibility of the President.

I ethal toxins are militarily inferior in almost evei‘y important respect
to the standardized lethal chemical agents. :

The easier logistics argument is not convincing because it fails to. point
out the relationship to the overall picture: that is, the requirements still
for ather chemicals and the very large requirements for conventional

munitions in a major war zone.

As long as the U.S. is committed to use incapacitating agents only in
retaliation, the U.S. has no major need for an incapacitating capabil-
ity. |

A toxin weapons program would be construed by many as inconsistent
with the President's initiative in attempting to forestall the use of di-
sease as a weapon of war: '"The President....can scarcely have re-

nounced typhoid only to embrace botulism" (Washington Post, January

9, 1970).

8. Conclusions and Recommendations

-- U.S. military requirements for toxin weapons are no mozre than
marginal. ‘
The proliferation of toxin weapons would be disadvantageous to the

U.S....Our principal objective should be to discourage interest in
developing toxin weapons. This can best be done by. grouping toxins

' with biological weapons for policy purposes.

Doing this would allow the President to take an unequivocal and con-
vincing stand against any use whatsoever of disease as a weapon of

war.

il
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WHAT POLICY FOR-FOXINS ?

Matthew Meselson
The Biological Laboratories
Harvard University

Characteristics of Toxins |
Toxins are poisonous substances produced by living organisms

‘Examples are ricin (from the

including plants, animals and bacteria.

tetrodotoxin (from the globe fish),
Today, their production en-

castor bean), and botulinal toxin

(from the bacterium Clostridium botulinum).

tails the growth or hérvesting of large quantities of plants, ‘animals or

bacteria from which the toxin may then be separated and purified. Look-

it will be possible to synthesize a number of

ing several years ahead,
Even-

toxins directly, without the need for toxin-producing organisms.

tually, direct chemical synthesis will provide a practical alternative to

extraction from living organisms, although the latter method is likely to

Temain the least expensive for bacterial toxins.

In -conirast to the organisms that produce them, toxins are not

capable of reproduction. For this reason, illness caused by toxins is

Toxins cannot themselves cause

" not ‘transmissible from man to man,
The prin-

spreading epidemics., Nevertheless, toxins do cause disease.

. cipal pathological symptoms of many bacterial diseases are in fact caused
~by toxins produced within the human body by living bacferia. In this-
sense, bacteria make toxins, toxins cause disease, Exampleé of discases

that can be'produced either by bacterial infection or by direct administra-

tion of the corresponding toxin are anthrax, cholera, diphtheria and teta-

nus.

w Some toxins are highly lethal to man (botulin) while others usually

cause only temporary incapacitation (staphylococcus enterotoxin). "Many

oz /——Z;/ooj ' . ) (revised) ) 'To\é B
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" convention.
of toxins it does prohlblt the production and possession of bacteria for'

% toxins from purely technical arquments reqgarding their definition,

toxins cause illness or death only after a considerable delay. This
varies with the particular toxin and with the dosage and can range up

to several days. For use as weapons, toxins may be dispersed as

aerosol clouds over or up-wind from a target, to be inhaled by the tar-

get population. Because toxins are not absorbed effectively through the

skin, a gas mask provides good protection, as do shelters with properly

filtered air. Protection can also be afforded by prior 1mmumzatlon with

specific toxoid . HOWGVQL, each toxoid is effeclee only against a partl—
cular kind of toxin and, for some toxins, the margin of protection is not

enough to be of practical signific‘avnce.'

Are Toxins Chemicals or Biologicals ?
Some texts classify toxins as chemical agents because they do not
Other texts define toxins

multiply and cannot cause spreading epidemics.

as biological agents because the technology of their production resembles

" that of biological agents rather than that of chemical agents and because

the symptoms produced by bacterial toxins are like those produced by

bacterial infections. The report of the U.N. Secretary General on chemical

and bacteriological weapons defines toxins as chemicals whereas, until

'recently, U.S. military writings defined them as blologlcal agents. The

intermedlate status of toxms is manifest in the United Klngdom draft BW

Although ths treaty does not explicitly prohibit the possessmn

the manufacture of toxin weapons. Apparently in recognition of these points,

the British Government has declared its willingness to consider amendments
that would extend the convention's prohibitions to cover toxins explicitly.

In any case, the United States should not attempt to derive its policy for
Instead,

our treatment of toxins should aim to achieve our major policy objectives.
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Policy Choices
The United Sfates is already pledgedlnot to initiate' the buse of

lethal or incapacitating chemical weapons and to refrain from all use
Thus, whatever policy is decided for

whatsoever of germ weapons.
Rather, the

toxins, there is no question of initiating their use in war,

principal questions for decision are:
‘Should the United States reserve the right to use

1)
toxins in retaliation for CB attack against us?
2) Should the United States pursue the development and

productlon of toxin weapon57

Qur answers to these qu'estion should be decided in terms of our

major policy objectives. These are (1) meeting military requirements,

T (2) achlevmo arms control and non-proliferation, (3) maintaining the
Fach of these objectives is

authority and credibility of the President.

discussed below.

Military Requirements
Today, lethal toxins are milifarily inferior in almost every important

respect to our standardized lethal chemical agents, the nerve agents,

Nerve agents act rapidly, many toxins do not. Nerve agents can attack

thus forcing an enemy into cumbersome protective suits.

through the skin,
: alone.

Toxins do not act. through the skin, protection is afforded by a mas}
Nerve agents -can be chosen to contaminate territory for several days,

denying it to unprotected troops. Toxins, once they are deposited on the

ground, do not constitute an important hazard.
tial supply of nerve agent munitions and have spent much efiort in learning

¥ their field characteristics. The research, development and testing neces-

sary to produce satisfactory toxin weapons, assuming that can be done,

would -entail- considerable -cost.

We al.ready}have a substan,—b

T
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‘of toxins relative to nerve agents ~could-probably be overcome, The main

possibility of technological change that requires closer analysis of the

value of toxins to the U.S.
substantially more poisonous under military field conditions than are existing

“would be the development of lethal toxins

nerve agents. Such development is probably feasible, The weight of toxin

munitions needed to cover a given area would then be lower than the corre-

sponding requirement for nerve agent munitions, = For example, ‘substantial

chemical operations in'ﬁurope would. require some tens of tons of nerve agent
munitions per day. If deveIOped to anything like their full potential, a

‘much smaller quantity of toxin munitions would sufnce to cover the same
area. However, this reduction of logistic reqmrements in a major war zone is

not so great as to provide an overwhelming argument for having toxins instead

of nerve agent. For comparison, we ex end thousands of tons of munitions
g

er day in Vietnam and would expect to use considerably more in a major

o 1 - Thevomm o~
puuvc,u.u.uuu.:. YWl ahl s e s

U.S. policy proscribes the first use of lethal or incapacitating chemicals.

Our ability to use chemicals in retaliation against a chemical attack on us
~would force enemy troops to don protective equipment, This provides sucn

a hlgh order of protection that our chemicals would not be very effectlve

m causing casualtles directly. Instead the military effectiveness oif usmg

chemicals agamst an enemy prepared to protec* himself re51des malnly in
‘the reduction of mobility and general fighting efficiency caused by the cum-

bersomeness of proLectlve equlpment and by "the complexity of the precautions

needed to survive in a chemlcal env1ronmem The chief argument for. our

possession of chemicals is that it enables us to force the enemy into the

same awkward protective posture as his chemicals would force on us, re-

Jucing his incentive to initiate chémical warfare and denving him a com-
g

parative advantage in case deterrence fails. Although this argument deserves

critical examination, it is accepted here without challenge in order to assess

the requirement for toxins as a replacement for nerve agent weapons.

T
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~more toxic than nerve gas.

There would be little military advantage in having agents much

Even a very large increase in toxicity would

not overcome the high degree of protection afforded by sophisticated de-
fensive gear. Indeed, in spite of their potential for extraordinary toxicity,

toxins are likely to be less effective for tactical purposes than are nerve

agents. Toxins do not penetrate the skin and therefore would not force
enemy troops to wear protective equipment as cumbersome as the suits

required for defense against nerve agents. Their dissemination over large

areas would cause high casualty levels among unprotected civilians while

not greatly impeding the activities of enemy soldiers, Indeed, even if

skin penetrating toxins could be developed, _contrary to present expectation,

their only advantage would be the rather modest reduction of logistic re~

quirements discussed above,.

‘'The situation with incapacitating agenté is somewhat different because
no '{zery satisfactory incapacitating agent now exists, It is con.c.eivable.
that a satisfactory incapacitating toxin could be developed, whereas no
conventibnal chemical may be found with the necessary properties. . How-
ever, so long és we are committed to use incapacitating agents only in

retaliation for chemical attack upon ourselves, we have no major need for

an incapacitating chemical capability.

Arms Control and Non-Proliferation

Today no-nation appears to have operational toxin 'weapons or even
to have ‘generated any greéat momentum toward developing them. In the

context of both tactical and strategic war, it is very much in our interest

to preserve this situation. Our great wealth allows us to expend enormous

quantities of conventional munitions in tactical combat, Very few countries
even approach this capability. Toxin weapons have the potential of large
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area coverage at low cost. If effective 1.0\<ll’1 weapons are developed
and -if there are no strong restraints agamst their acquisition, coun‘mes

‘and forces less wealthy than the U.S. will wish to acquire them, to

.our disadvantage.

At the slrategio level,'the hazard for us ie much more serlou's.
Toxins could open up a Whole new dimension of strategic threat. For
strategic purposes, their potential for large area .coverage per pound of

‘ agent could make them more like germ weapons than like chemicals.
Gountries rot possessmg nuclear ‘weapons and unw1lllng to accept the
Sdium” and uncertainties of- rellance on slrateglc germ weapons might well

be’ temptecl to acqulre a populatlon klllmg capablllty based on to>_1ns

. me——- -
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verting ‘resources to the 'de'velopment and procurement of toxin weapons.
. We ‘do.this by creating theé ‘expectation that such weapons will not be ‘

used by . ‘not ploneermg their technology, and by strengthenlng the psyoho—

Togical” “and legal barriers agamst them,

[
[N

-~ Thé arms ‘control benef1ts of our newly decided policy of not usmg

germ’ weapons for any purpose will be reduced if we maintain biological

laboratories where secret work is done and if we keep military facilities

capable of the large-scale production of.germ weapons. An actlve-U.S.

toxin weapons program would prevent us from demilitarizing and declassi-

fying our biological research laboratories at Fort Deétrick and our germ

weapons production facility at Pine Bluff Arsenal. Conversely, if we

choose not to develop toxin weapons, Pine Bluff can be completely de-

sy militarized and our defensive biological research program can be done at
"This would con-

Tort Detrick or other locations with little or no secrecy.

stitute a comprehensive and convincing renunciation of the use of disease
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.as a weapon of war, It would deprive present and potential advocates

of blol’o'gical weapons in other countries of the time-honored argument t.hat

such weapons must be made because the other side is doing so. It would re-

inforce the psychological attitudes which incline political leaders not to
divert resources to blologlcal weapons and which incline techmcal personnel

not to work in this area. Such a policy would c_llow us to focus masimum

political pressure on other nations in order to discourage them from under-
taking or prosecuting biological weapons programs of any kind.

Maintaining the Authority and Credibility of the President

The initiative of the President in renouncing the use of biological

weapons under all circumstances was greeted with praise and admiration

throughout the world and across a broad political spectrum. However,

the toxin issue threatens to undermine the credibility and authority of

I the President's policy, even in the eyes of_pérsons generally counted as
supporters of Presidential policy. Many senior scientists have expressed

the view that a toxin weapons program would be mconsmtent with the

Pre51dent s initiative in attempting to forestall the use of dlsease as a

weapon of war, A toxin weapons program would require us to divert many

‘of the recent and forthcoming advances in biology and medicine toward

new methods of killing and of controlling living processes for military pur-
This

Most persons hold this to be unnecessary and abhorrent.
"The

poses.
attitude was stated editorially in the Washington Post of January 9.

revulsion generally felt against biological warfare arises from the convic-

tion that disease should not be used as a weapon of war. Surely the

President did not mean that, while a disease induced by living bacteria is

out of bounds, a disease induced by a toxin is acceptable,
" This view is

4y Scarcely have renounced typhoid only to embrace botulism.,

“~likely to be shared by & large segment of responsihle oninion in the United

this is the case, a decision to

<

He can

States and abroad. To the exient that
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maintain a toxin weapons program would rob the President of the initiative
e has gained and would generate cynicism and disaffection amongst persons
who would otherwise come strongly to the support of his policy.

t

Conclusions and Recommendations |
military requirements for toxin weapons are no more than

I U.S.

marginal.
5] The proliferation of toxin weapons would be disadvantageous

to ws in tactical war and would pose a major new strategic
Our principal objective should be to discourage .in-

This can best be done by

threat.
terest in developing toxin weapons.

' vgr‘o’upfng toxins with biological weapons for poliéy purposes,
3) Domg this would allow the President to take an uneqwulvocal
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& weapon of war,
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ot AR THE UNITED STATES AND THE GENEVA PROTOCOL OF 1925

B A

This paper outlines the history and present status of the 1925 Geneva
protocol for the prohibition of gas and germ warfare
tates ratification of the Protocol

e " N .

The principal con-

siderations bearing on possible United S

are presented and briefly discussed.

WHAT THE PROTOCOL PROHIBITS

The Geneva Protocol prohibits (1) "the (first) use in war of asphyxiating,

frm o b AR A (T LRI STA RS TSR

or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials or devices'

poisonous,

and (2) "the use of bacteriological methods of warfare

The Protocol does not prohibit research, development, testing, or produc-

It does not prohibit the use of such weapons in

on of gas or germ weapons.

it 3 AT

It does not prohibit the use

; reprlsal against their flret use by the enemy.
It does not prohibit

of rlot control gases Or other agents for police purposes

f chemlcals used for concealment (”smokes”) or of flame throwers,

AR ST P AT B T R O

the use in war 0

napalm, or other incendiary weapons.

TO THE PROTOCOL

WHAT CONNECTION HAS THE U.S.

The language of the Geneva Protocol dealing with gas derives from the peace
treaties of World War I, which treated gas warfare as already prohibited end

specifically forbade the manufacture and importation of war gases by Germany and

her wartime allies. ' These provisions were incorporated in the bilateral treaties

between the United States and the defeated powers

R
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On the initiative of the United St&

ates,.ag_ article based on the language

reaties was incorporated in the 1922 Washington Treaty on

of the peace t
w—-wwmv‘w‘lﬁﬂ‘ﬂlﬂ"‘ e AT LAO L aaNADe PP S A DA

At the urging of President Halding, Secretary

Submarines and NO\lOuS Gases.

A T DS T VT SRR 4 AT DR B AT

of State Hughes, Senator Elihu Root, and a Presidentially appOinted advisory

committee of prominent citizens, the Treaty passed through the Senate with no

v

Although ratified by the'United_States{ Great Britain,

dissenting votes.

Treaty never came 1nto force because France

Italy, and Japan, the Washington

lateated R R LR PR L R $79 VR AN LT R L a3 rraie LA KON

whose ratification was required, obJected to its prov151ons on. submarines
VYA i CILERy R

ed for a prohibition against gas warfare at

The United States again press

the 1925 Geneva Conference on the Limitation of Arms, proposing language on

gas essentially identical to the Washington Treaty. The prohibition was ex-

_tended to cover pacteriological methods of warfare" at the suggestion of

domm AN A T
J 3

e e i esulling treoat rhe Qenewa pProtocol for the Prohibition of the
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r Other Gases, and of Bacteriological

Ky EREN S M AT

Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous ©

was signed by representatives of thirty-eight nations on

Methods of Warfare,

June 17, 1925.

The Coolidge Administration and the various supporters of the Protocol

seem. to have assumed the Senate would give its consent as readily as it had

DL e

Almost nothing was done to prepare the case for

AT
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to the Washington Treaty.

ratification or to mobilize public support. Meanwhile, the Army Chemical

O L T 4 (T S T
4

Warfare Service, the American Legion, the American Chemical Society, and

segments of the chemical industry organized the opposition. ‘The arguments

made against ratification were that the Protocol would be ignored in time of

war and that poison gas was more humane than bombs and bullets. The Protocol
passererer e e B

.was debated but not acted upon b

y the Senate — apparently because the majority

ot? WAL o

1t remained on the Foreign Relations Committee

' 1eader did not have the votes.

-
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- and Germany exchanged assur

- made to me,

docket until 1947 when President Trumah withdrew-it, together with several

SRS A R AR/ S VTR €0 1T VIV AT s
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other long pendlng tleatles.

had been ratlfled by forty-four natlons, including

By 1939, the ProLocol

At
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At L‘he outbreak of World War II, England, France,

all major Eurepean powers.

ances that they would abide by the Protocol. In

1943, President Roosevelt declared that gas warfare was '"outlawed by the

general ‘opinion of civilized mankind! and that "we 'shall under no circumstances

resort to the use of such weapons unless they are ‘first used by our ‘enemies.

Japan is believed to have used gas against China before our entry into the war

The threat of 'retaliation

but otherwise gas was not used in World War II.

provided a sanction, ‘the restralnt was relnforced by w1despread abhorence of
S o TAZAN L AN N S0 AT R L

gas and germs, and by mllltary skept1c1sm regarding their utility; however,

R e RS RPPRD

was the Protocol that placed gas and germs i in a dlstlnct category and

b AT B e KA A A IS N el K
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vided a clear standard upon which the belligerents could base their conduct

pro

- Since World War II, the United States has repeatedly declared its

support for the no-first-use principle of the Geneva Protocol. Im 1952, our

M S 7D AR

TS

representative at the United Nations Disarmament Commission declared our

support for ”the general ob_]ectlve of the (Geneva) treaty, the effective out-

law1ng of poison gas and blologlcal weapons agalnst human beings" When

President Eisenhower was asked at a 1960 press conference whether he planned

a change in our no-first-use policy, he said "No official suggestion has been

and so far as my own instinct is concerned, it is mot' to start

such a thing first". During President Johnson's Administration, the United

States supported resolutions passed in 1966 and 1968 by the United Nations

~eneral Assembly, calling for "strict observance by all states of the principles

M
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and objectives of' the Protocol" and "inviting all nations that have not done

so to accede to the Protocol'.

Our statements supporting the objectives of the Protocol have generally

stopped short of declaring that we will be legally bound by its provisions,

1N P L A OV DT AT b8 3
The United States Army gipual,'”The Law of Land Warfare', states that the

However, in 1967 the

"not binding on this country".

Geneva Protocol is

t "We consider that .the basic rule set forth in

Department of State held tha
BACR A ;
(the Protocol) has been so widely accepted over a 1ong perlod of time that
A R AT AT I AL R AN AN ARALTL T AT TN ST NIRRT It ' ot .
it 1s now CODSldEled to form a part of customary lnternatlonal law Whether

1L 1s clear that we are closely assoc1ated

or noL ths p031t10n is conflrmed

with the Protocol by v1rtue of our leading role in its promulgation, our
practice over the years, and our recent statements at the United Natlcns and

per
~&,.,¢ 2. ~rathare
s ovthar

PRESE

WHAT COUNTRIES ARE PARTY TO THE PROTOCOL

A total of 84 nations are now parties to the Protocol — 16 of them have

H

The parties include all

ratified since the 1966 United Nations resolution.

NATO members except the United States, all members of the Warsaw Pact including

‘the Soviet Uniom, and all nuclear powers (other than the United States),

including the People's Republic of China. All major 1ndustr1al nations except

The Protocol has been signed but not

Japan and the United States are parties.

ratified by the United States, Brazil, El Salvador, Japan, Nicaragua, and

Uruguay-.

—r
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WHAT ARE THE MAJOR SECURITY TMPLTCATLONS OF A NO-TFIRST-USE

TRFATY COMMITMENT

While the Protocol places gas and germ weapons under the same
prohibition, distinguishing several classes of weapons and their charac-

teristics is useful in order to evaluate the security implications of

ratification. This is done both in the context of strategic and of

limited war.

e

Lethal Germ Weapons - These weapons operate by disseminating cloude/of

3m

lethal disease germs over or up-wind from the target area, to be inhaled

by target personnel he lethal effects would not occur until a number

v RS TRt it A 8 DT TR T S el
of days after attack. Very small quantities of disease germs would be

ifficient to cover large areas: a light aircraft can deliver enough to

kill populations over several thousand square miles.

Although diseases can be chosen that are normally not highly contageous,

the extremely unnatural conditions inherent in military employment make it

uninteﬁtionally possible to spread'the disease far beyond the target area

SharLey

S or to create a 1ong—term epldemlc hazard

Y2 R T ]

AN, PNV

Since the attacker s choice of germs 15 w1de and mixtures could be

LTI LA IR YL A

Significant protection

used, medical defense can be rendered ineffective.
s ¢ TRy P AND S5 3NN e P RTEAD, VI
can be provided only upon advance warning to a population previously

provided with protective masks or air-filtered shelters and trained in

their use. Reliable early warning systems have not yet been devised. Active

defense against the delivery of germ weapons must be able to deal with a

variety of offensive techniques, including aircraft and missle

jJelivery and cloud dissemination by offshore ship or submarine

—
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or by land-based saboteurs.

We might wish to deter strateglc nuclear

e u e Nt o

aLLack upon ourselves by having the capablllty to retaliate with lethal

The deterent threat posed by our germ weapons would be

A

germ weapons.

that of destroying populations. However, since our stategic nuclear forces

bility we have no need to rely on lethal germ

R 2A SRNK

oae N B YT W TGt S

already prov1de ths capa

a2 S0 I, A TS A

weapons and would 1ose noth;og by_giving up the option to use them first.

Our major 1nterest is to keep other riations from acquiring them.

TSI LR A

Tf the nuclear non-proliferation treaty succeeds,

the acquisition of

lethal germ weapons would still remain as an alternative means for non-

Germ weapons that could

nuclear nations to acquire a strategic capability.

threaten a large city are much 31mpler and cheaper to acqulre than the

corresponding nuclear weapons .

TR RN

A1though many non-nuclear nations could develop germ weapons, none

We reinforce the political and psycholog-

is thought to have done so yet.

jcal restraints against acquiring germ weapons by strengthening the

expectation that they will not be used. We-do this more effectively with

a binding treaty commitment than with.statements of de facto policy. A

treaty commitment would resolve much of the uncertainty that may have been

aroused in the minds of others in recent years by Our germ weapons develop-

ment and teétiﬁg programs at Fort Detrick, at Dugway Proving Ground aﬁd

in the South Pacific, and by our construction of large-scale facilities

for,gerﬁ weapons production at Pine Bluff Arsenal.

M




s - Modern lethal thmlcal weapons are the organo-

Lethal Chemical Weapon

. . t developed,
phosqhoxouF”Eszve agents~£&£ELﬂwﬂwﬁnuh\_www“"
mes more poisvnous than the let1a1 gases

a2 A LN s 3T 1 Ve S AT K AT 15 VY ) eI Ao e NIk 354 8 At U Ak g T pilone
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but not used, by Gcrmany in World

SNV 7\40‘ I-J"A LIS
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War II. They are sevelql hundrqd 11

haled or when dep031ted as 11qu1d droplets

PRNTTRRETPOPAT T LA PYSCR I AVRRL SR 2P ER PPN ST WX TS, PSR o e

ariety of tactical

1d War I and are lethal whcn in

119 ety + AL A TR AT ) ST AL AT AN s Svimatenian et

The Soviets and ourselves have stockpiled a v

of Wor

PR L e

on the skar-
nerve gas weapons. Soldiers can be defendéd ﬁgainst them with protective masks
and suits: however,‘the latter‘are cumbersome and tiriné to wear. Fighting
efficiency is sevefly reduced by the wearing of protecﬁive equipment and by the
strict observation of various'special precautions necessary to survival in a

lethal chemical environment.

For tactical use against an enemy equipped with protective gear and able

to retaliate in kind, chemical weapons would greatly complicate the battlefield
therefore, égainst

¥ +ion without giving either side a major advantage;

)

.sophistiéated forces, we do not require an option for the first use of lethal

If the enemy possesses them, we remove the incentive for his

chemical weapons.
PR ")W
chemical weapons ourselves.
STy AT P NS AT S s L

flrst use by having protectlve equlpment and
fare for territory denial

T A p.‘<_;4) T

Lethal,,chemicals could be used in anti-guerilla war

and. to attack enemy personnel sheltered from the effects of high explosive and

flame weapons. However, the effectiveness of such operations would be largely

1as can devise or obtain protective equipment. Moreover,

nulified if the gueril
our Tirst use of these weapons would seriously risk opening up sources for their

supply to the enemy and to other dissident forces to which we may be opposed in

the future. Lightweight munitions such as mortaf cartridges and rockets con-—
tdining nerve agent would enormously enhance the guerilla's disfuptive and

Csfructive capability, both against government troops and base camps and as terror

(i
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weupons against cities. Govermment forces. would often be compelled to encumber
e w e N .

their soldiers and supporting persomnel with protective equipment and would be

- confronted with demands for protection by urban populations. The guerillas, withv

their ability to disperse and to mingle with civilians, would offer no comparable

Therefore, the introduction of lethal chemicals into guerilla warfare would

targets.

offering anti-guerilla forces any advantage.

RO FD A PR T XN —-w»c:u-nu«wn"h M S S e M L S

A .concluding but often overriding constraint on the tactical use of lethal
chemicals, especially when the battlefield is on friendly soil, is that their
large scale employment would inevitably cause heavy fatalities among undefended
.civilians in the combat zone and out to considerable distances downwind.

Lethal chemical weapons could be produced by non—nuclear nations to provide a

d capahilityv for the attack of urhan nopniatians |  Tind

Ry

conditions favorable tothe attacker, a medium bomber or converted commercial air

transport can deliver enough nerve agent to kill a high proﬁortion of unprotected
persons throughout the central region of a large city = and future technical develop~

ments may well lead to the appearance of lethal chemicals with considerably greater

area coverage capability than those now available, Moreover, chemical weapons and

germ weapons are often considered togéther, so that proliferation of the former

risks proliferétion of the later,

To summarize,  where our forces face a lethal chemical threat, we can remove

1Y

v LR

the advantage of their use agalnst us by having the. ablllty to defend ourselves

PR ST C e TASI I

tes Zann ity AT N LAAPINATNE 20 o ALY 4 B e RS B A SR

and to retallateqlnmgrggw*,ggyexe£L~‘hewgggtemaqgﬂqg.Pllcatlons of p0551b1e

retallatlon and of the prollferatlon of 1etha1vchemlcal capablllty make the first

A SR I R A OV AR D PR P T

Trie e te st RAT NN L LR L N L BA S M LA e,
[

s unattractlve at any level of combat Beyond that,

DAL RN LIV S 1 M e A X I Kesei A

use of lethal chemlcals by u

ST LR N

o

in our interest to dlscourage non- nuclear natlons Irom pursulng the development

A I NP e b Lisasd Wit 13 BB LB D S e ST I e s E Lp e,
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ot stratedlc chemical weupons. 11 we can accept a treaty commitment against the
XY G N o

first use of lethal chemicals, we undercut arguments in other countries for the

developmcnt and deployment oI these weapons and reinrorce the restraants that have

acted to keep them from being used.
Several infectious diseases Whlch usually cause

Xk i

Incapacitating Germ Weapons -

PPNV NTR RN

deaths among enemy personneL and 1nterm1ng1ed civilians.

“enemy troops.

NIRRT PR LI RN L £ 2

severe temporary disablement, but normally kill less than one or two percent of
S L T U TR AR LT R S

T

cled, . have been con51dered ior use as incapacitating germ weapons.

CHTW- Ve S

‘the persons_inie

Like lethal germs, they can be dlspersed over large areas as aerosol clouds to take
DY o W I RPNATT TR D 4TI T A S G TR T T et WS RFE U R MR I DY N G rE
Masks provide gooa protection,

effect after an incubation period ot several days.

but exlstlng detection systems cannot be relied upon to give warnlng of suprise
AL AT S AR e A R ST I R I RS B Do S AR A T =

LAMEL DI DY A XL Do

attack.,
i A germ

The functioning of these weapons is subject to great uncertainties,
_ ,

n designed as an incapacitant might actually cause a very large number of

poy

Conversely, it might

AT TS A5 ‘,r_u_asmhbnku jPRITa

AT

WAL T A

cause too 11tt1e 1ncapac1tat10n to be mllltarlly effectlve.

b‘"‘~"l"‘*c0\-v~-r-%->.n_ww|urmga~ d3me Lo AT AR

Unlake Jlethal germ waaponeh_lncapac1tat1ng ones_ are not potential deterrents
= N e

e o

but rather are weapons whose flrst use we might consider in certaln unusual -and

e

A A D N AR AN BRI Sttt LAY ) LA T AR D IS B WISV

st

.extreme situations such as the entrappment of a large American force by unprotected

In tﬁls situation, the employement'of incapacitating germ weapons.

in iorward and rear support-areas might impede the enemy advance long enough to

Of course, any decision ,to employ

allow reinforcement or evaouation of our force.

itating. germs m must take 1nto account th01r intrinsic uncertalnty as weli as
fan] YN WRAD TR Gl o PN gty e

1ncwpﬂg
the esoa&etlonnandqaiuugmenimaimlhgngonf13ct that mlght result from the outbreak

of germ warfare of any P1nd.
REYAA i

The facilities required for the production and delivery of incapacitating germ

il
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ns areﬂessentlaliy the same as those for lethal ones. Furthermore, the

Geneva Protocol does not distinguish petween Léfﬁ&t and incaﬁa01tat1ng germs nor
is there any technical basis for a clear distinction., The long term military
benefit of our accepting tﬁe no-first-use commitment of the Protocol, especially

when most other important nations have already done so, would be the reinforcement

of existing restraints against the acquisition and possibie use oif all germ weapons,

including lethal ones.

Incapac1tat1ng Chem1cal Weapons - These weapons include harassing agents which

e AT e FAS R FT U TEA L PRI S TR Y F T WoT

only durlng the perlod of 1mmed1ate exposure as well as chemicals which

M LX

QT e

disable

v A L5 S R

incapacitate for severar aays.

o 2 10 XN VA TN, S 3 AT R BT r
in a variety of munitions. The chemical agent is released as an aerosol cloud to
ke e e e R IR I P AN AT e T e R ST RS N T LA AT LR M SH MRS Y » ammind

Gas masks provide adequate proteet}on.

RE N RIP Nt 2 I ST T S T Y NN A D e

Both types are available to Unlted States Iorces

ot 3 .
SRR T ot md

AT i L B e T TR D SR IR

AR NPT

be 1nha1ed by target personnel

LR T X
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Our standard long- lastlng 1ncapac1tat1ng chemlcai, agent BZ

e PN 2 e et Y e et 3y 4

causes unpredlcatalbe

e
TR

Herace .
awu olten violent behavrour and can have severe srde erIects. Therefore, it is not

el oa e
Bk eat e L syt Y 5
d BN AR

regarded as a satlsiactory 1ncapa01tat1ng agent Although much effort has been

LAY N RAPIPTARITY.

spent in attempting to develop an effective long-lasting incapacitating chemical

w ithout these undesirable qualities, none has been found,

The pranciple harassing chemical now provided to the army is CS, developed

SFO,

\Peoie

by the British in the 1950's as a more effective agent than ordinary tear gas for

dispersing rioters. kxposure to CS causes intense pain in the eyes and upper

resplratory tract progresslng tO'me deep recesses of the lungs where it causes a

A AN TRET O 2 Ve

feeling ot suffocation and acute.anxiety. These symptoms generally pass quickly

after restoration to fresh air. The Lethal dose for man is very much higher than

that required to cause intense irritation. Nevertheless, very heavy or prolonged

exposures, as may sometimes be experienced in confined spaces, would aimost certainty

e permanent lung damage and deaths, especially among infants, ill persons and

. m—
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N the aged. No long telm afLer effects ‘of moderate exposure to CS have been
demonstrated; however, a thorough study of this possibility has not yet
s by 6 o AT AN NS Py CANY Ypne s AN S U g LN eata AWV % PESPARSS SN A LT SN
been made.

e L3 LTS Mttt

Tear gas and other harassing gases were the first chemical warfare
agents employed in World War T. The total amount disseminated during the
war was approximately 13,000 tonms, equalling the amount of mustard gas used

then. During World War II, Germany and the United States prepared large

stocks of tear and other harassing gas munitions but refrained from using

them. No gas of any kind was used on the battlefield in Korea. The first
combat use of har5551ng gas by any major power since World war I has been in
NPT e T e )

South Vletnam where our forces have employed agent CS since 1965,

AR S AT RT R TRe

IFTWE

Harassing agents can sometimes fac111tate the attack or capture of

—to 5 0 b

i) ;nprotected enemy soldlers mlngled w1th c1v1llans when the alternatives

: B s 3 2 DR EDANITS DU s i

wou ld otherw1se be to kill civilians or not to attack the enemy. However these
LRSS A NN T L TR S e ey Y AR e T N Dt

£ AR R G RS AN T 2 Y 2
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on_in warfare because civilians usually flee from

N N T e T AR YL RN e A 7 T

NS R IR S S BRI AU N ngwnxwm,

firefights and because hara551no aoents can drive civilians who have found

o,

LEM RSN B

The chief use made of harassing agents

shelter back 1nto the 11ne of flre.

IFTUTRRALY) [P RRS P

LA A HAY

in WOrld War I and also in Vletnam has been to assist the conduct of ordlnary

Vi el

military operations. Harassing agents are employed against the enemy to

L RLADATAAG WA S s T i

upset his fire, to deny him territory, and to drive him from cover to face

Most of the approximately 7,000

attack by high explosive and flame weapons.

tons of CS dlssemlnated 1n Vietnam has been employed for these purposes,

SRR AT PR T AL R

SO

CrAT ad

utilizing a variety of newly ‘developed CS munitions including grenades

rockets, mortar and howitzer projectiles, high capaeity spray devices, and

fﬁ?everal types of aircraft bombs.

o ||
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The arguments for incapac

- 12 -

itating chcmlcals in war are that thcy enable us to

deal with enemy soldiers mingled with civilians and they can enhance the effective-

ness of ordinary military operatiens. However, once such chemical munitions® are

widely deployed the occasions on which they mlght be cmployed in battlefleld conditions

189 o $PWL AR LA

or in prepalatlon ior bomblng strikes greatly exceed Lhe occurrance of mixed enemy
AP NIRRT AN, LA T B WO EN ST THMY

[ETPrSONFIORENY, T2 2 o

population targets. This almost 1nev1tab1e shift of use of chemlcal agents to
2 3 Sy AN AL D REGE ORI N PO SO, L Lyt SADBRUA I AR AR DA e R L

Lo 3 o o s AR AR A L num& r

ies in battle or bombardment has occured and has now become

AT MR T Y R S R TN et B AN SRS e T T Tt

phase because the enemy's resort

increase enemy casuallt

R T et ERERTT A

routine. Yet this cannot be considered a stable

PN OF W

to the wide use of masks will cut this effectiveness and the eventual use of such

weapons- against us may well effect our operations more severely than those of the
enemy.

The further hazard in our employément of incapacitating chemicals in war,

'ﬁﬁggiFNTQrTy when done on a large scale in conjunction with ordinary military

operations, i s that it stimulates other nations to initiate or expand their own

programs for chemical (and'possibly germ) weapons and erodes the restraints on

their use. Even if the first result is only the deployment of harassing agents

on both sides in a future conflict, the introduction of weapons, defenses, and

logistic arrangements 211 suited to chemical warfare would facilitate the pro-

gression to more powerful and deadly agents. Once the long-observed rule of 'no

oned, ‘there ;s no unique and equally simple standard for inter- .

gas' has been aband

ich agents and which means of employement are to be

national agreement on wh

allowed.
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. THE STATUS OF INCAPACITATING CHEMICALS
IN THE GENEVA PROTOCOL

Whetherthe Protocol prohibits the use of harassing agents and other chemical

incapacitants 1s @ subject of _some dlspute. On the only occasion when nations were
U ARV TSI DA DA AN o

‘at a League of Nations Commission in 1930,

canvassed for their views on this point,
the Soviet Union, and several other nations agreed with the

Canada, China, France,
" : e 1 1 . .
he use in war oI other gases, 1nolud1n_g lachrymatory

declared British position that T

D deye B S Ry 2 St A0 S T AN RSN 3 B

However, the United States delegate e*-cpressed

B st AT T AN L G

(tear) gases was prohlblted.
in

hesitation over any commitment to refrain from the use in war of agencies used

whose use in combat would be 'more clearly humane

peace time by domestic police and
than the use of weapons to which (nations) were formerly obliged to resort.

1 action but with an agreement to discuss the matter again.

]

The

ing ended without forma
the, League Dlsarmament Conference unanlmously recommended that the

)P\vo years 1 later, tI

use of all gases, ~including tear gas, be prohibited in war, This view was accepted by

the United States with the understa.ndlng that it did not apply to the use of ‘tear

gas for local police purposes. However, the discussions were not directed at the

ut on devising a comprehensive disarmament treaty, an attempt that

Geneva Protocol b
was disrupted by the approach of World War II. The question did not come up again

until 1965 when questions wvere first raised about our employement of CS and other

chemicals in Vietnam.

In' response to these questions, our representative tothe Unjted Nations General

' Assembly in 1966 adhered to our 1930 position, stating .that the Protocol ‘does not

prohlblt”the use in combat against an enemy, for humanitarian purposes, of agents that
Governments around the world commonly use. to control riots by their ox.vn people." At
:ﬁ time, this view was contested by the Soviet Union and its allies but not by other

members of the United Nations. However, as the scale of CS usage in ordinary

||
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military operations increased, our position has come under mounting attack. This

July, United Nations Secretary General U Thant urged that the Protecol be interpreted

to prohibit the use of a1l chemical agents in warfare.,  Shortly afterwards, India,

Mexico, Pakistan, Sweden, and eight other nations at the Geneva Disarmament Conference
’ A it A7 N0 S 2 AT T AT VLI G TR e R PRCTI SHPRTTU 1% RO NP NIRRT SR TR PR Sy

AR L e VR ”

at the use in intermational conflict of "any chemical

I WA S LV e A Rt N

proposed a resolution holding th

AL R I Y S A iy I T 23T ) AT SRR R R st s
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n .
agent of warfare 18 ¢

ALY ORI AP IS A P AN A PPV YIS N /LK 3

ention and are likely to have the suppo

ontrary to international law., These views have received sub-

AP Ty £ CECUR TN

stantial att rt of most United Nations members.
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G IMARY, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS (p. v)
MEMORANDUM

RM-5914-ARPA
JULY 1969

OBSERVATIONS ON THE EMPLOYMENT OF
RIOT CONTROL AGENT CS IN
VIETNAM (U)

S. N. Blumenfeld

Thix material contains information aflecting the national defense of the United States
within the meaning of the espionage laws. Title 18 U.S.C.. Secs. 793 and 791. the
transmission or the revelation of which in any manner to an unauthorized person is

prohihited by law.
This research is supported hy the Advanced Research Projects Agency under Contract

No. DAHC15 67 C0142. Views or conclusions contained in this study should not be
interpreted as representing the official opinion or policy of ARPA.

1200 MAIH ST« SANIA MONICK

GROUP-1
EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC
DOWNGRADING AND DECLASSIFICATION
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" enemy in heavily forested cembat ronca,

Javaervin

. Frinciphl Tindinﬁi
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h i

(;lf*'ﬁzfgliﬁzzaﬁﬁji%o-défolintion prografi Nif been inatrumental,

.und at timed decisive, in overceoaing the ddrfficulty of lecating tha

It has-thereby helped cnable

Allicd forces to maximize their advantage of superionr rohility and
' It has also enhanced tho ceocwrity of Allicd lines or .

" firepoicr,
communication and facilitics by helping to climinate cnery anbush

sites-and by providing defengsive fielda of fire, Thus, both

-ofTensively and defensively, defoliation has roduced the number of

lives,

w1 _Mtion operations,

ren and the cquipment required -Lfopr conbat missions, hao protected

“yar materiol, and most importantly, has helped to save many Allied

- , , _
- . : o
2.(ﬁ§;;£££;j555557$1hc defolintion brogrdm, however, has
incurred some gubstantinl costs for the United States as 1ell as
for the pcople and Government of the Republic of Vietnam,

(j;jﬁ\Large stands of merchentable timber 1n War Zones C and

D have becn damaged and many trees killed, The forests of Vietnam

arc one of ity most important rencwable natural rcgources and

future sources of employrent, Repoated application of defoliants in
these Zones could scriously retard regencration of these Torests,

'(b) YDamage to crops in IIT CTZ has been attributed to
Further investigation indicates that these

n of causes including plant

herbicdde drift, targeting

4
crop logses resulted frem a combinatio

discases, lack of effective farmer cara,
and navigational errors, abortion of spray migsions, and-defective

equipment on spray plancs, It hes not been possible to deteraine
how much defoliation operations have been respensible for this

damage, )

: : (c) The alleged threat to
in 1967 did not materialize,

Ecological Consequences,
ar to be serious., Tho herbicida

caused very minimal-

3.
operations to date docs not appeo
program has no cffect on precipitation,
laterization of the soil, and apparently has had 1ittle or no
effect on micro-organicmng in the soil cyston, It has killed large

stands of mangrove ‘tidch will probably ro-ostablish themsolves .

[

' : CONFIDEI I TAL
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the life of the rubber plantaticns

The ccologicel dmpact of horﬁioide .
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Britain Asserts CS Gasts Not B anneci

LONDON, Feb. 2—The British
~SVCTIMEnT ook the position
tonight that international con-
vention does not bar the usc
of disabling gas.

The announcement was a
surprise and a severe dis-
appointment  to campaigners
against chemical weapons. Brit-
an had been widely expected
io talke a leading role in secking
a broader legal ban on gases.
. President Nixon, in making
a pledge against use of chemi-
cal and biological weapons
Nov. 25, specifically exempted
CS gas. Today's move brings
Britain into line with the
American view.,

Secretary General Thant has
urged a more_complete ban on
gas weapons, including CS.

CS produces sensations of
choking and blistering. 1t has
been used by the United States
in Vietnam and also by the
{police in domestic dismrbancl:es.

t - - e P 1 YA lif

DULIE (e Ueiw ssa admedsmanm ) wemaasey

in 1866, .
2 Put Forth Arguments

The uscfulness
domestic situations evidently
swayed the British Government
after a long internal argument.
The gas has been used n recent
riots” in Northern Ireland.

Reliable reports said the
argument for keeping CS in
the armory had been made es-
pecially by the Home Secre-
tary, Jamés Callaghan, and the
| Defense Minister, Denis Healey.
IMr. Callaghan has general re-
,sponsibility for Northern lIre-

Jand, and Mr, Healey for the.
Brilish troops now mainlaining
order there. )

The exact medical effects of
CcS have been the subject of
intense controversy here.
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By ANTH(\)NY Lymw\ An official inquiry held aftcr!Sccrctary. disclosed the Britis}'y :
+ -gpecial ta The Xex York Timer __.~|the gas was used in London-idecision in a wrillen answer to-

derry, Northern Ircland, lastia question in the House of
summer found that it C.'iUSCdiCommons_ Ie quotcd a state-
acute asthma attacks and bron-fment made in 1930 by Hugh
chitisd lam?r;g those with im-|Dalton, then a Foreign Office
paired health. Under Sccretary.

Three doctors reported to ! :
Mr, Callaghan that L(Eﬂthy peo-l M. I?’alton said that “‘smole-
ple suffered no lasting damagoe:SCreens were “not considered
after exposure. But they askedias poisonous and do not there-
for a further study, which hasifore come within the terms of
not yet been completed. ithe Geneva gas protocol.” But

This inquiry said the effectsihe said that “tear gases” and

ranged from '‘a merc prickingi"shells producing  poisonous
sensation in the eycs and nose,” fumes” were prohibited.
to “streaming from the eyes “That js still the Governs

and nose, spasm of the eye- ment's position,” Mr. Stewart

Jids, marked - salivation and{said. .
retching or sometimes vomit “However, modern technol-
ing, burning of the mouth andiogy has developed CS smoke
throat, and a gripping pain injwhich, unlike the tear gases
the chest of such intensity thatiavailable in 1930, is considered

breathing became restricted tojto be not significantly harmful

to man in other than wholly
The argument about the exceptional circiumstances.
legality of CS gas turns on the| “We regard CS and other
1995 Geneva Protocol against such gases accordingly as being
the use of chemical weapons.joutside the scope of the Geneva

N R R T T £ Vmmn el
Protocol. C5 s injact 1833 Wil

shallow gasps.”

he r[mmiirm i« whetlier a hoh-
Jothal gas falls within the scopejthan the

of the protocol. -
Michael Slewart, the Foreignicifically excluded.”

screening  smokes

of CS inj——

which the 1930 statement spe-.
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