
UN Secretariat Item Scan - Barcode - Record Title Page
Date
Time

28/06/2006
10:07:33 AM

S-0880-0001 -02-00001

Expanded Number S-0880-0001 -02-00001

Title items-in-Disarmament - chemical and biological warfare (press
clippings and a few memoranda)

Date Created 30/07/1968

Record Type Archival Item

Container S-0880-0001: Disarmament Matters Files of the Secretary-General: U Thant

Print Name of Person Submit Image Signature of Person Submit



TO:
A:

U N I T E D N A T I O N S

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

U Thant, Secretary-General

N A T I O N S U N I E S

MEMORANDUM 1NTERIEUR

DATE: ^0 July 1968

REFERENCE:

THROUGH:
S/C DE:

FROM- L*N* Kutakoy, Under-Secretary-General for
DE: ' Political and Security Council Affairs

SUBJECT:

OBJET: "Chemical and Biological Warfare (CB¥)

In connection with the interest expressed by you on the

... question of chemical and biological warfare, I am sending you

herewith a note on this subject which has been prepared by

Mr. Bjornerstedt, Deputy Chief, Disarmament Affairs Division.



Chemical and Biological Warfare (CBW)

Introduction

1. This note, on one hand, sets out the principal problems created by the
existence and continued development of chemical and biological weapons, and,
on the other hand, indicates what possible measures in this field could be of
international, political concern.

2. In preparing this memorandum, I have noted the statement of the Secretary-
General on 10 July 1968 as well as statements by the representatives of the USSR
and UK at the recently-resumed session of the ENDC. I have also drawn from the
experience gathered by the Pugwash Study Group on Biological Warfare, of which
group I have been a member since its inception and from the results of the work
at SIPRI (Stockholm International Peace Research Institute) where I directed a
research project on CBW from 1966 to 1968.

3. In recent years, the literature on CBW has become fairly extensive. Still,
however, there are many problems in this field which have not been adequately
explored. For this reason, the following presentation will have the two-fold
aim of giving a brief description of such aspects as are generally appreciated
as well as an outline of what important problems may require further study.

4. Another aim of the memorandum is to discuss what could be done by the
United Nations in this area. This discussion will, however, only be concerned
with the question of what could be a practical arrangement. The political
acceptability of such an arrangement is not referred to. The basic assumption
is that there should be an increased awareness of the dangers posed to humanity
by the existence and continued development of biological and chemical weapons.
There should also be a strong international concern to find ways to decrease and I
eliminate these dangers.

5. Biological and chemical weapons have traditionally been considered together.
The fundamental demonstration of this is, of course, the 1925 Geneva Protocol.
The study of CBW must, however, largely rest on separate analyses of CW and BW with
regard to the aspects of interest: scientific, technical, military, legal and
political. This is so because the differences between CW and BW are much more
important than the similarities. Fundamentally, chemical and biological weapons
are as different as is chemistry from biology.

6. Considering the aspects of research and development, production techniques
and weapon testing, the differences between CW and BW are of importance and the
similarities mostly incidental. The questions of inspection to discover or
safeguard against weapon production are different, although organizational problems
may be similar. The effects of these two weapons against man and his environment
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differ fundamentally, as do many principles of protection. As a result,
the military use of CW and B¥ must be viewed as two separate problems.
Even when considering the legal aspects, intertwined as they may seem from
history, it is clear that the dangers that CW and B¥ represent to the
customary law of today and tomorrow are dangers that are different in kind and
in scope. To avert these dangers will, therefore, to conventional law mean
substantive differences of approach even if one should desire to continue to
consider these two weapons jointly.

7. From the political point of view, there also exist important differences
between, CW and B¥ which affect the possibilities of undertaking measures of
arms control and disarmament and strengthening the prohibitions against use.
There is clear indication that in many countries chemical weapons are
increasingly being considered as conventional, whereas biological arms are
still thought of as not fully developed. This is reflected in the fact that
large amounts of chemical weapons are being kept in stock, whereas biological
weapons probably are not. This situation may indicate that the political
possibilities of disarmament or other measures are less in the chemical than
in the biological field.

8. The above considerations lead to the conclusion that the question of CB¥
should be approached not as one problem but as two separate problems. It is
only in the end, when political solutions to these two problems are considered,
that one can turn to a point of view that encompasses the entire field of CB¥.

The Nature of Chemical and Biological Weapons

9. Much of the work on chemical and biological weapons is kept secret for
reasons of national security. In spite of this, so much is generally known
about the nature of these weapons that a fairly detailed description can be
given of their characteristics: composition, toxicity or lethality, routes
of entry into man, sensitivity to environmental conditions, methods of
production and storage, onset of effects, type of effects, protection
possibilities, etc. Here, no detailed description will be given, but two
main points should be established. The first of these is that the efficiency
of both kinds of weapons has been proven, directly or indirectly, in the past.
The use of chemical weapons, especially in the first world war, gave direct
evidence of the high military efficiency that could be attained. The possible
effectiveness of biological agents is evident from the historic experience of
e.g. the .great plague that killed one third or half of the inhabitants in a
number of European countries. Secondly, it should be emphasized that the
development work has been intense in the past two decades with regard to CB¥.
New chemical substances have been discovered that have lethal effects when in
concentrations that are thousands of times smaller than of those agents used
in World ¥ar I. Biological weapons could use bacteria and virus against which
antibiotics have, so far, been found ineffective. The dangers inherent in some
developments of science, which have been so clearly demonstrated in the nuclear
field, are equally apparent in the fields of biology and chemistry.
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10. It seems clear that it is well possible to demonstrate the awesome
nature of chemical and biological weapons on the basis of facts that are
presently known. It also appears clear that this demonstration could be
performed by the calling together of a group of internationally-renowned
scientific experts.

Production of chemical and biological weapons

11. This area is even more affected by national security considerations
than the one discussed in the previous section. Still, the effort that is
undertaken in at least some countries is of such a magnitude that it is
apparent from a study of the budget for military expenditures. Some general
observations can, therefore, be made about the present situation. A com-
parison with the case of nuclear weapons will bring forth the very important
fact that production of chemical and biological weapons is relatively a
much simpler procedure and also a very much more inexpensive activity.
Production facilities can easily be hidden away. Peaceful applications
exist of biological and chemical techniques and the corresponding production
facilities can often be transformed into military production units with
relative ease and in a short time. The possible spread, internationally, of
CBW capabilities may thus be much more rapid and general than the process of
nuclear proliferation. It is reasonable to expect that a group of experts
could establish these conclusions in an authoritative way.

Possible consequences of chemical and biological warfare

12. A complete analysis of the possible consequences of CB¥ is a very-
complex and difficult task. Some studies have been published, but there
remain many uncertainties. Weapon effects that may have been studied under
laboratory conditions can often not be extrapolated directly to large-scale
employment in war. The analysis must therefore, to some extent, rest on an
evaluation of possibilities rather than certainties. Even so, it is possible
to establish that CBW may represent a new and devastating dimension in warfare.

13. The possible consequences of CBW can partly be determined from history.
Especially the use of chemical weapons during the first World War is to be
noted, as it was an important motive for the erection of the 1925 Geneva
Protocol. Since then, weapon development has proceeded considerably, and it
is the significance of this development that should be established. A large
number of contingencies may have to be dealt with in this connexion. In
broad terms, however, the outcome of such an analysis will probably demonstrate
that CW is of concern as a tactical weapon, whereas BW can have even more far-
ranging effects over large areas and therefore may be viewed as a strategic
weapon. It is again conceivable that a group of experts could usefully clarify
the present dangers and the future possibilities.

Legal aspects of GBW

14. The basic distinction to be made in an analysis of the legal aspects
is between the law of war and the law of disarmament. With regard to CBW, the
law of war is fairly well established, both in conventional and customary terms,
whereas the law of disarmament is next to non-existent. To establish the



present status of the law of war is, however, a difficult task as there
exists a number of uncertainties and loopholes.

15. ¥ith regard to the application of disarmament laws to the area of
chemical and biological weapons, the overriding concern must be to prevent
the possibility that a disarmament effort (and especially an unsuccessful
one) may weaken or adversely affect the status of the law of war. The
next two sections will deal with these aspects in some detail.

Strengthening the law of war

16. A discussion of measures that are aimed at strengthening the law of
war is a discussion about deterrence. The Geneva Protocol (and the 1966
General Assembly Resolution) are important from the conventional and the
customary point of view because they constitute relevance of deterrence
against the use of chemical and biological weapons. There are, however,
ways in which this element of deterrence could be further strengthened.
In principle, any method that in any efficient way can prove either
preparations for CBW or the actual use of chemical and biological weapons in acts
of war will decrease the likelihood that these weapons ever be used,
especially if the methods in question can not only prove the fact of preparation or
of use but also identify the nation or belligerent party that is guilty
of such preparation or use.

17. One way of increasing the deterrence against the use of B¥ may be
to establish an international system for rapid detection of airborne
aerosols of CBW. Such equipment could play a role in the verification or
disproval of allegations of use of B¥. It should also be pointed out that
the successful development of such techniques may have very great value to
civilian efforts for improved health protection.

18. A distinction should be made between "rapid" and "slow" detection
techniques. Rapid techniques are fast enough to provide an opportunity
for adequate warning that a B¥ attack has taken place. To be adequate,
such a warning must give a real opportunity for the wide-spread adoption
of protective defence measures. A slow method is not capable of meeting
this demand, but would still be efficient for the detection and identification
of CB¥ attacks. If such equipment were installed in advance, it could,
therefore, at least in some circumstances, constitute a deterrent against
a CBW attack, as the party contemplating such an attack would be aware of
the high probability that his actions might be discovered and identified.

19. A second way of strengthening the law of war in the CB¥ area is
through the establishment of efficient measures of analysing the outcome
of a military attack. If CBW has been used, this may become apparent
through a study of a number of criteria. The epidemiological pattern of
the spread of illness may give one indication. Diagnostic and pathological
investigation of the casualties of an attack may also prove to be conclusive.
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Investigation of factors like these may require an international preparedness
either in the form of an established organization to investigate cases of
allegation of use or through the development and storing of suitable equipment
that coraid be used for these purposes. It is also possible to think of the
introduction of "black BW boxes" into such areas of the world where there may
be reason to fear the use of biological weapons. A scientific and technical
discussion of the necessary requirements for the adoption of such techniques
is needed.

20. These and other technical measures can be studied as means of strengthen-
ing the law of war with regard to CBtf. One should however also study legal
methods to remove uncertainties and loopholes. Although I will not here, on
the basis of this brief discussion, recommend any specific measures to replace
or reinforce the Protocol, it should be permissible to come to the conclusion
that a. principal and practical discussion is useful of how the Protocol could
be either strengthened or replaced by more efficient conventions. It seems
that one suitable starting-point for such a discussion could be to establish
what in the world of today and tomorrow, is an equivalent of the ambitions of
1925. Beyond that, other collateral proposals, could be put forward to explain
what additional ambitions may be conceived of today with the increased under-
standing of the problem that has come about as a result of the development
since 1925.

21. The first step, then, is an investigation on what deficiencies or loop-
holes exist in the law of war. Although these differences do not invalidate
the Geneva Protocol as such, the word loophole may be too weak an expression.
The present trend of events can be interpreted as a gradual undermining of the
law of war with regard to the use of chemical and biological weapons. This
is a serious consequence that in the future could be even more serious. The
dangers should be described in terms of the possible scientific and technical
development and also in terms of political developments that are conceivable
in the future.

22. Through a discussion of this kind, the basic difficulty with the Geneva
Protocol may be highlighted, namely that the scientific and technical develop-
ment has progressed at such a rate as to give rise to situations and implica-
tions that were not foreseen in 1925. It should be explained that this is one
important reason why there is no universal legal appreciation of the Geneva
Protocol today. It should also be stressed however that there is an inter-
national concern about the gradual undermining of the Geneva Protocol, a
concern that has led to the passing of a United Nations Resolution in December
1966 encouraging all nations to accede to the Protocol.

23. With the continued development, the fundamental difference between
lethal and non-lethal CB weapons has become obscured. With regard to
defoliating agents and anti-crop weapons, a new practice is gradually being
established and the question may be raised what the consequences would be
if this new practice, established by a few, should become universal. There
is the further question what the consequences could be if the erosion con-
tinued and increasingly severe forms of biological warfare come into practice.
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24. The more wide-spread adoption of present customs of weapons1 usage
may create great problems in many areas of the world, and, in particular,
in connexion with conflicts in the Third World. This conclusion is partly
based on the fact that whatever protection may exist against CBW is almost
non-existent in the under-developed world. Even with present practices,
the side contemplating the use of defolitation and anti-crop agents may
register important effects, especially against the civilian population of
an under-developed country. If the present trend continues into the future,
step by step approaching the use of more lethal agents of more wide-
spread and even world-wide effectiveness, the resulting dangers of the use
of CBW could become very grave.

25. The dangers of the present are thus more than reinforced by a con-
sideration of the implications of the future. The development of biological
weapons, the erosion of the legal prohibitions against their use and this,
combined with the perspective of a world-wide proliferation of BW capabilities,
must awaken a feeling of the greatest concern. The question should then be
asked: what is needed today in terms of a Protocol revision to return to
the original situation and the spirit that was a driving force behind the
attempts to arrive at the Protocol? An answer to this question clearly
involves a consideration of what modificationsmay have become necessary as
a result of the scientific and technical development in the CBW area.

26. The weakness of the Protocol text is that it is so general as to include
almost everything. A better definition of chemical and biological weapons
therefore is called for. Such a definition of chemical and biological weapons
must, on one hand, refer to the characteristics of such weapons, and, on the
other, to their use in war. One is then faced with a dilemma in the choice
between definitions that are logically straight-forward but politically
difficult and other definitions that are logically questionable but more
readily acceptable from the political point of view. To be specific, chemical
agents that are used for defoliation and anti-crop warfare are today most often
designated as biological weapons. A similar classification is given to
toxins that are chemically in composition and in their action but which have
been produced from biological material. From the logical point of view there
may be a case for arguing that agents such as these should be referred to as chem-
ical weapons. It may, however, be difficult to find political acceptance of
such a change. If, in trying to resolve this difficulty, one reverts to the
original spirit of the Geneva Protocol, the question of the classification of
these comparatively new agents becomes less relevant. At that time the
conceptual difficulty described above was not appreciated for the simple reason
that the agents in question did not exist. There was, however, a political
willingness to prohibit the use of all agents that could be termed either
biological or chemical. If one wants to re-establish the status of the
Geneva Protocol in today's situation, it is, therefore, meaningful to try to
find a wording that does include such "biological agents" as those discussed
above.

CBW and Disarmament

27. In the armaments process, the development of CBW runs from initial stages
of research and development to manufacturing and testing, storage and
finally, training of troops, civilians, etc. Disarmament measures may be
thought of that are directed against one or several of these steps.
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28. Under the auspices of SIPRI an inspection experiment is carried out in a
number of countries in East and West Europe to look into the stages of BW research,
development and manufacture. At present it can only be hoped that the results of
this experiment are positive enough for practical consideration. The experiment
has first to deal with the question of what is an activity of direct military
significance. It must then be remembered that there exist bona fide development
and production activities in the microbiological field aiming at maintaining and
improving measures that are essential to civilian health care. This presents the
inspection idea with a difficult situation that must be analysed.

29. Two distinct inspection problems must be dealt with. The first is concerned
with the question of verification, inside known microbiological laboratories and
other facilities, of any activity that is of direct military relevance. The second
problem is concerned with finding existing secret or hidden microbiological labora-
tories and facilities that are used for military purposes.

30. The inspection of already-known facilities is already a very difficult task
if a reasonably high degree of verification efficiency is to be achieved. The
discussion of this problem can be based on the experience of the pilot inspection
programme but also on other inspection procedures such as the IAEA, Western European
Union and Euratom, Similar inspection experiments may also have been carried out
for instance in the United States. An exchange of experience in this field could
therefore be of value.

31. The discussion of methods to discover clandestine chemical and microbiological
operations of military significance is, if anything, even more difficult than the
previous problem. A number of suggestions have been made in this area that could
be analysed. One such suggestion has been to establish international inventories
of chemists and microbiological scientists, their place of work, their published
results, their attendance at conferences, etc. It has been argued that in this way
it may be possible to keep track of the members of this section of the scientific
community and to discover when some of them vanish into what could be a secret CBW
establishment. Another suggestion has been to scrutinize the production requirements
for CBW to see whether there are particular products or facilities that are needed,
the acquisition of which could be observed and identified. A third proposal, along
a different line, has been to offer rewards to those who disclose the existence of
clandestine military activities. The possible efficiency of any of these or other
methods is clearly very uncertain.

32. Another approach that has been discussed at some length is the establishment
of an "open laboratories club". This proposal is based on the suggestion that a
laboratory or facility that could be used for development and production of CBW
should be declared open for whatever inspection procedures are considered necessary
and sufficient. A gradual development could be envisaged in this area, starting
with an opening up of those facilities that are active only in peaceful work. In
this first stage one would exclude from possible future military utilisation a
considerable number of facilities (and specialists). In a second stage, the more
difficult problem of military research and development facilities could be considered.
Analogous to the nuclear field, the opening up of military establishments in at
least certain areas of the world, makes it possible to create a new concept of
countries that are "CB-free". The implications of proposals like these, i.e.
open laboratories and CB-free zones, need to be discussed from political and other
points of view.
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33. The case of test detection in the CBW area is also a parallel to
developments inside the nuclear field. The similarities with the seismic
detection of nuclear weapons tests is quite apparent, and it is therefore
important to analyse the corresponding situation with regard to CBW. Judging
from what investigations have been made and that are openly available, the
situation in the CBW area is much more difficult than in the nuclear area.
Still, the problem needs to be explored further.

3^. Other ways could be discussed, where inspection procedures have not
been agreed upon but where one may still think in terms of formal or tacit
agreements to stop or cut back the development and production of CBW without
inspection. The situation would then be rather similar to the question of
nuclear non-proliferation. The world could become divided into chemical
(biological) and non-chemical (non-biological) countries.

35. The argument is sometimes heard that, even if it is not possible to
proceed along any of these routes towards inter-governmental agreement in
the area of CBW, it may still be useful to establish some kinds of agreements
between individual scientists or groups of scientists. Although one cannot
categorically deny that such measures may be of some value, their usefulness
would most often be more restrictive. Yet suggestions of this kind can be
enumerated and discussed.

Concluding remarks

36. Most works published on the problems of biological and chemical warfare
start out by emphasizing that the international interest in a discussion of
these weapons has been overshadowed by the widespread concern about nuclear
weapons and the nuclear arms race. Although this observation is relevant, it
is only a starting point from which important conclusions may be drawn. The
first is that the question of biological and chemical warfare has been
neglected in the past, and that an appreciable effort may be needed to clarify
the issues in such a way that adequate factual and productive international
discussions can follow. It is universally considered that the problems with
regard to nuclear weapons were adequately summarized in the Report of the
Secretary-General on the possible consequences of nuclear war as well as the
economic and security implications for States of the acquisition and further
development of these weapons. This report was prepared in a relatively short
period of time by twelve experts. The fact thatihis was is a reflection of
the extensive international discussion that has been going on for many years
with regard to these problems. The lack of a similar discussion in the area
of BC warfare is an indication that the task of preparing a similar report may
be much more difficult and demanding. This conclusion is supported by the
work that has so far been carried out in scientific circles.



British Association meets in Dundee

¥ HAVE loved my work,'I am
now* even after 45 • years of

scientific research, excited and
thrilled by new facts about
crystals and their properties; Yet
I have to admit to an" occasional
and.nightmarish fear that all my
life's work has been wasted, that
science is in fact, if not a mon-
ster, at best a victim of man's
determination to destroy himself
and his inheritance.

I live on the South Coast. I
work in'London; every weekday
I have' a lovely journey through
Sussex and Kent. Then we come
nearer, to outer London, with its
smoke. from suburban chimneys
(though not so much smoke as
formerly), with its ugly buildings,
its advertisements of things I
don't want to buy, with its junk
yards and old car bodies lying
rotting.

Most scientific and techno-
logical debris is so ugly; slag-
heaps, hideous mining districts,
especially those that have

the detergent
Streams, the tar
.[the beaches, the

fsf'the paper and
-'smells and the

' 'noise; especially the noise.
Surely scient is ts , cannot
altogether wash their hands of
these horrible consequences of the
commercial application of their
work ?

Of course, I realise that life
in prehistoric and mediaeval
time.s was not one long ecstasy.
It was certainly not free from
smells."I could not travel through
the countryside without some
form of transport to carry me. I
'could not earn 'much of a living.
without .the technological society
of which modern universities are
a part. My home life today gives
much more time for enjoyment,
of the countryside and of the arts
than my grandparents had,
because I have ample supplies of
water, electricity, gas and easily-
—-'--*•-•-•--"'-JJ. And yet ray

its.
to be really
ability to get

ort or Moscow or
Melbourne in a few hours is
worth the fact that bombs and
chemical or biological weapons
can be and are being dispatched
and delivered in the same way.

So far, the horror of nuclear
weapons and the Inevitability of
retaliation have prevented their
use in war between the great
powers, but for how long ? Until
we breed' another Hitler? But
chemists and biologists do not

respo
evil results

PROFESSOR DAME KATHLEEN LONSDALE, the first
woman president of the British Association for the
Advancement of Science, last, 'night delivered her
presidential address 'to the association, meeting in
Dundee. This is a report of ,her speech—a -survey
of the contemporary scene and an appeal from a
scientist, to scientists, -to be -aware of their moral

obligations. / • ' :
i

have clean hands either,, even
though the cost of what they do
is much 1'ess. 'Chemical and bio-
logical warfare, could end lif& on
this earth just as nastily and
much more cheaply than nuclear
weapons, and leave Hie. world to
the bacteria. • What price the •
good life then •?'

Forty years ago some of us
were worried by the activities of
arms manufacturers. We could
not shut our eyes to the fact
that modern - weapons were the
product of modern science and
technology. We knew that during
the First World War British boys
had been killed by weapons made
in Britain and exported, and' we
Jinew that disarmament confer,
ences were being disrupted by
arms manufacturers' agents.

Evil trade
This infamous trade still goes

on. Few people, and certainly
very few of the Members of
Parliament to whom I have
written, feel any sense of uneasi-
ness or shame that in order to
improve our own balance of pay-
ments our country is making and
is selling vast quantities of arma-
ments, and that we have an arms .
salesman to promote such an evil
trade. These sales of arms by the
technically-developed powers are
justified by all of them on the
grounds that if they did not do it,
the others would; and that.the
supply of arms to friendly gov-
ernments is a means of. sharing
the cost of maintaining the
balance of power, and of helping
the developing countries-to main-
.tain their internal1: security.

These arguments simply do not
hold water. " If we did not do it,
others would." Would that be
regarded as an adequate
defence for a drug peddler, or a
receiver and seller of stolen
goods ?

"We need the money we get
from exports, and the developing
countries need internal security."

In fact,..the. majority of. the com-
mon people in the countries to
.which we or others now -export
arms (including those .wher.e a
white minority .holds power)
have a high degree of illiteracy
and a low standard of living,
rnucK lower than ours. Their real
need' is for teachers, doctors,
nurses, engineers, know-how and
social security. In many cases we
are importing their doctors and
'nurses, -their scientists and engin;
eers here into Britain to replace
our own: whim we have lost to
America, although the. need of
under-privileged people .is much
greater than ours.

• What chance 'have they of a
good life; illiterate, hungry and
often diseased ? It can1 be argued,
and with some Justification,'that
the good life, in the best sense
of that word "good," does-not
depend 'on possessions. - or sur-
roundings, and that happiness
consists in the fewness of one's
wants rather ttan in the multir
pli'city of belongings: But. that is
a comfortable doctrine for those
who have power, and even if true
it only applies after elementary
needs have been supplied. ; -

What we should do, if we wish
to increase' our own exports, is
first of aU to pay'for the doctors,
scientists, arid other . trained
people whoor we are .draining
from the developing countries
We cannot expect the tech-
nological' gap to close if we
import .-the best-educated young
people of the poorer nations
without any recompense to the
countries-concerned. I have sug-
gested this kind of "transfer
fee" before, and I do so .again
Then we could" offer .for export,
not arms, but more of the things
they really need,

The Germans have built tech.
nical colleges abroad and have
filled them with German-made
engineering -equipment, in order
to- gain the market for such
goods. The Americans have done-
the same with hospitals and medi-
cal colleges; If our customers

can afford'to pay for armaments
they can afford rather to buy the
material fundamentals. of a -good'
life.-for their peoples -when we
have the -wit' and wisdom to pro-
vide these for export We' need
to step up_ our present 'efforts in
this respect.

Moreover, there are many of
our own. scientifically trained
young people Who would be not
only willing.but glad to put/in a
period of 'international service
•abroad where their skills ..were
most needed.

What I am suggesting .now,
however/, is. not an unpaid volun-
tary or 'semi-voluntary service,
admirable although that is;'.'but
a properly. - organised, -properly
paid-for period, of international
service abroad for young' scien-
tists, young engineers, young doc-
tors, young, teachers In those
countries wjio need them; ,

Even the purest of -scientists
finds that -although, -the useful
application of his work may;.not
have been his basic purpose'! yet
it does bring with it a warm
feeling of satisfaction. 'On the
other hand, it seems to me' that
if the pure scientist-does have the
privilege,- and I think, it is a
privilege, of spending much of
his life being paid to do .what
he'finds most enjoyable, then he
cannot, if'his work is .misused,
blame those"-who'have.misused it
—the politicians, the • military
men, the Industrialists, the m'an-
in-the-street—and feel no sense of
blame himself: ."

Feed-backs
Knowledge and privilege, do

bring with them great- respon-
sibilities, .not merely the.'rather
easy responsibility of informing
others .and.of leaving them then
to take the consequences,
but rather of foreseeing wJiat'ithe
".fall-out" from one's, research is
likely to be over a wide area of
human happiness and ^ of devising
" feed-backs " to give warning of
potential-dangers. •

. The scientist then could,1 and' I"
think should, exercise his powers
of influence and pressure as an
informed citizen to .see that, as
far'as in him lies, airight choice
is made and 'right action taken. I
think also, although this is a-mare
debatable question, that ' one
should not work-in any field; how-
ever pure, of which the immedi-
ate and obvious application • is
evil and the good application
obscure. The responsible use-of
science will enhance the quality
of life. Its irresponsible use .could
quench human life as we know it

Probability
beaten
by fate
From ANTHONY TUCKER,
our Science Correspondent

- Dundee, Wednesday
The conjunction of Dundee

and the British, Association for
-the. Advancement of Science
seems to influence fate. Some
of the 2,300 members gathered
in this busless 'City are remem-
bering tliat it was here.in. 1939
that the annual. meeting, was
abandoned -as German and
Russian armies moved into
Poland. •

Just-Jiow the gloom, of-inter-
national tension, will affect the
rest oi Hie meeting. it - is hard
to say. Dundee wears no overt
trappings of- joy at ttie return
of the BA; but a city condemned
to walk to: .Work is unlikely to
celebrate, the coijici'dence • of a
local., misfortune.' and. the arrival
of 2.0QO or 3,006 visitors.

As the horije, of members
divides to follow chosen routes
through tie maze, of simultaneous
sessions something of the real
flavour of the occasion might
become apparent..
Bound to shrink

That. the organisers have put
a great deal .of thought into the
programme's- shape 'is ' already
clear, for there has beem a.real
attempt to focus'' attention on
subjects of scientific, economic,
or sdcial importance, whether or
not these fit-easily into the usual
disciplinary divisions. But in the
shadow of much-larger,1 events,
the significance. of the most
important and 'controversial- of
public symposia , Mere—-that on
disasters—is bound to shrink. •

More to the point—particularly
in the light of the BA's residual
inertia and in the persistence of
a strangely irrele'vent fringe—
not even the., most enthusiastic
of members could justify' some of
the material-being" presented; '

Perhaps a paper today on "A
study of factors cohtrolljng cell
division in tissue explants of the
Jerusalem - artichoke " deserves a
special award,.but It is certainly
not alone in its remoteness.

In the 'sense-.tbat this is basic-
ally a private, meeting, it • is
perhaps improper to' comment.
In any case, the BA is1 • tradi-
tionally a mixture from which
yoU'~sift your own kind-of pearls.
The evidence suggests, encourag-
ingly, that some of- the older
varieties, are becoming scarce.

-At this distance, like the' B'A
signs in Dundee's Nethergate,
they shine less.brightly.than ttey
•might. But 'in both cases, .this
could be no more than the result
of pressure. from grey- circum-
stance.'
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First woman president addresses the British Assdciation

From A. W. Haslett, Science Correspondent—Dundee, Aug. 21
Professor Dame Kathleen Lonsdale,

F.R.S., crystallographer, Quaker .and
pacifist, today opened the 130th
annual meeting of the British
Association for the Advancement
of Science here with a presidential ad-
dress in which, in the gentlest way
possible, she aimed darts at a variety
of targets. She is the association's first
woman president. The subject of her
address was "Science and the Good
Life ".

i Her first target was the view that
science is always and necessarily for the'
best. Much in her work gives her the
same kind of pleasure as a sunset or
rainbow. Yet after 45 years of scientific
research she admits to " an occasional
and nightmarish fear that . . . science,
if not a monster is, in fact, at best a
victim of man's determination to destroy
himseilf and his inheritance ".

It is easy to be amused at the memory'
• of elderly ladies, who said that if God

had meant us to fly, He would have
given us wings. It is not so easy to be
sure that ability to get to New York or
Moscow in a few hours is worth the fact
that bombs and chemical and biological
weapons can be, and are being, dis-
patched in the same way.

She directed not one but a sheaf of
darts at the uses of science arid techno-
logy in war and to prepare for war. She
had not inteded to dwell on this but

'j •". ther.subjScti''not I, made the decision ".
' ' '

The first incentive to huge expendi-
ture of money. and manpower on
nuclear research was for the production
of atomic weapons, which were to make
future wars impossible, but have done
nothing of the sort. '

Chemical and biological warfare '
could end life on this earth just as nastily
and much more cheaply. When during
the Korean war the. West was accused
of using these weapons, the accusation
was indignantly refuted. Now there is no
attempt to deny that the weapons are
being made and that some of them have
been used in Vietnam. The first reports
of this in March, 1965, provoked an
immediate storm of protest, but this died1

down 'as such protests always do. We
were horrified at the use of napalm
once, and before that at the bombing of
civilians from the air.

Dame Kathleen had a dart, too, for
the sale of arms. " Forty years ago
some of us were worried by the activities
of arms manufacturers. This infamous
trade still goes on. Few people and
certainly very few of the Members of
Parliament to whom I have written feel
any sense of uneasiness or shame that
in order to improve our balance of pay-
ments our country is making and selling
vast quantities of armaments and that
we have an arms salesman."

These sales of arms by the technically
developed powers are justified, by all of
them on the grounds that if they did not
do it, the others would ; and that the

'supply of arms to friendly governments
is a means of sharing the cost of main-
taining the balance of power and of
helping the developing countries to
maintain internal security.

" The first is the same argument that
I heard inside Hollo way Gaol in 1943
from keepers' of brothels and black
marketeers, quite nice, women really,
"who thought I was a little crazy and

'were kind to me." As for helping
developing countries " thei.r real need is
for teachers, doctors, nurses, engineers,
know-how and social security. What
we should do to increase our exports is
first to pay for the doctors, scientists and
other trained people we are draining
from them." Then we could offer more
of the things they really need.

Many of the countries that ask for jet
fighters need water and irrigation
systems far more. We could step up
arid zone research. By international
advertising we could stimulate popular
demands for things worth having and
help to meet them.

" Many of our own scientifically
trained young people would be glad to
put in a period of international service
abroad where their skills were most
needed. I suggest a properly organized,
properly paid-for period of international
service abroad for young scientists,

in a provincial university in his own
country, tells me that he cannot keep
any lecturer who knows enough nuclear
physics to "be able to teach it; they
emigrate. I believe very strongly that
young British physicists who went out
for two or three years to such universi-

- ties would get as much as, if not more,
than 'they gave."

Then the narrowness of many scien-
tists : " 1 am not saying that the only

justification for scientific research is that
it should be useful, or that the man or
woman with the rather rare capacity
for creative and fundamental research
should be redirected to some kind of
social service. -1 am saying that the per-
son who begins to specialize in science
at the age of, say, 14, and then becomes
more and more concentrated v . . along
one narrow line, stays on the department
where he graduated and becomes a. mem-
ber of staff, may achieve high honours ;
but I doubt whether it is the best kind
of life.

Then of Che dedicated scientist: " 1
think it is quite true that people like
Marie .Curie have had an abnormal
attitude towards money, and that fame
made them uncomfortable. Most of us,
t>i be quite frank, rather like it."

Last, the question of the responsibility
or not of scientists for the use that may

young engineers, young doctors, young . be-made of what they have done. " Even
teachers. One of my, former studlents^anii v;,.the-piirest of scientists find that although
Indian who is now Professd 'of.J?hTO«:ss^:;-:th^;;]i;feeful application of his work may

' ' '

not have been 'his basic p'urpose, yet it
brings with it a warm -feeling of satis-v:
faction. .On the other hand, if the pure -
scientist has the privilege of spending.'
much of his life being paid to do what,
he finds most enjoyable,'theri he'carinot,,;
if his work is misused, blame those who 7
have misused it and feel no sense of -•
blame himself." • . .

Knowledge and privilege bring great/
responsibilities. These include forecast-
ing what the " fall-out " frorn one's :

research is likely to be over a wide area
of human happiness and devising feed- •
backs to give warning of potential'.
dangers.- :

" I think also, although it is more
debatable, that one should not work in •
any field, however pure, of which the
immediate and obvious application is
evil and'the good application is obscure.
Whether our present system of school
and university education provides the
breadth of interests and knowledge that
enables such a wide view to be taken and
whether a sense of responsibility can be
taught at university level I'do not know.
I am sure that it is something the British
Association itself would do well to
foster.

".This is far more important than the
kind of educational work that simply
imparts facts. The responsible use of
science will enhance the quality of life.'
Its irresponsible use could quench
human life as we know it."
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lea for watch on apons
From Our Correspondent

"Geneva, Aug 20
The World Health Organization

(W.H.O) was today proposed by
Sweden a? the watchdog body for
the ''collection of information con-
cerning bacteriological and chem-
ical weapons and for investigating
any suspicious build-up.

The Swedish delegate, Mrs.
Alva Myrdal, told the disarma-
ment conference here that the pro-
cedure for W.HO. supervision
could be similar to the' system pro-
vided, ;•., by ..thb International
Atomic-'Energy Agency for enfor-..
crag the non-proliferation1 .treaty
—which, she announced, the
Swedish' Government has decided,
to sign as s'bbn as possible. /.'.'

She said that . states : could
periodically .report -to tie W.H.O.
about' resources, stocks and re-

search in factories, stores and lab-
oratories, people employed, / and
future projects. ,

The W H O.'.would, if necessary,
press for further information and
question the: appropriateness of
certain lesearch or stockpiling
—which would, in effect, consti-
'tute the beginning of a process of
" verification by challenge.". Con-
sideration would also have to be
given to the acceptability of some
system of inspection on (the spot,
by voluntary mutual,visits to lab-
oratories or prescribed in, a treaty.

The Swedish proposal was re-
ceived with interest,, particularly

.as W-HiO. day-to-day cooperation
between: most of 130 member
countries: is already far in advance
oif^anything achieved by any other,
international body. ' • .
,:;,;The; Swedish delegate pointed
.out .that in .this field,"1 public ''and
Scientific discussion, based oh

available information, had already
led to " spontaneous reluctance on
the part of some scientific and
technical personnel to take part
in the search for or production of
biological and chemical means of

: warfare ",
She called for-efforts to attain

" a universal openness" about
such activities in order gradually to
create confidence. Public opinion
was a strong lever, for activity in
this field was being judged as a sign
of how humanity was degrading
itself, with the risk of civilization
becoming a victim of a perversion
of its own search for knowledge.

Enlarging oh -'last month's pro-
posal, by. Mr: Fred Mulley, Mini-
ster of State, at the Foreign Office,
a British forking paper tabled to-
day points out that the suggestion
for .a'., committee to investigate
alleged infringerhenis of an under-
ground test ban would mean that

no country would be required to
submit to certain or automatic on-
site inspection.

The paper says ithat as scientific
knowledge and means of detection
and identification develop, the
need for and probability of ori-
site inspection would diminish.
At the same time, the possibility
that inspection might take place
would play a very large part in'
establishing confidence in the
effectiveness of a treaty.

An east German memorandum,
submitted by the Soviet Union,,
charges the Bonn Government
with seeking control of nuclear
arms: and of .opposing the .non-
proliferation treaty.. It; says:'; that,
.in .cooperation:-with South •;Africa„.
ar)d Israel^the:west Germa'ijs are
preparing v'to, make.,. a .nuclear

' weapon. The 'American delegate,
Mr. George Buhfl, described the
charges as totally unsupported.
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HOPES, ILLUSION AND THE SMELL OF PEACE - "A record b u r s t of t r ad ing hit the New York Stock Ex-
change at its opening today , as the smell of peace in V i e t n a m w a f t e d t h r o u g h Wall
S t r e e t , " Oct. 17 d i s p a t c h , W a s h i n g t o n Post .

"Whatever the drama at the moment , the outlook is for a slow, long-drawn-out
nego t i a t ing process unl ikely e i ther to end the war soon or a f f e c t the p r e s iden t i a l
election dec i s ive ly . . .The re is no reason to t h i n k . . . H o Chi Minh and his a s soc i a t e s . . .
a re now ready to abandon their o b j e c t i v e . . . a u n i f i e d V i e t n a m u n d e r communi s t domina-
t i o n . . . b y suddenly accepting a c e a s e - f i r e or even a hal t in the i n f i l t r a t ion. . .There
is no reason to t h ink tha t he (LBJ) is now ready to open to the o ther side the p a t h
that he has guarded so doggedly for so long at such high c o s t , " c o l u m n i s t Joseph
K r a f t , Oct. 20 .

The presen t episode seems to have begun the f i r s t w e e k in October when nego-
t i a to r Cyrus Vance r e t u r n e d to W a s h i n g t o n and had b r e a k f a s t wi th the Pres ident . Vance
made three points:

1. He and Ambassador H a r r i m a n bel ieve no p rogress can come u n t i l the U.S.
s tops the bombing of Nor th V i e t n a m and br ings the NLF in to the t a lk s . He recommended
b o t h condi t ional ly .

2. The enemy lull and w i t h d r a w a l of 6 0 , 0 0 0 troops f r o m the south can be in-
t e r p r e t e d as m e e t i n g Mr. Johnson ' s demands for " r e c i p r o c i t y , " which Vance said, Hanoi
would not admi t publ ic ly .

3. Hanoi no longer bel ieves its a ims can be ach i eved by w a r , and is p r epa red
to make concess ions . A p p a r e n t l y the concessions cen te red a round the poss ib i l i ty of a
cease - f i r e .

Against this background are th ree o ther f a c t o r s :

Last w i n t e r the Army command in Saigon said U .S . v i c to ry was not possible w i t h -
out 2 0 0 , 0 0 0 addi t ional t roops; we were sp read too th in ly and needed fo rce both to hold
key cen te rs f r o m surpr i se a t t a c k and t ake the o f f e n s i v e . Pres ident Johnson was a f r a i d
Congress might r ise in revol t aga ins t his assumed a u t h o r i t y if he did this. He accepted
an Air Force view it could bomb out supp ly l ines and fo rce Hanoi to give up f r o m
sheer exhaus t i on .

Orthodox Democra ts have been p leading wi th the White House to s top the bombing
and avoid poli t ical c a t a s t r o p h e . Humphrey , who knows the Johnson t empe r , avoided such
calls h imsel f but encouraged o thers .

THE OLD DREAM IS STILL ALIVE - Pres ident J o h n s o n ' s "pa the t ic i l lusion," as the German news-
paper Die We It calls it, is still b u r n i n g . Alis tair Cooke descr ibes it in the M a n e h e s t e r
Guardian: "It was to have been the last great act of Lyndon Johnson , c au t i ous ly con-
t r ived to dazzle the people on the verge of the November e l ec t ion , to a p p e a r in Moscow
and soon t h e r e a f t e r to r e a p p e a r in Wash ing ton and pronounce the magic word: d e t e n t e . "
As pa r t of the deal , Russia would p res su re Hanoi to accept " r ec ip roc i ty . "

A new "peace p a c k a g e , " not t e r r ib ly d i f f e r e n t , was put t o g e t h e r , and al l the
deta i ls are not avai lable . A c e a s e - f i r e was the a im , wi th the U . S . h a l t i n g the bombing
and Hanoi would s top b r ing ing t roops south . Sa igon, r a t h e r than W a s h i n g t o n , would in-
vi te the NLF to the c o n f e r e n c e s .

NOTE: The views expressed by Mr. Coffin are his own and Business Executives Move For Vie tnam Peace does not
necessarily endorse t h e m .
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PRESIDENT THIEU SAYS NO - The first turn down came when Ambassador Bunker saw President Thi.eu
in Saigon three times Oct. 16. Thieu said his government would never negotiate with the
Vietcong, a statement he made publicly three days later.

A Hanoi reaction came in an interview with the Japanese newspaper, Mainich^
Daily News. The chief of the Paris delegation, Xuan Thuy, said: "We have consistently
rejected the demand for 'reciprocity,' a demand that makes confusion between the aggres-
sor and the victim of aggression... Since the U.S. has made aggression against Vietnam,
it behooves the U.S. to stop that aggression, withdraw the U.S. and satellite troops
from South Vietnam, and let the Vietnamese people decide themselves their internal
affairs without foreign interference. . . If Mr. Johnson wants to implement this, he can
with his authority as President of the U.S., do so forthwith so as to move toward peace.

Another key voice was that of Nixon. The Washington Post reported, "Nixon used
the phrase 'bombing pause, ' rather than 'halt, ' as if to tell Hanoi that if he is
elected President he would reserve the right to resume the bombing if he found it nec-
essary. " In other words, Mr. Johnson waited too long; he can no longer call the shots.

Nonetheless, a cease fire remains a possibility because, as Senator Fulbright
said in Little Rock, there is "the gradual recognition by both sides of the futility
of the war." It would be followed by long negotiations, false alarms, and perhaps even
sporadic renewals of fighting.

A SOBER WARNING FROM A REPUBLICAN - Senator Mark Hatfield told a party rally in Maryland Oct. 18
the expected Nixon victory may be traced to "negativism...rather than positive factors.
It's not so much a case of the people wanting Dick Nixon as wanting to get rid of
President Johnson and the Democrats. You can win, but you cannot govern on such prin-
ciples ... Unless a lot of things change, it may be impossible for him (Nixon) to
govern." (Associated Press dispatch.)

THE UNITED STATES, A CONSERVATIVE JAPANESE VIEW - A Japanese legislator, Tokuma Utsunomiya, a
member of the ruling conservative party, asks for a new Asian diplomacy in a widely
discussed essay.

His thesis is that the United States has failed to accept modern facts of life,
as "American military strength fell as a result of the acquisitions of nuclear weapons
by other countries. . .The cause of America's chronic financial deficit lies in her huge
defense expenditures ... The United States precipitously pursues power politics, despite
the fact that she does not possess sufficient strength to back it up," as witness
Vietnam. The strongest force in Asia is nationalism, "a still intangible feeling...
definitely against the rule of white men in Asia - and their followers. The string of
military systems set up by the U.S. in As ia under the 'domino theory'...run counter
to this widespread feeling. In fact, these military systems have a stimulating effect
on the people of Asia and serve only to whip up latent feelings into act ion... Unless
America changes her present policy, she eventually will have to throw into Asia men
and arms on a scale several times greater than at present. The result would be a de-
vastated and probably Communist-controlled Asia, and an exhausted and hated United
States. "

He writes that the "main cause of instability in Asia is the fact
that the U.S. is supporting with her military power the artificial existence of one
side in three divided nations - Korea, divided by the 38th parallel; China, divided
by the Taiwan Straits; and Vietnam, divided by the 17th parallel."

He proposes that Japan take the lead in: encouraging the United States to make
a gradual military withdrawal from Asia, rather than "a collapse" of our policy and
presence there, creating "circumstances which will induce both sides of divided nations
to allow each side to mutually exist before peaceful unification or peaceful coexis-
tence," and establishing the principle of "violence only for self-defense" in Asia.

SENATORS, SCIENTISTS FEAR CHEMICAL WARFARE RACE OUT OF CONTROL - "I propose our Nation under-
take, on an urgent basis, the pursuit of effective international control of chemical
and bacteriological warfare," Senator Joseph D. Tydings, D. , Md. , said Oct. 16. This
control should "be given the same priority as nuclear weapons control," and we should
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get moving to develop defenses against them. The U.S. is spending $300 million a year
on chemical and bacteriological warfare (CBW) weapons, and only $100,000 in trying to
limit their use.

The nature of these weapons, according to Dr. Barry Commoner, director of
Washington University's Center for the Biology of Natural Systems, "makes the nuclear
weapon look like a child's toy," and could creature massive epidemics "to engulf
friend and foe alike."

An indication of what we are fooling around with was the death of 6,000 sheep
on a Utah pasture as a result of nerve gas testing at Dugway Proving Ground 20 miles
distant. The chief of staff of the Tooele Valley Hospital in Utah, Dr. Kelly H. Gubler,
comments that the Dugway tests could bring "a massive human disaster."

The London Sunday Times reported this spring that "American weapons of bio-
logical warfare" are stored "at special bases in Thailand" as an "indication that the
U.S. was in a state of readiness to launch germ attacks in Vietnam."

A former Pentagon correspondent for the Associated Press, Seymour M. Hersh,
states: "Every Army corps and higher unit has a special element whose role is to plan
and carry out CBW operations, if ordered.. .The re is some evidence...that the true but
unannounced policy today is to use CBW weapons like nuclear weapons - to respond to
nuclear, CBW, or conventional attack, if the President so orders."

Hersh claims that the U.S. has supplied the West German armed forces with CBW
agents, and that high ranking officers of Spain and Taiwan, as well, have made exten-
sive tours of U.S. CBW facilities.

TYPES OF DISEASE GERMS DESCRIBED - The London Sunday Times writes of diseases developed at
Fort Detrick, near Frederick, Md. - anthrax, dysentery, plague and yellow fever... "A
strain of anthrax has been produced which cannot be treated with conventional antibio-
tics, and resistance to anti-biotics is being bred into biological warfare organisms."

Dr. Sydney D. Rubbo, one of Australia's most prominent scientists, a microbio-
logist at the University of Melbourne, writes: "CBW is essentially an area and search
weapon, that is, it can cover 100s of square miles in a single attack...CBW does not
distinguish between combatants and civilians. Indeed it is most effective against the
latter... It is disturbing that we now find ourselves in an ambiguous war in which our
allies have elected to use this weapon...A point has been reached where we cannot con-
done in silence this flagrant breach of the Geneva Protocol to which we, but not the
U.S., are committed."

Dr. Rubbo says U.S. authorities are less than honest when they deny the defo-
liation and anti-crop programs "do not constitute" CBW. He points out: Cacodylic acid
used in Vietnam is poisonous to man and "a poison's license is required to buy this
compound in Vietnam." We do not know the genetic effects of the compounds. "Fertile
fields will become barren wastelands" once the vegetation is destroyed. "We do not know
the stability of these compounds in a tropical environment and their persistence could
have a permanent and disastrous effect on animals, insects, rodents and other small
animals. The ecological upheaval could indirectly increase the spread of human di-
sease." (Anthropologist Alexander Alland Jr. wrote in Natural History this may bring
a spread of the plague.) "The deliberate killing of crops will result in starvation
not so much for the fighting man, but more the children under five, the pregnant
women, lactating mothers and the aged."

In addition, writes a group of Swiss doctors, the tear gas in Vietnam in the
amounts used "can cause paralysis, blindness, haemorrhage and even death.

Tristram Coffin
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e

SECRETARY-GENERAL AgFOHTTS Hl-MEMBER GROUP OF CONSULTANT EXPERTS

ON CLIiMICAL AMP BACTERIOLOGICAL (BIOLOGICAL) WEAPONS

The Secretary-General, U Thant, has appointed a 14-member group of

consultant experts to assist him in the preparation of a report on the

question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, as called

for .under General Assembly resolution 245̂ A of 20 December 1968.

The group will hold an- organizational meeting in Geneva beginning

20 January 1969 to prepare1their programme of work.

Following is the'text of the announcement of the appointment of the group

of consultant experts:

"At its twenty-third session the General Assembly considered the question

of .chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons under item 27 of the

•agenda, "Question of general and complete disarmament: report of the Conference

of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament", and adopted resolution 2*4-5̂ A

by which it called on the Secretary-General to prepare a report on such

weapons by 1 July 1969, if possible, with the assistance of qualified

consultant experts. The resolution requested that the report be prepared

in accordance with the proposal put forth by the Secretary-General in the

Introduction to his Annual Report on the Work of the Organization, September

1968 (A/7201/Add»l, section II, paras.. 30-32) and in accordance with the.

recommendation of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament

.contained in its report of k September 1968 (A/7189, para, 26).

(more)
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"!The Secretary-General has designated the following consultant experts

to assist him in the preparation of the report:

Dr* TIBOR BAKACS

Dr. EOTSE C, BARTLEMA

Dr. IVAN L. BENNETT

Dr. 0. BHAGAVAETAM

Dr. JIRI FRANEK

Dr. YOSIO KAWAKITA

M. VICTOR MOULIN

Dr. M, K. McPHAIL

Academician 0. A. REUTOV

Dr. GUHLERMO SOBERON

Dr. LARS-ERIK TAMMELIN

Dr. BERHANE TIUMELISAN

Colonel ZBIGNIEW ZOLTOWSKI

Sir SOLLY ZIJCKERMAN

Chief Director of the National Institute of
Public Health, Budapest,

Head of the Microbiological Division of the
Medical-Biological Laboratory, National Defence
Research Organization, Ri.j6ira.jk, Netherlands.

Deputy Director of the Office of Science and
Technology, Executive Office of the President
of the United States, Washington, D.C.

Scientific Adviser to the Ministry of Defence,
New Delhi.

Head of the Military Institute for Hygienic
Epidemiology and Microbiology, Prague.

President of University of Chiba, Professor of
Bacteriology, Chiba City, Japan.

Ingenieur en chef de I'Armement, Paris.

Director of Chemical and Biological Defence,
Defence Chemical, Biological and Radiation
Laboratories, Defence Research Board, Ottawa.

Professor at the Moscow State University, Moscow.

Chief of the Department of Biochemistry, National
Autonomous University of Mexico, Mexico City.

Chief of Department for Medicine and Chemistry,
Research Institute for National Defence,
Stockholm.

Bacteriologist of the Imperial Laboratory and
Research Institute, Addis Ababa.

Professor of Medicine, Director of the Institute
of Epidemiology, Warsaw.

Scientific Adviser to the Government of the
United Kingdom, London.

"The consultant experts will hold an organizational session fn Geneva

beginning on 20 January 1969 to prepare their programme of work. Mr. William

Epstein, Chief of the Disarmament Affairs Division, will represent the

Secretary-General,"
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

U Thant
Secretary-General -.

N A T I O N S U N I E S

MEMORANDUM INTERIEUR

DATE= March 1969

REFERENCE:

L. N. Kutakov, Under-Secretary-General - /'
Department of Political and Security Council Affairs s*~̂

SUBJECT: Report on Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons
OBJET: General Assembly Resolution 2454A (XXIII)

1. The preparation of the report on chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons has been progressing well. In submitting the follow-
ing for your information, I wish to assure you that I will continue to give
this important study my best attention.

2. As you know, at the first session of the Group of Consultant
Experts in Geneva (20 - 24 January 1969), detailed outlines of the five
chapters of the report - corresponding to the main headings of your terms
of reference - were agreed upon. Five teams of experts were also formed,
and each was given responsibility for the preparation of one of the five
chapters. It was also decided that WHO, FAO, ICRC, SIPRI and Pugwash be
invited to make submissions in writing which would be taken into account
in the preparation of the report.

3. The FAO, ICRC, SIPRI and Pugwash have already sent their sub-
missions, which have been distributed to all the experts. It is hoped that
WHO, which has sent an outline of its contribution, will make it available
before the next meeting of the Group in Geneva.

4. Three draft chapters have already been received from the experts
and they are being translated in the working languages of the Group. It
is expected that the remaining two chapters will be received shortly.
Everything possible will be done to have the five chapters translated and
circulated before the Group reconvenes.

5. As a rule, several experts have been involved in the preparation
of each of the draft chapters, and in some cases the manuscript is the
result of an exchange of information and viewpoints among all the members
of the Group. I trust that the drafts will provide an adequate basis for
discussion when the Group reconvenes next month. As you know, I will be
attending the April session of the Group and I will continue to keep you
informed as further progress is made.



NEW YORK TIMES, Monday, 7 April

' With Gas and Germ
.His recent message to the Geneva arms

eonference, President Nixon listed control of chemic,
fend biological weapons as one of six'possible objec-
tives for international agreement. The President's
brief mention is one of the rare departures from the
official policy.of deep silence which the United States^
Government has maintained for many years with
regard to these, weapons.

Since 1964 it has not even been possible to deter-
mine how much money the Government is,spending
An these weapons. Funds for research and ,develop-
ment have been scattered through the Defense Depart-
ment budget: under uninformative descriptions.

On the initiative of Representative Richard D.
McCarthy of upstate New York, the Army recently
held a briefing on chemical and biological warfare
for members of Congress, but it wa|: closed to the
press and the ..public., Pentagon spokesmen regularly
refuse to answer more:'; th'ah':.the mbst' elementary
questions concerning these weapons. When an experi-
ment with, lethal nerve 'gas .went: awry a year ago
and killed over' 6,OOQ sheep in Utah, the Army for
several weeks', concealed its responsibility- for the
disaster. • .• V ;- - .',

This policy of silence and deliberate mystification
is /inexcusable in a free nation. ̂ As' Senator Gaylord
Nelson of Wisconsin has observed, there is;no reason
why the public cannot know the-facts and debate
the issues of biological 'and' 'chemical warfare just as
it has come to .know and debate, those: of nuclear
warfare. In both cases the suryiyal;of mankind and
the future of this planet^are-.:at'stakev' " • • • . -

iln letters to Secretary:;of .State-:Rogers.;4hd 'Secre-
tary of Defense Laird, Representative McCarthy has
raised major questions of public policy which deserve
answer.- Is it national • policy to .respond, in ..kind to a .
gas attack or a biological weapon attack? Is-it^s6und:

public policy to contemplate using weapons with
which no country has had aiiy operational experi-
ence? If gas and biological warfare efforts are purely
defensive in nature, why have the American people
never been told what tp ;do .• in:-tas|,^ofj'a nerye gas
attack or .a hallucinatory: gas ^attack?:. .What precau-^
tiohs'are used in the testing'and'the trans.pdrt of these
weapons and why: did thes:e.:,precauti6ris fail in< the
Utah sheep kill? - ; '.i&'i

These are only a few of the questio'ns which'have '
never 'been properly discussed because 'of the official
policy of silence^ and secrecy. Yet several hundred
million dollars are spent each year, by, the United
States on these weapons. The pressure to use them
is rising. Already this country has employed chemical ;
warfare to defoliate jungles and destroy crops in
Vietnam'and_ has used various: kinds of incapacitating
gases" against Communist-troops there. These actions
violate the spirit if not the letter, of the Geneva
convention of 1925. ._ ,1 '

Last August, the "British Government moved at the
United -Nations' for a new international agreement to
clarify and update the Geneva conventipri with regard
to chemical and biological .warfare. A U.N. staff study
oh this proposal is due.by Jjuly'i.'.But.it is not neces-
sary for the.United States to wait before discharging
its own responsibilities1,-• The. Nixon...Administration

^^.'••o'ffei0-*'.straigntf6rw^rd;1'.^ppSitiori' of its poli-
./^pirttriillfleljd^dngress"can.take'down t^$P^s£j.
'''^'I'lqt.liisturb" sign^frpm this ..program.an.d.ibegiini-tP:'^

in'arg'^its 'no.rmal-functions .of- r*™<»&-**X'»
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ONlEMKMR
Vietnam Tactics Decried by

New York Representative

P. FINNEY
Special to Thfe New York Times

' WASHINGTON, April ,21:/'̂
The Defense Department, .w^s
accused on- Capital • Hill; .;fo"d|y
of engaging in a form pC.chemi-.
cal warfare in yietnam'by |iisjhg
tear gas to aid in the killing of
the enemy" and defoliants '"as
an antifood weapon." :- . j

The charge was -lodged by
Representative Richard -D. Mc-
Carthy, Democrat of upstate
New York, who has'assumec
the leadership, in. Congress in
challenging the chemical-bio-
logical warfare programs of the
Pentagon-,

Mr.-McCarthy made public a
long letter from Dr. John S
Foster Jr., director of defense
research and engineering, anc
a shorter letter from the State
Department, answering "public
policy questions" he had raised
about the Pentagon's highly
secret programs to develop
chemical and biological war
:are agents.

The answers, Mr. McCarthy
complained at a news confer-
ence and in an eightvpage
analysis, are full of "a series of
ontradictions."

Use of Tear Gas
For example,. he said, the

defense Department has justi-
ied the use of tear gas in Viet-
lam as a humane use of force,
lesigned to minimize casual-
ies, particularly .among civili-

ans. Yet, he noted, there have
>een newspaper reports from

Vietnam relating that tear gas
las been used-to drive Viet-
png units out of fortified po-
itions in a prelude to B-52
sombing or artillery attacks.

"This clear use of gas in
:onjunction with lethal conven-
ional weapons is chemical
varfare," Mr. McCarthy said
n his .statement. "T;jie rej?tent?
f the use of this technique
art be 'speculated upon when

We' find'-'Defense procuring $81;

:. of riot control
giuriitipns—tear gas—in 1969."
':';••• Similarly, he went on, the
Defense Department has said
it is using chemical defoliants
in Vietnam to clear jungle foli-
age and thus reduce the threat
of ambush and clear lines of
fire for United States forces.
-Yet, he said, the Pentagon,

in .dts reply, acknowledged that
it was using chemical herbicides
as part of "a carefully limited
operation in South Vietnam to
disrupt the enemy's food
supply." The herbicide attacks
the Pentagon said, are limitec
to "small and usually remote
jungle plots" being used by the
Vietcorig or North Vietnamese
units to raise food.

The Battle for Minds
Mr. McCarthy declared:
"Although we state that we

adhere, to the principles of the
Geneva' protocol [prohi'bitirig
the'use of chemical-biological
warfare] we are using .tear
gas to aid in the killing of
the enemy and we are usirig
chemicals as an anti-food weap-
on and in a way that may
well have long-term destructive
effect on the Vietnamese coun-
tryside.

"This latter policy seems un-
likely to win the battle for
the minds of the uncommitted
in Vietnam."

Another point of controversy
that emerged from the Pentagon
reply was the exact type of
"riot-control" gases being used
in Vietnam.

The Pentagon stated that the
only gas being used in Viet-
nam was CS, a powerful tear
gas, although CN, a milder form
.of, tear "gas''was authorized for
ilse sprite years ago.

But Mr!'McCarthy noted that

in
mer . Deputy Secretary . of De-
fense- ' stated^ 'tha¥. South Viet-
namese forces had been equip-
ped with CN, CS .and another
gas known as DM and that
"these riot control agents" had
been used on four occasions
in 1964 and 1965.

Until .relatively recently, DM
was classified by the army as
an irritant gas, designed to ir-
ritate the eyes, ears and fhroat
and in some cases induce
vomiting. The A_rmy now
classifies it as an incapacitat-
ing gas along with tear gases.

On general policy, the De-
fense Department said the Unit-
ed States did not have the
capacity to "launch an immedi-
ate, massive chemical and bio-
logical attack" and that it had
been judged neither necessary
nor desirable to attain such a
capability.

In justifying its $350-million
chemical-biological (CB) pro-
gram, the Defense Department
said "it is the policy of the
United States to develop and
maintain a defensive CB capa-
bility so that our military
forces could operate for some
period of time in a toxic en-
vironment if necessary; to de-

velop and maintain a limited)
offensive 'capability in order to;
deter all use of CB weapons
by the threat of retaliation in
kind; and to continue a pro-
gram of research and develop-
ment in this area to minimize
the possibility of technological
surpriseJ'U jJ::>l::,.-/,;,/:lJ: vGV • • -
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Defense's Dark Corner
r1 • f ' ' ' I

i:;; Until the Vietnam war, research and development
:6n chemical and biological weapons was a dark corner
of the Defense Department's many-sided enterprise.
But the use of tear gas and chemical defoliants in
Vietnam in recent years has alerted the nation to the
dreadful potential of these weapons. Now, because of ,
the courageous initiative of Representative Richard D.
McCarthy of upstate New York, more light is shining .
iflto this dark corner. ,

In response to his inquiries, the State Department
and the Pentagon have begun to explain official policy
with regard to gas and germ warfare. The explanations ,
are not entirely consistent or reassuring. Although
the Defense Department asserts that it only seeks to
maintain a limited offensive capability in chemical •
weapons, it has in storage about 100 million lethal
doses of nerve gas. This would seem to be more than !
a "limited capability." \

Both departments contend that tear gas (enables
United States forces in Vietnam to achieve their objec- ;
tives with a minimum of violence. But there have been
times when Americana dropped tear gas grenades to
drive the Vietcong out of their fortifications imme-
diately prior to a B-52 bombing raid.'. How can this
use of gas in conjunction with conventional weapons
be described as anything except chemical warfare?

• * * *
this country has never used plant diseases or any

other form of biological weapon as a weapon of war.
During the Korean war, the United States went to
great lengths to refute Communist charges of germ
warfare. Yet this country engages in research and
development on highly contagious biological agents
which if loosed upon mankind could cause worldwide
epidemics for which there is no known defense. The
Pentagon defends this program as necessary to main-
tain a credible deterrent against the use of similar
weapons by potential enemies. But a deterrent which
would have consequences no one can foresee or cal-
culate is more incredible .than credible.

The United States would lose nothing militarily if
it abandoned air chemical and biological warfare
research. Experience in Vietnam has already demon-
strated the dangerous temptation to erode the differ-
ence between this country's official policy of never
using such weapons first and its actual employment
-of chemical weapons in marginal ways. It is imperative
that the United States strongly support the banning of
these weapons in the forthcoming arms control nego-
tiations*

Meanwhile, Congress has a responsibility to follow
up on Representative McCarthy's inquiries and conduct.
a comprehensive review of this nation's programs and
policies In this entire field. When catastrophe is Implicit
Jin any toss of control, secrecy and ignorance are -
1h0 defense. : : , -••,
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By JEA
(AP) — Con-

is opening a broad invest-
*igati6n of "ar series' of -weapons
potentially as deadly and harder
to detect than nuclear fallout—
including one where a bomb the
size of a fruit jar could wipe
out all life within a cubic mile
without warning or remedy.

The weapons are gas, bacteria
and viruses -carefully developed

rand cultivated1 for .death and

stockpiled in atsenals and mili
tary depots throughout the
country.
: "Deterrence is our .primary
objective," Pentagon • .officials
say of the stockpiles.;- ",As a
matter of policy, the U. & wil
not be he first to use biological
weapons."
Fulbright Hearings

•• But Sen. Fulbright (D-Ark.)
questioning whether such wea-
poris are heeded for any pur-

pose, takes his Foreign Rela-
tions Committee into executive
session today to begin a wide-
ranging study of chemical-biolo-
gidal warfare.

''If we have substantial stock-
piles of matter of this kind, it
makes more ridiculous than I
thought the idea of building
bigger and better nuclear j
weapons and ABMs," Fulbright:
said earlierr this week in a let- j
ter to Rep. McCarthy (D-N. Y.),
a frequent critic of C-B weap-
ons.

Various non-lethal debilitat-
ing gases have beeri used by
the U. S, in Vietnam.

Chemicals also have been
used to strip Vietnam's thick
forests of their' foliage" depriv-
ing the enemy of ground cover.
Some Deaths

Military sources' concede that
some deaths have occurred ac-
cidentally due to the use of
these milder materials, but in-
sist that no hard-core C-B
weapons have been used. .

The quetsion to which both
Fulbright and McCarthy seek
an answer is why the Pentagon
spends hundreds of millions of
dollars a year on the materials
for an all-out chemical-biolo-
gical war in an age when at-
tacks second strikes, deterrents
and s a f e g u a r d anti-missile
systems generally are thought
of in terms of nuclear weapons.
Pentagon Keply

The Pentagon's response: We
build C-B weapons because our
enemies do, and we willi con-
tinue to develop them as long as
our enemies do.

Military officials refused to
talk to The Associated Press
about C-B warfare but did brief
several members of Congress
and replied in writing to ques-
:ions submitted by McCarthy.
Part of the briefing and the
answers to McCarthy that the
':B.;warfare budget for fiscal

19~6iTw,ould be* $350 million, in-,
eluding $5 million for herbicides,'

fin'd it difficult to accept
-this" budget figure," McCarthy,
said.

"It is generally admitted that
the U. S. spent about $100 mil-
lion for defoliants and herbicides
last year. I cannot believe that'
we will buy only $5 million this
year."

The Defense Dept. told Mc-
Carthy the U. S. maintains only
a limited offensive capability" in
chemical weapons.

But in the Rocky Mountain
Arsenal and the Tooele Army
Depot alone, there are, Mc-
Carthy said, about 100 million
lethal doses of nerve gas. One
Army source said that a single
nerve gas bomb the size of a
quart fruit jar could kill every
living thing within a cubic mile.

The Defense Dept. admitted
that at the present time there
is no device available to detect
andXwa,rn against^biologie.al at-

, It'is workjiig^nsonej;:;: .:-.<
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2 at House,Hearing Ask Ban
Like Thai: on Atom Arms

Wednesday, 21 May 1969

By ROY REED ^
.. Special to Th* New York TJines. .

WASHINGTON, May 20—
A Congressman and a scientist
called today for a ban. on mili-
tary tests that would release
poison gases into the air and
disease-causing germs into the
environment.. ' , / • ' • • , . . '

They also urged an end to the
secrecy surrounding such tests
so that they could be debated
openly.

; ; the Army has admitted, in-
directly,1 that it tests chemical
weapons in the air, but" it has
refused to talk about what it
does with -biological weapons,
or germs. : -

The call for a test ban'came
at a hearing today by'the Con-
servation and -' Natural Re-
sources subcommittee of the
House Committee on Govern-
ment - Operations, headed by
Representative Henry S. Reuss^
Democrat of Wisconsin. : ,

The Pentagon will send wit-
nesses to the hearing tomorrow
to respond to today's criticism
of the chemical,and biological
testing program.

;•. A Test Ban Sought
^Representative Richard D.

McCarthy, Democrat of upstate
New York, called for a ban on
the testing of germ weapons in
the atmosphere like that im
posed on nuclear weapons. He
saicfh'e would also restrict gas
tests~in the air, barring inde-
pendent scientific opinion to the
contrary.

A similar call for testing
restrictions was made by Dr.
Victor W. Side!,, an assistant
professor of medicine at the
Harvard Medical School and
recently a consultant to the
World Health Organization on
the health effects of chemical
and biological weapons.

Much of the hearing was
devoted to a review of an ac-
cidental release of nerve gas
March 13, 1968, at Dugway
Proving Ground in Utah, which
is about 80 miles southwest of
Salt Lake City and 35 miles
south of'U.S.'highway 40.

The gas killed more than
6,000 sheep in an isolated place
called Skull Valley. Before the
gas reached the sheep, it may
have threatened human life.

;: Dr. D. A. Osguthorpe, a vet-
I'erinariaai'.who Juraetices-neai
iDjigwayiand -.. who^ injestig' ate c

the slieep deaths 'for,the1 Utan
State: Agriculture -Department
gave the subcommittee, an eeri
account of what he believec
happened to the gas after i
was accidentally- released.

Gate Failed to Close
He said the airplane that re-

leased the nerve' 'gas," callec
VX; was' supposed to keep it
below an altitude of 300 feet
But a gate failed to close anc
the gas was released at con-
siderably higher altitudes, he
said. .

By studying weather reports
later, Dr. Osguthorpe plotted
the presumed path of the letha
cloud. He said it rose into the
air above Dugway about 6
P.M. and was caught by a
southerly wind that carried it
over U.S. Highway 40.

A rainstorm was building up
in the area, but it held off. The
wind shifted, he said, and blew
the cloud back'across Highway
40 toward teh southeast. The
rain began about 11 P.M., and
the gas was carried to the
earth in Skull Valley in areas
inhabited only by the unfortu-
nate sheep, he said.

The Army has never ad-
mitted officially that its nerve
gas killed" the: :skull Valley,
shee.p, even ..though it has paid
the owners for them.

Dr. Osguthorpe said'he-asked
the authorities at Dugway,
when ihe first found the dying
sheep, whether they had been
testing a chemical agent that
could have caused the disaster.
He said they had told him that
they tested no such agents
since the previous July.

Representative Guy Vander
Jagt, Republican of Michigan,
asked Dr. Osguthorpe whether
he could have saved some of
the sheep if he had not been,
as he said with the barest hint
of a .smile, "misled." ;'Dr.' Os-
guthprpe, said, he could, have.

• A Hint of a Smile
Representative Sherman P.

Lloyd, a Republican whose dis-
trict includes Dugway, came to
warn the subcommittee against
listening to "alarm-producing
exaggerations."

Mr. McCarthy had produced
an Air Force map showing an
area in the vicinity of Dugway
labeled "Permanent Bio. Con-
taminated area."

Mr. Lloyd said the Army had
assured him that there was no
such area "within the proving
ground."

The map was held up for
Mr. Lloyd's Inspection, then
handed to Mr. Reuss in the
chairman's seat. Mr. Reuss ex-
amined it and noted that the
contaminated area was, indeed,
not "within the proving
ground," but just outside its
apparent boundary, still on the
Government's property.

Mr. Reuss gave a short laugh,
shook his head and asked Mr.
Lloyd, "Don't you think honor-
able men would have had to
answer your question, 'NoT we
don't have one inside the prov-
ing ground, but there's one
right outside?'"

Mr. Lloyd reddened -slightly
and replied, "I am convinced
within myself that they've
made no effort to lie or to be
misleading."
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Warfare

By Carroll Kilpatrick
Washington Post Stair Writer

President Nixon has ordered
a full-scale review of-, all- as-
pects of the Nation's much-
criticized chemical and biolog-
ical warfare program, it was
announced '.yesterday. ' . . '•

At. the same 'time, the Presi-
dent scheduled* a televised
news , conference.- for; 7- p.m.
Thursday. ', at which .lie .is; ex-
pected. to report on plans- for
'talks with the Soviet UJnion; on
the control- of .nuclear

' '
Mr. Nixdn: will preside-at a

National • Security Council
meeting today that will be
devoted to the nuclear arms
contrrol proposals the United
States will make when „ it ,.
meets with Soviet represerita-'f-
tives., - ' >'•'< -t-rf^
BiscJios_es'I)eclsion

. . -
progria^aiidv o;'

consider whether this country
should ratify the 1925 Geneva
agreement banning the use of
poison gas was first disclosed
by Gerard Smith, director of
the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency.

Smith said in. a letter to
Rep. Richrd D. McCarthy (D-

N.Y.) that the President had
ordered the study. White
House Press Secretary Ronald
L. Ziegler later said that the
arms control agency and the
State, and, .Defense Depart-
ments would-participate in the
review.

."Within, the. United. States
Government, the control' of
chemical and biological weap-
ons is a .subject, of .major coiK
cern," Smith:-wrote -M.Mc-

iu "ThesPresident hasvdirected
the Executive ,Bralich*, id^-uii-
dertake'/:ai -detailed review2of
chemical and biological war-
fare, including. the United
States position oh arms con-
trol and the, question of ratifi-
cation of the 1925 Geneva pro-
tocol;"

Smith said that "present and
I possible alternative policies
' are to be fully examined."
Critic of Program . .

• McCarthy, has been an.out-
spoken critic of the- chemical
and biological warefare pro-
gram. He recently asked the
President to resubmit to the
Senate the 1925 Geneva agree-
ment. The United States sup-
ports the poison gas ban but
has never ratified the • Geneva
accord. ' ';"•" c : •

' MCarthy".' 'applauded
the. /rP.esidemt's decision, he
ufie^him to declare a mora-

ftbrium on open-air testing
pending: the outcome of the
review.

Ziegler indicated, however,
that a test ban would await
the study, which will be sub-
mitted to the NSC when eom-»
pleted. No decisions affecting1

the program will be made
until after the NSC has con-
sidered the matter, Ziegler
said.

In announcing the NSC
meeting for 10 a.m. today, Zie-
gler said he expected that
other NSC meetings on the
strategic arms talks would be
held before a final decision re-
garding, the long-pending ne-
gotiations with the Soviets.

Former President Johnspn

vasion of. Czechoslovakia. Mr.
.Nixon has promised to hold
the talks after a thorough re-
view8"''(here and consultations
with America's allies.

Ziegler reported that talks
already have 'begun with the
allies. These consultations
"will become more intense in
the coming weeks," he said.

Mr. Nixon's televised news
conference in the East Room
•will be the first since April 18.
It is expected to cover such
topics as the arms talks, the
President's Midway meeting
June 8 with South Vietnam's
President Thieu and the, Ad-
ministration's fight against in-,
flation. ' , „ ' - . . , . . .

them'"following the Soviet in-
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cc Mr. Epstein
Mr. Lemieuxv.

18 Jims 1969

Demy Sir

I dijly received yom* kisd fcaaactefritteR aote
of 2& June, I was very glad to have ^ottr co-operation
in regard to tile stu^y <?a efaemical aad biological
It was also a pleasure for me to meet you again at lunch
the otfeer

I am also grateful for jroar Mad words about
Eps^eia. I have conveyed yoar appreciation to Mm.

¥itii kind regards,

Soars

Sir Solly
Cabinet Office

London, S.W.1
Eagland
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BOSTON GLOBE, Thursday, 19 June 1969

The U.S. Army Field Manual of
the Law of Land Warfare (1956)
states that "the U.S. is not a party to
(any treaty now in force, that pro-
hibits or restricts the use in warfare
of toxic or nontoxic gases ... or of
bacteriological warfare. The Geneva
Protocol' (pledging signatory nations
not to initiate chemical-biological
warfare) is not binding on this coun-
try."

Unfortunately, this chilling state-
ment is as true today as it was when
the manual was published. The
United States, which Sen. J. William
Fulbright (D-Ark.) has noted is the
"self-proclaimed leader of the civil-
ized world," has never gotten around
to ratifying this international pact
against what would be a genocidal
atrocity on the part of any nation!

Ironically, the United States start-
ed the movement which led to the
Geneva pact, but then backed off
itself. Senate ratification was blocked,
itlseeins, by lobbyists for veterans
and the .chemical industry. President

Franklin D. Roosevelt did announce
at the outset of World War II that the
United States would not use gas or
germ warfare because it had been
"outlawed by the general opinion of
civilized mankind," but ratification of
the convention did not follow.

Today, of all the major powers,
only the United States and Japan are
not signatories to the agreement—a
fact that Soviet Russia and China
regularly point out. Meanwhile, the
U.S. Army is testing (among other
virulent things) a nerve gas which
accidentally killed 6,000 sheep in Utah
last year and will kill a person on
contact within 30 seconds.

President Nixon, who has eom-
mendably directed the Army Control
and Disarmament Agency to review
the nation's chemical-biological war-
fare program, should submit the
Geneva protocol to the Senate with-
out even waiting for this agency's
report. Nothing justifies ifche first_use-
of this horrible weapon
States. l.̂ ;l
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f'f *ri] ~ * > \ r^w*"YT-'liiti?U I hant Asks fori * • • '

On Germ War Production-
By DARIUS S. JHABVALA

Globe' U.N. Bureau •'

UNITED NATIONS —
Secretary General U Thant
yesterday strongly warned
about the .looming menace of
chemical and bacteriological
weapons. and emphatically
pleaded for new internation-
al action to outlaw their pro-

'*. duction and stockpiling.. ,
In' unusually -strong,;,lan-..'

guage, the secretary; general
urged' all powers, large and
small;': tq .reaffirm complete
adherence- • t'o the ' 'Geneva
Protocol of 1925 which pro-.

,N hibits' the. use' of chemical
an*.';; bacteriological i (CB):

.^weapons.- . ' - . . . - . - . . . • • "
., "In isome respects, the CB

.weapons iriay-be even 'more
dangerous; than .. nuclear'
weapbhS,|>eca;use they-do hot'
feciuir6;. eh.brrnous;".•• ejxpetid-
iture ;o£:fihi^cial' and '. scie'n;-.
Mftc .-rfesoufc'e S;. ." ..there has'
been • &. great increase ...in." the
Capability ; 61 .these. weapons
tb. inflict unimaginable suf- .
fering, disease .and, .death -to.
ever ••', larger;-:,numbers- .of
human. be;iiigs,'''vMr.. Thant
'declared. .'.,' , . ' . . _ _ . ' • .„ '
; "IRREVERSIBLE"

•. Mr.. Thant's:- remiarks - arid
recommendations: 'W'ere con-
tained 'in an- intrpductiori 'to
a" 124rpage.!reporf, on\thfe;ef-
fects of /the possible use.;of
CB weapons .prepared by an
international- teanv of..; 14. em-
inent. Scientists and'' U.N.
.aides. ' ' . - ' . . . '

In five : chapters, the re-
port, acclaimed by . experts

• .and observers to be' the- most..
thorough and detailed of its
•kind, seeks to .draw;the''at-
ierrtion' of the '.international •.
:co'mmunity'- "to- the" '"dangers .
jnhereht. in. this, new-."type "of
we/pon of, mass murder?' ' ,
,,• "All .tyre'apbns : of. war : are
'4'estr.uctiye.: .of • human, life,
^Biit iCB'.weapbns ;stand in 'a
class .of'their 'OWTI;'fe; armar

''•irients^-wjiich exercise the, ef-
:..fects| solely.'.on living -matter

Ja;t cevr4iiv

agents are; potentially, 'un-
confirmed-: in- their effects,
both in 'space and time and
that their: large scale use
could conceivably have dele-
terious and irreversible ef-
fects on th,e balance "of na-
ture adds to':the sense of in-
security and-v tension which
this class of weappns engen-
ders," the'''exper-ts declared.,/'

, Furtherihar.e,:ffi. the:., ^report ."'
s pbirited out that "no one
could predict howy long the ;

• effects of ' certain, agents!;
. particularly -"bacteriological
;, weapons niight endure and
spread and what :' changes

: they .could:, generate.":'; ',.:•,

;" KOREA^SStE '.-

'. The experts pbiht'ed out
that-'1- "there, is 'no:.: clear evi-
.denc.e. J;hat these agents .have
' ' ' ' • irioderh
military weapons •-..• . ..

Since the report was
: signed by experts from Hun-
gary, Czechoslovakia, t Po-

.. la-rid and the. Soviet Union
doubts 'now ! exist about the
authenticity pf Communist
charges that, the U.S. resort-

' ed! to germ warfare in
Korea. , ; ., .

Besides urging reaffirma-
tion of .the. protocol, Mr.
Thant appealed to all states '
to accede to the pact and to
reach a new agreement "to
halt the -development, pro-
.ductio«j and stockpiling of
all CB weapons, for pur-

. poses, tif war and -to iachieve
. their., effective-! ^elimination

f r o m t h e a r s e n a l o f
weappns."

It is the fervent hope of
the secretary general that an
international agreement to
bar CB weapons production
and possible use "could be
reached before they become
psychological and opera-
tional adjuncts to any tnili-
:tary arsenaL..'',.-;:. . ' '
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fcal and Biological Weapons
Special toTiifi.^ew YoritTlnwB

UNITED NATIONS, N. Y
ly,.2—Following is the text <K

conclusion of a United '••?•
s report on chemical

Qirid^bacteriologica! weapons
'arid thsirx effects, made public

resources which would have
to be diverted to the devel-
opment of testing and deliv-
ery systems. And no system
of defense, even for the rich-
est countries in the world,
and whatever its cost," could
be completely secure.

Security Considerations

accepted the experts' findings
"in entirety" and felt they jus-
tified further action along po-
litical and legal lines because of
the dangers posed by these
"dreaded weapons."

Mr. Thant also appealed
again to governments to sign
the 1925 Geneva Protocol ban-
ning poison gas and other bac-
teriological weapons of warfare.
He also asked that they clearly
reaffirm that the protocol pro-
hibits thft use in war of all
chemical or biological agents —
including tear gas and other
weapons that might be
developed.

The United States and Japan
are the only major. powers that
have not ratified the protocol,
accepted by more than 60 gov-
ernments. But the United States
has repeatedly maintained that
it has observed its prohibitions.

U. S. Review Ordered

The United Nations develop-
ments come at a time when
President Nixon has ordered a
sweeping review of the Govern-
ments chemical and biological
warfare policies and position
on the Geneva Protocol.?^

The reyiew was begun..after
mounting- criticism of the prb-

i, on which the ArmyIs $330-million a year,
ticism of the program has
led on two incidents — -an
ent at the Army's testing
ids in Utah 15 months
fhen nerve gas killed 6,000
). More recently; there was
lisclosure by Rep.. Richard
cCarthy, Democrat of Buf-
that the Army planned

lip- 800 freight cars filled
poison gas from Denver

lisposal in the Atlantic —
an since abandoned. "• Mr.
•thy and 76 Congressmen
urging ratification of . the
:va Protocol.
e. United Nations inquiry iri-
'Chemical and Biological

Weapons and the Effects of
Their Possible Use" was au-
thorized by the General 'As-
sembly Jast December. The sci-
entists, selected from 14 .coun-

$ tries, had wide-ranging area's
" of.specializationi.yvS;."*;; "•' '-. •'

:iN.Y.U. Expert -Included
The United' States-, expert,

Dp. Ivan Bennett, was formerly
deputy scientific adviser- -to
President Johnson and now-.is
director of the New York Uni-
versity Medical Center. The So:-
viet Union was represented by
Academician O.A. ReutqV; ol
Moscow State Universityr "anc
Britain by Sir Solly Zucker-
man, chief scientific adviser
to the Government. .','••'

Committee members from the
larger countries were accom-
panied by. army and weapons
advisers to the closed-door
sessions, which were held here
and' in Geneva over six
months. The chairman was Wil-
liam Epstein, a Canadian mem-
ber of the staff who is director
of. the United Nations Disarma-
ment Affairs Division.

The .other members of the
panel were the following:

Dr. Tibor Bakacs, professor of

structive of human life, but
chemical and bacteriological Hljfeif '&<• °Il>U'islliMBki

(biological) weapons stand in i i «lj^\Ji^WBK^ V
a class of their own as arma- i'-JiVHsBMIBK^^
ments which exercise their tt K. W^^3|̂ ^HK &f, .
effects solely on living mat- t'S.ip3^^^HB8|ii.
ter. The idea that bacterio- ?x> ii'-^^^^^^^P^^HBi
logical (biological) weapons £;l'i,i|̂ lH»BPItjHIH
could deliberately be used to î |̂̂ ^«iS|iBHi
spread disease generates a HHM| ̂ IT • ''il^HHs
sense of horror. Hranw^wnft'^lflBHESsB

The fact that certain chem- MflHJ9$aKP4j^HBinEM
ical and bacteriological (bio- ĵ HH&|9siyl9HH|H|
logical) agents are potential- HH^m^MKJflBXMBHH
!y unconfined in their effects, ^^^^^^^^^^^^TTT^
both in space and time, and D'- 'van Bennett was U.S.
that their large-scale use expert on international pan-
could conceivably have dele- el that prepared the report.
foririii<T mrl ?rroiTQriiib'Q Af-
fects on the balance of na-
ture adds to the sense of °"s, are. ^ong the most le-
insecurity and tension which th?' Poisons known. In cer.
the existence of this class. of tam circumstances the area
weapons engenders. Consid- over which some of them
erations such as these set "^ « erase .their effects -
them into a category of their couW be strictly confined,
own in relation to the con- geographically. In other con-
tinuing arms race. dltlon! ,some, chemicar and

, . bacteriological (biological)
. Spread Beyond Target weapons might -spread Their

The present inquiry, has effects well beyond the tar-
shown that the potential . for get zone. No one could pre-
developing an armory of diet how long .the effects of
chemical and bacteriological certain agents/ .-.particularly
•(biological) weapons has' ' bacteriological. "...'-(biological)
.grown considerably in recent weapons might endure' and
years, .notibnly in terms of spread and what .change's .
the number' . ' 'of- agents, but they could generate,
also in their toxicity "and . in. Moreover, chemical and
the diversity of their effects, bacteriological (biological)
At one extreme, . .chemical weapons are not a cheap sub-
agents exist and : are 'being. . stitute for other kinds of
developed for use in the con- weapons. They represent an
trol c-f civil disorders; and additional drain on' the _na.;
others have been developed tional resources ofJsfcs&js
in order to increase the pro- - countries by which iWMMffil
ductivity of agriculture. developed, producedSsgra!!!

But even though these sub- stockpiled. The cost tfufosfe'1
stances may be- less toxic of course be estimated'gjSlS
than most other chemical precision; this would depHfnw
agents, their ill-considered on the potential of a coun-
civil use, or use for 'military try's industry,
purposes, could turn out to To. some the cost might be
be. highly dangerous. ' tolerable; to others it would

1 At the other extreme, some be crippling, particularly, as
potential chemical agents has already been shown,
which could be used in weap- '' when account is taken of the

on such conditions as weather?
the ; specialists stressed, they
can wreak' havoc on the at-
tacker as well as' -the vjctim.
Civilians .would. , be 5 even more
vulnerable than ' military ' men',
"who might -be expected -to be
prepared and protected, the-'f e-
port said,.-:,, •_

Trie "'reppri|Selivered atftinv-'
pliCit wariiirig^to governments
that might s&S;chernica] or f$6-
logical weapons ags less costly
.alternative' to;'-j.coriventiona$Vor.
nuclear weappns: " T -;' ''"

"Whatever military reasons
might be advanced for the use
of these weapons and whatever
their >natar;e, whether inca-
pacitatroggsjjr, lethal, there
would b.eiilgnificant risk of .es-
calation; :Ch'ernical and biolog-
ical warfare could open the
door to hostilities which might
be less controlled and less con-
trollable, than any war in the
past."

Britain to Offer Draft
£peclil to The New York Times

GENEVA, July 2— The pres-

for outlawing germ warfare
will be one 'of the highlights
of "the session of the Geneva
Disarmament .Conference, that
starts tomorrow. •••<<, ' :- : - .'

A draft of •; a proposed treaty
on biological weapons has';been
{ifepared by London, but British
'sources said. ithaCJf; would, not
be presented :;until there'^had
§en a chance to .study the: re-

rt on germ warfare issued
Jay by the1. United Natiofls.

" T h e resumption --.of the- con-
ference after a six-week recess
will mark its expansion to 19
participants as a result of the
decision made by the United
States and the Soviet Union,
as co-chairmen, to invite Japan
and Mongolia to become mem-
bers.

The seat that President de
Gaulle always refused to. permit
France to occupy will remain
vacant tomorrow despite his
resignation and the installation
of a new government in Paris.
Should France take her seat,
the meetings would involve 20

entation by Britain of a plan nations.

Because chemical and bac-
teriological (biological) weap-
ons are unpredictable, in
varying degree, eitherjn the
scale or duration dF-Ttheir
effects, and because no cer-
tain defense can be planned
against them, their universal
elimination would not de-
tract from any nation's se-
curity. Once any. chemical or
bacteriological (biological)
weapon had been used in
warfare, there would be a se-
rious risk' of escalation, both
in the use of more danger-
ous weapons belonging to
the same class, and of other
weapons' of mass destruction.
In short, the development of
a chemical or bacteriological :
(biological) armory, .and a
defense, implies an economic
burden without necessarily
imparting1 any proportionate
compensatory advantage to
security. And at the same
time it imposes a new and
continuing threat to future
international security.

The .general conclusion of
the report can thus be
summed up in a few lines.
Were these weapons ever to
be used on a large scale in
war, no one could predict
how enduring the effects
,would' be, -and how they
would affect the. structure of
society and the environment
in which we live. -

This overriding danger
would apply as much to the

Effp-MnS*i,wych initiated the

tacked, regardless of. what
protective measures it might
have taken .in parallel with
Its development of an offen-
sive capability. A particular
danger also derives from the
fact that any country could
develop or .acquire, in one
way or another, a capability
in this type of warfare, de-
spite the fact that this could
prove costly. The danger of
the proliferation of this class
of weapons applies as much
to the developing as it does
to developed1 countries.

Decrease in Momentum
The momentum of the

arms racei would clearly de-
crease if the production of
these weappns were effec-
tively and •'unconditionally
banned. Their use, ;which
could cause, an enormous
loss of^ human life, has al-
ready 'been Condemned and

' prohibited by 'international*
agreements, in particular the
Geneva Protocol of 1925,
and, more recently, in resolu-

National Institute of Public Health,
Budapest.

Dr. Hotse C. Bartlema, head of
the microbiological department of
the medical-biological laboratory,
National Defense Research Organ-
ization, Rijswijk, the Netherlands.
' Dr. S. Bhagayantam, scientific

adviser to the Minister of Defense,
New Delhi,

Dr. Jiri Franek, director of the
Military Institute for Hygiene, Epl-J 1— -. Mierobi 'and robiplogy,demiology
Prague.

Dr. Yosio Kawakita, president of
the University of Chiba and profes-
sor of bacteriology, Chiba City,
Japan.

Victor ~Moulin, chief armament
engineer, head of bureau of chem-
ical and biological defense, Saint-
Cloud, France,

Dr. M. K. McPhail, director of
chemical and biological defense.
Defense Research Board, Ottawa.

Dr. Guillermo Soberon, director
of institute for biomedical research,
national university of Mexico,

tions of the General Assem-
bly of the United Nations.

The prospects for general
and complete disarmament
under effective international
control, and hence for peace
throughout the world, would
brighten significantly if the
development, production and
stockpiling of chemical and
bacteriological (biological)
agents intended for purposes
of war were to end and if
they were eliminated from
all military arsenals.

If this, were to happen,
there would be a general les-
sening of international fear
and tension. It is the hope of
the authors that this report
will contribute to public

• awareness of the profoundly
dangerous results if. these
weapons were ever used, and
that an aroused1 public will
demand and receive assur-
ances that Governments are
working for the earliest ef-
fective elimination of chemi-
cal and bacteriological (bio-
logical) weapons.

Continued From Page 1, Col. 7

nothing unusual in the fact
that the Rumanian President,
Nicolae Ceauseou, would be
talking with Mr.. Nixon.

The Soviet pressi which -in
the past has warned other Com-!
munist countries to .be wary of'

"3hingtD.n's "bridgV^building"
vitj«&~nas not offered any

-jrnBafsoVar on Mr. Nixon's
dtrip. TJie only-^mention of his
; six-nation tour v?as a'brief, fac-
tual report from Washington by
K t̂1116 official SoViet press
teSSKH,;Which was carried in
SffSdeJawspapers and on the

Radio. ,v :•-
-The .'.prevailing atmosphere

.1 Soyiet:American relations
,-i.as been steadily improving,
diplomats-said. This is probab-
ly-because of the'Soviet desire
to insure that -the long-delayed
negotiations on reduction and
•limitation of strategic missiles
are not further'postponed.

President Nixon has said
.hat her hoped the talks could
begin in the first weeks of
August, and Secretary of, State
William p. R0gers reiterated
this hope today"" A s"harp"so"

Mr. Nixon's tripviet attack on im. nixon-s trip
to Bucharest obviously would

starte^ 1D getUng °» <alks

Bonnan Warmly Welcomed
The arrival today of Col

,Frank Borroan, the astronaut
and his warm greeting by So-
viet astronauts was only the
latest and probably the most



pamea oy.
advisers to the closed-door calatiqm Chemical ana oiqiog-

ical warfare could open the
door to hostilities which might
be less controlled and less con-
trollable, than any war in the
past."

Britain to Offer Draft
Special to The New York Tlm«

GENEVA, July 2—The pres-

sessions, which were held here
and in Geneva over six
months. The chairman was Wil-
liam Epstein, a Canadian mem-
ber of the staff who is director
of 'the United Nations Disarma-
ment Affairs Division.

The other members, of the
panel were the following:

Dr. Tibor Bakacs, professor of entation by Britain of a plan
hygiene and director general of the
National Institute of Public Health,
Budapest,

Dr. Hotse C. Bartlema, head of
the microbiological department of
the medical-biological laboratory,
National Defense Research Organ-
ization, Rljswijlc, the Netherlands.

Dr. S, Bhagayantam, scientific
adviser to the Minister of Defense,
New Delhi.

Dr. Jiri- Franek, director of the
Military Institute for Hygiene, Epi-
demiology and Microbiology,
Prague.

Dr. Yosio Kawakita, president of
the University of Chiba and profes-
sor of bacteriology, Chlba City,
Japan.

Victor "Moulin, chief armament
engineer, head of bureau of chem-
ical and biological defense, Saint-
Cloud, France.

Dr. M. K. McPhail,. director of
chemical and biological defense,
Defense Research Board, Ottawa.

Dr. Guillermo Soberon, director
of Institute for biomedical research,
national university of Mexico,
Mexico City.

Dr. Lars-Erik Tamnielin, chief of
department for medicine and chem-
istry, Research Institute for Na-
tional Defense.'Stockholrrr.

Dr. Berhane Teoume-Lessame,
medical co-director and head of
department of viruses and rickett-
siae, Imperial Central Laboratory
and .Research Institute, Addis
Ababa, Ethiopia.

Col. Zbigniew Zoltowski, profes-
sor1 of medicine, epidemiologist and
scientific adviser to the Ministry
of National Defense, Warsaw.

Mr. Thant's urging that gov-
ernments reaffirm the Geneva
Protocol as a ban on the use in
war of tear gas could raise
some political problem for the
United States, which' has used
such chemicals in Vietnam.

On the use of tear gases, the
14 specialists remarked that
with such chemicals there was
"negligible probability of any
fatal outcome," saying that'
they were used widely in war-]
fare and often to aid in captur-
ing enemy personnel.

Elsewhere, however, they
observed that anyone using any
chemical agent risked retalia-
tion with more dangerous
weapons in the same class or
even more destructive arms.

The "ill-considered civil use"
of some of these agents in riot-
control or for military purposes
could turn out to be "highly i
dangerous," they warned, I

The main focus of the 116-
page report, however, was the
great threat posed by the dis-
covery and manufacture of
new, more toxic chemical com-
pounds and the fear that many
types of bacteria, viruses and
other biological agents might
be used in war with devastat-
ing effect.

Because such weapons are',
unpredictable and dependent.

and Mongolia to become mem-
bers.

The seat that President de
Gaulle always refused to permit
France to occupy will remain
vacant tomorrow despite his
resignation and the installation
of a new government in Paris.
Should France take her seat,
the meetings would involve 20
nations.
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Stennis Committee Votes)
for Restricting Research

to Defensive Actions

By JOHN W. FINNEY
Special to Tlie New York Times

WASHINGTON, July 3—The
Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee, responding to Congres-
sional criticism of the military,
has proposed a halt in develop-
ment of chemical and biological
warfare weapons by the Penta-
gon.

The committee disclosed its
action today in announcing that
it had cut about $2-biIIion from
the $22-billion requested by the
Pentagon for procurement of
weapons and military research
and development. It was the
heaviest cut that the committee
had imposed upon the Penta-
gon's weapons budget in five
years.

Included in the bill as ap-
proved by the committee is au-
thorization to start deployment
of the Administration's contro-
versial Safeguard missile de-
fense system.

Congress Must Act

The committee eliminated all
the funds requested by the mili-
tary .for development of offen-
sive uses of lethal and incapaci-
tating chemical and biological
warfare agents.

The effect of the committee
action, if sustained by Congress,
would be to stop development
of new chemical and biological
agents as well^as the means of
delivering them. Left intact by
the committee were Pentagon
programs to develop defenses
against chemical and biological
warfare.

Defensive measures involve
gas masks, antidotes and tne
like. So the Pentagon could not
continue producing offensive
jweapons under. . a::'"cfijfensiy'e
label?'' :;.'.,;';yj?, '. ''. .','•'.

:> ,Cut Viewe'daiigjjmboiic H

In terms of a program that is
costing some J!350;millibn an-
nually, the committee reduc-
tion was small, amounting to
only $16-million. But symboli-
cally the reduction was signif-
icant as representing the first
concrete step by Congress to
curb the largely secret pro-
gram.

Also of considerable political
significance was the "fact that
the reduction was recommend-
ed by a conservative commit-
.tee that has been a defended-—
•of military programs.
| Members said the committee, rejected by the* Seriate. :

Senator Stennis goes to the
'loor with his own committee
sharply divided on the anti-
>allistic-missile issue. But other-

„„„ j,~, — --*-.«,.,-,*.-.-!-.<.•$.. wise;!':;he appears to have
man- of-.a ispeciahsuK^Djmiiteetetrengthened his position by the

• • .. '. • " unusually heavy cuts in the
posed $8.3-biIlion fesearch«and. Eentagon requests.

action was due largely to
ator Thomas J. Mclntyre, Dem-
ocrat of New Hampshire, .who
this year was ap.npiBted-;d[air-

development program.'
It was the Mclntyre subcom-

mittee that initially proposed
the cutback in research on

The cuts probably are not
sufficient to satisfy the mili-
ary's Senate critics,, who have
seen proposing up to a $10-bil-

chemical and biological warfare lion cut in the defense budget.
and the panel was sustained
by the full committee.

In explaining the cutback,
Senator Mclntyre said
statement:

in

"The subcommittee felt we
must do all we can to protect
our people and our troops
against biological and chem-
ical agents, but measured
against this nation's traditional
opposition to the offensive use

| of such agents we could not
justify research and develop-
ment expenditures for that pur-
pose."

In addition to Senator Mc-
lntyre, the subcommittee is
composed of two conservatives,
Harry F. Byrd Jr., Democrat of
Virginia, and George Murphy,

Jut Senator Stennis can keep
the critics on the defensive by
Jointing to the large cuts al-
ready made by the committee.

Furthermore, Senator Sten-
nis, who played a lonely role
ast year defending the mili-

tary "
floor,

Republican
and two

of California,
moderates, Ed-

ward W. Brooke, Republican
of Massachusetts, and Stephen
M. Young, Democrat of Ohio.

In the past,, as members pri-
vately acknowledge, the com-
mittee only passingly examined
the military's research program
in chemical and biological war-
fare. Even this year the sub-
committee, according to Sena-
tor Mclntyre, had considerable
difficulty in establishing how
much was being spent, because
individual items of such re-
search were scattered through-
out the huge military budget.

After considerable checking
with the military, the subcom-
mittee finally established that
in the coming fiscal year the
Pentagon .was proposing to
spend. $88-million on such re-
search '..and development, of
whicfi.r$I6-million was for "of-
fensive-uses."

Rising Complaints Noted
What prompted the sub-

committee examination, as Sen-
ator Mclntyre acknowledged in
an interview, were the rising
Congressional complaints this
year, particularly from House
liberals, about the Army's
chemical and biological war-
fare program.

In the present Congressional
atmosphere, Senator Mclntyre
said, the program would have
been vulnerable to heavy cuts
on the Senate floor unless the
committee could have demon-
strated it had taken a "good
look" at the Pentagon request
and deleted items that were
difficult to defend.

At least symbolically, the cui
in the program was the most
important reduction made by
the committee in approving a
bill authorising $20,059,500,000
hi .procurement of weapons
and research and development
by the Pentagon in the fiscal
year that began July 1.

Senator John Stennis, Demo-
crat of Mississippi, the com-
ntfttee chairman, announced
that the authorization had been
reduced as the committee cut
heavily into several programs,
particularly into the proposed
$8.3-t>illion research and devel-
opment program.

The committee made no cut
m funds for the antibaUistic-
imissile system, earmarking
l$345.5-million1 for procurement
and deployment, $400.9-million
for research and development
and $12-mlllion to prepare test
sites in the Pacific.

The inclusion of authoriza-
tion to start deployment of the
Safeguard system comes as de-
bate is scheduled to begin next
week. Senator Charles H. Percy,
Republican of Illinois, predicted
on the basis of his private sur-

:ee behind him by giving the
iunior members a greater role.
Illustrative was his handling of
Senator Mclntyre, the ninth-
ranktng Democrat on the com-
mittee.

Had Considered Quitting
Senator Mclntyre had been

prepared to leave the commit-
tee in frustration over the way
lie felt it was being run by an
oligarchy of senior members.
Senator Stennis mollified him
by giving him the chairman-
ship of the special subcommit-
tee to examine the research
and development program.

The subcommittee spent 35
hours examining 18 different
research and development
program's. In the end the sub-
committee recommended cuts
totaling about $1.3-billion, of
which $I.04ibi]lion was ac-
cepted by Hie full committee.

The subcommittee found
that both the Army and Navy
were developing heavy-lift
helicopters and recommended
that the Army program, which
would have cost nearly -$i',5-
billion, be droDoed.•'•

vey that 4epIOyJnefl.ti,
1«rou]d.:J3e

__?. _ j _ ^ 3 T_ Li1 11_ _- JH .'..£_. •; • 1

program on -the Senate
•, has reunited his commit-
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Bear Kr«
Many thanks for yaw? letter of S July 1969 concerning

the draft texts dealing id.th the question of biological
iaarfas>es ijhieh the United Kingdom Goverriraent has in sand
to put f oraard ia the Eighteen Blation Diearsia^ient
Coaudttee in Geaeva OH 10 July.

As soon as this is possible9 I shall inforai the
§ecretaxy«42enemi aboat- the contests of your letter. In the
meantims^ I aaa fort-iaMiug a copy of your letter to the Deputy
to the Under-Sec3^eta£7«G@neral of the Department of Political.
and. Sscisrity GsuncH Affairs.

Yours

Jose Uola—Bemj.ett
Under-Seeretazyô leneml

for rSpeeial Political Affairs

. David H. ff, Hil<̂ rard9 C.M.G., D.P.C.

Alternate Eepreseatstive of the Usited lingdoa
to the Jfaited Sations
Third Iv̂ iuê  10th ELoor
York. H.Y.



UNITED KINGDOM MISSION
TO THE UNITED NATIONS

845 THIRD AVENUE

NEW YORK.N.Y.

(10/15/169) 8 July, 1969

The Permanent Representative of the United
Kingdom called on the Secretary-General on 25 June
to leave with him, for his personal information,
advance copies of the draft texts of a Convention
and a Security Council resolution, dealing with the
question of biological warfare, which the United
Kingdom Government had in mind to put forward in the
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee in Geneva.,

In the absence both of the Secretary-General
and of Lord Caradon, I am writing to confirm the
notification already passed to you by telephone to
the effect that it is now my Government's intention
to table these draft texts in the E 0N»DoC<, on
10 July.

The text which will be tabled in Geneva will
differ in one particular from that which was given
to the Secretary-General on 25 June, The fourth
and fifth preambular paragraphs of the earlier text
will be deleted and the following three preambular
paragraphs will be put in their place:

"Believing that chemical and biological
discoveries should be used only"for the
betterment of human life,

/Recognising

Mr. J0 Rolz-Bennett,
United Nations Secretariat,

New York 0



- 2 -

Recognising nevertheless that the
development of scientific knowledge throughout
the world will increase the risk of eventual
use of biological methods of warfare,

Convinced that such use would be repugnant
to the conscience of mankind and that no
effort should be spared to minimise this
risk,"

V
(Do H. T. Hildyard)



HEW YORK TIMES, Wednesday, 9 July

lunacy of Germ Warfare
• ; ,.- • 6ean Sv?ift himself could not do justice to a world

'which over the centuries and 'with great skill has
•eliminated diseases one by one for the sake of

i" humanity, -and then systematically bred the germs
"of those diseases as a possible. weapon of war. Yet
all the major countries, even those that have the
nuclear power to wipe out the earth's population
several times over, persist in the solemn lunacy of
'stockpiling lethal. bacteria and poisonous 'gases in the

, name of national defense.
: Fortunately a few rays of gbod sense have been
^penetrating this Kafka-like realm, and it is at least
. possible that the world may be spared further hazard-
ous progress along a particularly gruesome road.

-Among the hopeful signs, the first in recent weeks
,was the vigorous campaign against the chemical and
..biological warfare program of the Defense Department
fby Representative Richard D. McCarthy of Buffalo.
iit was Mr. McCarthy who induced a rare briefing of
Congressmen on the subject by hitherto ;reticent offi-
cers, of the Pentagon. And it was the same Congress- .

;man who almost singlehandedly prevented the cross-
country shipment of several hundred freight cars

;filled with obsolete but deadly gas bombs that the
Army irresponsibly planned to dump in the Atlantic.

... Entering into the questioning spirit, the Senate
;: Armed Services Committee has just voted to cut out;
;-'bf the defense budget all funds for researching offen-
sive measures in the field of chemical-biological war-
fare. President Nixon himself has shown a marked
''interest in moves to reduce this .whole category of
armaments. He has ordered a full-scale review of the
program and pledged to the opening session of the

: Geneva Disarmament Conference that the United
States would seek "reliable arms control" for this
potential type of warfare, which "arouses horror and •
revulsion throughout the world."

Perhaps even more significant, the United Nations
;has just issued a report that should be required read-
ing for responsible government officials around the
globe. It documents not only the frightful dangers of
chemical and biological warfare but 'the folly of their
contemplated use as well as their total unpredictability;
their possible destruction of the environment even
where they do not immediately wipe out a whole

.population, Including those who initiate their use; and
the easy and frightening proliferation of such weapons
among nations that cannot afford nuclear armaments.

In transmitting the work of the fourteen distin-
guished scientists who drew up the U.N. report, Secre-
tary General Thant has appealed to all states to

„ accept the Geneva Protocol of 1925, renouncing the
.use of chemical and biological agents— a declaration
ratified by sixty nations but not by the United States
— and to eliminate such agents as quickly as possible
from their arsenals.

•;• If these steps are taken, such is the •irony of the
situation, the world would breathe more- easily, at

. haying,. ̂ tpxflvard off only the-
'<. destruction..;;:: -
' '
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Total Ban
Proposed
By DARIUS S. JHABVALA

Globe TJ.N. Reporter

, UNITED NATIONS —
The British government for-
mally proposed a draft of an
international agreement yes-
terday that would outlaw
completely the production
and possession, of biological
agents for hostile pruppses.

: The document, the first of
its kind since the Geneva
Protocol of 1925, would also
prohibit the use of biological
methods of warfare even as
a retaliatory measure in
self-defense.

The text of the proposed
treaty was offered by Brit-
ish Minister of State Freder-.
ick Mulley to" the 18-nation
disarmament conference in
Geneva and distributed to
delegations at the United
Nations in New. York.

As an adjunct to the trea-
ty is a proposed draft resolu-
tion of the Security Council
which calls on the U.N. sec-
retary general create ma-
chinery for . investigating
complaints.

The resolution would also
give the secretary general
unusual authority to act in-
dependently qf the Security
Council in investigating a
complaint.

SUBJECT TO VETO
Given the known Soviet,

.and French opposition to
having the secretary general
operate independently of the
council, there is a suspicion
that efforts will be made to
water down his proposed in-
vestigative powers.

On the other hand it is ar-
gued that -If the secretary

",g;erieral's '/ authority is
•"brought - under the. council,
•'; the investigative clauses
"-would virtually be meaning-
-lesg since they would be

"subject to a'vetb. by any -one
' of the major powers. In,s,uch
a case there would be 'little
inducement for any nation
t'o sign and ratify the treaty.

The introduction of the
treaty, coming a week after
a U.N. report that called for
the banning of production
and possession of chemical
and biological weapons, was
welcomed at the U.N. and by
the American and Russian
delegations in Geneva.

S e c r e t a r y General U
Thant, who is recuperating
after a hemorrhoidal opera-
tion,, was apprised of the
British suggestions more
than a. week .ago, A U.N.
spokesman announced1 that
.Thant "is progressing -satis-
factorily and his recovery is
normal." '.

•The proscriptions of the
treaty do not include chemi-
cal weapons since they
"p'resent greater problems
and international opinion is
less "clear than in the case of
biological -weapons."

Nevertheless, the signa-
tories are asked "to pursue
negotiations in good faith
on effective 'measures to
strengthen existing con-

I straints on the use' of cfaem-
I ' ical weapons.

The 10 a r t i c l e treaty
would bind the parties:—
"Never in any circumstanc-
es" to use biological weap-
ons. —Not to produce or ac-
quire biological agents for
warfare. —To destroy or di-
vert to peaceful uses within
three months after the con-
vention comes into force
any stocks that have been
produced fro warfare.

The purpose of the council
•resolution is to authorize the
secretary general to estab-
lish machinery , probably
consisting of a group of ex-
perts, to investigate com-
plaints and to assure appro-
priate action would be taken

••by the international -.body.,.
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British Draft Would Ban Development or Use of Germ
By THOMAS J. HAMILTON

Special bo The N«w York Times

GENEVA, July 10 —Britain
submitted to the Disarmament
Conference today a draft con-
vention that would prohibit the
development, production or
use of biological weapons "in
any circumstances." It would
require that existing stockpiles
be destroyed or diverted to
peaceful purposes within three
months after the proposed
agreement went into effect.

Frederick Mulley, British Min-
ister of State, submitted the
proposal with the statement
that it was intended to
strengthen the Geneva Protocol
of 1925, which bars the use
but not the production or pos-
session of bacteriological
weapons.

The Protocol of 1925 applies
only to parties to it, and reser-
vations attached by Britain,
the Soviet Union and some
other countries allow' them to
use bacteriological weapons if
an enemy used them first.

Under the British proposal,
"each of the parties to the
convention undertakes never
in any circumstances—by mak-
ing use for hostile purposes of
microbial or other biological
agents causing death or disease
by infection or infestation in
man, other animals, or crops—
to engage in bacteriological
methods of warfare."

A British spokesman said
that Britain accepted the de-
finition of bacteriological wea-
pons given last week in a
United Nations report: "Living
organising, whatever their na-
ture, or infective material de-
rived from them, which are in-
tended to cause disease or
death in man, animals or
plants, and which depend for
their effect on their ability to

multiply in the person, animal
or plant attacked."

The draft treaty does not
apply to chemical weapons, de-
finied in the report as "chemi-
cal substances, whether gase-
out, liquid or solid, which
might be employed because of
their direct toxic effects on
man, animals and plants."

Mr. Mulley said that chemi-
cal weapons were excluded
from the draft because it would
be more difficult to achieve
agreement on a ban on chemi-
cal weapons, and that it was
more urgent to prohibit bace-
teriological weapons because
they would effect a much
larger target area than chemi-
cal weapons.

Another reason, British
sources said, for omitting
chemical weapons from the
draft treaty is that some chemi-
cals used in chemical warfare
have peaceful uses. British
sources said that a simultane-
ous attempt to prohibit both
types of weapons would delay
the program, and that Britain
hoped the Disarmament Con-
ference would approve the
draft treaty in time to submit
it to the General Assembly in
September.

The draft convention con-
tains no inspection machinery,
Mr. Mulley told correspon-
dents, because bacteriological
weapons can be produced any-
where, in "a small house or a
large garage," and verification
procedures would be useless.

If germ warfare was used
against a party to the conven-
tion, it could complain to the
Secretary General of the
United Nations, who would
then investigate and report to
the Security Council.

Such action would be taken
by the Secretary General under
a standing authorization from
the Security Council, and
would not be subject to Great
Power Veto. However, a Secur-

ity Council decision, subject to
veto, would be-required to in-
vestigate less serious charges
of developing or possessing
bacteriological weapons.

Security Council punishment
of violators of the draft tcon-i
vention also would be subject
to the veto. The only Security
Council action suggested by the
British official was. medical help
for the victim state.

A spokesman for the United
States, which signed :but did
not ratify the Geneva Protocol
of 1925, welcomed the .rUTti;^
duction of the British •pr.o.fto.s&Js
but reserved the United, Stated
position. '. . ; . '-'..''VX

President'.Nixon, in a .mes-
sage • to the cbhfereriee' .last
week, said- that the United
States delegation would "exam-
irie carefully any' approaches
that offered the prospect of
reliable, arms control" in .the
field ; of. bacteriological, .and
.cMejnical..'•Kfeappns.'./. v.. '.'. '••','

' ' ' ' '

Soviet Union told correspond-
ents/that, he still felt* that the!:
'irst step toward a ban on*
jerm warfare should be" to'j
strengthen the 1925 protocol,
jut he., also, reserved his posi-
tion on; the' British proposal

It is believed that the re- , \
vival of American-isolationism
in the twenties prevented rati-
fication of the 1925 protocol '
,when ,it was submitted to the

J'~"•genate
Xjn Qpojidge.

President Cal-
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cc: Mr. Lemieux

25 July 1969

Gentlemen,

The Secretary-General lias asked me to acknowledge
your telegram to him dated 21 July on the subject of
chemical anel biological weapons. Bs baa taken note of
its contents.

With .

Yours sincerely,

C.V. Harasimhaa
Chef de Cabinet

ISp. Tomesai Narita
Chairman
Socialist Party of Japans
M?. Toshikatsu Horii

Sobyo Ichiro Moritaki
President Japaan Congress agaiast A-H Bombs

Mr. Shine! Kiaaiu
President
Cteinawa Pi-efectural Council for
Hewers ion to Mainland

Tokyo,
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Governing Coalition Seems
to Have Kept a Majority

,,£ OSLO, Norway,' .Tuesday,
gSept 9 (Reuters)—The non-So-

cialist governing coalition ap-
peared to have .won a second
orfour-year term early today in

extremely close election.
The four-party coalition,

^headed by Premier Per Borten,
^-appeared to have captured 76

•niof 150 seats in the Storting, or
•"Parliament, after having trailed
9
8
v
tthe Labor party for much of

nsthe night.
ie\ The Labor party seemed to
•lhave won the remaining 74 j
''.peats.
•>b After the counting was com-
lopleted, Mr. Borten said that it
.»was not absolutely certain that
~>'Ms coalition had survived,
8''though he doubted whether the
'^unusually large number of

votes still to be mailed in would
/jaffect the outcome of the two-
May election. -'

j-j, Mr. Bortert admitted that
3Xabor had made impressive
s .gains against his coalition of
sthe Conservative party, the
-liberal party, the Center party
-and the Christian People's
party.

Labor's Leader Pleased
Special to The New York Times

; OSLO, Tuesday, Sept. 9—
Trygve Bratteli, the Labor
party leader, said today that,
whatever the oucome, "Labor

"has been he victor."
... He cited nearly complete re-
turns that showed that Labor

"had increased its vote from
43.3 per cen in 1965 while the
coalition had dropped from
49.3 per cent in 1965.

In that election, Labor was
ousted after having been in
power for three decades. It
needed a four-point swing to
regain control.

The coalition parties held 80
seats in .the ,dissolved parlia-
ment. .Labor had 68 seats and
the'iiqcialist People's party, two.

. Th'fe returns indicated that the
.Sbcicilist'Peoples', party, :"a'radi-
cal ""'grouping that:; has;: been
campaigning vigorously against
Norway's membership in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion, would lose both seats. The
party had been expected to in-
crease its representation be-
cause of its supposed appeal
to 315,000 new young voters.
The number of eligible voters
was 2.5 million.

The campaign was devoid of
major issues. Most of the de-
bating centered on economic
issues, and even then merely
on details.

The main question was tax
reform. The coalition passed in
June a 20 per cent added-value
tax that takes effect nexff Janu-
ary. Labor pledged both to re-
duce ,the tax to 15 per cent
and to increase social benefits.

Ruling Coalition Prevails
In San Marino's Election

Special to The New York Times

ROME, Sept. 8—A final tabu-
lation of the voting yesterday
for the 60-member Grand and
General Council of San Marino,
Europe's oldest and smallest
republic, showed a victory for
the right-of-center coalition that
has been governing for the last
12 years.

The Christian Democrats lost
two of the 29 seats they had
held in the previous council but
their allies, the Social Demo-
crats, won 11, a gain of one
giving the coalition a total of
38. The Communists held their
14 seats while the extreme left-
wing Socialists advanced from
6 to 7.

WASHINGTON POST

U. S. 'Secrets'
Revealed by
Magazine ,y
HAMBURG, Germany, Sept.

8 (UPI)—The magazine Stern
today published details of
what it called a top-secret U.S.
military plan that outlines at-
omic, chemical and biological
warfare plans from the At-
lantic to the Caucasus Moun-
tains.in the event of a Soviet
takeover of Western Europe.

The magazine Der Spiegel
said the plan was sent to
Stern and the American maga-
zine Ramparts by the Soviet
KGB "disinformation" section.
Der Spiegel said the KGB was
attempting to sew confusion
among the people of Europe
and the Western allies.

Der Spiegel said a covering
letter, sent with the plan,
linked it to Maj. Gen. Horst
Wendland, deputy director of
the West German Federal In-
telligence Agency, who com-
mitted suicide last Oct. 8.

But the Soviets really got
"Plan 10-1," along with a great
many other secret U.S. mili-
tary plans, from Sgt. Robert
Lee Johnson, 46, a former U:S.
courier, according to Der
Spiegel.

Johnson and James Allen
Mi-thkenbaugh, a former Alex-
andria, Va., real estate agent,
were sentenced to 25 years im^
prisonment on July 30, 1965,j
by .at\ District of Columbia!
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Sends Secret Memorandum
to National Security Panel
as Policy Study Wears

By ROBERT M. SMITH
Special to The Ne\v York'Tlnus

WASHINGTON, Oct. 17 —
Secretary of Defense Melvin R.
Laird has submitted a .secret
memorandum to the National
Security Council urging .that
the United States stop- produc-
ing biological agents for use in
warfare.

Reliable sources say that Mr.
Laird recently submitted the
two-page memorandum to' sup-
plement an interagency staff
report on chemical-biological
warfare, completed last week,
that has. also been turned over
to the council.

The-staff report is to be re-
viewed next week at a, meeting
of high officials from the Penta-
gon, State Department, Arms
Control and Disarmament
Agency and other agencies.

President Nixon plans to
meet with the council in early
November to consider the issue
and to try to formulate a chem-
ical and biological warfare pol-
icy..

Chiefs' Stand Uncertain
It is not yet clear, according

to reliable sources, -whether
the .Joint Chiefs of-Staff will
support Mr. Laird's position .on

• halting the production of germs.
In the .past, the Joint Chiefs

have reportedly taken the posi-
tion that. "all options should
be kept-open" with, respect.to
the American. arsenal, land 'that
Biological.;'ragents.;'.were' Jieces
saryj to prpyide the't'threat: o)
."retaliatibn:in kind; ;'

As-; recently as. a ,f ew -weeks
ago, the representative' of the
Joint- Chiefs- asked' the' inter-
iagency. -study.;group ;to' leave

s1-'see" 'Mr.' iai
prand'um as .ivfery. Iikelyi-&:!sp3l
the. end of:«:A'merican iproduc-
tion 'of biological .agents,:-.which
is now officially .described- as
'"limited."

In another-development, Sec-
retary of the Army Stanley R
Resor approved today the rec

< ommendations of a civilian
'panel regarding the open-air
testing of chemical warfare
agents at the Edgewood Arse
nal, about 20 miles north of
Baltimore. The civilian scien-
tists said that, with certain
changes, the testing could be
resumed.

Mr. 'Resor ordered the arse
nal to make the changes, which
include more frequent monitor-

ing and-ffe;lfe']}|ingSo|{Sb£
test area£: anp theMtb 'suBm
proposals-for'Defense Depar
ment approval before testin

The scientists, headed by D
Ivan Loveridge Bennett, vi
president of New York Unive
sity, also examined procedure
used in chemical training acti\
ities at Fort McClellan, Ala. an
found they posed no danger t
base personnel or nearby res
dents.

The Army is currently op
erating a "preproduction" fa
cility for biological agents a
the Pine Bluff Arsenal in cen
tral Arkansas.

At Pine Bluff, five officer
four enlisted men and 323 c
vilians are engaged in a $7
million-a-year operation cen
•tered in a 10-story tower. Th
arsenal produces biologica
agents, the Army has said,
develop the techniques an
"hardware" necessary to mass
produce the germs if they ar
needed.

The operation also involve
storing some of the germs an
toxins (toxins are the dead bu
poisonous products of bacteria
in refrigerated "igloos." Th
igloos, in the north and cen
tral portions of the arsenal, ar
reinforced concrete huts cov
ered with two to three feet o
dirt.

. There are 273 igloos at th
arsenal, plus 32 warehouses, 16
sheds and 72 concrete maga
zines, but it is not known how
many of the igloos are used tc
store biological agents. Pine
Bluff also stores lethal chemi
cal agents.

The arsenal produces th
germs after an Army researcl
center at Fort Detrick, Md., ha
developed a particular strain
that it feels the United States
should be able to mass-produce

The Pine Bluff installation
which the Army says is the
largest single employer in Jef
ferson County, Ark., will. lose
its germ-production facility i
Mr. Laird's advice is taken by
the President. However, the ar
senal also makes nonletha
chemical munitions, such as
smoke grenades.

Statement of Policy
Specific information on bio-

logical agents is secret. How-
ever, Representative Richard D
McCarthy, Democrat of upstate
New York, an outspoken critic
of. American chemical and bio-
logical warfare policy, has said
"The disease-bearing weapons
that we develop and test anc
in some cases stockpile include
the plague, anthrax, tularemia,
psittacosis, Q-fever, botulism,
Rocky Mountain spotted fever,
brucellosis and Venezuelan
equine encephalitis."

The most recent public state-
ment of national policy on the
subject appears to have been
vmiHe-last,spring in response to
-.a;|etterto'Mr. McCarthy by Dr,

eering, on
Laird. Mr. Foster stated:

' "If is the policy of the Unrt-
ed' States to develop and main-
tain a defensive chemical-bio-
logical capability so that our
military forces could operate
for some period of time in a
toxic environment if necessary;
to develop'and maintain a lim-
ited offensive capability in or-
der to deter all use of chnmi"?.1
and biological weapons by the
threat of retaliation in kind."

Pentagon Cites Review
Recently, the Defense De-

partment has refused to re-
spond to questions concerning
its policy on the ground that a
review is under way n the Kr.-
tional Security CouncM.

Critics of -the policy have
questioned the effectiveness of
"retaliation in kind" by germ
warfare because it has never
been tested. They have also
criticized the idea that germc
can be distributed and con-
trolled to affect the armed
forces or population of a /par-
ticular country without -spread-
ing into neutral or friendly
areas.

The Defense Department has
been embarrassed a great deal
by recent events involving
chemical and biological weap-
ons — from the accidental kill-
ing of sheep in .Utah to the
testing of nerve gas in Hawaii.
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of Four
Taken Off ttie'List

By RICHARD D. LYONS
Special" to Tfte New York Times

^WASHINGTON, Nov.., 25,. —
president, Nixon's limited bah
i\<?n .chemical and biological wea>
3|jbns would bar American '. use
Efef an array of ' killers-; whose
very names stir1 thoughts, of a

jchamber of 'horrors.
^ The terrifying, but authentic
names for chemical and biotogr

'fcal warfare agents include
plague, Q-fever, anthrax, VX,

'•psittacosis, VEE, sarin, BZ,
phosgene, DMT mustard gas and
tick-borne encephalitis.

According to an Army d.o.eii-
frient, one fighter plane making
"Just one pass over New York
City could drop enough of a
lethal biological agent such as
anthrax bacteria to kill half
the people.

Planes can also spray a nerve
gas code-named BZ that can
reduce a human to a gibbering
idiot in seconds. The violent,
irrational behavior may last for
days, although the chemical is
not believed to cause serious,
long-lasting effects.

The Department of. Defense
divides chemical and biological
warfare agents into four
groups: chemical, such as BZ;
biological, such as anthrax; riot
control, .such as tear gas; and
"fire and smoke agents," such
as napalm.

Two Not Affected
White House advisers and

Pentagon officials said1 that riot
control agents, and fire agents

not be removed fromwould
use.

One border-line case involves
the chemical gas DM, or Adam-
site, which the Army describes
as being a "riot control agent"
but which also may be lethal
under certain conditions. Wide.-
ly used in World War I, but
little employed today, DM
causes violent sneezing, nausea
and vomiting. It would appar-
ently be outlawed under Mr.
Nixon's directive. It has been
used in Vietnam.

Few of the other chemical
and biological agents have been
used in recent years.

VX, a nerve gas developed
in Britain after World War II,
killed 6,000 sheep, at the Army's
Dugway 'Proving Grohnds in
Utah last year. Droplets of the
agent, enter the body from the
nose or the pores in the skin.
It may remain toxic on the
ground.for up to three weeks.

was developed by the j Germans
during World War II, but nev-
er used. Like VX, s'arin, or
GB;;as it is sometimes called,
kills when inhaled or absorbed
'by:'the skin;

.Other.'chemical .agents once
popular in warfare but seldom
used today 'inelude;'.phosgene,-:,a.
room temperature 'gas^that j ir-
ritates the lungs, and HDr or
mustard gas, which blisters the
eyes, skin and lungs.

Other agents such as • the
blistering, gas lewisite and the
blood gases hydrogen cyanide
and cyanogen chloride, which
cause suffocation, have not
been used in recent years.
Aside from the tear gases, VX
is the major chemical agent in
the American defense arsenal.
It can be put into land mines,
mortar rounds, artillery Shells
and rockets. '

Most, if not all the biological
warfare agents are refinements
and concentrations of organisms
that cause natural diseases.
About 100 of these diseases
could, theoretically, be used in
warfare. -

The Department of Defense
is known to have developed
and in some cases stockpiled
organisms that would cause
plague, anthrax, tularemia,
psittacosis, Q-fever, botulism,
Rocky Mountain spotted fever,
burcellosis and Venezuelan
equine encephalitis, or VEE.

A British chemical and bio-
logical warfare worker died a
year ago
pneumonic

after contracting
plague, which is

fatal in almost all cases without
prompt treatment.

Botulism toxin, sometimes
found in improperly cooked or
canned foods, will kill two-j
thirds of those persons who are!
infected within 24 hours. It in-
terferes with breathing.

Anthrax, a bacterial lung in-
fection, is almost always fatal
within a few 'days of infection
if not treated rapidly.

Q-fever and psittacosis, also
known as parrot fever, are
caused by organisms named
rickettsiae, which are a crpss
between a bacterium and a
virus. They lead to pneumonia-
like diseases. Q-fever is not
usually fatal, although the mor-
tality rate for psittacosis may
be high.

Tick-borne encephalitis and
Venezuelan equine encephalitis,
diseases that may inflame the
brain ^and spinal cord, are not

ually.fatal. Vaccines for both,
rfp^areTunder development.;;, i

v

L:s Retired •
The- Administration's unilateral renunciation of

germ warfare and its reaffirmation that the United
States.will never be the first to use lethal gases is a
welcome move that should raise President Nixon's
prestige at home and American prestige abroad. The
unequivocal abandonment of bacterial weapons is
especially gratifying, since this particular concept
of warfare is as senseless as it is horrifying, disease
germs being as great a threat to the user as to the
enemy. Since even in peacetime it poses a threat of
accidental epidemics, it is particularly reassuring, to
have the President's pledge to destroy the army's
entire .stockpile of germ missiles.

As for chemicals, Mr. Nixon is asking only for
ratification of the 1925 Geneva Protocol, which pro-
hibits .first use. Unofficially this has been national
policy all along—with certain exceptions. Those
exceptions, now in evidence in Vietnam, are tear gas
and various defoliant chemicals. It is most unfortunate
that the White House considers these outside the
province of the Geneva declaration. We hope that the
Senatev will specifically prohibit them if and when it
ratifies that 44-year-old agreement, as Majority Leader
Mansfield seems confident it will.

The^tear gas in use today, CS-2, is really a lung
gas, far more painful than the simple chemical used
When the Geneva Protocol was drawn up—and it has
been used in Vietnam to flush enemy soldiers 'out
of hidjng places so they can be shot down. The
defoliants are triply reprehensible in that they destroy
food supply far into the future, upset the ecology
and threaten future generations with deformity.

Nevertheless, the President's action is a major step
forward and a credit to the Administration. When
credits' on this score are being distributed, inciden-
tally, it would be grossly unfair to omit the name of
Representative Richard D. McCarthy, Democrat, of
New York. More than any other man, the Buffalo
Congressman took the initiative in revealing the
dangers and follies of chemical and biological war-
fare, exposed the extent of the stockpiling, and fought,
sometimes singlehandedly, for the renunciation that is
now official policy.
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: What Nixon (Mre Up
. - .- '*. • . . > y - . v ;• ^.

Special to Tht New YorK' Times ;

WASHINGTON,' Nov. 25—
By the time President Nixon
made his statement today on
chemical-biological ' warfare,
there was nearly unanimous
agreement among the. top mem-
bers of his Administration on
the decision he announced.
This was because "the President
gave up a few hofrible and

probably unusable
weapons ,in. the

News' American. arsenal
Analysis to gain possible

advantages of se-
curity for the na-

tion and prestige for himself.
This is the view of informed
sources here, who say the Pres-
ident's decision on chemical-
biological weapons was both
shrewd and quick. They are
asking people to' look at what
the President really gave up,
and they suggest that he will
now take other important steps,
though probably with less fan-
fare.

What the President gave up,
they say, was this:

,?!The first use of incapacitat-
ing chemicals — The • United
States has only one "incap"
chemical, a gas called BZ. BZ
enters the ' body through the
lungs and interferes with the
normal mental and physical
processes. But BZ, the Pentagon
has said, is terribly expensive
($20 a pound, and it takes 10
tons to knock out, say, a bat-
talion). And its effects vary:
While it makes some people
passive, it may make others fly
off the handle; in addition, it
can,, in certain cases, kill its
victims. - . .

Retaliation in Kind
«fThe use cof germs to

incapacitate and 'kill in war—
It has been American policy
that biological agents would
be used to "retaliate in kind'
against an enemy who used
them on American .forces or
population. However, experts in
chemical-biological warfare
point out that there were sev-
eral problems that would prob-
ably have prevented the United
States from ever using germs
as weapons,, even in retalia-
tion.

In the first place, the germs
and toxins (the dead but poi-
sonous products of bacteria)
stockpiled in refrigerated igloo:
at the Pine Bluff arsenal in
Arkansas have never been tes(t-
ed; it' is not clear what ef-
fect they would have on enemy
forces or population.

Second, . there./..is. a centrai
i problem of "retaliation in
;kind":' identifying'', tfie' attacker.

Forsworn Weapons
Called Probably

Unusable

How could the United States
tell whether it was, say, Peking
or the Soviet Union that had
spread a particular disease?

Third, and this is probably
the most common argument of
those opposed to the stockpiles
at Pine Bluff,' how could the
United States distribute germs
against an enemy; so that it
could be sure that the germs
stayed in hostile. territory? How,
they ask, could the diseases be
kept from, spreading into neu-
tral or friendly territories or
even from triggering a world-
wide "pandemic" that would
boomerang on , the United
States?

In light of all these .uncerr
tainties, the experts say — and
Secretary of Defense' Melvin R.
Laird apparently agrees — both
the incapacitating agent BZ and
the arsenal of germ's have very
dubious strategic value, and it
is only these weapons that the
President forswore the use of
today.

The Gains Assessed
On the other hand the gains

to the nation, and to Mr. Nixon
personally, appear substantial,
according to informed sources.

First — and perhaps, most im-
portant — because biological and
chemical agents neither cost as
much nor require the technical
ability of nuclear weapons to
produce, the United States, by
maintaining a stock of biplogi-
cals and refusing to .sigh the
Geneva protocol banning the
use of gas and germs, may have
been engendering interest in
chemical and biological weap-
one on the part of small, poorer
countries keen te create their
own arsenals.

Much of the criticism aimed
at Government policy has
focused .on the failure of the
United States to ratify the
Geneva Protocol of 1925. By
the interpretation of some oi
the 80-odd states that have
signed it, the protocol prohibits
the use of tear gas. The United
States is using CS,. a souped-up
form of tear gas, in Vietnam.

The Administration made
clear today that it did not re-
gard tear gas as banned by the
protocol. The Administrator
also said that the protocol di_d
not apply to the use of herbi-
cides, which- the United States
is using,* in large quantities1 in
Vietnam;:.,

off

josed to the American use of
:hese chemicals. However, it is
reliably reported that the Presi-
dent intends shortly — though
probably privately—to maintain
much tighter control on the use
of tear gas by the Army in
Vietnam.

The Army has said that it is
using the gas only to save
ives, but there have been re-

ports that American forces are
using the gas to drive Viet-
cong troops into exposed posi-
tions, where they can be
jorribed or sliot.

In addition, it is believed
that Mr. Nixon will attempt to
draw up guidelines delimiting
in what situations American
troops can use the gas.

Present Situation
At present, according to re-

liable reports, American com-
manders in the field may use
tear gas in any situations, they
wish with only one exception:
They must get permission from
higher headquarters to use the
gas when only Vietnamese
civilians are involved.

The National Security Coun-
cil review of policy that cul-
minated In today's decision
began May 28 with interagency
staff meetings. At first, repres-
entatives of both the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the Penta-
gon took "hard" lines against
reducing the American biologi-
cal capability.

In., late ; summer, however,
Mr. Laird called back the study
paper prepared by the Penta-
gon and shortly thereafter
issued a memorandum recom-
mending a. halt in the manu-
facture of .biological agents.

' From that point on, apparent-
ly, there was little disagreement
concerning what stance the Ad-
ministration should take, al-
though it it reliably reported
that the Joint Chiefs of Staffs'
representative followed the
"hard" line right through the
last National Security Council
staff meeting. .

Rumors began to circulate
;hat the President would make
le made it this morning — a
week after the broad decision
had been made.

.Only yesterday staff mem-
bers of the Administration were
scrambling to inform them-
selves about the-details, of the
Geneva Protocol.

There is every likelihood, in-
formed sources say,, that the
decision will be warmly re-
ceived. "At the very least," said
one Government official, "it's
going to show that the Presi-
dent is not owned by the gen-
era'ls and the chemical industry,
and that—at least on some is-
sues—he 'is'.'open 'to ,'persua-
" " : ' • ' • • ' •" ;"-«'-'- i-«•••. • . -« ' ••
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Capitals in Western Europe Welcome Nixon's Move
thatweapons now stored in

country.
For the West Germans, the

By ALVIN SHUSTER
Special to The New York Times

LONDON, Nov. 25 — The
British Government tonight question of the use and storage
welcomed President Nixon's jof such weapons has been an
pledges against chemical and embarrassing Intrusion into-,pol-
biological warfare. A state
ment from the Foreign Office

itics since it was conceded of-
ficially in July that the United

said,
lighted."

The same

We are naturally de- State 'was keeping .limited sup-
plies of gas on German soil.

The West Germans are par-view was ex-
Dressed T'otheTmaior" We^-l«cularly sensitive ,;about theira '
ern European capitals, ,
which have ratified the
Geneva Protocol,

of

for Senate approval. The proto-
col bans the first use of chemi-

biological weapons,
observers, however,

. about
1925 ons maintained toy >the United

. States in Germany because of
Nazi past and Germany's

long

Some
felt Mr.

against such warfare expressed
disappointment that Mr.
Nixon's pledges

use of CS tear gas and defoli-
ants in Vietnam.

McCarthy Comments
• Representative Richard D.
.McCarthy, Democrat of upstate
New York, who has been lead
ing a drive against germ and
gas warfare in Congress, re-

' fleeted this view at a meeting
:here over the weekend.

He said that the continued
use of the chemical elements
in Vietnam "threatened the
very fabric of the Geneva Pro-
tocol" and that tear gas is cov-
ered under the prohibitions of
the protocol "in the opinion of
many countries."

"I believe the U.S. should
not attempt to exclude tear ga
from the coverage of the proto-
col," he added. "This would
weaken the only reasonably
successful arms-control agree-
ment adopted by modern
man."

Another reservation was ex-
pressed tonight by some ob-
servers in West Germany, who
noted that the President, while
ordering the destruction of
stockpiles of disease-bearing
bacteriological weapons, had
said nothing about withdraw-
ing or destroying the chemical

Chancellor Willy Brandt, then
Foreign Minister, said he would

nothing against it" if
the Americans withdrew their

Later, West Germany pro-
posed to the United Nations

wide scale.
The United States has never

disclosed what types of chemi-
cal weapons are stored in Ger-
many—lethal agents such as
nerve gas, or the temporarily
incapacitating nonlethal agents,
such as tear gas, or both. Such
weapons are considered tac-
tical, designed primarily for use
on the battlefield.

Despite some reservations,
the general feeling among offi-
cials in European capitals was
that the President's decision
should help the current moves
toward disarmament.

In Helsinki tonight, where the
Soviet Union and the United
States are continuing their talks
on strategic arms limitation, the
view was that the White House
announcement should build con-
fidence in the ability of the two
powers to reach some agree-
ment.

The published reaction in
Moscow tonight was brief.
Tass, the official press agency,
said the decision had been
taken by the United States,
"under pressure from the pub
lie, which widely protes
against the building up by t"
Pentagon of its tremendous a:

senal of mass destruction
weapons."

Except for tear gas and small
quantities of nerve gas needed
for research, the British Gov-
ernment does not manufacture
or stockpile chemical or biologi-
cal weapons. Some nerve gas
is produced at the Army's re-
search establishment at Nance-
kuke, in southwest England,
and sent to the Chemical De-
fense Establishment at Porton
Down.

Purpose Is Defense
Evan Luard, Parliamentary

Under Secretary at the Foreign
Office, told the weekend con-
ference here on gas and germ
warfare that the purpose of
Porton Down was defense—"to
find ways of protecting the
British population and armed
forces against chemical and
biological attack."

He told the conference, which
was sponsored by the Women's
International League for Peace
and Freedom, that it was no
secret that both the United
States and the Soviet Union
deploy chemical weapons in
the field in Europe. But, he
added, the beast of biological
weapons "was still in its lair."

"It is not out yet," he said,
"and what the British Govern-
ment has been trying to do
since 1968 is to stop it from
ever getting out."

His reference was to the
British proposal to prohibit the
production, stockpiling or use
of biological weapons. The ef-
fort is aimed at strengthening
the Geneva Protocol, which
bars the first use of germ war-
fare agents but does not pro-
hibit their production or pos-
session.

The extent of the French gas
and germ warfare program is
not known, but sources is.
Paris reported tonight that at
least one laboratory was en-
gaged in the work. There has
been little public discussion of
the issue.

cided tonight to press their
campaign for the .outlawing of Vietnam.
all chemical -weapons—includ-
ing tear gas and herbicides.

The 12 delegations decided
to go 'ahead, in spite of Presi-
dent Nixon's statement, with
their plans for submitting to
the General Assembly a resolu-
tion declaring that the 1925
Geneva Protocol specifically in-
cludes tear gas and herbicides.

The United States Govern-
ment has consistently adhered
to the opposite interpretation
—that the protocol does not
ban tear gas and herbicides.

The 12-nation move today
was believed to be intended as
a reminder to the President and
to the Senate that many na-
tions reject the American inter-
pretation of the protocol.

The decision was believed to
reflect widespread displeasure
and-V impatience .in smaller
countries about"'' coritinued^. use,

of tear gas and herbicides ;jin|g

The 12 nations are Argen-p
tina, Brazil, Burma, the United p
Arab -Republic, Ethiopia/India,^
Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria,- f
Pakistan, Sweden and Yugo-^
slavia. Sweden was the initia- ^
tor of the resolution.

'Nine Communist
have tabled a resolution calling a

for a new international Con-
vention Prohibiting the Devel-
opment, Production and Stock-
piling of All Chemical and Bac-
teriological Weapons. _ ,

nations y

Campaign Pressed in U.N.
UNITED NATIONS, N. Y.,

Nov. 25—Delegates from Swe-
den and 11 other countries de-



gical of the Geneva Protocol and of British Plan
I? Following are the texts of
'President Nixon's statement
'$esterday on the use of chem-
jeal and biological weapons,

f* f the protocol prohibiting
,rjie use of chemical and bio-
Jtogical weapons signed in
fpeneva in 1925 and of a Brit-
ish draft convention on bio-
3!ogica[ weapons submitted to
fthe Disarmament Conference
•in Geneva iast summer:

'"• NIXON STATEMENT '
Soon after taking' office I

directed a comprehensive
study of our , chemical and
biological defense policies
|nd programs. There had
|>een no such review in over
f 5 years. As a result, objec-
tives and policies in this
field were unclear arid pro-
grams lacked definition and
direction.
I Under the auspices of the
National Security 'Council,
$ie Departments of State and
Defense, the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency,
the Office of Science and
Technology, the intelligence
community and other agen-
<|es worked closely together
on this study for over six
months.

S These Government efforts
were aided by contributions
from the scientific commu-
rijry through the President's
Scientific Advisory Commit-
tee.

<' This study has now been
completed and its findings
c'arefully considered by the
National Security Council. I
am now reporting the deci-
sions taken on the basis of
ft is review.

Chemical Warfare Program

• As. to our chemical warfare
program, the United States:
')'. <IReaffirms its. oft-repeated

•- •••• - °-' • '

renunciation of the first use
of lethal chemical weapons.

lExtends this renunciation
to the first use of incapacita-
ting chemicals.

Consonant with these de-*
cisions, the Administration
will submit to the Senate,
for its advice and consent to
ratification, the Geneva Pro-
tocol of 1925, which prohibits
the first use in war of "as-
phyxiating, poisonous or
other gases and bacteriologi-
cal, methods of warfare."

The United States has Jong
supported the principles and
objectives of this protocol.
We take this step toward

' formal ratification to rein-
force our continuing advo-
cacy of international con-
straints on the use of these
weapons.

Biological Research Program

Biological weapons have
massive, unpredictable and
potentially uncontrollable
consequences. They may pro-
duce global epidemics and
impair the health of future
generations. I have therefore
decided that:

flThe U. S. shall renounce,
the use of lethal biological
agents and weapons, and all
other methods of biological
warfare.

flThe U. S. will confine its
biological research to defen-
sive measures such as immu- .
nization and safety measures.

«IThe D.O.D. has been
asked to make recommenda-
tions as to the disposal of
existing stocks of bacterio-
logical weapons.

In the spirit of these deci-
sions, the United States
associates itself with the
principles and objectives of
the United Kingdom Draft
Convention, which would
ban the use of biological

methods of warfare. We will
seek, however, to clarify
specific provisions of the
draft to assure that neces-
sary safeguards are included.

Neither our association
with the convention nor the
limiting of our program to
research will leave us vul-
nerable to surprise by an
enemy who does not observe
these rational restraints.

Our intelligence commu-
nity will continue to watch
carefully the nature and ex-
tent of the biological pro-
grams of others.

These important decisions,
which have been announced
today, have been taken as an
initiative toward peace. Man-
kind already carries in its
own hands too many of the
seeds of its own destruction.
By the examples we set to-
day, we hope to contribute
to an atmosphere of peace
and understanding between
nations and among men.

GENEVA PROTOCOL
The undersigned plenipo-

tentiaries, in the name of
their respective Governments:

Whereas the use in war of
asphyxiating, poisonous or
other gases, and of all anal-
ogous liquids, materials or de-
vices, has been justly con-
demned by the general opin-
ion of the civilized world;
and

Whereas the prohibition of
such "use has been declared in
treaties to which the majority
of powers of the world are
parties; and

To the end that this prohi-
bition shall be universally ac-
cepted as a part of interna-
tional law, binding alike the
conscience and the practice
of nations;

Declare:
That the high contracting

parties, so far as they are not

already parties to treaties
prohibiting such use, accept
this prohibition, agree to ex-
tend this prohibition to the
use of bacteriological meth-
ods of warfare and agree to
be bound as between them-
selves according to the terms
of this declaration.

The high contracting par-
ties will exert every effort to
induce other states to accede
to the present protocol. Such
accession will be notified to
the Government of the French
Republic, and by the latter to
all signatory and acceding
powers, and will take effect
on the date the notification
by the Government of the
French Republic.

The present protocol, of
which the French and English
texts are both authentic, shall
be ratified as soon as pos-
sible. It shall bear today's
date.

The ratifications of the pres-
ent protocol shall be ad-
dressed to the Government
of the French Republic, which
will at once notify the deposit,
of such ratification to each
of the signatoiy and acceding
powers.

The instruments of ratifica-
tion of and accession to the
present protocol will remain
deposited in the archives of
the Government of the French
Republic.

•The present protocol will
come into force for each sig-
natory power as from the
date of deposit of its ratifica-
tion and, from that moment,
each power will be bound as
regards other powers which
have already deposited their
ratifications.

In witness whereof the
plenipotentiaries have signed
the .present protocol.

Done at Geneva in a single
copy, this 17th day of June,
1925. .- "'" •;•

[Signatory countries were:
Germany, United States of
America, Austria, Brazil, Brit-

' ish Empire, Canada, India,
Chile, Denmark, Spain, Es-
tonia, Abyssinia, Fin/and,
France, Greece, Italy, Japan,
Latvia, Luxembourg, Nica-

. ragua, Netherlands, Poland,
Portugal, Rumania, Salvador,
Switzerland, the Kingdom of
the Serbs, Croats and Slo-
venes, Turkey, Uruguay.] The
United States never ratified.

BRITISH CONVENTION

The states concluding this
convention, hereinafter re-
ferred to as the "Parties to
the Convention,"

Recalling that many states
have become parties to the
protocol for the prohibition of
the use in war of asphyxiat-
ing, poisonous or other gases,
and of bacteriological meth-
ods of warfare,, signed at
Geneva on 17 June, 1925,

Recognizing the contribu-
tion that the said protocol
has already made,.and con-
tinues to. make, to mitigating
the horrors of war,

Recalling further United
Nations General Assembly
Resolutions 2162B (XXI) of 5,
December, 1966, and 2454 A
(XXin) of 20 December, 1968,'
which called for strict observ-
ance by all states of the prin-
ciples and objectives of the
Geneva Protocol and invited
all states to accede to it,

Believing that chemical and
biological discoveries should
be used only for the better-
ment of human life,

Recognizing nevertheless
that the development of sci-
entific knowledge throughout
the world will increase the
risk of eventual use of bio-
logical methods of warfare,

Convinced that such use
would be repugnant to the
conscience of mankind and
that no effort should be
spared to minimize this risk,

Desiring therefore to rein-
force the Geneva Protocol by
the conclusion of a conven-
tion making special provision
in this field,

Declaring their belief that,
in particular, . provision
should be made for the pro-
hibition of recourse to bio-
logical methods of warfare
in any circumstances,

Have agreed as follows:
ARTICLE I

Each of the parties to the
convention undertakes never
in any circumstances, by
making use for hostile pur-
poses of microbial or other
biological agents causing
death or disease by infection
or infestation in man, other
animals, or crops, to engage
in biological methods of war-
fare.

ARTICLE II
Each of the parties to .the

convention undertakes
(a) Not to produce or oth-

erwise acquire, or assist in
or permit the production or
acquisition of

(i) Microbial or .other bio-
logical agents of types and
in quantities that have no
independent peaceful justi-.
fication for prophylactic or
other purposes;
(ii) Ancillary equipment or
vectors the purpose of
which is to facilitate the
use of such agents for hos-
tile purposes;
(b) Not to conduct, assist

or permit research aimed at
production of the kind pro-
hibited in subparagraph (a)
of this article; and

(c) to destroy, or direct to
peaceful purposes, within
three months after the con-
vention comes into force for

that party, any stocks in its
possession of such agents or
ancillary equipment or vec-
tors as have been produced
or otherwise acquired for
hostile purposes.

ARTICLE in
1. Any party to the con-

vention which believes that
biological methods of war-
fare have been used against
it may lodge a complaint
with the Secretary General of
the United Nations, submit-
ting all evidence at its di's- .
posal in support of the com-
plaint, and request that the"
complaint be investigated
and that a report. on th.e'

•' result of the investigation be
submitted to the Security
Council.

2. Any party to the con-
vention which believes that
another party has acted- in
breach of its undertakings
under Articles I and II of the
convention, but which is not
entitled to lodge a complaint
under paragraph 1 of this
article, may similarly, lodge
a complaint with the Security
Council and request that the
complaint be investigated.

3. Each of the parties to
the convention undertakes to.
cooperate, fully with the
Secretary General and his
authorized representatives in
any investigation he may
carry, out, as a result of a
complaint, in accordance with
Security Council Resolution
No. . . . . . . ,

ARTICLE IV
Each of the parties to the

convention affirms its inten-
tion to provide or support
appropriate assistance, in ac-
cordance with the United Na-
tions Charter, to any other
party to the convention, if
the Security Council con-
cludes that biological meth-
ods of warfare have been
used against that .party.

ARTICLE V
Each of -the parties to

convention undertakes .to
pursue negotiations in good
faith on effective measures
to strengthen the existing
constraints on the use of
chemical methods of war-
fare.

ARTICLE VI
. Nothing contained in the
present convention shall be
construed as in any way
limiting or. derogating from

• obligations assumed by any
state under the" protocol for
the prohibition of-the use in
war of asphyxiating, poisdn-
ous or other gases,, and "of
bacteriological methods (of
warfare, signed at Geneva on
17 June, 1925.

ARTICLE VII
[Provisions f or amend-

ments]
ARTICLE VIII

[Provisions for signature,
ratification, entry into force,
:etcj

ARTICLE IX
1. This convention shall be

::0f unlimited duration.
2. Each party shall in exer-

cising its national sover-
eignty have the right to with-
draw from the convention, if
it decides that extraordinary
events, related to the sub-
ject matter of this conven-
tion, have jeopardized the
supreme interests of its coun-
try. It shall give notice of
such withdrawal to all othei\
parties to thp convention and
to the United Nations Secur-
ity Council three months in
advance. Such notice shall
include a statement of the
extraordinary events it re-
gards as having jeopardized
its supreme interests.

ARTICLE X
[Provisions on language of

texts, etc.]
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WASHINGTON, Nov. 25 -rr:
President Nixon pledged today
that- the United States would
never engage in germ warfare
and renounced all but defen-.
sive uses of chemical warfare
weapons.

However, the White House

Mr. Nixon's policy a^ trie uca^.. —
I focused on two international lions," he said." -the 1925 Geneva Tne President said neither- • • • - — t n uimoprt the

nt with

would exempt the
gas and chemical u^..-
which the United States has
been using in Vietnam.

The President pledged unilat-
erally not to make any use of
bacteriological weapons, even
to retaliate against an enemy
attack. He ordered existing
American germ warfare weap-
ons destroyed and asked the
Defense Department for recom-
mendations on the disposal of
the stocks.

'Initiative Toward Peace'
Mr. Nixon reaffirmed United

States policy against the first
use of lethal chemical weapons
and extended the policy to in-
clude first use of "incapacitat-
,ing weapons." White House
sources later said that phrase
did not include tear gas, which
the Administratibn classes as a
''"ript,contr.dj" weapon..
'"; Rejiablev • sources,"reported,
however;'that-tiie'.President in-
tendedtd;imppse;closer -control
on -the- useip'f' tear gas in- Viet-
••..-i-. .... -.-^fc.;.^acfBrtithat^,-

sffSSSSff^

The President saiq >»>».-.the decision to support the also ce Dam«~.
British proposal nor his deci- the technique in Vietnam of
sion to limit American bacteri- flushing enemy troops out of
ological efforts to • research bunkers with tear gas and then
would "leave us vulnerable to firing at them-"
surprise by an enemy who does Mr. McCarthy also said he
not observe these rational re- believed defpliants should not

raints." be used "in Vietnam or else-
"Our intelligence community where" until it was determined
•" ~«r,»;nlie to watch care- they have no adverse effecti'-'on.1 -" •-•• —>" life and said .tbafesrt-•'~'~~\1A
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gas;:ao;:lrmit-;b6thVtrIe'i
'aridi-'ihe'^purp'oses; for 'which'it
is used 'by American forces.," -

.In his statement, the Presi-
dent described his decisions'.as
"an •jni.tiative'.tow.ard- peace." '"•

. -Kle saidi' "Mankind already
carries;'in1 its1 own hands too
many !df the seeds of its own
.destruction. By the examples
we.i set.today, we. hope to con-
tribute to an atmosphere of
peace, and understanding be-
tween nations and among men."

Two Compacts Cited
In an apparently unrelated

action at the United Nations,
the Soviet Union called today
for a new international pact
barring production of chemical
and bacteriological weapons.

The coincidental emphasis by
both the United States and S.q-

1 viet Union on the need to halt
1 the proliferation of chemical
1 and biological weapons served
-| to. underscore the apparent'de-

sire of the world powers jfto
think more seriously about dis>

armament.
The declarations today came

barely a day after the United
States and Soviet Union cpm-
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lepreseptative Richard D.
Carthy,: - upstate New York
mocrat who has led a year-
ig campaign against United
ates1' research and production

.chemical and biological
eaponry, said in a news con-
irence that.Mr. Nixon's deci-
ijjri.'/should be "hailed as, a
ery^sigijificant thing;"
But' Mr. McCarthy said that

.ear, gas used in conjunction
intte.weapons that.kill should
also- tie banned. He! referred to
the. technique in Vietnam of
flushing enemy troops out of
bunkers with tear .gas and then
firing at them."' '

• Mr.'McCarthy also said he
relieved defoliants should not
je .used "in Vietnam or else-
where" until it was determined,
tjiey nave no adverse' effect-on;

f human life and said .'!tjiafest<
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ike to see a treaty.'oiutla^mg
jhe use of napalm and phos-a
phbrous bombs. . . .•,•«-,•. Ry"' f-
"•'the White House sources

contended that, "technically,
tear gas is , not considered an
'incapacitating agent1 " — the
term used by the Geneva Pro-
tocol — because "its effects are
very much limited in time. and
it -dissipates immediately," .

According to the source, at
least one of some 80 nations
that 'have ratified the 1925 pro-
tocol, Australia, takes the same
position, that tear gas is a riot
control agent, not a weapon of
chemical warfare. , • '

It was unclear precisely what
effect the President's announced
merit would .have on the De-
fense Department. Testimony
released today by the House
Appropriations Committee dis-
closed that the Army has spent
$203.8-million in chemical and
biological weapons research
since1 1963. i

Jerry W".. Vnedbemd ,'a

\ Wf®\.
partmerit,. said that active ma-
ierials ip^bacteriplogical weap-
ons were 'gene'raBy not siiorable.
He ; said) it. was assumed the
President's, order to destroy
such weapons would cover also
the means, of their, production
and delivery. '.

Mr.' Friedheim said it was
possible, that some facilities
would be closed.

Ronald Tj. -Ziegler, the White
House-press secretary, said in
response' -to questions from, re-
porters. . that '/the ^methods' of
destrty'in'g': '; the •' bacteriological
weapons'. iw6u|dbe:. determined
aftersthei'D'efense Department
had.sstudied.the^.problem.
' "The'S White- . House sources
'said '/that all ^ biological pro-
grams- would/-- be confined to
research.' to -'find methods of
immunizing -persons against
rjacteriological atack. As much
a$ "possible, this research will

be shifted from the Defense
Department to the Department
of Health, Education and .Wel-
fare, the sources said. ••

the President's action today
followed six months of study
by the Administration ot all
aspects of chemical and bio-
logical warfare. MrI'Mixon said
it was the first-'such compre-
hensive review in 15 years.

He told reporters he could
recall the days, when he sat on
the National-. Security Council
as Vice President, when it was
considered', "taboo" even ' to
discuss chemical and biological
warfare,,- J'K:. - . .

.At int'eragency staff meet-
ings that-'blegari. last'March, the
discussion-".reportedly was free-
wheeling, *<: however^ : Initially,
representatives of the Pentagon
and the Joint "Chiefs of Staff

• ' . ' .• '5
spokesman for the Defense- De-
opposed, any. .reduction.:, in, the
American biological capability.

But toy late summer thewut-
line of; "IJto Nixon's policyxbe-
gan taStalifi form. Secretary of
Defense-Melvin R. Laird rec-
ommended;va,halt in manufac-
ture :pf 'biological weapons, and,
by tne:time the National Secu-
rity Council brought the issue
to a decisive point in a meet-
ing last week only the Joint
Chiefs .iemained opposed..

Mri Nixon then ordered
Henry A. Kissinger, his ; Na-
tional Security adviser, to-'-put
the decisions into writing;. .
.- The White House said there
was nq special significance in
the' timing of the President's
announcement, although 'Mr.
Nixon "hoped this demonstrates
our interest: in the control qf
arms," one source said.
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Ban
Isn't

Washington Post Foreign Service \.

UNITED ; NATIONS, Nov.)
26—.Secretary .. General ;}Uj
Thant gave lukewarm endorse- i
ment today to President Nix-j
on's renunciation of germ war-1
fare, but staked out a disa-!
greement with U.S. policy i?n'
chemical weapons. ':"? \

In a statement through !& \
spokesman noting Mr. Nixon|s •
action^; ."with' satisfaction,";

Thant called attention" to his j
own remarks last July in a 'f e~
port of international experts
on chemical and biological
warfare.

•In that statement, Thant
said that the Geneva protocol
of 1925 applies to all uses of
chemical weapons/in warfare.
Although Mr. Nixon called for
Senate ratification; of the pro-
tocol; U.S. policy ; holds that
the Geneva document does not
apply to tear gas. :,

This -.position' -has brought
bitter criticism of the. United
States. Twelve npnaligned
countries today: introduced a
resolution/in the General As-
sembly's 'Political Committee
saying the -protocol does cover
tear gas.:; ,

The assembly is almdst sure
to: pass "the resolution, but
some countries that 'do not
-.necessarily; agree -with - .U.S.
.policy, JB.ritain amomg .them,
neyertheiess'arigue that the as-

ly^'eanriot'vpirpperiy inter-'
;tha;r;iiiteiit ,p^ a protocol

fied'J'Srr 'y'eiarsi before-the-
fed '.ff.dpns ivas-bprn.: .-:

- - - - - - ' - . ! t ' ,
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Twenty-fourth session
FIRST COMMITTEE
Agenda Item 10U

QUESTION OF CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL (BIOLOGICAL) WEAPONS:

CONCLUSION OF A CONVENTION ON THE PROHIBITION OF THE DEVELOPMENT, PRODUCTION
AND STOCKPILING OF CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL (BIOLOGICAL) WEAPONS AND ON

THE DESTRUCTION OF SUCH WEAPONS

Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia., Hungary,
Mongolia, Poland, Romania, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and Union

of Soviet Socialist Republics: draft resolution

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 2l62 B (XXl) of 5 December 1966 and 2^U A (XXIIl)

of 20 December 1968,

Fully conscious of the fact that the use of such weapons of mass destruction

as chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons would constitute a serious

threat to mankind and that the development, production and stockpiling of such

weapons are therefore contrary to the interests of the security of peoples,

Bearing in mind that the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 for the Prohibition

of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous and Other Gases and of

Bacteriological Methods of Warfare is an effective international agreement which

plays an important role in the averting of a chemical and bacteriological war,

Considering it to be urgently necessary to take further measures leading to

the complete exclusion of chemical and bacteriological weapons from the arsenals

of States and to the destruction of such weapons,

* Reissued for technical reasons.

69-27938
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Having regard also to the conclusions on these lines in the report of the

Secretary-General of the United Nations on "Chemical and bacteriological

(biological) weapons and the effects of their possible use" which was prepared

by a group of highly qualified international experts,

1. Recognizes the need to conclude as soon as possible a Convention on

the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and

bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the destruction of such weapons;

2. Considers that such a Convention should provide for the full prohibition

of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological

(biological) weapons and the exclusion of these means of warfare from the

arsenals of States through their destruction or diversion for peaceful uses;

3. Recommends that in reaching agreement on the text of such a Convention

full account should be taken of the draft Convention on the Prohibition of the

Development, Production and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological

(Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of such Weapons contained in

document A/7655j

U. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to conduct

negotiations as a matter of urgency with a view to reaching agreement on the

text of a Convention on the prohibition of the development, production and

stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the

destruction of such weapons;

5- Requests the Committee on Disarmament to report to the General Assembly

at its twenty-fifth session on the results of these negotiations;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmament all documents and records of the First Committee

relating to questions connected with the problem of chemical and bacteriological

(biological) weapons.
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^̂ ^̂  ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

Twenty-fourth session
FIRST COMMITTEE
Agenda item 104

QUESTION OF CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL (BIOLOGICAL) WEAPONS:
REPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL

Hungary, Mongolia and Poland: draft resolution

The General Assembly,

Recalling!; its resolution 2k^h A (XXIIl) of 20 December 1968,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General of 1 July 1969 on

chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the effects of their

possible use,

Noting with approval the conclusions of the report of the Secretary-General

and the recommendations contained in the foreword to this report,

Noting also the discussion of the report of the Secretary-General at the

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and during the twenty-fourth session

of the General Assembly,

Recognizing the importance of the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of

the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or other Gases, and of Bacteriological

Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,

Noting with deep concern that the possible use of chemical and bacteriological

(biological) weapons is .fraught with serious escalation both in the use of more

dangerous weapons belonging to the same class and of the other weapons of mass

destruction,

Believing that the elimination of chemical and bacteriological (biological)

weapons from military arsenals would constitute an important step towards reaching

69-27928
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agreement on general and complete disarmament under effective international

control,

1. Reaffirms resolution 2162 B (XXl) of 5 December 1966 and calls anew

for strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the

Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or other

Gases., and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925;

2. Urges all States, -which have not yet done so, to accede to, or ratify

the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,

Poisonous or Other Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare in the course

of 1970 in commemoration of the forty-fifth anniversary of its signing and the

twenty-fifth anniversary of. the United Nations;

3. Welcomes the report of the Secretary-General of 1 July 1969 as an

authoritative statement on Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and

on the effects of their possible use, and expresses its appreciation to the

Secretary-General and to the consultant-experts, who assisted him;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to publicize the report in as many

languages as is considered desirable and practicable;

5. Recommends to all Governments the wide distribution of the report

through various media of communication, so as to acquaint public opinion with its

contents^, and invices the specialized agencies, regional intergovernmental

organizations and national and international non-governmental organizations to

use their facilities to make the report widely known.
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: Restrictions on Chemical an \ G

WASHINGTON — The biologi-
cal sciences appear to have
reached a turning point. The bi-
ologists feel they are standing on
the threshold the physicists,
crossed a generation ago with
the discovery of the power of
the atom.

Many biologists are con-
cerned about this. They want to
insure that the knowledge they
are now gaining—through steps
like the recent isolation of a
gene—will be properly used.
That is why some observers felt
the most important element in
President Nixon's speech last
week on chemical-biological war-
fare (C.B.W.) was the decision to
halt all germ-warfare research
except on the development of de-
fensive measures.

The President also renounced
the use of all biological weapons
and promised to destroy existing
stockpiles of germs. He also
pledged the United States jwould
not use incapacitating chemicals
as a first-strike weapon.

Questionable Value
But the experts see the pledges

not to use biological agents in
war and not to use "incap"
chemicals as relatively unimpor-
tant. Biological weapons are of
questionable military value for
a major power, they say, and the
United States has only one incap
chemical—BZ—which is both ex-
pensive and unreliable.

On the other hand, the de-
cision to give up all but defen-
sive research in germ warfare

may have several important ef-
fects, according to those familiar
with the field.

It may have a dampening ef-
fect on the interest in germ war-
fare of small nations eager to
have a powerful' armory but too
poor and technically inexpert to
acquire nuclear weapons.

It may avert a frightening
spiral in which the United States
and the Soviet Union compete in
the stockpiling of germs.

New Ailments
And—perhaps most important

—it could head off the develop-
ment of bacteria and toxins to
infect man with new ailments
more powerful, lasting and re-
sistant than some of those na-
ture already inflicts on him.

The President's decision came
after the first thorough-going re-
view of America's C.B.W. poli-
cies in more than 15 years, and
in the context of increasing con-
cern on the part of the academic
community, 'the Congress and
the press. Some of the concern
resulted from accidents — like,
the gassing of sheep in Utah—

"and the disclosure that nerve gas
had been tested in Hawaii.

By the time the President an-
nounced his decision, there was
almost unanimous agreement
among the top members of his
Administration that he was do-
ing the right thing: He was trad-
ing horrible and probably unus-
able weapons for possible advan-
tages to the nation's security and
his own prestige.

There are a number of prob-
lems concerned with using germs
to "retaliate in kind" on an
enemy. First, the experts say,
there is the problem of trying
to find out whom to retaliate
against—rthat is, to discover what
country unleashed germs on
American forces or population.

Second, they say the germs
and toxins have never been test-
ed for their effect.

Finally, they ask, how could
th» United States distribute the
germs and toxins it now has
stored at Pine Bluff Arsenal in
Arkansas against an enemy so
that it could be sure the germs

'stayed in hostile territory and
did not spread into neutral or
friendly areas?

Moreover, if the United States
were to use germs—lethal or
incapacitating — against a. nu-
clear power the likelihood is

. that such a country would re-
taliate with nuclear weapons.
Therefore, what the President
gave up was:

Remote Possibility
flThe remote possibility of us-

ing germs against smaller coun-
tries;

•HThe possibility of developing
more awful and usable biological
agents.

What he got in return was a
potential reduction in interna-
tional interest in C.B.W. and a
substantial amount of interna-
tional credit.

The Administration may find
itself in trouble at the United

Nations and in Congress, how-
ever, over one of the issues it
avoided last week: The use of
tear gas in Vietnam.

The President endorsed and
said he would submit to the
Senate for adoption the Gene-
va Protocol of 1925, which
bans the first use in war of
germs and "asphyxiating, poison-
ous or other gases." But several
of the 80-odd nations that have
ratified the protocol interpret its
prohibitions to include the use
in combat of tear gas.

The United States has used
substantial amounts of 'a ga's
called CS-̂ -a sort of sbuped-up
tear gas—in Vietnam,

Apparently eager to act rapid-
ly on the (44-year-pld protocol,
the Senate could find itself
slowed by debate on the tear gas
issue. An Administration official
pointed out last week that Aus-
tralia interprets the protocol to
exclude tear gas; but Australia
is one of six countries fighting
on the American side in Vietnam'.

—ROBERT M. SMITH

Geneva Protocol: then and Now
The Geneva protocol «f 1925 prohibiting "use of bac-

teriological methods of warfare" and incorporating earlier
treaty bans on poison gas was signed by 42 nations, in-
cluding the United States. But in America's return to iso-
lationism after World War I, highlighted by the rejection
of President Wilson's plan for membership in the League
of Nations, the Geneva protocol failed to obtain Senate
ratification—and hence American adherence.

The mood on Capitol Hill was quite different last week
when President Nixon said he would be ^submitting the
protocol to the Senate. Representative Richard D. McCarthy,
an upstate New York Democrat who has been campaigning
against United States production of ehemieal and bio-
logical weapons, hailed Mr. Nixon's move, Senator Charles
E. Goodell, Republican of New York, called it "a great
decision for the future of mankind," and the House Re-
publican leader, Gerald R. Ford of Michigan, said it
would have a "highly salutary impact."

Swift ratification seemed assured. "I see no reason why
there should be any controversy," the Senate Democratic

; ':«1eader/' Mike Mansfield of Montana, said. "It's 44 years
- \Overdue;-' v-< sM £K>J to'•••
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Protocol oh G.B.W.cf
To the Editor.

What does the Geneva Pro-
tocol on Chemical and Biological
Warfare really mean? Does it
allow the use in war of tear
gas and herbicides?

When I hear this question,
I recall a talk I had in Geneva
while the Conference of 1925
was going on. It was with a
young French colleague, Henri
Bonnet, later a long-term and
well-trusted Ambassador to the
United States.

"Oh, yes," he said, "the form
of words they've got Is good.
It prohibits every kind of chem-
ical or bacterial weapon that
anyone could possibly devise.
And it has to. Perhaps someday
a criminal lunatic might invent
some devilish thing that would
destroy animals and crops."

In 1925 everyone in the Con-
ference agreed with Henri Bon-
net. It was their purpose to ban
hll C.B. weapons; and they were

would do thafci;'..."v-;

In 1930, Hugh Gibson,,"the!
U.S. delegate to the League oij
Nations Preparatory Disarma-
ment Commission; questioned
whether the Protocol prohibited,
the use of tear gases. ,

In Britain we then had a
Labor Government. 'Arthur Hen-
derson was our Foreign Secre-i
tary; I was his Parliamentary
private secretary; our delegate
to the League Commission was
the great' Lord (Robert) Cecil.
Banned by Protocol

Cecil was anxious' that all
doubt should be settled without
delay. Henderson agreed, and
instructed me, in cooperation
with; the 'legal section of the
Foreign Office, - to prepare a
memorandum setting out thai
British view that "tear gases,"
like all other CB. weapons^
were forbidden by'the Protocol,
and calling on all other mem-
bers of the Preparatory Com-
mission to state their view.

Cecil laid the memorandum
before the commission on Nov.
18, 1930. Only Gibson voiced
his doubt; no one opposed
Cecil's arguments;, every other
member of the commission who
spoke — representing France,
Italy, Canada, Spain, Japan—
confirmed that the tear gases
were banned.

This view was accepted with-
out any question throughout
the Disarmament Conference of
1932-3, and during its later
stages, a new U.S. Delegate,
Hugh R. Wilson, declared that
the U.S. Government agreed
that .use of all tear gases was
banned by international law.

In the light of these facts,
I find it difficult to understand
how anyone can argue that the
Protocol permits the use of
"harassing" gases and herbi-
cides. PHILIP NOEL-BAKER

London, Dec. 4,1969
The writer served in the League
of Nations Secretariat and won
the Nobel Peace Prize in 1959.

BOSTON GLOBE, Thursday, 11 Dec. 1969
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By Darius S. Jhabvala
Globe ULN. Bureau

UNITED NTIONS —
Despite • strenuous objec-
.tions of the United States,s
the Political and Security
Committee of "the General
Assembly yesterday adopt-
ed a resolution banning the
use of any chemical agents
in an armed conflict.

The proposal, sponsored
bys the non-aligned mem-
bers of the Geneva Confer-
ence on the Committee of
Disarmament, is a mani-
festation of disapproval of
the use in Vietnam of har-
assing agents (such as tear
gas), herbicides and defol-
iants.

Its purpose is not only to
expand the scope of the
1925 Geneva Protocol but
also to get the United
Sates, which is now con-
sidering ratification of it,
to commit itself to the ban-
ning of these chemicals in
Vietnam and in future
Vietnams.

The draft proposal was
one of the most hotly de-
bated in the committee. Its
adoption comes a day after
the committee called on
the U.S. and Soviet Union
to accept a moratorium on
the testing of multiple in-
dividually targetable
try vehicles

'

The'latter resolution is a
-reflection of the growing
displeasure among the
smaller powers at the
snail-pace effort of the big
two to negotiate curbs on
their atomic arsenals.

The resolution on chemi-
cal agents was adopted by
a vote of 58 for 3 against
(United States, Australia
and Portugal) and 37 ab-
stentions. It will be pres'
ented to the plenary ses-
sion of the General Assem-
bly wher it is expected to
pass by the same number
of votes. 1

However, even after the
Assembly adopts the reso-
lution, it has no binding
effect since the U.N. crjpr-
ter declared all assembly
actions as recommenda-
tions and non-obligatory.



M. REBUFFS U.S.
ON TEAR-GAS USE

: Jl
Vote Declares Geneva Pact

Also Bans Defoliants

Special to The New York Times

UNITED NATIONS, N. Y.,
Dec. 10 — The United States
suffered a new setback today
in the United Nations debate
on disarmament when the
General Assembly's Political
Committee declared that the
wartime use of all chemicals—
including tear gas and defo-
liants—was prohibited by inter-
national convention.

The committee's action, in an
overwhelming vote, in effect
reflected attitudes toward the
United States- policies in Viet-

nam, where tear gas and defo-jthe resolution, 3
Hants are being used," •' J35 abstentions. The'. United ice"'to1': the

Two weeks ago President States, Australia and Portygal
Nixon solemnly renounced the
use of biological weapons and
all use of chemical weapons,
except defensively, but he made1

it clear that this renunciation
did not extend to tear gas and
defoliants.

'The action of the committee
is certain to influence the
forthcoming debate in Congress
on ratification of the 1925 Gen-
eva protocol on "poisonous
gases and bacteriological meth-
ods of warfare."

Today's vote was on a Swed-
ish resolution declaring that
the "generally recognized rules
of international law as em-
bodied in the Geneva protocol"
prohibit the use of "any chemi-
cal agents of warfare in inter-
national armed conflicts."

The vote was 58 in favor of

voted against the resolution.
The Soviet Union voted for it.

Britain and France abstained.
Because the composition of the
General Assembly is the same
as that of the committee, the
Assembly is expected to en-
dorse the vote.

James F. Leonard, the United
States representative, objected
to the Swedish resolution on
the ground that the General
Assembly had no right to in-
terpret international treaties
and conventions. Mr. Leonard
is the chief United States rep-
resentative at the Geneva Dis-
armament Conference.

"For the
arrogate to

Assembly
itself the

now to
right to

resolve by majority voting a
matter of deep dispute and dif-
fering interpretation of inter-

"dissery-
'interriatibrial? com-

munity," Mr. Leonard said.
-He argued that the protocol

had long been subject to dif-
fering interpretations that
efforts to "resolve this ambigu-
ity" had been unsuccessful be-
fore.

The administration takes the
position that today's action by
the Assembly's committee is
merely a recommendation and
therefore not binding on the
United States Government.^

Informed sources said that
President Nixon would reaffirm
the Administration's contention
that the Geneva protocol did
not preclude the use of tear||
gas and defoliants in Vietnam.
The President three weeks -ago
declared his intention to ask
Cqngress for ratification of the
protocol.

^t-'HE NEW YORK TIMES, FRIDAY,

ll.S, Criticizes Vote in U.N. on Meaning of Chemical Warfare Ban
By TAD SZULC

Special to Vtit New York Tlma

WASHINGTON, Dec. 11—The
State Department asserted to-
day that a majority vote yes-
terday in a United Nations
committee interpreting a Gene-
va convention as banning the
war-time use of all chemicals
Including tear gas and defoli-
ants—could not be regarded as
"international consensus."

This comment was made by
Carl E. Bartch, the State De-
partment's spokesman, in con-
nection with yesterday's action
by the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly's Political Com-;

mittee, which approved, a
Swedish resolution putting such
an interpretation on the 1925
Geneva Protocol on "poisonous
gases and bacteriological meth-
ods of warfare."

The resolution was approved
by 58 votes to 3, with 35 ab-
stentions. The United States
was joined by Australia and
Portugal in opposing the reso-
lution on the ground that the
Assembly had no right to inter-
pret international treaties and
conventions.

Mr." Bartch said the majority
vote "does not in our view rep-
resent international consensus
on., the;: maiii. Jssues raised by

the resolution" because fewer
than one-half of the United Na-
tions' 126 members supported
it and one-third dissociated
themselves from It by abstain-
ing.

He said that in the opinion
of the United States, the Gen-
eva Protocol does not "prohibit
the use in war of tear gas and
herbicides'' and that "we main-
tain that the United Nations
General Assembly is not the
proper forum to decide such
disputed questions of inter-
national law."

The United States has been
using tear gas and defoliation
agents in the Vietnam war.

When President Nixon an-
nounced on Nov. 25 that the
United States had decided to re
nounce "the use of lethal bio-
logical agents and weapons, and
all other methods of biological
warfare," Administration offi-
cials made it clear that tear
gas and herbicides were not
considered as such.

The same reservation is ex-
pected to be attached to the
Administration's request to the
Senate to ratify the 1925 Gen-
eva Protocol.

Questioned wflether Mr.
Bartch's assertion that the ab-
sence of "international consen-
sus" in yesterday's majority

action represented a departure
from the United States' atti-
tude toward United Nations
voting procedures, the State
Department's legal advisers
said the Swedish resolution
constituted a "law-making" or|
"law-declaring" intent and had
to be considered in a special
light. !

They said that in this context
"international consensus" was
meant as "unanimity" or "near
unanimity" that the United
States and many others consid-
ered necessary when the.Unit-
ed Nations dealt with matters
of international rjaw,;.,,
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Defoliants and tear gases
President Nixon's decision to re-

nounce the use of biological weapons
brought instant international acclaim.
Equal praise resulted from his request
that the U.S. Senate ratify the Geneva
Protocol of 1925 which outlaws.the first
use of "asphyxiating, poisonous or other
gases . . . analogous liquids . . . bac-
teriological methods of warfare."

But both foreign and domestic ex-
perts have expressed disappointment
that the President insists the Geneva
Protocol does not prohibit the tear gases
and chemical defoliants being used in
Vietnam.

This past week the history books
were dusted off and the re-readings
leave the United States out on an em-
barrassing limb. Nobel Peace laureate
Philip Noel-Baker, who served in the
League of Nations secretariat, wrot^ a
letter to the New York Times in which
he recalls a 1925 conversation with the
French delegate Henri Bonnet. M,
Bonnet then said: "It (the protocol) pro-
hibits every kind of chemical or'baeteri-
al weapon that anyone could possibly
devise. And it has to. Perhaps someday
a criminal lunatic might invent some
devilish thing that would destroy ani-
mals and crops."

Mr. Noel-Baker, in concluding his
letter, said: "This view was accepted
without any question throughout the
Disarmament Conference of 1932-33,
and during its later stages, a. new U.S.
delegate,,Hugh R. Wilson, declared that
the U.S. government agreed that the use
of all tear gases was banned by interna-
tional law."

The Globe's U.N. correspondent,
Darius Jhabvala, discovered the U.S.
delegate was even more specific. The
1932r.33 conference minutes show Wil-
son saying that the United States "was
prepared to state, in the name of hu-
manity, that it renounces the use of
chemical weapons."

In an attempt to clarify these vari-
ous interpretations and end the debate,
12 small nations last week asked the

-, United Nations to declare the "use of
any chemical agents" as contrary to the
generally accepted recognized rules of
international law. Their resolution was

approved, 58 to 3 with 35 abstentions.
Those in favor included -the Soviet
Union and all the Communist bloc;
those against were the United States,
Australia and Portugal.

There should be no doubt that the
all-inclusive interpretation of the 1925
protocol certainly represents the
"intent" if not the specifics. Defoliants
and anti-crop agents, particularly, have
been developed since 1925 but their
crippling effects on the human body can
be equal to the dread mustard gases of
World War I. .

Even President Nixon's science ad-
viser, Dr. Lee DtiBridge, has acknowl-
edged that fetal malformations, re-
sulting from drinking water poisoned
by the prime anti-crop chemical the
Army has used over millions of acres in
Vietnam, are "greater than expected."
A 1966 National Institute of Health
study was more definite. It found that
the "offensive potential" of the chemi-
caL 2,4,5T-which the Army uses results
in fetal malformation of 90 percent and
beyond.

Tear gases present greater moral
conflicts. Some argue- that to use them
is more humane than bullets. This
would be so if they facilitated the sur-
render and capture of a hidden foe, but
we are told the gases more often are
used to flush the enemy from bunkers
into the range of bullets and bombs.

Granted there is nothing humani-
tarian about war, but every precaution
must be exercised to preserve that very
thin line between cocnbat and atrocity.
No such distinction is made by the use
of defoliants, which poison the soil and
civilian water supplies, and tear gases
used for lethal ends.

If the Nixon administration honestly
believes, as it is now arguing, that the,,
U.N. resolution went beyond-the..1925,1
Geneva Protocol and would delay its
ratification, it should propose a -similar "
resolution prohibiting the use of any
chemical agents as a subject for urgent
negotiations by the Geneva Disarma-
ment Conference. Otherwise the world
can only assume U.S. objection to the
prohibition merely camouflages an in-
tention to continue using tear gases and
defoliants in Vietnam..
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By Darius S. Jhabvala
Globe Staff

UNITED NATIONS —
The debates and decision
of the U. N. General As-
sembly on chemical and
biological weapons (CBW)
have not only isolated the
United States but have
also put it in a biiid.
h i

, , JTouy-four years after
the ,Geneva protocol was
.signed, the majority of the
member states have de-
clared not to use CBW in
waif are. Yet, the U. S. is

^the only major, country
at still has some reser-

- "i>• vations.

It evidently considers
the1 use of harassing gases,
herbicides and defoliants
unobjectionable despite
several reports by experts
pointing to .the serious
dangers to man and ecolo-
gy.

Because of the present
military needs in Vietnam
and in possible future
Vietnams, the administra-
tion in "Washington has
adopted an unpopular po-
sition. It has done so by re-
sorting to unilateral inter-
pretations of the spirit and
letter of the protocol.

The 1925 Geneva Pact is
am'biguous in its language.
But the intent of the draft-
.ers;is crystal clear.

''Basing its draft on "the
general opinion of the civi-
lized world," it banned the
use. in war "of asphyxia-.

. tion, poisonous and other
;. gases and of all liquids,
materials or devices."

The phrase "other gases"
was intended to include
harassing agents and de-
foliants even though such
weapons were not in exist-
ence in 1925.

One has only to read the
debates,of the framers of
the protocol and the 1932-
33 League of Nations con-

ference for the reduction
and limitation of arma-
ments to realize what was
intended to be banned.

Nobel Peace Prize win-
ner Philip Noel-Baker,
who served in tne secretar-
iat of the league, recently
gave the following version.
He says that in 1-925 "ev-
eryone in the conference
agreed ... it was their
purpose to ban all CB
weapons and they were
satisfied that the protocol
would do that."

The United States signed

the- protocol but has not
yet ratified it. No reserva-
tions were stated at the
time of the signing.

At the conferences of the
league, the U.S. delegate,
Hugh Gibson, questioned
whether the protocol pro-
hibited the use of harass-
ing agents, such as tear
gas.

But when the relevant
committee's report was
drafted and accepted by
the powers, Hugh R. Wil-
son, who had replaced
Gibson, declared that the

U.S. government
that the use of tear gas was
banned by international
law.

"In the light of these
facts," Noel-Baker now
states, "I find it difficult to
understand how anyone
can argue that the protocol
permits the use of harass-
ing gases and herbicides."

His view is shared by
S e c r e t a r y General U
Thant. In a report in July
to the General Assembly,
Mr. Thant asked "for a
clear affirmation that the

"We Left The Door Wide Open To All Attempts At A Peaceful Solution" —
Nasser

prohibition contaiiied in
the G e n e v a protocol'
applies to the use in "war at '•
all chemical, bacteriologi—.
cal and -biological agents
(including. .tear gas and
other harassing agents)
which now exist or which
may be developed, in the
future." _

Last week the assembly
did just that. By an' over-1

whelming vote the Politi-
cal and Security Commit-
tee took a firm stand
against the use of any
chemical or gases ."which;
might be employed be-
cause of their direct toxic
effects on man, animals or
plant!"

The U.S. delegation bit-
terly opposed, this. It.,
claimed that the protocol
did not prohibit use of
chemical herbicides. On
the question of harrass-
ing agents, it maintained
that the .U.S. had' always
had a reservation since the
protocol is ambiguous.

Furthermore, the dele-
gation claimed that the as-
sembly is.not a l.awmaking
body and cannot interpret
international treaties.

These are fine legal '
arguments. But they skirt
the larger question of mo- '•
rality.

. Surely, no one doubts
the right of the assembly
to express itself on any
question it chooses and no
one ought to object on the
language of its expressions
if it is approved by the
majority.

But apart from, that, the
assembly is taking a stand,
which common sense die-,
tates is for the welfare-o£
man, be he a combatant or
not. .

Washington's objections
''• such ends only tend to

olate her and- to -cause
u :rs to cast doubts about •
her intentions.
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Twenty-fourth session
Agenda item

QUESTION OF CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL (BIOLOGICAL) WEAPONS

Report of the First Committee

Rapporteur: Mr, L.M.H. BARNETT (Jamaica)

1. The question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons was

included by the Secretary-General in the provisional agenda of the twenty-fourth

session (A/7600) as part of item 29 entitled: "Question of general and

complete disarmament: (a) Report of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation

Committee on Disarmament; (b) Report of the Secretary-General"; on the basis

of General Assembly resolution 2k^k A (XXIIl) of 2C December 1968.

2. At its 1758th plenary meeting, on 20 September 1969, the General Assembly,

on the recommendation of the General Committee (A/7700) included that item in

the agenda and allocated it to the First Committee for consideration and report.

3- By a letter dated 19 September 1969 (A/7655), the representatives of

Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,

Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and the Union

of Soviet Socialist Republics requested the inclusion in the agenda of an

additional item entitled: "Conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of the

development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological

(biological) weapons and on the destruction of such weapons". Attached to the

letter was the text of a draft convention on the prohibition of the development,

production and stockpiling of such weapons and on their destruction.

69-31251
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4. At its 132m1 meeting^ on 23 September 1969., the General Committee considered

the request and recommended that the item should be included in the agenda and

allocated to the First Committee. It also recommended that it should become

sub-item (c) of item 29 entitled: "Question of general and complete

disarmament" (A/7700/Add.l).

5. At its 1764th and 176sth plenary meetings, on 2k and 25 September 19&9, the

General Assembly decided to replace item 29 by the following two separate items:

item 29 - Question of general and complete disarmament: report of the Conference

of the Committee on Disarmament; and item 10̂ 4- - Question of chemical and

bacteriological (biological) weapons: (a) Report of the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmament; (b) Conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of the

development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological)

weapons and on the destruction of such weapons; (c) Report of the Secretary-

General. The General Assembly also decided to allocate item 104 to the First

Committee for. consideration and report (A/7702/Rev.l).

6. At its l636th meeting, on 20 November 1969, the First Committee decided

that the general debate on all four agenda items relating to disarmrment allocated

to it, namely, (l) item 29: Question of general and complete disarmament;

(2) item JO: Urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermonuclear tests;

(3) item 31: Conference of Non-Euclear-Weapon States; and (k) item 10U: Question

of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, should be held

simultaneously, and. that, following the conclusion of the general debate, the

committee vould consider separately the draft resolutions relating to each item.

7- The general debate on the four agenda items took place at the l691st to

1707th meeting, from 17 November to 1 December 1969, and at the 1710th rnd 1712th

ineetings on 3 December 1969.

8. The First Committee had before it, in connexion with agenda item 10̂ , th-

following documents: (a) the report of the Conference of the Committee on

Disr.rmrn'ont (A/771'!); (b) the letter and the draft convention (A/7fc55) mentioned

in paragraph 3 above; (c) the report of the Secretary-General (A/7575); (d) a

letter dated 17 October 19̂ 9 from the Permanent Representative of the Union of

Soviet Socialist Republics, addressed to the Secretary-General (A/C.1/988),

transmitting a letter from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the German

A - -
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Democratic Republic and a memorandum attached thereto; (e) a letter dated

8 October 1969 from the Permanent Representative of Poland, addressed to the

President of the General Assembly (A/C.1/989), transmitting a messnge from the

President of the People's Chamber of the German Democratic Republic: (f) a letter

dated 23 October 19&9 f'ro<n "the Permanent Representative of Hungary, addressed to

the President of the General Assembly (A/C.1/991), transmitting a letter from

the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the German Democratic Republic and a statement

attached thereto.

9- On 24 November, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,

Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, tins Ukrainian Soviet

Socialist Republic and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted a draft

resolution (A/C.1/L.487), subsequently co-sponsored by Cube (A/C.l/L.487/Add.l).

The text read as follows:

"The General Assembly,

"Recalling its resolutions 2162 B (XXl) of 5 December 1966 and
2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December 1968,

"Fully conscious of the fact that the use of such weapons of mass
destruction as chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons would
constitute a serious threat to mankind and that the development,
production and. stockpiling of such weapons are therefore contrary to the
interests of the security of peoples,

"Bearing in mind that the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 for the
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases,
and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare is an effective international
agreement which plays an important role in the averting of a chemical
and bacteriological war,

"Considering it to be urgently necessary to take further measures "
leading to the complete exclusion of chemical and bacteriological
weapons from the arsenals of States and to the destruction of such
weapons,

"Having regard also to the conclusion on th^se lines in V:---= report of
the Secretary-General of the United Nations on "Chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons and the effects of their possible use" which was
prepared by a group of highly qualified international experts.
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"1. Recognizes the need to conclude as soon as possible a convention
on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the destruction
of such weapons;

"2. Considers that such a convention should provide for the full
prohibition of the development., production and stockpiling of chemical
and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the exclusion of these means
of warfare from the arsenals of States through their destruction or
diversion for peaceful uses;

"p. Recommends that in reaching agreement on the text of such a
convention full account should be taken of the draft Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Chemical
and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of 'such
Weapons, contained in document A/7655.;

"U. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to
conduct negotiations as a matter of urgency with a view to reaching agreement
on the text of a convention on the prohibition of the development,
production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons and on the destruction of such weapons;

"5. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to report to the General
Assembly at its twenty-fifth session on the results of these negotiations;

"6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament all documents and records of the First
Committee relating to questions connected with the problem of chemical
and bacteriological (biological) weapons."

10= On 25 November, Hungary, Mongolia and Poland submitted a draft resolution

(A/C.1/L.U88), which read as follows:

"The General Assembly,

"Recalling its resolution 2^h A ( XXIII ) of 20 December 1968,

"Having considered the report of the Secretary-General of 1 July 1969
on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the effects of
their possible use,

"Noting with approval the conclusions of the report of the Secretary-
General and the recommendations contained in the foreword to this report,

"Noting also the discussion of the report of the Secretary-General
at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and during the twenty-
fourth session of the General Assembly,
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"Recognizing the importance of the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition
of the Use in War of Asphyxiating Poisonous or Other Gases, and of
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925;

"Woting with deep concern that the possible use of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons is fraught with serious escalation
both in the use of more dangerous weapons belonging to the same class and
of the other weapons of mass destruction,

"Believing that the elimination of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons from military arsenals would constitute an important
step towards reaching agreement on general and complete disarmament under
effective international control.,

"1. Reaffirms resolution 2162 B (XXl) of 5 December 1966 and calls
anew for strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives
of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,,
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare,
signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925;

"2. Urges all States, which have not yet clone so, to accede to, or
ratify the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of
Warfare in the course of 1970 in commemoration of the forty-fifth
anniversary of its signing and. the twenty-fifth anniversary of the
United Nations;

"3. Welcomes the report of the Secretary-General of 1 July 1969 as
an authoritative statement on chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons and on the effects of their possible use, and exprssses its
appreciation to the Secretary-General and to the consultant-experts, who
assisted him;

"4. Requests the Secretary-General to publicize the report in as
many languages as is considered desirable and practicable;

"5. Recommends to all Governments the wide distribution of the
report through various media of communication, so as to acquaint public
opinion with its contents, and invites the specialized agencies, region?!
intergovernmental organizations and national and international
non-governmental organizations to use their facilities to ma".:e the report
widely known."

11. On the same date, Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico,

Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia

submitted a draft resolution (A/C.1/L.489), subsequently co-sponsored by Jamaica

(A/C.l/L.489/Add.l), by Algeria, Ceylon, Cyprus, Ghana, Kenya an". Ifepgl
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(A/C.l/L.W/9/Add.2) and by Ireland end. Mali (A/C. l/L.A89/Addo) • This uraf-

resolution appears as draft resolution A in paragraph 22 below.

1-":. On. 2c' Z^ovemjor, Australia, Canada., Ghana, the Netherlands, Nigeria and

the United Klr.^dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland submitted a draft

resolution (A/C.1/L.UQl), subsequently co-sponsored by Chad, Cyprus and Uganda

(A/C.l/L.̂ 91/Add.l). The text read as follows:

"The General Assembly,

"Recalling; its resolution 2k^k A ( XXIII ) of 20 December 1Q68,

"Ravin;1; considered the report of the Secretary-General of 1 July 19̂ 9
on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the effects of
their possible use (A/7575),

"Noting the conclusions of the report of the Secretary-Genero.l ;--id trie
leconu.iendations contained in the foreword to this report,

^ing also the discussion of the report of the Secretary-Generai
o,^ the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and during the vwenty-
fourth session of the General /Assembly,

"Mindful of the conclusion of the report that the prospects for
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international
control and hence for peace throughout the world would, 'brighcen significantly
if the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and biological
-gents intended for purposes of war were to end and if they were eliminated
from all military arsenals,

"Recognizing the importance of the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition
of trie Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, arid of
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 192r;,

"Conscious of the need to maintain inviolate the Geneva Protocol • r/1

to ensure its universal applicability,

r.l'nnha sizing the urgency of the need for achieving the earliest eiYeeciv.
elimination of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons,,

A

"I° Reaffirms resolution 2162 E (XXI) of 5 December 1966 en
L-ieu for strict observance by all States of the principles and ob.y etiv<: \:
'-'{. t:io Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Wanare., signed
;.' t Genev; on 17 June



"2. Invites all States, -which have not yet done so, to accede to,
or ratify the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in \lai~ of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods
of Warfare in the course of 1970 in commemoration of the forty-fifth
anniversary of its signing and the twenty-fifth anniversary of the United
Hations;

B

"1. Welcomes the report of the Secretary-General of 1 July 19̂ 9 as
an authoritative statement on chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons and on the effects of their possible use, and expresses ita
appreciation to the Secretary-General and to the consultant-experts, who
assisted him;

"2. Requests the Secretary-General to publicize the report in as
many languages as is considered, desirable and practicable., making use of
the facilities of the United Nations Office of Public Information;

"3. Recommends to all Governments the wide distribution of the
report so as to acquaint public opinion with its contents, and invites
the specialized agencies, intergovernmental organizations, and national
and international non-governmental organizations to use their facilities
to make the report widely known;

"k. Recommends the report of the Secretary-General to th:
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament as a basis for its further
consideration of the effective elimination of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons;

£

"1. Takes note of the draft Convention on the Prohibition of
Biological Methods of Warfare submitted by the United Kingdom to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CGD/2S5/Rev,I) and -che draft
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production an;:
Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Wei-nuns and on
the Destruction of such Weapons submitted to the General Ase-euibly by ^he
delegations of Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia; Hungary.,
Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the Ukrainian SSR arid the USSR (/\/76oK);

"2. Requests the Conference of the Committee on
urgent consideration to reaching agreement on the- prohibition of chemical
and bacteriological (biological) methods of warfare, ta'-'ing i ..ill account
of the draft conventions mentioned in paragraph i and jtiier relevant;
proposals;
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"3» Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to
present a report on progress on all aspects of the problem of the
effective elimination of chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons to the twenty-fifth United Nations General Assembly;

"U. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference
.of the Committee on Disarmament all documents and records of the First
Committee relating to questions connected with the problen of chemical
and bacteriological (biological) weapons."

13. On 8 December, Italy submitted a draft resolution (A/C.l/L.̂ S), which

read as follows:

"The General Assembly,

"Recognizing the importance of the Geneva Protocol for the
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases,
and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on
IT June 1925,

"Recalling its resolutions 2l62 (XXl) of 15 December 1966 and
2k$k A (XXIII) of 20 December 1968, whereby it called anew for strict
observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the Geneva
Protocol and it invited all States to accede to the same Protocol,

"Congratulating the Secretary-General on the report dated
1 July 1969 on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and
the effects of their possible use (A/7575)?

"Having considered the report of the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament on the preliminary consideration of the action to be
taken in the light of the report of the Secretary-General,

"Welcoming the initiatives taken by several Governments in the
field of the prohibition of chemical and. bacteriological (biological)
weapons,

"Fully conscious of the need to preserve the inviolability of the
Geneva Protocol ond to ensure its universal application,

"1. Urges again all States to accede to the Geneva Protocol;

"2. Invites all parties to the Geneva Protocol to consider that,
in the meantime, the prohibition contained therein applies vis-i-vis all
countries which refrain from infringing the provisions of the Protocol."
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Ik, On the same date, Australia., Austria, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet

Socialist Republic, Canada, Chad, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Ghana, Hungary, India,

Jamaica, Liberia, Mexico, Mongolia, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland,

Romania, Uganda, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

and the United States of America submitted a draft resolution (A/C.l/L.500),

subsequently co-sponsored by Belgium, Brazil, Mali, New Zealand, Sweden

(A/C.l/L.500/Add.l) and Finland and Mauritius (A/C.l/L.500/Add.2). This draft

resolution appears as draft resolution B in paragraph 22 below.

15. At its 1716th and 1717th meetings, on 9 and 10 December, the First Committee

took up for consideration the above draft resolutions submitted, under agenda

item 10k.

l6o At the 17l6th meeting, on 9 December, it was announced that draft

resolutions A/C.l/L.̂ 87 and Add.l, A/C.l/L.kQQ and A/C.l/L.̂ 91 and Add.l had

been "withdrawn by the respective co-sponsors in favour of the thirty-two-Power

draft resolution (A/C.l/L.500 and Add.l and 2).

17. At the 1717th meeting, on 10 December, the representative of Italy stated

that his delegation would not press to a vote its draft resolution

(A/C.l/L.̂ 98).

18. At the same meeting., before the Committee voted on the two draft

resolutions before it, the Secretary of the Committee made a statement on the

financial implications of draft resolution A/C.l/L.500.

19. At the request of Malta, a separate vote was taken on the fifth preambular

paragraph of the twenty-one-Power draft resolution (A/C.l/L.̂ 89 and Add.1-3).

The paragraph was adopted by 57 votes to 10, with 2k- abstentions. The Committee

then adopted the draft resolution as a whole by a roll-call vote of 58 to 5,

with 35 abstentions (see paragraph 22, draft resolution A, below). The voting

was as follows:

In favour; Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentine, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma,
Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Central
African Republic, Ceylon, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Iran, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, Lesotho,
Libya, Maldives, Mali, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Nepal, Niger3 Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, Saudi
Arrbia, Senegal, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syria,
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Trinidad and Tobago., Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,, United Arab
Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against: Australia, Portugal, United States of America.

Abstaining: Austria, Belgium, Cameroon, Canada, Chad, Chile, China,
Denmark., El Salvador, France, Gabon, Greece, Guyana, Iceland,
Israel, Italy, Japan, Laos, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar,
Malaysia, Malta, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines,
Rwanda, Singapore, South Africa, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Uruguay.

20. The thirty-two-Power draft resolution (A/C.1/L.500 and Add.l and 2) was

adopted by 97 votes to none (see paragraph 22, draft resolution B, below).

21. The representative of Venezuela stated that, had his delegation been

present at the vote, it would have abstained on the twenty-one-Power draft

resolution (A/C.l/LJi-89 and Add. 1-3).

RECOMMENDATION OF THE FIRST COMMITTEE

22. The First Committee recommends to the General Assembly the adoption of

the following draft resolutions:

Question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

A

The General Assembly;

Considering that chemical and biological methods of warfare have always

been viewed with horror and been justly condemned by the international community,

Considering that these methods of warfare are inherently reprehensible,

because their effects are often uncontrollable and unpredictable and may be

injurious without distinction to combatants and non-combatants and because any

use would entail a serious risk of escalation,

Recalling that successive international instruments have prohibited or

sought to prevent the use of such methods of warfare,

Noting sneciflcally in this regard:

(a) That the majority of States then in existence adhered to the Protocol

£cr ohe Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases,

and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,-'

I/ League of Nations, Treaty Series, Vol. XCIV (1929), No. 2138.



A/7890
English
Page 11

(b) That since then further States have become Parties to that Protocol,

(c) That yet other States have declared that they will abide by its

principles and objectives,

(d) That these principles and objectives have commanded broad respect in

the practice of States,

(e) That the General Assembly, without any dissenting vote, has called for

the strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the Geneva

Protocol,

Recognizing therefore, in the light of all the above circumstances, that the

Geneva Protocol embodies the generally recognized rules of international law

prohibiting the use in international armed conflicts of all biological and

chemical methods of warfare, regardless of any technical developments,

Mindful of the report of the Group of Experts, appointed by the Secretary-

General of the United Nations under General Assembly resolution 2k^k A (XXIIl) of

20 December 1968, on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the
2/

effects of their possible use,—'

Considering that this report and the foreword to it by the Secretary-General

adds further urgency for an affirmation of these rules and for dispelling, for the

future, any uncertainty as to their scope and, by such affirmation, to assure

the effectiveness of the rules and to enable all States to demonstrate their

determination to comply with them,

• Declares as contrary to the generally recognized rules of international law,

as embodied in the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,

Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at

Geneva on 1? June 1925; the use in international armed conflicts of:

(a) Any chemical agents of warfare - chemical substances, whether gaseous,

liquid or solid - which might be employed, because of their direct toxic effects

on man, animals or plants;

(b) Any biological agents of warfare - living organisms, whatever their

nature, or infective material derived from them - which are intended to cause

disease or death in man, animals or plants, and which depend for their effects

on their ability to multiply in the person, animal or plant attacked.

2/ A/7575-
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. B *

The general Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 2k$k A (XXIIl) of 20 December 1968,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General of 1 July 1969 on

chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the effects of their

possible use,—'

Noting the conclusions of the report of the Secretary-General and the

recommendations contained in the foreword to the report,

Moting also the discussion of the report of the Secretary-General at the

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and during the twenty-fourth session

of the General Assembly.,

Mindful of the conclusion of the report that the prospects for general and

complete disarmament under strict and effective international control and hence

for peace throughout the world would brighten significantly if the development,,

production and stockpiling of chemical and. biological agents intended for

purposes of war were to end and if they were eliminated, from all military

arsenals,

Recognizing the importance of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use

in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods
I)./

of Warfare, signed at Geneva, o.n 17 June 1925,-

Conscious of the need to maintain inviolate the Geneva Protocol and to

ensure its universal applicability,

Emphasizing the urgency of the need for achieving the earliest elimination

of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons,

1. Reaffirms its resolution 2162 B (XXl) of 5 December 1966 and calls anev

for strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the

Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or

Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on

17 June 1925;

2.1 Ibid:

kf League of nations, Treaty Series, Vol. XCIV (1929), No. 2133.



A/7890
English
Page 13

2. Invites all States which have not yet done so to accede to or ratify

the Geneva Protocol in the course of 1970 in commemoration of the forty-fifth

anniversary of its signing and the twenty-fifth anniversary of the United Nations;

II

1. Welcomes the report of the Secretary-General of 1 July 19̂ 9 as an

authoritative statement on chemical and bacteriological, (biological) weapons and

the effects of their possible use, and. expresses its appreciation to the

Secretary-General and to the consultant-experts who assisted himj

2. Requests the Secretary-General to publicize the report in as many

languages as is considered desirable and practicable, making use of the facilities

of the United Nations Office of Public Information;

3. Recommends to all Governments the wide distribution of the report so

as to acquaint public opinion with its contents, and invites the specialized

agencies, intergovernmental organizations, and national and international

non-governmental organizations to use their facilities to make the report widely

known;

U. Re commends the report of the Secretary-General to the Conference of

the Committee on Disarmament as a basis for its further consideration of the

elimination of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons;

III

1. Takes note of the draft Convention on the Prohibition of the

Development, Production and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological

(Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of such Weapons submitted to the

General Assembly by the delegations of Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist

Republic, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the Ukrainian

Soviet Socialist Republic and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics^ and of the

draft Convention on the Prohibition of Biological Methods of Warfare submitted

by the United Kingdom to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament-' as well

as other proposals;

5/ A/7655-
6/ CCD/255/Rev.l.
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2. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to give urgent

consideration to reaching agreement on the prohibitions and other measures

referred to in the draft conventions mentioned in paragraph 1 above and other

relevant proposals;

3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to present a

report on progress on all aspects of the problem of the elimination of chemical

and bacteriological (biological) weapons to the General Assembly at its

twenty-fifth session;

U. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmament all documents and records of the First Committee relating

to questions connected, with the problem of chemical and bacteriological

(biological) weapons.



NEW YORK TIMES, Sunday, 21 December 1969

/'states Government received" a;; rebuff
at the:' .United Nations when the General Assembly
declared that tear gas and defoliants are prohibited by
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 banning chemical weapons.

President Nixon has said he will seek Senate ratifi-
cation of'the protocol winch prohibits the use of1

"asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases ,ahd analogous
liquids-, 'materials or devices. .;. .'• But Administration
officials have insisted the protocol does not cover tear
gases and defoliants currently being lised by American
force^ in Vietnam, ;TheUnited;,States stands on shaky
and lonely ground. r •

Two-thirds' of the 84 nations, that have signed the
protocol, including the 'Soviet Union, Britain and
France, have indicated in the past their belief that
it bans tear gas. The United States itself refrained
from using tear gas during World War II and in the
Korean conflict, Initially in Vietnam, American offi-
cials contended that this, type of chemical :weapon
Would be used only in riot-control situations to pre-
vent civiliancasualties; But today tear gases are used
widely to flush enemy troops into the open' to .be
mowed down by shot, shell and bombs.

The U.N: vote pn thei resolution, which had been
suggested by Secretary General- :Thant/'last July in
connection with the, release of a special international
report on .chemical, and biological warfare, was 80 in
favor to'-onljr 3 opposed, with 36 abstentions. If that
does not suggest to Washington a consensus in favor
of banning tear gas and defoliants, it certainly demon-
strates an overwheiming lack of'support for the United
States' position.': v - ^ ' • ' / . - , I ;. , :

 : , ' ' ' ' ,
The'use of chemical agents by ,the. United States in

Vietnam, even with;-the. most humane of intentions,
represents a dangerous Breach in the. barrier against
the, horrors'\of chemical warfare which the United
States^ along with other :natibris tried> to- erect at;
Geneva in 1925;; It is- in,^his country'^vyh'tongjrange j
interest to Accept :the verdict of/t$e:maj6nty: of ;the|
Political Cbmrnittee. and to ratify the Geneva Protocol]
".without"exceptions:' : .•
* ' ' - ' • • • ' " ' • • • ' " ' —



î ^

24

HIS EXCELLEUCY OTTO WINDER

«I BISTER OF F0KEIGN AFFAIKS 0F THE GER8AH SETORAT1C REPUBLIC

OH BEHALF OF SgCHETAHY-SEBEIAt, OF UNITED i^ATIOiiS 1 HAVE MO HOUR 10

ACRNOVLEB6E YQUH TELE0RAH TO HI!*! IK VHICK YQUH GOVERHflENT HAS

^ WITH SATISFACTIOH THAT THE «ENT¥*F0U8TM SESSION OF THE UNITED

MATI0H? Q8ffS&AL H$SIS®Lt III TWO «

PS/S4 ft

RESOLUTIONS CAME OUT STHOH0LY IN FAVOUR OF A FULL B&fJ OK CHECMIQAL

BIOLOGICAL IsfEAPCSMS* IN l?EaAR9 TO VOUB 1ESUEST F©R GIRCULATIO'S

THE TELEGRAM AS AM OFFICIAL 8DCUW! OF THE SE&OAi

0 Y@U AKE 86 DOUBT AiAHE OF THE USOM. PROCEDURES Id THIS REGARD

c.v.
gHEF BE OABldET

'Hit *



CVH/imk

Off OP OF I TO

fo SB* xs laics ms wrts a
^ ^B ZB

28 FAVCHIt OT1 A RKC£ H£l* OB

OF fKS A8 A1
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'£TATPf?IORITE

0 THANT SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE UNITED NATIONS UK

HEADQUAHTEHS KElslYORK

THE GOVERNMENT OF THE GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC HAS

NOTED WITH SATISFACTION THAT THE TWENTY -'FOURTH .SESSION

OF THE m GENERAL ASSEMBLY , IN TWO RESOLUTIONS f CAME

OUT STRONGLY IN FAVOUR OF A FULL BAH OK CHEMICAL

4176 PAGE 2/50

A H BIOLOG CAL WEAPC 3 . THE DR GOVERNMENT , ALWAYS

HLADY TO ELCOURAGE ALL r?EASUR-S DESIGNED TO FREE MANKIND

FOREVER FROM THESE TERRIBLE WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION ,

EXPRESSES ITS FULL AGREEMENT &ITH THESE RESOLUTIONS A8D

ASSURES THAT IT «1LL HELP AS MUCH AS IT CAN TO IMPLEMENT

IKE TASKS CONTAINED
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THERE IN THE QDR GOVERNMENT CONSIDERS IT ESPECIALLY

ESSENTIAL THAT THESE RESOLUTIONS UMDE lllttE THE EXTREME

INPQRTAKCE OF THE 1925 GENEVA PROTOCO . COE4CERM NG THE

PRGIBITIGN OF THE USE OF B AND CE WEA'QNS AND

UNDERSCORES THE FACT THAT HERBICIDES AND TEAR GASES
i

WILL ALSO FALL U N D E R THE P R O H I B I T I O N L A I D D O W F ! IN

4176-PAGE 4/50

TAT 60CU!«r OF IKTERKATIO^AL LA^ , THIS STATEMENT IS

OF tePlCAL RELEVANCE U VIEW OF THE FACT THAT IKE USA
i ' **

ARE BSIUQ THESE WARFARE AGENTS IN THEIH BARBAROUS WAR

ASAIKST THE VIETMAMES PEOPLE . THE QOVERMBEHT OF THE

SERRAfJ DEPJOCRATIC REPUBLIC ' IS CONVINCED THAT THE TWO

RESGLTJOfSS OF THE UN

4176 PAGE 5/50

GENERAL ASEMBLY AND THE UN SECRETARY GENERAL f S SIGNIFICANT

REPORT n THE EFFECTS' OF A POSSIBLE USE OF B AND C EEAPONS

WILL GIVE FRESH IMPETUS TOTHE* INTERNATIONAL FIGHT FOR FULL

|sHOHSBITIOf4 OF B AND .WEAPONS . IN HEEDING THE APPEAL
i
LAUBCNED BY THE UK GENERAL '.



ASSEMBLY THE GDR GOVERNMENT WILL HELP TO PUBLICIZE

THIS REPORT . AT THE SAME TIME IT EXPRESSES THE HOPE

THAT THE GENEVA COMMITTEE ON DISARAMAMENT , IN ITS

DELIBERATIONS NEXT YEAR ,'WILL LAY GB AT fiMPHAHIS

ON THE QUESTIONS OF THE LIQUIDATION 0 B AND C

WEAPONS AND WILL SGO?4

4176 PAGE7/5Q

COMPLETE THE ^ORK ON AM INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION AIMED

AT BAHISHZH6 FOREVER THESE TERRIBLE WEAPONS OF

BASS'-DESTRUCTION FROM THE MILITARY ARSENALS .

THE fiOVERKMENT OF THE GERWAH DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC WILL

TO THE BEST OF ITS ABILITIES ASSIST THE GENEVA COMMITTEE

OH DISARMAMENT IN THESE EFFORTS . I REQUEST YOUR

EXCELLENCY

PAQE8/24

TO CIRCULATE THIS TELEGRAM AS AM OFFICIAL DOCUMENT

OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY .

OTTO HIMZER MItUSTERQF FOREIGN AFFAIRES OF THE

GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC

COL 1925 B AMD s
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RESCLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

/on the report of the First Committee (A/7890)7

2603 (XXIV). Question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

A

The General Assembly,

Considering that chemical and biological methods of warfare have always

been viewed with horror and been justly condemned by the international community,

Considering that these methods of warfare are inherently reprehensible

because their effects are often uncontrollable and unpredictable and may be

injurious without distinction to combatants and non-combatants, and because any

use would entail a serious risk of escalation,

Eecalling that successive international instruments have prohibited or

sought to prevent the use of such methods of warfare,

Noting specifically in this regard that:

(a) The majority of States then in existence adhered to the Protocol

for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases,

and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,—̂

(b_) Since then, further States have become Parties to that Protocol,

(c_) Still other States have declared that they will abide by its

principles and objectives,

\J League of Nations, Treaty Series, vol. XCIV (1929), Wo. 2138.

7C-016UO /••
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(d) These principles and objectives have commanded broad respect in the

practice of States,

(e_) The General Assembly, without any dissenting vote, has called for the

strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the
2/

Geneva Protocol,-'

Recognizing therefore, in the light of all the above circumstances, that the

Geneva Protocol embodies the generally recognized rules of international law

prohibiting the use in international armed conflicts of all biological and

chemical methods of warfare, regardless of any technical developments,

Mindful of the report of the Secretary-General, prepared with the

assistance of the Group of Consultant Experts, appointed by him under General -

Assembly resolution 2̂ -5̂ - A (XXIII) of 20 December 1963, and entitled Chemical

and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and the Effects of Their Possible Use,—'

Considering that this report and the foreword to it by the Secretary-General

add further urgency for an affirmation of these rules and for dispelling, for the

future, any uncertainty as to their scope and, by such affirmation, to assure

the effectiveness of the rules and to enable all States to demonstrate their

determination to comply with them,

Declares as contrary to the generally recognized rules of international law,

as embodied in the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,

Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at

Geneva on 17 June 1925.* the use in international armed conflict of:

(a) Any chemical agents of warfare - chemical substances, whether gaseous,

liquid or solid - which might be employed because of their direct toxic effects

on man, animals or plants;

(b) Any biological agents of warfare - living organisms, whatever their

nature, or infective material derived from them - which are intended to cause

disease or death in man, animals or plants, and which depend for their effects

on their ability to multiply in the person, animal or plant attacked.

1336th plenary meeting,
16 December

2/ Resolution 2l62 B (XXl) of 5 December 1966.

3/ United Nations publication, Sales Wo.: E.6$',1.2*4-.
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The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 2\^\ A (XXIII) of 20 Eecember 1968,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General, entitled Chemical

and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and the Effects of Their Possible Use,-/

Noting the conclusions of the report of the Secretary-General and the

recommendations contained in the foreword to the report;,

Noting also the discussion of the report of the Secretary-General at the

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and during the twenty-fourth session

of the General Assembly,

Mindful of the conclusion of the report that the prospects for general and

complete disarmament under effective international control and hence for

peace throughout the world would brighten significantly if the development,

production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents

intended for purposes of war were to end and if they were eliminated from all

military arsenals,

Recognizing the importance of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use

in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods
Vof Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,—'

Conscious of the need to maintain inviolate the Geneva Protocol and to

ensure its universal applicability,

Emphasizing the urgency of the need for achieving the earliest elimination

of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons,

1. Reaffirms its resolution 2l62 B (XXl) of 5 Eecember 1966 and calls ane-,

for strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the

Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiation, poisonous or

Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on

17 June 1925;

V League of Nations, Treaty Series, vol. XCIV (1929), No, 2133.
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2. Invites all States which have not yet done so to accede to or ratify

the Geneva Protocol in the course of 1970 in commemoration of the forty-fifth

anniversary of its signing and the twenty-fifth anniversary of the United Nations;

II

1. Welcomes the report of the Secretary-General as an authoritative

statement on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and

the effects of their possible use,, and expresses its appreciation to the

Secretary-General and to the consultant experts who assisted him;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to publicize the report in as many

languages as is considered desirable and practicable, making use of the

facilities of the United Nations Office of Public Information;

3. Recommends to all Governments the wide distribution of the report so

as to acquaint"public opinion with its contents, and invites the specialized

agencies, intergovernmental organizations and national and international

non-governmental organizations to use their facilities to make the report widely

known;

k. Recommends the report of the Secretary-General to the Conference of

the Committee on Disarmament as a basis for its further consideration of the

elimination of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons;

III

1. Takes note of the draft Convention on the Prohibition of the

Development, Production and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological

(Biological) Weapons and on the Testruction of such Weapons submitted to the

General Assembly by the delegations of Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist

Republic, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the Ukrainian

Soviet Socialist Republic and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—' and of the

draft Convention for the Prohibition of Biological Methods of Warfare submitted

to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament by the United Kingdom of Great

Britain and Northern Ireland,—' as well as other proposals;

5/ See A/7655-

6/ See A/77^1, annex C, document EEEC/255/Rev.1.
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2, Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to give urgent

consideration to reaching agreement on the prohibitions and other measures

referred to in the draft conventions mentioned in paragraph 1 above and other

relevant proposals;

3- Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to submit a

report on progress on all aspects of the problem of the elimination of chemical

and bacteriological (biological) weapons to the General Assembly at its

twenty-fifth session;

k-. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmament all documents and records of the First Committee relating

to questions connected with the problem of chemical and bacteriological

(biological) weapons.

l336th plenary meeting,
16 December 1969.
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UNITED N A T I O N S

E

A S S E M B L Y

Twenty-fifth session

QUESTION OF CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL (BIOLOGICAL) WEAPONS

Letter dated 23 January 1970 from the Permanent Representative of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations

addressed to the Secretary-General

As Chairman of the group of Eastern European States., I have the honour to

transmit to you herewith a cable dated 19 December 19̂ 9 from Mr. 0. Winzer,,

Minister for Foreign Affairs of the German Democratic Republic, supporting the

decisions adopted at the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly on the

question of chemical and bacteriological weapons.

I should be grateful if you would arrange to have the above-mentioned cable

circulated as an official General Assembly document.

(Signed) Y. MALIK
Permanent Representative of the Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics to the United Nations
Chairman of the group of Eastern

European States

70-01988



A/79^3
English
Page 2

19 December 1969

U Thant
Secretary-General of the United Nations
United Nations Headquarters
New York

The Government of the German Democratic Republic has noted with satisfaction

that'the twenty-fourth session of the United Nations General Assembly, in two

resolutions, came out strongly in favour of a full ban on chemical and biological

weapons. The Government of the German Democratic Republic always ready to

encourage all measures designed to free mankind forever from these horrible weapons

of mass destruction, expresses its full agreement with these resolutions and

assures that it will help as much as it can to implement the tasks contained

therein.

The Government of the German Democratic Republic considers it especially

essential that these resolutions underline the extreme importance of the 1925

Geneva Protocol concerning the prohibition of the use of biological and chemical

weapons and underscores the fact that herbicides and tear gases will also fall

under the prohibition laid down in that document of international law. This

statement is of topical relevance in view of the fact that the United States of

America is using these warfare agents in its barbarous war against the Viet-Namese

people.

The Government of the German Democratic Republic is convinced that the two

resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly and the United Nations

Secretary-General's significant report on the effects of a possible use of

biological and chemical weapons will give fresh impetus to the international

fight for a full prohibition of biological and chemical weapons. In heeding the

appeal launched by the United Nations General Assembly, the Government of the

German Democratic Republic will help to publicize this report. At the same time it

expresses the hope that the Geneva Committee on Disarmament, in its deliberations

next year., will lay great emphasis on the questions of the liquidation of

biological and chemical weapons and will soon complete the work on an

international convention aimed at banishing forever these terrible weapons of

\
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mass destruction from the military arsenals. The Government of the German

Democratic Republic will to the best of its abilities assist the Geneva Committee

on Disarmament in these efforts.

I request Your Excellency to circulate this telegram as an official document

of the General Assembly.

Otto Winzer
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the

German Democratic Republic
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Bars Production; and Use
of the Poisonous Weapons

Derived From Bacteria

SEES A MOVE FOR PEACE

White House Says Unilateral
Action Is Significant Step •

Toward Arms Control

By JAMES M. NAUGHTON
Special to The New' York Times

KEY BISCAYNE, Fla.,; Feb.
14—President Nixon today ex-

' tended his ban on the prpduc-
. tion and use of biological weap-
iOns to cover military toxins—
poisons that are biologically
produced but are used as chem-
ical warfare agents.

The White House character-
ized the order as ''another sig-
nificant step, which we are
willing to take unilaterally, to
bring about arms control and
to increase the prospects of
peace."

White House officials at the
President's weekend retreat
here conceded that the order
was aimed to close a loophole-
left open last Nov. 25, when
Mr. Nixon renounced United
States use of. germ weapons
but reserved the right to pro-
duce chemical warfare agents
for defensive purposes 'only.

"It was a slip-up," one White
House official said.

Dead but Poisonous
All the same, the President's

order today represented a vic-
tory for opponents of chemical
"and biological warfare, who
had feared: Mr. Nixon would

fbe. swayed by the military into
, permitting continued produc-
tion and stockpiling of toxins.

The confusion over whether
toxins were included in the
President's November renunci-
ation of germ weapons resulted
from the fact that toxins are
dead, but poisonous, 'products
of bacteria..Although they can-

" without
which ••

'

senafe* on the ground that they
would; be used in. the same
way as chemical agents.

Diplomats Worried
Unlike other biological

agents, toxins are not communi-
cable from one individual to
another, meaning that they
would not have the potential
for producing "global epi-
demics," which the President
cited as the chief reason for
eliminating germ weapons.

The Pentagon sought to re-
tain toxins but the State De-
partment and the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency were
said to hava: urged Mr. Nixon
to ban them.-The diplomats re-
portedly feared continued pro-
duction of .toxins would under-
•eut both the practical and
igrppaganda effects pf theJPres-

idsnt's decision -to''arenouriiBe'
germ" warfare. " ' . ' ' ' '!>

;Mr. Nixon ordered an inter-
departmental and national se-
curity committee study of the
toxin issue. Two weeks ago the
committee presented him with
a.,paper proposing three op-
tiojis: keeping toxins for re'ta-
liantion against enemy attack;
giving up toxins now but re-
taining the right to use them if
research showed they could be
chemically produced; or ruling
ou£ their use altogether."

The President chose the third
option.

"We are demonstrating we
are serious about the arms con-
trol race, we are willing to take
risks for peace," said a White
Ho*use official who explained
the decision to reporters. He
would not permit his name to
be* used.

Utt. Nixon ruled out the use
«f toxins even if they could be
oufe, first producing bacteria,
which some researchers expect
to be possible in three to five
years.

eWe have decided to treat
toxins as biological weapons

i jiosinatter how they are pro-
i.'ttuced," said the White House
j -official.
:'.:.."'Opponents of chemical and
,;bfr{J.pgical warfare have con-
tended that the toxins are not
really necessary becaue they
are, expensive to produce and
ar&.'less reliable militarily than
such chemical agents as nerve
gas> which the Pentagon is per-
.imifced'tp stock under Mr. Nix-
im's'°gfourid rules.

,:. '.The* White -.House indicated,
that the new ruling meant ex-
isting toxin stocks would be
fesfroyed and the army's bi-
ological warfare arsenal in
Pine Bluff, Ark., would be
turned over to a civilian Gov-
ernment agency for research
into. immunization methods
against diseases.

Similarly, at - Fort Detrick,
Md., the biological laboratories
would be used only to study
methods of defending the United
States against a germ attack.

Will Use Tear Gas"
The United States continues

to maintain that tear gas and
chemical defoliants, used in
South Vietnam, are not covered
by international agreements
against first use of chemical
weapons. The White House re-
peated today that it intended to
use tear gas and 'defoliants "for
the time being."

Mr. Nixon's order banning
toxins came as he was spending
four days in Florida to rest and
put the final touches on the un-
usual "state of the world", mes-
sage he will send to Congress
on Wednesday.

White House officials said the
30,000-word foreign-policy doc-
ument would be "a general ac-
count of the President's philos-
ophy in dealing with the issues
of national security and foreign
policy, his view of the relation-
ship of these issues to each|
other and of the tasks which he
sees ahead."

Mr. Nixon and his f am.ily?,will.
return to Washington tomorrow
night. j- -I**- '- ' '

keep toxins in
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Unit to Seik Actiori
'•-.••__^^::.-'', *r, i. ', ' • ' ' "

To Ban Chemicals i
I !!'•«!!

By IIOBERT M. SMITH
Special to Tnt New York-Tlmes

WASHINGTON, May 14—A
House Foreign Affairs subcom-
mittee plans to issue a report
tomorrow urging President Nix-
on to make good on his prom-
ise of nearly six months ago
to send to the Senatfe for rati-
fication the Geneva Protocol of
1925 prohibiting chemical - bio-
logical warfare.

At the same time, according
to reliable sources, the group
will urge the Senate not to go
along with any Presidential
moves to exempt tear gas and
herbicides from the treaty>

Instead, their report calls on
the Senate to ratify the treaty
without trying to settle the con-
troversial question of the use
of tear gas and herbicides in
war.

The report suggests that the
issue .be settled either by the
International Court of Justice

or by a meeting of the 84 coun-
tries. :that have pledged them-
selves to observe the protocol.
Many of those countries inter-
pret the treaty as banning tear
gas and herbicides.

As a result, of the action of
the House Subcommittee on
National Security Policy and
Scientific Development, it was
held, the Government will have
to untangle or explain the prob-
lems delaying the submission of
the protocol. These reportedly
center on the.issue of tear gas
and, herbicides, both of which
American forces are Bus ing : in
large quantities in Southeast

I Asia/: - . - . • . '
According to. reliable sources,

the National Security Council
has received conflicting advice
from the Pentagon nd the State
Department, on what to do
about the protocol.

The State Department, sensi-
tive to political and interna-
tional reaction, has urged the
White House to send the treaty
to the Senate with no explicit
reservation excluding tear gas
and herbicides:

The Defense' Department is
reportedly to be pushing for a;
reservation because it. wants to!
foe able to continue to use tear!
gas and herbicides. : • '

The! President said on/Nov.
25 that he would send the
protocol to the Senate for i~ati-
ficatiqh. He announced!at that
time that- .the : United States
would never engage in 'germ
warfare and renounced all but
defensive uses of chemical
'weapons.

All the major powers except
the United States are parties
tQithe ;pro,tpcol..-.. * w . . ; . • - ,
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Nixon and Rogers Messages on Germ Warfare Ban
Special to Tlio Nsw York Times

WASHINGTON, Aug. Id-
Following are the texts of a
message by President Nixon
on the Geneva protocol
against the use of chemical
and biological weapons and a
report to the President on the
protocol by Secretary of State
William P. Rogers. Both were-
sent to the Senate today by
Mr. Nixon:

Nixon's Message
With a view to receiving

the advice and consent of the
Senate to ratification, I trans-
mit herewith the protocol for
the prohibition of the use in
war of asphyxiating, poison-
ous or other gases, and of
bacteriological methods of
warfare, Signed at Geneva
June 17, 1925.1 transmit also
the report by the Secretary
of State which sets forth the
understandings and the pro-
posed reservation of the Unit-
ed States with respect to the
protocol.

In submitting this protocol
for approval, I consider it de-
sirable and appropriate to
make the following state-
ments:

«IThe United States has re-
nounced the first use of in-
capacitating chemical weap-
ons.

?IThe United States has re-
nounced any use of biological
and toxin weapons.

^I0ur biological and toxin
programs will be confined to
research for defensive pur-
poses, strictly defined. By
the example we set, we hope
to contribute to an atmos-
phere of peace, understand-
ing and confidence between
nations and among men. The
policy of the United States
Government is to support in-
ternational efforts to limit
biological and toxin research

i programs to defensive pur-
* poses.

fThe United States will
'Seek further agreement on
effective arms-control meas-

' ures in the field of biological
and chemical warfare..

Today, there are 85 parties,
including all other major pow-
ers, to this" basic international
agreement, which the United

i States proposed and signed
in 1925. The United States
always has observe_d the
principles and objectives of
this protocol.

I consider it essential that
. the United States now be-

come a party to this protocol,
and urge the Senate to give
its advice and consent to rati-
fication with the reservation
set forth in the Secretary's
report.

Rogers's Report
I have the honor to submit

to you, with the recommenda-
tion that it be transmitted to
the Senate for advice and
consent to ratification, the
protocol for the prohibition
of the usie in war of asphyxi-
ating, poisonous or other
gases, and of bacetriological
methods of warfare, signed
at Geneva June 17, 1925. The

United States proposed the
protocol in 1925 and sub-
mitted it to the Senate in
1926. Although the Senate
never voted on the question
of ratifying the protocol,
which was returned to the
President in 1947, the United

. States has always supported
its principles and objectives
and has pledged itself inter-
nationally to observe these
principles. At present there
are 85 parties to the protocol,
the most recent of which,
Japan, became a party on
May 21, 1970. The United
States is the only major mili-
tary power which is not a
party.

Recent support of the prin-
ciples and objectives of the
protocol was given by the
United States in 1966, 1968
and 1969 at the United Na-
tions. The United States has
voted in the General Assemb-
ly for-resolutions which called
for "strict observance by all
states of the principles and
objectives of the protocol"
and invited "all states to ac-
cede to" the protocol.

The protocol prohibits the
use in war of asphyxiating,
poisonous or other gases, and
of all analogous liquids, ma-
terials or devices and bacte-
riological methods of war-
fare. The protocol is the basic
international agreement in
this fiejd, and its principles
have been observed in almost
all armed conflicts since 1925
by parties and non-parties
alike.

While the protocol itself
speaks in terms of flat pro-
hibitions on the use of chem-
ical and bacteriological agents
in war, 39 states (including
France, the Union of Soviet
Socialist "Republics, and the
United Kingdom) have rati-
fied or acceded with reserva-
tions. The reservations of
most of the reserving states,
assert that the protocol is
binding on them only with,
respect to other parties to
the protocol and limit -the
prohibitions to no first use!

It is proposed that the Sen-
ate give its advice and con-
sent to ratification subject to.
a reservation as follows:

"That the said protocol
shall cease to be binding'son
the Government of the United
States with respect to the ;

use in war of asphyxiating,
poisonous or other gases, and
of all analogous liquids, ma-
terials or devices, in regard
to an enemy state if such
state or any of its allies fails
to respect the prohibitions
laid down in the protocol."

This reservation would per-
mit the retaliatory use by the
United States of chemical
weapons and agents, but
would not limit in any way
the protocol's prohibition
with respect to biological
weapons.

Ratification of the proto-
col as qualified by the pro-
posed reservation would put
the United States in the fol-
lowing position:

^Unlike France, the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics,
the United Kingdom, and
most other reserving states,
the United States would not
assert by reservation a lim-
itation of its obligations un-
der the protocol to the par-
ties thereto.

flLike France, the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, the
United Kingdom, and other

'reserving states, the United
States would reserve the right
to use the prohibited chem-
ical agents in retaliation
against any enemy state if
such state or any of its allies
fails to respect the prohibi-
tions laid down in the pro-
tocol.

CUnlike France, the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics,
the United Kingdom, and all
but one other reserving state,
the United States would not
assert by reservation the
right to use bacteriological
methods of warfare in re-
taliation1.

The United States consid-
ers that the term "bacterio-
logical methods of warfare"
as used in the protocol en-
compasses all biological
methods of warfare and the

use in warfare of toxins how-
ever produced.

It is the United States' un-
derstanding of the protocol
that it does not prohibit the
use in war of riot-control
agents and chemical herbi-
cides. Smoke, flame, and na-
palm are also not covered by
the protocol.

The subject of arms con-
trol as it relates to chemical
warfare and biological war-
fare is of continuing and in-
creasing importance in the
international field. At the
1969 summer session of the
Conference on the Commit-
tee on Disarmament, the
United Kingdom presented a
draft convention establishing
a comprehensive ban on the
development, production,
stockpiling, and use of bio-
logical methods of warfare.
In accordance with your an-
nouncement of November 25,
1969, that the United States
would associate itself with
the principles and objectives
of that draft convention, we
have taken an active role in
its negotiation. Other pro-
posals on the subject of
chemical and biological war-
ware have also been intro-
duced in the United Nations
General Assembly and the
Conference of the Committee '
on Disarmament by other
governments.

Members of the Conference
of the Committee on Disarma-
ment have indicated the need
for universal adherence to
the protocol as a condition
precedent to agreement on
more comprehensive meas-
ures.

The United States should
become a party to the proto-
col to strengthen the general
prohibitions on the use of
chemical warfare and biologi-
cal warfare and to facilitate
our participation in the for-
mulation of new arms con-
trol provisions in this area.
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~ ' President Nixon deserves two'' cheers ,at niost rfdr
i finally sending .Jto'the Senate .his request for ap-.

proval of the Geneva Protocol.,of 1925, which seeks
to ban chemical and :biological warfare. It is'bad
enough that nine months of intramural wrangling
followed the original announcement of the Admin-
istration's intention at the United Nations last
November. • - . ' ' - . ' . .

', More disturbing, however, is the Administration's
insistence, tucked.' as unobtrusively as possible into
the accompanying';.report by -''Secretary of State
Rogers, that the protocol does .not prohibit, the use
in war of tear gas or chemical herbicides; >

That insistence could have been stated in : the
message as a formal reservation,: tp be voted on. by
the Senate .along with, the protocol itself. Instead,;/
Md Rogers;says, almbst .as an aside, that it is/,"the;:.

ii United States'";;' understanding" ; that the protO|?oî'
not ban herbicides,' riot-control agents, smoKe^ifj

'Aflame and -napalm. By taking this tack, and; tryw^'
Vavoid .a-'vote on this issue, the Administratio)nfe
asking, .for/trouble from the Senate. r 'Ci

The United Nations General Assembly last.Deceiti-*!
| ber adopted, by the lopsided vote of 80-to-3 with';.
' 36 'abstentions, a resohation holding that the pro-
tocol does ban 'tear, gas and herbicides. Chairman
Eulbright of-the .Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee indicated in a le.tter to the President in Febru-
ary that he agreed with the Assembly's interpre-
tation. ; '

Senators Nelson1 and Goodell, reflecting a concern
that has mounted rapidly over many months about
the possible effects of defoliants on child births,
as, well as, on animal and plant life, are pressing
for a vote next week on an amendment that would
cut off funds for the use of herbicides in Vietnam.

Mr.'Nixon's decision that in any future wars the
armed forces may use tear gas or defoliants only
with -Presidential permission not only smacks of
too-little,--too-late; it does not meet the issue posed
by the Geneva' protocol.

The President's request for Senate approval is
an overdue first step: to get this country out of the
embarrassing position of being the only major mili-
tary power in the world not to :have ratified a pact
which the United States itself proposed"45'yearsago.

:It.is unfortunate that he has been persuaded to cling to
ajreservatipn that will downgrade his decision, around

' the'world^and^ that mayt'even put ratification'of> r ~
|, gr*»a
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SET ON GERM IAR
Approval in Geneva Seen—

U.N. to Get Convention

By THOMAS 3. HAMILTON
Special to The New Vort Times

GENEVA, Sept. 28— A revised
draft convention aimed at out-
lawing biological warfare was
submitted to the Geneva dis-
armarent conference today by
the United States and the Soviet
Union, with their respective
Atlantic and Warsaw Pact allies
joining as co-sponsors.

Today's , version, which
strengthens the language of the
United States-Soviet draft put
forward on Aug. 5, thus is
backed formally by 12 of the
25 members of the conference.
It is expected to be formally
submitted by. the entire conf er«|
ence to the United Nations
General Assembly, with a rec-
ommendation that it be adopted
as a resolution, before the con-
ference, ends on Friday.

The general expectation is
that the Assembly will give it
overwhelming support. The pro-
posal would then go to indi-
vidual governments. ;

^Because; ,.:it,,:reguires ..states.
: poss.ejsjng:;, |̂ iolQgi

' 1

8: vsp;brtsbrs^said;"'ft
would be the first actual dis-
armament measure since the
defeat of the Axis powers in
World War II. None of the .pre-
vious disarmament agreements,
such as the prohibition of nu-
clear i weapons in ^ space, have
involved the destruction of
weapons, it was noted.

The 12 nonaligned nations at
the conference and Japan de-
clined an invitation; toj:malce"'
the co-sponsbrship unanimous,
although they won •' many
changes in the, draft. In,, gen-
eral, they insisted: oh a fearf on
chemical weapons as well, and
they were not satisfied by_the
numerous drafting gfianges
made by the "United States and
the Soviet Union aimed a

fioEC&^^^lilffii-^^-.S!

"'" 'TRpresentatives of
aligned countries said .tney'felt
that the draft convention should
have promised that the savings
accruing from the prohibition
of biological weapons would be
turned over to developing coun-
tries.

Jorge Casteneda of.:, Mexico
complained because the United
States and the S;oyiet Unjon had
not accepted a Mexican pro-
posal for a moratorium on the
production of chemical weap-
ons pending agreement on how
to check on 'violations on ..an.
absolute'prohiMtion.

Despite their complaints and
their refusal 'to join &s co-
sponsors, a majority of the non
aligned countries and ; Japan
will, according to reliable
source_s, go'i;albng with the!
draft introduced today because
they are eager to?, have 'a con-
vention aimed at prohibiting
biological warfare.

Joining as.' co-sponsor's Were
four United States allies—
Britain, Canada?:; Italy-and-the
Netherlands—-and six Soviet
allies. These s •:are, -Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary,- Mon-
golia, Poland and JRumania.,,

The draft-convention'would
commit parties to it "never in
any circumstanCes-to develop,
produce, stockpile^ or otherwise
acquire or retain im'crobial
agents or toxins" 6t the weap-
ons or means of delivery de-
signed! for their use in armed
conflict.

Definition Is Strengthened
The definition of toxins was

strengthened, on the insistence
of nonaligned countries, by th
addition of the 'words "what
ever, their origin or method o
production;. of types and in

^quantities that have no justifi
cation for ̂ prophylactic, protec
tive or other peaceful pur
poses." (

The draft, iho-wever, does no
contain a specific ban on thj
use of biological weapons. Thi
was rejected by the Sovie
Union, which considered it un
necessary because the use .o:
these weapons as well as 'poi:
son and other gases are out
lawed in an international pact
known as the Geneva Protocol
concluded in 1925. Some West
era delegates speculated; tha;
the Russians also wanted to; b(
able to continue to make prop
aganda over the failure of th
United States to ratify the.Gi
neva Protocol. : •':•'-

Ninety countries are.partie
to this protocol, but \35 b
them, including Britain.ijthe So
viet Union and France,-restrjc'
ed their prohibition to ;"'firi

'••\use.'*- This means _that the.,
agreed not to use.the;Weapons
first! but reserved the ' !

•employ them in re

ican delegate, told newsmen to-
day that- he expected Senate^
ratification of "the protocol,
which the United States has
signed. - - f

Henry C. 'Haihworth, the
British representative, who had
campaigned. for~a specific ban
on the use of biological weap-
ons, s.aid- the. destruction of
stockpiles .would reduce the
danger of ithe use of such weap-
ons to "negligible proportions."

Speaking on this subject for
the United States, which has
renpUriced the use of biological
weSpQns and is now destroying
its,' stockpiles at Pine Bluff,
Arfc^Mr. Leonard said the con-
felerice would be notified when
th|' destruction was completed.

•Although Moscow has never
disclosed whether it possesses
bicilogical weapons, Aleksei A.
Roshchin, the Soviet represent-
ative, said today that "the So-
viet side will be ready to make
such notifications on the under-
standing that other states par-
ties to the convention will do
the same."

This was interpreted by some
delegates as an indirect admis-
sion that Moscow also pos-
sesses such weapons. A Soviet
spokesman, however, did not
make clear whether the no-
tification would merely say
that the Soviet Union had no
such weapons, or would dis-
close the destruction of
piles. :



Draft Trea tyioBan Biological Arms SenttoU. W.
By THOMAS J. HAMILTON

Special to The New York Times

GENEVA, Sept. 30—The 25-
member Geneva disarmament
conference ended its work on a
draft convention for the prohi-
bition of biological warfare to-
day and sent it to the United
Nations General Assembly.

The revised proposal, the lat-
est version of which was sub-
mitted jointly by the United
States and the Soviet Union on
Tuesday with 10 of their allies
as co-sponsors, is expected to
win the endorsement of the
Assembly this fall, probably
after some changes.

It was not approved formally
by the disarmament conference
because of dissatisfaction with
its provisions on the part of
several delegates from non-
aligned nations. The indications
had been that a majority of the
nonaligned countries and Japan
would formally go along with
the draft because of their great
desire for an accord.

U.S.-Soviet Report Sent
Today, however, a report to

the Assembly by the two co-
chairmen of the Geneva con-
ference, James F. Leonard of
the United States and Aleksei
.A. Roshchin of the Soviet
Union, limited itself to the
statement that there was "a
general consensus" in favor of
the proposed agreement as the
1971 session of the conference
ended.

The statement added that
there had been a widely ex-
pressed hope that the Assembly
would approve the text and re-
quest United Nations members
to sign it.

The draft provides that the
convention will not go into ef-
fect until it has been signed
and ratified by 22 govern-
ments.

Parties to the agreement

Associated Press

James F. Leonard of U.S., left, and Aleksei A. Roshchin
of the Soviet Union, co-chairmen of Geneva conference.

would be required to destroy
stocks of bacteriological weap-
ons and toxins, or to divert
them to peaceful uses, within
nine months.

The United States, the only
government that has acknow-
edged the possession of such

weapons, is already destroying
its stockpile and has promised
to notify other governments
when it is done. The Soviet
Union promised this week to
make a similar declaration, im-
plying that it also had a stock-

le.
Jorge Castaneda of Mexico,

who had campaigned unsuccess-j

fully for the inclusion of a mor-
atorium on the production of
chemical weapons, formally
reserved his Government's po-
sition. Mr. Castaneda complained
that the proposed agreement
"may well hamper rather than
help" to achieve a ban on
chemical weapons.

Brazil, India and Nigeria re-
served the right to urge chang-
es in the text in the Assem-
bly because of the refusal of
the United States and the So-
viet Union to include a com-
mitment to give the develop-
ing countries part of the money
tp.be, sayed.

Article I of the convention
would commit the parties to it
"never in any circumstances
to develop, produce, stockpile
or otherwise acquire or retain
microbial or vjther biological
agents, or toxins, whatever
their origin or method of pro-
duction," if not justified for
peaceful purposes.

It would impose a similar
ban on weapons, equipment -or
means of delivery for such
agents or toxins, and each state
would assume an obligation not
to transfer such weapons to
other states.

But the draft does not include
a call for a specific ban on the
use of bacteriological weapons.
This was rejected by the Soviet
Union, which said it was un-
necessary in view of the stric-
tures against the use of bac-
teriological weapons expressed
in the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

Appeal to U.N. Authorized
Like the treaty to halt the

proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons, the convention would
authorize an appeal to the
United Nations Security Coun-
cil but imposes no penalties for
violation. Any party to the
agreement can invoke "extra-
ordinary events" that have
jeopardized its "supreme inter-
ests" and, on three months' no
tice, refuse to be bound by
the agreement.

When Britain, with United
States support, submitted the
first draft here in 1969, the
cause appeared hopeless.

Both London and Washington
were unwilling to include a
ban on chemical weapons since
some deadly chemicals have
civilian uses and there was no
dependable way to check up
on compliance. On the other
hand, the Soviet Union insisted
that it would not agree to any-
thing less than the simultane-
ous prohibition of both chemi-

cal and bacteriological weap-
ons.

The nonaligned participants,
moreover, did not exert any
pressure on Moscow to give
way because they were con-
centrating on a ban on under-
ground nuclear tests.

Although Britain introduced
various refinements in her pro-
posal at the 1969 and 1970 ses-
sions, the Soviet attitude ap-
peared to rule out any possi-
bility of agreement. In March,
1971, however, Mr. Roshchin un-
expectedly announced that
Moscow would agree to sepa-
rate the two issues and pre-
sented his own proposal for the
prohibition of bacteriological
weapons.

According to his subsequent
statements, his Government
adopted this course because it
realized that otherwise the
United States would block any
agreement.

In August, the United States
and the Soviet Union submitted
identical drafts, which rejected
two principal provisions of the
British draft, one prohibiting
the use as well as the posses-
sion of bacteriological weapons,
the other authorizing the Sec-
retary General of the United
Nations to make an independ-
ent investigation of suspected
violations.

The second draft, introduced
Tuesday, had been amended to
emphasize the prospect of ne-
gotiations on chemical warfare,
but it again rejected both Brit-
ish proposals.

As a result, the only recourse
in case of a violation is to
the Security Council, whose
decisions would be subject to
the veto. However, the latest
draft provides that the Coun-
cil will inform parties to the
agreement of the1-, results of
the investigation-before a veto
becomes operative, L
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cmvention on T K rWeapons
SpeclaJ to The New Yai'k Times

GENEVA, Sept. 30 — Fol-
lowing is the official English
version of a draft convention
as the prohibition of biological
warfare and of the produc-
tion of biological weapons,
as referred to the United Na-
tions General Assembly today
by the Geneva disarmament
conference:
THE STATES PARTIES
TO THIS CONVENTION,

Determined to act with a
view to achieving effective
progress toward general and
complete disarmament, in-
cluding the prohibition and
elimination of all types of
weapons of mass destruc-
tion, and convinced that the
prohibition of the develop-
ment, production and stock-
piling of chemical and bac-
teriological (biological) weap-
ons and their elimination,
through effective measures,
will facilitate the achieve-
ment of general and com-
plete disarmament under
strict effective international
control,

Recognizing the important
significance of the Geneva
Protocol of 17 June 1925 for
the prohibition of the use in
war of asphyxiating, poison-
ous or other gases and of
bacteriological methods of
warfare, and conscious also
of the contribution which the
said protocol has already
made, and continues to make,
to mitigating the horrors of
war,

Reaffirming their adher-
ence to the principles and
objectives of that protocol
and calling upon all states to

, comply strictly with them,
^Recalling that the General
SJfesembly of the United Na-
rfions has repeatedly con-
7.^ejnned all actions contrary
ivtjHhe principles and objecr
iiti\res of the Geneva Protocol
So!f:'17 June 1925,
Ss'Desiring to contribute to
Jilh'e strengthening of confi-
;ifence between people and
K|Ke general improvement of
ij.i'fie international atmosphere,
|sS|Desiring also to contribute
Jfe the realization of the
'iSiirposes* and principles of
Stjie Charter of the United
stations,
¥;f: Convinced of the im-
portance and urgency of
^'eliminating from the arsenals
f 6|. states, through effective
^measures, such 'dangerous
;:?vreapons of mass destruction
fjas those using chemical or
f bacteriological (biological)

agents,
Recognizing that an agree-

ment on the prohibition of
bacteriological (biological)
and toxin weapons represents
a first possible step toward
the achievement of agree-
ment on effective • measures
also for prohibition of the
development, production and
stockpiling of chemical weap-
ons, and determined to con-
tinue negotiations to that
end,

Determined, for the sake
of all mankind, to exclude
completely the possibility of
bacteriological (biological)
agents and toxins being used
as weapons,

Convinced that such use
would be repugnant to the
conscience of mankind and
that no effort should be
spared, to minimize this risk,
HAVE AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

ARTICLE I
Each state party to this

convention undertakes never
in any circumstances to de-
velop, produce, stockpile or
otherwise acquire or retain:

(1) Microbial or other bio-
logical agents, or toxins
whatever their origin or
method of production, of
types and in quantities that
have no justification for pro-
phylactic, protective or other
peaceful purposes.

(2) Weapons, equipment or
means of delivery designed
to use such agents or toxins
for hostile purposes or in
armed conflict.

ARTICLE H
Each state party to this

convention undertakes to de-
stroy, or to divert "to peace-
ful purposes, as soon as pos-
sible but not later than nine
"months after the entry into
force of the convention, all
agents, toxins, weapons,
equipment and means of der
livery specified in Article I
of the convention which are
in its possession or under its
jurisdiction .or control. In
implementing the provisions
of this article all necessary
safety precautions shall be
observed to protect popula-
tions and the environment.

ARTICLE III
Each state party to this,

convention undertakes not to
transfer to any recipient
whatsoever, directly or in-
directly, and not in any way
to assist, encourage.or induce,
any state, group of states or
international organizations to
manufacture or otherwise ac-
quire any of the agents, tox-
ins, weapons, equipment or
means of delivery specified in
Article I of the convention.

ARTICLE IV
Each state party to this

convention shall, in accord-
ance with its constitutional
processes, take any necessary'
measures to prohibit and pre-
vent development, production,
stockpiling, acquisition or re-
tention of the agents, toxins,
weapons, equipment and
means of delivery specified
in Article I of the conven-
tion within the territory of
such state, under its juris-
diction or under its control
anywhere.

ARTICLE V
The states parties to the

convention undertake to con-
sult one another and to co-
operate in solving any prob-
lems which may arise in re-
lation to the objective of, or
in the application of the pro-
visions of, this convention.
Consultation and cooperation
pursuant to this article may
also be undertaken through
appropriate international pro-
cedures within the frame-
work of the United Nations
and in accordance with its
Charter.

ARTICLE VI s
(1) Any state party to the

convention which finds that
any other state party is act-
ing in breach of obligations
deriving from the provisions
of this convention may lodge
a complaint with the Secur-
ity Council of the United
Nations. Such a complaint
should include all possible
evidence confirming its valid-
ity, as well as a request for
its consideration by the Se-
curity Council.

(2) Each state party to the

convention undertakes toco-
operate in carrying out any
investigation which the Se-
curity Council may initiate,
in accordance with the provi-
sions- of the United Nations
Charter, on the basis of the
complaint received by the
Council. The Security Council
shall inform the states par-
ties to the convention of the
results of the investigation.

ARTICLE VII
Each state party to tha

convention undertakes to
provide support orassistanee,
in accordance with the Unit-
ed Nations Charter, to any
party to the convention which
so requests, if the Security
Council decides that such
party has been exposed to
danger as a result of viola-
tion of this convention.

ARTICLE VIII
Nothing in this convention

shall be interpreted as in any
way limiting or detracting
from the obligations assumed
by any state under the Gene-
va Protocol of 17 June 1925
for the prohibition of the use
in war of asphyxiating, pois-
onous or other gases, and of
bacteriological methods of
warfare. <

ARTICLE IX
Each state party to this

convention affirms the rec-
ognized objective of effective
prohibition of chemical weap-
ons and, to this end, under-
takes to continue negotia-
tions in good faith with a

. view to reaching early agree-
ment on effective measures
for the prohibition of their
development, production and
stockpiling and for their de-
struction, and on appropriate
measures concerning equip-
ment and means of delivery
specifically designed for the
production or use of chem-
ical agents for weapons pur-
poses.

ARTICLE X
(1) The states parties to

the convention undertake to
facilitate, and have the right
to participate in, the fullest
possible exchange of equip-
ment, materials and scientific
and technological informa-
tion for the use of bacterio-
logical (biological) agents
and toxins for peaceful pur-
poses. Parties to the conven-
tion in a position to do so
shall also cooperate in con-
tributing, individually or to-
gether with other states or
international organizations,
to the further development
and application of scientific
discoveries in the field of
bacteriology (biology) for
prevention of disease, or for
other peaceful purposes.

(2) This convention shall
be implemented In a manner
designed to avoid hampering
the economic or, technological
development of states parties
to the convention or interna-
tional cooperation in the field
of peaceful bacteriological
(biological) activities, includ-
ing the international ex-
change of bacteriological
(biological) agents and toxins
and equipment for the proc-
essing, use or production of

bacteriological (biological)
agents and toxins for peace-
ful purposes in accordance
with the provisions of this
convention.

ARTICLE XI
Any state party may pro-

pose amendments to this con-
vention. Amendments shall
enter into force for each
state party accepting the
amendments upon their ac-
ceptance by •& majority of
the states parties to the con-
vention and thereafter for
each remaining state party
on the date of acceptance
by it. /

ARTICLE XII
Five years after the entry

Into force of this convention,
or earlier if it is requested by
a majority of parties to the
convention by submitting a
proposal to this effect to the
depositary governments, a
conference of states parties
to the convention shall be
held at Geneva, Switzerland,
to review the operation of
this convention, with a view
to assuring that the purposes
of the preamble and the pro-
visions of the convention, in-
cluding the provisions con-
cerning negotiations on
chemical weapons, are being
realized. Such review shall
take into account any new
scientific and technological
developments relevant to
this convention.

ARTICLE XIII
(1) This convention shall

be of unlimited duration.
(2) Each state party to

this convention shall, hi ex-
ercising Its national sover-
eignty, have the right to
withdraw from the conyen^
tion if it decides that jexf'
traordinary events, related
to the subject matter of this
convention, have jeopardize^
the supreme interests of its~
country. It shall give notice
of such withdrawal to all
other states parties to the
convention and to the Unjted
Nations Security Council
three months in advance.
Such notice shall include a
statement of the extraordi-'
nary events it regards, as(
having jeopardized its BUT
preme interests.

ARTICLE XIV
(1) This convention shall ba

open to all states for signa-
ture. Any state which does
•not sign- the convention bei
fore its entry into force, in
accordance with Paragraph 3
of this article may accede to
it at any time.

(2) This convention shall be
subject to ratification by sig-
natory states. Instruments of
ratification and instruments
of accession shall be deposi-
ted with the governments of
.... which are hereby desig-

nated tha depositary govern-
ments.

(3) This convention shall
enter into force after the de-
posit of the instruments of
ratification by 22 govern-
ments, including the govern-
ments designated as deposi-
taries of the convention.

(4) For states whose instru-
ments of ratification or acces-
sion are deposited subsequent
to the entry into force of this
convention, it shall enter into
force on the date of the de-
posit of their instruments of
ratification or accession.

(5) The depositary govern-
ments shall promptly inform
all signatory and acceding
states of the date of each
signature, the date of deposit
of each instrument of ratifi-
cation or of accession and the
date of the entry into force
of this convention, and of the
receipt of other notices.

(6) This convention shall be
registered by the depositary
governments -pursuant to Ar-
ticle 102 of the Charter of the
United Nations.

ARTICLE XV
This convention, the Chi-

nese, English, French, Russian
and Spanish texts of which
are equally authentic, shall be
deposited in the archives of
the depositary governments.
Duly certified copies of this
convention shall be transmit-
ted by the depositary govern-
ments to the governments of
the signatory and acceding
states.


