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INTRODUCTION

It is the purpose of this paper to give a resume of military and civilian
attitudes and US natiocnal policies concerning the effectiveness and use of gas
warfare from the F.gue Convention of 1899 through the Korean War. It is
not intended to dc .aore than mention some of the readily accessible factors.
Policies since t! » Korean War are discussed in ORO-SP-89.%

Throughou. the years since 1899, there have been two contrasting estimates
of the effectiveness of gas warfare, each of which has led to opposing schools of
thought on its employment. Among thos¢ wito have maintained that gas is aa ex-
tremely effective weapon, some have insisted that it should therefore be used in
large enougn quantities 10 enabie it Lo be decisive; others have argued that for
humanitarian reasons it shouid not be used. On the other hand, armong those !
who have insisted that gas is not capable of being a decisive weapon, some have
believed that its peculiar property of pervasiveness makes it a desirable mem-
ber of the family of tactical antipersonnel munitions; others have maintained
that its effectiveness is so unpredictable because of its sensitivity to factors
bevond -the-user’s control.-such-as -weather.terrain. and-the-state-of-enemy-gas
defenses, that its disadvantages outweigh its advantages even as a tactical weap-

. on. In the 60 years during which such arguments have been going o, the pro-

ponents of each of these views have often presented personal prejudices rather
than informed judgments, and national policies have sometimes been determined

on these bases.

-

ATTEMPTS AT INTERNATIONAL PROHIBITION OF GAS WARFARE

Much of the public-discussion of the use of gas has centered around attempts
to secure international agreement to prohibit its employment as a weapon because
of 1ts alleged inhumane character. In the Hague Deciarations of 1899, reiterated
in 1907, the contracting powers agreed “to abstain from the use of projectiles the
object of which is the diffusion of asphyxiating or deleterious gases.™* This was
signed by all the major powers except the US. Captain A. T. Mahan, the USNaval
Delegate, who had consistently cast a negative vote during the deliberations,
stated his objections cogently. In the first place, no such projectiles had then
been developed and their capatilities were unknown; secord (in an argument
that has been the nemesis of all efforts {o limit the means for conducting wars),
“It was illogical, and not demonstrably humane. to be tender about asphyxiating
men with gas. when all were prepared to admit that it was allowable 1o blow the
bottom out of an 1ronclad at wmidnight, throwing four or five hundred into the sea,
to be choked by water. with scarcely the remotest chance of escape.™

§
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The Hague Coavention did not prevent Germany or the Allies from em
ploving s in projectiies as well as cylinders 1n WW] “see ORO-SP-88%).
The convention did. however, serve as a tucus for a4 great deal of emotional
argument—some of this deiiberately generated propaganda—over precisely
what types of gases and delivery means were prohibited and which side had
committed the first violation.®

In the Treaty ot Versailles following the war, among the limitations im
posed to prevent redevelopment of Germa~ military pcwer. Article 171 spec
fied. “The use of asphyxiating, poisonvus or uther gases and all analogous li
uids. materials or devices being prohibited, their manuiacture and importat:
are strictly foruidden in Germany.” Simiiag articles were included in the tr
ties with the other Central Powers.®

In the international conferences on limitation of armaments in the 1220
the prohibition of gas warfare was again attempted by victor and neutrai cow
tries. At the Washington Conference on naval limitations in 1921-1922, in wi
France, Great Bruain, Italy, Japan, and the US participated, a treaty was fo:
mulaied “relating to the Use of Submarines and Noxious Gases in Warfare,"™
In the early sessioas of the conference the Subcommittee on Poison Gas, cor
posed largely of “gas exparis® from the five participating countries, conclud
that an attempt to prohibit gas warfare was nether desirable nor feasible. H.
ever, the US delegation’s 21-member Advisory Commitcee. appointed by Pre:
dent Harding “to represent public opinion.” unanimously adopted a resolution
drafied by the Subcommitics ¢a Liand Armament, ot whick Gen John Pershing
was chairman. that. “Chemical warfare should be abclished among nations, a
abhorrent to civilization. It is a cruel, unfair and imgroper use of science.
1t is fraugnt with the graves: danger to noccombatants and demoralizes the
better instincts of humanity."*

it-has been-suggested-that the Advisory Towwmitlee 522 boan strongly in-
fluenced by the imaginative cescription of gas-warfare horrors in Will Irwin’
" The Next War.* and they had apparently conaucted some kind of a preliminar
poll of US public opinicn that resulted in 385,170 votes for the prohibition of
gas warfare and 16° for its retention.® They were further moved by a repor.
from the General Board of the US Navy, which ccencluded that, “Gas warfare
threatens to hecome so efficient’as to endanger the very exister.ce of civilization.”

The Committee on Limitation of Armanients, imgressed with the view.
the US Advisory Committee, the General Board of the US Navy, and General
Pershing, overrode the Subcommittee on Poison Gas.” and Article V appearss
in the treaty: ’ ’ ' s

The use in war of asphyxiating, poiscnous or other Rases, and ali analogous lig-
uids. materials or devices, having been Justly cosdemned by the geoeral opinion of the
civilized world and 2 pruhibition of such use havizg been declared 1n treatfes tn which :
majority of the civiiized powers are parties

The Signatory Puvcrs, o the ond that this #rohibitics shall be universally acce,
as a p.rt of intercational law binding alike .he cuascience and practice of natioas, decl:
their assent to such prohibition, agree to be bound thereby as betmeen themselves and
vite aii other Civilized nations to adhere thereto ™ .

Elihu Root of the US delegation, answering the argumert that no sanction.
were provided in the treaty, declared:

%e may gran: that the most solemp obligatioa assumed by governments in respec
of the use of imyiements of war will be violates ia tae stress of coefiict; but bevood di
piomatists 200 be »ad governments there rests the pubiic opinion of the civilized worid,
and the public opinioa of the world can wunish. !

6
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This treaty was ratufied by fgur of the {ive powers. wmncluding the US. but
not by the French. who objecteg ly the aatisubmarine arucle; thus the treaty
failed to co into effect. .

In a pivivcai deveinped at the “xxierence on internatren2) trade in arma—
ments in Geneva in 1925, the Prulibitus of “the use in war of asphyxiating,
PUISONOUS Or other gases, and W afj asa.0¢0us liquids. materials or devices®
was reilerated as “binding ylixe the cxeacience and the pracuce of nations.~4
With th.s was coupled tactes Wolugical warfare. This protecol was to come into
elfect for each sigratory power Oh the <2ze of deposit of nouice of ratification,
and each was to “be bound as regards “Laer powers which bad already ratified:M
The protocel was ratified by 39 nations m tne next 11 years. but not by Japan
or the Us. although both had been aigratornes -

A similar convention was repared in drait for the League of Nations
General Disarmament Conference of 1932. but this entire effort to legislate
for international peace came 1o haugne ®

Gas was but one of severa] inatrements of war that. in one or another of
these 1nternational conferences, gt w2a proposed 1o outlaw: others were torpe-
Goes, underwater mines, submarines. grosectiles delivered from balloonc, bac-
terologicai wariare. heavy arlllery. tares. aircraft, and capital ships. Few
of these aticmpts at prohibition Teached actual treaty form. however, but the
{2¢t that e protocol on toxac kar and tacteriological warfare received the -
largest number of ratifications showy 1oz sireagi vi feeiing concerning these
ageats. :

PUBLICATIONS ON GAS WARFAKE Wriwgex wwy AND WWH
In the 20 years between the twy Worid Wars, discussioas of gas warfare
wenl on al many diiterent levels. Fgr ore rne experiences of WWI were re-
lated and analyzed 10 many twoks ang artcles  The reader scoking evidence -
fron these of the role playea by gan i ®WT cannot avoid bewng impressed by
the few and brief referenczs, and 'requentiy the complete omission of the sub-
ject, in material emranatine frog, ali the relligerent natioas. including the writ-
ags of officers whe had tcuweinog parlcipated in the conflict. Any tempta-
ton to sugrest the existence of 4 Wilverea] censorship. officially imposed or
ncitly adopted. 15 scotched by ine j40¢ s+l Looks and articles written by chem-
Isls or men who had served 1n the y04g as “gas experts” and analyzing WWI gas
®21fare in great detad also appeared 1 3. taese countries. The alternative
conclusion seems 1o be that, in tne finde of most military 2uthors who were
oot specialists 1n gas warfare .and 1n the pdement of historians who drew on
military sources. gas as EmMPloy et 1n WS was not a decisive factor. For ex-
ample, Sir James E. Eamounas, Aulhue of tae British official history of WWI,
states: °Gas achieved b !30a) SUCCees. nothing decisive: it made war uncom-
fortable. to no purpose.=* ' .
Another type of public literature abinz g2s wurfare undouttedly had far
greater influence on pubiic OpLuans the trsas and articles that portraved wars
of the future 1a whica extremely letha| gaeeg would be dropoed by plane og noa-
combatants i1n Cilies. Sume of tne writings were serious efforts to point out the

or sirategic bommung. €.g., Fuller ** op- F$ were nore or less lurid examples
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of science fiction. e.yg., Wells.*¢ Thes nad in common a very superficial knowl-
edge of toxic gases. but they served 1o keep alive and reinforce the memories
of those who had personally experietced mas in WWI and those who had absorbe
the horror stories circulated as WW( propaganda.

Official publications about gas =arfare formed another category. In the
vears immediately following WWI. tne governmental agencies dealing with CW,
beiny ~Johnny-come-latelies,” had o fight bard for continued support during
the peacetime drives o0 cut back military establishments. These pressures
led to pablic and intragovernu.eatal publications in which sometimes extrava-
gant claims for the munitions were made, apparently to publicize agencies or
POssibly to inlluence appropriations.

Ratifications of the Geneva Pror xcol. which specifically prohibited gas
wartare. dealt a blow 0 CW orgamz fions'® and also affected the US Chemical
Warfare Service (CWS), even though -. US did not ratify the protocol. Appro-
priations by Congress for the CwS §- -lecting in part of course the general .
peaceume reduction in military exy - rtures! remained about $1.25 million a
vear from 1927 1o 1935, were sligh.” - increased in 1936 to 1938, and were over
$2 million 1- 1339 t0 1940.* Acco~zz to the usual official interpretation of
e protocol. defense againsg €as cor. s ued to be a legitimate concern, since
Germany in WWI and later Ital; in th- Jajo-Ethioplan War (see ORO-SP-87%)
bad made it obvious that internationas iaw was not necessarily binding. Defense
might be stretched t6 include preparations for retaliatery action, the elasticits
depending on the attitude of the government in power, buu it could not, at least
mgofar as the public was to be infor—es exterd to preparations for initiating
=2r 1in any form. mncluding ‘gas warfar-e *3¢ The results were to limit the ap-
propriations available for research inand development of war gases and de-
Lvery means,. and. although these_procmams continsed.on.a’small scale, 10
force them 1nto.secrecy. In the years Just preceding WWII, therefore, each
government was aware of its own lack of preparedness for CW and worried
about the extent to which the others were prepared. whereas the general public,
unmindtul o1 the Itaitan use of gas 1n Ewnopia, tenued more and more to regard
the possitility of gas attacks on noncuxoatants as science fiction. Curt Wacheel.
German gas-wariare expert, fcund := Zwsupe in the miid-193u's that . regard

" to civilian defense against gas only ibe Russian people seemed 10 be somewhat
-gas-conscious. !’ :

. CONTINUING INFLUENCE OF WWI ATTITUDES

Various types of opposition toward £as warfare that were manifested
2mong the military i WWI were handed down or perpetuated through men who
were sull in service at the outbreak £ wWII. Arony these men were. first,
tne old-line otficers who resisted experiments with new ideas or new wWeapons.
. The German plan for the first large-scaie employment of gas in WWI was re-
ported to have been “rejected categouricaiiy” by “the majority of the higher-
ranxing officers. including some in to; -level positions. . .partly out of stroag
sxkepicisx. ™" Hindenburg. for €xamp.e. ooth in WWI and 1n the subsequent
years when he headed the German stute. cpposed gas warfare.'* In the US the
f2ant 1n 1919-1920 (2 establish the wariirme CWS on 2 permanent basis was a
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tough one. No additions had been made iv the Army’s technical services sance
the establishment of the Signal Corps 1n 1860. The War Department offacially
recommended placing responsibility for CW with the Corgs of Engineers 1CEY,
where it wouid have had a subordinate states.. .

Testimony {rom WWI officers was divided. General Pershing. although he
Lelieved that “it would be very well 1f we could avoid |chemicai vz fare et
that the CWS should be maintained as “a department of 1vesugarzion.™® The
incumbent CWS officers got suppcrt not oaly from Bernard Crowell, Assistant
Secretary of War, wno was himself a chemist, but also from scxntists and in-
dustrialists outside the Army who foresaw a groi'ing place for chemistry in
warfare, and the CWS won its battle to be inciuded in the Army crZanizatica P2
Devate over definition of its functions zné 1ts precise place in the military or-
fanization continued. however, for years. particularly with the Corps of Engi-
neers. Medical Corps. Ordnance Corps. 2nd the Navy Department *

Also opposed were officers who hagd permitted gas .0 be used oz their
fronts and had been disillusioned cver the results, either becacse the weather
had proved unfavorable or they had expected too much from being oversold or
1gnorant of the weapon's capabilities :see ORO-SP-88?). Tbese rmemories
died hard.

Others were officers who had been urdertrained in the tactical employ- _
ment of CW and overtrained in protécuoa 2gainst it, s0 that 1t seemed to them
not a uselul weapon system but 2 menace to be avoided at all costs P As the
Director of Artillery in the Britisk Waur Qffice said in 1930. -To professional
suldiers chenncal warfare means tears.tears. and blisters.™® Amos A Fries,
who had been in charge of the CWS in France during WWI. thus described the
problems of defense against mustard: “Suppose we get perfec protection, the

-burden vou would.put AURONAN-ATIY §oreed 10-wear gas ~proof Ciramg. 10 wear

the mask. to disinfect shellholes, and ail that. is one of the greatest burdeas
you could put on a war machine and. . .the reduction in physical vigor aione
would pay for all we could ever spend oz 1t.™2 Fries was atterpting to em-~
phasize the effectiveness of mustard against an enemy, but of course what he
said applied with equal Tor~e to hoth sides i totn were employing mustard.
This nightmare drag imposed by defense did much to make gas warfare unpop-
ular among the military. )

This attitude was strengthened in civalians as well as the military after -
ratifications of the Geneva Protocol had suppressed cpen discussioa of all
phases of yas warfare except defense, and was reinforced in the late 1930°s
when WWII was impending and fovernments began nervously cons:dering the
fieed to build up the defense of noncombatants as well as troors against air-
delivered gas attacks. )

Some men also opposéd the use of €2s because of their persomal experi-
ences with its efiects. For example, 1in 1919 Gen Peyton C. March, Chuef of
Stalf of the US Army, related having seen 195 gassed French chiidren in 2
Paris hospital: “The sufferings of these chiidren. particulariy. were borrible
and produced a profound 1mpression on me. 2 The use of such 2 weapon oa
noncombatants, he felt, presented -a picture of ruthless bartarity tepugnant to
the conscience of the civilized world.” and he afterward affirmed wtiat his tes-
timony before congressional commitiees had indicated —that hus efforts to abol-
1sh the CWS stemmed direcdy from kis emotional reaction 1o wtat he bad seen.®

-
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Even today lh¢ ‘fé are many peo')le who recall their own expenences or
tales told by WW{ moldiers that have leit a lingering impression of horror at-
tached to the very words,“poison gas.” It has been suggested that Hitler's
WWI1 experience of tar.poiary bilndness {rom mustard was z considerahle

- factor in preventing the German employmert of gas in WWTL *™'*"*® president
Roosevelt's attituds . voiced in 1937 when he vetoed a bill to change the name
of CWS to ‘Chemscal Corps undoubtedly echoed the feelings of many people:

It has been and ja me policy of this Government to do evervthing in {18 power to
“outlaw the use of chemicais in warfare. Such use is inhuman and contrary to ~hat modern
civilization shou!d &tand for.

I am doing everything in my power to discotirage tue us¢ of gases and other chem-
icals in any war between nations. While, unfortunately. the defensive necesgities of the
US call for studv-of the use of chemicals in warfare, 1 do not wan: the Goverament of the
US to do anvthing to aggrandize or make permanent any special bureau of the Army or

. the Navy engaged in thege studies. | hope the time \nll come when the Chemical Warfare
Service can be entirely aholished.

To dignify this service by calling it the “Chemical Corps® is, in my judgment, coa-

trary to . sound publk; policy. ¢

«

WHY GAS WAS NOT (SED IN WwI

The question of why gas was not used in WWII is an intriguing one. Some
. of the influences at work are: described above. Many parts of theanswer still lie
] ) in unpublishied arc¢nive's. Fundamental was the fact that o one knew what could
actually be accomgplisr.ed with toxic gases, ngen air delivery and the possibility
that somewhere new gases had been or would be developed. Decisions concern-
ing the use of gas were apparently made on the ambivalent basis that gas war-
fare, insofar as the decision-makers’ own knowledge of the.art.extended,; -prob-
ably could not be decigive, but there was a'chance that, as developed by the
enemy, it might be. No man with power to make such decisions was willing to
test this possibility by in.tiating the use of gas and thereby inviting retaliatjon.
When sigrificant retaliation was unlikely, the unreasoning feeling, reinforced
by the Geneva Protucs), that it was a “dirty” weapon. or the awaresess that
many other peog.e ag rezarced it, had a deterrent influence, but it appears
probable that this would not have been overriding if the decision-makers had .
believed or had nad conviction forced on them by military authorities that gas
would in their hands be a decisivc weapon. As Dr. O. M. Solandt of the Canadian
Defence Research Bward has said, -

The most Iﬂ‘pdrunf reason why the - 'toxic gases! have oot been used {in recent
years] is there has acver heen a major fielc commander who was convinced that he
could win a war or a maj,r pattle by their use which he cuuldn't wia with conventional
weapons. . .but if we g rn ha ving wars, either limited or global, I think this situatioa
will occur and that theas weapons will be used b

Initial Unpreparedman

At the outset of WWTII no country was su(hciently prepared for CW to at-
tempt more tnan a very small-scale and brief employment. The stockpiies of

®General Nougles Moc dethar, 1 the other bead. mas ganacd 1a R&1 but remacned 2 proposent of CE.
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#as and pas-production facilities were neuthginie. <™ 2?7 troaps specially
trained in CW were few, and neither armunes nor cnnibians were sufficiently.
educated and equipped 1n gas defense to musk-enemy wetliation. The major

" belligerents on both sides undertook to remedy thess defliciencies and by 19433
had liuunched major research programs amd had ssiucks of gas munitions and
defensive equipment adequite for employaneent of gass.as a tactical weapon. Byy
the cnd of 1944 the stocks had been sufficawmily wenmased to admit at Jeast (hev
possibility of large-scale emplovment..

) Becuuse gas warfare had been the suliject of: tyzeaties and international -
law. final decisions in regard to it lay bewind the serupe of the military, with”
the heads of governments. The interplay off .opimonss and influences  went oss, -
therefore, in the realm of diplomacy as waili.as wittnm:the armed forces. '

' According to Xarl F. F. Brandt, a pranege of. Hittler who was General
Commissioner for Reich Medical Servicessdizrng WWWIIL, “At ail times Hitler~
was against the use of gas, except purely unretaliatinun against CW attack by
the Allies. The hazard to the civilian popullation ‘of: Gsermany| loomed largelyy
in Hitler's mind. and production effort woultti:nc: syyypuart the initiation of CW-

by the Germans.™® In addition Brandt belusved that: ithe whole of the German
General Staff was against the use of CW. finGe: mamy. -however, as in tw oAherT
belligerent ‘countries. CW had its advocates.:and imizzition continued to be de--
bated as occasions arose that were possiblay tluvorae for the use of gas.

On 3 September 1939, the day Great Pinitain andgl F.rance declared war on’
the Axis, Great Britain sought assurances firom the welligerents that they wouldd
observe the Geneva Protocol prohibiting asypnyxiating .gas and bacteriological -
warfare. The replies from Germany. Italy...Japan.. Bauigaria, Romania, and
Finland were afrirmative. but, in the light afijpast msilary. were not regarded
-As.any certain-guarantee ®

Tne German plans for WWII envisagedi:a .gpeedqw wactory achieved by rapsdd
advances with tanks and air attacks. The pirevailini:attitude was that g2as was-
essentially a def2nsive weapon and in a blatizarieg the: (German military ezw pn
need or opportur.ic¥ to use it, nor did they wash to be-turdened with the imped--
imema of gas defense. They gambled againsitithe passsibility that the Allies
might seek to glow their advance by using s on spearthead columns and as
barriers, and were relieved when they reaciect the Weevgand line without en-
countering this type of opposition.'®

Churchill, from the outset of the war.. ueaselessily badgered the Minister:™
of Supply to build up steckpiles of mustard..ung- phoswene. gas shells ind bombm; .
and the Kome Secretary to provide gas masis and trauning in gas defense for -
civilians. By the end of 1940 it was known' ttnat Germnan plans were afoot €7
invade England, and Churchill was debating wath.mmsself -how to prevent Germaaﬂ
use of gas:

Sometimes | have wondered whether it wouliti:ne anv dieterrent on the enemy f 1
were to say that we should never use gas ourselives uniess itrbad first been used against:

us, but that we had actually rn store many thOUREIMUE O] cwee ... various types of deadly
gas with their necessan containers, and th.n wo i xmmuedmlel\ retaliate upon

Germany . 2! .

. 14
Slcemans . limited by the Vernailles lreaty. had act begoer sarge-~e i maanafaclare of gas watsl 1934,
(eat teitaia in Degember 1980 had about 2000 taas of =mi=men: 1 baii sas’eivansion t?f prodection = oo
stveied by lack of additional atocage apace and of anfillen wvelos aad taverrtan 2 the 1 S ya Decerber 1961

hod 400X tone of maatard and « apacity ty prodece 6O twy ervativdt

11




R SECRET

Hi~.concluded, however. thrt it was probably best to say nothing, because “the:
wnild certainly say we has txreatened them with gas warfare,” and besides.
~tthere would be 00 muct == 1n any such statement.”™*
. . Seven months later Crerchill was assuring Roosevelt's emissary, Barzy
Humians, “The enemy mayv wse gas. but if so it will be to his awn disadvactage
sumee we have arranged ior ummediate retaliation.™®  This was still bl b
a1 he same tizoe Churchi was urging ~super priority” for the laggard prods
tium.of gas containers.™
‘The Germans had in fact considered using gas in their proposed invasx
‘ . off EEngland. - They decided amamst it, however, because the prevalent wet weaflu
' wnuld have limited its efieczrveness; gas equipment for ground delivery woslc
tmive takén up precious stiocicg space; and the likelihood that the English wo
reataliate by spraying .pustzcd from aircraft and laying it in barriers would k
forrced shipment of decontaz—mation ma:eriel as well.'® Churchill had in fact.
amnroved the use of musta~< against German invaders as ‘a last-ditch measar
After Pearl Harbor = US was faced with the possibility that the Japan>:
mught emplov gas against American forces in the Pacific. It was kmown thatt
Jzipanese had alreaay useZ 5= wn China, and it was rumored they had takea ky-
- arrugen cyanide grenades mrco Malaya. All the incidents, however, were. thooy
to mave beer. in the nature of small field experiments, except at Ichang, where
. Jaipanese troops had exirazaled inemselves from a bad tactical situatioc by us
umy «enough mustard to cause 2 rumored 3000 Chinese casualties. It was be-
tiizusc that the small Japesese chemical industries could hardly support arge
sccule gas warfare, but it s=s recognized that Japan, not having ratified the
Gieneva Protocol. was not eves legally bound to abstain from gas SYarfare ¥
* Sarme weeks before Pearl Eazoor, Rooseveilt had approved the request of Sec:
tarry- of War Henry Sumsos 13 send the few mustard shells available in the TS
toutthe Philippines for use mx case the Japanese attacked with gas. loading k=
nmi deen completed by 7 Decemoer, and the order was immediately canceled.
Thee.Japanese, however. proczpuy claimed that General MacArthur had actwl’
usied gas. which seeined 1o 1=cicate that they were looking for an excuse 1o ex
pioy it. There had also bee= 2 disquieting rumor from Germany that Field
Mzarshal von Brauchitsch w2 been removed from command partly at leass be
czume he had been unwilianz to use gas.*’

In January 1942 Secrezary of State Cordell Hull raised with Stimsoa the
queestion of the advisability f the US stating unilaterally its intention to ob-
seerve the Geneva Protocol. aitnough, like Japan, the US had no legal obligata
to-@o s0. Stimson vetoed e .1dea. He believed that through the introductioa «
dormestic, political, and mnral issues. such a declaration wou!d impede war
prreparations, reduce potetizal combut effectiveness, and be considered by tx
em=my as an indication of ganiocal weakness. In his own hand Stimson added:
-{.:atrongly believe that our most effective weapon on this subject at the pres:
em: time is to keep our moxzs tightly shut.”*® This official pronouncement a
iexst lef. the door open to U5 preparation for gas warfare.®’

A War Plans Divisioz (General Staff) survey at the same time made alx
aamntly clear that US currezz capabilities in CW were virtually nil. The clux:
furr .its development was. bowever. considerably more favorable than it $ad be
a wear earlier, when Maj Ges Walter C. Baker, Chief, CWS, had believec that
gawcould serve only as a sapplement to other weapons.
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The new Chief, CWS, Maj Gen Williz= N. Porter. who took office in April
1941, advocated tirelessly throughout the war that the US should regain the ini-
tiative in war by starting large-scale vee of gas 2s soon as the means could be
made available. Chief of Staff Gen Geurge C. Marshall. although not accepting
Porter’s extreme views, gave his persomzi support to preparedness for retali-
ation in CW.'*%7

The official view of the War Departrmeat in the spring of 1942 mthztthe
enemy might sooner or later use gas anc tf he did the US should beat him at
the game. Accordingly the build-up of tne CWS was put underway. However,
to prevent any impetuous use of gas in ihe field, which might provoke retalia-
tion, General Marshall on 25 April cablec 2{] theater commanders not to use
gas without prior approval of the War Dezartment *¢

UK and US Policy Declarations »

In March 1942 there were indications g:at the Germans might use gas
against the USSR in their spring offensive. With the approval of the British
Cabinet, Churchill offered to Stalin to maze 2 public statement that Great Brit-
ain would drop gas bombs from aircraft “zver all suitable objectives in West-
ern Germany from the moment that your 2-mies and people are assauited in
this way.™?®* He added, however, “Before I take a step which may bring upon
our cities this new form cf attack I must ¢£ course have ample time to bring
all our anti-gas precautions to extreme reaciness.®> Stalin’s reply was non-
committal, “I wish to express to you the somet Government's gratitude for the
assurance,™® put cn 10 May Churchill proacunced.the p\mmlsed ‘public warning

- of retaliation to Germany.*

This producecd from Chiang Kai-shek 2 request that the US give a similar

warning to Japan.*® In a press conference ca 5 June President Roosevelt stated:

Authoritative reports are reaching this grvernment of the use by Japanese armed
forces i varicus locaiities of China of poisoutns ar noxious gases. I desire to make ft
unmistakably clear that, if Japan persists 1a T mhuman form of warfare against China
or against anv other of the United Nations, sutt act.on will be regarded by this Govern-
ment as though taken against the United States. zod retaliation in kind and 1n ful! measure
will be meted out. We shall be prepared to exfscee complete retribution. Upon Japan
will rest the respomsxbxlity 5

This statement, although promising retaliation, intentionally or not said
nothing about US policy on initiation. The Secretaries of War and the Navy and
the Director of Civil Defense, Fiorello 1a Geardia, were not exp:essily con-
sulted on this prcnouncement, but it wes = z22cord with the expressions of their
views made earlier in the year, and it-emacied directly the draft written by
Sumner Welles of the State Department.™

The Germans decided not to use gas 2£zinst the Allied invasion of North
Africa in November 1942, partly at least vecause tight shipping anc long supply
lines prevented the shipment of gas equpmnent except at sacrifice of necessary
conventional materiel.*®

At the end of 1942 a suggestion made eariler by General Marshall to the
combined Chiefs of Staff bore fruit with t= f.rst meeting of the US-UK com-
mittees on CW. These bodies eventualiv aese.oped into a2 US and 2 UK com-
mittee, both meeting in Washington and wosicng closely together on their mu-
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1:z. production and logistics problems in CW. Alhough they were not primarily
poirs-making bodizs, it is interesting to note tmz the US group consistently re-
: garoed g2 as a decisive weapon, whereas the UK members held it to be supple-
~ mexcary and tactical.®
Caurciill, iz response to 2 request from the USSR, made another public
sladement on 21 April 1943:
Ekeoorts kave been received from several scurces thar Hitler is making preparas
nons for asing poison gas against the kussian froe Accordingly His Majesty s Govera-
IDeC Zase eariy occasion to renew the warnming whick t=e Prime Yimstcr gave last year,
2. C127 2av use of poison gas against their Russ:zz 2.7 by Nazi or other satellites will
irrwediately be folicwed by fullest possible use of ths process of war upon German mu-
. mic cestres, seazorts and other military objectives terocghout the whole extent of
Gesmzny. British resources and scale of delivery kave great’y increased since last year.
The pecessasy precautiocary measurzs agains: Germaa repnsals have already
been emyoiaed by competent authorities lhrougbom the Taxted Kingdom 3!

Grear Britain suggested that the US xmgtn also renew its declaration.
Secrerzry of State Hull felt that the decision must rest with President Roose-
. ver™ Roosevelt's first reaction was that be “saw nc tseful purpose,” but
. . pex: c2¥ he asked Hull to draft 2 statement. Tbe War and Navy Departments
wers zpparently not consulted, and the press reiease the President issued a -~
mozt later, 8 June 1943, followed the Siaie Depariment draft exactly: -

From tuime to tire since the present war bega= tere have been reports that one
or T re of the Axis powers were seriously conzempxairg wse of poisonous or noxious
' f gaess ar other inhumane devices of warfare .

-, : ) I have beex loath to believe that any nmon, evez our present enemies could or
“worle Le wiliing 10 ivose upon mankind such territle za¢ :ziumane weapons. However,
evidsze thal the AxXis powers are making significant preraranoas indicative of such an
imesron 12 being reported with increasing frequenct froc a variety of sources.

Cse cf suck weapocs has been outlawed by the geseral opinion of civilized mankind.
Tres sozeyy pas.octused.them aod [ hope:2natevc.@ever=ill ‘becompetiedtousethen.
1 s2xce categorically that we shall under po circuinstam-es resort to the use of such weap-
ons Tuedda ey are first used by our enemies.
23 President of the United States and as Comrmzader ta Chief of the American
Arres Fo-ces, | waxt to make clear beyond all doud: to 2=y of our enemies conemplating
. a resrr ta such desperate and barbarous methods that ac%s of thus nature committed
. 2gz s 20y ane of the United Nations will be regarded as havieg been committed agataat
. toe TmreZ States itself and will be treated accorduingiy. %e promiase to any perpetrators
o sust erimes full and swift retaliation in kind and { feel obliged pow to warn the Axie
2= <% 22¢ the Axs peoples, in Europe and in Asia. thal ta= terrible consequences of
ar use cf these 1npumane methods ontheir pari wiii be brought down swiftly and surely
woz e~ own beads. Any use of gas by any Ax: vowmer. therefore, wili immediately be
folromert =v the fxllest possible retaliation upon 1o . stioc centers, seaports and othel
mi =223 oolectives throughout the whole extent of tbe territory of such Axis country 8

Tris statement (o the press, announcing “categorically” that the US would
use gzzs only 1n retaliation. left no loopholes for moduification. It could be changed
oziv =¥ a tald reversal of policy, and this it was gencrally believed Roosevelt
woLuZ zever approve even if there were others wiiing to risk antagonizing “the
puilar opuuoa of the civilized worid”™ izt Pox had iocg ago warned “can punish.®

Trhese publuc pronouncements probably had a deiinite ceterrent effect on

. Gerxaa pians for the use of gas against Russia. According to German Lt Gea-
: €ra’ Gozszer.' the always overstrained supply iipes to the Russian froats did
D z.cw tae addition of sufficient gas equipment to coaveational materiel to
pereT 13 remoccale employment 1n the e2st. However, serious consideration

npe
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was given (0 using gas against Russian Partisans to drive them out of their hid-
1ng places: it could perhaps be argued that thes« forces, being irregulars, were
outside the scope of the Geneva Conventions. The project was finally discarded,
because the Partisans, though an acute nuisance, were not enough of a memace
to warrant risking Allied retaliation.

No suggestion has been found that the Russians might have done their owar
retaliating. nor indeed any direct official Russian statements as to their policies
on the use oi gas in WWII. As Ochsner*® pointed out, however, Russian manuals
on gas warfare written prior to or during WWI made no mention of gas as a
decisive weapon, but emphasized instead its use subsequent to successful pepe-.
tration of enemy lines as an aid to exploiting successes during pursuit or s3imply
as a casualty-producing agent. It was his opinion that massive employment of
gas on the tremendously wide fronts on which Russian offénsives were launched
would have been prohibitively expensive.

Neither Great Britain nor the US was yet prepared in the spring of 1943
to carry out the promises of their heads of government. Reports from the US
theater commanders indicated that greatly increased supplies of gas munitions
would be needed. Only defensive equipment was in adequate supply in the field,
and this was for the most part stored in rear areas, whence it cculd be issued
to troops only after considerable delay. The training of troops in gas defense
was rated good to fair. General MacArthur showed interest in active retalia- -
tion, reporting plans for immediate air attacks with mustard, but it was nated
by the War Department that all his theater stocks o{ mustard bombs were stored
remotely 1n Australia.®

It was the view of the Chief, CWS that Roosevelt’s statement gave the
initiative to the enemy and increased the likelihood that both Germany and Japan
-would take it. .By-midsummer.the CWS had.decided to.make.a concerted-effort
to convince the War Department that gas could be a decisive weapon in all the-
aters. The CWS from then on concentrated much effort particularly on promot- -
ing the iwnitiation of large-scale air-delivered gas attacks in the Pacific after
the war should e-+ in Europe. Major emphasis was placed on mustard, but
phosgene «+as also to be stocked.’” The reasons for this emphasis on the
Pacific area probably lay in the belief that gas would be the most effective
weap. against the caves and bunkers in the Japanese-occupied islands and a
useful preparation for invasion of Japan itself. Furthermore, General Mac-
Arthur had shown interest in CW and Adm Chester Nimitz was reported to be
willing to use it provided this was authorized by’ Washmgton

The UK and US declarations in 1643 were issued a few weeks before the
Allied invasion of Sicily. It is unlikely that Italy, in view of the fact that its
army 1n the main operated jointly with German forces, would have felt free to
decide independently on the use of gas. But it would be interesting to"know the
nature of Italian recommendations, if any, on the subject. in view of their ex-
‘periences 1n employing gas in the Italo-Ethiopian War {see ORO-SP-87").

The UK ard US declarations seem to have definitely paid off in one respect.
In Germany in 1943 strict ordevs were issued that all gas shells and bombs
must be stored within the boundaries of the Reich to prevent any accident that
might give excuse for Allied retaliation. When the Allied landings in Normandy
took place 1n June 1944, therefore, the Germans. a.though they realized that the
beaches were fine targets for gas, were forced to recognize that they could not
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2232« *he muniuovns up to the front, both because the ground supply routes had
w2z, 3o damaged by Allied bombing that they were sadly inadequate even for .’
sz ess2ry troop transport and because thev lacked planes for air delivery.
¥artnermore. in view of Allied air superiorry tney dared not risk retaliatesy
gzs combing of their hcmeland cities. 1% Delivery was undoubtedly the limiting
‘actnr. because after the war when the Allied forces entered Germany they
su.zd ample evidence that rumors about German capabilities in CW had not
ez exaggerated insofar as munition stockpiles were concerned. It.was then
re,r.cted that 125,000 tons of taxic agents were discovered in bulk storage™
‘arc rerve gases had been developed. In May 1945 Brig Ger Alden H. Waitt,
Ca3. found at Raubkammer Proving Grounds aloae 130,000 bombs (250 and SO0
£z . as well as large numbers of artillery gas shell *

By the spring of 1944 both the US and UK gs stocks were considered sat-
1st2ctory 2”** and when the launching of the Normandy invasion passed without
L& enexy’s employing gas there was a general relaxation of concern over the
pesioility of having to defend against large-scaie enemy employment in Europe,™
A5 US gas supplies continued to be stocked in the European and Med.lter-

- razean theaters of operations.
: ’ The high rate of German V-1 firings against England in July 1944 stimu-

° s lated some pressures to consider initiating large-scale saturation gas bombings
or. Germany in reprisal. Against this it was argued that, apart from the moral
hazards of indiscrimirate attack on civilians, the compulsion to abide by the
Hazse Conventions by giving advance notice of the targets selected—rocket-
iazning sites and spec.fic cities—would 'in efiect be negotiatioa with the enemy
aze acmission of partial defeat as a result of the V- -1 attacks. Furthermore the
Alised bombers used for this type of reprisal would have to be diverted from

- caswentional -bombing of prime -targets-atreadTagreed-on. “General Dwight
Eieernower. Supreme Commander of Allied Expeditionary Forces, accepted
tese opjections and advised the British Chiefs of Staff, “As I have before in-
c:zated. [ am opposed to retaliation as a method of stopping this business. . . .
Piease continue to oppose.®™

.

Question of US Initiation against Japan

As the mnvasion of Eurcpe progressed and the end of war in that theater
seemed likely by January 1945. the U3 Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) in October
1;3;—.""!-‘&d pians for retaliatory use of gas against Ja,an should the Japanese
ecz.~3 CW against US forces. They set a readuness date of 1 January. 1945 °

- for tactical employment and of 1 April 1945 for strategic use on the Ryukyus
ar 2m¢ Japarese home islands. When the war in Europe continued into 1945,
ipe aner date was changed to 1 November 1945.*

Aitnough the JCS had given approval in principle to retalhatory large-
5C2:¢ stralegic gas bombing oi Japan, they at no time ordered theater com-
wars-rs Lo bring ras st ks to positions from which immediate attacks could
oe maze. Following the . -'lapse of Germany, permission was granted to the-
aler commanue: %0 bring stocks forward if any extra shipping space existed.
MaTAririr res, 00w oy startuing shipme . . iron. The rest of tue Pacific
sl £5 remained 1n the ZI, Hawail, austraiia, anc New Guinea. When Admiral

223 e June 1945 urged that the JCS make a definite decision on whether or
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not ~we should take a cal-ulated risk by failing to sove the required |@s mmuny-
tions forward.” Marshall reyticd that he seriously guestioned the nilitary ad-
sisability of forward stockm; ~unless we are contemplating its use on other
than a retaliatory basis.”'* :

The heavy casualties suffered by the Marines in taiking Tarawa late im
1943 had given the advocates «f US initiation of gas wariare a focus for thesr
claims that gas would have dune 2 much better job tran HE in penetrating tve
caves and tunnels where the eneiny had sheltered. some US newspapers, so-
tably the _N_L__\:_‘{o_rli_gai_l_y fiews, Look up the theme. Public interest further it~
creased ailer the heavy US lveses in taking Iwo Jimrz “and Okinawa."’ .

Withis. the War Departnent the Jld contest vz on between those who be-
lieved that gas might be a goctyl tactical weapon 2gaunst Japanese in caves and

_bunkors but ineficctive as 2 oifaleglC weapon against Japanese cities, and those

 who thought it coald be a decisive weapon by prevertzng US casualties and shord-

": eping the task of isnvading Jajah itself. In the Army Aur Force, now actively ng-
ierested because the newly eomquered islands proviced convenient bases for 3p-
proach to Japan and B-29's gave the means for transporting large loads, the -
contest was on between advoeates of gas znd of incendiaries.'®*"

The succession of Harry $. Truman to the Presidency in April 1945 opewed
up the possibility that Roosevell's pronouncement 22:08t initiation of gas was-
fare might be reversed, and the collapse of Germagy in early May focused
attention on rapid termanatiost of the war in the Pacefic. A move to approact
President Truman for a deris A apparently stemmed from or was at least ew-
couraged by a US Army Operations and Plans Divisauo study of 14 June. Tm
presenting the study 1t was geanted out that faking 21 €xcuse for retaliation ow
Japan was too dangerous. prublic opinion in the US. the reactions of the Allves,

.2nd even.the probable attitaies of the Japanese peogie to US initiation would
have (o be considered. It waa suggested that Trumao might take up the ques-
tion at the forthcoming Potedastt) Conference. The study stressed that, "Gas is
the single weapon hithersto uniysed which we can have readily available and wiuch
assuredly can greatly decreas»e the cost of American ives and should mate rialdly
shorten the war.”?’ The be, il wus expressed that American public opinion coud
ve brought to support its uvse This. incidentally, seems a sound assumption 0
view of the fact that affirmative Answers in Gallup Pells to the question, I8

r end of the war 1n the Pacific, would you approve of the Allies

citi?‘s ;?"' increased from 23 percent ia Octo-
46.1°

means an earlie
using poison gas against Jagatese
ver 1944 to 40 percent 1n Avsrust 19

General Marshall underiook to get the reactions of the JCS to discussimg
2 reversal cf policy with Trus.an. Gen H. H. Arnol¢’s reply has not been toutud,
Adm Ernest King agreed. ans Admiral Leahy angwered that he did not believe
Roosevell's statement could 4= reversed but he was willing that the matter be
discussed with Truman ~try zayone who believes 11 g2s warfare.='®3"%

It may be assumed thal i JCS members were 10 touch with th€ progress
of the Manhattan Project ars understood Marshall t 2e cxploring the poasaibifi-
ties of init1ating gas as an allernalive in case atomsc-»eapon development was
delaved. No decision waa re-sched on the subject 1n o€ JCS prior to the Pote-
dam Conference, and the sus ¢ easful atomic explosies at Alamogordo on 168 Zady
and 1n Japan in August ensured that gas would not be peeded in WWIIL.
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Reasons: fsxr Nonuse of CW in WWRTI

The: pruncipal reasons. applicable at one zine and piace or anoiiner, why
fas warfaoe was not used in WWII were:

(a) HExperience with gas 'as it was empioyed in WWRT axd ot engentier <n-
thusiasm: exocept among those who were directly involved in 1 cdevelogrment
of CW..

(b) 4 tthe outset of WWII no country was prepared for harge -scaiie wse of

ERE.

{c) Axtivocates of tactical employment were deterred scmewhat by tthe
Geneva Frunocol. but primarily by fear of large-scale retalaanoa. U5 and UK
declaranoens served to .mnforce this fear even though al the iree they were
pssued thew were mainly blutf }

(d) Axtivocatesof the initiation of large-scale gas warfare wer im mo
country sutthciently numerous and powerful 10 reverse the opiemas af manking
military affficers that gas was not a decisive weapon or of the coamilicars heads
of governmeias that it should not be used. or to force o mubstiTtation im @ver-
burdened supply lines of gas munitions and equipment in lace of comwemtional
materiel. zfier V-E Day, when US sh:ppiag could accommodate these saupplies
and feasibie mir bases and planes had becuome available in the Pac:fic. imitiation
@f gas warfiure was regarded as a second-string measure. which was mate ‘un-
mecessary by the successful development of atomic weapons.

ROLICY 'nrmmx wwu

In the ywears subsequent to WWII, concentration on the der:.anmemmﬂ nu-
clear weapams in the US has diverted both public.and military arteatiom still
further fromn consideration of gas warfare. To be sure, polcy satemants:and
fixn]d manusdss -on CW-have -been-issued tromume to time, and 2 cccagumnsl
‘aTucle has aypeared in the public press. These all recognire that ininmtion
@i. a5 well aws retaliation with. toxic gases by the US or other countries iis @
possibility amd that new types of gas and new delivery means way exhamme the
efiecuvenesst af this kind of warfare. Much more has been enunciated @ policy
&nd doctrine: 2x»>ut CW, however, than has been implemented 1 deuued:mlannmg,
meneuvers.. and officer and troop trairng:

Toxic gmees were not emploved in the Korean War. An ORO stugw™
tne early mamths of that war detailed a tactical situation’in Korea mn whm:h:mug-
terd might be: wsed effecavely. The Commander in Chief. Far East,commiented
Tual tne concisions on the basis of condiioas assumed in this wstance “arve
cumsidered vaulid.” but went on to state the belief that “the decisioa t ume chem-
uzsl warfare wv UN forces. if made, should be based on fulle:t tse 1n aili witua-
tums in ordes 10 achieve maximum exploitation of this methoa. ™™ Asg emmential
cumsideratioms in estimating the feasitulity of embarking oa such 2 courwe the
cummentar: wsled these factors:

(1) Curr=m policy prohibits the maimteaznce of depot stocks of cbemical warriare

agzms in the F.ur £ast Command,
(2) Sufffzient quantities of gas masks and protective clothing to exip all.eirements

of United Natiorw Forces are not avaiiable ia the Far East Command.
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nsive training in chemiediwarfare woaid be required prior
{forces. Thins isparticularly tre. m the case of
ed training in:aiwmical war{are ®

(3) A pruogram of inte
Ro wse of chemica. agents by {r:endly
ROX A troops who have had only limit
It appears. then, that although in the Konemn War the probabiiity of enemy b ot o P )
retaliation in kind was shight, the UN governmenns participatizg hid oo disposi- . :
tion to wmitiate the use of gas. nor, in view of tte unadequacy of training in its
employment, did CinCFE wish to urge a chanye un this policy. -
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