
THE RED CROSS AND BIOLOGICAL
AND CHEMICAL WEAPONS

by J. Mirimanoff

It is not the purpose of this article to develop or settle the
delicate problems arising from 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; it merely
outlines, on the occasion of the forty-fifth anniversary of the
Protocol, the role of the Red Cross in the development of law and
the work now being carried out by the main international organiza-
tions.

I. ICRC appeal of 6 February 1918

" Far from attenuating the evils of war, progress in the science of
aeronautics, ballistics and chemistry might well be said only to have
aggravated suffering and especially to have extended it to all the popula-
tion, so that war will soon be all-destroying and without mercy.

We wish to-day to take a stand against a barbaric innovation which
science is bringing to perfection, that is to say making it more lethal and
more subtly cruel. This innovation is the use of asphyxiating and poi-
sonous gas, which will it seems increase to an extent so far undreamed of.

We now hear of new volatile poisons, large-scale production of which
is all the easier as the raw material is ready to hand. We are shown
missiles loaded with these poisonous gases spreading death—and a
horrible death it is—not only among the fighting forces, but behind the
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lines among an inoffensive population over a wide area in which all
living things will be destroyed. We protest with all the force at our
command against such warfare, which can only be called criminal.
And if, as seems likely, the enemy is forced to counter-attack or resort to
reprisals to compel the perpetrator of this odious practice to give it up,
we can only see ahead a struggle which will exceed in barbarity anything
which history has known so far."

Such was the ICRC's appeal to belligerents on 6 February 1918,
before the end of hostilities.1

II. Conventions earlier than the Geneva Protocol

For the first time in the history of war, gas was used on 22 April
1915 at the front at Yser 2. This was a breach of inchoate laws such
as the Saint-Petersburg Declaration of 1868, prohibiting the use
of weapons which cause unnecessary suffering; the 1899 Hague
Declaration concerning the prohibition of using projectiles the sole
object of which is the diffusion of asphyxiating or deleterious
gases; and the Regulation annexed to the Hague Convention of
1907 (art. XXIII (a) and (e)) prohibiting the use of poison or
poisonous weapons.3

III. Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925
Origin

With a view to preventing a recurrence of such ghastly events,
the ICRC strove to remedy legal shortcomings. On 22 November
1920, the ICRC addressed a letter to the General Assembly of the
League of Nations, proposing that various measures should be
taken, including: " absolute prohibition of the use of asphyxiating

1 See Bulletin international des Societes de la Croix-Rouge. ICRC, Geneva, April
1918.

2 Vifluege, a village near Ypres.
3 The opinion has been expressed that this article XXIII (a) does not apply to gas:

" it has not been applied generally by States in connexion with poison gas. One reason
is that article XXIII (a) was formulated when the experience of mankind did not
encompass poison in terms of gas but in terms of poisoned water or food, or poisoned
arrows. This codification of custom reflected the past, not the unknown future."
(Major J. Burns Kelly, " Gas Warfare in International Law ", Military Law Review,
Washington, 1960, p. 44).
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gas, a cruel and barbarous weapon which inflicts terrible suffering
upon its victims." In 1921, the Xth International Conference of the
Red Cross urged governments to come to an agreement on the
absolute prohibition of the use of gas as a weapon, however
delivered, whether by drift, missiles or otherwise.

These appeals did not go unheeded, for, some years later, during a
Conference convened by the League of Nations on the supervision
of international trade in weapons, the governments concluded the
Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925. (Despite its title, the Geneva
Protocol is not related to the Geneva Conventions which were
drafted by the ICRC with the assistance of international experts.)

Title

The Protocol is entitled: "Geneva Protocol of June 17, 1925,
for the prohibition of the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous
or other gases and of bacteriological methods of warfare " (Proto-
cole de Geneve du 17 juin 1925 concernant la prohibition d'emploi,
a la guerre, de gaz asphyxiants, toxiques ou similaires et de moyens
bacteriologiques).

(The authors of the Geneva Protocol were content to repeat the
definition given in article 171 of the Treaty of Versailles and
article 5 of the Treaty of Washington, the English and French
texts of which are equally authentic.)

The benefits of the Protocol

The Geneva Protocol is a basic legal instrument because it is
devoted entirely to a question which earlier Conventions hardly
touched upon, because there is still no similar treaty on biological
and chemical weapons and because States parties to the Geneva
Protocol are much more numerous than those which are parties to
the earlier treaties already mentioned. In practice, apart from the
use of reputedly non-lethal gas, held by some to be illicit and by
others permissible, the Geneva Protocol has in general been respected
by the States parties thereto: no chemical or biological weapons
were used during the Second World War, although the prohibition
was violated in an earlier conflict and occasional breaches have been
committed since.
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Types of biological and chemical agents

What are the biological and chemical agents involved? The
WHO report, Health Aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapons
(WHO, Geneva, 1970) defines them as follows: " Chemical agents
of warfare include all substances employed for their toxic effects on
man, animals or plants. . . Biological agents include those that
depend for their effects on multiplication within the target organism,
and are intended for use in war to cause disease or death in man,
animals or plants " (p. 12). The chemical agents include neuro-
toxic, asphyxiating, lachrymatory, psycho-chemical and other gases.
The biological agents include bacteria, viruses, mycetes and rickett-
siae, as well as semi-synthetic biological matter. The main difference
between the chemical and the biological agents is the latters' ability
to multiply.

In military circles4 biological and chemical weapons are
classified as lethal and non-lethal, but this distinction is the subject
of controversy and is contested particularly in many scientific
circles. An incapacitating—i.e. supposedly non-lethal—agent might
be permanently harmful to health; it might even cause the death
of certain categories of people, such as young children, the under-
nourished, the sick or the aged.

The WHO report (p. 12) divides biological and chemical
agents into three types: " A lethal agent is one intended to cause
death when man is exposed to concentrations well within the
capability of delivery for military purposes. An incapacitating agent
is one intended to cause temporary disease or to induce temporary
mental or physical disability, the duration of which greatly exceeds
the period of exposure. A harassing agent (or short-term incapaci-
tant) is one capable of causing a rapid disablement that lasts for
little longer than the period of exposure ". Page 23 of the report
adds: " The above classifications are not toxicological categories,
for the effects of a chemical warfare agent depend as much on the
way it is used as on its toxicological properties. If too much of an
agent intended for harassment is used, it may kill or severely injure.
Likewise, if a low concentration of a lethal agent is disseminated,
its effects may be only incapacitating or harassing ".

4 Cf. inter alia, Major J. Burns Kelly, op. cit., p. 59.

304



THE RED CROSS AND BIOLOGICAL AND CHEMICAL WEAPONS

Napalm 5

What is the situation so far as napalm is concerned? Some
argue that it is an established permissible weapon provided it is
used against military objectives. Others contend that it is illicit on
two counts: as an asphyxiant it is forbidden by the Geneva Pro-
tocol; for the atrocious suffering it causes, it is forbidden by the
Saint-Petersburg Declaration.

Controversies concerning the interpretation of the Geneva Protocol

Unfortunately, as a result of trends which have become more
evident since the end of the Second World War, the Geneva Pro-
tocol at present gives rise to no little controversy about its inter-
pretation and scope.

Grosso modo, it is held in some quarters that the prohibition
contained in the Geneva Protocol is absolute, covering all biological
and chemical weapons, giving a wide interpretation to the Protocol
on the basis of its English title, whereas in other quarters the view
prevails that the prohibition is relative and does not preclude the
use of certain, non-lethal, weapons, thus construing the Protocol
restrictively on the grounds of the French title. Yet both the French
and the English versions are equally authentic. However, the
French Government, the depositary of the Geneva Protocol and
the first to ratify it, specified in a note in connection with the
preparatory work leading to the League of Nations disarmament
conference 6, that it considered the prohibition extended to the use
of lachrymatory agents 7.

• Resolution XXIII of the International Conference on Human Rights (Teheran,
April-May 1968), in its fourth preambular paragraph, mentions napalm: "Con-
sidering, also, that the widespread violence and brutality of our times, including
massacres, summary executions, tortures, inhuman treatment of prisoners, killing of
civilians in armed conflicts and the use of chemical and biological means of warfare,
including napalm bombing, erode human rights and engender counter-brutality..."

6 Cf. Georges Fischer: " L'emploi des armes chimiques et bacteriologiques " in
Le Monde Diplomatique, Jan. 1970.

' On tear gas, Professor Meselson of Harvard University expressed the following
opinion in Bulletin of Atomic Scientists (Jan. 1970, p. 31):

" I would like to express the opinion that the question of tear gas might be ap-
proached as follows. On the one hand, there is no question that there is a danger of
escalation when any gas is used.

On the other hand, it might be felt that tear gas is a useful weapon and under some
conditions might actually cause less fatalities than other means.
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An " International Commission of Experts on the Legal Pro-
tection of Civilian Populations against the Dangers of Chemical
Warfare " convened by the ICRC in 1931 considered that " the
Geneva Protocol, in a quite general way, prohibits the use of poi-
sonous and bacteriological weapons. Such a legal safeguard for the
armed forces is a fortiori applicable to civilian populations ".

Another controversial issue is whether the Geneva Protocol
prohibits weapons which did not exist or had not been perfected
when that Protocol became operative 8.

In addition, there were conflicting opinions on whether the
Geneva Protocol was the expression of customary law, existing
at the time it was drawn up, binding even States which are not
parties thereto in view of its basic humanitarian character, its
fairly wide diffusion and the absence of treaty derogations which
could permit the use of certain biological and chemical weapons.9

Resolution 2603 adopted by the United Nations General Assembly
in December 1969 reflects the same idea 10.

The limits to the Geneva Protocol

Whilst conferring great advantages, the Geneva Protocol does
have limits:

— it prohibits the use—but not the manufacture and storage—of
bacteriological and chemical weapons (it therefore relates to
the law of war, but not the law of disarmament);

I would point out that one should expect any gas to be used in conjunction with
other weapons, and that, therefore, even tear gas, although it is non-lethal, would,
under the conditions of war, be used to enhance the effectiveness of lethal weapons ".

8 " Les armes B etaient, en 1925, a peine connues. On a done interdit une arme
future, et on l'a prohibee sans restriction, sans tenir compte des possibilites de deve-
loppement dont cette arme etait capable, et sachant evidemment qu'il existe des
bacteries banales a effet simplement incapacitant." (H. Meyrowitz, Les armes bio-
logiques et le droit international, Paris, Ed. Pedone, 1968, p. 40). For a contrary opinion
cf. Major J. Burns Kelly, op. cit.

9 Cf. H. Meyrowitz, op. cit.; especially pp. 84 et seq.
10 Likewise, it has been held that the principles of the Hague Conventions and

Regulations of 1907 were—and still are—customary law, whereas those of the 1949
Geneva Conventions might have become customary law (Cf. UN Secretary-General
Report " Respect for Human Rights in Time of Armed Conflict ", A/7720, 20 Nov.
69; and C. Pilloud: "The Geneva Conventions—an important anniversary—1949-
1969 " in International Review of the Red Cross, August 1969, p. 399. See also April
1962, p. 207, and July 1966, p. 386.
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— it has not been ratified by almost all States, as is the case for
the Geneva Conventions;

— it does not specifically mention the case of non-international
armed conflict;

— accession has often been qualified by reservations. These are
generally twofold: 1) that the Protocol is binding on the State
making the reservation only in its relations with States which have
ratified and adhere to the Protocol; 2) that the Protocol shall
cease to be binding on the State making the reservation in its
action against an enemy State if the latter's armed forces or
allies fail to respect the prohibitions laid down in the Protocol.

In addition, it seems that today consideration is being given to
reservations of a kind different from the two mentioned, relating
to the contents or interpretation of the text of the Geneva Protocol,
and according to which the use of certain specific chemical agents
would be " permissible ".

IV. Red Cross Activities and Biological and Chemical Warfare

The first steps taken by the ICRC in 1918 and 1920 as well as
the resolution of the Xth International Conference of the Red
Cross, all of which came before the Geneva Protocol, have already
been mentioned in Ch. III. Since then, in nearly every International
Conference of the Red Cross, States have been cautioned against
the use of non-discriminating weapons and, between the two world
wars, particularly against the use of biological and chemical
weapons. (By advocating precautions for the protection of civilian
populations at the time the Geneva Protocol was being evolved,
the ICRC was also, it may be held, an initiator of civil defence.)

In a compendium of documents on chemical and air warfare
submitted by the ICRC to the members of the Conference for the
reduction and limitation of weapons, the ICRC said: " The ICRC
is certainly convinced of the absolute need to replace war by the
peaceful settlement of international difficulties, but so long as the
possibility of recourse to armed force subsists, it is the Committee's
duty to bear in mind the welfare of all war victims. Restricted today
to the terms of reference assigned to it, and with the humanitarian
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point of view which prompts it to action, the ICRC considers that
the only way to shelter civilians from some of the worst dangers
arising from war is purely and simply to prohibit air raids and
chemical and bacteriological warfare, for which it makes a pressing
appeal to the Conference ". {Documents relatifs a la guerre chimique
et aerienne, ICRC, 1932, p. 5).

In addition, many resolutions11 adopted by the International
Conferences of the Red Cross, as well as many ICRC memoranda,
urge States to accede to the Geneva Protocol.

It would be useful, at this point, to quote the most recent
resolutions:

1. Resolution XXVIII of the XXth International Conference of the
Red Cross in Vienna (" Protection of Civilian Populations
against the Dangers of Indiscriminate Warfare ")

" The XXth International Conference of the Red Cross,

states that indiscriminate warfare constitutes a danger to the civilian
population and the future of civilisation,

11 See annex for resolutions adopted on this subject by the International Confer-
ences of the Red Cross. The more recent resolutions cover weapons of mass destruction
as a whole.

Article 14 of the " Draft Rules for the Limitation of the Dangers incurred by the
Civilian Population in Time of War ", submitted to the XlXth International Con-
ference of the Red Cross in New Delhi, 1957, by the ICRC, reads as follows: " Without
prejudice to the present or future prohibition of certain specific weapons, the use is
prohibited of weapons whose harmful effects—resulting in particular from the dissemi-
nation of incendiary, chemical, bacteriological, radio-active or other agents—could
spread to an unforeseen degree or escape, either in space or in time, from the control
of those who employ them, thus endangering the civilian population.

This prohibition also applies to delayed-action weapons, the dangerous effects of
which are liable to be felt by the civilian population."

See also " The Legal Protection of Civilian Populations against the Dangers of
Indiscriminate Warfare " (ICRC Reports, June 1963 and March 1965).

On the same subject, the Institute of International Law, at its Edinburgh Session,
in September 1969, adopted a resolution entitled " The distinction between military
objectives and non-military objects in general and particularly the problems associated
with weapons of mass destruction ", operative paragraph 7 of which states that:

" Existing international law prohibits the use of all weapons which, by their nature,
affect indiscriminately both military objectives and non-military objects, or both armed
forces and civilian populations. In particular, it prohibits the use of weapons the
destructive effect of which is so great that it cannot be limited to specific military
objectives or is otherwise uncontrollable (self-generating weapons) as well as of
blind weapons."
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solemnly declares that all Governments and other authorities re-
sponsible for action in armed conflicts should conform at least to the
following principles:

— that the right of the parties to a conflict to adopt means of injuring
the enemy is not unlimited;

— that it is prohibited to launch attacks against the civilian populations
as such;

— that distinction must be made at all times between persons taking
part in the hostilities and members of the civilian population to the
effect that the latter be spared as much as possible;

— that the general principles of the Law of War apply to nuclear and
similar weapons;
expressly invites all Governments which have not yet done so to

accede to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 which prohibits the use of
asphyxiating, poisonous, or other gases, all analogous liquids, materials
or devices, and bacteriological methods of warfare... "

It should be noted that the first three of these four principles
were subsequently included in Resolution 2444 of the 23rd Session
of the United Nations General Assembly dated 13 January 1969
entitled " Respect for Human Rights in Armed Conflicts ".

2. Resolution XIV of the XXIst International Conference of the
Red Cross in Istanbul (" Weapons of Mass Destruction ")

" The XXIst International Conference of the Red Cross,
considering that the first and basic aim of the Red Cross is to protect

mankind from the terrible suffering caused by armed conflicts,
taking into account the danger threatening mankind in the form

of new techniques of warfare, particularly weapons of mass destruction,
confirming the resolutions adopted by the International Conferences

of the Red Cross as well as the United Nations General Assembly
Resolutions Nos. 2162 (XXI), 2444 (XXIII) and 2454 (XXIII) and
Resolution No. XXIII of the International Conference on Human Rights
of 1968,

considering that the adoption of a special agreement on the prohibi-
tion of weapons of mass destruction would be an important contribution
to the development of international humanitarian law,

requests the United Nations to pursue its efforts in this field,
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requests the ICRC to continue to devote great attention to this
question, consistent with its work for the reaffirmation and development
of humanitarian law and to take every step it deems possible,

renews its appeal to the Governments of States which have not
yet done so to accede to the 1925 Geneva Protocol and to comply
strictly with its provisions,

urges Governments to conclude as rapidly as possible an agreement
banning the production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological
weapons."

The most recent ICRC appeal on 27 July 1966 i a was followed
by resolutions adopted at the UN General Assemblies of the same
year and of 1968. The effect of these measures was to induce a
score of States to accede. This was an appreciable success, since
before 1966 no more than 49 States were parties to the Protocol.

The ICRC has recently again drawn the attention of the govern-
ments of those States that are not yet parties to the Geneva Protocol
to Istanbul Resolution XIV and in particular to operative para-
graph 3. It has also noted with interest the official steps being
taken in a few countries to bring about their accession to the said
Protocol in the near future.

V. Activities of International Organizations

United Nations Organization

The question of the adoption of a special agreement prohibiting
the production and storage (and use ?) of biological and chemical
weapons is now being dealt with by the United Nations (in particular
by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament) which is
carrying on the work in this field started by the League of Nations.

A number of resolutions on this subject were adopted by the
General Assembly 13. The last of these directed the Secretary-

12 See International Review of the Red Cross, February 1967, p. 59, and January
1968, p. 3.

13 These resolutions were adopted as follows:
No. 2162 B: For 91; Against 0; Abstentions 26.
No. 2444: unanimously.
No. 2454: For 107; Against 0; Abstentions 26.
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General to draw up, with expert assistance, a report on chemical
and biological weapons. In this report14, published in July 1969,
U Thant urged member States to take the following steps:

1. to renew the appeal to all States to accede to the Geneva Protocol of 1925;

2. to make a clear affirmation that the prohibition contained in the Geneva
Protocol applies to the use in war of all chemical, bacteriological and
biological agents (including tear gas and other harassing agents), which now
exist or which may be developed in the future;

3. to call upon all countries to reach agreement to halt the development,
production and stockpiling of all chemical and bacteriological (biological)
agents for the purpose of war, and effectively to eliminate them from their
arsenals.

This important document was followed by a resolution adopted
on 16 December 1969 at the General Assembly 15. It recognizes the
existence of an international customary law standard 16 prohibiting
the use of all forms of biological and chemical weapons in inter-
national armed conflicts. On the grounds of a broad interpretation,
and irrespective of whatever technical developments may be
evolved, it condemns the use of all chemical and biological weapons
in international armed conflicts as being contrary to international
law.

Two main draft Conventions were submitted to the Disarma-
ment Conference: a Soviet draft entitled " Draft Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) weapons and on the
Destruction of such Weapons " (A/7685) and a British " Draft

These three resolutions are to be found in the annex to our report DS4 a, b, e:
" Reafflrmation and Development of the Laws and Customs applicable in Armed
Conflicts ".

14 Report of the Secretary-General on Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological)
Weapons and the Effects of their Possible Use. A/7575, 1 July 1969.

15 No. 2603A. Adopted by 80 in favour, 3 against, with 36 abstentions.
16 According to ICRC Press Release No. 829, of 2 June 1967: " .. .the ICRC

doctors, on arrival at the site, immediately gave treatment to some of the wounded
and collected indications pointing to the use of poison gas. Extremely disturbed and
concerned by these methods of warfare which are absolutely forbidden by codified
international and customary law, the ICRC at once communicated its delegates'
reports to all authorities concerned... requesting them to take the solemn engagement
not to resort in any circumstances whatsoever to the use of asphyxiating gases or any
other similar toxic substances ".
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Convention for the Prohibition of Biological Methods of War-
fare " (CCD/255 Rev. 1)

The question of non-international armed conflicts is still
unsolved. It is to be hoped that studies on that subject will not be
abandoned, particularly as this type of conflict has increasingly
occurred since the Second World War (the Special Committee on
Disarmament of the Non-Governmental Organizations 17 passed
a resolution in Geneva on 19 February 1970, in operative para-
graph 2 of which it invites governments to apply the Geneva
Protocol in all armed conflicts, that is, in both international and
non-international armed conflicts).

World Health Organization

WHO has just made a significant contribution to the study of
this question in the shape of a recently published report by a
group of consultants 18, entitled, as already stated, Health Aspects of
Chemical and Biological Weapons, Geneva 1970. Its conclusions are
attached. (This study gives a more specialized appreciation than
that of the UN Secretary-General. It supplements an interim
report that the Director of WHO had transmitted to U Thant
and this final report, A/7575, incorporates part of the information
contained in the earlier report.)

Aware of the fact that the use of biological and chemical agents
for military purposes could disturb ecological processes sufficiently
to threaten the very existence of civilization as we know it, the
delegates of the XXIIIrd World Health Assembly, May 1970,
adopted a resolution concerning these weapons (WHA 25.53 of
21 May 1970).

It stressed the importance of prohibiting the development,
manufacture and stockpiling of biological and chemical weapons as
swiftly as possible under the auspices of the UN and to destroy
existing stockpiles as a measure indispensable to the success of the
efforts being made to improve man's health situation.

17 Non-Governmental Organizations in Consultative Status with the United
Nations Economic and Social Council.

18 Several of the consultants had already submitted papers to the London Con-
ference on Biological and Chemical Warfare (cf. International Review of the Red
Cross, March 1970).
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Apart from this theoretical study, WHO will perhaps be called
upon in the future to play a vital and practical supervisory role:
" Finally, there is the possibility that WHO might be called upon
by the United Nations to help deal with allegations of use of
chemical and biological weapons between nations and to assist
in the limitation of chemical and biological weapons, and disarma-
ment. The technical resources of WHO could contribute greatly
to the resolution of many of the difficulties that are associated with
these problems and are now being discussed within the framework
of the United Nations " 19.

Conclusion

Thus, while the United Nations continues its work20, the
Red Cross continues to devote keen attention to this question.
It is, in the first place, for the United Nations to proscribe the
production, storage and use of specific weapons. As in the past, the
Red Cross continues to uphold the rules that protect the individual
during armed conflicts. Above all, it ensures the protection, respect
and humane treatment of all persons hors de combat or not par-
ticipating in the hostilities, sparing them needless suffering.
These diverse criteria may sometimes oblige the Red Cross to
express its views on a given weapon, whether indiscriminate or not.
The National Red Cross, Red Crescent and Red Lion and Sun
Societies, the ICRC, the League and the International Conference
of the Red Cross continue, in keeping with their long traditions,
to support with all their authority, in parallel with their efforts
in the cause of peace, the struggle against biological and chemical
warfare by negotiations with governments and by better informing
public opinion.

It is to be hoped that the aforesaid anniversary of the Geneva
Protocol will provide those States that have not yet acceded an

19 See Health Aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapons, pp. 20-21, Section 9.
20 It would be unjust not to mention the remarkable studies carried out by the

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), which will shortly be
bringing out a six-volume publication The problem of chemical and biological warfare.
Part I—History; Part II—Weapons, military doctrines, national policies; Part III—
CBW at the League of Nations and the United Nations, 1920-1969; Part IV—Verifica-
tion; Part V—International Law; Part VI—Possible steps to avoid CB warfare.
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excellent opportunity to do so, and that it will also be a solemn
reminder to all States that the customary law rules it embodies
must be respected at all times, in all places and in all circumstances.

Jean MIRTMANOFF

Attorney-at-Law
Member of the ICRC

Legal Department

Annexes

List of Resolutions relative to Non-discriminating Weapons,
adopted by International Conferences of the Red Cross

Conference

Xth
Xllth
XHIth
XlVth
XVth
XVIIth
XVIIIth
XlXth
XXth
XXIst

Place

Geneva
Geneva
The Hague
Brussels
Tokyo
Stockholm
Toronto
New Delhi
Vienna
Istanbul

Date

1921
1925
1928
1930
1934
1948
1952
1957
1965
1969

Resolutions

XII
V
V/VI
V
(XVIII) XXXVI
XXIV
XVII/XVIII
XVIII
XXVIII
XIV (XX)

Other, similar, resolutions have also been adopted by the Board of Governors
of the League, of which the most important was unanimously adopted at the
XXIIIrd Session in Oslo, 1954.
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Conclusions of the WHO Report
" Health aspects of chemical and biological weapons " 1

1. Chemical and biological weapons pose a special threat to civilians. This
is because of the often indiscriminate nature of such weapons, and because
the high concentrations in which they would be used in military operations
could lead to significant unintended involvement of the civilian population
within the target area and for considerable distances downwind.

2. The large-scale or, with some agents, even limited use of chemical and
biological weapons could cause illness to a degree that would overwhelm
existing health resources and facilities.

3. Large-scale use of chemical and biological weapons could also cause
lasting changes of an unpredictable nature in man's environment.

4. The possible effects of chemical and biological weapons are subject to a
high degree of uncertainty and unpredictability, owing to the involvement
of complex and extremely variable meteorological, physiological, epidemio-
logical, ecological, and other factors.

5. Although advanced weapons systems would be required for the employ-
ment of chemical and biological agents on a militarily significant scale
against large civilian targets, isolated and sabotage attacks not requiring
highly sophisticated weapons systems could be effective against such
targets in certain circumstances with some of these agents.

1 Geneva, 1970.
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