
- - - --- -- -----, ~--~ ............... 
['CQiptain Glass followed this astounding hills echoed the national anthem played ,. 
~bN>f news by a demand that the gover- by the bands on the troopships. 
rn~ who was at Agafia, present himself This ceremony ended, the practical 
fabaiu-d the ship, and he paroled his sud- work which the flag symbolized was soon 
'dMyacquiredprisonerssothattheycould completed. At four o'clock the two com­
Convey his message. This brought a pause panies, one of Spanish regular infantry 
in the operations; and sigual was made and one of native Chamorros, =e down ' 
to ' the transports to come in and anchor to the water front, where, Lientenant 
kear the cruiser." Braunersreuther, backed by a party of 
• As evening approached, a note arrived bluejackets and forty marines, received 
from' the governor, stating that the mili- the surrender. The regulars were taken on 
~ regulations of Spain forbade his going board the ships as prisoners, and the 
~bOitrd an enemy's vessel, and that he Chamorros, overjoyed at the' overthrow 
~ould receive the American commander of Spain, were left behind. 
~t-his office. This pompons exhibition of The little play, in which comedy and 
:hiJ.dish inability to recognize facts made tragedy had mingled closely, was over. 
;he American captain hesitate between The moss-grown, picturesque old Spauish 
fIiger·ana.amusement, but sense of humor forts, the slender garrison, and the whole 
irevailed, and word was sent to the gov- civil government of Spain had passed into 
,rnor that an officer representing the the hands of the United States. 
~erican commander would call on the There were scenes which seemed to re-
pllowing day. . _ call the fantastic conceptions of comic 
i-The next morning Lieutenant Brauners- opera, and brought only laughter to the 
futher went ashore with four sailors, but onlookers. Yet behind the absurdity was 
pith two Oregon companies and fifty the pathos of the helpless Spaniards, and 
i'arines ready to follow at a moment's the stem, historic fact thalt the first pos­
!otice; This force was not needed, how- session in the Pacific which Magellan had 
fer, for Braunersreuther put off from the given to the Spain that dominated and 
hore in a very short time, with the Span- frightened all Europe, had passed away 
fh governor and staff as prisoners in the forever from the Spain which had ceased 
[¥.aI,' eboat. Before leaving the shore, the to rule. 
I!;.iected governor had sent an order to On June 22, the Charleston put to sea 
~e commander of the garrison to bring again, followed by the transports, and in 
is men down and surrender them-and the early afternoon of June 28, they were 
~en had penned a melancholy letter to off Cape Engafio where they were joined 
is wife. by the Baltimore which had been sent out 
I Mter the prisoners had been assigned to meet them. Two days more and they r quarters, Captain Glass went ashore to were running into Manila Bay. Support 
FP"ct Fort Santa Cruz, and then, on the had come at last, an~' Deweyha.cl a new. 
l1lt1!eastc,corner of the terreplein;-the'flag-'cruiser and troops of tile' United States' 

'~~._hOisted' As it climbed sl~ to the * at __ hi.·s.b.a.c_k. ______ _ 

"Jln:";;'O~"DUCT of naval war all operalions will be found to relate to two broad classes of object. 
_,~one is to obtain or dispute the command of the sea, and the other to exercise such control of 
r!Unic_ai~S as io~-lJa~_e~ _~hether the complete command has been secured or not.-CORBETT. 
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By LIEUTENANT COMMANDER H. A. GOSNELL, U. S. Naval Reserve 

F
OR A NUMBER OF YEARS the Chemical national law does not require a treaty or 
Warfare Service of the U. S. Anny convention to bring it into e:xistence. Quite 
has been conducting a propaganda in the contrary; few of its rules appear in 

favor of all forms of chemical warfare. AI- rock-ribbed documents. 
though the reasons for it are not entirely Bearing this point in mind then, let us 
clear the drive has been vigorously pushed, investigate the status of international law 
both from the rostrum and through the in regard to poison gas: (1) in 1914, (2) at 
printed word. The lectures of chemical the present time, and (3) in the future. 
warfare officers have been well attended There seems scarcely a doubt that in 1914 
and their articles widely read. They up- poiso?, gas was banned in .warfare. It is n?t 

'---hold the humanity and, to some extent, practicable to take th: tlIDe and space m 
the legality of gas warfare. Their facts, th~ paragr:apJ;s to bnng out th:tru.th of 
figures, and implications seem quite plaus- this. There IS little chance t~at'It wi? be 
ible to the majority of their hearers and challenged by any student of ~terna~lOn:u 
readers. At the same time the audience law, however casual. There IS nothing 1:' 
usually feels a suspiCion flla:f "there is a any source of law that favors g~s; there.,s 
catch in it somewhere." These few pa."a-·-·any quantity of ~aterial t~t disfav?rs It. 
graphs will endeavor to point out one or . The use of any kind of ~,son gas m so-

f th " tches" called civilized warfare pnor to the World two 0 eca ., "1 h hd 
Perhaps the worst fallacy with which we War was absolutely negligIb e; t ere. a 

have to contend is that which throws all probably never be~n a,:y use made of It at 
forms of chemical warfare under one head. all. On one occasIOn m 1865 the Para­
It is most unwise to evaluate as to legality guayan dictator, Lopez, made plans to use 
and humanity, the many parts as one gas against the allied river gun?oats of ! 
great integral whole. "Chemical warfare" Brazil,. Uruguay, and the Argentine. The i 
covers everything from physically harm- operation never took place, however. Ad- ! 
less smoke screens to, so-called, "poison mira! Dundonald proposed the use ?f gas .I!!, 

gas." Only this latter is in controversy here against the defenders of S~~astopolm the 
-or elsewhere, virtually. It alone includes Crimean War. The Bnhsh,. however, 
a large number of gases which vary in turned down the p;oposal as .bemg one of Ii 

character over a wide range. "Poison" may outrageous barbanty. Few If any other 
not appear in the chemical formulas of all cases are on record where gas warfare had 
of them. The term "poison gas" will be even been contemplated. ? : 

used in these pages in the popular sense-- N ext, ho~ does the la,w stand now. Has : 
as comprising all gases, liquids, and smokes it changed m the last eIghteen years as a " 
which have, purposely, some injurious result of the Wo:l~ War or any ::bse- I' 
physical effect on human beings. "As- quent eve,:ts? This IS much 1:'0re di, Cl)!t " 
phyxiating·or deleterious" are perhaps as-,.-to. detennm~ .. We. had ~unng the ~war .,' 
comprehensive adjectives as any. Such ~agrant and mcreasmgly WIdespread v:o~a~ . 
phraseology is rather unwieldy, however. hons by the Ger,;,ans of the law prohibIi I 

The law, past, present, and future.-Be- ing the use of pOlson gas. Th~ were fo - i 
fore entering upon the legal phase of our lowed finally b~ who!esale repnsals on t:~ ! 
subject one general proposition must be part of the Allies. Sm~e the war the J?-r 
emphasized strongly: that a rule of inter- legislation on the subject was the F,ve-
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. ryower Washington Treaty of 1922. This of projectiles, the sole object of which is 
unmistakably confirmed the prohibition. the diffusion of asphyxiating or deleterious 
The treaty has not yet become effective. gases." We were the only one of the 
Such agreements, nevertheless, have weight twenty-seven countries in the conference 
in international law. They show at least so to fail. The United States did, neverthe­
the sentiment on the subject of responsible less, sign and ratify Convention II of 1899 

-experts. lJl this case these were the dele- and Convention IV of 1907 which forbid 
... ~tes of the five most_ powerful states. the employment oL"poison or poisoned 

In 1925 followed the_Geneva Protocol of weapons." For those inclined toward tech­
the Leagne of Nations which bars poison nicalities it might be pointed out that the 
gas, among other things. It was signed by latter phraseology is much more inclusive. 
forty-onel states and, at this writing, has The first convention would not bar shells 
been ratified by twenty-six! These twenty- comprising, say, high explosive in addition 
six include such powers as France, Ger- to the gas. All of these conventions are 
many, Great Britain, and Italy. And when still in effect _ although including, admit­
a state ratifies this treaty it is immediately - tedly, the weakening provisions of all 
bound by it in wars with other ratifying Hague Conventions: It should be repeated 
states. Perhaps a stronger confirmation of here emphatically, however, that rules of 
the gas prohibition is shown in public international law on a particular subject 
opinion .. An aversion to poison gas as a can and do exist whether or not treaties or 
weapon is still prevalent. It is held in some conventions exist. Wipe out all interna­
quart;rs that this feeling is unintelligent, - tional commitments, Some rule remains, 
that It has been fostered by false ideas. whatever it may be. For instance, with the 
Even if this were the case the feeling never- Hague Convention not in force due to 
thelessexists and is a powerful deterrent belligerency of a non-contracting power, 
to a change in the law. It may be rash to all law does not cease. The law simply re­
say that the law is exactly the same in 1932 verts to whatever status it may have with­
as it was in 1914. The present trend is out the convention. In an almost prohibi­
against a change, however, and it is cer- tive number of cases, incidentally, our 

· ~y reasonable to state that poison gas present ratified rules express laws gener-
· IS still far from legal. ... ally accepted long before. So the reversion 

It has been said that the United States is rarely perceptible. 
is not at the present time bound by any When it comes to predicting the future 
treaty to abstain from the use of poison gas we can, of course, only guess. It is perhaps 
in war. This is true only technically and to not quite so impossible to estimate future 
a rather restricted degree. In connection developments of the international law of 
with the law at the present time it might war as of most other affairs. FuC:::mental 

c~._~9f academic interest to-American read~ . principles are always at harrd-asa basis for 
ers .i:-we spend a moment outliuing the estimates. Now, the legality of weapons is 
poSItion of our country from a strict treaty governed almost entirely by the ratio of 
standpoint. It is quite true that the United advantage gained to suffering inflicted. 

· States neither signed and ratified nor an- This, in fact, is the foundation of almost 
--~--nounced its adherence to the 1899 Hague all the laws of war. Where the suffering is 
..... Conventic)ll IV(2). This prohibits "the use out of proportion to the results obtained 

C ·'Forty-four if each ~;'f the British Empire is by a._given measure, a prohibition usually 
_ counted separately. . grows up and is generally accepted. This 

·Thirty-two if cad part of the British Empire is thesis immediately leads to the point al-

, -. 

. -
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be considered differently. A large number will never be legal So long as our ideas of 
of war gases have been manufactured up to humane·methods of warfare remain in any­
the present time. Their character and effi- thing like their present form. The memo­
cacy as casualty producers are well known. ries.oi the first gas attack upon the Cana­
Each could without difficulty be judged as diami and of the later mustard gas casual-. 
to its humanity or inhumanity. By the . ties will not down. They make the public· 
time another war is waged, however, there realize that there is something Wrong with-­
will probably be quite different gases on the_conception that "chemicaL warfare j5 __ 
hand. In our discussion, therefore, war . humane." 
gases will be considered by general types It is estimated, then, that the future 
and classes only. may find some forms of gas legal-and some 

There are gases and gases. It is safe to illegal, if events should be allowed to take 
say that future generations will not ban their own slow course. It has been pointed 
for humane reasons any gases which cause out, however, that various treaties are al­
unconsciousness or even death, provided ready being formulated which continue the 
little or no suffering accompanies the cas- prohibition against all kinds of gas. There 
ualty. Weare-familiar with seyeral" of wouldse~lI!.tobe a strong possibility thaL __ 
these in civil life. Unfortunately,none.of.~ aII-nations-will not only agree.on_.this..hut 
this nature now appears in the list of effec- . willa-lso-giadly obey all restrictions. In the· 
tive war gases. The future may show a development of gas warfarei_defense Will-· 

-different state of afiaIrs, however: -Teat- keep closer -behiD.ilOffense thii.n~J.ll~any 

gases would seem to be next in line. They other br!Ulch, -perhaps._ WitJI· a virtual _. 
are perhaps on the border line between stalemate in prospect, all may be only too­
those gases which cause suffering and glad to conform to anything which will 
those which do not. It is very likely that eliminate the frightful nuisance and the 
tear gases also will be permitted as be- many disagreeable features of masks and 
ing sufficiently humane. From tear gases protective clothing. A most- interesting 
we proceed down the scale through toxic fact connected with the World War lends 
smokes, chlorine, and· phosgene to mustard . very strong support to this proposition. In . 
gas and Lewisite. Let us take mustard gas all the fighting between the Turks and the 
as a clear-cut example of the very damag- Allies no gas was used by either side. There 
ing chemicals. Here we have incontroverti- was not even an agreement made. This 
ble evidence of the fallacy of throwing all fighting included the· great campaigns of 
weapons of chemical warfare together-- Mesopotamia, Gallipoli, and Palestine. In 
the fallacy of attempting to determine all those struggles neither side saw fit to 
their legality and humanity from a grand commence using a weapon which promised 
average of all. Official statistics show that little ultimate advantage. Each realized 
mustard.gas~aused_more..casualtiesin.the . that a start...by one_s~de meant a st3,IL;:'.I'-.. 
World War than all the other chemical the other which would, in tum,mean the 
agents combined, SO it is not unfair to take great bother of defending against the gas. 
this gas as an example. Conversations with It must be admitted that this .abstinence 
those who h3.ve suffered mustard gas may have been aided by_the fact that the 
burns, or who have been eyewitnesses of Turks fought in a clean manner through­
others thus incapacitated, leave no illu- out the whole war. Their past reputation 
sions as to the "humanity" of mustard gas in other activities causes many to overlook 
-"suffering the tortures of the daInUed" this fact which is so pleasing to record. 
as one witness so aptly depicted these un- Again, as to "the humaneness of gas 
" • "II"'lT " ,... • " .• '- .... 

, 
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been advanced. The proponents of chemi­
cal warfare have 1;aken the following idea 
as axiomatic: that the ratio of recoveries 
to casualties should be the measure of the 
humanity of a weapon. The present writer 
cannot accept this proposition for a mo­
ment and doubts whether many other per­
sons can do so. By such reasoning a war 
waged with weapons which caused no 
deaths would be 100 per cent humane. But 
it might thus continue forever. Unlimited 
torture might be- experienced by the 
wounde.d. Even the spreading of disease 
germs among the enemy's armies would 
be quite permissible. "Anything would 
go," provided the casnalties recovered. It 
is very easy to see that there is a fallacy 
in this recoveries to casualties argument. 
There- is, of course, no denying the fact 

that, all other things being equal, the most 
humane weapon is the one which causes 
the fewest deaths compared to the number ~ 
of casualties. But in order to conclude a • 
war too many other results must be 
achieved beside the temporary incapaci­
tation of a large number of the enemy. 

Let's go slowly.-The conclusion is this: 
If the advocates of chemical warfare de­
sire to assist the legalization -of any weap­
ons they should not claim all the virtues 
for all of their products. Tolerance toward 
opposing views will also be of assistance. 
It would be very desirable to have the 
laws-of chemical warfare stabilized. Mat­
ters can be expedited by more modest 
claims in behalf of poison gas. 

--- EDITOR'S NOTE.-For a discussion of this article 
the reader is referred to page 1049 of this issue. 
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Now, aU maneuver implies, at least in theory, a counter maneuver (whelk"ey parade or riposte). 
This fact is used as an argument for the theory that "naval battles can only be conflicts of artillery. 
It is useless and therefore dangerous to try to maneuver." We are to regard maneuver as dead and 
buried-to deny the N ite, Trafalgar, Lissa, and Tsushima. At the same time it must be acknowl­
edged that, at sea, if a maneuver is to count at all towards victory, it must"catch the enemy un­

-prepared. 
This unpreparedness may consist in (a) not knowing how to parry, (b) not daring to do so, (c) 

.... . hacing actually no time to do so, (d) hacing morally no time (reflection+execution) to do so. 
:--Villeneuve, Persano, Rozhestvensky;-even -Brueys-had actually time- enough to parry:- But-they­

- did not. This is "surprise," and the factor of surprise is to be found in aU decisive battles.-
-BAUDRY. . 
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WllUU::: paragrapn . .nUll ana l:5aJ.nonClge had 
1 aIrea4ymade naval records for themselves 
I and were a pattern for the younger officers. 
j"- Anyone interested in this matter might 
~ do well to refer to G;W. Allen's two books, 
,""' ~UT Naval WaT with France and Our Navy 

and~e Barbary Corsairs. 
I Pagei686: " Nearly all the officers were 
I southerners." r ___ This is an egregious error, as well as the 
r -deductiOns made from it. Almost all the 
j successful naval co=anders and first 
'~---lieutenants in the War of 1812 were, on the 
, contrary, northerners .. 

- Hull, Chauncey, Perry, Allen, Morris, 
Wadsworth were all from New England. 
Jacob Jones, Decatur, Bainbridge, Law-

t: rence, Porter, Stewart, Burrows, Read, 
, ; _. Crane, _ Biddle, Macdonough were from 
II' the middle states. They were from Dela-
~' w.aIeyl'ennsylvania, New J ~rsey, and New 

, --York. Decatur was born III the eastern 
part of Maryland, but waSentirely identi­

_ fied with Philadelphia. His father, Cap­
tain Decatur, came from Rhode Island. 

The southerners were Warrington and 
Blakeley, minor figures though of the same 

___ :fine clay as the others. 
~rt is weIrknown that when Preble first 

arrived in the Mediterranean there were 
misgivings as to what he would do. This 
had nothing whatever to do with his com­
ing from Maine, but was because he was 

-hardly known in the service. After serving 
in several se·a fights with distinction dur­
ing the Revolution, at the Peace in 1783' 
he went into the merchant service. When 

I.
::,.', t:he'new Navy was formed in 1798 he was 

made the fifth lieutenant in seniority, not 
i' - the fifth captain,..as the-author -has it,--
1\ He was promoted to captain in 1799, 
U and hisJong trip to-the East and subse-
"f -- quent illness made him practically un-
'f ~own in the service; 
,j 
i In 1803, on taking command in the 

Mediterr;g>ean, he was forty-two years 
-- old. His senior captains were around thirty. 

. Page 1687: Mr. Pratt says:"He planned 

the cutting out of [the] captUred 
delphia." 

The scheme and manner of burninilii 
Philadelphia, so brilliantly carried 
Decatur, came from B,u'nbridlge, 
municated it to Preble in "n;Hn~ 
an accepted historical fact. Also 
ways understood the Derne eX]?edlitj,oQ.1I 
by Eaton, was Hull's idea. 

Of course Preble's was th"amtlrolil 
mind in all these activities under 1.,_-== 
mand, but he was not always, _1l8,tWwt,;:; 
either the originator nor active -agent. 

To wind up these few remarks, ••. QNr 

be noted that throughout his essay 
confronted by Mr. Pratt's omission 

article" the" before the nam~e~0~f2~;~~ 
This is not the custom of-} 
faring men, either naval or m'"cantih~lE 
is in fact "yachtmen's journalese."l 
ture to say that th,e..1!l~jQlitJG!LJse:i]jjj!fl~ 
have a distaste for this usage. 

Should Poison Gas Be Le,gaIlz,ecU 
(See pp. 1013, July, 1932, and 111, January, 

PROCEEDINGS) 

LIEUTENANT COMMANDER H. 
NELL, U,. S. NAYAL Rl~Sl~R'{E'-:c·~.~lI1P'~~ 
I should consider myself a:,n~~:~!:u~ 
the discussion of my article, by 
G. J. B. Fisher, U. S. Army. ·~~i:~ 
would feel so if my article had c< 
some of the particular statements 
or attributed to it. Necessarily, lU .... " v 

the discussions in the PROCEEDINGS 
appear long after the article· d iSClusted 
Accordingly, in some respectsi~n.<>. . 
can be blamed for accepting at Its 

"',,0"1lO' v'!lue whatever a critic may '~,'-'-"'C~ _c:._~ 
stance, I cannot expect a _ 
and look over my article again after _ 
ing a discussion of it. Therefore, for 
own protection, I must make reJ?IY to d 
contribution from Captain Fisher an 
point out the manner in which it 
the old game of setting up a straw t 
and knocking it down. In order tha 
may not myself be guilty of the 

UStV/~ /0 elf"») .:. 
I 

qUote a number of ·Reply.-AS to the quotatIon . _ 
d han '. It may have been c.orrect then;bu.t_ in the discussion an I 

f all now it already has been proved both ogt-
-ch with a "reply." First 0 'cal and desirable to try toeliminat.ethe 

ea I must express my profound d till t 
horrors of -say mustard gas an s no 

and chagrin over findin? th~t sont- _ be concerr:ed about men being thrown into 
I wrote inspired Captam ~Isher - or the water asa result of an important naval 

else) to add even a bit to the achievement. It was not the above quoted 
pother about prohibition! Having. M h 

d "inescapable argument" of a an, or ";,,y-
!h1'S apology I am now rea y to.-- d th U t d 

"iii"""oJ.--Ti,e prohibiti.on of war gases has 
It ran from 1899 until the first 

~:OoI'ldIcanle,during the World War. 

~1~,,,--E1Ten a casual reader of inter­
_Oal.Jaw will learn that the prohibition 

long before 1899. This I pointed 
my article. - .. 

~*",<nI.~}ldn~~l Mihan has never, it se~ 
been accorded full credit for his sane ap-
10 the propositi"n ofillegalizjng-clIemica1s 

inilially presented at the FIrst Hague 

was no proposition to 
chemicals, at least none ever 

the status of a convention. (To 

-thing--sinlllar,.,J:hat cau:e _ _ ~. I~ e 
States delegates-to refraIn from slgumg. 
The main basis of Mahan'-s--famous plea 
as a whole and the principal reason for 
our not signing was that the weapon was 
new and untried. The future developme.nt 
even of shells, let alone gas, was qU1te 
uncertain- No one knew whether gas shells 
would be too inhumane or not. _ Lastly, to 
say that, in 1899, the violatiun o.f U:e 

poison -~- s.hell-a~eement "was "meVl.­
table," IS mer~y a,se<:Ond-guess. 

StatemenL-It may_ be worth while to correct 
what appears to be a misapprehension on the part 
of Commander Gosnell as to _art. 23 of Hague -­
Convention IV as written at the Second Hague 
Conference, and to which the United StatesH~ 
scribed. This prohibits the employment of POl-

o d " 
the agreement was to bar" pro- son or polSOne oweapon~o ch,~-:;';:~~~~~~----il~ . f hich 0 th " This conventIorrre~ll.m:ed~_ 

1Iie!;,-llle- sole object 0 W. 15 ~ e---~~ment to issue to its -armed forces, 
of . asphyxiating or delete~lOus in conformity therewith. In the United States 

This confusing of all chelllicals this was done by the publication of Rules of Lant!. 
is commonly known as poison Warfare., War Department DO,cum,:"t No·

cl
467. 

tl d d P h 177 of this manual furnIShes a ear of the most frequen y use e· aragrap . th d ---"This pro-hl --fail exposition of art. 23 ill ese wor s. _ 
gas warfare advocates. T s - h'b.tio extendstothemeanscalcu1atedtospread 

distinction, and the constancy c~nlta;ous diseases, and includes the ~elibe~te 
it appears, leads one to the contamination of sources .of water ?y throwmg -

that it is done with the deliber- into same dead animals and all pOlSO~~US sub­
to cloud the issue in the minds stances of any kind, but ~oes not prdio~bert't ~e: 

~ ures taken te dry up spnngs .or t~, v n~ 
lUlJunitiated pubhc. and aqueducts from their courses-,-T?_eym;: ~Ml( 
~nt.-(Q1lOt"tic'n frem ._Mahan) --"If is States, in other-wo.rd.s,..-acceIli_e~L~tr_t.~3 ill __ ==-=-:....~ 

dem.onstrably mere humane te sense of what we new call bact~elogicaI warfare. -"C!i-tiE 

as,.hy:rial"ing men with gas, when Reply.-Now really thisis too much. In 
;"p"'pared to admit that it is allowable to . IV bars 

out of an ironclad at midnight, other words: Hague ConventIOn . 
five hundred men intD the sea, "poison or poisoned weapons," and o~r 
water." This inescapable argu- Rules of Land Warfare, 117, deems this 

'''''ont,>:! by a mild-mannered, religiously prohibition to extend to bacteriological 
on naval history, kept the warfare and contamination of water; there­

from lending its sanction to an fore the United States in siguing the con­
the violation .of which was inevitable. 
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lr~~:: didn't really bind ltl;e]f to bar Commander Gosnell claims such 
or poisoned weapons!" -I-trust have weight in international iaw, then~i''''''''''-:: 

no reader of the U. S. Naval Institute to gather up all our submarines and towc.,'" .... 1t 

~PROCEEDINGS swallowed a non sequitur of a watery grave well out beyond Catalina'~.IIt~Ii~ 
this caliber. RePlY.-The main point in this 5t 

In tire first place the inStructions or- ment is wholly false. The part of the alt­
dering our Army to conform with Con- concerning submarines does not . 
vention IV are contained in the War De- eli~nate them at all. It simply 
partment's Bulletin No._6,...of.Eebruary 19, their employment to reSllrlCltl~ 

.1913_The j?ules of Land Warfare are-just Their employment, in ~~;~~~~~i~:~ 
what their:name implies. They cover the in commerce warfare ;~ of small 
entire field of land warfare and they gov- tance anyway compared with 

- ern our armed land forces in the waging in military operations. The U. S. 
of war. They are based only in part on ratified the whole treaty-by a '. ,-'0. 
the Hague Conventions and go further in 72 :O-submarines and gas. Great 

cc: m~y p!a:ces-as may be seen in the very Italy, and Japan also have 
!"mt at Issue llere. I shall quote exactly: . Ratification by France is all 
. ITO. The use of poison.-H. R. XXliI required to put it into effect. In re~~ar.~-tlF 
par_ (a). In. addition to the prohibition~ the waters beyond Catalina 
provided by special conventions it is es- buriaI.ground for submarines, I p~~~~~ 

'. pe?lI1IY -forbidden to employ ~ison or that this area was selected for e 
polsoned.,.eapons} _. of voyagers in the gI'lss-b.)ttonieclbOl!l~~ 

"177._4pj>tication of-rule.-This pro- Statement.-But among the nineteen nal_t"~ 
hibition extends to the use of means cal- that failed to ratify this convention, (Geneva 
cnIated to spread contagious diseases," tocol of 1925) Commander Gosnell neglecll 
etc.-the remainder being as quoted by mention specifically the United States. 
Captain Fisher. The words "extends to"· Reply.-Correct; I did not. I said: 

---- mean only. one thing and that is, that was sigued by forty-one states 
XXliI is considered to include also bac- this writing, has been ratified by 
teriological warfare and 'co.!lta.nunation of six. These twenty-six include sud PO'Well: 

water-not that it comprises only those as France, Germany, Great Britain, 
two things. This is made even more clear Italy;" If anyone finds this not "s~:~~~ 
by the footnote to paragraph 177 whid enough as to the United States; I " 

. readS: "The original or base of this pro- -about my "neglect." And, as to the 
hibition is found in G.O. 100, of 1863, art. teen .nations" that "failed to ra'til?~ 
70,. as follows: 'The use of poison in any There were only seventeen si!:n"rs . ..l!I\! 
manne:, be)t to poison wells, or food, or had not ratified by the time I sent 
arms, IS wholly excluded from modern final corrections to article (M.a.ro.!I! 
warfare, He_that uses it puts himself out 1932), There we""-. 

m--==.<>Ulle-jpalreCiif-the-Ia;w_s and usages of war:""" fifteen Iewer ratifiers th;:~an;;" ~l~~~ci~~~ 
'Statement.-Regarding.....t,he Washington con- twelve fewer if the-parts of the 

ference, Commander Gosnell fails to give the Empire are considered separately. TDt ... '", 
~ty tJ;ere written its full name. It is, A Treaty figures are dOUbtless still smaller OJ 
,n Retat • ." to the Use of Submarit!~ and.1Y oxious 
Gases in Waffare. Were it in effect, we should not Statement.-If Commander G();meh- . 
have a single submarine in our Navy today! If as ine what was behind the refusal of 

.. -'- , cabinet to support AdmiraI .~~:~~t~~~a~ • 1 In the actual Convention, instead of the three aster- posed use of noxious gases at 
_~~ere!s~~~~andanewp'~graphcommencing t~g moOre than their "outrageous 

will become apparent as the real motive. 

-1l"OlY.-HO" being in a position to ex­
what took place behind the scenes 

this cabinet meeting, I am forced to 
at ilie "real motive" so cryptically 

-- -"-;-- --:-:=:''--:-''"2i'tilf _;~:i 
cum oUraining they now receive in chemic&.: i~~ll 
warfare. ':---- I:~',-~ 

Reply.-Again the old confusionofh~- ---:-;':~-1 
less gases with those causing great suffer-.i : q 
ing. There would be a tremendous howl "T I~ 
if the police look 'w the use of, say, phos- .',,.4 ~ 

'SlIler'IC1I/,-jNOI should we overlook the fact . perations even aO'ainst hardene. d ." '1 
'" Ian ected by Gen- gene m 0 " ":1' . 

P s.w. ere ~ Church - criminals-(I' do not mean to imply that--~.'.".'.'.j.:-'" ~:l)undO.~aI~ and !aId before Wmston - .'.- .- .) h th " -;;; 
• of th~ World War. They were .. I would join in the h.<>:wl· Furt er, _____ ere _0/;;' •. Il! 

ChurchiIl, not on the grounds: -;eems to meta-be a rather inexact parallel .'''''ii 
fear 0: reprisals-that the between the use. by tlle polic" ()£-tear gas,~~tI 

start something they could not . etc., 'and the tra.inIng of our armed forces , 'J ~ 
in demical warfare. (Nor do I m~ant0.-7'"! 

reply this time is in the impl~ that. r.-aniopposed to many Pha:ses-~i 
of approval. Here is an excellent of this trarrung.)._ .. -.. ",,'!iii 

:~~~~O.f~.o~n~:e~:o:f the clllef reasons why Conclusion.-Quite evidently mycntic:--if:! 
j to the laws of war=- is himself one of·· the cheillical warfare: ~.'1!! 

is fear of reprisal. Those who con-.. service lecturers criticized in parts Qf=my:-:-:::f~?'l!! 
all laws of war to be "just so mud -.article. If therea~ers.ofth~p'~ocEED~GS ·t~~i 

" and who are unwilling to read- could have read his diSCUSSIOn Immediate-_ . ,'~ I: 
history and international law, Iy after reading my origina!article r C()uld.:. '~r1 

""r''''.~o11 to consider this point. Apart have ~kedfor nothing o.etter; solllan), of· •...• t"' ......•. ".'--.-.= ..• ". -

the imponderable factor that most my points were exeu:plified-so-perfectly •• ~~-
and individuals are not inIIerently by his statements. WIth so many months--_~:cj:1 

fighters," we have always pres:nt intervening, however, I fe~ that the above ~ , 
that ead side is deterred from ill- paragraphs are necess<lIY ill order .to k:cp lilt Ii 
by fears of reprisal in some form. ther~cord straight. ~ost of Captam FIS?-c.....:.~.'~~.l; 

reprisal may and does rangeaJl the er's discussion consIsts_'lf argun:ents...E' .)i Jll 
from immediate and specific retali- favor of. the legaliiation of all P?ISOn gas ijl 
up to mud more important and along With other forms of deInl~ war:_ ~" 

acts sud as the declaration of war fare. I shall not undertak.. e. to diSCOurse. ~ .... ·.: ... ~." .•...• ~c.: 
strong neutral or the lasting loss- of . again on this matte~, .as I_ha:,e done the . =.~+ 
name in the eyes of the world. best I can in my ongmal artIcle and b~- ;::i~ . , 

canny First Lord of the Ad- lieve that my main arguments are still H:l + 
~"~'»,,-.'ll" impressed from these plans good now if they w~re good then. I shall 'i' . 

Dutnd.>nald with the possibilities of comment on one pomt only, and say that .• ...;-"­
and the-experinlents he then the oft-advocated sdeme of keeping peo- . Fit; 

the advent of the modern naval pIe from breaking laws by wiping out the ..• =-~ .• 
-c . '--' -laws has-always· seemed--ti:Hne u to--be-a - ~.J:! 

. perfect examp~e of the dif- rather queer method of achievil rr~ 4~.'·.:'I .. t 
legality between different forms fection. ~ i 

warfare"-in this case, poison . . f . --3 i 

--"'.-" is not difficult to imagine the 
would be raised if some sell·styled 

attempted to deny local police au­
use of chemicals for handling civil­
A similar storm would arise at any 
to deny 0\11':' armed forces the modi-
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