© @aptain Glass followed this astounding
bgpf news by a demand that the gover-
nge¢ who was at Agafia, present himself
abaard the ship, and he paroled his sud-
defily acquired prisoners so that they could
convey his message. This brought a pause
n the operations; and signal was made
to -the transports to come in and anchor
near the cruiser.”

rom the governor, stating that the mili-
ary regulations of Spain forbade his going
aboard an enemy’s vessel, and that he
would receive the American commander
it"his office. This pompous exhibition of
“hildish inability to recognize facts made
he American captain hesitate between
inger and amusement, but sense of humor
revailed, and word was sent to the gov-

mor - that an officer represenfing the
American commander would call on the

ollowing day. =~

_The next morning Lieutenant Brauners-

' .uther went ashore with four sailors, but

yith two Oregon companies and fifty

narines ready to follow at a moment’s

otice. This force was not needed, how-

ver, for Braunersreuther put off from the

hore in a very short time, with the Span-

h governor and staff as prisoners in the

'Ealeboat. Before leaving the shore, the

ected governor had sent an order to

Eté commander of the garrison to bring

15 men down and surrender them—and

Een.had-penned a melancholy letter to

Els wife,

 After the prisoners had been assigned

 quarters, Captain Glass went ashore to

E_'spect Fort Santa Cruz, and then, on the

putheast.corner of the terreplein; the flag—

as hoisted. As it climbed slowly to the

hills echoed the national anthem played
by the bands on the troopships.

This ceremony ended, the practical
work which the flag symbolized was soon
completed. At four o’clock the two com-
panies, one of Spanish regular infantry

and one of native Chamorros, came down

to the. water front, where Lieutenant
Braunersreuther, backed by a party of
bluejackets and forty marines, received
the surrender. The regulars were taken on
board the ships as prisoners, and the
Chamorros, overjoyed at the overthrow
-0f Spain, were left behind. .

The little play, in which comedy and
tragedy had mingled closely, was over.

. The moss-grown, picturesque old Spanish

forts, the slender garrison, and the whole
civil government of Spain had passed into
the hands of the United States.

There were scenes which seemed to re-
call the fantastic conceptions of comic
opera, and brought only laughter to the
onlookers. Yet behind the absurdity was
the pathos of the helpless Spaniards, and
the stern, historic fact thalt the first pos-
session in the Pacific which Magellan had
gi}ren to the Spain that dominated and
frightened all Europe, had passed away
forever from the Spain which had ceased
to Tule.

On June 22, the Ckarleston put to sea
again, followed by the transports, and in
the early afternoon of June 28, they were
off Cape Engafio where they were joined
by the Baliimore which had been sent out
to meet them. Two days more and they

. Were running into Manila Bay. Support

had come at last, anZ*Dewey had a new

cruiSer and troops of the United States

at his back.

é:—

*

THE CONDUCT of naw{ war all operations will be found to relate to two broad classes of object.
one 15 Lo obtam‘or dispute the command of the sea, and the other to exercise such control of
munications as we-have, whether the complete command has been secured or not~—CORBETT.
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OR A NUMBER OF YEARS the Chemical
_ Warfare Service of the U. S. Army

has been conducting a propaganda in
favor of all forms of chemical warfare. Al-
though the reasons for it are not entirely
clear the drive has been vigorously pushed,
both from the rostrum and through the
printed - word. The lectures of chemical

- warfare officers have been well attended

and their articles widely read. They up-

"hold the humanity and, to some extent,

the legality of gas warfare. Their facts,
figures, and implications seem quite plaus-
ible to the majority of their hearers and
readers. At the same time the audience
usually feels a suspicion that ‘“there is a.

© catch in it somewhere.” -“These few para--
graphs will endeavor to point out one or -

two of the “catches.” _ _
Perhaps the worst fallacy with which we-
have to contend is that which throws all
forms of chemical warfare under one head.
It is most unwise to evaluate as to legality
and humanity, the many parts as one
great integral whole. “Chemical warfare”
covers everything from physically harm-
less smoke screens to, so-called, “poison
gas.” Only this latter is in controversy here
—or elsewhere, virtually. It alone includes
a large number of gases which vary in
character over a wide range. “Poison” may
not appear in the chemical formulas of all
of them. The term ‘‘poison gas” will be
used in these pages in the popular sense—
as comprising all gases, liquids, and smokes.
which have, purposely, some injurious
physical effect on human beings. “As-

By LIEUTENANT COMMANDER H. A. GOSNELL, U. S. Naval Reserve

national law does not require a treaty or
convention to bring it into existence. Quite
the contrary; few of its rules appear in
rock-ribbed documents.

Bearing this point in mind then, let us
investigate the status of international law
in regard to poison gas: (1) in 1914, (2) at
the present time, and. (3} in the future. -
There seems scarcely a doubt thatin 1914
poison gas was banned in warfare. It is not
practicable to take the time and space in
these paragraphs to bring out the truth of
this. There is little chance that-it will be
challenged by any student of international
law, however casual. There is nothing in
any source of law that favors gas; there is -

—-any quantity of material that disfavors it.
“The use of any kind of poison gas in so-

called civilized warfare prior to the World
War was absolutely negligible; there had
probably never been any use made of it at
all. On one occasion in 1865 the Para-
guayan dictator, Lopez, made plans to use
gas against the allied river gunboats of
Brazil, Uruguay, and the Argentine. The
operation never took place, however. Ad-
miral Dundonald proposed the use of gas
against the defenders of Sevastopol in the
Crimean War. The British, however,
turned down the proposal as being one of
outrageous barbarity. Few if any other
cases are on record where gas warfare had
even been contemplated. '
Next, how does the law stand now? Has
it changed in the last eighteen years as a
result of the World War or any subse-
quent events? This is much more difionkt

phyxiating ot -deleterious” are perhaps as—to- determine. - We had during the -war

comprehensive adjectives as any. Such
phraseology is rather unwieldy, however.

The law, past, present, and future—Be-
fore entering upon the legal phase of our
subject one general proposition must be
emphasized strongly: that a rule of inter-

flagrant and increasingly widespread viola-
tions by the Germans of the law prohibit-
ing the use of poison gas. These were fol-
lowed finally by wholesale reprisals on the
part of the Allies. Since the war the first
legislation on the subject was the Five-
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“Power Washington Treaty of 1922. This
unmistakably confirmed the prohibition.

" The treaty has not yet become effective.
-- Such agreements,nevertheless, have weight
in international law. They show at least
the sentiment on the subject of responsible
~~experts. In this case these were the dele-
_gates of the five most powerful states.
In 1925 followed the Geneva Protocol of
the League of Nations which bars poison
gas, among other things. It was signed by
forty-one® states and, at this writing, has
beéen ratified by twenty—six.2 These twenty-
six include such powers as France, Ger-
many, Great Britain, and Italy. And when

' a state ratifies this treaty it is immediately
--bound by it in wars with other ratifying
states. Perhaps a stronger confirmation of
“the gas prohibition is shown in public
opinion. An aversion to poison gas as a

- weapon is still prevalent. It is held in some _

" quarters that this feeling is unintelligent,
that it has been fostered by false ideas.
~ Evenif this were the case the feeling never-
- theless exists and is a powerful deterrent
to a change in the law. It may be rash to
say that the law is exactly the same in 1932
as it was in 1914. The present trend is
against a change, however, and it is cer-
.ta.mly reasonable to state tha.t p01son gas
- is still far from legal.

It has been said that the United States
is not at the present time bound by any
treaty to abstain from the use of poison gas
in war. This is true only technically and to
a rather restricted degree. In connection
with the law at the present time it might

-———be of academic interest to-American read=—
ers if we spend ‘a moment outlining the
position of our country from a strict treaty
standpoint. It is quite true that the Urited

. States neither signed and ratified nor an-

———nounced its adherence to the 1899 Hague

Convention IV(2). This prohibits ““the use

1 Forty-four 1f each pa.rt of the British Empu-e is
munted separately

3 -two if each part of the British Empire is

of projectiles, the sole object of which is
the diffusion of asphyxiating or deleteriots
gases.” We were the only one of the
twenty-seven countries in the conference
50 to fail. The United States did, neverthe-
less, sign and ratify Convention IT of 1899
and Convention IV of 1907 which forbid
the employment of “poison or poisoned
weapons.” For those indlined toward tech-
nicalities it might be pointed out that the
latter phraseology is much more inclusive.

The first convention would not bar shells

comprising, say, high explosive in addition

to the gas. All of these conventions are

_still in effect although including, admit-

tedly, the weakening provisions of all
Hague Conventions. It should be repeated
here emphatically, however, that rules of
international law on a particular subject

can and do exist whether or not treaties or _

conventions exist. Wipe out all interna-
tional commitments, some rule remains,
whatever it may be. For instance, with the
Hague Convention not in force due to
belligerency of a non-contracting power,
all law does not cease. The law simply re-
verts to whatever status it may have with-
out the convention. In an almost prohibi-
tive number of cases, incidentally, our
present ratified rules express laws gener-
ally accepted long before. So the reversion
is rarely perceptible.

When it comes to predicting the future
we can, of course, only guess. It is perhaps
not quite so impossible to estimate future
developments of the international law of
war as of most other affairs. Fui Jzmental
-principles are always at hand-as a basis for
estimates. Now, the legality of weapons is

governed almost entirely by the ratio of .

advantage gained to suffering inflicted.
This, in fact, is the foundation of almost

‘all the Jaws of war. Where the suffering is

out of proportion to the results obtained
by a given measure, a prohibition usually
grows up and is generally accepted. This
thesis immediately leads to the point al-
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be con51dered differently. A la.rge number
of war gases have been manufactured up to
the present time. Their character and eff- -
cacy as casualty producers are well known.

Each could without difficulty be judged as
to its humanity or inhumanity. By the
time another war is waged, however, there
will probably be quite different gases on .

" hand. In our discussion, therefore, w'hr

gases will be con51dered by genera.l types

" and classes only.

There are gases and gases. It is safe to
say that future generations will not ban
for humane reasons any gases which cause
unconsciousness or even death, provided
little or no suffering accompanies the cas-
valty. ‘We are-familiar with several of

will never be lega.l S0 long as our 1deas of
humane methods of warfare remain in any-
thing like their present form. The memo-
ries of the first gas attack upon the Cana-
dians and of the later mustard gas casual-_

- ties will not down. They make the public :
realize that there is something wrong with - :
_the conceptmn that “cheuncal waxfare is. -
humane.” T

It is estimated, then that “the future

- may find some forms of gas legal and some
illegal, if events should be allowed to take
their own slow course. It has been pointed
out, however, that various treaties are al-
ready being formulated which continue the :
prohibition against all- kinds of gas. There =
would seem to be a strong possibility that__

these in civil life. Unfortunately, none.of _ all nations will.not only agree on this but. __. =

this nature now appears in the list of effec- -
tive war gases. The future may show 2

" different state of affairs, however. Tear
gases would seem to be next in line. They
- are perhaps on the border line between
those gases which cause suffering and
those which do not. It is very likely that
tear gases also will be permitted as be-
ing sufficiently humane. From tear gases
we proceed down the scale through toxic

smokes, chlorine, and phosgene to mustard

gas and Lewisite. Let us take mustard gas

as a clear-cut example of the very damag-

ing chemicals. Here we have incontroverti-
ble evidence of the fallacy of throwing all
weapons of chemical warfare together—
the fallacy of attempting to determine
their legality and humanity from a grand
average of all. Official statistics show that

World War than all the other chemical
agents combined, so it is not unfair to take
this gas as an example. Conversations with
those who have suffered mustard gas
burns, or who have been eyewitnesses of

" others thus incapacitated, leave no illu-

sions as to the “humanity” of mustard gas
—*suffering the tortures of the damned”
as one W'ltness so aptly deplcted these un-

o PR & &4

“all those struggles neither side saw fit to

little ultimate advantage. Each realized
mustard gas caused more casualties in the: - that a start by one side meant a start 0y

will also gladly obey all restrictions. Inthe ™ -
" development of gas warfare, defense will ...
keep closer behind “offenise than in—any
other branch, perhaps.. With a virtual .
stalemate in prospect, ali may be only too-
glad to conform to anything which will .
eliminate the frightful nuisance and the
many disagreeable features of masks and -
protective clothing. A most interesting
fact connected with the World War lends 5
very strong support to this proposition. In - '
all the fighting between the Turks and the
Allies no gas was used by either side. There
was not even an agreement made. This -
fighting included the great campaigns of

Mesopotamia, Gallipoli, and Palestine. In

commence using a weapon which promised

the other which would, in turn; mean the
great bother of defending against the gas.
It must be admitted that this abstinence
may have been aided by the fact that the
Turks fought in a clean manner through-
out the whole war. Their past reputation
in other activities causes many to overlook
this fact which is so pleasing to record.
Again, as to “the humaneness of gas

- y e T - caa T
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- been advanced. The proponents of chemi-
cal warfare have taken 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

wounded. Even the spreading of disease

germs among the enemy’s armies would
be quite. permissible. “Anything would

? provided the casualties 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 compa.red 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.

... Eprror’s Nore.—For a discussion of this article

the reader is referred to page 1049 of this issue.
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- Now, all maneuver implies, at least in theory, a counter maneuver (whether 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 Nile, Trafalgar Lissa, and Tsushima. At the same tine it must be acknowi-.
edged thai, at sea, if ¢ maneuver is to count at all towards victery, it must -calch the enemy un-

-prepared..

This unpreparedness may consist in (a) not knowing how to parry, (b) not daring to do se, (c)

.ha'nmg actually no time to do so, (d) hamng morally no time (reﬂectwn+ execution) fo da s0.

~ did not. This is “surprzse,” and the factor of surprise is to be found in all decisive battles.—
~BAUDRY.

u

]
fim]
o
=
(=]
K=
oo
[+
<L
2
a
i Q
=1
=
ey
>
Bt
e
=]
g .
an
@
(=
(S
e
A
B
T &
=
o
| &
=
P9
E
U
—]
=3
Sy
O.
=
. kA
=]
]
g
e}
-
o
=Y
o)
2
-

5128




S A e i st

wivit paldgedpa. I1UL dNA DAlNbriage nad the cutfing out of {th
B alrgady_made naval records for themselves  delphia.” ¢ hel
and were a pattern for the younger officers. - The schem
. ] : e . e and mann, :
. Anyone interested in this matter might Philadelphia, so bril]jantl?': gii%?lng
oy

, ] shall simply quote a number of  -Kepiy.——As 1o Lhe quoalaon Irom Ma- -
Agtatements’ in the discussion and han: It may have been correct then; but
“each with @ “reply.” First of all, now it already has been proved both logi-
er, ] must express my profound cal and desirable to try to_eliminate the ~

captured P

B do well to refer to G- W. Allen’s t , -0
Py -Our Naval War with France :;d ng R?f;, gic%tui’ ga:me from Balf'lbrldge, who and chagrin over finding that some- horrors of, say, mustard gas and still not
Ry and-the Barbary Corsairs. ’ an ea i dlti];o P]I-eble In writing. Thig [ wrote inspired Captain Fisher -(or -be concerned about men being thrown into
... Page 1686: “Neatly all the officers were w accepde storical fact. Also T have else) to add even a bit to the the water as-a result of an important naval
| southerners.” b;)gaiﬁnerizoéut?ﬁ D_zrne expedition, §; ul pother about prohibition! Having achievement. It was not the above quoted
i~ Thisisan i ’ Sldea.” i | I am now ready to “inescapable argument” of Mahan, or any-
S 1s an egregious error, as well as the Of course Preble’s was the “cont éh 15 8pOICEY . y - ’*thing*ﬂslzmﬁé.r, g:ha,t caused the-,- Urﬁtgd ,

W;The prohibition of war gases has States: delegates-to refra.m, from signing: -
Secn tried. It ran from 1899 until the first The main basis of Mahan’s famous plea .
{ sest came, during the World War. as a whole and the principal reason for -
e . our not signing was that the weapon was
ly.—Even a casual reader of ter- new and untried. The future development
gonal Jaw will learn that the prohibition  even of shells, let alone gas, was quite -
| long before 1899." This I peinted yuncertain. No one knew whether gas shells
my article. o ' would be too inhumane or not. Lastly,to -
pond—Admiral Mahan has never, it seems 525 that, in 1899, the violation: O-f tEe .
e, been accorded full credit for his sane ap- polson "gas shell-agreement “was inevi--=
msch to the proposition of illegalizing themicals table,” is merely a “‘second-guess.”
K vas initially presented at the First Hague Statement—It may be worth while to correct

e - - what appears to be a misapprehension on the part
of Commander Gosnell as fo art. 23 of Hague

' ‘dédhfﬁf(‘);;é made from it. Almost all the mind in all these activities under hi
] ,fiucc&s Pava.l commanders and first mand, but he was not always ﬂata"
: _._-..C eztenants in the War of 1812 were, on the either the originator nor active’_;éent'
i ‘gHt;ajlryéEorthemelig. , ) To wind up these few remarks it'
Wadsv;ortha;ncey;u Frry, J%]len, Morris, be noted that throughout his essa;f ﬁ?ﬁr
. ere rom New England. confront ? issi
; .,Tgn_:_ob Jones, Decatur, Bainbridge gLaw— artideli‘:ge]’a’yblz:lﬁr)-reP ::?11: 131;;1;551? "ol e
{1 - 3 - ) 0 il
gnaa:,:, 1;30'2:5_{7 Stewart, Burrows, Read, This is not the custom of “American
L th1'e ];nei(;ldlle : tz,t Me;:ﬁdonough fWere from faring men, either naval or mercantile=
es. Lhey were from Dela- is in fact “yachtmen’s j ' ;
- journalese.” I
W;ﬁfgﬁflvama, Nbew Jersey, and New ture to say that the majorit)iof_sc:%
i . ur was born in the eastern have a distaste for this us:
i part of_ Mary!a’nd; but was entirely identi- or this Il_S&ge- -
.- _fied with Philadelphia. His father, Cap- Sheuld Peison Gas Be Legalized

tain Decatur, came . ebly—There was no proposition to
The south; cam from Rhod.e Island. (See pp. 1013, July, 1932, and 111, JTanuary, 1934 = u{; chemicals. at Iezf,)st pgone ver Convention IV as written at the Second Hague
Biakeley e Werzh Warnngton and PROCEEDINGS) e d the status ,of A convention e(YI(? Conférence, and to which the United States sub-
- min Tes : . : vention. {To  scribed. This prohibi “poi-
e day,as the o t]%grs ough of the same LievrENaNT ComMMmanNDER H. A.” act, the dgreement was to bar “pro iﬁﬂlﬁdﬁoisoneﬁrﬁﬁﬁe employment of “pot
. NE T e = - ] - ; . - .
LL, LJ-:MS- N AVAL RESERVE. i Lsupm r'th‘e*'rsole Object Of Whic.h is th&,,,,ThE convention r.egui!-'ﬁd e_a_c;h sub_g,cnb]:-@lg_gov-

lciion of as iati 3 ernment to issue to its armed forces, instructions
n') This ;iﬁ?ﬁ;ifoélldif&tjﬁz i.n_conformity therewith. In. the United States

- what § N this was done by the publication of Rules of Land
-what 1s commeonly known as poison  Warfare, War Department Document No. 467.
ne of the most frequently used de- Paragraph 177 of this manual furnishes a clear
of gas warfare advocates. This fail- exposition of art. 23 in these wordsv‘This pro-
make distinction, and the constancy hibitiox-l extends to the means calculated to.spmd-
? hich it appears, leads one to the contagl?ustﬁsea?es, and mcf:ludets ﬂ? dtelzl:bcr.ate N
fon that it is done with the deliber- contamination of sources of -water by throwing .. -

15 donc wl € delibe into same dead animals and all poisonous sub-
tent.; to cloud the issue in the minds stances of any kind, but does not prohibit meas-
uninitiated public. ures taken to dry up springs or to divert rivers -

. o and aqueducts from their courses,” The Tnited

= t—(Quotation from ,Maban) “It is States, in other words, accepted art. 23 in the
2l and not demonstrably more humane to  sense of what we now call bacteriological warfare.™

der about asphyziating men with gas, when " ' T
tepared to admit that it is allowable to Reply—Now really thiss too much. In

 bottom out of an ironclad at midnight, other words: Hague Convention IV bars
g ;Olér or five hundred men into the sea, “poison or poisoned weapons,” and our
t:gb‘;a;e;ﬂ d']—?]illlasn]:es:;’pabllie'zrgil_ Rules of Land Warfare, 117, deems this

g erec, IEIEIOUS Y prohibition to extend to bacteriological

authority on naval history, kept the . s -
tes from lending its sanction to an warfare and contamination of water; there-

the violation of which was inevitable. fore the United States in signing the con-
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I an_lljt 15(‘»1 vsrelrﬂlf.nown that when Preble first I should consider myself annihilated by
i misv.e 1in the Mediterranean there were the discussion of my article, by Captd
- hadg;?nthi as ]1;0 What_ he Wou_ld dt?. This G. J. B. Fisher, U. S. Army. Indeed
ing from Mg a,?; at]iver to do with his com- would feel so if my article had contsin
— hardly known i:? thut was because he was some of the particular statements impll
arcy 0w e service. After serving  or attributed to it. Necessarily, many
- t\ﬁerR sea ﬁghts with distinction dur- the discussions in the PROCEEDINGS mt
hegwest ie:fOlzlhtlon, at the Peac'e in 1783 appear long after the article discussed
e l\lIlao e mferchant.semce. When Accordingly, in some respecté;;nd.r@h@
made th ﬂvg ras ormed in 1798 he was can be blamed for accepting at its f
.f C the hiith lieutenant in seniority, not = value whatever a critic may say.
L—%?__h%il_captm,_as the. author has ft.—. - stance, I cannot expect 2 rea};let o-go-Dad
“and his ?gnprc;gotgtf captain in 1799, and look over my article again aftér reads
. quent iilnesgs ml:de hje Fast and subse- ing a discussion of it. Therefore, for my
known in the ‘service. m practically un- own protection, I must make reply 0
" In 1803, on takin . contribution from Captain Fisher ah
Mediterrm;ean h s C(;Inman_d in the pointout the manner in which it resembles =
" old. His senior o € was forty-two years the old game of sctting up a straw mal
! P 1S senior captains were around thirty. and kno cking it down, In order that I
Page 1687: Mr. Prattsays:“Heplanned may not myself be guilty of the sa®®




cum of training they now receive in ghem;cal
warfare. R
Reply —Again the old confusion of harm-
less gases with those causing great suffef-
ing. There would be a tremendous howl
if the police fook up the use of, say, phos-

g these same plans were resurrected by Gen- gene in operations even against hardened

H venuom didn’t really bind its '
-Ef——-—-{fpoiso'n\ o poisone'c{ bind 1tser,lf,‘ _to bar  Commander Gosnell claims, sucy, - .. . -
' that no reader of th vwea.pons_ I f—mSt have weight in international lay th agr Teply—Not being in a position to ex-
' PROCEEDING e U. S. Naval Institute ;0 gather up all our submarines apg ::w“'_@._ ~ s what took place behind the scenes
this ol swallowed a non sequitur of watery grave well out beyond Cataling Ml g this cabinet _meetin_g, I am forced to
In the first place the i : Reply.—The main point in thi T R s at the “real motive” so cryptically
 dering our Army t ¢ mstructions or- ment is wholly false. The part of 1s stag
- vention IV are c)(r)nt(;.incgclllf? r?hm\;fh o zﬁnceming submarinies does noihe tl’;g
. % n the War De- eliminate th . See
artme; " em at all. Tt jese | S .
5 __11)913- Tl]lnisjgziem fo-—ﬁpﬂﬁmary 19, their employment to,mm:;mply restricis =3 " pundonald and laid before Winston Church- ~criminals.”(I' do not mean to imply that-
Y what their 1 "-f af‘d Warfare are-just Their employment, in Jeg; ATy objectives ~JE 33 the early days of the World War. They-were T would join in the howl.) Further, there -
o rhat tner name implies. They cover the in comme » I legitimate manng, P gput rejected by Churchill, not on the grounds. —goomg to me to'be a rather inexact parallel
entire field of land warfare and the tan rce warfare is.of small imne - ¢harbarity, but from fear of reprisals—that the b th by the police of-tear
- em our armed land forces in th Y goyv- fance anyway compared with their vyJ psish would start something they could not - etw_een € us‘?,_,)_Lfef police ol'Ltear gas,
~ ‘of war. They are based only i € waging In Fnhtary operations. The U. §, chm“e = geish, , o - ete, a.nd the training of our armed forces.
y in part on ratified the whole treaty i ! =, .. . . in chemical Wa;ﬁare. (Nor do I mean to
Rply—My reply this time is in the imply that I am opposed to many phases™

the Hague Conventions an, b c
and go furt . . . Y by a vote

g her in  72:0—submarines and gas. Great Britg} e of approval. Here is an excellent ¢ 4fec 4 oinin %) o

agosition of one of the chief reasons why Conclusion—Quite evidently my critic

- man —_ .
- poin{ al?tlaigzze Ezrza{st];zl?egzl:; the v&r;r Ita'l?” a'I.ld Japan also have ratified j¢.-

1760 The use of poison—H. R e:g;n){ “rlzatljﬁcznon' by France is all thats 4 E 9 have obedience to the laws of war={_y:  i—cne of. the chemical warfare.

— Par. (a). In addition to the prohibitions thgu.lre to put it into effect. In regard & wd that is fear of reprisal. Those who con--- sser'vice lecturersoc;iticized in parts of-my.

- ----provided by special conventions, it is - b _:;raters beyond Catalina Island ay- E sdic all laws of war to be “just so much _ ticle. If the readers of th -Ppo EEDD? L

~pedally forbidden to employ I;Oison -~ t};l na._ground for submarines, Sume loney,” and who are unwilling to 'read_....arélde]'l . rgaiﬁerzio on oo E'd;Nt'GS :

poisoned weapons.! ' or o fat this area was selected for the benefit ry history and international law, ;;0 ft ar:; drfs S nscus:,lu::-tlﬁ?;c: uﬁi

fi:“,lzl_i?_‘!?ﬂicaiion of rule—This pro- oyagers In tl}e glass-bottomed bo do"well to-consider this point. Apart - ]ia,:e:gkéd forg nrzghfn gllit‘tér' so many ofg

pro- Stalement.—But among the nineteen ng om the imponderable factor that most m ints ‘were exerf ﬁﬁed;&ﬁéﬁegﬂ'i

tions and individuals are not inherently b; hﬁf statements. Wifh so many months

ﬁghters,” we have always present pi.;vening, however, I feel that the above

fact that each side is deterred from in- paragraphs are necessary in order to keep

on extends to the use of i
e : mt-::ans cal- thatfailed to ratify this i

ed to spread contagious d.lsea.ses,” tocol of 1925) Cgmmgai:e?}gs?:é].l(ie:ﬁzgf
ctions by fears of reprisal in some form. 4y record straight. Most of Captain Fish-

;‘epns'fi[ may a,nd does _ran.gezll the  oug discussion consists_of arguments in
Y ltom immediate a.nd.speclﬁc retali- g0 of the legalization of all poison gas
up to much more important and ,j,ns with other forms of chemical war-
alacts such as the declaration of War 5. "1 shall not undertake to discourse -
.Stmng' neutral or the la._st_mg loss.of - again on this matter, as I have done the

Dame in the eyes of the world. best I can in my original article and be-
ent.—The canny First Lord of the Ad- lieve that my main arguments are still

3.-—Nor' should wé overlook the fact

etc.—the. 7 . .
C:pmtieFE:]iTn%if being as quoted by mention specifically the United States,
| mean only oo thiﬁ worcés extends-to”  Reply—Correct; I did not. I said “
XX is sy jong and that is, that Was signed by forty-one statesand, a1
i terlological Warfar: g__!—ES-‘_-I_u_C_l_c.a.lsq bac-  this writing, has been-ratified by twenty==
- water—not that it a::.n contamination of six. These twenty-six include such powers =4
two things. The § (:inpnses only those s France, Germany, Great Britain, a
by the foo‘tn o tz made even more d?ar Italy.” If anyone finds this not “sp e::iﬁ
i reads: “The orie lp aragraph 177 _Wthh -enough as to the United States, T amso
hibition is found in G.0, 'i’SS“’ of this pro. "about my “neglect.” And, as to the “nin
70, as follows: ‘The use » of 1863, art, teen nations” that “failed to ratify’s | ; .

v € use of poison in any There were onl - . - : however, was impressed from these plans  go0d now if they were good then. I shall
manner, be it to poison wells, or food or had | D0y seventeen signers al Dundonald with the possibilities of i1t onlv. and say th
arms, is wholly excluded fr:)m ° d, or Py not ratn"ied by the time I sent in-thea g smokes, and the experiments he then comment on one point only, and say that
- warfare. He that uses it puts hi m;) et 1 Corrections to my article (Marcb; d mark the advent of the modemn naval the oft-advocat.;ed scheme of _kt-eepmg peo-
. of the pale of the Taws and wnyer ot o Ouf  1992). There were, at_ that- time,-oalf ~ ple from breaking laws by wiping out the
 “Statement —Regarding_th wg i o e twt:Iven f?W&r ratifiers than signers—or Of iy.—A perfreét example of the dif- la‘g: hasalways ;s]feénedf—focnh?e';to%e;a:

ference, Commander GBEE;I faﬂasm::gto.n con- o ve lewer if the parts of the Britt Ce inlegality between different forms rather queer methocd of. @ evnﬁ ir24
treaty there written its full name ;t to give the mpire are considered separately.,These_ Femical warfare”——in this case, poison fection.
- Itis, 4 Treaty figures are doubtless still smaller by now smoke screens. » PO

- in Relation 1o the U :
fp 7 Aedhon b se of Submarines and Noxi
4 Gases in Warfare. Were it in effect, we sh U‘I)m Statement—If Commander Gosnell will exam-
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_ Quartesrly Marks and Promotion of _
#~It is not difficult to imagine the Enlisted Personnel
(See page 1715, December, 1933, PROCEEDINGS)

f bave a single submarine in ine what was behi iti tha
Ho ; our Navy toda € what was behind the refusal of th British
711625 cabinet to support Admiral Duncc’lona.ﬁ:l’s pro- I t.w°£d betraiizddif some selfﬁstyied
_ an attempted to deny local police au- LievtENaNT H. G. Rickovier, U. S
; . G. , U. S

. 1Intheactual Convention.
i e e , instead of the thre .
,,,,,’fks t,h, ereis 3% .." and 2 new paw g:a phio e aster- Posed use of noxious gases at Sevastopol, som ) g " . .
(a).” o ara mmencing  thing more than their “outra geous barbarity” he use of chemicals for handling civil- . — This arficle is another of a §efies™—

thances. A similar storm would arise at any i % ! )
effort to denv our armed forces the modi- dealing with the promotion of enlisted

will become apparent as the real motive.




