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lstlng weapons. In the first place, we 
have not conducted open-air testing of 
actual binary weapons. If the Army 
should apply for permission to do so, I 
would be Inclined to urge my col• 
leagues to deny this permission simply 
because of the hazards presented by 
such testing, But the point is that 
without actual open-air testing of real 
weapons. Instead of simulations, we 
cannot be sure that binary weapons 
will perform as they a.re designed to 
perform. Saul Hormats, the. former di­
rector ot development a.t the Army 
Chemical Systems Laboratories, has 
stated that we can anticipate a failure 
rate of 20 to 30 percent in artlllery 
rounds and 50 percent In Blgeye 
bombs without open-a.Ir testing. This 
is hardly sate tor our fighting troops. 

What a.bout the issue of simpllfied 
logistics? At one point., the Army was 
claiming that binary chemical art.illery 
rounds would weigh some 40 percent 
less than existing artillery rounds, per­
mitting a major increase in shipping 
vo1umes in the event ot a con!llct. 
After some examination, however, tt 
was found that binary weapons wlll ac­
tually weigh more than existing 
round,. The Army had overlooked 
such things e.s fuses, shipping canis­
ter,;, and so forth. And, as Matthew 
Meselson, an aut,horit,y on chemical 
weapons has stated, shipping two 
chemicals In separate containers will 
actually re-Quire more \'0lumc than 
shipping exisUng weapons. So once 
a.gain, the claims ot the proponent.s 
a.re not as clear as one might hope. 

Finally, what about the deterrent 
value of chemical weapons? There Ls 
no question that Soviet troops are well 
tra.tncd in chemical warfare oper­
ations. There is no Que.stion that their 
vehicles are fitted with filters and 
overpressure systems t.o permit contin­
ued operations in a contaminated envi­
ronment. And. as many at the H'mong 
refugees living in Minnesota. can testi­
fy, such Soviet allie.s as Vietnam are 
using chemical agents- mycotoxins 
and other forms or " yellow re.in" -
against helpless populations. An item 
in today's paper provides further evi­
dence that the Sovte t Union is build· 
Ing, using, and transferring to its 
allies, chemical weapons which are 
used against CambodJans. H'mong, 
and the freedom fighters of Afghani· 
Stan. 

They are doing so in part because 
they are not deterred !tom resorting 
to these horrible weapons of mass de­
struction. Refugees and peasants 
cannot strike back wit.h comparable 
weapons. But this is not the ease for 
the United States. We have a major 
stockpile of chemical weapons. I agree 
that some of these wea_pons are detc,. 
rlorating, And I agree that some of 
these weapons no longer tit our cu.r­
rent arsenal of launchers and artillery 
tubes. But some reports indicate that 
we have as many as 3 million rounds 

of 155-millimeter chemical shells, 
which are suitable for existing a.rtil• 
lery. And there are literally tons of 
bulk chemical a.gent.s which can be 
transferred into bombs and shells if 
we wish. In other words, we ha.ve a de­
terrent stockpile. So why must we add 
to it? 

Oltlma.tely_, the real threat of chemi• 
cal weapons is twofold. First, troops 
who must climb into cumbersome pro• 
tective suits simply cannot fight as 
well as troops who are unencumbered. 
This Js a simple problem of human en• 
gineering. but. it is real and it is threat,­
ening. It is particularly pertine.nt for 
such activities as servicing combat air· 
craft between sorties. Much of our de­
fensive posture In Europe and else­
where reties on rapid turnaround rates 
for our combat aircraft so that we can 
maintain a high number of .ortles. If 
the people who must service, refuel, 
and reload our aircraft are _torced to 
button up, they cannot work as fast 
and our combat effectiveness will 
suffer. Thfs Is also true, of course. for 
the Infantry. 

But will this threat be reduced by 
building binary weapons? I think not. 
No sensible military commander will 
wait untll he has been atte.ckcd before 
ordering his troops to don protective 
gear. Instead, he will give the order as 
soon as he has the slightest suspicion 
that the enemy might-just might­
resort to chemical \'\'eapon.c.. And, if he 
is cautious, he wm assume that there 
is a threat of chemical attack as soon 
as hostilities have begun. In other 
words, we can do nothing except to 
reeogn1.ze the necessity to put on pro­
tective gear. This means that we 
should be devoting every effort to de• 
veloplng protective suits which permit 
the maximum possible freedom of 
motion. 

We can e.nd should see~ to insure 
that the Soviets will al.o be forced 
into protective suits .o that they do 
not obtain any advantage through the 
force multiplier of the threat of chem• 
lcal weapons. Their efficiency must be 
reduced a.,; much as ours. To some 
extent, lt will be. because we already 
have the chemical agents in our arse­
nal to pose a credible counterthreat. 
Just as important. Soviet t.roovs who 
plan to conduct chemical operations 
know that t.hey must march through 
contaminated areas-areas wh.lch they 
themselves have poisoned-so they 
will have a further incentive to don 
their own protective gear. 

But. the best way \\1e can reduce their 
advantage is simply to begin realistic 
and regular training exercises our­
selves. The Soviet Army does so. we 
do not. Our protective gear is not a.de­
Quate. and our training-while sub­
stantially better than was the case 10 
years ago-ls stUI Insufficient. 

In short, the threat of chemical 
weapons is one which we can &0lve 
without investing several billion dol-

Jars in new binary weal)Ons. We al• 
ready have the means to force the So• 
viets into protective gear in the event 
of combat. Our deterrent is in place. 
But we do not have the kind of protec­
tive gear or the kind of training which 
\\rill permit our troops to operate with 
the maximum efficiency on a battle• 
field which ha., been or might be con• 
tamlnated. 

Finally, or course, the ultimate vie­
Wms of chemical warfare will be elvll­
lans. and not the military men who 
can wear protective gear. Artillery 
rounds are confined In range. I! we 
should be forced to fire chemical artil­
lery shells- whether cxu;tlng shells or 
new blna'ry shells- we can be sure that 
those shells will tall Into the areas we 
a.re trying to protcet. The deva.statlon 
which would follow a conflict in 
Europe u; already massive. Should we 
add to It by building more weapons 
which blanket huge areas with lethal 
effects? I say no. 

Consequently, I see no reason to 
invest mJllions this year and billions 
over the next few years Jn weapons 
which are neither needed nor even as 
efficient as their proponents claim. 
That is why I joined 11 of my col• 
leagues in writing to the Armed Serv• 
ices Committee last Ma.rch, urging 
that funds for binary weapons be 
denied. That is wby I have repeatedly 
voted against t.his program. It is why I 
will later join Senator COCHRAN In In­
troducing a resolution urging negotia­
tions on the control and abolition of 
ehemelal weapons. And It Is why I am 
about to vote to delete the funding for 
thu; program. 

Mr. President, I ask that the letter 
which I mentioned be introduced into 
the RECORD, along with two articles 
rrom the Army Times and an editorial 
from the Minneapolts Star and Trib• 
une. 

The material follows: 
U.S. Se,,1.'U. 

Wa..1hin9ton. D,C,, Mareh 12, l98Z. 
Hon. JOHN TOWt'R. 
Cha,rma.n. Commillce an Armed Service:,, 

U.S. S~nal(. Wa.sht,igton, D,C. 
DIAi\ MR, CRAtJUlit.i\.N: On February 8th, 

the PresidenL noUfled Congress tbat. h1s Ad· 
mil'\tst.tatfon lntend.s t-o resume the produc• 
tlon of lethal chemical "''eapons, Lhe first 
s uch diroct.h•e &.nee President Nixon can­
celled production in 1969. The Department 
of Defen...e has requested more than $30 
million to begtn actual procurement ot 
btnary chemical weapons. We oppose the 
Administration's decision and have Joined ln 
introductna tegtsJatlon to prohibit the ex• 
pendlture of any funda to produce binary 
chemical weapons.. This leglSla.tJon has been 
co:spon.sored by a. b l))art.1.san coallc.ion ot 
Senators. · 

We oppose the Adminlst.ra.tion·s decision 
Lo resume the productfon of lethal chemical 
weapons because it will not enhance our na• 
tional security. Renewed production of 
chemical wcap()ns WOUld, 1n ta.et, undenn.Lne 
efforts to restore our mUltuy capabi.llty by 
dJvertlng Important defense resources to a 
nonessential program. 
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We are concerned about Soviet capabtll­

tfes Jn the area of chemical wo.rtare and 
mindful or the thn.'SL these "'eapona might 
pose to our nat-lonal $CCurity. For these rea­
sons, we seek practical and errccth·e military 
mea.sures to reduce this threat. The critical 
IMue ls how best to respond to t.he Soviet,;, 
The product.Ion of binary chemical weapons 
I~ not necessary for the national defense, 
nor Is It necessary to deter So\•let flrst use. 
Our cunent stockpile$ are adequate tor that 
purpose. Our principal emphasis should be 
t,he aequlslUon of addiUonal protect.i\•e and 
defensive equJpment for U.S . combat torccs 
to n.-duce the cfftcts of a chemical weapons 
attack, 

The decision to resume the prOduct-lon or 
chemical weal)Ons will not enhance our na• 
tfonaJ security. lt will not restra.tn Soviet ac­
tivities. [t will result in a needless diversion 
ot dete.m:e resources, 

We urge tht, Committee and our senate. 
coUeagucs to oppose appropriations for the 
procurement of letnat. bl.nary chemical 
weapol),$. 

Sincerely. 
Nancy Landon Kassebaum., David Pryor, 

WiUiam Proxmire, F.dward M . Kenne• 
dY, Thad Cochran, Gcor1:1c J. Mitchell, 
Oary Hart, Lowell P. Wel cker, Donald 
W. Rlegle, Paul E. Tsongas, Walter D. 
Huddleaton, and Dave ourenberger. 

CFrom the Army Tltn~. Apr. 12. 19821 
BtHA.RY Wt.M'()~• Dt:BATE CENTERS ON 

PE'l\TOfU11lANCE 

<The "Oete.nse Der,artmcnt. ha.s reQuesLt.-d 
130 million from Congress tor PY '83 to 
bea-Ln p roducing chcmlcal weapons Ior the 
lirst time since 1969. Ooo says that new 
binary weapons are needed to replace a rBp• 
Idly deteriorating stockpile. 

<Sen. Gary Hart (D·Co1o.) 8J"ld Rep. Toby 
MoffctL (D-Conn.> tliWe countered DoD's re­
Q\lest by tntroducl.ng bUls that would pro­
hibit product.ion of t.he binary weapons. 

<The first test on the .Issue may come in 
mid-April, when the PY '83 DoD Buthorl7,a, 
t.lon blll 1.$ expected ti) reach the Senate 
floor.) 

<By Nell Roland) 
W.UJllNGTON.-As the Army's tcQucst for 

money to pl"Oduce new bfnary chemical 
weapons nears a. vote in Congress, the Army 
•nd lt8 crttlcs are in fundamental d.l.sagree­
meni over the most basic question of a11: 
h09.' weu wm the new weapons. work? 

That is, if they should be employed In 
combat. would the tnunltton$ that launch 
them Ure rell11-bly? And once tired, would 
the two chemical components of the nerve 
a.gent mtx properly and ettectlvety klll 
enemy soldien? 

In exist.ln.8 chemtcaJ weapon$. the toxic 
agent already la mixed. But in binary '1i'eap, 
ons, the chemical componcnl.s a.re in sepa­
rate ca.nJsters and are mixed only alter the 
weapon h113 been launched. 

DoD wants to produce two btna..ry We&J)• 
ons-a 155mm artillery .shell containing 08 
nerve agent to replace Lhe ex.isl.in& 155mm 
proJt.'Ctilc£, which defense ottlclals say wUI 
deteriorate In 10 years, and B Blgeye bomb 
rilled with VS nerve aacnt. a.n advanc.c.mcnt. 
over Lhc weteye bomb In the existing stock• 
pile. 

But questions over the perfotma.nce of 
these pn>J)osed we.tpons m11,y raise the semd· 
tJve tssue ot open-air testing. 

The Army .sa.ys the new btn_ary weapons 
can be tested safely without firing live mu• 
nit-tons tn the open air. In.stead. Lhe Army 
has conducted laboratory tests ot scaled• 

down binary weapons, in which the compo, 
nents tonned deadly ncr\'c agent-, and has 
field tired munitions filled With ha.rm.Jess 
stlrnulant.s In plaoc of the binary compo• 
nents. 

But civilian critics argue that unleM 
bt.na.ry wea))ons actually are tested in the 
open a.tr, the Army can' t be sure that they 
will work properly If used In combat, 

Without opcn-aJr t.csUng, said Saul Hor­
mats, Conner director 6! development at the 
Army Chemical Systems Laboratories, 
a.bout 20 percent to 30 ptrccnt of the projec­
tiles and $0 percent ot the Navy's proposed 
Bte:e.yc bombs would be duds. In contraat, he 
estimates t-ha.t JeS$ than one percent ot the 
exist-Ing weapona would fall to fl.re. The ex­
istfna weapons,. produced between 1942 and 
1969, were tleld tested wllh live agent& 
rather than simulants. 

"There's a terrlble. enormous risk wUh 
.almulants:• sayR Rormata. "$1.tnuiants Will 
teU you U1at the chcm.Icala mix, but they 
won•t tell you the temperature, Lhe pcrcc.•nl,­
a.ae oonvertc.-d to agent or the ettecUveness 
of the mix-." 

The Army sharph• disputes Hormats· est.I~ 
mates ot the dud rate or both the current 
and proposed wear,or:i.s.. 

With Sltnulant t.cstlntr. said Col, Bobby 
Robinson, " the number ot (binary) duds 
would be so miniscule that l couldn't put a 
nurnber on ft." 

Robinson, the Deputy Director ot the 
Army's NUCiear and Chemlcal Directorate, 
added thBt more than 20 percent ot the ex~ 
lstlna weap,o.ru. would prove to be duds it 
they had to be used now. largely M a result 
or deterioration of the munitfons. 

While the Army's ot!lciat position is that 
open-aJr testing of chemtcal weapons ls un­
neee$$8J'"y, one \'Crsion of a speech by the 
Chief ot Staff, Oen. £<Sward c. Meyer. su.s­
gcsts opc.n-alr testing might be preferred. by 
the Army IeadershJp, 

Meyer spoke at the U.S. Naval Academy 
at Anna.polls, Md., Oct. 21, 1980. After hi.$ 
address, the Anny provided a. t.ra.nscript to 
the American Defense Preparedness Asso, 
cfa.tlon. In t.hat. transcript, published by 
ADPA, Meyer fs quoted M saying: 

"We atso need public support of the CW 
program and open-air testJ.na of <chem1cal) 
rn.unJtloru.. This is very criticBl if we are 
going to catch up <With the soviets>." 

But 18 months later the Army produced a 
different verston ot Meyer'$ speech in whlch 
there is no mention of open-air testing. 

Thus. While It i£ not clear which version of 
the speech Meyer 1LCtuaUy presented, the 
Army'.& p0stUon is that Meyer did not-say 
the Army favors open,alr testing. 

The Army concedes that simulation is 
aomewha.t Je.ss reliable than open.aJ.r tesuna 
with li\'e nerve a.gents, but It maintains that 
the difference Js too small to Justify rt-su.mJ>­
tion of open-air te~ting. 

In 1968, the no;GdC ot an aerial spray tank 
carrying VX nerve as:ent maJtunctloned. 
during an open-air test at Dugway Proving 
Ground. Utah. Within the next seve.raJ 
days. some 6000 sheep grazing 2'1 miles awa.y 
were found dead.. No caust.o..a.nd-cftcct. rela­
tionship wa.s proved, but the episode st-lrred. 
widespread opposition to such testing. 

A year later congress passed 1eats1at1on 
requiring the Army to ifet congt-esalonaJ ap­
proval for such tests. The Army has not ap. 
pJled tor approval slnce. 

In its binary de\'elopment program, t-he 
Army has used s..Ltn.u1Mts to fleld-t(~t more 
than 2'1$0 a.rttnery projectile., and has 
lcstcd about 350 projectiles in the laborato­
ry. 

TWO independent KTOUPS of .sclentlst-6 re· 
\tlewe<I and &J)J:>rO\'ed th~e tests, the Army 
saJd. But Army apokesmen would not re, 
lease a.ny informaUon about the scfentlst'J 
or their findings on t-he groun& ot see-urity. 

Binary munitions are simpler and Wer .to 
ship, the Army contends, thus adding to 
combat effectiveness. But some cMllan spe­
etatlsts argue that binBry munitions would 
c::ompUcatt. not slmpllfy, logistics. 

Because the binary would be shipped as 
two harmles.s canisters and a pro/eetlle, 
t~pon.at-lon would be more cf!icJent tha.n 
with exls.tfng weapons carrying Jive akent, 
the Anny says. No special equlprnent or 
safety precautions woUld be nc.-cdcd. and the 
Army could be more nexlble In sclcctins 
storage Sites a.long the way. 

Most important. says the Atmy, the 
155mm binary munition would weigh ress 
than the exlsttn.s: 155tnm munition. There­
fOre. more binarle.i. could be shtpp,ed. at one 
time. 

The most fmPOrtant Jogtsttcal ad.1.•ant.aa-e 
ot t,he binary, the Army originally said, v.•as 
its lighter weight. The Army inltiaJJy 
eJa.lmcd that the shipping weight of each 
binary proJeetlle woUld be 60 pounds-•0 
percent lighter than ttte exfstine: projectile, 
which wetahs 101 pounds. 

The Army'a MSertlon we..s. written on 
March 19. in response to requests made b)I 
several congresslonaJ committees that had 
met in March. 

"The weight ot the proJc.-ctile is crlt.1c:al tn 
understanding trnmn>ortatton require­
ments... me Army wrote. "The 155mm 
binary munition weighs apJ)roX.lmately 4.0 
percent less than its counterpart unitary 
munition. and as a OONeQutnce, a larger 
number of munltion.'i can be transported." 

Wl"len pressed by Atmy Times to break 
down its computations, however, the Anny 
revtsed lt6 estimate of t.he shipping weight 
of the binary to 107 poun&-:.1.x pcrecnt 
more than the weitrht of the existing proJec, 
tile. The Army saJd that Jt. had omiLted Ute 
weight of the t.wo canisters, the tuse and 
the packaging materia.l.$ ln its original calcu­
lations. 

"The guy who did these calculation.,; 
didn't have much time to do them." Sa.Id 
Robtnson. 

Robinaon a t tributed resp,onslblllW ror the 
ori8lnal estimate to Col. William Mourtel, 
who was chief ot the Army's Chemlca.J Nu­
clear, Biological and Chemical Defense Ofvt• 
slon before retlrl.ng at the end of March. 

Robinson added that more binary than 
unitary proJectues could still be fitted on a 
plane, despite their greater weight-, beca.use 
btnartes cou.16 00 stackt.-d. Sa!ety require­
mP.nts prevented existing proJectUes trott1 
being st..acked, he-sald. 

In addJtlon to the greater weight. the 
.shlpplng \1olume of the blnBry would be 
more th.An three tJ.mes as 18.Jlle as that of 
the extsting proJeetUe. aays Or. Matthew 
MeselSon. a J)rofcssor of biochemistry at 
HarvBrd University. This extra volume re­
sults primarily from the separation of the 
second ccmLster from the proJcctue. 

Finally. Meaelson discount,s t-he t-ranspor, 
tatlon advantae:cs that safc:.y would offer, 
arguing that the sateguarCIS developed by 
the Army Ior its current weBpons have 
proven eftectl\'e, 

Anot-her civilian speciall&t raises an addl• 
uonat concern-that. the Army may have 
trouble coordinating t,he shipment ot sepa. 
raLc parts to the combat zone. WHliam J. 
Weber, ex.chief of munitions and of envi­
ronmental technology at the Army Chem.I• 
cal Syst.cm.s Labs before retiring In 1980, 
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