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Abstract

This thesis reveals the level of British engagemetit, and debates over, controversial
and lethal nerve agent weapons during the firstethdlecades after the end of the
Second World War. At the very heart of these sedethates were fundamental
guestions over whether Britain should acquire nexyent weapons for potential first-
use against the Soviet Union, retain them purelytHeir deterrence value, or drive for
either unilateral or international chemical weapdisarmament. These considerations
and concerns over nerve agent weapons were notetinto low-level defence
committees, nor were they consigned to the penpbédefence policy, but featured
prominently at the highest levels of British govaent and defence planning.

From Prime Ministers to grass-roots activists, reagents proved a heated and
provocative subject which drew strong interventimasn across the political spectrum.
Even behind closed doors, debates over the rolgpkoe of nerve agent weapons was
far from harmonious, causing internal strife betwegvernment departments and
pitting the Services against each other. Centralhtse long-running and evolving
debates included often stark divisions between mbefeofficials and politicians,
disagreements over interpretations of chemical avarfdeterrence, the delicate
balancing of secrecy and publicity, the influendeAmglo-American relations, and

clashes between normative values and militarytyatili

From discovery to chemical weapons disarmamerd,tti@sis will examine the
British adaptation to, and handling of, the oppoitias and threats brought by the
nerve agent age. This thesis will place the neryentdebate within the broader
framework of British politics and defence policytime Cold War, and it will shed new
light on the extent, nature and development ofi8ripolicy towards lethal nerve agent

weapons.
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Introduction: The British Nerve Agent Debate

Since their discovery by German scientists in 8805 and 1940s, lethal nerve agents
have added a new and controversial dimension tgptitential of chemical warfare
(CW). Nerve agents, often odourless and colourlass,capable, in small doses, of
killing within 1-15 minutes of exposure, eitherdhgh inhalation or absorption through
the skin or the eyesTheir very effectiveness and lethality give themimsidious and
even terrifying quality. The legacy and impact of their discovery is it to this day,
and the names of these organophosphorus compoesaisate strongly with UsThe
mere mention of sarin or VX triggers recollectimfsrecent reports of assassinations,
the stockpiling of these CW agents by nations siscNorth Korea, and civilians falling
victim to this gruesome form of warfare in civil B4 By studying the roots and
history of the nerve agents, we can further undacsand draw valuable lessons from
the drivers and risks of weapons proliferation, ithle of deterrence, and the struggles

and motivations involved in achieving successful aommitted disarmament.

This thesis will provide an original contributiony bassessing the unique and
controversial British experience. It will analydeettrials and tribulations of British
politicians and defence officials when it came tmsiderations of lethal nerve agent
weapons, and it will further develop our understagdand comprehension of the

motivations, constraints and development of politya highly sensitive area. At the

! Frederick Sidell and Jonathan Borak, ‘Chemical fafar Agents: Il. Nerve Agents’Annals of
Emergency Medicinel992, 21:7, pp.865-871; L. Szinicz, ‘History dfetnical and biological warfare
agents’, Toxicology 2005, 214, pp,173-174; R. Everett Langfolatroduction to Weapons of Mass
Destruction: Radiological, Chemical and Biologig&loboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, 2004) pp.227;
Frederick Sidell et. al., ‘Nerve Agents’, Chap.nMedical Aspects of Chemical Warfaffealls Church,
VA: Office of the Surgeon General, 2008) pp.155-1837. It should also be noted that there are many
variations of nerve agents, with the section heimarily referring to tabun, sarin and soman.

2 For further details on the nerve agents, seeaduRerry RobinsonThe Rise of CB Weapons
(Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1971) pp.84-85; Edvd M. Spiers,Chemical Weaponry: A
Continuing Challengeg(London: Macmillan, 1989) pp.5-7. Also, see Chapteand the section on
discovery.

% While having strong links to contemporary secusitydies and world events, chemical warfare also ha
a very long history. For further details, see theellent and highly informative: Adrienne May@reek
Fire, Poison Arrows & Scorpion Bombs: Biological carChemical Warfare in the Ancient World
(London: Overlook Duckworth, 2003). Also see: A.viz@n, ‘Hannibal and Chemical Warfar&he
Classical Journagl1967, 63:3, pp.117-125.

* For examples, see: Kareem Shaheen, “Almost 1K@ in chemical weapons attacks” in Syri@ihe
Guardian 11 March 2016BBC News ‘Kim Jong-nam: VX dose was “high and lethal”, E&bruary
2017; Martin Evans, ‘Sergei Skripal: The “spy witle Louis Vuitton bag” allegedly poisoned during
quiet retirement in SalisburyThe Telegraph5 March 2018; Cristina Varriale, ‘North Korea'shér
Weapons of Mass Destructio®rms Control Today2018, 48:7, pp.6-10.
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very crux of this tumultuous British experience lagrvasive, long-running and
discordant debates over acquisition, deterrence @isdrmament; during which
conflicted politicians and defence officials attaetpto adapt to the nerve agent age.
These same officials struggled to balance argunwm@sthe military requirements and
justifications for acquiring nerve agent weapongaiast all the negative political,
economic, normative and occasionally military aspexf this contentious avenue of
weapons development. These divisive discussiongdatailed deliberations raged for
over three decades. The British nerve agent debetev the ire, support and
interventions of Prime Ministers, it attracted sevpublic and political opposition, and

it pitted the Services and government departmegamat each other.

This debate and controversy over the nerve ageapoves was triggered from 1945,
after the uncovering of the German wartime develapnof nerve agents. The legacy
of this discovery led to British CW policy repedtedscillating from one extreme, that
of nerve agent acquisition, to the other, thatesfunciation and abandonmérthis
thesis is therefore not a linear history, for neagent weapons did not simply slowly
drift away after they were discovered; they lingereemained and often resurfaced at
the very highest levels of British politics and e®fe policy in the Cold War.
Throughout the course of these nerve agent delatdsjespite taking different guises
and forms, one principal question remained a caoitistid the perception of the Soviet
threat, deterrence requirements and the militaitigyudf nerve agent weapons warrant
the political, economic and normative costs broughbut by their acquisition and
development? Throughout the controversies, clashes and shifemjor political and
military support for nerve agent acquisition andsexproduction, this balancing of the
scales represented the pivot on which British aersitions of nerve agent weapons
rested. These long-running debates continued fer thirty years, until the scales
finally irrevocably tipped under the weight of diseament talks, normative values and
political and public pressures in 1976. This was ylear in which the approach of

® For details on the nerve agent discovery, seeatian B. TuckerWar of Nerves: Chemical Warfare
from World War | to Al-QaedéNew York, NY: Pantheon Books, 2006) pp.64-10Z; S#hmidt Secret
Science: A Century of Poison Warfare and Human Expats(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015)
p.158; Charlie Hall, ‘British Exploitation of GermaScience and Technology from War to Post-War,
1943-1948’, PhD diss., University of Kent, 2017132. For further details also see chapter 1 and the
section on discovery.

® This thesis will take normative factors to incluttee ‘taboo’ nature of chemical weapons, legal
restrictions, and the broader laws of war, in patér the 1925 Geneva Protocol. As found in: Susan
Martin, ‘Norms, Military Utility, and the Use/Nonse of Weapons: The Case of Anti-plant and Irritant
Agents in the Vietham WarJournal of Strategic Studie2016, 39:3, p.325.
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British defence officials towards nerve agent weempalramatically shifted and

solidified, away from acquisition and towards disament.

The main aim of this thesis is to determine themixof political engagement with the
nerve agent weapons, the military rationale, mati@ed constraints involved in nerve
agent acquisition, and ultimately, to assess how Hatain ventured down this

controversial path. It will reveal the secret inmarkings and debates in Britain over
the nerve agent question, and it will seek to uecakre complex interlinking facets of
secrecy, publicity and disarmament. Arising frons timesis will be a clear reappraisal
of our understanding of British engagement andviiets in this contentious area
through the exploration of five key themes. Theselude political and military

support; secrecy and publicity; CW deterrence; Anginerican cooperation; and the
clash of arguments over normative values and myjlitdility. These themes will be

used to shed new and revelatory light on this afuariea of British defence policy. This
thesis will use these supporting aims and themesgoe that in Britain the nerve agent
guestion formed an important component of the agrakent of Cold War defence
policy, that CW policy was often confusing, divisiand contradictory, and that in the
end, despite strong arguments and perceived militacessity, normative, economic
and political barriers proved too high to overcoimethe advocates of acquisition and

production.

The scope of the thesis
In terms of the focus and range of this thesis, lEass has been placed on the nerve
agents as the bedrock of CW deterrence, the famat pf fears regarding the Soviet
CW threat, the centre of the CW arms race, anddpie of sustained discussion of
their actual use as a weapon of war. While the samuld have been broadened out to
include CW policy as a whole, involving incapadiigtagents and defensive measures,
this would have diluted the level of analysis ahd tlepth of argumentation. Such
dilution would detract from the unique nature of British nerve agent experience and

" For details on this end point, and its importarsee: The UK National Archives [herein abbreviated
TNA], DEFE 4/282, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of 8t&@ommittee, 2 March 1976, Confidential Annex;
TNA, DEFE 13/1056, ‘Draft Chemical Weapons Conventi A. P. Hockaday to PS/Secretary of State,
3 August 1976; TNA, DEFE 13/1056, ‘Draft Chemicabkfare Convention’, Chief of the Defence Staff
to the Secretary of State for Defence, 5 Augus619NA, DEFE 4/282, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of
Staff Committee, 5 August 1976. In addition, furtldetailed evidence for this end point has been
provided in chapter 6 of this thesis.
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diminish the benefits of an in-depth study. Whilecapacitating agents are a
particularly important area of research, considenatof nerve agent acquisition often
took place in isolation from incapacitating agemtgh the two following very different
paths and with both areas holding distinct expegsrand lessoffsThis is not to say
this thesis will neglect these significant areasaatimes, as with biological warfare
(BW), other aspects of Chemical and Biological Vaeef (CBW) policy profoundly
impacts the nerve agent debate; it is simply toteaythe main focus of this thesis will
be on the nerve agents.

In assessing the British nerve agent debate, tiheapy focus will be on senior actors
and agencies in the political and defence estahksit. These leading actors, including
Prime Ministers, Cabinet Defence Committee members Service Chiefs, allow for
an accurate examination of the extent and roleeofenagents in British defence policy.
It is also at this higher level of policy formulati where the major decisions were
taken, and where the policy-changing debates cedfifNaturally, this thesis will also
include and assess how various high-level defermantttees and officials were
guided and informed, which has necessitated exgdhe influence and roles of mid-
level advisory committees and experts. This anglisialso not purely limited to the
viewpoint of these government officials. In ordergrovide a holistic account of the
nerve agent debate, the impacts of negative ptpligrass-roots movements and
political opposition will be explored, as well agarnational influences in the form of
tripartite cooperation, détente, NATO, and the Ushould also be noted here that this
thesis has focused on the political and militagyeass of the nerve agent debate, rather
than the specific accounts of human experiment$ wWere conducted or of the
experiences of scientists working in the Britishogrammes? The thesis has

incorporated technical developments, advancemamdssaientific observations as a

8 valuable accounts in these fields include, butrarelimited to: Brian BalmerSecrecy and Science: A
Historical Sociology of Biological and Chemical Vieme (Farnham, Surrey: Ashgate, 2012); Alex
Spelling, “Driven to Tears”: Britain, CS Tear Gas)d the Geneva Protocol, 1969-19T&plomacy &
Statecraft 2016, 27:4, pp.701-725; Alex Mankoo and Brian pap Chemical Bodies: The Techno-
Politics of Control(London: Rowman & Littlefield International, 2018)

° Naturally a core part of this is also the polieggmmendations and guidance provided to more senior
politicians by defence officials and Governmentaidis.

1 This is not to say this avenue of research wilhbglected, only that the focus will be on the -
military aspect of nerve agent weapons.
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significant contributory part to much broader nawes on military utility, defence

policy and political consideratiors.

With any thesis, an appreciation of scale is alseded. To adequately address such a
complex and multi-faceted area of defence polidegree of depth is required, which
is all the more critical given the necessary chlogical breadth of this thesis. British
discovery of nerve agent advancement in 1945 iataral starting point, and the year
of 1976 represents a decisive shift and a cruaralrig point in the long-running nerve
agent debate. Studying a narrower timeframe wadal only a partial segment of the
British nerve agent experience, which although wisafhd insightful, is not the aim or
purpose of this thesis. This thesis is an assedsaiethe origins, development and
eventual decline of British considerations of létharve agent weapons, and it has
strived to ascertain just why Britain took suchumusual approach to the nerve agent

guestion.

Key themes
In addressing the core arguments of this thesis, Key themes have been identified.
These themes are central to the British nerve adgdmdte, and they form the very heart
of the thesis; they also significantly contributedur understanding of British CBW
policy and further emphasise the importance ofareseng it. These themes include the
level of political and military support for nervgent weapons; the divisive issue of
publicity and secrecy; concepts and interpretatioh$CW deterrence; the role and
influence of Anglo-American cooperation; and nornvet values clashing with
arguments over military utility. In the nerve aget#bate, these core themes are
embodied to varying degrees throughout the engreo@ and in all six chapters, which
flow chronologically from 1945 to 1976.

The first theme, at the very centre of this thasign assessment of the extent to which
the controversial CW field, and more specificalie tlethal nerve agents, featured in

1 At the lower levels and when it came to the genehaction and the finer details of CW policy
scientists did exert a large influence, but in ®whthe more senior political and military consatens

this facet is but one of the many avenues and drivevolved in the entirety of policy formulatiomhis

is not to say it will be excluded, but it will ben@mpassed into a broader causal analysis. Some
particular exceptions come in the form of scieatddvisors such as Sir Solly Zuckerman, who atgime
exerted considerable influence over policy, as veall scientific advisory committees. In addition,
detailed considerations of scientists would noectiy align with the core aims of this thesis, whis
primarily to assess and determine the levels and@af political and military engagement.
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British politics and defence policy. By investigagi this aspect of British defence
policy, this thesis has sought to reveal the degre®ritish military support and
political engagement with lethal and controversiatve agent weapons. This level of
military support for nerve agent weapons is botipssing and an overlooked facet of
British defence policy. The military importance aathed to possessing nerve agent
weapons reveals just how strong military suppors foa these weapons, as well as the
remarkable extent to which defence officials weiirnyg to go in acquiring them, with
issues over first-use, economic constraints andiqadl aversion all tackled head-on.
Acquisition, development and deterrence thus atuiee prominently, and in tandem
with political and public pressures, they rendenedve agent policy a fraught affair.
Political and Prime Ministerial involvement in tnerve agent debate also makes this
thesis a fascinating case study in terms of Brifightics. Successive Prime Ministers,
irrespective of party loyalties, took drasticalliferent stances over the controversial
nerve agent debate, with some fully embracing tlessiproduction of nerve agent

weapons, and others attempting to sideline and&tine field entirely.

The second theme of this thesis is the nexus ofigilypand secrecy. The uneasy
relationship between the two reveals surprisingtrealictions, and analysing this
dimension of British policy can provide further sificant insights into their effects,
limitations and consequences. The ramificationssefrecy and publicity, and of
politicians and defence officials attempting to xs®me form of control over the flow
of information, holds many key insights for histors of British politics, military
historians and even contemporary practitionerss Tineme of the thesis is also highly
complementary, as it builds upon existing literatuvhich focuses on secrecy and
science, such as by Brian Balmer and Ulf Schiffidy specifically studying the
British nerve agent debate, we can further our epation of political entanglement,
the tactical government deployment of public infation, and the often negative
impacts resulting from strict secrecy, as wellresperceived reasons for it.

Chemical warfare deterrence, itself an underexdl@aea and one which is heavily
impacted by secrecy and publicity, is the third angheme of this thesis. In both
contemporary and historical assessments focusemated to be placed on the much

12 Brian Balmer, Britain and Biological Warfare: Expert Advice andci€ce Policy 1935-65
(Hampshire: Palgrave, 2001); Schmiggcret Sciencep.1-672. These sources will be further discussed
in the literature review section.
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larger field of nuclear deterrence, yet this figatihas led to valuable alternative
avenues of research being overlooked. One suchimaéisgd area is British CW

deterrence, which provides a fascinating and agdifmizarrely contradictory account;
but it is also one which features prominently intiBh defence policy. It holds valuable
lessons and insights. Investigating the long hystdrCW deterrence, and specifically
CW deterrence in the Cold War, can also furthettrdaute to our understanding of the
evolution of British nuclear deterrence thinkingladefence policy formulation. In this

endeavour to reveal the significant impact of CWedence within and on British

defence policy, this thesis will assess what thegeed purpose and rationale of CW
deterrence was, and it will reveal exactly why &sasuch a controversial yet significant

area of British defence policy.

The fourth significant theme of this thesis is dhat no study of British CW policy
would be complete without: considerations and asigalpf international cooperation,
particularly that of Anglo-American and tripartit@ritain, the United States and
Canada) collaboration. While the remarkable le¥élrmglo-American cooperation is to
an extent recognised in the existing literaturés thesis will add more depth, colour
and evidence to the striking levels of collabomati@and it will further reveal the
opportunities, limits and hindrances brought alimuit. As while the opportunities and
benefits are often cited, in reality Anglo-Americanoperation was not always a
smooth ride; it was strained with tensions, frusires, and miscommunications.
Evidence and arguments in this thesis will therefoold significant insights for those
interested in British defence policy, Anglo-Amenchistorians, and those interested in
alliance networks and cooperation in extremely isiersareas:> This thesis will
analyse the influence, evolution and impact of Amglo-American partnership, and
determine the level of British dependence and metaon the United States for CW

deterrence, retaliation and research.

Overlapping and intertwining with considerations ofternational cooperation,

deterrence and secrecy is the fifth major themehisf thesis, that of the divides and

131t should also be noted here that while NATO \glature, emphasis will be placed on bilateral and
tripartite ties, for these close relations exedadore considerable direct influence on Britishvaeagent
policy than did the NATO framework. This does notaél NATO being neglected, rather that the focus
will be on the core drivers and influencers of meagent policy and considerations. Occasionally thi
was in fact through NATO, however on the whole teital and trilateral relations were far more
prevalent, particularly in the early Cold War. Faruseful account on CW and NATO, see: John
Hemsley,The Soviet Biochemical Threat to NATI@ndon: The Macmillan Press, 1987).
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confrontations resulting from arguments over miitatility and normative values.
These clashes were often stark and unyielding. Alietence officials, politicians and
foreign office officials all represented differefaicets of the debate at different times.
Normative based considerations and internal oppasiithin government formed a
core part of the checks and balances in place vilteime to considerations of the first-
use of nerve agent weapons and their acquisitibis formative-military divide over
nerve agent weapons, and the study of it, can ielpetter understand the reasons for
weapons proliferation and non-proliferatifiThe British nerve agent debate is a prime
exemplar of this divide and a valuable avenue séaech, for at its heart is a debate
and disagreement over the legal, moral, internatiand political consequences vis-a-
vis military requirements, deterrence and percegtiof the Soviet threat. Reflective of
the latter point regarding the perceived Soviegedhra sub-section of this theme will
also be an assessment of the value and contribaotimrelligence to the formulation of

deterrence and defence policy.

Considerations of the importance of the nerve agémtBritish defence policy, the
impact of secrecy and publicity, the role of CW aistnce, Anglo-American
cooperation, and the normative and military utibtgsh will thus form the very core of
this thesis. These five major themes, presenttgingadegrees throughout all chapters,
are integral to our considerations of Britain’s veelagent experience and the heated
debates which occurred within British defence poli¢his thesis will further our
understanding of how far Britain’s controversialrtihg with this lethal and
controversial form of warfare went, it will hold lable insights into British attempts
to control publicity, and it will reveal new evidem on the dynamics of Anglo-
American relations and the unique nature of thdidBrinerve agent experience. The
five key themes of this thesis are also not separatlisparate themes, but overlapping
and interlinking. As such, while they have beentidigished here, throughout the
thesis they will be blended, as they are intringicanked and have a substantial

bearing upon each other.

Analysing the causality and developments of BritisRrve agent policy is a
complicated affair, yet it is an area which exigtiterature does not give due credence

14 Studying the divide will also partially build updusan Martin's excellent work, and this thesid wil
provide further insights and historical case steid@ those in International Relations who analged
draw lessons from the debates between normativeesahnd military utility. See: Martin, ‘Norms,
Military Utility, and the Use/Non-use of Weapongf.321-364.
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to, or adequately address. The major themes of tthesis, in addition to their
importance and value in their own right, will alsddress a substantial and serious gap

in our present conceptions of British defence polic

Literature review
In order to place this thesis within the existinigrature, three broad categories of work
have been identified. The first analyses histooieBritish foreign and defence policy,
the second examines closely related nuclear wedpstwies and the third places this
thesis within the disparate yet growing CBW fielcthroughout this literature review,
the contribution of this thesis will become incieaty evident, as it addresses a
considerable gap in our knowledge and understandingritish defence policy and

provides a new aspect to CBW history.

An integral part of this thesis is its placementhivi broader narratives of Cold War
history, as well as those dealing with British igreand defence policy. Overviews of
the Cold War, such as Odd Arne Westatle Cold War John Lewis GaddisCold
War, and Gordon Barras§he Great Cold Warform the contextual background for
much of the analysis in the chapté&tsThese accounts form a key part in breaking
down Britain’s Cold War experience, as only by agating the changing Cold War
environment can the shifts and debates within Britdefence policy be fully
comprehended.

Accounts of British foreign and defence policy ine tpost-war years form an essential
contextual background within which to situate theiti8h nerve agent debate.
Exemplars of this avenue of study, which both ilimate and challenge our
understandings of British foreign and defence palicthe Cold War, come in the form
of John Young'sBritain and the World David ReynoldsBritannia Overruled John
Baylis’ British Defence Policyand David French’sArmy, Empire, and Cold WAP

15 John Lewis GaddisThe Cold War(London: Allen Lane, 2005); Gordon S. BarraBse Great Cold
War: a journey through the hall of mirrofStanford, CA: Stanford Security Studies, 200QidG\rne
Westad,The Cold War: A World HistorgUK: Allen Lane, 2017). Also see: John W. You@pld War
Europe 1945-89: A political historff. ondon: Edward Arnold, 1991).

16 John BaylisBritish Defence Policy: Striking the Right Balar{®éew York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan,
1989);John W. YoungBritain and the world in the twentieth centuflyondon: Arnold, 1997); David
Reynolds, Britannia Overruled: British policy and world powen the twentieth centuryHarlow:
Pearson Education, 2000); David Fren8hmy, Empire, & Cold War: The British Army and Ny
Policy, 1945-1971(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012). Other rertely useful accounts are:
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Extensive and detailed research has also been ctudon the all-important dimension
of Anglo-American relations, with John Dumbrells Special RelationshjpJohn
Baylis’ Anglo-American relationand C. J. Bartlett’sThe Special Relationship’ This
thesis will further develop and contribute to théseader narratives by analysing the
British nerve agent debate, its impact on Britighiedce policy and Anglo-American
relations. Addressing the significant nerve agawcef of British foreign and defence
policy will also allow for a re-evaluation of theture of Anglo-American cooperation
in a highly controversial area, and facilitate aappreciation of British political and

military motives, intent and activities in the Caiar.

Studies of British foreign and defence policy ofn@ore focused nature, either
chronologically or by theme, are also of use fds tthesis, but they are similarly
lacking in their appreciation of the role and imjpoce of CBW, and more precisely,
the nerve agent development. In these accountsBiiish nerve agent experience
receives either marginal or no coverag®lore focused histories include works on the
outbreak of the Cold War, such as by Michael Ddkkdulian Lewis and Charlie

Hall.'® For the British experience during the later Coldi\insightful accounts can be
found in Thomas Robb’A strained partnershipas well as in Alex Spelling’'s

revisionist and extremely useful articles on Edwatelath and Harold Wilsoff. A

Michael Dockrill, British Defence since 194@xford: Basil Blackwell, 1988); Saki DockrilBritain's
retreat from east of Suez: the choice between Eumpd the world, 1945-1968New York, NY:
Palgrave, 2002). Another useful account emphasistogomic aspects can also be found with: Geoffrey
Fry, The Politics of Decline: An Interpretation of Bsti Politics from the 1940s to the 1970s
(Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).

17.C. J. Bartlett;The Special Relationship": A Political History Ahglo-American Relations since 1945
(London: Longman, 1992); John Bayli&nglo-American Relations since 1939: The Enduritigace
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1997hinJBumbrell, A special relationship: Anglo-
American relations from the Cold War to Irgbgloundmills, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006
Baylis has published extensively in this area, sjpatly for Anglo-American cooperation and defence
see: John BaylisAnglo-American defence relations 1939-1984: thecigperelationship (London:
Macmillan, 1984).

18 Reference here is to broader accounts of Britefarite policy, not accounts specifically on Biotagi
Warfare and defence policy, which will be explotatgr in the literature review.

19 Michael Dockrill and John W. YoundBritish foreign policy, 1945-5@Basingstoke: Macmillan,
1989); Julian LewisChanging Direction: British Military Planning for &st-war Strategic Defence,
1942-1947(London: Frank Cass, 2003); Hall, ‘British Expltibn of German Science’, pp.1-292.

2 Alex Spelling, ‘Edward Heath and Anglo—Americanl@®®ns 1970-1974: A Reappraisdliplomacy

& Statecraft 2009, 20:4, pp.638-658; Alex Spelling, “A Reptisa for Parsimony to Uphold”: Harold
Wilson, Richard Nixon and the Re-Valued “Specialdfenship” 1969—-1970'Contemporary British
History, 2013, 27:2, pp.1-22; Thomas Rolbstrained partnership? United States-UK relationghe
era of détente, 1969-7fManchester. Manchester University Press, 200fther useful accounts,
particularly on the Labour Party, include: John Woung, The Labour governments 1964-70,
International policy (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2008gnJCallaghan,The Labour
Party and Foreign Policy: A historfl.ondon: Routledge, 2007); Rhiannon VickeFge Labour Party
and the World: Labour’s Foreign Policy since 1984danchester: Manchester University Press, 2011).
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central component of these more focused accountds that of biographies and
autobiographies covering British leaders and notdwoindividuals. This includes
valuable books on the character and influence oh digures as Solly Zuckerman,
Denis Healey, Anthony Eden, Harold Macmillan anddth Wilson?! These histories
of the Cold War, and Britain’s course and leadeitiiw it, will be harnessed to further
understand the British nerve agent debate. As littader histories of the Cold War
and the British experience, these accounts havevemwended to underscore broader
trends and policy, which, while extremely useful iistorians of British defence policy

has come at the cost of missing valuable caseestudi

This current deficit in the published historiesBiitish defence policy is even further
accentuated by the fact that if these accounts tefeveapons of mass destruction at
all, they tend to confine themselves to the dontgeaand role of nuclear weapons.
Histories of British nuclear weapons, though, anorerspecifically those concerning
deterrence and policy, are of considerable usaisothesis. In this closely related yet
separate field, substantial and numerous studige baen conducted. Amongst the
most notable contributions are works by John Bawli®, in addition to writing on
broader British defence policy, focuses on nucigeapons history ilAmbiguity and
Deterrence” Other valuable accounts of British nuclear weapus®ry can be found
with Margaret Gowing’s two volumes on British nuenehistory, Peter Hennessy’s
Cabinets and the Bomban Clark and Nicholas Wheelershe British Origins of
Nuclear Strategy and Matthew Jones’ official histories of the Biit nuclear

deterrent® The latter is of particular use as it meticulouglffects internal government

2 For Solly Zuckerman, see: Solly ZuckermBmpm Apes to Warlords: The autobiography (1904-1946
of Solly ZuckermaiiLondon: Hamish Hamilton, 1978); Solly Zuckermafonkeys, Men, and Missiles:
An autobiography 1946-8@8 ondon: W.W. Norton & Company, 1988); John Peyt8ally Zuckerman:
A Scientist out of the Ordinaijzondon: John Murray, 2002). For Denis Healey; &nis HealeyThe
Time of My Life(London: Michael Joseph, 1989). For Anthony Edese:sRobert Rhodes James,
Anthony EderfNew York, NY: McGraw-Hill, 1986).

22 John Baylis,Ambiguity and Deterrence: British Nuclear Strate§945-1964(Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1995).

% Margaret GowingJndependence and Deterrence: Britain and Atomicrgynel945-52, Volume 1:
Policy Making(London: Palgrave Macmillan, 1974); Margaret Gayyilndependence and Deterrence:
Britain and Atomic Energy 1945-52, Volume 2: Poliexecution(London: Palgrave Macmillan, 1974);
lan Clark and Nicholas Wheeldrhe British Origins of Nuclear Strategy 194855 (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1989); Peter HennesSgbinets and the Bom(®xford: Oxford University Press, 2007); Matthew
Jones,The Official History of the UK Strategic Nuclear tBeence, Volume I: From the V-Bomber Era
to the Arrival of Polaris, 1945-196@ ondon: Routledge, 2017); Matthew Jongke Official History of
the UK Strategic Nuclear Deterrence, Volume |lI: Tlaour Government and the Polaris Programme,
1964-197Q(London: Routledge, 2017).

This is of course but a brief synthesis of the ahbla literature on the subject, additional notetwprt
summaries of the British experience in the Cold Wan be found with: Peter Hennes$yie Secret
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debates over issues of deterrence, containing gamadlels to the British nerve agent
debate. Predictably in these accounts of nuclesdory, while having some crossovers
in terms of approaches, individuals and concepattins of deterrence within the
framework of defence policy, their focus largelyckxes other forms of weapons of
mass destructioff. This focus is understandable given the aims of shadies
mentioned, but is a further sign of the marginaikisaof an important area of British

defence policy.

Surprisingly, with only a few exceptions, thererénarkably little overlap between
historians of British nuclear weapons history aniigh CBW history?® This nuclear
fixation has led to the neglect and underappremiatif the importance of the British
nerve agent debate, as well as the ramificatiom®lds for Britain in the Cold War.
Exploration of the British nerve agent experienoatains many insights for experts in
nuclear weapons history, and just as nuclear nestdrave aided this thesis, so to can
this thesis aid nuclear historians in further ustierding government policy and
approaches towards controversial weapons and alieerforms of deterrence.

Branching out from both British nuclear history a@Bwitish foreign and defence policy
history is also growing literature on the history British intelligence?® This

burgeoning field provides useful ancillary matefiai this thesis, particularly when it
comes to framing the Soviet threat and when asspdiitish perceptions of Soviet
aggression and intent. One key text in this regaMichael Goodman’s official history
of the Joint Intelligence Committee, which providasuseful account of British

State: Whitehall and the Cold Wétondon: Penguin Books, 2003); Matthew Grant (e@ihe British
Way in Cold Warfare: Intelligence, Diplomacy ane tBomb, 1945-1978 ondon: Continuum Books,
2009).

% There have been some considerations of CW detsrrdrowever these tend to focus on non-use
during the Second World War, or they focus on dpediates or are accounts written at the time (for
example some of Matthew Meselson’s work addreseesepts of CW deterrence in the 1980s.) For
considerations of wartime CW non-use, see: JefikeyL.ego, Cooperation under Fire: Anglo-German
Restraint During World War I{London: Cornell University Press, 1995).

% Balmer touches upon the impact of nuclear detegesn BW policy for example, but select few
accounts consider deterrence and WMDs as a wholethe BW overlap and some examples, see:
Balmer,Britain and Biological Warfargpp.1, 11, 55, 58, 62-66, 85-87, 113, 135, 176.

% This coverage of intelligence histories has bedremely briefly surmised, with a select few sosrce
shown here as key examples. Other accounts, alssepfinclude Huw DylarDefence Intelligence and
the Cold War: Britain's Joint Intelligence Burea945-1964(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014)
and Richard Aldrich and Rory Cormathe Black Door: Spies, Secret Intelligence andigritPrime
Ministers (London: William Collins, 2016). Also of particulaise for scientific intelligence is: Paul
Maddrell, Spying on Science: Western Intelligence in Divi@ermany 1945-19610xford: Oxford
University Press, 2006).
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perceptions of the Soviet threat in the early Gifar?>’ Another intelligence history of
direct use can be found with Mark WilkinsonBefore Intelligence Failedwhich
explores British CBW intelligence from the mid-@té 1970s up until the 2003 Iraq
War?® Although useful in conceptualising the connectidmesween intelligence and
foreign policy, the focus on the end of the ColdrVaad the build-up to the Irag War
leads to the exclusion of important history. Ashsuzrucial coverage of the formative
years of British nerve agent policy in the 1950d 4860s is absent, which this thesis
will address. When it comes to policy-making andigyoformulation, intelligence
studies as a whole, while aiding in scrutinisingfiBn perceptions of the Soviet threat,
is also but one part of a much larger processlliggace and perceptions of the Soviet
threat will therefore be used as a contributory assential thread in a much broader
analysis of the British nerve agent debate.

Dedicated intelligence histories are not the omlyrees to address perceptions of the
Soviet CBW threat and extremely informative acceuntthis regard can also be found
in CBW histories. Included in these CBW historiesoverage of specific themes, such
as the history of human experimentation, the impafttsecrecy and science,
disarmament, and arms control measures. These @freasearch include major works
by Brian Balmer, Edward Spiers, UIf Schmidt, Suséeartin, and John Walker. Due

to there being multiple approaches to CBW histtng section of the literature review
will first consider those works most closely alighéo this thesis, then analyse
international accounts of CBW, and end with consitiens of alternative approaches

and themes in CBW history.

%" Michael S. GoodmariThe Official History of the Joint Intelligence Coittee, Volume I: From the
Approach of the Second World War to the Suez Cflsimdon: Routledge, 2014). Another very
informative and illuminating account is also: Mieh&. GoodmanSpying on the Nuclear Bear: Anglo-
American Intelligence and the Soviet Bof8tanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2007).

2 Mark Wilkinson, Before Intelligence Failed: British Secret Inteligce on Chemical and Biological
Weapons in the Soviet Union, South Africa and Lithyandon: C. Hurst & Co., 2018). A thorough and
detailed account of the Soviet BW programme cao bésfound with: Milton Leitenberg and Raymond
Zilinskas, with Jens KuhnThe Soviet Biological Weapons Program: A Hist¢Gambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2012).

Unfortunately, as of yet it seems that an equivatas not been written for CW in English. In aduiti
other accounts also focus on Soviet BW, see: AnthBRimmington, Stalin’s Secret Weapon: The
Origins of Soviet Biological Warfarg.ondon: Hurst & Company, 2018).

29 Full accounts, further emphasis and referencekbeilprovided as the literature review progresses
(listing all their major works here in one footnateuld be impractical). In addition, consideratiwill
also be given to other substantial contributorshes CBW field, such as Jeanne Guillemin, Matthew
Meselson and Julian Perry Robinson.
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In the CBW field, Brian Balmer has written severavealing and extensively
researched accounts of the British experiefiddis contribution to CBW history is
exemplified byBritain and Biological Warfargewhich traces the origins, development
and decline of British BW policy between 1930 ar@$3>! By revealing the parallel
yet separate history of British BW policy, Balmeoyides valuable interpretations and
insights relevant to British CW policy, particubaiin relation to policy formulation,
scientific policy and the impact of secrecy. Whid®/ and BW histories do at times
overlap, as will be seen in the thesis, in Britthe two followed two very distinct
paths. The two fields both hold important, but safea lessons. Of more direct
relevance to this thesis, Balmer has also publigtredhsightful article on British CW
policy in the 1960s, ‘Keeping Nothing Secr&This thesis will seek to build upon this
article, and benefitting from recently releasedhaal sources, it will deepen and
broaden the analysis of British CW policy from 194itil the crucial year of 1976.
This expanded chronological range will complemeatnier's work in the CW field,
and facilitate a more thorough understanding ofahelution and development of the

British nerve agent debate.

Other accounts exploring the history of British QWlicy can be found in Gradon
Carter’s histories of Porton Down, Kim ColemaA#istory of Chemical Warfareand

Robert Harris’ and Jeremy PaxmaisHigher Form of Killing®® These accounts have
contributed to our awareness of what British CWigpolwas and where it was

conducted. Ultimately, though, they fail to explay British CW policy followed a

% |n addition to the works mentioned in the maintitesee also Jon Agar and Brian Balmer, 'British
Scientists and the Cold War: The Defence ReseastibyPFCommittee and Information Networks, 1947-
1963, Historical Studies in the Physical and Biologicatiéhces 1998, 28:2, pp. 209-252; Brian
Balmer, ‘A Secret Formula, A Rogue Patent and Rukliowledge About Nerve Gas: Secrecy as a
Spatial-Epistemic Tool'Social Studies of Scienc2006, 36:5, pp. 691-722; Brian Balmer, ‘Keeping
Nothing Secret: United Kingdom Chemical Warfarei®oln the 1960s’Journal of Strategic Studies
2010, 33:6, pp.871-893; Balmedecrecy and Sciencpp.1-182. The latter source is also of great use
when framing the secrecy/publicity divide in Biiti€EBW policy.

31 Balmer,Britain and Biological Warfargpp.1-258.

32 Balmer, ‘Keeping Nothing Secret’, pp.871-893.

% Robert Harris and Jeremy PaxmanHigher Form of Killing: The Secret of Gas and &eWarfare
(London: Chatto & Windus, 1982); Gradon B. CartBgrton Down: 75 Years of Chemical and
Biological Researci{London: HMSO, 1992); Gradon B. Cart&hemical and Biological Defence at
Porton Down 1916-2000London: The Stationary Office, 2000). Also seetd? Hammond and Gradon
Carter,From Biological Warfare to Healthcare: Porton DowtQ40-2000(Hampshire: Palgrave, 2002);
Kim Coleman,A History of Chemical Warfar@Hampshire: Palgrave, 2005). Similarly, N. J. Mo@ay
Secret History of Chemical Warfa®arnsley: Pen & Sword Military, 2006), could albe placed
within this category. As while informative, it iarlgely descriptive and does not make extensiveofise
archival sources, nor does it break down the caysal motivations involved in the post-war period
substantial detail.
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particular path, and limited sources availablehat time of writing somewhat hinders
their attempts to do so. As with accounts of Bmitfereign and defence policy, the
breadth of these studies has also come at a cubtthay focus more on what policy
was, rather than why particular decisions were nak&hile extremely useful for
contextual and background information, these mosscudptive histories leave
unanswered the questions over why British polidjofeed the path it did and what

caused it to do so.

Of substantial use for this thesis are the numebmaks and articles on CBW history
by Edward Spiers, which explore international tend CBW proliferation, CBW
policy and other major themes in the CBW field. rifigant works by Spiers include
Chemical Warfarge Chemical Weaponryand A History of Chemical and Biological
Weapons* In A History of Chemical and Biological WeaporBpiers provides an
informative and analytical study of the main tremdsCBW, ranging from the First
World War to recent terrorist-related incidefitdn Chemical Warfareand Chemical
Weaponry assessments of the prevalent trends in the CM/dire of significant use in
identifying the key themes and their importancéhim British experience. This includes
Spiers’ writings on CW deterrence, the role of cleainweapons and the emergence of
chemical weapons disarmaméhtWithout this framework and these revealing
histories, an accurate and informed study of thigjuen British nerve agent debate
would have been immensely difficult. This thesidl vherefore further fill in the
picture when it comes to these essential domesticirgernational trends and themes,
and it will place the British experience within theoader international framework. In
addition, new insights into British nerve agentedietnce, disarmament and policy will
provide a rich source of material and expand arhece our awareness of the critical

debates and motivations involved in the evolutib@/ policy.

While other significant works in the CBW field ralecentral trends and key themes,

they do not directly account for or analyse in ddtse unique British nerve agent

3 Edward M. Spiers, ‘Bargaining with BinarieNATO Review1984, 32:5, pp.20-25; Edward M.
Spiers, ‘The Geneva protocol: Tested and found iwwghtJournal of Strategic Studied985, 8:3,
pp.327-338; Edward M. Spier&Chemical Warfare(London: Macmillan, 1986); Spierszhemical
Weaponry pp.1-218; Edward M. Spier&)/eapons of Mass Destruction: Prospects for Praifien
(London: Macmillan Press, 2000); Edward M. SpieiGas disarmament in the 1920s: Hopes
confounded’,Journal of Strategic Studie006, 29:2, pp.281-300; Edward M. SpieAsHistory of
Chemical and Biological Weapofisondon: Reaktion Books, 2010).

% Spiers A History of Chemical and Biological Weapopg.1-224.

% Spiers,Chemical Warfargpp.1-277; Spiers;hemical Weaponrnypp.1-218.
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experience. A core component of this aspect ofliteeature, which this thesis will
further develop, is our understanding of tripartit®peration and the nature of relations
between Britain, the United States and Canada.aéduaccounts along these lines can
be found with John Bryden'®eadly Allies Gradon Carter and Graham Pearson’s
article on tripartite CBW collaboration and, mostpiortantly for this thesis, Jonathan
Tucker'sWar of Nerves’ Bryden traces the development of tripartite coapen and
the role of Canada from 1937-1947; however thisi$ogecessarily omits coverage on
the crucial years of the nerve agent debates iendef policy thinking, and the
remarkable process of trilateral collaboration thas to emerge in the 195Ys.
Similarly, Carter and Pearson’s article is predantty a summary of tripartite
meetings, which while useful, does not assesstaildehy close relations developed or
the consequences of thémOf these sources, TuckeNdar of Nerveds of the most
direct relevance in regards to the British nervenagdebate, as it considerably
improves our comprehension and appreciation of HOW history and tripartite
cooperation in the Cold WA?. Tucker’'s broad historical assessment of the United
States CW programme, despite spanning almost argemontains impressive details
and causal analysis and it recognises the broa@sdds in, and domestic and
international pressures on, CW policy formulatiowhile his approaches and
interpretations are of significant value in framithgs thesis, Tucker mostly leaves the
history of the British nerve agent experience upéal one-half of Anglo-American

cooperation and policy is thus left unaccountedfor

Alongside Tucker's history are other extremely adlie accounts on CW policy, which
focus on specific themes and aspects of CBW histéayuable works in this regard
include Susan Martin’s ‘Norms, Military Utility, ahthe Use/Non-use of Weapons’ and

analytical and illuminating assessments by Jeanm#ée@in, Matthew Meselson and

37 John BrydenDeadly Allies: Canada’s Secret War 1937-19F@ronto: McClelland & Stewart, 1989):
Gradon Carter and Graham S. Pearson, ‘North Atdatitiemical and Biological Research Collaboration:
1916-1995' Journal of Strategic Studie4996, 19:1, pp.74-103; Tucka&lNar of NervesAnother core
contribution to this tripartite field is UIf Schntid Secret Sciengdut this will be referred to later in the
literature review. Another extremely useful accoimnthe PhD thesis: William Curtis Fredericks, ‘The
Evolution of Post-World War Il United States Cheatigvarfare Policy’, PhD diss., Oxford University,
1988. Fredericks accounts for the development@fthited States CW programme from the early Cold
War until Nixon.

3 Bryden,Deadly Allies pp.1-314,

39 Carter and Pearson, ‘North Atlantic Chemical aimldgjical Research Collaboration’, pp.74-103.

% Tucker,War of Nervespp.1.496.

“L While Tucker does make references to the UK thhoug the focus of his book means that there is no
concerted effort to focus on the development, diaysa consequences of British policy.
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Julian Perry Robinsoff. Martin’s assessment of the constraints, divergatibnales
and clashes between normative values and militaliyyurom an IR perspective is a
particularly refreshing and perceptive article vhispans disciplinary dividés. In
breaking down the normative and military utilitygaments over the use of anti-plant
and irritant agents by United States forces in Naet, Martin reveals the internal
struggles and motivations for military and politi@ngagement in the CBW fiefd.
Similar debates are present in the British nenanaigxperience, and as such this thesis
will provide analysis that can further inform oyspaeciation and comprehension of
this crucial aspect of policy formulation. This siewill benefit from the plethora of
views in the CBW field, while adding its contribomi to our understanding of the
causal factors, drivers and restraints involveW policy formulation and weapons
proliferation.

Additional accounts which explore essential thenme8ritish CBW history include
those focused more exclusively on disarmament, ethaddressing controversial
avenues such as human experimentation, and thpéarieg alternative forms of use,
such as riot-control and incapacitating agentschemical and biological weapons
disarmament, John Walkeritain and Disarmamengxplores British activities in the
field between 1956 and 1975This thesis will place chemical weapons disarmamen
within the much longer narrative of the British veeragent debate, and it will also

“2 For a sample of Matthew Meselson’s and JulianyPBwbinson’s contributions, see: Julian Perry
Robinson, ‘Chemical arms control and the assinafatbf chemical weaponsinternational Journal
1981, 36:3, pp.515-534; Julian Perry Robinson, t@ical weapons and Europeurvival 1982, 24:1,
pp.9-18; Matthew Meselson and Julian Perry RobinSeimemical Warfare and Chemical Disarmament’,
Scientific American1980, 242:4, pp.38-47; Matthew Meselson, ‘The Mgt Chemical Superweapons’,
The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists991, 47:3, pp.12-15. For Susan Martin, see: iMatNorms,
Military Utility, and the Use/Non-use of Weapongp.321-364. Jeanne Guillemin has predominantly
focused on BW histories, but these accounts ho&fulverlaps and lessons for approaching CW
history as well. For example, see: Jeanne GuilleBiological weapons: from the invention of state-
sponsored programs to contemporary bioterrori®ew York, NY: Columbia University Press, 2004).

3 Martin, ‘Norms, Military Utility, and the Use/Nonse of Weapons’, pp.321-364.

“* 1bid. Another useful source, which focuses on deahwarfare as a whole rather than specifically th
British experience, is: Richard PricEhe Chemical Weapons Tabfandon: Cornell University Press,
2007). Price explores in detail the evolution afg @version to, chemical weapons. His consideratidn
genealogical developments of contingency and momrobrium are particularly applicable and
insightful for understanding the British experience

%5 John R. WalkerBritain and Disarmament: The UK and Nuclear, Bidkmj and Chemical Weapons
Arms Control and Programmes 1956-19{sarnham, Surrey: Ashgate, 2012). There are alhero
detailed accounts of chemical weapons disarmangeptime example is: Valerie Adam&hemical
Warfare and Chemical Disarmament: Beyond GethserfBasingstoke: Macmillan, 1989). In addition,
see the following account: Nicholas A. Sinisternational Organization for Chemical Disarmament
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987). Also, ajpthese themes of disarmament and the perceived
roles of chemical weapons, see: Jessica Stern, ¢ohtrol of chemical weapons: A strategic analysis’
PhD diss., Harvard University, 1992, pp.1-376.
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expand upon the Foreign Office focus of Walker'skvim explore and account for the
military and political rationale for accepting emgent chemical weapons disarmament
talks in the 1970s. Other valuable sources cortinguo our appreciation of the British
CW experience are Ulf Schmidt'Secret SciengceRob Evans'Gassed and Alex
Mankoo’s, Brian Rappert's and Alex Spelling’s worka CS ga&® These sources
increase our awareness of British CW policy, argythotably include the political
angle as well as that of public perceptions. Gither alternative focus and emphases,
none of these accounts directly address in détaiséenior levels of British nerve agent
policy formulation, nor fully account for the senipolitical and military debates over

nerve agent acquisition, deterrence and disarmament

Taking the above works into consideration, a sigaift gap is therefore present in our
understanding of how nerve agent weapons figureBritish defence policy, and a
surprising scarcity of material addresses senidrsBractivities in this area. Historians
of British defence and foreign policy have overledka substantial and valuable
subject, and this has left unanswered importanstipres over the British nerve agent
experience. And, histories of nuclear weapons Havgely ignored the important
lessons which the CW field can offer, with the reagent debate holding considerable
importance and ramifications. While some influenéiecounts in the CBW field have
attempted to remedy this deficiency, thus far fery complete, coherent, or dedicated
studies of the origins and development of Britighrvie agent policy exist. Current
CBW literature is to a degree a disparate fiel&éapracross the multiple dimensions of
CBW history, such as on international trends, peddtion, disarmament, human
experimentation and incapacitating agents. As suttile ancillary and useful, these
histories do not in themselves explain or reveal filll development of the British
nerve agent debate during the Cold War; it is sigmificant aperture in the literature

which this thesis will attempt to fill.

6 Rob EvansGassed: British Chemical Warfare Experimentationntdms at Porton DowifLondon:
House of Stratus, 2000); Schmifecret Sciencgp.1-672; Spelling, “Driven to Tears”, pp.702%5,
Mankoo and RapperChemical Bodiespp.1-226. Other useful accounts are: Daniel Fgak&lobal
Civil Society and Biological and Chemical Weapor@hap. 5 inGlobal Civil Society 200§Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2003) pp.87-117. Schmidisrk is also particularly insightful in its
assessment of secrecy and British human experiti@amia CW policy. The book largely focuses on the
roles of scientists, military researchers and huteahsubjects, and as such, this thesis shoulddea
highly useful and complementary account of the nser@or levels of British policy formulation.
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Methodology and structure
In seeking to examine British involvement with remgent weapons, the role of CW
deterrence, the controversy and consequences ofécgedhe role of international
cooperation, and the clashes between normativeralitdry arguments, this thesis will
utilise many previously untapped archival souréeglysis informed by these sources
will provide the core of the thesis, with Britishiltary, diplomatic and political
motivations and drivers all examined in depth. Fribra UK National Archives, an
abundance of archival sources has facilitated a assessment of the involvement of
Prime Ministers and defence officials in CW policyhis exploration of the
engagement and role of Prime Ministers has beestlgraided by the release of files
from the PREM 11 seriéé.Alongside valuable PREM files, this thesis ha atsmde
extensive use of sources from the CAB and DEFE d$#eies, which will fuel a
recasting of our understanding of the senior lexawid dynamics of political and
military engagement with the nerve agent questiolmportantly, this thesis also
includes recently released archival material fréva 1970s, which has allowed for a
full appreciation of the decisive turning pointk§76°

The main accusation levied against a focus on gowent sources is that factors
outside of the traditional scope of political anefehce debates, or those simply that
went unrecorded, could be overlooked. To mitiggi®iresst the necessary prevalence of
government sources, a wide net has been cast irergag alternative insights and
material. When assessing normative factors andignfies which were not always

categorically stated or acknowledged, this thesis bBought to read beyond these

*7 Of particular use to this thesis has been the filem TNA, PREM 11/49, PREM 11/3099 (of great use
in assessing CW policy in the 1950s), PREM 11/3d6d PREM 11/3465.

“8 CAB files of particular use include CAB 131/21, BA31/80, CAB 131/81 and CAB 131/158 (for the
assessments of the Joint Intelligence Committee).the DEFE files, numerous sources have been
utilised, including sources from the important DEBEand 5 series in the 1970s, which include the
reports and minutes of meetings of the Chiefs affSEommittee (These sources are also a core thread
present throughout the entire thesis). Other kayces include DEFE 7/700, DEFE 7/2140, DEFE
10/265, DEFE 10/445, DEFE 10/446, DEFE 10/447 (el as many other files in the DEFE 10 series,
for the Defence Policy Research Committee, amohgre} which tend to include important reports and
minutes of meetings for mid-level defence comm#je&or Service interests, particularly for the Air
Ministry and the War Office, select files of uselide AIR 20/9440, AIR 8/1936, AIR 2/17792, WO
188/785, WO 32/20166, and the extremely usefus fite the 1960s and 1970s: WO 32/21760 and WO
32/21761. Blended throughout the thesis is a wadhee of archival sources from TNA, of which the
above if a sample of some of the most important.

9 Key sources for the 1970s can be found in DEFEQ®I, DEFE 13/1056, FCO 66/220, FCO 66/312,
FCO 66/391, and FCO 66/497. These FCO files alswige a key insight into the rise of chemical
weapons disarmament and the back and forth witendef officials over the formulation of the 1976
draft Chemical Weapons Convention.
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sources, and to not take them purely at face vdlueddition to the UK National
Archives, documents from the United States Natiohahives, the Harvard-Sussex
Programme Archive, the George Washington Univeiddsional Security Archive, the
Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archives and theuZzkerman Archive have all been
incorporated to further enhance and deepen thesisa Moreover, to take stock of
the influence of public and political opinion, sificant attention has also been paid to
press coverage, political memoirs, parliamentadyatkes and grass-roots activism; all
of which will enrich and broaden the analysis ia thesis*

In breaking down the complicated and convolutedatieb over British nerve agent
acquisition, deterrence and disarmament, the creaptdl follow a chronological

structure spanning from 1945 through to 1976. Tdrdral themes will be incorporated
and appear to varying degrees throughout the cfsa@e will broader events in British
policy and politics, for these often had a direopact and influence on CW policy
formulation. Each chapter will also start with aebrand broad overview of the Cold
War climate, helping to frame the perspectives efia politicians and defence

officials, as well as the currents of public opmio

In this thesis, the first chapter will explore tiematic starting point of nerve agent
discovery in 1945, and it will trace and analysevhidefence officials attempted to
grapple with the problematic nerve agent quesi@mpter one is therefore more of a
foundational chapter, which will account for milyaviews of nerve agent weapons,
and internal military competition for primacy inetmerve agent field. Following from

this, chapter two will assess one of the landmaflBritish post-war CW policy, with

*¥ The George Washington University National Secufitghive was a particularly valuable source of
information, with valuable boxes of primary souroaterial and archival sources on British and United
States CBW policy. The United States National Avekiaided in determining United States perceptions
of Britain, as well as shining a light on Unitedatgs attitudes towards British dependence and fialten
nerve agent deals. The Harvard Sussex Program rclias very useful in drawing together many
different CW sources, especially when it came toudeents and secondary sources currently not in
circulation. The Zuckerman Archive was of great fmeassessing the role and influence of Sir Solly
Zuckerman, and was extremely useful for the chapiarthe 1960s.

*L This thesis has utilised a wide-range of souraes ia has attempted to broaden out from purely
government sources, so as to provide a more coenplstory of the British nerve agent debate. Is thi
endeavour, Hansard has been used extensively &taiscpolitical opinion, as often parliamentary
questions either reflect public concerns, or tho$ehe politicians themselves, both of which are
important avenues for consideration. In additioawspapers have been used widely throughout the
thesis, including sources froffihe TimesThe Guardianand The Telegraphto name a select few.
Biographies and autobiographies have also beemedpto add further depth to the political debated
defence policy considerations (some of which haaenbreferred to in the literature review). Thissike
has also made use of personal accounts by CBWgtoote one key text for grass roots activism is:
Elizabeth SigmundRage Against the Dying: Campaign Against Chemigad &iological Warfare
(London: Pluto Press, 1980).
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the build-up to the all-important 1952 Global Stgt Paper, as well as its short-term
effects which garnered an about turn in the fosuae CW policy. This chapter will
also bring to the fore debates and clashes ovenatore values, military utility and
prospects for the first-use of chemical weapon® fftird chapter, spanning 1954-57,
will investigate the longer-term effects and legaythe about turn in CW policy. A
core part of this chapter will also be an examoratf the influence of Prime Minister

Anthony Eden on British CW policy.

Chapter four covers 1958-63, during which time iBnitCW policy was characterised
by growing support for greater interdependence Wl United States, a spate of
negative publicity, and, arguably most significgntthe Zuckerman effect. With Sir
Solly Zuckerman, as Chief Scientific Advisor at tivoD after 1960, exerting
considerable sway over the direction of CW poliayd ahe revival of nerve agent
weapons in British defence policy. Chapter fivedésand scrutinises the consequences
of renewed and reinvigorated support for nerve agaapons, and it addresses how
government officials handled a tide of negativelitly, as well as fears of chemical
weapons proliferation in the Third World. Spannitigg period from 1964-69, this
chapter brings to the fore controversial debatesr &AW deterrence, publicity and
secrecy. The sixth and final chapter of this thesigins with the growing influence of
détente from 1970 onwards, and it culminates with rise of disarmament talks and
the decisive year for CW policy of 1976. When, maily perspectives decisively
shifted, and the British nerve agent debate wabulisettled, with the oscillating and

tempestuous course taken since 1945 finally cortaras end.
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1. ‘A traqgic state of affairs’: The Nerve Agent Digovery and British Defence
Policy, 1945-1950

[A] statement he made that frightened me was thaicannot afford to
lag behind in bacteriological and chemical warfpreparations. It is a
tragic state of affairs that a British Socialisitesman should say that at
this time of day-

Rhys Davies MP, House of Commons, 26 July 1950.

Moving from wartime cooperation to outright hosyili relations between the United
States and the Soviet Union witnessed a rapid teadlg deterioration from the end of
the Second World War in 1945 to the outbreak ofkbecan War in 1950. This post-
war climate would see the clash of two great behlbksaoringing to the fore an
ideological confrontation which would span decades] at times bring the world to
the very brink of catastroplfeWhile the origins of the Cold War have been long
debated, for British defence officials it was cléarm an early stage that the Soviet
Union would be the principal threat to nationalwséyg. In March 1946, as if to mark a
crucial watershed, former Prime Minister Winstonu@inill stated during his famous
speech in Fulton, Missouri, that an iron curtair Hallen across Europe. Later that
year, members of the Foreign Office also sagelyne@rthat the Soviets were
practising ‘the most vicious power politics’ in guit of their goal$.In this early post-
war period, British foreign and defence policy whsing formulated under the
perceived threat of a large, ominous and seemigigiwing menace from the East, and
with the United States demobilizing it seemed I|&eviet power would have to be

countered without Washington’s active supgort.

From early 1947, however, there was an evident akithe United States increasingly
committed itself to the defence and reconstrucobriwWestern Europe. Signs of this

greater engagement in the emerging Cold War wexe seJanuary 1947 when Britain

! Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Defence’, Vol.478 636845467, 26 July 1950.

2 Westad;The Cold Warpp.1-3.

3 Baylis, Ambiguity and Deterrence.61; Young.Cold War Europep.3; Fry,The Politics of Decline
pp.4-6; Antonio Varsori, ‘Reflections on the Originf the Cold War’, Chap. 13 Reviewing the Cold
War: Approaches, Interpretations, Thedtyondon: Frank Cass, 2000) p.288.

“ Bartlett, The Special Relationship.24; GoodmarSpying on the Nuclear Begy.2.
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and the United States combined their zones of atoupin Germany, and in March
the Truman administration pledged substantial aiGteece and TurkeyThe bipolar
stand-off solidified by mid-1948, as the United t8sabegan to supply vital Marshall
Plan economic aid to Western Europe, and when Sde@éeler Joseph Stalin tested
President Truman's resolve in the Berlin Blockadsi<® In isolation, Britain had little
chance of holding the Soviet Union at bay, buthwitis more committed United
States, the Chiefs of Staff Committee (CoS) cowdditb basing British war plans on
keeping ‘the Russians in Europe as far to the aagiossible’. Coinciding with this
escalating and tense Cold War stand-off in Eurape, situation was also growing
increasingly unpredictable and uncertain in EastaAdNhere, after the defeat of
Nationalist forces in China, Mao Zedong proclainted formation of the People’s
Republic of China in October 1949, bolstering theteinational Communist
movement. Animated by the fallout over the so-called ‘los§'Ghina, US fears grew
over the world-wide expansion of Communism. Thesseof crisis was increased by
the Soviet explosion of an atomic bomb in Augus#d@nd was conveyed in the
national security document NSC-68, which, produaedApril 1950, called for a
wholesale programme of US rearman®m culminating point was reached with the
outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, an actimely perceived as instigated by
the Kremlin'! Britain, as a close ally of the United States asa key regional actor in
Asia, became heavily embroiled in the war, sendimysands of soldiers to fight.

For British defence officials, this tumultuous posir period was therefore bracketed
by the ending of one war and the beginning of agothit is in this emerging Cold

War, and in this extremely uncertain global envinemt, that the origins and
foundations of British CW policy were establishdthis chapter will first analyse the

discovery of nerve agents, and then it will thenogoto explore the evolving place of

® Hathaway Ambiguous Partnershjmpp.4-5; YoungCold War Europgpp.142-145; Barras§he Great
Cold War pp.51-53.

® Young,Britain and the Worldpp.154-156.

"TNA, CAB 131/6, ‘Defence Review’, Chiefs of St&fbmmittee, 14 September 1948.

8 French Army, Empire & Cold Wamp.28.

° Niu Jun, ‘The birth of the People’s Republic ofihand the Korean War’, Chap. 11Tihe Cold War,
Volume I: OrigingCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), .23

19 Melvyn Leffler, ‘The Emergence of an American giastrategy, 1945-1952’, Chap. 4 Tine Cold
War, Volume I: OrigingCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010) pi382

1 Bartlett, The Global Confligtpp.290-299.

12 John Callagharthe Labour Party and Foreign Policgp.186-187.

13 Reynolds,Britannia Overruled pp.172-173; Timothy Hoyt, ‘The United States ahd Cold War
Arms Race’, Chap. 6 idrms Races in International Politi¢g©xford: Oxford University Press, 2016)
pp.152-154.,
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nerve agent weapons in British defence policy, whialminated in crucial Cabinet

Defence Committee decisions in 1950.

Discovery

It is often easy, when considering WMDs in the indimée post-war period, to focus
almost exclusively on the impact of the atomic borvlet similarly to advances in
nuclear weapons, CW was also shaken by seismidagewents in the field. In April
1945, just weeks before the German surrender, sBritroops made a startling
discovery** When advancing through North-West Germany, theymbted upon
strangely-marked German shells outside LiibbétkEhese shells, alongside the
uncovering of advanced German CW research at Raubka, revealed a remarkable
development in the CW field: nerve agefftaVhile CW agents deployed in the First
World War would typically choke or blister and theise could be readily detected,
nerve agents were ten to fifty times more lethahtthese previous chemical weapons;
CW experts also possessed no effective way to wsafdiers of their use on the
battlefield’” Nerve agents are often odourless, colourless, latithl within 1-15
minutes of exposur®. As their name suggests, they affect the nervougesydy
disrupting the enzyme acetylcholinesterase, whidhibits the breakdown of the
neurotransmitter acetylcholifi@.This leads to a loss of control of muscles, inirigd
respiratory, and causes death by asphyxidfidthe nerve agents kill by entering the
body, not just through the eyes or respiratorytfriaat also through the skifi.Soldiers,
who had traditionally relied on gas masks for thmintection, were now potentially

vulnerable to this colossal upgrade in the CW threa

14 Spiers,Chemical Weaponrnpp.5-6; SchmidtSecret Science.158. For further details on the German
nerve agent development and the Allied and Sovseodery, see: Tuckewar of Nervespp.64-102.

5 Roy Sloan,The Tale of Tabun: Nazi Chemical Weapons in Nortieg/{Llanrwst, Wales: Gwasg
Carreg Gwalch, 1998) p.31; Charlie Hall, ‘Britiskioitation of German Science’, p.132.

18 For a detailed account of the development of Gar@@/ policy in build up to and during the Second
World War, see: Giinther W. Gellermaridgr Krieg, der nicht stattfand: Mdglichkeiten, Ubsgungen
und Entscheidungen der deutschen Obersten Fihrungverwendung chemischer Kampfstoffe im
Zweiten WeltkriegKoblenz: Bernard & Graefe Verlag, 1986) pp.38-212.

" Bryden,Deadly Allies p.196.

18 Robinson The Rise of CB Weapqnsp.84-85; Spier$;hemical Warfarep.147.

19 Caitriona McLeish and Brian Balmer, ‘Developmerittie V-Series Nerve Agents’, Chap. 19 in
Innovation, Dual Use, and Security: Managing theskRi of Emerging Biological and Chemical
TechnologiegCambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2012) pp.273-274.

2 Sidell and Borak, ‘Chemical Warfare Agents’, pfo&&r1.

2L Carter,Chemical and Biological Defencpp.68-70.
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Anglo-American experts soon appreciated that tleiven agent discovery heralded a
new age in the CW field, and this realisation teggg a further rush for German CW
spoils? In the closing stages of the European war, thésndtic unveiling of the next
generation of chemical weapons highlighted not ad, é&ut a new beginning for a
revitalised CW field. German researchers had umeoveéhree main nerve agents:
tabun, sarin and som&hWhile German scientists had discovered sarin antas too
late in the war for large-scale stockpiling, thisswnot the case for tabéhAs the
Allies soon discovered, by the end of the war Gewyrfaad produced over 10,500 tons
of tabun, nearly all of which had ended up in théigh and United States zones of

occupation®

Exactly why Germany did not use its significant adtage in CW capabilities is a
difficult and debated question. Whether it was ddwannflated perceptions of Allied
CW capabilities, Allied aerial superiority, CW rfdting into German military doctrine
or memories of the First World War, Germany ultietatdid not make operational use
of its nerve agent weapofisDuring the war, discouraging German use of CW alss

an active policy for Britai! This dissuading and deterring was a difficult endeir
for both British defence officials and the Primenidier, Winston Churchill. On the
one hand, if Britain did not publicly deter Germahyough its posture and with public
threats of retaliation, then it could have invit€§V attack through silence and the
absence of a deterrefit. However, on the other hand, if too many public
announcements and threats of retaliation were ntaelenan officials might have taken
the view that Britain was either frightened of C@/,releasing public statements as a
precursor for its imminent u$.As Churchill was advised, deterring CW during the

war entailed navigating this fine line, which byetbnd of the war appeared to have

2 EvansGassedp.111; SchmidiSecret Sciencg.176.

% There are variations of these and other discosgesiech as cyclosarin, but for simplicity and cehee

it has been limited to three: tabun, sarin and soma

24 Schmidt,Secret Sciencg.87.

% TNA, CAB 131/3, ‘Gas — Offensive Policy and Dispb®f German War Stocks’, Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 3 June 1946; SpierGhemical Warfare p.84; Hall, ‘British exploitation of German
Science’, pp.132-134.

% For further details, see: LegGooperation Under Firepp.144-216; BrownChemical Warfare: A
Study in Restraintpp.291-297.

27 Spiers A History ofChemical and Biological Weaparsp.59-60.

8 Britain and Churchill were not alone in makingdbehreats, Roosevelt and Hitler also made similar
remarks. See: Robinson, ‘Chemical arms contro518.

2 TNA, PREM 3/89, H. L. Ismay to Churchill, 24 Ma944.
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worked®® Crucially, many defence officials and politiciabglieved wartime CW
deterrence to have been a success story, with fpaprdness and the occasional
public warning seemingly successfully playing atpardeterring the German first-use
of chemical weapon¥.

In the early Cold War, this perceived success of @dérrence in the Second World
War had a lasting impact on how senior Britisha#fis viewed CW deterrence, when
deterring German CW use shifted to deterring Sa@@idtuse. An early indicator of this
legacy of the Second World War in defence planmag seen in the Tizard Report of
June 1945. Sir Henry Tizard, as scientific advisnrChurchill’'s wartime Coalition
Government, was tasked with chairing a committee réport on the future
developments in weapons and methods of ¥vam. his report, which was produced
before the nerve agent discovery was made, Tizeyded that CW research ‘must
continue as an insuranc®'In supporting this claim, the Tizard Report emied that

it was German fears of reprisals which had mitidaégainst their desire to use
chemical weapons during the WAr.

Elected in July 1945, Labour Prime Minister ClemaAtttee reinforced and supported
this line of thinking® With wartime experiences shaping his approach W C
deterrence, in November 1945, Attlee informed Barént that: ‘gas was banned
before the war of 1914-18, but it was used; andvehno doubt that if the Nazis had
thought it worth while they would have used gasimg® This was a rare intervention,
as on the whole secrecy shrouded the CW field atitigal and public scrutiny and

30 1bid. Churchill’s limited public statements on &in’s intent to use ‘gas warfare far and wide’ in
retaliation to any German CW use seemed to defefiioéals to have played a part in deterring German
use. For wartime examples s@éte Times‘Now is the Time to Strike’, 11 May 1942, p Baily Malil,
‘Gas: Churchill Warns Hitler’, 11 May 1942, p.1; ANPREM 3/89, H. L. Ismay to Churchill, 24 May
1944; Martin Gilbert,Winston S. Churchill, Vol. 7: Road to Victory 198945 (London: Heinemann
1986) p.353. Some of Churchill's threats were dtuaade to Germany on behalf of the Soviet Union
during the war.

31 For some later examples of this approach to dstes, see: TNA, DEFE 10/445, ‘1949 Report on
Chemical Warfare’, Joint Secretaries of the ChemMé&rfare Sub-Committee, 17 August 1949,
Attached note; Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Civitddee’, Vol.529, cc1832-914, 5 July 1954; TNA,
DEFE 7/700, Prime Minister’s Personal Minute to hiaister of Defence, 20 June 1956.

32 Michael Goodman, ‘British intelligence and the ®batomic bomb, 1945-1950)purnal of Strategic
Studies 2003, 26:2, p.122.

% TNA, CAB 80/94, ‘Future Development in Weapons aethods of War’, Sir Henry Tizard’s “Ad
Hoc” Committee, 16 June 1945.

* Ibid.

3 Alan Bullock, Ernest Bevin: Foreign Secreta(@xford: Oxford University Press, 1983) pp.3-4.

% Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Foreign Affairs’, 2avidmber 1945, Vol.416, cc601-714. This was
also just a month after he had granted initial epakr for British atomic energy research and
development, see: Joné# Strategic Deterrentvolume | p.13.
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discussions were extremely limited, with the pulbdiggely unaware of the substantial
nerve agent discovery. Indeed, Attlee only refete@oison gas, rather than to nerve
agents. Attlee also believed that the perceivedtanyl utility of chemical weapons
needed to be countered, which was best accomplifimedigh deterrence and the
ability to retaliate. When meeting President TruntaWashington that same month,
leaked reports claimed that the lesson Britain Atitke had taken from CW and the
Second World War was that:

The decision not to use gas in World War Il wasanatoral decision but
a military one, based on the premise that neithaligerent would
undertake its use as long as the other refraihed.

From Attlee’s perspective, the prevention of CWtedsupon the threat of retaliation
and the removal or reduction of the military benefiany enemy’s potential use, rather
than moral considerations or legal constraintdis views were undoubtedly shaped by
the harshness of the Second World War and by hiereence in Churchill’'s War
Cabinet, during which he had defended Britain’s (P&sture in the House of
Commons? Attlee might also have been influenced by theoastiof Churchill. During
the war, Churchill had taken an active interesCW policy, and he had proactively
sought to deter German first-use by threateningse chemical weapons in retaliation
and by ensuring that Britain possessed a creditfec@pability*® Both Churchill’s and
Attlee’s interpretations of deterring CW use througilitary means was also reflected
in the extremely limited parliamentary discussiav&r CW deterrence in the early
post-war period, with MPs observing that ‘the atoomb, like poison gas, may not be
used, because of the fear of reprisélsThe perceived success of CW deterrence,
through the threat of reprisals and preparednesstadiate, was thus also seen as a
source of hope for potential nuclear deterrencghénCW field, this interpretation of
CW deterrence and the resulting requirement fourarsce and a retaliatory capability

only increased in importance after the nerve adgestovery. With the game-changing

3" Felix Belair Jr., ‘Attlee Says Bomb Cannot Be BadinAsks A Strong UNOThe New York Time43
November 1945, p.1; Fredericks, ‘United States Gbainwarfare Policy’, pp.ll-4.

3 More evidence for this will be included later avith specific examples seen in the Cabinet Defence
Committee meetings of 1946 and 1950.

39 Attlee was also often responsible during the veardefending the Government's CW posture and
preparedness in the House of Commons. For exasgse Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Gas Warfare’,
24 February 1943, Vol.387, cc160-1.

0 The Daily Telegraph‘Premier's Poison Gas Warning to Hitler, 11 ME§42, p.1; SpiersChemical
Warfare p.88.

“! Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Defence Policy’, 4 8ak946, Vol420, cc39-146.
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nerve agent development, the stakes had risen. flattige and successful CW
retaliatory capability and deterrent now necessitathe acquisition of nerve agent
weapons. This up-to-date retaliatory capability \aishe more imperative given that
British officials knew they were not the only orteshave benefited from the significant

nerve agent developmefit.

Sweeping in from the east, towards the end of tle, Moviet forces had also
uncovered the starting German nerve agent devedapniThe discovery of nerve
agents in Germany led to something of a race betilee soon to be Cold War rivals,
as the United States, Britain and the Soviet Uratinattempted to extricate from
Germany as much information and materials as ples§ifhe invading armies located
and, where possible, seized German CW stocks, Isletdi production methods,
equipment and even personfieln this hunt for CW gains, one of the most subtiin
prizes for the Soviet CW programme was the disgowdra full-scale operational
German nerve agent plant at Dyhernfurth, which pextluced over 10,500 tons of
tabun during the wadr This facility, with German technical assistanceasw
deconstructed, moved and re-built in Soviet teryif In addition to the facility,
captured personnel, research findings, and CW st@iko gave the Soviet CW
programme a substantial bo85tor while the importance of CW research had been
noted by Soviet officials since the Russian CiviaMVwhen Western forces used
chemical weapons against the Red Army, the nenentadiscovery reinvigorated
interest and triggered a substantial Soviet negemiaprogrammé® This intense Soviet
interest in the nerve agents, originating from rthkeiowledge of German discoveries,
would go on to dominate British considerationshef Soviet CW threat throughout the
Cold War.

Despite this new nerve agent development and thmdamce of information and
sources from Germany, accurate intelligence om#tare and form of the Soviet CW

threat was hard to come by. While German wartintelligence provided British

“2 EvansGassedp.111; SchmidiSecret Sciencg.176.

“3 Hall, ‘British exploitation of German Science’, A82-134.

4 paul Maddrell, ‘Britain's Exploitation of Occupiégermany for Scientific and Technical Intelligence
on the Soviet Union’, PhD diss., University of Caidge, 1998, p.21; Schmi&ecret Sciencg.87.

5 TNA, CAB 80/94, ‘German Chemical Warfare Prepamasi, Inter-Service Committee on Chemical
Warfare, 16 June 1945.

“6 Robinson,The Rise of CB Weapqns.72; Maddrell,Britain’s Exploitation of Occupied Germahy
p.21.

“"Ibid., pp.21-23.

“*8 Tucker,War of Nervespp.106-108.
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planners with a limited window into Soviet wartin@®V training, delivery methods,
types of stocks and defensive measures, this was &xtent outdated after the nerve
agent discovery, which drastically moved the gosipofor intelligence officials
attempting to analyse the Soviet thr€abue to the nerve agent discovery occurring
towards the end of the war, much of the wartimelligience gathered by Germany and
by Britain on the Soviet CW programme was therefarer of limited use. This lack of
accurate intelligence was also compounded by inspredevels of Soviet security and
counterintelligence, which limited British intelegce to a ‘negligible’ amount of
information>® By early 1946 British officials were almost comlg reliant on the
minimal information on Soviet CW gains from Germangugh predictions and self-
mirroring. These hesitant assessments led to tleedst that by 1951 the Soviet Union
would be mass-producing tabun and that by 1956Singet Union would be mass-
producing the more lethal and complicated nerventsgsuch as sarin and sonfan.
Regardless of these difficulties in attaining imf@tion on the Soviet CW programme,
one thing was clear for the Joint Intelligence &dmmittee (JIC): in the near future
Britain would face a significant Soviet CW thredtieh was a direct result of the post-

war nerve agent discovery in Germany.

The nerve agent discovery, and perceived thre&oefet CW capabilities, would also
have a more immediate and short-term impact onsBriCW policy. In June 1945, the
Chiefs of Staff were strongly advised by the Ifd@rvice Committee on Chemical
Warfare to acquire the 10,500 tons of tabun fibedhbs from German3’ Even though

Soviet forces had captured the Dyhernfurth fagilibe majority of the German tabun
filled bombs had actually ended up in Allied possas. Keen British military support

9 TNA, CAB 81/143, ‘Technical Information Regardivyeapon Development in the USSR’, Joint
Scientific and Joint Technical Intelligence Comedis, 5 December 1946; Maddrell, ‘Britain’s
Exploitation of Occupied Germany’, pp.29-31.

0 TNA, CAB 81/132, ‘Survey of Chemical Warfare Idigénce’, Secretary of the Joint Intelligence
Committee, 21 March 1946, Annex; HaslaBugviet Intelligencep.147. A significant intelligence gain
came in the form of the ‘Hirsch Report’, which atlygh useful was soon outdated by the rapid
development of nerve agent weapons. For a sumnfidhg aeport, which was published much later, see:
The Harvard Sussex Program Archive, ‘Soviet BW &@W Preparations and Capabilities’, Col. Dr.
Walter Hirsch, 19 May 1951, pp. i-iv.

*L TNA, CAB 81/143, ‘Technical Information Regardivyeapon Development in the USSR’. Joint
Scientific and Joint Technical Intelligence Comests, 5 December 1946; Lew{Shanging Direction
p.282.

2 TNA, CAB 81/132, ‘Survey of Chemical Warfare Irdigénce’, Secretary of the Joint Intelligence
Committee, 21 March 1946, Annex.

* TNA, CAB 80/94, ‘Disposal of German Chemical WaeaStocks’, Inter-Service Committee on
Chemical Warfare, 16 June 1945; TNA, CAB 81/67 fabbive Gas Policy’, Inter-Service Committee on
Chemical Warfare, 20 March 1946.
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for the acquisition of this substantial nerve agespability was driven by three core
factors. Firstly, as supported by British intellige, even after German forces had
bombed their own tabun plant at Dyhernfurth, the/i&oUnion had still acquired
detailed information on nerve agent producfibiVith concerned perceptions of Soviet
intent, British planners thought it a sound tadtaecision to acquire as much material
and munitions from occupied Germany as possibleoig#ly, in addition to preparing
for any clash with a future adversary, British afiis were also wary of the ongoing
war in the Pacific, with concerns over possibleadegse use of chemical weapons in the
closing stages of the fighting.lf CW was initiated in the Pacific Theatre, thear®an
nerve agent stocks would provide a ‘useful andilflex capability with which to
retaliate®® United States officials also supported this stansethey recommended, just
weeks before the dropping of atomic bombs on Hirnahand Nagasaki, that German
tabun stocks should be shipped to the Far Eagtifssible use against Japan.

Although British defence officials emphasised theer for resources against the Soviet
Union and the potential use of the nerve agentkstagainst Japan, the third driving
factor for acquisition was a technical one, whigdtinto how and when the nerve
agent discovery could and would be used. If Britidficials wanted a temporary,
economic and short-term capability, then regardesdo whether this was for use
against Japan or to deter the Soviet Union, it @duhve to come from captured
German stock® This was due to the complexity and difficulty invetl in producing
nerve agents in bulk. It was estimated that Britaould be unable to produce nerve
agent weapons in less than 3-4 yeart was also recognised that tabun, while
extremely effective, was the lesser of the nenentgy The question that thus arose was
whether Britain should settle for this lesser nemagent when it had captured
information on how to produce more advanced negent such as sarin and soman.

This observation, however, actually further boostedargument for acquiring German

* TNA, CAB 80/94, ‘German Chemical Warfare Prepamasi, Inter-Service Committee on Chemical
Warfare, 16 June 1945; Maddredlpying on Scienc@.273.

%5 |t should also be noted here that British offisialere doubtful as to whether Japan actually knew o
the German nerve agent discovery, a suspicion whiahto prove correct.

* TNA, CAB 80/94, ‘Disposal of German Chemical WaefaStocks’, Inter-Service Committee on
Chemical Warfare, 16 June 1945.

> |bid.; Carter and Balmer, ‘Chemical and Biologidsarfare and Defence’, p.300; McCami&gcret
History of Chemical Warfarg.136.

% TNA, CAB 80/94, ‘Disposal of German Chemical WaeaStocks’, Inter-Service Committee on
Chemical Warfare, 16 June 1945.

%9 lbid.
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tabun stocks, as while more complex nerve ageksshrin and soman were desirable,
they would take longer to produce. If one of thesee advanced nerve agents were to
become the chosen CW agent, then Britain woultlre##d some form of temporary
nerve agent capability to fill the interim peri$tdGerman tabun stocks therefore not
only represented an economical and expedient reggat capability for Japan and the
nascent Cold War, but they also acted as a stoprgafjowing British scientists to

focus on producing and researching more advanae® agents like sarift.

Reflecting growing fears over the Soviet CW andvesnional threat, and in addition
to the tabun stocks, the Inter-Service Committee @nemical Warfare also
recommended in March 1946 that Britain retain astauitial quantity of wartime CW
stocks®® This precautionary measure further reveals thehasip and importance
attached to maintaining some form of stop-gap CWabdity and a credible CW
deterrent in the emerging Cold War. As despitesfehat existing chemical weapons,
such as those containing sulfur mustard or phosgeeee ‘outmoded’ by the nerve
agent development, their retention was still recemded®™ This was no small
endeavour, for by the end of the war Britain hadtlgpiled around 35,171 tons of sulfur
mustard, 6,744 tons of phosgene, and 1,383 totwthwr gases® If these substantial
figures are added to the acquisition of the 10808 of tabun from Germany, then at
the end of the Second World War Britain possessed 50,000 tons of CW agerfts.
Of this substantial amount, the CoS was advisectt@in enough sulfur mustard and
phosgene to maintain a significant ‘war reserveid do maintain around 30% of

Britain’s total wartime production capacity for Cegents?® This British war reserve

% TNA, CAB 80/94, ‘German Chemical Warfare Prepamasi, Inter-Service Committee on Chemical
Warfare, 16 June 1945. For while Germany had mesdgeed tabun, British officials observed that
Germany had only established a small pilot plants&rin, and that it had not moved on to the mass-
production of soman.

®L TNA, CAB 80/94, ‘Disposal of German Chemical WaeaStocks’, Inter-Service Committee on
Chemical Warfare, 16 June 1945; TNA, CAB 81/67 fabbive Gas Policy’, Inter-Service Committee on
Chemical Warfare, 20 March 1946.

®2 bid.

%3 bid.

% TNA, PREM 3/89, Norman Brook to Churchill, 6 Juft@45, Table C; Gradon Carter and Brian
Balmer, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfare and Defent945-90’, Chap. 11 i@old War Hot Science:
Applied Research in Britain's Defence Laboratorl®gl5-1990(Amsterdam: Harwood, 1999) p.295.

® This number was still in fact less than Germarcigides of chemical weapons at the end of the
Second World War, which was estimated to be araihd00 tons. Spier§hemical Warfargp.79.

% TNA, CAB 81/67, ‘Offensive Gas Policy’, Inter-Séze Committee on Chemical Warfare, 20 March
1946, Annex IV.
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came to 11,700 tons of sulfur mustard, 2,900 tdnghosgene, and all 10,500 tons of

tabun from occupied Germafy.

In June 1946, and in light of the emerging Souneeat, the substantial technological
advancement which the nerve agents representethameted for a stop-gap capability,
both the CoS and Attlee’'s Cabinet Defence Commitsgproved these major
proposal$? Britain would acquire German tabun stocks and taaima significant war

reserve. Attlee, as Prime Minister and Chair of @abinet Defence Committee, had in
effect again reiterated his commitment to detemetirough a viable retaliatory
capability, by approving the retention of wartintecks and the acquisition of lethal

nerve agent weapons from Germany.

This approval for the acquisition of a CW capapilivas to prove all the more
significant for the CoS, given that, as they pumifune 1946, ‘it is unlikely that atomic
or biological weapons will be available for our use a large scale for at least five
years and we must therefore rely on our existingpees in this period® The nerve

agent capability would therefore act as an esdestigp-gap WMD capability. The

importance of nerve agent weapons, however, atstcked beyond the confines of a
stop-gap capability. As even after nuclear weapand biological weapons were
developed, the CoS and the Defence Committee lypded that Britain should remain

in a position to wage chemical warfare from thersof hostilities’’°

Once Ministerial confirmation was given for the aisifion of German tabun stocks,
actually acquiring and moving 10,500 tons of tabwhich if including bomb casings
totalled around 18,000 tons, was found to be ny éast’* For in addition to the
immense problem of the sheer weight involved, thegis also the possibility of nerve
agent leakage in transit, fears of press discowary, the fact that over half the tabun
bombs were stored in the zone of Germany occupiedhb United States. Just

monitoring and looking after the already filled blmsnwould require the attention of 60

57 TNA, CAB 131/3, ‘Gas — Offensive Policy and Dispb®f German War Stocks’, Chiefs of Staff

Committee, 3 June 1946.

% |bid. Although the explicit confirmation and mimst from the Cabinet Defence Committee are not in
the CAB 131 files, later confirmation and referemaehis approval can be found in: TNA, DEFE 5/37,

‘Chemical and Biological Warfare’, Chairman of thefence Research Policy Committee, 6 March
1952, Annex.

% TNA, CAB 131/3, ‘Gas — Offensive Policy and Dispb®f German War Stocks’, Chiefs of Staff

Committee, 3 June 1946.

O bid.

T TNA, CAB 81/67, ‘Disposal of Stocks of German NerGases’, Inter-Service Committee on

Chemical Warfare, 19 February 1946.
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full-time personnel and storage at a special ditenaairfield in Llandwrog, Wale¥.

Due to the tabun being stored in German bombs,wivEre unsuitable for carriage on
RAF aircraft, British forces also lacked an effeetmeans of delivery. Notwithstanding
all these drawbacks, the nerve agents were stlineéel simply too valuable, with the
CoS believing that disposing of them would be ‘iogent’ and that their retention

would give Britain a ‘commanding lead in the field.

After negotiations with the United States, whosaezaontained around 5,700 tons of
tabun, Britain secured the vast majority of the ld/igrexisting nerve agent stocks from
occupied German$ Surprisingly the United States willingly acceptaistagreement,
but on the condition that they be allowed a selewt tabun bombs for trialS. A key
reason for this was that the United States ChenWaifare Service had its eye on
something far more substantial, the mass-produatiosarin. On both sides of the
Atlantic, sarin was emerging as the ideal CW adgenmass-production. Its perceived
military utility and slightly easier means of pradiwn compared to soman rendered it
the preferred optioff For the United States, the ability to retaliatéhwtheir growing
stockpile of atomic weapons, Britain being an idst@rage location for nerve agent
deployment in a European war, the fact that theyevable to secure sarin samples
from Germany, and concerns over the costs of sigppnd re-purposing the German
tabun bombs all played a part in this willingnesgive Britain thousands of tons of
lethal nerve agent weapons. As a result, from Gut@B46, 10,500 tons of the German

tabun filled bombs were shipped to Wales, in whas walled Operation Dism4.

While the Defence Committee and the CoS had sgcagiproved the acquisition of
German tabun bombs and the retention of wartimeksiathey also recognised that
both of these measures were only temporary sokitidncore part of the Defence

Committee’s 1946 policy centred not only on exigtstocks, but on planning for the

2 TNA, CAB 131/3, ‘Gas — Offensive Policy and Dispb®f German War Stocks’, Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 3 June 1946; McCaml&gcret History of Chemical Warfanep.136-137.

3 TNA, CAB 131/3, ‘Gas — Offensive Policy and Dispb®f German War Stocks’, Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 3 June 1946.

" Ibid.

S Tucker,War of Nervesp.92.

% |bid, pp.100-123. For later British considerationfssarin, see: TNA, DEFE 10/445, ‘Operational
Value of Nerve Gas’, Chemical Warfare Sub-CommjtigeNovember 1949.

" TNA, CAB 131/3, ‘Gas — Offensive Policy and Dispb®f German War Stocks’, Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 3 June 1946; Slodrhe Tale of Taburpp.38-43; TuckeMVar of Nervesp.93.
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future creation of a ‘new offensive policy’ basen merve agent® As such, the CoS
concluded that British research ‘must continue Witk object of discovering...further
major advances in chemical warfafé’Alongside the potentialities of mass-producing
and weaponising sarin and soman, British offichaisre therefore also hopeful of
discovering further developments in the CW fieldnlyYO once this had been
accomplished, whether through successfully masgyging known nerve agents such
as sarin, or though discovering a more lethal nexgent, would Britain begin the
production of nerve agent weapons and completefy ish CW policy to embrace the
new nerve agent age. After these new weapons hherebeen discovered or
developed, they would provide the foundation andrbek of Britain’s new offensive
CW policy for the Cold War.

In this research endeavour for new CW agents amutowed production techniques,
Britain was greatly aided by a remarkable leveiritditeral cooperation with the United
States and Canada. This level of collaboration hadn significantly shaped and
influenced by the wartime experiences of the thespective powers. During the war,
the United States, Canada and Britain had all cadpe extensively in CW research,
with each country having permanent representatineshe relevant research and
intelligence committees of the other tioln contrast to other areas of Anglo-
American defence cooperation, all parties contintlesl unusual level of collaboration
into the immediate post-war period, with their piegmes operating so ‘closely in step
as to be virtually integrated’. To cover as much ground as possible whilst avgidin
overlap, Britain, the United States and Canadaged to the division and allocation
of different aspects of nerve agent research. \8atth country taking different facets of
CW research sharing the research findings with dtfeer two countrie®’ These

practices greatly aided British CW policy. As inddtn to nullifying wasteful

duplication, it secured British access to cuttinigee CW research. In isolation,

8 TNA, CAB 131/3, ‘Gas — Offensive Policy and Dispb®f German War Stocks’, Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 3 June 1946.

 bid.

8 For examples, see: TNA, CAB 121/100, ‘United Statepresentative on Inter-Service Chemical
Warfare Committee’, Inter-Service Chemical Warf@emmittee, 27 May 1943; Carter & Pearson,
‘North Atlantic chemical and biological researchlaboration’, p.78.

8 Gowing, Independence and Deterrence, VqlpD4.

8 Carter and Pearson, ‘North Atlantic Chemical aimldgjical Research Collaboration’, pp.80, 83.

8 For example, see: TNA, DEFE 10/264, ‘Collaboratlmetween Great Britain, Canada and United
States’, Chemical Warfare Sub-Committee, 5 Aug@gt7] Annex | and Annex Il. Also see: Carter and
Pearson, ‘North Atlantic Chemical and Biologicals@arch Collaboration’, pp.74-103.
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British CW research, which was feeling the strainbooader post-war economic
cutbacks in defence, would have struggled to kese pvith significant developments

in the field®

Although there was an impressive and open flown@drmation and research findings
between the United States, Britain and Canada, wloame to public disclosures strict
secrecy was applied. Despite the substantial negeat find and its ramifications, in
Britain, public awareness of the nerve agent disgpwas minimal in the immediate
post-war period. Perhaps to an even greater délggeethe limited disclosures on post-
war nuclear weapons, CW was kept under tight cehgmrwith few rare exceptions
seeping out. One surprising early revelation hachesoon after the nerve agent
discovery in June 1945, withhe Timegeporting that Germany had produced a ‘new
gas in great quantity® Information was however extremely limited, andlditnention
was made of the nerve agents. This shroud of se@eaounding the nerve agent
discovery was again fleetingly pierced when sehlazi scientists were prosecuted at
Nuremberg, with horrific stories emerging of magdiAgs with gas and with human
experimentation in concentration canip&merging from this ongoing process was the
testimony and trial of Albert Speer, who, as walldisclosing a slightly more bizarre
story about his plan to kill Hitler by introducingoison gas into his Chancellery
ventilation system, revealed in his trial the Gemnghascovery of ‘two new terrible
poison gases’, that of tabun and s&firEither this remarkable revelation was

seemingly not fully picked up by the press, or adhee to secrecy prevailed, as one of

8 British liaison was not only exceptionally closéhithe United States and Canada, but relations wit
other Commonwealth countries also proved beneficiaBritish CW research. One area of particular
importance was that of scientific staff. Dr Rivedtchemist from South Africa, and two physiologists
from Australia proved useful contributions to thetiBh programme.

8 The Times‘Germany’s Secret Weapons’ 29 June 1945, p.5rSlthe Tale of Taburp.32. TheDaily
Telegraphalso released the story of the disposal of subataguantities of German gases, which also
referred to the ‘newest poison gas’. SPaily Telegraph ‘Sea Grave of Poison Gas’, 7 August 1945,
p.3. Also see the later referendére Times'German Poison Gas Plans’, 26 September 1947, p.3

% For examples and further information, s@&e Times ‘All Jews Destined For Gas Chambers’, 6
February 1946, p.3The Times‘Guilt Of German Leaders’, 30 August 1946, p.4adxi Baumslag,
Murderous Medicine: Nazi Doctors, Human Experimé&otg and TyphugLondon: Praeger, 2005)
pp.xxiii-xxix, 64; Hilary Earl, ‘Prosecuting genat# before the Genocide Convention: Raphael Lemkin
and the Nuremberg Trials, 1945-194%93urnal of Genocide Researck013, 15:3, pp.317-319; Jeanne
Guillemin, Hidden Atrocities: Japanese Germ Warfare and Anaeri©bstruction of Justice at the Tokyo
Trial (New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 2017).5®54. For a thorough and highly
informative account of the Doctor’s Trial, mediedhics and the Nuremberg trials of scientists, Eif:
Schmidt, Justice at Nuremberg: Leo Alexander and the Nazct@s' Trial (Hampshire: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2004) pp.1-297.

8 The Times'Speer’s Strange Story’, 21 June 1946, fide Times‘Frank Evidence by Speer’, 22 June
1946, p.4;Daily Telegraph ‘Speer’s Plan to Gas Hitler in his Chancellerd’ December 1946, p.4;
Borkin, The Crime and Punishment of 1.G. Farberl33.
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the first public confirmations of the nerve agemcdvery garnered little traction or
public attention. In Britain, these early post-waars were characterised by intense
levels of secrecy, with extremely limited infornmati on the nerve agent discovery
making it into the public domaif.

An emerging role

Throughout 1947, demand and military support faveeagent weapons continued to
grow, with a clear role for them slowly emergingdasonsolidating. In May 1947, the
Defence Research Policy Sub-Committee (DRPC) pexdiaccore set of guidelines for
CW policy, in which the committee further emphadiske role of, and strengthened
the requirement for, British nerve agent weaptns. its findings, the DRPC argued
that Britain needed chemical weapons in the Cold,Wich could prove of ‘great
tactical use®® With this requirement, and as a result of the demity of nerve agent
production, the DRPC recommended that Britain befs domestic production of
nerve agents. Although initially envisaged on a lkmsaale, this was thought a
necessary pre-cursor to mass-productiofhe DRPC also alarmingly noted that
British forces had no effective means of detectimg nerve agents, and as such CW

defensive measures, including methods of detectiere assigned a high priorit§.

In this formative period, and drawing from theirrtu@me experience, British officials
increasingly appreciated that a core part of prengror mitigating Soviet CW use was
through CW deterrence. This legacy of wartime CWexence also influenced the
development of ideas about nuclear deterrence, wheas assumed that the Soviet
Union would be working to develop its own atomiandmto break the US monopoly.
In April 1947, when the CoS had turned to debate and discussotshfe first-use of
weapons of mass destruction in the Cold War, ittwwake CW field which they looked

8 Further revelations from Nuremberg were also laiggered by the trial of Karl Brandt in mid-1947;
Brandt had engaged in human CW experiments. Mucthefinformation was again kept under tight
secrecy, but there was some public awareness chim@xperiments. For more details, see: Ulf Schmidt,
Karl Brandt: The Nazi Doctor, Medicine and Power the Third Reich(Cornwall: Hambledon
Continuum, 2007) pp.284-296, 354, 38he Times'Sentences on Nazi Doctors’, 21 August 1947, p.3.
8 TNA, DEFE 10/18, ‘Future Defence Policy’, DefenBesearch Policy Committee, 1 May 1947,
Annex. For further details on the DRPC, see: Agat Balmer, 'British Scientists and the Cold War’,
pp.209-252.

® TNA, DEFE 10/18, ‘Future Defence Policy’, DefenBesearch Policy Committee, 1 May 1947,
Annex; Agar and Balmer, 'British Scientists and @add War’, pp.217, 219.

L TNA, DEFE 10/18, ‘Future Defence Policy’, DefenBesearch Policy Committee, 1 May 1947,
Annex.
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to for past examples and guidaric&his reflected the fact that despite the nerve agen
development, for British officials in the post-wperiod, chemical weapons were
actually the most familiar of all the weapons ofssaestructiorl? The CoS took the
case of CW deterrence in the Second World War asxample which showed that if
they were strong and prepared to retaliate on efbk-like basis, then that form of
warfare would be less likely to be used. The Cas thelieved that the only way to
prevent Soviet use of weapons of mass destructas ttwough facing ‘her with the
threat of large scale damage from similar weapans that this threat of like-for-like
retaliation was to ‘be a most effective deterrenivar’ > This logic, reinforced by the
wartime CW experience, would come to dominate detee considerations in the
Cold War. In terms of CW policy, this same deteceeframe of mind was reflected in
the retention of a substantial war reserve andidaban stocks from Germany, which
were both thought to have some deterrence valueofficials based at Porton Down,
Britain’s principal centre for CBW research estsiid in 1916, the nerve agent
weapons were an important ‘bargaining ciifbAnd, for the CoS, they represented an
important stop-gap deterrent to discourage anyesaainsiderations of first-usé.

The perceived Soviet CW threat and the need faliable, effective and long-term
nerve agent deterrent also demanded informed palegisions based on accurate
intelligence assessments and further integrationtrilateral cooperation. In the
intelligence sphere, in May 1948 the JIC outlinbd priorities for SIGINT (signals
intelligence)® Alongside atomic weapons intelligence as a pgofit was CW
intelligence®® The JIC feared German advances in the CW fieldstiatulated Soviet
research, and they observed that due to the veldtckwardness’ of the Soviet Union

it might be forced to settle for the nerve agentshie short-term, before developing a

% TNA, DEFE 5/4, ‘Future Defence Policy’, Joint Sefary of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, 23 April
1947, Annex II, Appendix II.

% |bid.

% TNA, DEFE 6/2, ‘Future Defence Policy’, Joint Ptemg Staff, 7 May 1947, Annex.

% TNA, DEFE 5/4, ‘Future Defence Policy’, Joint Setary of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, 23 April
1947, Annex II, Appendix Il.; TuckekVar of Nervesp.101.

9 TNA, DEFE 5/4, ‘Future Defence Policy’, Joint Setary of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, 23 April
1947, Annex II, Appendix II.

% Richard Aldrich and Michael Coleman, ‘The Cold \Mde JIC and British Signals Intelligence, 1948’,
Intelligence and National Securjt989, 4.3, pp.538-539.

% TNA, CAB 158/3, ‘Russian Interests, Intentions aapabilities’, Joint Intelligence Committee, 23
July 1948, Annex II; Henness@€abinets and the Bompp.74-77.
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nuclear weapons capabilit$ Even with this high importance attached to CW
intelligence, results were poor, with the JIC aticgp that it had very limited
information on the Soviet CW threRt. With this lack of verifiable intelligence, British
nerve agent weapons policy was being formulatethéendark. Defence officials had
little idea about what the actual Soviet CW threats, the level of research and
development it had achieved, or if Soviet planmeese considering first-us8> These
limitations meant that the JIC could provide litdgect assistance or guidance in the
creation of post-war British CW policy, in estabiisg how useful a nerve agent
capability would be against Soviet forces, or imeaing how urgent or substantial the

Soviet CW threat actually was.

A far more fruitful avenue for British CW policy ntinued to be trilateral cooperation,
where the remarkable level of collaboration betw&eitain, the United States and
Canada had continued to grow. Yearly trilateral tings exemplified this level of
cooperation. During these senior meetings defeffa@ats and scientists from all three
national research programmes discussed CBW rese#itehsharing of technical
information, the division of research tasks andpbeling of resources and findinifs.
From August 1948, this level of trilateral cooperatgrew yet further, when the British
Air Ministry consulted with colleagues in the Urdt&tates and Canada on the potential
use of chemical weapons against the Soviet UHibihe participants aimed to
establish a standardisation procedure which wautithér bridge the research efforts of
all three countries and further integrate theipeesive CW policies, leading to a more

cohesive and unified common practice.

These consultations did achieve an impressive dagjretandardisation within the CW
field. For as all three countries agreed, they Wadek to ‘obtain the greatest possible

economy in the use of our combined effort and reses), and there would be minimal

19 For a brief summary and review of CW intelligerioethis post-war period, see: TNA, CAB 158/3,
‘Russian Interests, Intentions and Capabilitiesintintelligence Committee, 23 July 1948, Annex Il

191 TNA, CAB 158/3, ‘Increase of the Likelihood of aajér War', Secretary of the Joint Intelligence
Committee, 29 January 1948, Annex; TNA, CAB 158Rssian Interests, Intentions and Capabilities’,
Joint Intelligence Committee, 23 July 1948, Annkx |

192 g,

193 For example, see: TNA, DEFE 10/264, ‘Collaboratlmtween Great Britain, Canada and United
States’, Secretary of the Chemical Warfare Sub-Citieen 5 August 1947, Annex |.

104 A summary of the meeting and the results attaitestl be found in: TNA, DEFE 10/445, ‘Liaison
with the United States and Canada’, Joint Secrathtlye Chemical Warfare Sub-Committee, 16 August
1949, Attached report.
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obstacles to ‘full cooperatiorl®® This was especially the case in assessments of the
effectiveness of certain types of chemical weapansg with delivery methods.
Branching out from this initial tripartite agreenmerthe trilateral Standardisation
Working Party for CW built upon and developed tloesive practices amongst the
three countriesThis working party was not just for CW researcht blso for the
standardisation of the types of weapons stockpilleelir delivery methods and even
target selection® With tightening resources, this harmonisation wité United States
and Canada was a substantial asset to British cefeaolicy. Although these trilateral
relations influenced the direction of British CWIlipy, they ensured that British CW
research maintained its advanced level. Withoutispahe load with the United States
and Canada, and despite allocating an increasenttirfg and resources after the nerve
agent discovery, Britain in isolation would haveuggled to remain at the forefront of

CW research given the technical difficulties of tiezve agent ag&’

Much of this trilateral cooperation was, as witle therve agent discovery itself, kept
hidden in a highly secretive environment, concedtedh outside observers and the
domestic populatioi’® As seen in the scarcity of direct parliamentarystjoas and
newspaper reports, there continued to be no rddigpcomprehension or awareness of
the nerve agent discovery. After the previous filgementions of new gases, in March
1948, in a rare instance when CW was mentionedyrcapacity in Parliament, cryptic
references were made to ‘advances in the fielcthefrical warfare’ and to ‘new forms
of chemical warfare!”® These comments gave some slight indication theretiad
indeed been a development in the CW field, butnidaeire of it and the German nerve
agent discovery remained under strict secrecy. mimmgmal information meant that the
majority of the public remained largely unaware tbe substantial nerve agent
development. Strict adherence to secrecy was a&fective of wider Government

defence policy in scientific research and develapieith it accepted that little could

195 Ipjg.

198 g,

97 For the immediate post-war increase in resourndsnding for Porton Down, see: Cart€hemical
and Biological Defencepp.67-68.

198 Balmer,Secrecy and Sciengep.5, 7-8, 59-61.

199 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Defence’, Vol.448,0et87, 1 March 1948; Hansard, House of
Commons, ‘Mr. Shinwell’'s Statement’, Vol.448, cc291931012, 9 March 1948.
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be said publicly about defence research and dewedof for much of it ‘must remain

secret’ in the increasingly hostile and confromtasil Cold War climaté®

More senior oversight, influence and accountabdity, though, manifest itself in other
ways, particularly when it came to shaping broadefence policy. Substantial
guestions over continental defence, and whethaaiBrshould be willing to fight a
protracted ground war in the defence of Westernogeyr had a lasting impact on
British CW policy. The debate over continental aeke had raged since the end of the
war, with tensions mounting between the Serviceefatit* A flashpoint in this broader
debate and a crucial turning point for CW policyndze seen in 1948-49, with even
greater United States involvement in the defenc&Vektern Europe. This growing
commitment by the United States to Western Europdefence, as seen with the
Marshall Plan, NATO and the Berlin blockade, madatimental defence far more
feasible for British defence official$? In turn, British defence policy shifted much
more favourably towards continental defence, amdptfiority for land-based weapons
for use against Soviet forces increas€d.

This growing British commitment to continental defe, made possible by a more
engaged and confrontational United States, hadtdiagnifications for CW policy, as
chemical weapons were in part envisaged to dete@etiirst-use of chemical weapons
in a continental war. A nerve agent capability doallso deter Soviet aerial attacks with
chemical weapons. But, the sheer magnitude of $gvaind forces led to emphasis
increasingly being placed on a land-based detettéivithout firm commitments to
continental defence, British CW policy would hawstla major potential role, and it
may have struggled to fit into the much broademiwork and reorientation of defence
policy at the time. However, as defence officialerevincreasingly shifting towards
continental defence, support for chemical weap@nsegl momentum and strengthened
alongside this broader transition in British defepolicy.

10 TNA, PREM 8/960, ‘Statement on Defence 1949, Pmésd by the Minister of Defence to
Parliament, February 1949.

ML TNA, CAB 131/5, Minutes of Meeting, Cabinet Defen€ommittee, 8 January 1948; John Kent and
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12young,Britain and the Worldpp.154-156.
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14 For example, see: TNA, CAB 81/67, ‘Offensive Gaslidy’, Inter Service Sub-Committee on
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This approach to CW deterrence, focusing on a ghdased continental deterrent,
solidified during the crucial and formative yearls1948-49. During which the War

Office would begin to take the driving seat in fieemulation of British CW policy,

with it exerting considerable influence over theedtion and role of a British nerve
agent capability and deterrent. Coinciding with War Office’s increasing interest in
the possibilities of chemical weapons for contiaéntlefence was the critical
recognition that chemical weapons were not comgewith nuclear or biological

weapons, but complementing thétm.Here advocates of CW, mainly in the War
Office, successfully separated the role of nerventsyfrom other weapons of mass
destruction. As defence officials argued, while ‘AG%Vspecifically suitable for use

against the Russians’, this was not in a stratedé but a tactical localised of€.

In late 1949, after further trials and testingyés fully recognised that the nerve agents
were most effective against troops and againststard¢her than in the targeting of
Soviet cities on a strategic scalé.Nerve agents were thought particularly potent
against the T-series of Soviet tanks, which offeciaad branded ‘one of our greatest
menaces’'® The Soviet Union had shown during the Second W@ttt the advanced
nature of its tank desigh? It was feared that with massed and modern tarkSdviet
Union could launch an unstoppable advance acrosstaneEuropé?® After further
research to better understand the nerve agents, OMfme officials began to fully
recognise the benefits that they could bring innteting this form of Soviet warfare. It
was discovered that a single nerve agent sheldommove the threat of a Soviet tank,
by reaching the crew through any gaps in the arnama exposing them to nerve
agents. In addition, this form of nerve agent uses wthought to have a substantial
psychological effect on ground troops and tank stéwRegardless of the moral or

ethical qualms involved in their use in a contiréntar, from a purely military utility

15 TNA, DEFE 10/445, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, JoiSecretaries of the Chemical Warfare Sub-
Committee, 2 December 1949, Annex.
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121 TNA, DEFE 10/445, ‘Operational Value of Nerve AggnChemical Warfare Sub-Committee, 15
November 1949; TNA, DEFE 10/445, ‘Chemical Warféelicy’, Joint Secretaries of the Chemical
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perspective, the nerve agents were increasingly as@ remarkably effective weapon

for countering numerically superior Soviet troopsl @anks.

This emerging tactical role for nerve agents rerdosey potential overlap with atomic
and biological weapons, which were both thoughe®fstrategic weapons for aerial
delivery against targets within the Soviet Unt6hThis separation was all the more
critical given that, while atomic weapons were thrdisputed prime of weapons of
mass destruction, in the post-war period biologiwwaapons were seen as second. As
revealed by Balmer, British BW researchers had leqioring the potentialities of
anthrax bombs, which would have been useable otmagegic scale against Soviet
cities!® The overlap between atomic weapons and biologiealpons meant that they
occupied a similar position in the strategic sphehe targeting of cities and the
striking at the Soviet coré? This clash would later harm BW policy, for withoat
truly unique role and with them not reciprocating their substantial promise and
investment, the DRPC began to increasingly turchimical weapons as the preferred
option for a ‘second-scale’ weapon of mass destmit® Importantly, rather than
compete with nuclear weapons, chemical weapons se=e as complementdry.For
defence officials, the two forms of warfare coule lsed in tandem in a continental
war, nerve agent weapons against the brunt of dweSground offensive in Europe
and atomic weapons against the core of the SoweirlJ Nuclear weapons and nerve
agent weapons would also be employed by differentians of the Armed Forces -
strategic and tactical - and they would have twy whifferent roles. These differences
were crucial for defining and securing the placecbémical weapons in Cold War
British defence policy.

Where CW did overlap with nuclear weapons, its més often curtailed and limited.

A good example was seen with Air Ministry requeiis an aerial strategic CW
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125 pgar and Balmer, 'British Scientists and the Oaldr’, pp.219-220.
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capability. Here CW policy did not just overlap wiatomic weapons, but also even
biological weapons — with both forms of warfare wesl as far more suitable as
strategic weapons. In early 1950, the DRPC unsingly quashed the requirement for
strategic chemical weapons, as it would have oppdd too heavily with the perceived
role of atomic weapons. Further limiting CW to a tactical role, Britainsal lacked the
correct CW agent for a strategic capability, fahaligh Britain possessed tabun, and
could produce nerve agents such as sarin, thesea@alts were non-persistéfi.
Once released, a non-persistent nerve agent didemadin lethal for an extended
duration of time, meaning that they were far mdfeative at achieving quick results,
for example against troops or tanks, rather thanrémdering cities or large-scale

infrastructure inhospitable for an extended pedbtime!*

Rejection of a strategic nerve agent capabilitghierr bolstered the dominance of the
War Office over CW policy. In early January 195@sttvas particularly apparent when
the DRPC significantly downgraded the importancepo$sessing an aerial delivery
capability, regardless as to whether it was pexsisir non-persistent’ When ranking
research priorities in CW policy, the DRPC accortleglhighest priorities to defensive
equipment, detection methods and nerve agent wedpothe Army. This was despite
the Air Ministry attaching ‘outstanding’ importante its acquisition of a new aerial
nerve agent capability* The direction of CW policy was thus becoming sithpg the
growing dominance of the Army’s ideas on use, anthie perceived military utility of
tactical non-persistent nerve agents against Sgvaind forces, and by the fact that
nerve agent weapons were increasingly viewed apleonentary to atomic weapons,

rather than as a competitor.
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The impact of CW policy turning more towards themdr and away from the Air
Force, also actively shaped how British defencéciafs viewed CW deterrence in
1949 and early 19557 This problem of deterrence was taking on even graagency
as Second World War era CW stocks were graduallgrideating, existing delivery
methods were ‘unsatisfactory’, and it would takeuaber of years until a replacement
nerve agent capability could be domestically masshced-*® Both the War Office
and Air Ministry agreed that, due to the poor statehe war reserve, Britain was
unable to wage CW effectively from the outset of veand it would soon be without an
efficient CW deterrent®® Even after detailed planning and research, Britas failing

to fulfil the Defence Committee’s directive of 19¢6at the country should be prepared
to wage CW at the outset of hostilities. Howeveldrassing this issue, and deciding
how best to deter the Soviet Union, evoked conalulerdisagreement between the Air
Ministry and the War Office. Both Services had vdifferent interpretations over how

best to deter the Soviet Union, and how to moderBigtish nerve agent capabiliti&s.

For the Air Ministry, the poor state of the war erge was ‘unlikely to deter an
aggressor if he considers that the use of CW wiltdhis advantage®® Despite this
apparent weakness, the Air Ministry was keen topout that deterrence should not be
based on the immediate capacity to wage CW, asiltimate threat’ was actually the
total potential CW development and production cépakeld by Britain and her
allies®®” This led to Air Ministry officials concluding in dember 1949 that ‘the only
real deterrent will undoubtedly be the fear ofratite reprisals on a very large scafé'.
They believed that emphasis should thus be placethe total potential production
capacity which Britain could bring to bear in theVGield throughout a prolonged war,
instead of stressing an immediate retaliatory c#ipabThis total potential capability
implied a protracted war, as it would not be imnagely available; yet it was deemed

the most effective form of deterring Soviet CW use it threatened substantial
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Ibid.
134 bid.
135 TNA, DEFE 10/445, ‘1949 Report on Chemical Warfadeint Secretaries of the Chemical Warfare
Sub-Committee, 17 August 1949, Attached note; TREFE 10/265, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Joint
Secretaries of the Chemical Warfare Sub-CommittdeQOctober 1949, Annex; TNA, DEFE 10/445,
Minutes of Meeting, Chemical Warfare Sub-Committe& ovember 1949.
13 TNA, DEFE 10/265, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, JoiSecretaries of the Chemical Warfare Sub-
Committee, 11 October 1949, Annex.
137 TNA, DEFE 10/265, ‘1949 Report on Chemical Warfadeint Secretary of the Chemical Warfare
Sub-Committee, 11 October 1949, Annex.
138 |pid.

51



reprisals. In addition, the Air Ministry proposetamdoning certain ineffective CW
munitions held in the war reserve, such as phosgenabs, in order to focus on the

nerve agents and the total potential productiorciap™>°

These arguments also conveniently coincided wiehsfate of play in CW policy, as
the Air Ministry was unlikely to possess a retaigtnerve agent capability in the near
future with the DRPC questioning its importance aold, and with priority assigned to
nerve agent weapons for the Army. As such, it litlé Vested interest in supporting
the acquisition of an immediate retaliatory capgbfor deterrence, as it would likely
be for the Army, not the Air Force. The Air Minigtthus had little incentive to support
interpretations of deterrence based on an immedetaéatory capability. Its support of
a longer-term alternative interpretation of CW detece, and questioning the need for
an immediate retaliatory nerve agent capabilitgpakveals a growing divergence in
approach to CW policy by the Air Ministry and theaWOffice. It also shows the Air
Ministry somewhat deviating from the establishetkrpretation of CW deterrence,
which was that the ability and threat to retalisenediately with chemical weapons

had prevented its outbreak.

For the War Office, an immediate retaliatory capgband maintaining existing stocks
was the clear and unquestionable way of best degeBoviet first-use, as they believed
that the:

Knowledge that we possess them [chemical weapoagldimpose on
any potential enemy the inconvenience of ensulwegptrotection of his

own troops, and act as a deterrent to any enemy ifisiating CW>*°

Even after the protestations of the Air Ministrytlin a sign of its expanding influence
over CW policy, it was this deterrent argument cpemed by the War Office which
prevailed. Stocks of CW agents were maintained, amphasis was placed on
acquiring an immediate nerve agent retaliatory biipa for the Army!*! Existing
stocks were also thought to possess ‘some detewane’, notwithstanding their
inefficiency and being outmodé® Any disposal of these existing stocks would have

left Britain with a much smaller CW capability, wehi was dubbed a ‘most imprudent’

139TNA, DEFE 10/445, Minutes of Meeting, Chemical \Wae Sub-Committee, 1 November 1949.
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step**®

Nerve agent stocks acquired from the continentlevtherefore continue to be
used to deter the outbreak of CW on it, as evenghdhe existing war reserve and the
tabun stocks could not be deployed effectively, khewledge that Britain possessed

them was thought to play a substantial part inrdetg Soviet first-use.

‘A tragic state of affairs’***

In late 1949, after they had initially disagreeaowhat to do with existing stocks and
how best to deter Soviet CW use, the War Office, Ministry, the Chemical Warfare
Sub-Committee (CWSC) of the CoS, and the DRPC \ahtially agreed that the
domestic production of nerve agent weapons wascassary step for British defence
policy in the Cold Wat?*® In addition to the military utility of nerve agentdefence
officials reached the consensus that if deterrevere to work then British capabilities
needed to be credible and effective, rather théerideating and borderline unusabfé.
Possession of a substantial nerve agent capabifity therefore dubbed ‘one of the
most powerful deterrents to the initiation of CW by enemy™’ A nerve agent
capability was envisaged to begin with the domegstaduction of one ton of sarin per
week, but after the appropriate techniques and odstlihad been mastered, the site
would be massively expanded to produce 50 tons avin sper week*® This
considerable expansion was believed a necessgryocsteeet Britain’s requirement for
a nerve agent capability, and to deter Soviet-tisst of chemical weapons. By selecting
sarin as the prime CW agent, and similarly to tinelihgs of the United States CW
programme, officials also took the middle path.tkd three main German nerve agent
discoveries, tabun, as already recognised in 184%vds less lethal than both sarin and
soman. Soman, however, was extremely difficult @ssaproduce, leaving sarin, with

its high lethality and comparatively easier meahsass-production, as the preferred
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nerve agent for mass-productitifl. This focus and emphasis on the nerve agent
weapons, however, had not yet trickled down to fisgpdor CW research, which only
stood at around £300,000 per annum in 194Fhis funding did not include additional
costs such as the construction of the sarin faalitNancekuke, which would cost an

additional several million pounda

This shift to supporting the development of a daiceserve agent capability was given
greater impetus with the CoS Global Strategy Papa©950, which firmly placed and
consolidated the role of continental defence at top of British defence
requirements>? The document confirmed the role of the Army anthoutted Britain

to the defence of mainland Europe, which in turd lasubstantial impact on CW
policy. As noted by the DRPC, the emphasis on difen Western Europe was
significant, with it having a ‘considerable effeoh our research and development
policy.”**® In confronting the Soviet numerical advantageedlfforces needed to be
supplied with high-quality equipment for dealingthyiamongst other threats, large
numbers of troops and heavily armoured tafk§he number one priority was for a
nerve agent weapon with an anti-tank role, andsteond priority was already for a
nerve agent weapon to use against trd@pBritish CW policy thus directly mirrored
and benefitted from ongoing defence debates, whn rise and confirmation of
continental defence securing the role and fundihg@atish nerve agent weapons

research and development.

Alongside these important shifts, the impressiwele of secrecy surrounding British
CW policy during this period meant that there stdimained extremely limited
coverage, criticism and accountability. Only mimevelations dripped into the public

sphere. One such example was seen in July 1950n wiee Labour Minister for
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Defence Manny Shinwell revealed Government interestCW research when
addressing defence poli¢3f Shinwell, as part of a much larger statement derde,
included the observation that ‘we cannot affordiag behind’ in researching CBW
defensive measurés’ An astute Labour MP, Rhys Davies, pounced upothinrare
reference to CBW policy, which revealed Governmaativity in the CBW field.
Davies then proclaimed that the reference to CBW liaghtened’ him, and he
lambasted his fellow Labour MP by declaring thatisia tragic state of affairs that a
British Socialist statesman should say that' CB\&keech was necessdny.This was
but an early indicator of backbench Labour MPs sgiewpposition and outright

hostility towards British involvement in CBW reselar

By September 1950, behind closed doors and sthieandg to stringent levels of
secrecy, British CW policy now had a clear purpdbat of the defence of continental
Europe, the deterring of Soviet first-use, anddtentering of Soviet troops and tanks.
As such, the DRPC passed its conclusions and ttemmendations for research,
development and production of nerve agent weappnt® uhe CoS, which approved
the requests® The Minister of Defence, Manny Shinwell, also suped the
immediate construction of the facility at Portreatlancekuke, and the production of
sarin’®® The sarin pilot plant was to begin with 1 ton pevek, which would then be
expanded to 10 tons per week, with the aim beinguentually reach 50 tons per

week!6?

On 4 September 1950, with the Korean War raging, @S updated the Cabinet
Defence Committee. And, it clarified and reinforcée emerging interpretation of

nerve agent weapons and CW deterrence, by sthiahyg t
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As proved in the last war, the ability to retaliadéfectively, and
immediately, is one of the most powerful deterrantshe initiation of

Chemical Warfare by an enerff?.

While again showing the legacy and impact of theo8d World War on British
conceptions of CW deterrence, CoS support was @tglivnoment for advocates of a
nerve agent capability. Though the Korean War ubtily spurred on the decision to
acquire a nerve agent capability, it is worth ngtthat there had already been very
strong and mounting military support for such aigokhange. In order to meet the
deterrent requirement and in line with the suggestiof defence officials, the CoS
informed the Defence Committee of the decision dgi the immediate construction
of the one ton per week sarin production facilityPartreath, NancekuKé® The CoS
also re-affirmed the dominance of the Army in tleeve agent field, by confirming that
the number one priority for nerve agent weaponslycbon was for the development
of anti-tank nerve agent weapons for the AffifyThe second priority was for a nerve
agent artillery shell for use against Soviet troapsl an aerial nerve agent bomb was a
distant third*®® These nerve agent requirements, of domestic nrassigtion and
delivery methods, were thought essential to Britisfence policy; as noted by the CoS,

the nerve agents had ‘tremendous potentialitf&s’.

On 27 September 1950, alongside the escalatingalidféar and shortly after the CoS
and Shinwell’'s approval, the Defence Committeejraghaired by Attlee, agreed with
and supported the decision to domestically prodsarén®’ Little consideration was

given to moral or legal norms, and military necgsand the fearful Cold War climate
dominated considerations. For the third time in plost-war period, Attlee had thus
again revealed his tacit support of, and commitmentCW deterrence through the

threat of reprisals. The Defence Committee, corexkby the Soviet threat and the poor

12 |bid. This continuation of the legacy of wartim&/Cdeterrence would also seem to run in tandem
with the strengthening of moral aversion to the Gt the development of the moral aspect and non-
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state of Britain’s CW preparedness, also suppdtteduture expansion of Nancekuke
to a substantial 50 tons of sarin per week ancctimitinued research and development
of nerve agent weapon® In a time of war, without any public statement or
parliamentary acknowledgement, Britain had thusimagapproved the domestic
production of chemical weapoh®. With the endorsement of the Attlee Government,
the production of sarin and the development of @eryent weapons was accepted and

supported at the highest levé!.

All these changes and expenditures were recommetheigalte the worsening state of
the economy, as nerve agent weapons were thought & necessary endeavour.
Unfortunately for defence officials though, andrasognised by the CoS and Labour
ministers, Britain’s mass-produced sarin capabnityuld not be ready until 1957,
whereas the Soviet Union was thought capable ofs+pesducing nerve agents from
mid-1951'"* This perceived six-year time lag was brought alyuBritain relying on
German tabun stocks and war reserves of sulfuramistind phosgene as an interim
capability, whilst the Soviet Union was believed tave moved straight on to the
domestic production of nerve agents, like the Wh#ates/? In the immediate post-
war period Britain possessed the bulk of Germanenagents, whereas in 1950 it had
fallen seriously behind the superpowers in the G&ldf with the CoS fearful of the
‘formidable’ Soviet nerve agent threat and unableftectively retaliate or deter Soviet
first-use!” This perceived Soviet advantage added a real sEnsegency to British
CW policy. For as the CoS emphasised, a key refsolrmy requirements being the
top priority in nerve agent weapons was also theedpwith which they could be
produced-* An effective aerial nerve agent weapon and itsabigt delivery method
would have required greater technical sophisticatamd taken more time to develop;
time which Britain did not hav¥?

Another avenue to address this perceived imbalancapabilities vis-a-vis the Soviet

Union was through Anglo-American cooperation. Ualistomic cooperation, which
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was undermined by the McMahon Act in 1946, CW coafen between the two

countries remained remarkably close and unhindefidds level of cooperation

rendered possible the potential British acquisitainnerve agents produced in the
United States, which would have provided Britairnthwone of the most advanced
chemical weapons known at the time and have acied stop-gap deterrent while
domestic production caught dff. Ruefully, however, defence officials recognisedtth
this option was not viable in the short-term. Theiteld States would only be mass-
producing sarin from 1952, a target date which igritexperts thought overly

optimistic. In light of this, British officials badved that the focus should be on
producing ‘our own weapons’ with greater alacritgther than relying on the United

States for a stop-gap nerve agent capability irCibiel War’’

With this deficit in CW capabilities and with a kaof viable options, the Defence
Committee even pushed the Air Ministry to exploespurposing the tabun bombs
captured from Germany® These bombs still contained useable and viablentat
was just the delivery mechanism which was ineffitieExtending the life-span of
captured tabun stocks, and their role as a stopdgaprrent, was therefore another

option which British politicians and defence offits explored.’®

Fears of the Soviet threat also manifested iteetither ways, with Attlee, the CoS and
the rest of the Defence Committee particularly ewned over the nerve agent threat to
British civilians®® With the Korean War raging there was great unestaver Soviet
intent, and tensions were high both in East Asid emEurope. Perceptions of the
danger of Communist aggression in Europe direatipacted civil defence, with
concerns raised over British vulnerability to a ®bwaerial offensive with nerve agent
weapons. Similarly to atomic weapons, the poputatiensity of London and its
proximity to the Soviet Union made it a prime tarfgr an attack with nerve ageris.
Despite having reservations over the viability tthegic aerial delivery, British CW

experts alarmingly reported that if the Soviet Unigsed nerve agent weapons in an
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attack against London, then there would be thiitges more deaths than with
conventional bombindf? Given this uncertainty over Soviet intent, metieddise, and
the perceived nerve agent deficit, the need foctitfe civilian defensive equipment
was thought all the more importdfit.

In view of this perceived British vulnerability,wii defence preparations for CW were
significantly accelerated. A core part of this m&ased focus on defensive measures and
civilian preparations was the stepping up of thessraroduction of new respiratdfs.
These new respirators would be far more effectivaitigating against the nerve agent
threat, as they would be more advanced and bétiagf®> Taking shelter with a new
gas mask was believed to give a good degree oégronh, as remaining inside would
mitigate against nerve agent exposure through s&irtact and the new gas masks
would protect against inhalation. Although the dgabsal increase in defensive
equipment was approved, neither the CoS nor therizef Committee was impressed
by the relatively poor state of affairs and of Birfs distinct vulnerability. The
Defence Committee disapprovingly accused the Mwisif Supply and defence
officials of seeking ‘too high a standard of petiea’ at the cost of valuable time,
which had left Britain vulnerab®® Without an effective nerve agent capability and
with limited defensive equipment, Britain was irpaor state to deter Soviet use of
chemical weapons and unable to properly defenchagan attack. The 1950 Cabinet
Defence Committee decision and expansion of CW cpolas therefore an
amalgamation of attempts to mitigate against tliscerning imbalance vis-a-vis the
Soviet threat, and a recognition of the perceivabtary value and utility of nerve
agent weapons for both use and deterrence.

By the end of 1950, in secret and behind closedrsjoBritish CW policy had
significantly changed. Even though in 1945 Briti€hV research was spurred into
action after the hugely significant nerve agentak&ry and even with key figures like

Clement Attlee supporting acquisition for deteresnihere was no clear role or place
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186 TNA, CAB 131/8, Minutes of Meeting, Cabinet Defen€ommittee, 27 September 1950.
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for these new nerve agent weapons in British defepalicy. Years were spent
investigating and analysing the possible militaises of the nerve agents. These
considerations centred on whether nerve agent wsapere to deter Soviet first-use,
to counter Soviet numerical advantages in conveatitorces or for strategic bombing.
Towards the end of the 1940s, amid this uncertanty despite the divergent attempts
of the Air Ministry, it was the Army who emerged the chief advocate of nerve agent
weapons. Alongside this growing dominance of thenyrwhich was supported by
military assessments, the continental shift in degepolicy, and by the findings of the
DRPC and the CWSC, deterring CW came to be seqmreaominantly achievable
through weapons for the Army. This focus on a tattchemical weapon also had the
substantial benefit of distinguishing nerve agesaipons from other weapons of mass
destruction.

After a clear role had emerged, it was however saatised that even with Britain
possessing the bulk of the world’s nerve agenr dfte occupation of Germany, by
1950 it was lagging far behind the Soviet Union a&hd United States. British
dependence on wartime stocks of sulfur mustardsgeme and captured tabun from
Germany had, in fact, placed it at a significasadvantage in the long-run. The Soviet
Union, which had not discovered substantial stank&ermany, but had acquired the
methods, techniques and equipment for mass-prashjotias forced to explore mass-
production immediately. This shock realisation tlgaitain was around 5-6 years
behind the Soviet Union in nerve agent productiang without a truly effective
deterrent, pushed Attlee’'s Labour Government toeslycaccelerate and approve the
production of defensive equipment, the developnoénterve agent weapons and the
domestic production of sarin. The urgency attachednerve agent production,
alongside fears of the advanced Soviet threat, dvbale significant ramifications for
British CW policy, especially when it came to thendmark 1952 Global Strategy
Paper.
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2. A Step Too Far: The Nerve Agents and the Glob&trateqy Paper, 1951-1953

The United Kingdom is at present committed by tlemé&va Convention
not to use [chemical and biological weapons] exaepetaliation... The

new nerve gases can, however, be used tacticafjsetrt advantage and
would provide the Allies with weapons of real valgainst an enemy

who relies on massed formatiohs.

Chiefs of Staff Committee, ‘Defence Policy and GibBtrategy’, 9 July 1952.

With the ongoing conflict in Korea from 1950, thiteation of the United States and
the Soviet Union had rapidly shifted from EuropeBast Asia. Although the exact
causal factors and responsibility for the outbrefthe war are still debated to this day,
the ramifications of the conflict are cl€atabelled a ‘great calamity’, the Korean War
represented the extension of the Cold War to East,And it would have a legacy far
beyond the immediate post-war period, and everCld War® The ramifications of
this escalation were also not confined to East ;Abiey were global. The war led to a
greater commitment by the United States to comlmtegived Soviet aggression
abroad. The United States also made stronger conamis to European defence,
pledging to provide more land forces to NATO in \tées Europe in early 1951 and
adopting the rearmament measures advocated in B3C-6

While the outbreak and outcome of the Korean Wartkatha significant turning point
in the Cold War, it also bore witness to an inciregly awkward and challenging role
for Britain. Even though Prime Minister Winston QCblill was reunited with his
former wartime leaders, President Harry Truman @odiet leader Joseph Stalin, after
the Conservatives won the October 1951 generalti@tgecthe relationships and
dynamics between the three countries had changeelgn Churchill had returned to
the top of British politics during yet another wét this time he had remarkably

1 TNA, PREM 11/49, ‘Defence Policy and Global Stegte Chiefs of Staff Committee, 9 July 1952.

2 Myunglim Park, The “American Boundary”, Provoaati and the Outbreak of the Korean War,
Social Science Japan Journdb98, 1:1, p.31.

3 WestadThe Cold Warp.159.

* Melvyn Leffler, ‘The emergence of American grancategy, 1945-1952’, Chap. 4 ifhe Cold War,
Volume I: Origing(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010) pi8®2

® Bartlett, The Special Relationship.51; JonedJK Strategic Deterrentolume | p.21.
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different responsibilitie8.His predecessor, Clement Attlee, had launchedbatantial
re-armament programme, but this had weakened thadl parlous state of Britain’s
economy’ As the economic strains of the Korean War combiwéti the mounting
costs of the growing welfare state and of continpedt-war recovery, by mid-1951
Britain was in significant financial and politicdifficulty.® Churchill, rather than being
in a position to tackle issues and the war heada@s, instead tasked with addressing
economic pressures, reducing inflated defence ehjppea and assuaging political

uncertainty and alarmism.

In Britain, the outbreak of the Korean War had alsggered a period of intense
anxiety about the future security of Europe and rifibility of the United States.
Confrontational United States foreign policy instiiimultuous period had led to some
disagreement between the Anglo-American partnees the very nature of the Soviet
threat, and on the dangers of the atomic'ade.the United States, the ‘red menace’
had become an obsession for many, with pervasans faver the Soviet threHtWhile
British experts took the Soviet threat seriousipjted States assessments of a global,
aggressive and expansionist Soviet Union were thtoagaggerated. Ultimately, the
British CoS believed that the Soviet Union wouldt misk global war due to the
overwhelming US superiority in nuclear weaphin the light of the pressures on the
defence budget generated by rearmament, and tledogevent by the Soviet Union of
its own nuclear capabilities (when the UK had yetdst its first atomic bomb), the
Churchill Government sought to clarify British deée policy in a ground-breaking
review in 1952.

The importance of the 1952 Defence Policy and GldBmategy Paper (GSP),
formulated by the British CoS under the instructafnthe Churchill Government, is
widely debated. For while the GSP confirmed thetredity of nuclear weapons and
nuclear deterrence to British defence policy, sibastated that the immediate threat of

® Fry, The Politics of Declinepp.114-116.

" Peter Lowe, ‘The Significance of the Korean Wa®inglo-American Relations, 1950-1953’, Chap. 6
in British Foreign Policy 1945-1956London: MacMillan, 1989), p. 126; BayliBritish Defence Policy
p.74.

® R. N. Rosecrance)efence of the Realm: British Strategy in the NarclEpoch (New York, NY:
Columbia University Press 1968), pp.154-155.

® Anne Deighton, “Arming the key battleground”: Geasin rearmament, 1950-55Journal of
Diplomacy & Statecraft1992, 3:2, pp.344-345.

19 Clark and WheeleiThe British Origins of Nuclear Strategy.136.

M ReynoldsPBritannia Overruled p.172.

12 Clark and WheeleiThe British Origins of Nuclear Strategy.146.
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war was unlikely"®* The GSP outlined how British defence policy shosifift from
purely addressing and preparing for the threatnohédiate war, to more of a long-term
focus!* Some historians, for example Baylis, Clarke ande@ér, question the
importance and impact of the paper, citing its eooiec focus and its re-iteration of
what was in effect already existing polfyCertain United States officials were also
underwhelmed by the GSP, damningly concluding Bratin was merely ‘rearranging

1® In contrast other

their strategic estimate to fit their economic ation.
commentators, for example Rosecrance, argue tkaG®P was the most influential
British defence paper in the post-war period, amer® labels it a ‘classic among
military documents®’ While the importance of the paper can be debaterims of
what it meant for nuclear strategy and the defdnaiget, its various nuances are often

underappreciated and overlooked.

For British CW policy, the 1952 GSP represents aciat turning point. This
importance is not just illustrated by the final ttex the 1952 GSP, but also what was
left out at the drafting stage and what the Co8allgt wanted to include, for these had
far greater ramifications. To assess the critinahihg point of the 1952 GSP and its
impact on British CW policy, this chapter will firanalyse the build-up to the GSP,
then explore the debate over the inclusion of Ckd, @nd by assessing the significant
impact the GSP had on British CW policy in the Cdldr.

A weapon for war
After September 1950, when the Cabinet Defence Gteenhad approved the
domestic production of nerve agents, the CoS maoueckly and secretly. Fears were
growing over the Soviet CW threat, and a consehsulsemerged over the perceived

13 Jones|UK Strategic Deterrentolume | p.21.

14 Stephen Twigge and Len Scddanning Armageddon: Britain, the United Statesl she Command of
Western Forces 1945-196Amsterdam: OPA, 2000), p.148.

15 Clark and WheelefThe British Origins of Nuclear Strategy.170; BaylisAmbiguity and Deterrenge
p.149.

16 Andrew Johnston, ‘Mr Slessor Goes to Washingtdre hfluence of the British Global Strategy Paper
on the Eisenhower New Look)iplomatic History 1998, 22:3, p.379.

" RosecranceDefence of the Realnp.159; Andrew Pierreuclear Politics: The British Experience
with an independent Strategic Force, 1939-19@Xford: Oxford University Press, 1972), pp.86-88;
Baylis and StoddarfThe British Nuclear Experience.44; Anthony Eden, then Foreign Secretary at the
time, even informed Churchill he thought it a ‘rek®ble state paper. See: TNA, PREM 11/49,
Anthony Eden to Winston Churchill, 18 July 1952.
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military role and value of nerve agent weapons iitigh defence policy® Within a
year of being granted this political approval, fleeation of Britain’s nerve agent
facility was chosen and construction had beguntréath, Nancekuke, on the north
coast of Cornwall, was confirmed in October 1951tlas prime location, despite
concerns that it was vulnerable to air, coast aaivard attack — especially in the form
of small raids or acts of sabotaeEven though this location was not militarily the
soundest, the site had good railway and communbitatinks, and it was close to vital
chemical industries in South Wales. The coastahtlon would also allow for the
discharge of ‘dangerous effluent’ into the §&&his aspect of CW policy, although
extremely controversial, attracted comparativettfelipublic attention at the time and
appeared to raise few moral qualms. Although tlam®lto discharge chemical waste
into the sea were kept secret, in the House of Camsmjust months before, it was
revealed that since 1945 Britain had dumped ov@r0® tons of chemical weapons,
including weapons casings and some captured outin@krman stocks, into the
Atlantic.* British CW policy and this massive dumping of suspchemical weapons
triggered only minor public interest, which agaaveals the stringent levels of secrecy

and the comparative dearth of publicly availabfermation.

While snippets of information on British CW actie and the disposal of CW
munitions slipped into the public sphere, the neagent facility, and the substantial
scale envisaged for it, were kept highly secrettfes CoS was informed, the services
and much of the groundwork for the full 50 ton pezek nerve agent facility had
already been installéd. This groundwork and core infrastructure would lftate the
rapid expansion of the site to a level which woutteet British nerve agent
requirements for the Cold W&F. In this effort, assistance and advice from thetéthi
States were also thought to be of significant vatueasing technical and production
difficulties. Producing the nerve agents in bulkswm easy fedf. In 1951 alone the
United States spent $3.6 million on nerve agerdgaeesh, but it had almost completed a

substantial production facility at the substantiaét of around $79 million, which could

8 TNA, CAB 131/8, Minutes of Meeting, Cabinet Defen€ommittee, 27 September 1950.
9 TNA, DEFE 4/47, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of St&bmmittee, 5 October 1951.
20 (tA;
Ibid.
% Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Equipment (Dumpingyl.486, cc1656-7, 17 April 1951.
22 TNA, DEFE 4/47, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of St@bmmittee, 5 October 1951.
23 i
Ibid.
2 |bid.
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produce 9,000 tons of sarin per yéalhese United States actions, and the sheer scale
and ambition of its nerve agent programme, coirttidéh the growing momentum
behind, and support for, a nerve agent capabilityBritish military circles. British
officials were also increasingly keen on not jushong an effective CW deterrent, but
possessing the option of using lethal nerve agagasnst numerically superior Soviet

forces in continental defence.

From the early 1950s, key British defence committeereasingly advocated a more
significant and prominent role for nerve agent vaeepin defence planning. This rising
tide of support for an active nerve agent weapaigypwas seen in the reports of the
newly formed sub-committee on Anti-Tank Defence Meas, which operated under
the important DRPC, as well as the CWSC, which atger under the CoS. All of these
committees, either directly or indirectly, were pessible for guiding and informing
British defence policy at the highest levels. Thedllective findings represented a
mounting consensus in defence policy, which wowdehsignificant ramifications for
both British CW policy and defence policy.

Reflective of the grave concerns British defendecials had over Soviet tanks, and of
the need for new weapons in the Cold War, the Aatik Defence Measures Sub-
Committee was established in June 1850¢hile the committee had a broad remit, to
discover and recommend for development new anki-tegapons, its findings played a
crucial part in adding to the emerging consensasriarve agents had a significant role
to play in any war with the Soviet Uniéh.Just two months after its creation, the
committee assigned a nerve agent anti-tank weapamlkang of 10+, which was the
highest possiblé® In October 1951, after further research and fighls, it was further

appreciated that nerve agent shells would be exiiesffective against Soviet tanks.

% NARA I, RG 330, Entry 241, Box 486, ‘Funding ofh€mical Corps G Agent Research and
Development Program’, Office of the Chief Chemi&fficer, 25 January 1952; NARA I, RG 218,
Central Decimal File 1951-53, Box 152, ‘Priority f6hemical and Biological Warfare Facilities’, Chie
of Staff, United States Army, 25 February 1952.

% TNA, DEFE 10/30, ‘Development of Anti-Tank Weapanghe Long Term’, Sub-Committee on Anti-
Tank Defence Measures, 22 October 1951.

" bid.

ZTNA, DEFE 10/420, ‘Range of Army Anti-Tank Weapdos 1953/54’, Sub-Committee on Anti-Tank
Defence Measures, 29 August 1950. Note: The ATDN4G eeferred to the role of LVT-1, which had an
incendiary affect that was very much greater thepaim.

2 TNA, DEFE 10/30, ‘Development of Anti-Tank Weapdnghe Long Term’, Sub-Committee on Anti-
Tank Defence Measures, 22 October 1951. The integport can be found at: TNA, DEFE 10/420,
‘Report by No. 4 Working Party on Potential Lethaldf Future Anti-Tank Weapons’, Sub-Committee
on Anti-Tank Defence Measures, 6 June 1951.
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Experts now firmly believed that it would take ordysingle shell, filled with around a
pint of nerve agent, to incapacitate a tank crefereethey were even aware of the CW
attack® Such a nerve agent shell, once mass-producedj beuteadily deployed by
British forces. Trials had shown that it could baivkered effectively from a pdr-25,
which was the dominant British field gun during ®econd World War, in Malaya and
in the Korean Wat This ease of implementation and use meant thatabemajority

of British artillery units would have been ableuse and deploy nerve agent weapons

against Soviet tanks with relative ease.

To a degree reinforcing earlier military assessgiemerve agent use was also
beneficially thought to have ‘very great’ psychatad effects on Soviet tank crews and
personnef? Paranoid of nerve agent exposure and hindereditmpersome defensive
equipment, Soviet tank crews would be significamelys effective in battle. Although
little was mentioned on the morality of resortimgrterve agents, the recognition that
trained and experienced Soviet tank crews wouldlisurbed, frightened and have
their combat ability seriously undermined by these, does reveal some appreciation

of the horrors of such a method of war.

Considerations of alternative dimensions of nergen& use were also reflected in
assessments of British commitments under the GelPtacol of 1925, which defence
officials deemed a hindrance to the developmermtro&nti-tank nerve agent weapon.
The Geneva Protocol prohibited the first-use in whrsphyxiating, poisonous and
other gases, as well as their liquid form, butidk miot contain any punishment for non-
compliance, nor did it ban the stockpiling of cheahi weapons or their use in
retaliation®* This limitation of retaliatory use, though, push@dtish experts to
consider other weapons which would not be limitecatpurely retaliatory role. One
such option was ‘LVT-1", a substance that ignitedcontact with oil or watet’> Due to
defence officials believing that this potential wea was not covered by the Geneva

% TNA, DEFE 10/30, ‘Development of Anti-Tank Weapanghe Long Term’, Sub-Committee on Anti-
Tank Defence Measures, 22 October 1951.

31 |bid.; Chris Henry and Mike Fullefthe 25-pounder Field Gun 1939-{@xford: Osprey Publishing,
2002), p.38.

32TNA, DEFE 10/30, ‘Development of Anti-Tank Weapdnghe Long Term’, Sub-Committee on Anti-
Tank Defence Measures, 22 October 1951.

3 For detailed coverage of the origins of the Genratocol of 1925, see: SpieBhemical Warfare
pp.34-61; Spiers, ‘Gas disarmament in the 192@s2§1-300

3 Spiers, ‘The Geneva Protocol’, p.327; Spi€ilsemical Warfarepp.45-47.
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Protocol, despite its toxic after-effects, it waaged as the top priority for research and
development for an anti-tank weapon. However, eaftgr recognising the limitations
of the Geneva Protocol, for the Anti-Tank Defencedgures Sub-Committee a nerve
agent shell had such great military utility thatemained one of the most important
areas for research and development. The findinglseoEommittee, including its strong
recommendation and support for a nerve agent anki-tveapon, were passed upwards
to the DRPC and the CoS, who both endorsed andsieppts findings®

The military desire to fully embrace nerve agenapans gained further credence with
the strong backing of the CWSC. In terms of thesgmléty of a nerve agent anti-tank
weapon, the CWSC agreed with the findings of th&-Aank Defence Measures Sub-
Committee, and fully supported the acquisition afeave agent anti-tank weapon. In
many other areas, the CWSC went much further.Vbeated and supported the need
for an effective CW deterrent, the mass-productidmerve agents and even their
potential first-use on the battlefield For defence officials, this latter point would leav
solidified and confirmed the role and place of meagents in British defence policy,
whilst removing doubts over whether the nerve agewuld actually be used in a

future war with the Soviet Union.

The CWSC, supported by the analysis of the JI®, falsily believed that the only real
CW threat of note came from the Soviet Unibiiriguring out how best to discourage
Soviet first-use, retaliate against any actual Spuise and gain an advantage over
Soviet CW capabilities were therefore the main cinjes of policy. In terms of
deterring Soviet first-use, the CWSC reiterated iesv that the ability to retaliate, as
seen during the Second World War, was ‘one of tlestrpowerful deterrents to the
initiation of Chemical Warfare by an enemy'The Second World War was thus still

the prime case study for successful CW deterremioich supported and coincided with

% TNA, DEFE 10/30, ‘Development of Anti-Tank Weapoirs the Long Term’, Chairman of the
Defence Research Policy Committee to the Secreathtiie Chiefs of Staff Committee, 10 November
1951; TNA, DEFE 4/49, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs 8faff Committee, 28 November 1951; TNA,
DEFE 5/37, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfare’, Clm&n of the Defence Research Policy Committee, 6
March 1952, Annex.
3" For examples, see this line of military thinking TNA, DEFE 10/447, ‘Annual Review 1950’, Joint
Secretary of the Chemical Warfare Sub-Committee AliQust 1951, Appendix A, Section III;TNA,
DEFE 10/447, ‘Review of Chemical Warfare 1950-1951dint Secretaries of the Chemical Warfare
388ub-Committee, 11 December 1951, Attached report.

Ibid.
39 TNA, DEFE 10/447, ‘Annual Review 1950, Joint Sefary of the Chemical Warfare Sub-Committee,
10 August 1951, Appendix A, Section 1.
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the arguments over developing a nerve agent cayabilhis deterrence line of
argument also played down the horrors of actuaprting to CW, as their role was to
deter and be held in reserve, rather than be eraglay the outbreak of war. This
retaliation only aspect was however increasinghyoae of contention, for the CWSC
not only urged CW preparedness for CW deterrengeitlalso supported nerve agent
acquisition because the weapons were thought tsobenilitarily effective against
Soviet forced? It can be argued that a weapon needs to be efeictiorder to deter,
but the interest of the CWSC in nerve agent weapearst far beyond just finding a

viable deterrent, it delved into consideration8nfish first-use.

In August 1951, in addition to recognising the eab@f an anti-tank weapon, the CWSC
surmised that nerve agent weapons had ‘tremendootentmlities’ against
concentrations of troofs.Importantly, nerve agent weapons could give sruaties
the power to inflict heavy casualties, and ‘offdet great numerical superiority of the
Russians*? This numerical imbalance of conventional forcesswea huge area of
concern for British defence officials, as while veelagent weapons were not the only
solution to this problem, for the CWSC they ceftyairepresented one of the most
viable means of countering it. Even outside ofribeve agents, chemical weapons were
judged to provide an advantage if used. Defenceial$ thought that sulfur mustard
could be used to cover a retreat on the contirdatying down the Soviet advance
while nuclear weapons devastated the Soviet Utidn.light of all these perceived
advantages in British forces using a variety ofneioal weapons, the CWSC concluded
that it was actually beneficial for Britain to resto CW; as CW use was judged to
favour the Western Powers rather than the Sovianfi

This belief in the perceived advantages of usingndbal weapons gained traction
despite dire warnings from Anglo-American intellge agencies, and even with the
poor state of British civil defence. Throughout gealy 1950s, the British JIC warned
that large-scale Soviet nerve agent productiondcdve started in 1951, that the

Soviet Union could possess enough nerve agent wesajoo operational use in 1953

“%bid.
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and have a considerable capacity available fron6198Vhile this Soviet threat was
branded ‘formidable’, it was still believed that\&et defensive measures were poor,
leaving their forces exposed to Allied CW (8eBritish experts also believed that
‘good anti-gas training requires a high degreentéliigence in the individual’, which
was dubbed more applicable to NATO soldiers thagir tSoviet counterpart€. In
defending against a CW attack, the sheer scalewd&Bground forces was also thought
to be a disadvantage and an added burden; equippitigns of troops with the
required defensive equipment was an enormous sagkone which was presumed to

be beyond the capabilities of the Soviet Uritn.

Despite these alarming claims and assumptiondligeiece on Soviet CW capabilities
was itself of very poor quality, and it was not thest influential factor when it came
to guiding policy. British CW policy was often camtted in partial to complete
ignorance of the true nature of the Soviet CW thras intelligence could provide no
verifiable evidence on Soviet nerve agent develogmerhis had led to the CWSC
lamenting, in August 1951, that ‘practically no pa&r information on [Soviet] CW
has been secure® 'Soviet security measures were cited as the primeagon for this
absence of accurate intelligeri@élhe level of security was deemed so thoroughahat
large-scale CW installation could exist without ar@al possibility of it becoming
known to British intelligencé® Of particular concern, when considering the pagént
use of chemical weapons in war, British defencéciats were highly uncertain as to
how the Soviet Union would respond. Cautious ddificinoted that if the Soviets
adopted the same approach they had to minefiet@dsnely, to march their troops
straight through and accept casualties’, then abslglno reliance could be placed on

5 TNA, DEFE 10/447, ‘Annual Review 1950°, Chemicalaviare Sub-Committee, 10 August 1951,
Appendix a, Section lll. For intelligence forecastsl951 see: TNA, DEFE 10/498, ‘Russian Research
and Development’, Directorate of Scientific Intgince and Joint Technical Intelligence Committée, 2
December 1951. For 1952 see: TNA CAB 158/14, PaiRuissian Research and Development, Joint
Intelligence Committee, 27 February 1952. For 1888 TNA, CAB 158/15, Part I, ‘Soviet and Satellite
War Potential, 1953-1956’, Joint Intelligence Cortted, 10 April 1953.
“® For the ‘formidable’ threat see: TNA, DEFE 7/7@Review of Chemical Warfare Development up to
the End of 1951’, Chemical Warfare Sub-Committeguary 1952. For defensive measures see: TNA,
DEFE 10/447, ‘Review of Chemical Warfare 1950-199306te by the Joint Secretaries of the Chemical
Warfare Sub-Committee, 11 December 1951, Attachpdrt.
" Ibid.
*® Ibid.
“9 TNA, DEFE 10/447, ‘Annual Review 1950°, Chemicalaviare Sub-Committee, 10 August 1951,
Appendix a, Section IlI.
0 TNA, DEFE 10/171, ‘Report on Russian Research Bregelopment’, Directorate of Scientific
\!_)r;telligence and Joint Technical Intelligence Coitted, 20 December 1951.
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certain chemical weapons for slowing down a Soatltance across Western Eurdpe.
This was a core aspect and rationale to the nyiljiastification for the deployment of
chemical weapons, as although the nerve agentsdwmilbe used solely in this role,
Britain’s stocks of sulfur mustard would be.

Ultimately, as a result of poor intelligence, Bsfti officials lacked the means to
accurately assess the CW threat they faced. Insjaddements were made which
relied on information several years old. The CWB&efore believed that a significant
nerve agent threat existed, which needed to berddtand countered, but they had no
verifiable intelligence as to how Soviet officiapproached CW, what form Soviet use
of CW would take, or in what quantity it would bsedl.

Regardless of the paucity of accurate intelligettoe Soviet nerve agent threat was still
thought significant. For the CWSC, the perceivedi&othreat also had significant
ramifications for civil defence, which was fearedsatisfactory> The quandary was
that effective civil defence necessitated circalgtinformation on the highly secret
nerve agents; for if civil defence were to mitigaggainst Soviet CW use in the nerve
agent age, doctors, regional medical staff and defience officials needed to be made
aware of the threat and the very nature of the eemyents? Attempts to address
domestic vulnerability therefore entailed informiadar greater number of people, and
of letting the previously tight control over infoation on the nerve agents slip ever so

slightly. A partial revelation was now needed.

Although information about the nerve agents wa®lyareported on due to close
adherence to tight secrecy, on 8 August 1952Dtuly Mail published an article titled
‘New Gas Destroys Nerve® . The article warned that these ‘new’ nerve agergsew
almost odourless, colourless and that unlike typ3& agents, they produced no easily
recognisable symptoms of exposure, such as itclskip or sore eyes. Most
distressingly, theDaily Mail reported on the substantial dangers of Sovietraads
using nerve agentS.The release of this information was not howevensaccidental
slip-up, or a result of pioneering investigatorynoalism, but a deliberate effort by

2 TNA, DEFE 10/447, Minutes of Meeting, Chemical \tdae Sub-Committee, 25 October 1951.
>3 TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Review of Chemical Warfare Deysinent up to the End of 1951’, Chemical
Warfare Sub-Committee, 12 March 1952.
> |bid.
% Daily Mail, ‘New Gas Destroys Nerves’, 8 August 1952, p.3.
56 |hi
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Government officials to slightly lift the shroud eécrecy and raise public awareness.
With the nerve agent threat and the uncertain ¢lebgironment, stringent levels of
secrecy had to be deliberately weakened for thefliesf defensive preparedness. This
revelation was also made despite serious conceimsh spanned the Atlantic, over the
adverse publicity which would result from any mentof CW>’ The need for a strong
and informed civil defence effort thus necessitaeoublic intervention by Sir Harry
Garner, Chief Scientist at the Ministry of SupplyWith Garner confirming the
existence of the lethal nerve agents, revealingpithel facts’ about them, and raising
public awareness as to how best mitigate agaireit tse>® This increased civil
defence effort represented a significant point astpvar British nerve agent policy,
where the existence of nerve agents was confirnredl the threat was deemed
substantial enough to warrant the careful looseafrextremely tight levels of secrecy.

Even with this apparent civilian vulnerability atite paucity of accurate and verifiable
intelligence on the Soviet CW threat, defence @iftcstill remained committed to the
view that Britain held the upper hand in any wathwéhemical weaporfS. Perceived
Soviet defensive weakness combined with the sutiskanilitary advantages offered
by nerve agent use fuelled this positive outlooktdrms of the relative balance of
forces, actually using nerve agents was thus deamseheficial and militarily sound
option. The CWSC also remained committed to thelgcbon of nerve agent weapons
for use in war, to deterrence through an immediataliatory capability, and to the
expansion of the sarin facility at Nancek(kéhis drive by the CWSC for a stronger
nerve agent role played a significant part in altethe direction of British nerve agent
research and development. When the CoS came tewesfi CW policy in secret, it
would heavily rely on the previous findings and iadvof the Anti-Tank Defence
Measures, the CWSC, and those of the DRPC.

" For the United States, see: National Security AshGeorge Washington University, Chemical and
Biological Warfare, Box 2, Statements of Policy dbicectives on Biological Warfare, Secretarieshuf t
Joint Strategic Plans Committee, 27 May 1952. Théisiked States fears also coincided with Chinese
accusations of United States BW use in the Korean. Wor Canadian concerns see: TNA, CAB 129/55,
‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Secretary of the CabjreOctober 1952, Attached minute.
zz Daily Mail, ‘New Gas Destroys Nerves’, 8 August 1952, p.3.

Ibid.
% TNA, DEFE 10/447, ‘Review of Chemical Warfare 198861’, Note by the Joint Secretaries of the
Chemical Warfare Sub-Committee, 11 December 19%tached report; TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Review of
Chemical Warfare Development up to the End of 19&Hemical Warfare Sub-Committee, 12 March
1952.
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In March 1952, the DRPC’s support for nerve ageerapons, whilst reflective of
growing military interest in the utility and bentsfiof using nerve agent weapons
against Soviet forces, was slightly more cautidns strategic role, against populated
cities or production centres, the DRPC recognikatl¢themical weapons would pale in
comparison to atomic weapons. In a tactical rdlenoted that nerve agent weapons
were ‘extremely important’, and the DRPC even ragdered its prior dismissal of a
nerve agent aerial bomb, which was now deemed &sgive’.®* The highly toxic
properties of sarin, which Britain was gearing up rmass-produce, were also
recognised as hugely effective against Soviet ®ré®r not only did nerve agent
weapons have a high chance of killing those thatecanto contact with them, but as
supported and previously recognised by the sub-dtteenon Anti-Tank Defence
Measures, they also had a substantial psychologifatt®® Death by nerve agent
exposure would have been a particularly disturlsiggt, and Soviet soldiers, fearful of
nerve agent exposure and equipped with respiratwosild be significantly less
effective in battlé*

However, this psychological benefit, and the vemture of CW, came with a
seemingly unassailable obstacle. As the DRPC wathedlimitations placed on CW
use by the Geneva Protocol cast serious doubtsvalvether researching, developing
and deploying this type of weapon was a worthwlkefeleavour due to the legal
constraints. Coupled with this was the impact obreenic cutbacks to scientific
research and development funding under the ChuroBibvernment® This
combination, of international treaties banningtfirse and economic restraints, led to
the DRPC erring on the side of caution. The conaaittjuestioned the decision to
invest heavy capital, of around £2 million, int@ txpansion of the Nancekuke facility
and the mass-production of sarin if there were ssuances that nerve agent weapons
would be used® As a result, the DRPC advised the CoS that theeded to be

%2 TNA, DEFE 5/37, ‘Chemical and Biological WarfareChairman of the Defence Research Policy
Committee, 6 March 1952, Annex.

% TNA, DEFE 10/447, ‘Annual Review 1950’, Chemicalaviare Sub-Committee, 10 August 1951,
Appendix A, Section lll.

% TNA, DEFE 10/30, ‘Development of Anti-Tank Weapdnghe Long Term’, Sub-Committee on Anti-

Tank Defence Measures, 22 October 1951. For a lapgreciation see: TNA, DEFE 7/700,

‘Development of Manufacturing Capacity for NervesGa\. Brownjohn to First Sea Lord, CIGS and

CAS, 13 January 1953, Attached note by Generak&aneth Crawford.

% TNA, DEFE 5/37, ‘Chemical and Biological WarfareChairman of the Defence Research Policy
Committee, 6 March 1952, Annex.
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assurances over the use of nerve agent weaporibefarto warrant the investment and

commitment that mass-production requiféd.

In April 1952, before the completion of the 1952okAl Strategy Paper and after
receiving the analysis and recommendations of thi=Pank Defence Measures Sub-
Committee, the CWSC and the DRPC, the CoS re-assdastish CW policy. Based
on emerging military assessments over the valuenaihthary utility of nerve agent
weapons, the CoS believed that their developmemildiproceed, that the nerve agent
plant at Nancekuke should be expanded with hastg,that Britain must be in a

position to wage CW at the start of hostilitf&s.

Mirroring the CWSC and DRPC, the CoS found that effectiveness of the nerve
agents against massed troops and tanks held swet gromise that it justified
significant funding and developmetitThe CoS observed that without this nerve agent
production, Britain would be ‘entirely dependent the United States’, which was
thought an unacceptable last re8it. also alleged that if the Soviets were to disgov
any Western weakness in the CW field, they wouldage in CW to offset Western
atomic dominancé' As such, it was thought increasingly importantniaintain a
strong CW posture with a viable nerve agent capgbibr without one Britain would

be unable to retaliate with ‘any worthwhile g&sin the nerve agent age, the CoS thus
decided that Britain needed to expand its prodoctas soon as possible’, as the

weapons produced would provide a ‘considerabletment’

Even with this keen military support, and the Adtl&overnment’s prior political

approval in 1950, the role and place of nerve agesatpons was still at the mercy of
the conclusions of the 1952 G&PSwept up in this review of all of defence policy,
nerve agent development, in an economically hamsfrenment, was in a precarious

position. If the outcome of the GSP towards CW @plivere positive, then the

7 |bid.
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Nancekuke facility would be rapidly expanded to triggtain’s Cold War nerve agent
requirements. For a positive outcome, in a peribdracterised by the Churchill
Government’s cutbacks in defence expenditure, defafficials needed to show that
nerve agent weapons were essential to defence.iallyugroving that they were
essential morphed into proving that they would beduin the event of war, which for
chemical weapons is very dangerous territory indéétler the Geneva Protocaol, it
would have been illegal for Britain to initiate C\Ahd thus there was no guarantee that
nerve agent weapons could or would be used inwadutonflict, casting doubt over
their viability. However, this did not lead to nidry officials or the CoS backing down
in their desire for nerve agent weapons; ratheey tesought to change Britain’s

interpretation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

The 1952 GSP
As Baylis and Macmillan have correctly noted, tleet®n on CBW within the GSP
was altered after feedback from Government depasneinfortunately, they were
unable to find the original wording.But the original draft copy of the GSP, now
available, holds substantial implications for BiitiCW policy and defence policy, as it
displays just how strongly the CoS and defenceciafs felt about nerve agent
weapons. What is significant regarding CW policythis original version of the GSP,
is that the CoS attempted to change British pdiaythe first-use of lethal chemical
weapons, and distance the country from its comnmitsyander the Geneva ProtoCdl.
In their version of the 1952 GSP, the CoS wantedGlovernment’s approval for the

following:

We consider that the Allies should be prepared ge these [CBW)]
weapons in wawhen they think it to their advantage to dg and that
this should be reflected in their public attitudehe employment of these

forms of warfare.

5 John Baylis and Alan Macmillan, ‘The British gldlstrategy paper of 1952The Journal of Strategic
Studies 1993, 16:2, p.211.

S TNA, PREM 11/49, lan Jacob to Winston Churchi0, July 1952, Attached expurgated version.

" Ibid. [Italics added by author] It is also impartdo note here that this policy did not specifigakfer

to CW, but also BW. The CoS seemingly wished toehavailable for possible use a full range of CBW
weapons at the start of hostilities. This also oned earlier debates in the United States overdis,
see: Fredericks, ‘United States Chemical WarfalePppp.ll-22-24.
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This substantial shift would have taken the onuayafsom a policy of retaliation only,
and it would have allowed military planners to letbal chemical weapons when they
thought it beneficial to do so. As reflected instxig military thinking, this potential
British use of nerve agent weapons would likely endoeen immediate rather than
hypothetical. If the option were on the table, grerceived military utility of nerve
agent weapons and the numerical imbalance vis-&uiget forces all but assured
British first-use on the European battlefield. Taetra condition that the ‘public
attitude’ of the Government also reflected this e in policy was a particularly
potent point, which deviated greatly from the proactice of keeping all information
on actual nerve agent policy highly secret. Thisdition implied that if Britain were to
renounce its no first-use policy, then it shouldlply acknowledge doing so. This
condition also had possible roots in the perceinedd for a bold CBW deterrent,
which defence officials thought required some degrepublic recognition or rhetoric.
In justifying this striking shift in policy, withtispurning both moral and legal qualms,
the CoS claimed that military utility, the scale tok Soviet threat, developments in
nuclear weapons and peculiarly the CW policy of theited States all justified

changing Britain’s adherence to the legally bind@gneva Protocol.

A crucial part of this rationale was the assessrtiaitif war did break out, then it was
believed that Soviet forces would easily overrunst¥e Europe, and that Soviet
aircraft would attempt to destroy United Statesebas the United Kingdorff Such a
Soviet assault on Western Europe would likely haggered a United States nuclear
response, and as Churchill warned, this atomidiaétan would then further spur on
Russian forces to over-run Western Europe as rapslipossible, with the Red Army
rolling relentlessly forward® Hindering this rapid Soviet advance was therefenere
chemical weapons came to the fore in the origifdPGThe nerve agents could be used
to hamper Soviet progress across the continenteged a considerable toll on Soviet
ground forces, whilst atomic weapons struck athbart of the Soviet Union. This
argument over the scale of the Soviet threat chimigdthe military utility of chemical
weapons, for in justifying a shift in first-use @yl the two arguments went hand in
hand for the CoS: the exceptional scale and letghe Soviet threat required an

exceptional military solution.

8 Baylis, Ambiguity and Deterrence.143.
" TNA, DEFE 32/2, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of St@bmmittee, 18 June 1952, Confidential Annex.
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Although the nerve agents were recognised as wesapoitable for an exceptional
circumstance, compared to the atomic bomb, the &e& deemed them morally no
worse. The Service Chiefs argued that ‘the morgations to chemical warfare can
surely be no greater than to atomic warf&feWhile revealing an awareness of the
moral and ethical dilemmas involved in CW, this gamson was actually further used
to justify the use of chemical weapons in war.he iilitary-based logic of the CoS, if
atomic weapons were to be used in a future wan they not chemical weapons as
well? In a total global war, all of Britain’s misity capabilities would have to be thrown
at the Soviet juggernaut. In terms of the scalededtruction, an atomic bomb far
outweighed chemical weapons. The CoS thus querigdchvemical weapons should be
any different from that of atomic warfare, and whgre were such moral objections to
the use of chemical weapottsBy comparing chemical weapons to atomic weapons,
the CoS hoped to rationalise their use, even & thassively distorted and overlooked
the moral aspects of resorting to such a form affave. Alongside legal constraints,
the CoS was therefore also attempting to put faivitar case for nerve agent weapons
being morally no worse than other methods of warfar

Equally crucial for the CoS in justifying the firgse of chemical weapons was not just
potential United States use of nuclear weaponsalsat its CW policy. As alleged by
the CoS, ‘the Americans have not adhered to thee@e@onvention and will certainly
not hesitate to use either Bacteriological Wartar€hemical Warfare if they consider
it advantageous to do s&.1n requesting British chemical weapons for usthatstart
of hostilities, the CoS therefore gave the imp@sghat they were also harmonising
British policy with that of the United States. Dteethe potential use of CBW by the
United States, it was therefore feared that Brjtaggardless of its stance, could be
dragged into a conflict with chemical weapons. Ainst-use of chemical weapons by
the United States would likely have resulted in i8bveprisals against NATO forces,
triggering the retaliation-only policy of the Gemewrotocol and lifting the legal

constraints on British CW use.

For British officials, the likelihood of the Unite8tates resorting to CW seemed to be

given even greater credence by the ongoing Korean s outlined by Julian Perry

8 TNA, PREM 11/49, lan Jacob to Winston Churchi0, July 1952, Attached expurgated version.
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Robinson, senior defence officials in the Unitedat&, alongside front-line
Commanders, were pressing to use chemical weapoitgydhe waf® The Chiefs of
Staff of both the United States Army and Air Foveere recommending changing first-
use policy to make possible the use of chemicalpaesa when it was deemed
advantageous to do 8bPreviously, the United States had self-imposeétaliation
only policy, in line with the Geneva Protocol. Bthjs first-use shift was pushed for
despite protests from a resistant Navy and eveh gahcerns that a unilateral change
might alienate the United KingdofA.This latter point reveals the influence of the
Anglo-American relations, with United States offil taking British CW policy into
account when formulating their own approach. Coselgr it also shows the relative
isolation and confusion resulting from their respecdebates over military utility and
first-use policy; with both countries seemingly reesding, or at least highly uncertain,

as to the actual first-use policy and intent of dkizer.

What is apparent in the experiences of Britain #redUnited States is the degree of
uniformity in how both countries viewed the milyautility of chemical weapons, and
how certain British and United States defence @fiscwanted to be able to use nerve
agent weapons at the outset of war. The first-ilsentha was not a decision that could
be taken in isolation, with it having substantiamifications for allies. Defence
officials in the United States were hesitant tongepolicy unilaterally, and the British
CoS was keen to bring its policy in line with tlétthe United States, or at least in line
with what the United States was predicted to da iglobal war. The CoS, in their
original version of the GSP, thus used the unaatadf United States CW policy, and
its potential first-use, as another reason andmate for changing Britain’'s adherence

to an internationally recognised treaty banningfitse-use of chemical weapofs.

Unfortunately for the CoS, before their version tbé GSP was sent for Cabinet
approval in mid-1952, it was first circulated tdhet Government departments. In this
process, the Foreign Office emerged as stronglgteed to Britain publicly reneging

on an internationally recognised treaty, a treatyctv Britain had adhered to even

8 RobinsonThe Rise of CB Weapqns158.

8 patrick Coffey American Arsenal: A Century of Waging W@xford: Oxford University Press, 2014)
p.163.

% Tucker,War of Nervesp.127.

8 TNA, DEFE 32/2, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of St&mmittee, 18 June 1952, Confidential Annex;
TNA, PREM 11/49, lan Jacob to Winston Churchill, iy 1952, Attached expurgated version.
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during the Second World WAF. Representing more normative based arguments
emphasising the rule of law, the Foreign Officecally modified the GSP, arguing
that the text should read: ‘the Allies should rake up a position which would deprive
them of their ability to use chemical and bactemital warfarein retaliation’®
Explicitly countering the wishes of the CoS, thadign Office re-draft thus reiterated
that Britain was a signatory of the Geneva Conwenéind would only use chemical or
biological weapons in retaliatidi.After this strong rebuttal, which was reflective o
wider normative constraints and particularly Bhtisbligations under the 1925 Geneva
Protocol, the GSP was drastically changed. Anyreeiee to the United States and its
potential use of CBW, moral comparisons between &W atomic warfare, and any
mention of British first-use were all removed frahe text of the GSP. The input of
the Foreign Office proved a costly and bruising exignce for CW advocates, with
their envisaged policy for the first-use of nengeat weapons substantially watered

down and overridde®t

In July 1952, aware of the hugely divergent stamfebe CoS and the Foreign Office,
Churchill put the topic of Britain’s first-use of BWW to the Cabinet's Defence
Committee for review?” This decision by Churchill to hold a high-level etiag was
also spurred on by concerned British BW expertsy tvd caught wind of the proposed
changes in first-use policy put forward by the CHSre there appears some disconnect
between CW and BW, for many British CW experts bdngly supported this change
in first-use policy, yet for many BW experts it sad alarm and warranted the seeking
of Ministerial clarification®® This concern and the decision by Churchill to eewihe
proposed changes, led to the Defence Committeetlyir@ddressing the topic of CBW

and first-use.

In the meeting in July 1952 political oversight angut was to prove a crushing blow
for CW advocates, as from the outset members obD#fence Committee were highly
sceptical of any proposed change in Britain’s rati@n only policy for CBW.

Crucially, Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden was abfem the meeting, had he been

8 TNA, PREM 11/49, lan Jacob to Winston Churchi0, July 1952.
:z Ibid., Attached expurgated version. [italics adtgdauthor]
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present British CW policy may have taken a veryfedént turn’®® Without Eden’s
presence, the Colonial Secretary, Oliver Lyttelttambasted the desired first-use
policy change as ‘impossible’ to justify, and hguwed that such a policy change could
only ever be enacted ‘when we were fighting for diwes.”® Lyttelton, clearly
impassioned, was not alone in his damning assessiitea Defence Committee agreed
that CBW first-use could only be considered inraetiof war and in the most dire of
situations, as it was too controversial a form affare to warrant publicity or a change
in first-use policy. Even Churchill, a prior advoeaof CW, shied away from the
dramatic policy shift put forward by the CoS. Heswespecially cautious over the
publicity aspect of revealing anything about BhitiSW policy, which was all the more
remarkable given that just a decade before he bhticty threatened to ‘carry out gas

warfare on the largest possible scale’ against @eyif

Chemical and biological weapons were seen as stwosensial and morally dubious
that only in the most severe, desperate situatiauld their first-use be considered.
The exact origins of this moral aversion are harttdce, and it is certainly not unique
to British politicians. As argued by Price, thedalmature of chemical weapons reflects
a genuine and widespread moral rejection of thiamaeof modern warfare, with CW
contravening what was expected of technologicaéstaf the ‘civilized’ world®” How

a state should be seen to conduct itself thus texéent amalgamates with the taboo
nature of chemical weapons, with the chemical weagaboo, a social and political
construction, operating as a norm in internatiosatiety®® In the British case,
perceptions of how a great power should act thkslyli played a part in political
aversion towards nerve agent weapons. A cultumneht was also a particularly
strong psychological factor in this aversion, ville legacy of the First World War, the
shock value of the nerve agents themselves, anéstaf Nazi death camps and human

experiments all still within recent memotyHowever, regardless of the exact driver of

% TNA, CAB 131/12, Minutes of Meeting, Cabinet DefenCommittee, 9 July 1952. For more details
on Eden’s involvement with CW policy, see Chaptefi3e last man standing.
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political aversion, in the absence of a global vy was thought such a controversial
topic that even Churchill shied away from even mplacknowledging a change in
CW policy, let alone indicating British willingneds resort to nerve agent use. As a
result Churchill and the rest of the Defence Corteritdecided, in July 1952, that no
public announcement should be made unless theyotdiged to, and they agreed with
the Foreign Office that Britain should adhere te @eneva Protocof®

Following the Defence Committee’s verdict, and raftee Foreign Office review, the
final 1952 GSP stated that:

The United Kingdom is at present committed by tlemé&a Convention
not to use [chemical and biological weapons] exaepetaliation... The
new nerve gases can, however, be used tacticafjyett advantage and
would provide the Allies with weapons of real valgainst an enemy
who relies on massed formatiofs.

While this final version of the GSP acknowledged thctical value of the nerve agents
against Soviet forces, it was a far cry from winet €oS had wanted it to say. Instead
of granting the ability to use chemical weaponshatoutset of war, British politicians
had re-affirmed the country’s commitment to thealiation only-policy of the Geneva
Protocol. The arguments put forward by the CoSfalein on deaf ears, with ministers
on the Defence Committee finding the CoS requestep too far. This rebuff would
have substantial consequences for British CW pplayh it significantly changing
Britain’s relationship and engagement with nerverdgveapons and the direction of

CW policy.

An about turn
The failed attempt to overcome the perceived liates of a no first-use policy in the
GSP would have a considerable impact on British @¥licy and the decision to
develop and produce nerve agents. A. E. Childspihector of the Chemical Defence

Experimental Establishment at Porton Down, ruefubted that the outcome of the

pp.119-132. While this thesis has attempted toaioesjustice to this avenue of moral aversion thihoug
its exploration of the direction, development aladisality of policy, there is certainly more workle
done on the British experience, particularly inaegto public perceptions.
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GSP was likely to be a ‘dampening effect, in thawaver good toxicological weapons
might be, they could not be integrated with earlg anmediate war plan$®* With no
change to Britain’s interpretation of first-use,vadates of a British nerve agent
capability had thus fallen at the Geneva Protoecotlle. This rebuttal had transpired
even after the military utility of nerve agents haden established and after prior
political approval had been granted for productipnthe Attlee Government. The
backlash and fallout from this failed attempt t¢ealfirst-use policy also coincided
with, and was further exacerbated by, the detdrmraof Britain's CW stockpile and

the Churchill Government’s economic cutbacks tedeé expenditure.

In late July 1952, shortly after the GSP decisibnyas fully recognised that Britain
was without a viable or truly effective CW capatiliFor the GSP had not only
highlighted the military desirability of nerve agemeapons, but it also revealed the
urgency and importance military planners attached thnerve agent capability and
deterrent. The GSP had demanded a CW capabilityBbtain still only possessed
outmoded forms of chemical weapons which did nderoh meaningful deterrent
capability’®* As the Air Ministry warned, leftover stores of sulmustard bombs were
no longer satisfactory, and phosgene bombs comtaineobsolescent agert”? Even
with this damming conclusion, it was recommendedt tthese outmoded and
ineffective weapons still be retained, for theyresented the country’s only real CW
retaliatory capability, with captured German tatimambs still largely unusabf&® The
situation was so severe for defence officials thia¢y clung to an obsolete,
deteriorating, and inefficient CW capability, whicbuld only realistically be used in
an absolute ‘last ditch’ effort against the Soviktion. Reflective of this desperation,
and with doubts over the fate of a nerve agentluéifyaafter the GSP setback, the Air
Ministry even approved the production of 19,000xAlbGulfur mustard bomb§®

In the Cold War nerve agent age, Britain was imsirgdy falling behind the
superpowers. The situation was bleak for defendieiat, as not only did the GSP

guash the change in first-use policy, it also ptedi no concrete political guidance on

102 TNA, WO 188/802, ‘A History of Porton Down’, Minii of Defence, 1960, Appendix B; Carter,
Porton Down p.56; Carter and Pearson, ‘North Atlantic chetréoal biological research collaboration’,
p.85.
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how Britain’s retaliatory CW capability was to belfilled, or what form it would
take!®” Given this concerning situation, the Air Ministsearched for a potential
remedy for the nerve agent shortage, with the néfursmustard bombs acting as a
temporary stop-galf® The Air Ministry still believed that Britain neede nerve agent
capability, even if just for deterrence and retaa rather than for first-use. One
potential solution was to modify captured Germasutabombs to better suit British
means of delivery; this would have at least prodideslightly more credible retaliatory
capability with nerve agent§?

The second option suggested by the Air Ministry wWes sounding out and revival of
considerations of a potential nerve agent deal wh#h United State¥° This was
thought a particularly promising avenue given tlerpeconomic state of the country,
and due to the fact that the expansion of the Naneefacility to 50 tons per week was
now thought to require an investment of around filiam, along with a further £5
million for the chemical industr{** Strangely though this proposal was suggested
despite Britain not being alone in its poor CW @argginess, for the United States was
also struggling to develop nerve agent weaponsiih1852* The United States was,
however, struggling for very different reasonsh#id started the mass-production of
sarin, but technical difficulties were hampering tlevel of output. While the United
States was therefore grappling with the mass-ptomtuof sarin, after the GSP, Britain
was left scrambling resources together to acqumeesform of CW capability, even if

it was only in the form of sulfur mustard bombgtmough acquiring nerve agents from
the United States.

This disparity in effort and scale was further campded with the souring of military

enthusiasm for nerve agent weapons in Britain,taadntroduction of harsh economic
cutbacks in defence expenditure. Reflective of @hitoncerns, without any guarantee
over the use of nerve agent weapons, previousanmyliinterest in the nerve agents

197 TNA, DEFE 5/43. ‘Policy for Chemical Warfare anib®gical Warfare Research and Development,
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waned. Previous advocates of nerve agent weapocis,as the DRPC, the War Office
and the Air Ministry, also began to question thevaeagent requirement and domestic

mass-production.

In January 1953, when the CoS met to discuss tiueefof CW policy, the tone was
markedly different™® The Service Chiefs had oscillated and changedseouery
quickly in the aftermath of the GSP, with Field Iglaal Sir John Harding, Chief of the
Imperial General Staff, taking a particularly négatstance on British CW policy?
Harding, representing the Army and in a substartirgak from his predecessors,
argued that Britain should confine itself to purdlgfensive research, abandon
aspirations for a nerve agent capability, and soffansive research altogetter.This
reversal was all the more remarkable given thatag the Army which had previously
been the main advocate and central driving forchinge nerve agent weapons
acquisition. Harding’s measures would have sevatehjlitated British CW policy, but
he believed that in order to counter this Britdwowd willingly become entirely reliant
on the nerve agent capability of the United Statesrder to save ‘large sums of
money’™® The second key advocate of nerve agent weapoasAithMinistry, also
changed course after the GSP failure. Althoughasotrastic as Harding, Air Chief
Marshal Sir William Dickson, Chief of the Air Staf€oncluded that while tactically
useful, strategically CW was not of vital importarit’ Dickson believed that instead
of forsaking nerve agent weapons altogether, Briskiould seek to purchase nerve
agent weapons from the United States. Such a sf@psented a possible solution to
Britain’s nerve agent requirements, as it represkmat potential financial saving from
abandoning domestic production and it avoided tbestacase scenario of casting aside

all aspects of offensive CW poli¢y?

This turn against a British nerve agent capabitityo coincided with the defence
cutbacks orchestrated by the Churchill Governmantl with substantial advances in
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Annex; TNA, DEFE 10/32, ‘Development of ManufachgiCapacity for Nerve Gas’, Secretary of the
Defence Research Policy Committee, 9 January 1853gXx.

14 TNA, DEFE 4/59, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of St&fommittee, 6 January 1953, Confidential
Annex.

12 pid.

118 |bid.; TNA, DEFE 10/32, ‘Development of Manufadhg Capacity for Nerve Gas’, Secretary of the
Defence Research Policy Committee, 9 January 1853gXx.

17 TNA, DEFE 4/59, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of St&fommittee, 6 January 1953, Confidential
Annex.
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British nuclear weapons capabilities; Britain testts first atomic bomb in October
195219 After this key juncture, and with the advent oé tthermonuclear age, even
greater attention, support and funding would neebe allocated to the fiefd® This
primacy of atomic weapons came at the cost of oHrveas of defence, and it
undoubtedly played a part in defence officials feng their previously strong support
for a nerve agent capability. In light of the GS#l dhis shift in military opinion, the
DRPC concluded with ‘great reluctance’ that plaos the expansion of Nancekuke
should be abandonéd: Financial constraints, the dominance of nucleaapoes, the
adverse impact of prioritising nerve agent weapmrex other ‘more urgent’ weapons,
and the United States soon providing a substamtiale agent deterrent all combined to
undermine arguments for domestic nerve agent ptmoiut?” The arrival of a United
States nerve agent capability was a particularliemqofactor, with members of the
DRPC observing that ‘as with the atom bomb, neras would prove a powerful
deterrent in the hands of the United States, efrar iourselves did not possess'ft’
With there being no certainty of use and with tbets involved, military opinion had
thus turned against nerve agent weapons, and tHeCDRIr Staff and Army all

revoked their support and backing for domestic potidn.

After reviewing policy, the CoS concluded in Jaryud®53 that ‘in light of this
country’s present financial position’, Britain cduhot ‘afford to provide the means of
retaliation with modern CW nerve gas weapdA$The CoS, very much in line with
the DRPC and existing military opinion, also coudleskthat as with the atomic bomb,
nerve agent would indeed provide a powerful deterie the hands of the United
States. With the United States providing the CWedent, and a potential avenue for
future acquisition, Britain did not need to maseeuce its own nerve agent weapons.

This decision was also thought a necessary saerificorder to fund other areas of

iZEJoneSUK Strategic Deterrent, Volumepp.25-26.

Ibid.
121 TNA, DEFE 10/32, ‘Development of Manufacturing @ajty for Nerve Gas’, Secretary of the
Defence Research Policy Committee, 9 January 18&8ched report. This assessment also formed a
part of wider cuts in expenditure in the defeneddfi where the DRPC was tasked with investigatimgy t
impact of a 10% reduction, see the later conclusiowA, DEFE 10/32, ‘Review of the Research and
Development Programme’, Defence Research Policyr@itee, 22 April 1953.
122 TNA, DEFE 10/32, ‘Development of Manufacturing @ajty for Nerve Gas’, Secretary of the
lngfence Research Policy Committee, 9 January 18%&ched report.

Ibid.
124 For the earlier discussion and motivations invdlveee: TNA, DEFE 4/59, Minutes of Meeting,
Chiefs of Staff Committee, 6 January 1953, ConfidénAnnex. For the implementation and
confirmation, see: TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Policy for Ghigal and Biological Warfare’, Secretary of the
Chiefs of Staff Committee to First Sea Lord, CIGE &£AS, 20 January 1953, Attached report
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defence ‘of even greater importan¢®.During a period of economic cutbacks and
with the ascendancy of nuclear weapons in defepntieyp funding had to go towards
weapons which were vital to defence and which wdaddused, rather than those that
only might be used?®

This substantial policy reversal was put forwardtiy CoS and met with widespread
acceptance, except from the CWSC, which, underChairmanship of Sir Kenneth
Crawford, put up bitter resistance. Crawford, ire @f his final acts before retirement,
condemned the direction of British CW policy, sbncriticised the stance of Harding
and Dickson, and bemoaned the poor state of Britiéh preparedness’ He argued
that the ‘nerve gases, used as tactical weapate ifield, would be of a potency far in
excess of anything previously known’ and that theguld prove ‘a substantial
deterrent?® Reminiscent of the CoS arguments in the origin@PGCrawford lobbied
for nerve agent weapons, believing that they wanadhugely important for the defence
of Western Europe. He further warned that once mtomeapons were used, nerve
agents would not remain ‘excluded for lon§’.Crawford thus dubbed first-use a non-
issue, for in an all-out war no weapon would berddirand the Americans would use

everything in their arsenal.

The willingness to accept increasing reliance @hited States was also slammed by
Crawford, who strongly questioned this completearele on the United States. He
argued that prior Anglo-American cooperation waseshon a degree of reciprocity,
not complete dependent®.If Britain chose such a position of dependencenthe
cautioned that the depths and levels of Anglo-Aogaricooperation would diminish,

for Britain would be unable to supply the Unite@t®s with information of value in the

125 TNA, DEFE 4/59, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of St&fommittee, 6 January 1953, Confidential
Annex.
125 bid.
127 TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Development of Manufacturing @ajy for Nerve Gas’, N. Brownjohn to First
Sea Lord, CIGS and CAS, 13 January 1953, Attaclog¢el Iy General Sir Kenneth Crawfoithe Daily
Telegraph ‘New Munitions Chief’, 2 September 2 1953, p.6.
128 TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Development of Manufacturing @ajiy for Nerve Gas’, N. Brownjohn to First
Sea Lord, CIGS and CAS, 13 January 1953, Attaclmel oy General Sir Kenneth Crawford. Crawford
put up strong resistance in the CoS meeting, widclhere the ‘substantial deterrent’ quote can be
found, see: TNA, DEFE 4/59, Minutes of Meeting, €hi of Staff Committee, 6 January 1953,
Confidential Annex.
129 TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Development of Manufacturing @ajy for Nerve Gas’, N. Brownjohn to First
%ga Lord, CIGS and CAS, 13 January 1953, Attaclel oy General Sir Kenneth Crawford.
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CW field**! Crawford concluded that Britain needed to mainttsircontribution to the
‘common fund of knowledge’ to warrant continued egx to the United States
programmé3? The Chairman of the CWSC therefore roundly conderthe direction
and perceived decline of British CW policy, and teeommended that given the
economic situation, Britain should not abandon eeagent weapons, but simply seek

the most economically viable means of possessiag th

Testament to his influence, which amalgamated witgering military hopes over
acquiring a nerve agent weapon, Crawford’s harboke did not go unheeded. After
his intervention, while the CoS accepted that tlammed 50 ton a week nerve agent
facility should indeed be abandoned, contrary toditg they agreed that advanced
British research into offensive CW must continuastioularly as the perceived Soviet
threat remained ‘formidablé®® Crawford’s desire for a more economical nerve agen
capability also chimed with the Air Ministry, whidiad been advocating a potentially
more economically viable nerve agent capabilitycsinthe GSP failure. The Air
Ministry believed that Britain could purchase nemgents from the United States,
whilst continuing its own offensive CW researchisTimiddle-path compromise gained
traction, especially since after the GSP the Ser@hiefs had reduced the quantity of
nerve agents they required for the outbreak of waneasing the likelihood that the
United States could fulfil Britain’s request. Bedahe GSP, the War Office and the Air
Ministry had desired around 12,000 tons of sarmnfilitary use, which would have
proved a tall order for United States officials. wéwver, immediately after the GSP
setback, this figure was drastically curtailed t60® tons->* Given this comparatively
low amount, and even with the stuttering natur¢hef United States CW programme,
British officials were hopeful for a de&l As the Ministry of Supply observed, ‘the
overheads required for us to produce our modestinEgents seem out of proportion

when considering the huge effort being expendetérnited States®

131 |pid.

132 TNA, DEFE 5/43, ‘Policy for Chemical and Biologlc&Varfare Research and Development’,
Chairman of the Chemical Warfare Sub-CommitteeD&tember 1952, Annex.

133 TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Policy for Chemical and BiologicWarfare’, Secretary of the Chiefs of Staff
Committee to First Sea Lord, CIGS and CAS, 20 JgnL@53, Attached re-drafted report.

134 TNA, DEFE 5/44, ‘Policy for Chemical Warfare’, Mairy of Supply, 17 February 1953. Of this
amount, 1,600 tons were intended for the army & t8ns for the Air Ministry. See: TNA, DEFE
7/700, Minutes of Meeting, Chemical Warfare Sub-@attee, 7 November 1952.
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Despite still not possessing any real nerve agapalality in early 1953 as a result of
technical difficulties, the United States was r&pidapproaching sarin mass-
production**” This was greatly aided by the fact that after dhébreak of the Korean
War, the United States CW budget was tripled, lmg@rawford to ruefully conclude
that ‘the American effort is such as to make owraypby comparison:*® When the
optimal level of United States nerve agent masshmtion was reached, it would be
producing 15,000 to 20,000 tons of sarin a y&aBritish officials in the Ministry of
Supply still thought this rapid expansion of neagent production highly ambitious,
and reflective of earlier concerns they cautioneat it would be ‘surprising’ if the
United States’ plans actually met the schedule saméd:*® Owing to the degree of
Anglo-American CW cooperation, British research dideady directly benefit from
this ambitious United States nerve agent reseandhpaoduction programme in other
ways. British experts were allowed access to tloelystion facility, given information
on production techniques and they were regularlpraiped of the progress of
production*** Due to domestic economic and political difficuti@owever, British
officials wanted far more than just to learn methad production from the United

States, they also wanted the output.

In 1951, the idea of acquiring nerve agents su@ptg the United States had been
rejected by British CW planners, yet by early 19B8tish officials had shifted their
position'*? Throughout 1953 advanced discussions took plateelea the United
States Department of State, the Department of Befemd the British Ministry of
Defence (MoD) over whether a nerve agent deal viasle; and over how much the

137 NARA II, Record Group 218, Central Decimal File51953, Box 152, ‘Chemical (toxic) and
Biological Warfare Readiness’, Joint Strategic Bl@ommittee, 31 August 1953.
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States Chemical Warfare Policy’, p.llI-25; Cofféymerican Arsenalp.163.

139 Harris and PaxmarA Higher Form of Killing p.182; Reid Kirby, ‘Nerve Gas: America's Fifteen-
Year Struggle for Modern Chemical Weapor&\IL Army Chemical Revie\2006, Jan-June, pp. 42-43.
140TNA, DEFE 10/447, ‘Development of Manufacturingp@aity for Nerve Gas’, Ministry of Supply, 4
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141 For an example of the depth of cooperation seeA, TREFE 7/700, ‘Review of Chemical Warfare
Development up to the End of 1951’, Chemical Warfaub-Committee, 12 March 1952.
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nerve agents would co¥t The potential deal had the backing of the Unitéates
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the British CoS, but therere serious reservations on both
sides and substantial obstacles to overcome. Quidgon was that while United States
officials estimated that 2,500 tons of sarin wooaddst Britain around $10 million, the
United States did not produce suitable weaponsasings for nerve agent use by
British forces — meaning that if Britain wanted veelagent weapons it would have to
supply the delivery method, whilst the United Staseipplied the actual nerve agent
filling. *** A novel solution was proposed, which again hidftgthe remarkable depth
of trilateral cooperation in the CW field at theng; Canada would produce British-
designed casings for weapons, which would therhipped to the United States, filled

with sarin, and then these sarin-filled weaponsldde shipped to Britaifi*®

A second stumbling block to any deal was that Britaould have to wait for United
States production to reach the required level,nagarly 1953 production was not
sufficient to meet the United States’ military r@gments, let alone modest British
ones as welt’® It was predicted that only by mid-1956 would thaeited States be
ready for the large-scale use of nerve agents, dpagsing the opportunity of potential
British acquisition:*” This delay though caused some consternation oBritish side,
with concerns still simmering over whether the dourshould voluntarily become
‘entirely dependent’ on the United States for agmaially very powerful weaporn*®

As discussions advanced, exploration of the negentadeal gained momentum, and
with it emerged senior political interest in thenfoof the British Minister of Defence,
Field Marshal Harold Alexander, and the Prime MmisWinston Churchill. In March
1953, Alexander agreed with the CoS that a dealldhze pursued®® He believed that

Britain’s nerve agent requirements were ‘compaedyismall’ when placed next to the

143 NARA Il, RG 218, Chairman’s File: General Bradlép49-1953, Box 07, ‘Chemical Warfare’,
Memorandum for General of the Army Omar Bradley,Juiie 1953.

144 NARA Il, RG 218, Central Decimal File 1951-53, Bt%2, Aide-Memoire, Department of State, 16
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145 TNA, DEFE 13/265, ‘Policy for Chemical Warfare’, Brownjohn, 25 March 1953. Canada would
produce British designed weapons as the UniteceStand Britain used different delivery methods for
chemical weapons.

18 NARA II, RG 218, Central Decimal File 1951-53, B&%2, Aide-Memoire, Department of State, 16
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substantial scale of the United States CW programif@f the potential 2,500 tons to
be acquired from the United States deal, it was edsmfirmed that 1,600 tons would go
to the Army, with the rest going to the RAR.After this green light by Alexander,
discussions over a potential deal gained evendughthority and weight.

However, the complexity of transporting nerve ageand the sheer costs involved
began to take a toll on negotiations. With dividaeerging in March-April 1953,
Churchill attempted to take a more active roletia herve agent negotiatiotrd.To
procure nerve agent weapons for Britain, Churdalight to use his relationship with
General Walter Bedell Smith, the United States WRkxretary of State and a close
ally of Eisenhower, to push for a change in forsuite negotiation$>® The proposed
letter shows Churchill attempting to interveneha highest level to secure nerve agent
supplies for Britairt>* It also reveals that Churchill did not only wans@ tons of
sarin for British forces, but a United States cotnment to meet all of Britain’s nerve
agent requirements should war break out, which @vduwhve been a substantial
undertaking'>®> Churchill’s direct intervention never came to from. The letter was
scuppered by the very same person who had draftétekander actively discouraged
the Prime Minister from intervening, warning thaimight be ‘straining’ his contacts
within the United States administration, especialilyce Bedell Smith was not even
directly involved with the negotiatiods® Churchill, heeding Alexander’s advice,

agreed to take a back sét.

Shortly after Churchill’'s attempted intervention,May 1953, negotiations encountered
their most significant obstacle, with the CoS imasiagly concerned by the burden of
having to pay outright for the 2,500 tons of sarather than receiving it on more
favourable terms through US defence aid. Summarisire findings of the CoS,
Alexander informed Churchill that the proposed dealits current form, was simply
not a viable alternative to domestic mass-productid The expansion of the British

150 |pid.
151 |pid.
152TNA, DEFE 13/265, ‘Policy for Chemical Warfare’, Brownjohn, 4 May 1953.
133 W.P. Snyder, ‘Walter Bedell Smith: Eisenhower'seElof Staff’, Journal of Military Affairs 1984,
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1% TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Nerve Gas’, Harold AlexanderWinston Churchill, 8 May 1953, Attached
draft letter.
> |bid.
18 TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Nerve Gas’, Harold AlexandeWinston Churchill, 8 May 1953.
157 |
Ibid.
158 |pid.

89



nerve agent facility at Nancekuke was predicteaddst in the region of £4 million,
while the cost of purchasing nerve agents fromUhied States would have been £2.2
million, creating a saving of around £1.8 millibii.This attractive saving, in a period
of defence cutbacks, did not however include tretscof transporting the nerve agents.
It was soon realised, after detailed negotiatiom$ planning, that this saving of £1.8
million would actually have been mostly, if not Wyoffset, by the costs of filling the
ammunition and transporting the weapons acrosdttantic.*°® As a result of these
seemingly insurmountable obstacles, Alexander méat Churchill that the nerve agent
deal should be rejected in its current form, fodid not fulfil its primary purpose of

providing Britain with an economically viable neragent capability®*

While these negotiations were ongoing, Churchilsvegain drawn into nerve agent
policy, when, on 7 May 1953, he was informed oftiBn nerve agent experiments on
volunteer soldierd®® These experiments were a part of a much more sixteresearch

programme, with nerve agent experiments carriedtibotisands of times a year at
Porton Down. Although these trials were often omahs such as guinea pigs and
rabbits, rather than humans, from 1949, sciensist3orton had thought it essential to
begin testing small amounts of nerve agents onnteér soldiers®® This was deemed

a necessary scientific step for the accurate meamnt of the effects of nerve agent
exposure in humans. In total, from 1949 to May 19%®und 1,500 soldiers were
subjected to tests with lethal nerve agéfitsAs Churchill was remarkably informed,

these trials were ‘exceedingly miltf°

Churchill was notified of these activities as, oM@y 1953, a British volunteer soldier
had died from nerve agent exposure after an expeti@t Porton Dowr ® In the trial,

researchers had exposed Leading Aircraftman Rdvialddison to a small quantity of

159 This figure is derived from information used inciténg the efficiency of the deal. Domestic cost of
production was predicted as £4m, total predictedinga, not including transport, were £1.8m.
Calculated cost of purchasing nerve agents, ardih@dm. Figures found in: TNA, PREM 11/3099,
‘Policy for Chemical Warfare’, N. Brownjohn to thinston Churchill, 4 May 1953.
160 i
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182TNA, PREM 11/3099, JS [full name unreadable] tawg¥hn Churchill, 7 May 1953.
183 5chmidt,Secret Sciengep.219-227.
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sarin'®’ After a short amount of time, he suffered fromleia convulsions which

resulted in a traumatic death. This experiment addilson was carried out despite, in
the months preceding his death, numerous otheanoss of soldiers suffering
seriously negative effects from the tri&i&In addition, many of the soldiers involved
in these experiments were completely unaware tiet were being tested with lethal
nerve agent¥® And, despite queries in Parliament, Maddison'stieeas referred to
as a ‘fatal accident’, and the trials conductedPatton, and the true nature of
Maddison’s death, did not come to light at the tifffeThe subsequent Home Office
inquest was also kept secret, and Maddison’s deashlabelled as accidentat.lt was
not until 1960 that theDaily Mail reported that scientists at Porton Down had
experimented on humans, but even then the scale neasfully appreciated or
realised’? In November 2004, after a second inquest and &éigrears had elapsed, it
was finally determined that Maddison had been ufubyv killed by nerve agent
exposuré’® For decades the public was kept in the dark abweitextent of British
nerve agent research and human experiments, whadhréached this unfortunate
climax in 1953'" This adherence to secrecy was all the more rerbkrlgiven that
Churchill, in May 1953, when receiving the repofthMaddison’s death, had advised

officials to ‘tell the truth’*"®

Given the perceived scale of the Soviet threat,ldlk of an effective deterrent, and
with the urgency resulting from falling behind ihet nerve agent arms race, these
British experiments on human volunteers had beeunght justified. This unethical

drive for scientific advances came at a substaotiat, with Maddison’s death marking
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the end of a particularly gloomy and questionabdeiqu in British defence policy,
which had also been dominated by considerationsnatithry support for changes in

the first-use of lethal chemical weapons.

The period of 1951-53 therefore marked both thetlzexi post-war British nerve agent
policy and signalled the start of a rapid declimel1951, crucial committees like the
CWSC and the DRPC were pushing for a prominent f@menerve agents in British
defence policy. This groundswell of support, basedhe perceived military utility of
nerve agent weapons and the Soviet threat, lethedoCoS drastically attempting to
change Britain’s interpretation of the Geneva RrokoThis attempted change in first-
use however, met fierce resistance from both theeigo Office and from senior
politicians in the Defence Committee. The CoS aiildary advocates of British nerve
agent weapons were rebuffed, with the politicabreenic, moral and reputational costs
deemed too significant to overcome. Only in thekdsr time, and facing a fight for
survival, would political approval be given for hamge in first-use policy. As a result
of this setback, and with no guarantee that negentaweapons would be used in a
future war, British nerve agent policy sufferednfraincertainty and cutbacks. The
expansion of the Nancekuke facility to allow theguction of 50 tons of sarin per
week was halted, and serious questions emergedilowduture of British CW policy.
While economic constraints severely hampered pplitgtead of scrapping offensive
CW policy altogether, defence officials attemptedalvage the dire situation through a
potential nerve agent deal with the United Stafésse protracted negotiations, for an
affordable nerve agent capability and deterrentuld/continue into the mid-1950s,
when British CW policy continued its drift and dieel"®

176 TNA, DEFE 13/265, ‘Nerve Gas’, Secretary of thed®h of Staff Committee to the First Sea Lord,
CIGS, CAS, 1 October 1953; TNA, DEFE 5/50, ‘Transation of Nerve Gas from America’, Ministry
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3. Drift, Decline and Abandonment, 1954-1957

If we were to kill each other by the million witlages we might yet earn
the gratitude of the historians and archaeologistee future, who might
say that at least the inhabitants of the westeunttes, in the second
half of the 20th century, were civilised or cultdrenough to kill each
other but not to destroy everything their ancestoasl made during
thousands of years of civilisatién.

Geoffrey de Freitas MP, House of Commons Debafiely1954.

After the substantial impact of the Korean War, ebhidrew to a close with the
armistice agreement of July 1953, the Cold Warflyriguietened® The period of 1954-
55, despite it coinciding with West Germany joiniNATO and the conflict in
Indochina, thus represented a relative declineald @Var tensions. Nikita Khrushchev,
the emerging Soviet successor after the deaths®ploStalin in March 1953, initially
appeared to embrace the new atmosphere. When herastlent Dwight Eisenhower
at Geneva in July 1955, he agreed to Austrian akiytrand aired ideas of
disarmament.However this climate of cooperation would soonvershort-lived, and
tensions would again re-ignite when Khrushchevdtiity suppressed the Hungarian
uprising in 1956. This environment of rising tensions and confrdotatwould take
greater urgency with the ‘Sputnik effect’ in 195vhen Soviet breakthroughs in the
area of ballistic missile technology added to grayviears of Soviet scientific and

military capabilities in the thermonuclear &ge.

Navigating the fall and rise in Cold War tensionaswno easy task for British Prime

Ministers. Winston Churchill, keen to reinvent grpawer summitry after the death of

! Policy drift is a recurring theme in CBW policyhd title for this chapter is inspired by the simitath
of BW policy, as referred to in BalmeByitain and Biological Warfarep.128.
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Stalin, attempted to secure a more active, modeyable for Britain’ In April 1955
however, he resigned, with his heir-apparent Anyh&den taking over the reins.
Eden’s premiership was marked by the disaster@Sihez crisis of 1956Branded as
a ‘traumatic clash’ in Anglo-American relations,egwnderlined the limits of post-war
British power, with pressure from the United Stdtesing a humiliating British retreat
from its military action against Egyptin January 1957, following Eden’s resignation,
Harold Macmillan became the third Conservative Rrivtinister in less than two years.
Once in office, Macmillan sought to repair Anglo-Arntan relations as a first priority,
and in May 1957 he witnessed Britain joining therthonuclear club as the world’s

third member during the Grapple series of testaénSouth Pacifi¢°

In parallel with the dominance of nuclear deteregrtbe economic situation also took
on renewed importance during this pertdddefence expenditure was to witness a fall
from 9.4% of GDP in 1954 to 6.8% in 1958Duncan Sandys was appointed Minister
of Defence by Macmillan, with a mandate to substdigtreduce defence expenditure
and manpowel His famous Defence White Paper, issued in Aprb7,9announced
the end of national service, embodied strategic @ao@homic arguments to justify
reductions in defence expenditure and emphasisegréreminent role of the nuclear
deterrent* British development of thermonuclear weapons dutimee Sandys era of
defence policy was all the more important givert tha nuclear arms race had begun to
reach new heights. The United States had firsedeatthermonuclear device in 1952,
and the Soviet Union in 1955. For British policykees, this dawn of the
thermonuclear age was a double-edged sword. Briteia a front-line target, yet
thermonuclear weapons would also diminish the aidhegmn of physically larger
countries, which had been a clear benefit the $dvigon possessed over Britdih.
Along with this substantial thermonuclear developmevith its horrifying level of
destructive capability, increasing focus and emjghass also placed on the deterrent
role of nuclear weapons in broader British defgmakécy. This prioritisation of nuclear
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weapons often came at the cost of other areasfefde with thermonuclear weapons
deemed integral for deterrence, for prestige, aeded as a more economical means of

improving security in comparison to conventionats’®

British CW policy, after the failure of the 1952 BSwith substantial changes in the
Cold War environment, and increasingly eclipsedHiy ever-growing nuclear shadow,
experienced a period of drift and decline. Thispteawill first explore the legacy and

fallout resulting from the 1952 GSP, and then it amalyse the crucial years of 1956-
57, with the decisions made during this period h@vsubstantial ramifications for

British CW policy in the Cold War.

Drift and decline

By February 1954, any possible deal for acquiriagva agents from the United States
had fallen through. Despite energetic action bytigri officials, discussions had
become bogged down in ‘legal difficulties’ and owhe issue of payment.British
defence officials also increasingly thought it usevio rely wholly on the United States
for a CW capability, especially since United Stapesduction was behind schedule,
rendering it unlikely that they would have sparpmies for Britain to purchase in the
immediate futuré® Norman Brook, the Cabinet Secretary, informed Chillr that
there were no financial gains to be found withtlmted States deal, as the total cost of
purchasing and transporting the nerve agents wdagdd comparable to Britain

domestically producing thef.

In light of this setback, the Cabinet Defence Cottemi initially, under the strong
urgings of the Minister of Supply Duncan Sandysaiagapproved the domestic

production of nerve agent®.lt also confirmed that the nerve agent deal, &ntpi

16 Baylis, British Defence Policyp.52.

TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Policy for Chemical Warfar&rownjohn to the Prime Minister, 8 February
1954; TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Policy for Chemical Wadg Norman Brook to the Prime Minister, 8
February 1954; NARA Il, RG 218, Central DecimaleF11954-56, Box 126, Secretaries of the United
States Joint Chiefs of Staff to the United StatéstXChiefs of Staff, 15 February 1954, enclosed
memorandum.

18 TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Policy for Chemical Warfar@rownjohn to the Prime Minister, 8 February
1954,

¥ TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Policy for Chemical Warfar&lprman Brook to the Prime Minister, 8
February 1954.

20 TNA, CAB 131/14, ‘Policy for Chemical Warfare’, M®randum by the Minister of Supply, 25
January 1954; TNA, CAB 131/14, Minutes of Meetif@binet Defence Committee, 9 February 1954.
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reliance on the United States, would be ‘abandoffeffxpenditure on nerve agent
weapons could still, however, only be approvedhiéyt were deemed essential to
defence, with their effectiveness against large lmens of Soviet troops believed to be
an ‘essential part of our military equipmefft'In 1954, the CoS and the Ministry of
Supply still both believed that the ability to redge with nerve agent weapons was
important, and with the United States falling thybu they revived plans for the
expansion of the sarin plant at Nancek&k&he immediate short-term consequence of
the potential United States deal falling througrs whzerefore that domestic production
was once again confirmed, as the proponents oerggent weapons remained keen to
possess a nerve agent capability for both its anylittility and deterrent value, even if

first-use was off the table.

The expansion of the Nancekuke facility would cosliions of pounds, an outlay

which still needed to be strongly justified, espdlgiin a period of economic cutbacks.
This was all the more important given that it cadec with the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, Rab Butler, warning that the overallt calsdefence was ‘exceedingly
heavy’'?* Britain was thus facing the challenge of meetitupgl defence commitments
whilst remaining active in the thermonuclear armasef® As in 1952, chemical

weapons again needed to be shown as essentialféacdein order to validate

significant expenditure. Given these formidable sptges, and despite initially
approving production, the nerve agent requiremergt again put under the spotlight in
mid-1954. But, this time, in addition to defencdiméls, Cabinet members and the

Foreign Office, MPs in the House of Commons alsgaibeo engage with CW policy.

In July 1954, and in a substantial break from paattice, CW policy attracted political
attention during a House of Commons debate on defence. Addressing the CW
field, via civil defence, was undoubtedly spurred loy the deliberate loosening of
secrecy which had occurred almost two years befehen defence officials released
information on the nerve agent discovery to beittésrm medical and civil defence

officials.2® Remarkably though, this rare parliamentary covenags almost positive,

! bid.

%2 bid.

ZTNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Policy for Chemical Warfar&lprman Brook to the Prime Minister, 8
February 1954.

TNA, PREM 11/617, ‘Defence’, Rab Butler to therRei Minister, 9 September 1954.

% Baylis, Ambiguity and Deterrence.180; BaylisBritish Defence Policyp.52.

% SeeDaily Mail, ‘New Gas Destroys Nerves’, 8 August 1952, p.3.
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and at the very least it pointed towards a degfeeEaeptance by those MPs addressing
the controversial field. Labour MP Geoffrey de Esistarted the debate, when he
warned that we have ‘to be careful, in dealing witis problem [civil defence], not to
concentrate entirely on the hydrogen bomb type axffave...| have not heard any one
refer to the problem of ga&’. This was not alarmist, rather, it was a drive asai
complacency and the lack of attention afforded hengical weapons. Bizarrely for a
Labour MP in the post-war period, de Freitas wasa iround-about fashion, actually
reinforcing views over nerve agent weapons and ndefepolicy. He accepted the
horrors of chemical weapons, but did not see hosy tbould ‘be any worse than
blowing people to pieces with high explosivesWhile these remarkable comments
were not reported on in any meaningful way in thmesp, they still reflected some
information on highly secret CW policy trickling ton the public domain. The
comments also marked a stark change from priortipeacwith previous Commons
debates emphasising the novelty, horrors and exogbt nature of chemical
weapong® The exact reasons and motivations as to why détaBranade his
observations are unclear, but in addition to caiimg with existing military thinking,
his attempt at normalising chemical weapons coldd aave played a part in civil

defence preparations through downplaying fears.

In Parliament, de Freitas was not alone in addrgsand drawing attention to chemical
weapons. Although he clearly went the furthesteestly when he stated that CW use
might ‘earn [us] the gratitude of the historiangd aarchaeologists of the future’, his
views were to a degree echoed by a select few MRs,were also keen on drawing
further attention to the CW fieff. Labour MP Austen Albu revealed to the Commons
that he was hopeful, because similarly to the Séadorld War both sides possessed
chemical weapons and thus they might not be usetiénCold War* This line of
thinking, which touched upon CW deterrence throtlyh fear of reprisals, was to a
degree representative of earlier political thinkseen with Clement Attlee and other
politicians in the 1940s, and these limited disastes also spanned party lines.

Conservative MP Brigadier Otho Prior-Palmer, supipgrattempts to address chemical

?"Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Civil Defence’, VoB52c1832-914, 5 July 1954.
28 1 i
Ibid.
29 For example, see: Hansard, House of Commons, tiefeVol.478, cc467-645467, 26 July 1950.
% Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Civil Defence’, Vob52c1832-914, 5 July 1954.
31 i
Ibid.
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weapons, drew lessons from CW deterrence to afdrther comprehending nuclear

deterrence. He observed that:

| think there is a great likelihood of it [nucleamarfare] being used, but
there is just a faint possibility that, becauseét®fappalling effect, rather
in the same way that gas was not used in the last both sides may
hold their hands?

Select disclosures and this rare parliamentarytie reveals that the horrific nature
of CW was occasionally, and surprisingly, seen fra of reassurance. The legacy of
CW deterrence during the Second World War was stiloholding sway in political
considerations of CW deterrence in the Cold WathwArior-Palmer using wartime
CW experiences as a glimmer of hope for succesafalear deterrence in the Cold
Warr.

While political views were shifting and being repeated in multiple forms in the post-
war period, military assessments of the tacticabathges and role of nerve agents had
seen little change. Additional research and trield merely reinforced the perceived
military benefits of nerve agent use, with one sexample being the discovery that the
British Centurion tank was ‘rather less vulneralile’nerve agent weapons than the
Soviet T.34°% In late 1954, the DRPC surmised that ‘a nerve ajgeck will always
have considerable succeds.For even if casualties were low, fear of nervenage
exposure would lead to troops wearing gas masksxXtanded periods, which would

severely hamper their manoeuvrability and fighefiigctiveness®

Continuing interest in the military utility of nezvagents was also fuelled by NATO’s
interest in formulating an approach to using chamigeapons on the battlefield.

During 1954, moves to involve the North Atlanticail in any decisions made by the
US Supreme Allied Commander Europe to release act@mieapons, prompted the

realisation that this would also entail the trigarcountries sharing information with

%2 |bid.
%3 TNA, DEFE 10/33, ‘Review of the R and D Programimé&te by the Secretaries of the Defence
Research Policy Committee, 27 October 1954, Attdecbport.
3 TNA, DEFE 10/33, ‘Review of the R and D Programimé&te by the Secretaries of the Defence
EI)?Sesearch Policy Committee, 18 November 1954, Agdakport.

Ibid.
% TNA, DEFE 10/448, ‘SHAPE’s Interim Requirements fboxic Chemical Munitions’, Note by the
Joint Secretaries of the Chemical Warfare Sub-Cdtesi14 July 1954, Attached draft report; NARA
I, RG 218, Central Decimal File 1954-56, Box 128ACEUR'’s Interim Requirements for Toxic
Chemical Munitions’, Edwin Carns, 5 October 1954.
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other NATO countried! Included within this were details on their advahd@w
developments, their level of CW preparedness aait thsearch finding® This was
information which had previously been kept hightgiet within the tight-knit group of
Britain, the United States and Canada. British CXpeets strongly opposed these
recommendations put forward by the United Stateghay were worried that such a
move would create more opportunities for the leakafysecret informatiof?. It was
also feared that Britain’s ‘unpreparedness’ for QW limited ability to retaliate and
the hollow threat of its CW deterrent would becoknewn to the Soviet Union from
NATO sourced? Unsurprisingly, British officials therefore strdggresisted United
States proposals for more comprehensive NATO CWudsons. The resulting
compromise was that while NATO forces would be pied with defensive
equipment, including detectors, respirators, andod&mination gear, individual
NATO countries would not be obliged to supply chemhiweapons to NATO or
disclose their capabilities to other NATO countfiedvith adherence to secrecy
prevailing, this brief disagreement added to thétany desire in Britain for a nerve
agent weapon, lest British vulnerability be uncederand exploited by the Soviet
Union, and with fears that British prestige woulgl ddversely affected through allied

discovery of its unpreparedness.

Despite the continued recognition of the militatility of nerve agents, in November
1954, the DRPC remained cautious over the sticipogt of first-use and the
ramifications this held for nerve agent weaponsti@darly after the setback of the
1952 GSP. For the DRPC, even with Defence Commapgeoval, there needed to be
assurances that Britain could use nerve agent wsapowar for them to warrant

funding and development. As such, the sub-commétkésed the CoS that:

3" TNA, DEFE 5/53, ‘SHAPE’s Interim Requirements fdoxic Chemical Munitions’, Chemical
Warfare Sub-Committee, 23 July 1954.

% |bid.

39 NARA 1, RG 218, Central Decimal File 1954-56, Ba26, 'SACEUR’s Interim Requirements for
Toxic Chemical Munitions’, Office of the United Kgdom Representative to the Chairman of the United
States Joint chiefs of Staff, 31 August 1954.

“0 TNA, DEFE 5/53, ‘SHAPE’s Interim Requirements fdioxic Chemical Munitions’, Chemical
Warfare Sub-Committee, 23 July 1954.

“L TNA, DEFE 5/55, ‘SHAPE’s Interim Requirements fdioxic Chemical Munitions’, Chemical
Warfare Sub-Committee, 26 November 1954; NARA IG R18, Central Decimal File 1954-56, Box
126, ‘Tripartite Staff Conference on SACEUR’s ImterRequirements for Toxic Chemical Munitions’,
Secretaries of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 24 Felyr 1855, enclosed memorandum.
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If, but only if, the Services can rely on being ealib use chemical
weapons from the beginning of a war [is] there .strang justification
for continued development of production methods amapon designs
for the use of chemical agents. If such a changeolity is not agreed,
consideration should be given to reducing the m@mogne to the

minimum necessary to ensure adequate defensiveunesas?®

Driven by the ‘immense importance of nerve gas weapagainst ‘overwhelming
numbers of land forces’, the DRPC advised the Gn8gain review British first-use
policy, which would provide chemical weapons withcanfirmed place in future
defence plannin&® Without this change, and with no guarantee thati€gdforces
would breach the Geneva Protocol (by using chemveapons first) and allow Britain
the option of retaliation, the DRPC warned thera Vitle hope of justifying the mass-
production of nerve agent weapons. Even thouglDIREC predicted that objections
over the first-use of chemical weapons would chamgekedly in the context of a
global nuclear war, with nuclear weapons essewntldding restrictions on CW use, in
peacetime there were no certainties. If nerve ageajpons had no guaranteed option
of use, or if they could not be included in defeptanning, then they ‘would inevitably
duplicate other weapons on whose use the Servitas they can rely** To warrant a
place in defence planning chemical weapons thuginedja confirmed role in a future

global war, which still rested upon the possibibfyfirst-use.

British CW policy was in a precarious state, andadtpping point, with the DRPC
raising serious questions over the role, placepssession of nerve agent weapons in
British defence policy. First-use, which was themary area of contention between
Foreign Office officials, Conservative ministersdadefence officials in 1952, thus

again became the fulcrum on which the future ofiidB nerve capability rested.

Following from the DRPC warning and NATO pressusas] with the issue of first-use
again being considered by defence officials, Brifwliticians again found themselves
publicly addressing CW policy. On this occasiore thovernment found itself facing
some difficult questions on sensitive areas of Cdlicg in the House of Commons,

which was fuelled by Soviet actions. Coinciding twiirst-use considerations and

“2 TNA, DEFE 10/33, ‘Review of the R and D Programiméte by the Secretaries of the Defence
Research Policy Committee, 18 November 1954, Agdchport.
43 [
Ibid.
* Ibid.
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political attention, defence officials also incrieagy realised that CW policy was being
formulated in the dark, hindered by a concerningeabe of verifiable intelligence on
the Soviet CW threat.

In early 1955, reports on CW were again emergingntish newspapers. This time,
these accounts initially pertained to Soviet pristeand parliamentary questions
surrounding the issue of West German re-armamedtthae Paris Agreements of
October 1954. In January 1955, after reviewingtéxe of the Paris Agreements, Soviet
officials alleged that it approved the productiord astockpiling of chemical weapons
by Western European powérs.Soviet officials charged Britain, and the other
signatories, of subverting the 1925 Geneva ProtoodCBW. In its scolding appraisal,
Soviet officials reminded Britain of the ‘outstandi role’ that the 1925 Geneva
Protocol had played during the Second World Wad, that even proven war criminals
of the ‘Hitlerite Government' had abided by its mmiples®® Although undoubtedly
manipulated for political point scoring, with Sowiaccusations misrepresenting the
Paris Agreements, it did lead to some awkward questor the British Government.
In February 1955, Churchill found himself facingegtions on the stockpiling of
chemical weapons in West Germany, and on wheth&iBwas now tied in and ‘the

hostage of ex-Nazi military adventuref$’.

Even with Churchill effectively shutting down thescussion with minimalist replies, in
March 1955 there were further parliamentary questifuelled by Soviet accusations
and by reservations over West German rearmamemntldHi&lacmillan, then Minister

of Defence, faced queries over British CBW firseymlicy, and British commitments
to CBW deterrence and retaliatihThese doubts and concerns forced Macmillan to
clarify that while Britain reserved the means ttaliate with chemical and biological

weapons, it was bound by the Geneva Protocol 05 1@#ch ‘forbids the use of such

*>House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, ‘Corresparedbetween Her Majesty’s Government in the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Government regardBacteriological and Chemical Warfare’,
Cmd.9384, Moscow, January 13/February 3, 1955. sésaThe Manchester GuardiafRussia Sees A
New Danger: Chemical Warfare’, 14 January 19554;pThe Manchester GuardiarBritish Stock Of
Poison Gas: No Breach of Agreement’, 4 Februaryb193.

6 House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, ‘Correspmabetween Her Majesty’s Government in the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Government regardBacteriological and Chemical Warfare’,
Cmd.9384, Moscow, January 13/February 3, 1955.

*" Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Chemical and Bactegichl Weapons’, Vol.536, cc2060-2061, 10
February 1955.

8 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Bacteriological anar@bal Weapons’, Vol.538, c26W, 8 March
1955
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weapons in war*’ These questions from MPs, fuelled by Soviet publticusations,
reveals a degree of concern and fear over the catibn of German rearmament and
the controversial issue of CBW. Though there wemgher questions over British
adherence to the Geneva Protocol, the story andeiSpublic remonstrations soon

eased, with coverage of CW policy again returniist shroud of secrecy.

While Soviet statements and accusations had prahgaene difficult questions for
British politicians domestically, British intelligee still had little verifiable information
as to what was occurring in the Soviet Union imtgiof CW policy or preparedness. In
assessments of the Soviet CW threat intelligenéeiat continued to struggle to
uncover any tangible evidence that could informigyol® In an attempt to counter this
bleak situation, British intelligence liaised hdgwith CW scientists in an attempt to
gain further insights in spotting a nerve agentlitgc This step would however only
further highlight the difficulties involved in attang accurate CW intelligence in the
Cold War. British scientists at Porton Down glogmiéported that ‘there is very little
that can be said to be typical of a CW manufactugtant.®> The equipment used in
producing nerve agents is similar to any chemiedustry, and although ventilation at
the site would be noticeably different, only a ned chemical engineer or plant
operative would be able to spot these differeft&equirements for electricity, water
and refrigeration, although significant, would alsmt be outstanding, and the
production of intermediate chemicals such as phmgghtrichloride could be carried
out off-site. Even the storage of nerve agents didikely be in underground bunkers,
and out of sight of prying ey88.The difficulties of recognising and assessing aerv
agent production were therefore extraordinary, @sflg when combined with the
security conscious Soviet Union. The JIC thus aaietl that a large Soviet CW
installation could exist, without there being angn#icant chance of it ever being

discovered by British intelligenca.

9 Ibid.

0 For example, see: Hansard, House of Commons, éBatigical and Chemical Weapons’, Vol.539,
cc368-369, 30 March 1955.

*L TNA, CAB 158/20, ‘Russian Research and Developimelaint Intelligence Committee, 26 April
1955, Annex B.

*2 TNA, DEFE 41/157, Chemical Defence Research Depant to H. S. Young, Deputy Director of
Scientific Intelligence, 24 August 1955, Attachegort.

>3 bid.
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% TNA, CAB 158/20, ‘Russian Research and Developieiint Intelligence Committee, 26 April
1955, Annex B.
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In light of these intelligence gathering problerttse JIC admitted that ‘we have no
evidence to show whether large-scale producticengfchemical warfare agent is or is
not in progress in the USSP 'Perceptions of the Soviet CW threat were therefore
based on rough estimates and the scouring of Sewientific publications, and for
planning purposes, it was assumed that there wity pathe level of developmenit.
Similarly to Britain, intelligence officials in th&nited States also relied heavily on
published scientific research to form intelligenagsessments. More broadly, they
found that the level of research in fields relatedCW also indicated that there was a
‘scientific capability for the development of new onproved chemical agent¥.
Ultimately, neither British nor United States itiggnce agencies had any direct or

verifiable information on Soviet chemical weaporselopment, production or intent.

The Anglo-American partners did however agree ora@d reappraisal of Soviet
defensive CW preparations, which was partly fuellsdthe acquisition of a Soviet
civilian respirator, dubbed the ‘G-4 mod&l.Prior intelligence assessments had
emphasised a relative Soviet weakness in civil @idary defensive measures, but
after 1953 this view had begun to shift dramatjcadls the respirator offered a high
degree of protection against nerve agents andivstl rapid Soviet progression in the
field.?° This development in defensive preparations addegdwing concerns over the
Soviet threat, as despite a lack of verifiable liiggence on Soviet nerve agent
production, there were still some indicators a\@d@awhich revealed the seriousness

with which Soviet officials were approaching the Giald.

It was in this period of poor intelligence but tela quiet after Soviet public
accusations, that, acting on the advice of the DRE€ first-use of nerve agent

weapons was again explored with renewed vigoure@as the guidance of the DRPC,

* TNA, DEFE 5/58, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Note tye War Office, 14 April 1955, Appendix.

" |bid. From publications, a site at Kazan’ was iifeed as carrying out fundamental research relevan
to CW. Based on Soviet publications in chemisttywas further uncovered that lvan Knunyants,
recipient of a 1948 Stalin prize, was involved lie tSoviet CW program. For further details, see: TNA
CAB 158/20, ‘Russian Research and DevelopmenthtJotelligence Committee, 26 April 1955, Annex
B.

8 NIE, 11-4-54, ‘Soviet Capabilities and Probableu@es of Action Through Mid-1959’, National
Intelligence Estimate, 14 September 1954; NIE, BbB3‘'Soviet Capabilities and Probable Courses of
Action Through 1960’, National Intelligence Estimal7 May 1955.

*TNA, DEFE 10/174, ‘Report on Russian ResearchRexklopment’, Ministry of Defence, [exact date
unspecified] February 1954.

% |bid; TNA, CAB 158/20, ‘Russian Research and Depetent’, Joint Intelligence Committee, 26 April
1955. Although designed for civilian purposes, Bhtintelligence predicted that the same respirator
another displaying the equivalent technical soptatibn, would be employed by Soviet forces.
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the CoS had launched a further evaluation of tHaevaf chemical weapons in the
thermonuclear age. The study, completed in ApribSl9was thought a necessary
precursor to a second attempt to secure Ministapaloval for a potential change in
first-use policy?* The first-use issue had therefore not gone awdnad lingered under
the surface, and defence officials were again prgs®r the option of using nerve

agent weapons at the outset of war.

In April 1955, this updated evaluation took thenfioof a War Office report, which

provided a robust account of the benefits of chamigeapons in the thermonuclear
age, and it strongly supported the DRPC'’s stancthemeed for a change in first-use
policy. Again, confirming the distinct role of nenagent weapons, the War Office
accepted that while chemical weapons could not ebenwith nuclear weapons in a
strategic sense, it reiterated the argument theat were, in fact, complementary. The
report thus emphasised the argument that tacticadijve agent weapons offered
substantial advantages and, unlike nuclear andectional weapons, that they offered
a means of warfare that did not destroy infrastme®* The War Office also contended
that nerve agent weapons would cost significargls Ithan conventional or nuclear
weapons, and that even in the thermonuclear ag®iBcould not afford to forego

such a ‘powerful and comparatively cheap ancillaegpon’®®

The War Office also controversially directly attadkexisting British policy and the
Geneva Protocol, lambasting a retaliation policy ‘rasither logical nor militarily
sound’® Tactically, such a strong commitment to retaliatalso prevented defence
officials from benefiting from the element of suger in initiating CW°° In order to
counter the decline and uncertainty surrounding @licy, to fully utilise the military
utility of nerve agent weapons, and to consolidateole for nerve agent weapons,
military officials thus thought it vital to agairesk to re-define Britain’s interpretation
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. Abiding by the Genekatocol was branded a ‘grave

handicap®® With both the DRPC and the War Office pushingtfas re-consideration

®L TNA, DEFE 5/58, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, War @#, 14 April 1955,
62 ;i

Ibid.
% |bid. New developments in nerve agents, the Veseralso held substantial promise for the field,
potentially entering the next level of effectivesesd military utility. The true military apprediat and
ramifications of the V-agent discovery was howewet fully recognised, at least in terms of polianil
1956.
® TNA, DEFE 5/58, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, War @#, 14 April 1955.
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of British first-use policy, alongside fears ovdret Soviet CW threat and with
increasing pressure from the United States at th€QN\level, the CoS acquiesced, and

first-use was again pushed to the forefront ofiiCW policy debates in mid-1955.

As in 1952, when the CoS was previously contemmyasiuch a drastic change, it was
again the Foreign Office which provided strong oppon to military officials and
which intervened to block any controversial chawoddirst-use policy. The Foreign
Office, again representing legal and political anguts, thus once again found itself
combatting defence officials keen to possess aadhas/e agent weapons. The Foreign
Office informed the CoS that ‘CW would only contrtk to the deterrent if the Geneva
Protocol were publicly denounced... in our view swhlenunciation is out of the
question.*® Political and diplomatic ramifications of publictienouncing the protocol
were thought to far outweigh the tactical bendaiteerve agent weapons, even if these
weapons could be used at the outset of hostilifeseign Office officials were also
sceptical as to whether a public denouncement ®fGkeneva Protocol would even
render first-use viable, since they argued that @eneva Protocol was primarily
intended as an expression of existing understasdm@ternational law. The Protocol
was representative of existing international noand values, and so simply changing
Britain’s interpretation of it would still not reed first-use viable, as the internationally
accepted understandings, underpinning and supgottia Protocol, would remain.
Britain, in essence, was tied to a broader intevnat framework that extended beyond
the Protocol itself, with the Protocol reflectivewidely held views and beliefS. The
alternative option of a secret shift in first-uselipy was also dismissed, as such a
change in policy would not be publicised, leavingtiBh intent and preparedness
unreported. This lack of publicity was thought tadarmine military arguments that a
re-interpretation of the Protocol would add to tieterrent; without a publicity aspect

to a change in first-use policy there was no jiggtifon that it would better deter the

°” The DRPC had taken on an even more importantfrola mid-1955, with the disbanding of the
CWSC. Also taking on a slightly more active/conatite role was the Chemical Defence Advisory
Board, which provided advice on more technical aspef research. For the precise division of work
previously conducted by the CWSC, see: TNA, DEFEB5/Chemical Warfare and Biological Warfare
Sub-Committees’, Chairman of the Chiefs of Staffimaittee, 2 June 1955, Annex. For the terms of
reference of the Chemical Defence Advisory Boags: dJniversity of East Anglia, Solly Zuckerman
Collection, MOS (3)/3, Constitution, Terms of Reflece and Membership of Council, Its Boards and
Committees, Advisory Council on Scientific Reseaatinl Technical Development, Ministry of Supply,
June 1956.
22TNA, DEFE 5/58, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, P.H. &e 7 May 1955.
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outbreak of CW? In the eyes of the Foreign Office, unilaterallyimeerpreting the
Geneva Protocol was simply unacceptable; argumewvies deterrence and military

utility could not override these legal or politicnsiderations.

Facing substantial pressure from the Foreign Qffibe CoS nevertheless requested
that the Joint Planning Staff examine the advigghif changing CW first-use policy.
Trapped between an unyielding Foreign Office anfémtze officials adamant as to the
military benefits of nerve agent weapons, the Catwor the middle ground. The
resulting assessment was to be for the considarafiMinisters, but most importantly,

it was written with Foreign Office consultatiéhThe study thus represented a strange
military and diplomatic hybrid, which provides aigue insight into British CW policy

in the Cold War. By addressing first-use policye tteport also effectively decided
whether CW policy was to be deemed an essential ¢ defence and warrant
significant funding, or if it was to be without aajor role and potentially drastically

reduced, as the DRPC had forewarned.

In July 1955, the Directors of Plans observed @irthesulting report that in comparison
to the superiority of thermonuclear weapons, CWe'panto relative insignificancé®
However in a tactical role, they believed that cloainweapons continued to hold
many advantages. Chemical weapons could be usedtiefly against Soviet tanks and
troops, and provide a means of temporarily nesirai an area without material
destruction? Furthermore, there were surprise and shock beniefibe derived from
first-use, where the country initiating CW wouldiga significant advantage and
probably already be prepared defensively for sulsetgretaliation. Such a scenario of
beneficial first-use was only thought likely to acan a global war, with CW use in a
limited war deemed highly improbable. In a globalrywhere chemical weapons might
be used, it was also doubtful as to whether otbhanties would abide by the terms of
the 1925 Geneva Protocol. The Soviet Union wasghbtunlikely to adhere to its
conditions’, which would allow British retaliatonyse, and the same assessment was
made for the Chinese GovernméhBut, perhaps of greatest concern, it was also

feared that there was a significant chance thattiieed States would initiate CW.

70 (th;
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The sheer scale of United States production, resgand development in the CW field
raised British concerns that the United States beagearing up for the potential use of
nerve agent weapodsAdding to this fear was the perceived militarylitytiof nerve
agent weapons, which could offer substantial tattlmenefits against numerically
superior forces, and the United States not beingjgaatory of the 1925 Geneva
Protocol. As with justifications made by the CoS 1852, the Directors of Plans
thought that subsequent Soviet retaliation witmuleal weapons against NATO forces
would release Britain from the confines of the Gen€rotocol, allowing the use of
nerve agent weapons by British forces. The chadlemgs attempting to juggle British
assessments of potential first-use, with there dogreat uncertainty as to potential
Soviet, Chinese and United States actions durigiglaal war. This led to the Directors
of Plans ruefully observing that ‘we might...find ealves confronted with the

initiation of chemical warfare by our major ally by the enemy’®

The Directors of Plans also crucially intervenedtioa subject of CW deterrence and
publicity, finding that:

A decision now to initiate the use of chemical waapin war would
have no deterrent effect in the Cold War, sinogatild have to be kept
secret. Such a decision would also have to be takeéhe light of the
effect of the probable enemy retaliation on theypaipon of this country,
and the enormous provision that would then inelytdave to be made
for it.”

This went against existing military thinking andidarpretations of CW deterrence,
which rested upon a public announcement regardingtant to use chemical weapons,
alongside preparedness to retaliate. A commitnesétrecy seriously undermined one
of the key military arguments for acquisition, tletdeterrence, and it went against the
legacy and ingrained interpretation of successfN @eterrence present during and
after the Second World War. This aversion to putgliand of any change entailing
adherence to secrecy, consolidated the view thext éirst-use policy were changed,
there would be no positive effect on CW deterreacel thus no clear justification for

doing so. As noted by the Joint Planning Staff,stderation also had to be given to

" Ibid.
"® Ibid.
7 Ibid.
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possible enemy retaliation against the civilian ydapon, the moral consequences of
this, and the enormous toll such an attack wouktteon civil defence. While the moral
dilemmas of the first-use of lethal nerve agentpoes were included with reference to
the shocking price in terms of civilian casualtid® same arguments could also be
made for soldiers. Defending against a large-s€alé attack would be a substantial

task, and one which would take a considerable mdggical and moral toll.

Despite recognising the arguments for chemical wegspand even with the uncertainty
surrounding the intent of other powers, the Directf Plans ultimately sided with the
Foreign Office. Given the seemingly overwhelmingyateve factors involved in a
change in first-use policy, the Directors of Plaasommended to Ministers and to the
CoS that Britain should not plan to use nerve agesapons at the outset of war, and
that it should only plan to use these weapons taliation.® The military benefits of
using chemical weapons again failed to provideidefit justification for repudiating
political and diplomatic concerns and Britain’s coitments under the Geneva
Protocol’®

After this second major review of first-use policy less than three years, the CoS
withdrew any attempted revision to first-use pafi¢yrhis second failure was to prove
all the more damaging, and it would trigger subsghmamifications in the future of
British CW policy, by creating great uncertaintyeothe role and place of nerve agent
weapons in defence policy. As forewarned by the DRI thout a clear and confirmed
role in defence planning the decline of offensiw @olicy appeared highly likely. In a
harsh economic climate and with the dominance aswralency of thermonuclear

weapons, expenditure on such an uncertain areafefice policy became infeasible.

Soon after this second failed attempt to alteri®ritinterpretations of the Geneva
Protocol, the DRPC, as promised, returned to tbabtesome issue of British CW
policy in October 1955. This time, with a lack afcarate intelligence and with no

change in first-use policy, the DRPC withdrew itgort for offensive nerve agent

% 1pid.

" TNA, DEFE 5/58, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, P.H. &e 7 May 1955; TNA, DEFE 6/29, ‘Chemical
Warfare Policy’, Director of Plans, 20 July 1955)r#ex.

8 The CoS deferred and downplayed any potential géafocusing instead on the Long Term Defence
Programme review, as well as the condition that @dld likely on be used in a global war. See: TNA,
DEFE 4/78, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of Staff Coittee, 22 July 1955. For later confirmation, see:
TNA, DEFE 10/34, ‘Research and Development PrograsimChairman of the Defence Research
Policy Committee, 8 October 1955, Attached report.
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weapons altogethé&t.Carrying through with its prior warning over thepact of failing

to change first-use policy, the DRPC proposed peats for the large-scale production
of nerve agents, and the development of anti-tamk anti-personnel nerve agent
weapons, all be cancellédThe DRPC was not alone in its more pessimistitooit
the Service Chiefs were also united in recognisiregdecline of offensive CW policy.
The War Office and the Air Ministry acknowledgedtltuts to CW policy were now
necessary, with economic pressures cited as ttse&al is however worth noting that
these reductions in expenditure were only constefeer attempts to alter first-use
policy had been exhausted, and after efforts tsalaate a role and place for nerve
agent weapons had failed. With no guarantee thetnatal weapons would be used,
focus and resources had to be given to other mafathsfence which were guaranteed
to be of use.

While uncertainty and decline dictated British CWigy from within, public accounts
were emerging that argued that there was, in facpotential role and value to
possessing chemical weapons, especially in terrdstefrence. In September 1955, the
Daily Telegraphhadreported on the publishing of a book by T. H. O&rion civil
defence during the Second World War. In the bodBri@n repeated the claim that
Germany did not use chemical weapons due to feaAlbéd reprisals* This
assessment closely reflected existing military kimg towards CW deterrence, which
had long emphasised the need for a credible raigli@apability to deter Soviet first-
use. Shortly after, in November, an articlelime Economisélso alluded to a potential
role for chemical weapons, with the emergence atepts of ‘graduated deterrené®’.
In the article, it was argued that chemical weapomsdd operate and be used in the
middle tier of graduated deterrence, after coneeali weapons but before nuclear
weapon$® Unfortunately for the few remaining advocates efve agent weapons,

these arguments and public assessments gainez pitichase inside the defence

8 For a summary, see: TNA, DEFE 10/34, ‘Researchenelopment Programmes’, Chairman of the
Defence Research Policy Committee, 8 October 186&ched report.
82 i

Ibid.
8 TNA, DEFE 13/265, War Office to the Minister of 2ace, 11 June 1956; TNA, DEFE 13/265, Air
Ministry to the Minister of Defence, 6 June 1956.
8 TheDaily Telegraph ‘German Fear of Gas Reprisals’, 19 September 11985
% The EconomistGraduated Deterrence?’, Issue 5854, 5 NovemBBb,1p.457. For a response to the
article, see: A.W. Buzzard, ‘Graduated Deterrendéle Economistissue 5856, 19 November 1955,
p.647.
% The EconomistGraduated Deterrence?’, Issue 5854, 5 Novem®86 1p.457.
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establishment, as even major new developmentsanC¥V field failed to alter the
DRPC’s adverse forecatt.

This substantial technological advance in the C@idficame in the form of the V-
agents, which although unable to alter the immediitection and decline of British
CW policy in the mid-1950s, would have a legacy ldayond the Cold War. The V-
agents, apparently named V for venomous as a regultheir skin-penetrating
characteristics, are a series of chemical compowhdsimense lethality. They were
first discovered by researchers at Plant Protectimnited (PPL), a subsidiary of
Imperial Chemical Industries (ICl), in the early5D8%® The discovery of the V-agents
was a result of a long search for new CW agentsnglwhich Government officials
co-opted colleagues from the British chemical indussovernment officials requested
that any particularly lethal toxic compounds, whislere not viable as commercial
products, be shared with the Ministry of Supply. dnsimilar vein to the German
discovery of tabun, British scientists at PPL hagkrb searching for an effective
insecticide, but instead they discovered what wdatdr be branded as Amiton. Too
lethal for civilian use as an insecticide, and edivey the close and secret ties between
industry and scientific defence research, Amitos slaared with Porton Dowi.Soon
after securing greater information from industrgjestists at Porton Down began
actively researching what was then designated @iElLstructure of which was either
identical or extremely closely related to Amitoraldelled with the military code VG,
by May 1954 this V-agent discovery had been shaitidthe United State®.

The initial assessment by Porton officials was thatV-agents might further enhance
the military advantages of CW use, as unlike satiich lasted around one day, some
of the V-agents could remain lethal and persistenjust under a wee¥. Reflective of

their designated name, the V-agents were also knfmwrtheir high percutaneous

87 Graduated deterrence seems to have gathereddesisnt in Britain than in the United States. With
defence officials unable to overcome the plethdrabstacles involved in acquisition. As will be sea
the 1960s, even after graduated deterrence inagdggiained prominence in the United States, itrid
represent the same boon for CW advocates in Britain

8 For further details, see: McLeish and Balmer, ‘Blepment of the V-Series Nerve Agents’, pp.273-
287.

8 |bid., p.278.

% Ibid., pp.279-280.

L TNA, DEFE 10/33, ‘Review of the R and D Programim&ecretaries of the Defence Research Policy
Committee, 18 November 1954, Attached report; Sietelal., ‘Nerve Agents’, p.167; BalmeBecrecy
and Sciencepp.118-119.
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toxicity, as they could take effect quickly throutite skin®® Aiding in assessments of
its potential military application was also the smtency of V-agents, with agents such
as VX having a thick, oil-like quality, meaning tithey can adhere to surfaces and that
they are subsequently extremely difficult to remdt8y early 1956, after tests and
trials, British officials fully appreciated that éhV-agents represented a substantial
upgrade in CW capabilities, with the persistenuratof the V-agents leading to the

conclusion that:

The plight of a man whose person, clothing, equipna@d surroundings
are contaminated is certainly unenviable. He cqasisibly save himself
from the effects of the first shell by careful detamination of his skin,
stripping off his clothing, avoidance of surroungnand administration
of atropine, but he is then in a sorry state asghtihg soldier and

unprepared for the next sh&il.

The V-agents were a weapon to kill quickly. Theyrevéhought lethal in 1-10 minutes,
and the best of the V-agents was believed to etiivten times more poisonous than
the best-known German nerve agents, such as *Safiditionally, V-agents such as
VX were found to have little or no smell, and theyuld be produced at ‘attractively
low expenditure rates® In April 1956, the Ministry of Supply informed tHeRPC that
the V-agent discovery represented ‘another bigdetforward in chemical warfare
research®’ Remarkably though, the significant V-agent discgveielded few
immediate changes in policy, and it alone couldmegerse the tide resulting from the
recent failures to change first-use policy. In thermonuclear age, and even with this
substantial development, nerve agents still lacketearly defined role as an essential

item of defence.

The decline of offensive CW policy culminated inndul956, when the Minister of
Defence, Walter Monckton, recommended substantiahges to British CW policy.

Based on the DRPC'’s original analysis, Moncktoronemended that Britain dispose of

92 McLeish and Balmer, ‘Development of the V-SeriesrW Agents’, pp.279-280.

% For more information on VX and VX testing, seeh®idt, Secret Sciengep.265-279.

% TNA, DEFE 10/281, ‘V-Gases’, W. Makinson, 24 Fedmu1956, Attached report.

% TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Interim Appreciation of the Offsive Potential of V-Gases’, Ministry of Supply,
25 April 1956; RobinsorThe Rise of CB Weapqmns85.

% TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Interim Appreciation of the Offsive Potential of V-Gases’, Ministry of Supply,
25 April 1956.
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CW stocks, cancel programmes for the mass-produdionerve agents and halt the
development of chemical weapotisMonckton’s initial recommendation overlooked
British stockpiles of sulfur mustard, but the Cheallar of the Exchequer, Harold
Macmillan, soon reminded him that Britain still gessed 6,000 tons of the agent,
along with considerable facilities for its prodwct?® In addressing his oversight,
Monckton thus included sulfur mustard into his spieg cutbacks, as he pushed for
the abandonment of large-scale nerve agent pranhyctieapons development, and the
disposal of existing stocks of sulfur mustard agftbver taburt® Such drastic changes
had not only political support, but also senioritaily support. The First Sea Lord cited
the potential moral benefits of not possessing@eagent weapons, and the War Office
and the Air Ministry both accepted the need forsctt CW expenditur&* While
Monckton’s views on CW policy received support frday military officials and
senior Cabinet members, there remained one signifiand somewhat surprising
obstacle to his drastic reductions in CW policye tArime Minister, Sir Anthony
Eden'®?

The last man standing
Even with military and political support, Moncktoiaced stiff opposition to his
proposals from Eden in June 1956. This was degfién’'s keen focus on defence cuts
after succeeding Churchill in April 1955, fuelle¢ Ihis concerns over increasing
inflation, rising import costs and growing defeneependitureé®® To combat this

negative slide, Eden believed in restoring theliytaf the economy, and that Britain

9% TNA, DEFE 7/700, Minister of Defence to the PriMaister, 15 June 1956.

% TNA, PREM 11/3099, Harold Macmillan to Walter Mden, 5 June 1956.

190 TNA, DEFE 7/700, Minister of Defence to the Prifvénister, 15 June 1956; WalkeBritain and
Disarmamentp.8.

1% TNA, DEFE 7/700, R.N. Smith to P.J. Stephens, 6eJ4956; TNA, DEFE 7/700, Minister of
Defence to the Prime Minister, 15 June 1956; TN/ A9/1097, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, DCAS to
the Secretary of State, 30 May 1956; TNA, PREM Q%8 Harold Macmillan to Walter Monckton, 5
June 1956. Although to be taken with a degree cauiven the Navy’'s minimal interest in the CW
field, the First Sea Lord did represent the bemsfiarguments and the moral perks resulting from
unilateral disarmament.

192 TNA, DEFE 7/700, R.N. Smith to P.J. Stephens, 6eJ1956; TNA, DEFE 7/700, Minister of
Defence to the Prime Minister, 15 June 1956; TNAHEB 7/700, Prime Minister's Personal Minute to
the Minister of Defence, 20 June 1956.

193 James,Anthony Edenp.416; Robert C. SelfBritish Foreign and Defence Policy Since 1945:
Challenges and Dilemmas in a Changing WdBasingstoke; Palgrave Macmillan, 2010) p.161.
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must ‘now cut its coat according to the clot. This tough stance on defence
expenditure did not however cover CW policy, asrEdas resistant to Monckton’s
attempts to cut costs in the CW field. While therfer Minister conceded that it might
be best to dispose of sulfur mustard given the @zomand strategic circumstances, he

strongly opposed any plans to reduce facilitiegtierproduction of nerve agerifs.

The comparatively small amount of expenditure regfliito acquire a nerve agent
capability was likely one factor for Eden’s resrmata, but of even greater importance
was his commitment to CW deterrence. When questiptine rationale behind the
proposed cuts in June 1956, Eden recalled ‘howaldduchemical warfare preparations
have been to us in the past as a detert&htlere he was referring to the role of
chemical weapons during the Second World War, whbee threat of retaliation
alongside British preparedness to wage CW was titaiaghave successfully deterred
German first-usé®’ Interestingly his take on the success of CW detee during the
war also aligned very closely to the views of hssnfer War Cabinet colleague,
Clement Attlee, who had approved the British adtjais and development of nerve
agent weapons in 1950. It is, though, difficultriace the particular evolution of Eden’s
attitude towards CW deterrence, especially sincevdnot present at the crucial 1952
Cabinet Defence Committee meeting on first-usecgolin his reflections on his First
World War experiences, though, CW can be seen e had an impact. In 1916, he
had overseen the placing of gas canisters on tiseemefront, and encountered a near-
miss with a German gas attack, noting that a gasnahad saved him from a ‘grave
danger’, which was a new German ¢¥sEden’s experiences in the First World War
and the Second World War, as well as the impatih@ierve agent discovery and the
Cold War climate, were all influential in shapings lposition on CW deterrence in
1956.

Eden, perhaps inadvertently, was supporting antkateig military arguments, by

emphasising preparedness to wage CW as a critioalipanent of successful

104 Anthony EdenThe Memoirs of Sir Anthony Eden: Full Cirdleondon: Cassell & Company, 1960)
pp.213-6, 369-372; Bayli¢ymbiguity and Deterrence.209.
ingNA’ DEFE 7/700, Prime Minister’s Personal Mintiethe Minister of Defence, 20 June 1956.

Ibid.
197 For some examples of this thinking see: TNA, PRE&SD, H. L. Ismay to Churchill, 24 May 1944;
TNA, CAB 131/9, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Chiefd &taff Committee, 4 September 1950; TNA,
DEFE 10/447, ‘Annual Review 1950’, Joint Secretafythe Chemical Warfare Sub-Committee, 10
August 1951, Appendix A, Section 1.
198 Anthony EdenAnother World, 1897-191{T.ondon: Allen Lane, 1976) pp.81, 132.
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deterrence. Yet he was doing so at a time whemiligary support for this form of
CW deterrent had drifted away, with the DRPC arel Slervice Chiefs accepting that
the CW deterrence requirement alone, without thesipdity of first-use, was not
sufficient to justify the production or possessaimerve agent weapons. Some defence
officials were, in fact, extremely frustrated by tRrime Minister’s involvement, noting

that Eden was attempting to redirect policy ‘asnsas we try to save mone}fl®

Irrespective of Eden’s scepticism and resistancenddton pressed ahead, and he
sought approval from the Defence Committee in JU9E6*° In a persuasive
memorandum to his ministerial colleagues, which based on the judgements of the
DRPC and the earlier report by the Directors ofnBlaMonckton pressed for a
significant shift in offensive CW polic}** His memorandum sought approval for the
abandonment of large-scale nerve agent produdtiendisposal of existing CW stocks
and the abandonment of offensive weapons develdpriée two main exceptions,
and thus spared from these sweeping cuts, werelérd@WV research and defensive
CW research, both of which would contind@In justifying this substantial reduction
in CW policy, Monckton stated that under the Genexatocol Britain could only ever
retaliate with chemical weapons, as first-use hewknbeen an accepted policy The
limitations of a retaliatory-only policy broughttenquestion the financial expenditure
necessary to acquire a nerve agent capability, whdther the weapons were
‘absolutely essential’ to defent¥ Monckton also believed that for CW deterrence,

Britain did not need to possess a nerve agent ddapahnd he stated that:

Our American allies are devoting a considerableoreffto the
development of nerve gas weapons and this will ideova powerful

deterrent against the initiation by Russia of cluanivarfare-'®

199 TNA, DEFE 7/700, Prime Minister’s Personal Mintiethe Minister of Defence, 20 June 1956.

10 TNA, CAB 131/17, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Memam@um by the Minister of Defence, 4 July
1956

" bid.

12 \While the term “defensive” is slightly ambiguoumere it is taken to mean predominantly a focus on
defences against CW attack, which while requirindegree of information on offensive techniques is
very limited in its scope and is mainly confineddefensive equipment, detection methods and defensi
training.

13 TNA, CAB 131/17, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Mema@um by the Minister of Defence, 4 July
1956.
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While acknowledging the tactical benefits of neagents, Monckton also included
justifications which were aimed at placating advesaof nerve agent weapons. For
example, he outlined how by continuing to work oW Gesearch, knowledge of the
field would be kept alive. Stemming from this, M&tan also used the development of
the lethal V-agents, the next generation of negenaiweapons, to support his policy
shift. After revealing that the V-agents providethagreater hazard than nerve agents
such as sarin, he stated that the future producfothese new more effective and
persistent nerve agents would not be adverselgtefieby abandoning plans for sarin
production. His reference to the V-agents also ieapthat nerve agents such as sarin
were already outdated by more recent developmentke field, and that additional
discoveries might yet be ma#f€.Monckton essentially used the V-series discovary,
hugely significant development in the CW field, as argument to reduce aspects of
existing offensive CW policy. Brandishing the stiekdrastic cuts, he also offered the
carrot of future V-agent production. To further emdine the importance of sarin-

based weapons, Monckton informed the Committee that

| feel myself that our possession of nuclear weapand the massive
American nuclear armoury together with their chehwarfare potential
justify us in our present economic circumstanceabdandoning our own

capacity to wage offensive chemical warfare.

The rest of the Defence Committee agreed with Mtmck policy changes, yet Eden
remained unimpressed, and he frustratingly wrotam not convinced by this. We
always seem to make small cuts at the deterrent reomez at the “Admirals”...
Something should be kept going® While Eden’s comments were reflective of his
disgruntlement with wider defence policy, they ategeal the importance he attached
to Britain possessing a nerve agent capabilityh whte Prime Minister continuing to
strongly resist any cutbacks to CW policy.

116 |bid; Walker,Britain and Disarmamenp.8.

17 TNA, CAB 131/17, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Mema@um by the Minister of Defence, 4 July
1956.

18 TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Meraadum by the Minister of Defence, 4 July
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Eden further believed that a nerve agent capabildyld not just deter the outbreak of
CW, but form a part of the deterrent as a wholéh \Biritish possession of nerve agent
weapons discouraging the Soviet Union from anychttan Western Europg&? In this
interpretation of CW deterrence, Eden’s views dé#te greatly from British defence
officials. In contrast to Eden, defence officiaigrily believed that CW preparedness
and the ability to retaliate would primarily detoviet use of chemical weapons during
a war, rather than war itself. Increasingly in defe circles, nuclear weapons were
increasingly seen as not just a deterrent for catiwmeal war or nuclear war, but also as
a deterrent against Soviet use of any form of WMDSir Frederick Brundrett, the
Chief Scientific Advisor to the Ministry of Defencevas a key supporter of this,
informing Monckton that ‘in a world in which we yebn a nuclear deterrent...the only
sensible answer to an assault on this country leynatal weapons would be nuclear
retaliation.*? Eden’s interpretation of CW deterrence also cetligvith the views and
judgement of his Cabinet Secretary, Norman Brodko \wformed the Prime Minister
that the possession of chemical weapons was ‘Uplicebe a factor in preventing a
major war.*?® Brook further counselled Eden that with the nesmddiefence cuts, ‘very
grave risks’ had to be takéff:

Facing this significant opposition, Eden gave gahudowever, while he conceded to
the proposed policy changes, in July 1956, he edecine final and considerable
hurdle’?® The Prime Minister wanted assurances from theedrftates before Britain
unilaterally abandoned chemical weapons, as ditepoblicy change Britain would be
largely dependent on the United States for CW dettee, and completely dependent
on its close ally for a CW retaliatory capabilty.Although initially the United States
was merely to be informed of Britain’s policy changden soon escalated this after the

meeting to securing guarantees from the UniteceStawer CW retaliation on behalf of

120 For an excerpt of this discussion see: TNA, PREMBA99, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Norman
Brook to Anthony Eden, 9 July 1956. For a more ganpicture of Eden’s active engagement in CW
policy throughout this period, see file: TNA, PRENI/3099.
121 TNA, DEFE 13/265, Minute Sheet for the Minister@éfence, 12 November 1956; Tucké/ar of
Nerves pp.154-155; Spierg\ History of Chemical and Biological Weapops61.
122TNA, DEFE 7/700, Brundrett to the Minister of Deée, 12 November 1956.
iijTNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, NaamBrook to Anthony Eden, 9 July 1956.

Ibid.
125 TNA, CAB 131/17, Minutes of Meeting, Cabinet DefenrCommittee, 10 July 1956.
128 |bid.; TNA, DEFE 13/265, Anthony Eden to Walter Mikton, 24 July 1956.

116



British forces, and of continued United States aagent productiotf.’ Eden had thus
deemed it prudent to secure guarantees so thaitairBabandoned its CW capabilities
it should ensure that there would be at least awep in NATO with the ability to

retaliate against Soviet first-us&.

In late July, Monckton, wary of Eden’s interventsoand his desire for strong United
States commitments, attempted to push through @samgCW policy without United
States consultation. Eden firmly resisted. He wdaraant that cutbacks to CW policy
would not be finalised until talks with the Unit&lates>® The Prime Minister then
became even more involved in CW policy when he @addthat these talks should be
carried out at the political level, rather than thiditary level. Again going against the
advice of his Minister of Defence and senior deéewfficials, including Brundrett,
Eden decided that Britain’s shift in CW policy wamted a personal message from
himself to the President of the United Stdf@dn pushing for such a communication,
Eden caused significant friction with his seniowiadrs and with his Minister of
Defence. One disgruntled official noted that Eded&cision was a ‘very great
mistake’, and that the Prime Minister’s course dian was due to him having a very
different view on CW policy from everyone ef§é Monckton, in particular, bemoaned
Eden’s decision, arguing that there was no neearitey such British defence policy
changes to the attention of the highest authonitthe United States. The Minister of
Defence, supported by Reginald Maudling, the Meristf Supply, and Norman Brook,
sought a more nuanced approach to Britain’s didpafsaffensive chemical weapons
and abandonment of weapons developm&nidonckton believed that ‘it would be
better to represent them not so much as a majongehan policy but as a re-
arrangement of our resources in the light of presenditions.**®* He also concluded
that it should be the role of the Joint Staff Migsiin Washington, not the Prime

127 For example, see the shift from: TNA, CAB 131/IMinutes of Meeting, Cabinet Defence
Committee, 10 July 1956 to TNA, DEFE 13/265, Anth&den to Walter Monckton, 24 July 1956.
128 TNA, DEFE 13/265, Anthony Eden to Walter Monckt@d, July 1956.
129 |bid. For further details on this running dispute, semmmnications in July 1956 in the files: TNA,
PREM 11/3099 and TNA, DEFE 7/700.
%0 TNA, DEFE 7/700, Brundrett to Forward, 13 July 83 NA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Chemical Warfare
Policy’, Monckton to the Prime Minister, 20 July58 TNA, DEFE 13/265, Anthony Eden to Walter
Monckton, 24 July 1956. For a more strongly wordeluttal by Monckton, see the drafted but not sent
communication: TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Chemical Warfarelify’, draft communication from Monkton to
the Prime Minister, [undated] July 1956.
131 TNA, DEFE 7/700, Forward to Powell, 30 August 1956
132 TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, WadtMonckton to the Prime Minister, 20 July
l13256. (Norman Brook’s agreement is attached tdrthe).
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Minister, to seek guarantees from the United Staies$ to convey and downplay

Britain’s decline in offensive CW policy**

Despite this strong opposition, Eden again ste#gfasesisted any further
encroachment on his stance, insisting that it shbalhe who communicated directly to
President Eisenhowé?> Whereas Monckton wanted to downplay Britain's sabsal
shift in CW policy, Eden thought that securing \@ditStates involvement and a
confirmed CW deterrent for Britain trumped all el8¢ A key reason for Eden’s
commitment and desire to be heavily involved wasted in his strong views on CW
deterrence and the importance he attached to itabather was also his desire to
maintain national prestige. Eden cautioned thahef United States were informed of
the policy change by someone other than himsedf) tthe effect of such action would
surely be to diminish still further the regard whithe United States Service authorities
have for our defence effort™” Clearly concerned over the potential damage that
Britain’s withdrawal from offensive CW capabilitiegould cause to Anglo-American
relations, Eden continued to insist on taking thadl While Monckton and defence
officials thus wanted to downplay the policy redoics, Eden wanted to be direct and
open with the United States. Eager to limit Uni®thtes criticism, Eden was thus
adamant that he play the personal card with Eisgahao both secure United States
CW commitments and to reduce the potential damagAniglo-American relations.
Given Eden’s steadfast commitment to communicatiingctly with Eisenhower, and
in order to avoid further confrontation with thetremched views of the Prime Minister,

Monckton and defence officials relentEd.

Before Eden could inform Eisenhower of Britain’s QWilicy reductions, or request
assurances, other events came to dominate polibeeiderations. From mid-1956, the
upcoming Presidential election in the United Stadesrrode all considerations of
contacting Eisenhower, with the consensus beingandisturb him with matters of CW
policy at such a sensitive timi& Defence officials attempted to persuade the Prime

Minister to accept the cutbacks to CW policy with@ssurances from the United
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States*° Eden, however, yet again proved uncompromisind,fencontinued to delay
any CW policy change. In the meantime, his govemtmeas consumed by the final
phases of the Suez crisis which reached a climak the Anglo-French invasion of
Egypt in November 1958 Following the Suez failure, and the rift in Angdanerican
relations that was opened, Eden unsurprisingly e€htosdelay communicating with
President Eisenhower on CW policy, and ignoredexjuests for political approval to
implement the changes agreed in the July 1956 Ref&@ommittee meeting. By the
end of the year, despite defence officials claintimgt the ‘dust of Suez has settled’,
British CW policy continued in limbo, with the Defee Committee decision still
awaiting final confirmation and implementatit!s. British defence officials found
themselves without political guidance, and Eden urable to attend to this aspect of
policy as his premiership collaps&d.

This policy stalemate continued until, in poor tieand politically weakened by Suez,
Eden resigned on 9 January 1957As Prime Minister, Eden had fought for a British
nerve agent capability and deterrent. He attachredtgmportance to a nerve agent
capability, so much so that he was willing to gaiagt his Minister of Defence, who
was representing the assessments of the DRPC, iteetds of Plans and the CoS.
While Eden did eventually accept the argumentsawodir of cutting British CW
commitments, he hindered and delayed the chandetlhwtvery end. Eden had thus
remained firmly committed to Britain maintaining cass to some form of CW
deterrent, whether belonging to Britain or the ©diStates, and with his resignation,

British CW policy lost its most influential advoeat

140bid.; TNA, WO 32/21950/2, ‘Chemical Warfare PgficLt. Col. Lodes, 3 December 1956.

141 Although this author has found no evidence of,thishis controversial book ‘Spycatcher’, Peter
Wright claimed that Eden’s interest in chemical p@as took on an even greater importance - alleging
that MI6, with Eden’s approval, formulated a plam dssassinate Nasser with chemical weapons.
According to Wright, MI6 planned to introduce neiyas into the ventilation system of Nasser’'s miita
headquarters. For details, see: Peter Wri@pycatcher: The Candid Autobiography of a Senior
Intelligence Officer (London: Viking, 1987), pp.159-161; Shlomo ShpirtRoisoned Chalice:
Intelligence Use of Chemical and Biological Weapprigternational Journal of Intelligence and
Counterintelligence2009, 22:1, pp.9-11. Also for other British calesiations of chemical weapons use
for assassinations around this time, see: Richdtich, The Hidden Hand: Britain, America and Cold
War Secret Intelligencéondon: John Murray, 2001).480.

12 TNA, DEFE 7/700, Philip de Zulueta to J.M. Gibbdt2 November 1956; TNA, DEFE 7/700,
‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Brundrett to the Ministaf Defence, 19 March 1957.

143TNA, DEFE 7/700, Philip de Zulueta to J.M. Gibbd2, November 1956.

144 JamesAnthony Edenpp.596-597.
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In the short-term, Eden’s actions had directly lnbmbwith the emerging consensus in
military circles, that without assurances overtfuse, nerve agent weapons were not a

vital area of defence. As Brundrett summarised ard 1957:

Unfortunately, the late Prime Minister, against adwice, ruled that the
notification to the American Government must bealby him direct to
the President. As events turned out, it was newamsidered an
appropriate moment to make the communication. Gpresgly nothing

has been done and we go on, therefore, as we'itere.

British CW policy, primarily as a result of Edentgervention, had been in stasis for
over eight months. However, after Eden’s resigmatisith a lack of senior political
support, the increasing dominance of thermonuckegapons and the failure to change
first-use policy in both 1952 and 1955, Britishesf§ive CW policy suffered the severe
setback which had long been on the horizon.

Finalising decisions on CW policy coincided witletharrival of Duncan Sandys as the
newly appointed Minister of Defence, and with Hdrdllacmillan becoming Prime
Minister in January 195%° Sandys was a key advocate of reducing defence
expenditure, and with little military support lef@r, implementing the Defence
Committee’s suggested reductions to offensive CWcypavas a mere formalit}’
Without Eden blocking the path, changes and cutbdokCW policy were rapidly
implemented in mid-1957, with the winding down dfemsive weapons development
programmes, the deletion of programmes for the fpesduction of nerve agents and

the disposal of stockpiled chemical weaptfis.

Although the Defence Committee’s decision and ntplementation were detrimental
to offensive CW policy, for advocates of nerve dgeeapons it was not all doom and
gloom. After forecasting the impact of the 1956i@pldecision, investment into CW

policy for the 1957-58 financial year was predictede reduced by around 30%, from

15 TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Brumr to the Minister of Defence, 19 March 1957.
146 Baylis, Ambiguity and Deterrenc.241.

147 Wyn Rees, ‘The 1957 Sandys white paper: New pigsriin British defence policy?Journal of
Strategic Studies1989, 12:2, pp.215-229; SeRBritish Foreign and Defence Policy.162; David
French, ‘Duncan Sandys and the Projection of BriBewer after SuezDiplomacy & Statecraft2013,
24:1, pp.41-58.

148 TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Brumd to the Minister of Defence, 19 March 1957.
For a later summary/review, see: TNA, DEFE 7/7(Report on Biological Warfare and Chemical
Warfare’, Defence Research Policy Committee, 1514958, Annex B.
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an annual amount of around £1.3 million, with brera@W research and research into
defensive measures continuifg Though a substantial percentage, this in itselfrdit
mark the end of British interest or activities e tCW field. The decision and impact to
follow through with the policy reductions shouldcetbfore be viewed, and to a degree
moderated, with the caveats that extensive reseamttmued, Britain could still decide
to produce the recently discovered V-agents, amaiBrstill had access to cutting edge

research through increasingly important tripaiteperation.

Britain could still decide to produce the V-ageatsa later date, and research into the
V-agents was still in its relatively early stages experts attempted to measure and
assess their military utility and rot&’ The V-agents were thought of as a potential
weapon to cover a large area with lethal effect parhaps most importantly, they
could do so with only a ‘small expendituré’.It was estimated that a V-agent plant for
mass-production would only initially cost around-E4nillion.*> This area for further
research and potential production thus represeateuther avenue for offensive
weapons, which was not directly ruled out by théebee Committee decision of 1956.
As Monckton had implied, this technological devetmmt was in itself a reason to
dispose of outdated wartime stocks, and it had lspen as a possible ray of hope for

advocates of an offensive CW capability.

Continued British access to cutting edge reseant, its ability to later produce V-
agent weapons, was greatly aided by tripartite ematfpn with Canada and the United
States. This collaboration in CW research and agwveént had continued to flourish
despite wider fluctuations in Anglo-American reteits, and even after Britain's
decision to dispose of chemical weapons and to wetpons research and

t>

development”® Through this intensive cooperation, Britain retainaccess to the

Y“$TNA, DEFE 7/700, Brundrett to the Minister of Deée, 12 November 1956. Also see: TNA, DEFE
7/700, Brundrett to the Minister of Defence, 12 Hmber 1956, Attached minute by the Ministry of
Supply.

10 TNA, DEFE 7/700, ‘Working Party on BW and CW’, eice Research Policy Staff, 21 February
1957, Annex.

L pid.

192 pjd.

133 Cooperation was not all plain sailing, especiailApril 1956, as clashes over NATO defensive CW
preparedness caused some disgruntlement. The Vlae @bted that American defensive preparedness
is ‘designed to cover every contingency whereaddBrequipment is based on a more practical realism
Concerns were predominantly focused on the perdeitemish scale’ of United States CW defensive
preparations. For details, see: TNA, DEFE 5/66, ABH’'s Chemical Warfare Requirements for
Individual and Unit Protection and Detection Equemti, War Office, 3 April 1956. Also see:
Fredericks, ‘United States Chemical Warfare Polipy.llI-2, 111-14-16.
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highly advanced and extremely well-funded CW redeaffort in the United States.
Officials in the United States, after British sdists had supplied them with
information on the V-agents, had already begunaattcourse in V-agent reseatch.
In April 1956, United States officials had evenabdshed a specialist V-agent Team,
which was tasked with testing and evaluating V-agisiivery system& And, after
extensive research leading to the United Statesanyilcreating around 50 different
types of V-series agents, they settled upon VXldoge-scale production in February
1957:°°

The substantial gulf in scale between the Anglo-Aca® partners was thus growing
even larger in 1957. Britain was implementing pplieductions, and terminating plans
for the mass-production and development of nenemtaggeapons, whereas the United
States had reached its peace-time capacity fan papduction and its programme was
a comparative behemotf’ Britain did however contribute to this much moxeeasive
United States research effort through tripartiteopsration, and through bilateral
cooperation in the form of the United States-Unitéshgdom Mutual Weapons
Development Program. This bilateral programme,ioaigng from US Congressional
approval for the Mutual Security Act of 1953, caerthe costs of six CW-related
projects™>® These projects were run on a conjoint cost-shabasjs, and included
research on V-agent chemistry, methods for V-adetdgction and methods for V-agent
production*>® As a core part of the country’s contribution tgpartite and bilateral
cooperation, British scientists still used the Naqke facility, despite it not reaching
mass-production, to produce small amounts of VXtdet industrial production

techniques®

This remarkable level of cooperation, unbeknownst Hden and other senior
politicians, had also rendered aspects of the debatr informing the United States of
Britain’s potential policy change slightly redundaRor example, during the Eleventh
Tripartite Meeting in 1956, Porton officials hadresldy revealed the virtual

134 Tucker,War of Nervespp.154-158.

155 |bid, p.160.

%6 McLeish and Balmer, ‘Development of the V-SeriesrW Agents’, pp.279-280.

57 Tucker,War of Nervesp.156.

i: Carter & Pearson, ‘North Atlantic Chemical and IBgical Research Collaboration’, pp.87-90.
Ibid.

10 Tycker,War of Nervesp.165.
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abandonment by the Government of all offensive Cipabilities'®* Even without a

formal letter from the Prime Minister to the Presit United States and Canadian
experts were thus already well aware of the CWcyddituation in Britain®? During
the Twelfth Tripartite Meeting in 1957, the threeuatries also agreed to a further
division of labour in V-agent research, which coogd to provide Britain with
invaluable information. At the meeting, it was diszd that the United States would
take on the bulk of the work by developing land andmunitions for VX, Britain
would evaluate the military potential of VX, andr@ala would determine the hazards
from contaminated terraitf® Tripartite cooperation facilitated the division resources
and the sharing of significant research findingdjiclw after the 1956 Defence
Committee decision was vital for British researchhis advanced cooperation
facilitated Britain staying abreast of CW developtiseand remaining at the forefront
of research. This very scale and scope of the antist United States CW research
effort also provided British officials with the apgling option and incentive of
willingly increasing dependence, as while the courould continue reductions in
defence expenditure, it might still retain accessutting edge research.

This continuing access to highly advanced reseimtohthe V-agents was all the more
critical given evolving perceptions of the SovieVGhreat in 1957. Although exact
figures on Soviet capabilities were unknown, Unigdtes intelligence estimated that
the Soviet Union had the materials and skills adé to produce a staggering 40,000
to 60,000 tonnes of CW agenté.Soviet reserves of CW agents were also thought
sufficient to allow the sustained use of nerve #&gdar several months in a global
warl®® In these assessments of Soviet offensive CW chitpesyi Anglo-American
intelligence agencies increasingly drew on the é&thiStates programme to determine

Soviet progress, a practice that given the seviffieutties in attaining intelligence was

181 Carter & Pearson, ‘North Atlantic Chemical and IBgical Research Collaboration’, pp.87-90.
182 |bid, p.87. This of course does not mitigate tmpartant aspect of United States guarantees, which
were not secured at this lower-level. It does hawevighlight how advanced cooperation was at the
time, that such a sensitive policy decision wasesha
183 Tucker,War of Nervesp.164.
184 NIE 11-4-56, ‘Soviet Capabiliies and Probable @es of Action Through 1961, National
Intelligence Estimate, 2 August 1956. The JIC codetl that Britain had no direct knowledge of Soviet
CW research, development, or its level of produrcti®ee: TNA, CAB 158/28, ‘Russian Research and
lD&_)evelopment up to the end of 1956’, Joint Intelige Committee, 23 May 1957, Annex B.
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one of the few courses of action [ER.In line with this process of mirroring, when the
V-agents were discovered it was assumed that thetSowvould probably already be
aware of this latest development, or that theyaalyepossessed something simtifir.
These fears were further fuelled by the fact tiidtHad published details surrounding
the V-agents in the magazi®hemical Review’® The JIC thus believed that ‘Soviet
workers cannot have failed to notice some closelated work which has been
published in the United Kingdom® In reality, however, Soviet scientists had only
developed R-33 by this stage, otherwise known dsst@nce-33, which was not as
efficient as VX and too unstable for long-term atge’’° The advantage that the United
States and Britain possessed with the V-agentstieasfore not recognised, and the
perceived balance of power in the CW field was abjuncreasingly thought to be in
favour of the Soviet Union.

The belief in a growing Soviet threat, and of exging Soviet capabilities, was again
further exacerbated by intelligence gains on ScuMt defensive measures, one of the
few areas where CW intelligence continued to yrekllts. In 1957, Soviet forces were
thought to be well prepared to defend against Cltks, with United States National
Intelligence Estimates concluding that Soviet dsifem preparations for CW might, in
fact, be superior to those of major Western natt6ha shift in appreciations was also
evident in intelligence assessments of Soviet C\trae, as United States intelligence
surmised that extensive programmes were underwégito both military and civilian

personnel in defensive techniqués.British intelligence also reached a similar

16 The Anglo-American also partners placed slightffedent emphasis on areas of CW intelligence. For
example, a regular theme in mid-1950s United Stitiedligence reports on CW was the inclusion of
psychogenic drugs. Psychogenic drugs, like LSD,mmake individuals indifferent to their surroundings
and can induce apprehension and confusion. In cosgpa British intelligence did not give much
weight to this area; it was rarely mentioned in 38Sessments of the Soviet CW threat. For examples,
see: NIE 11-56, ‘Soviet Gross Capabilities for Ak® on the United States and Key Overseas
Installations and Forces Through Mid-1959’, Natiolmelligence Estimate, 6 March 1956; NIE 11-4-
56, ‘Soviet Capabilities and Probable Courses dfolicThrough 1961’, National Intelligence Estimate,
2 August 1956.

157 TNA, CAB 158/24, ‘Russian Research and Developmgnto the end of 1955’, Joint Intelligence
Committee, 11 May 1956.

188 TNA, DEFE 10/281, Minutes of Meeting, Defence Rash Policy Staff, 1 March 1956.

189 TNA, CAB 158/28, ‘Russian Research and Developmgnto the end of 1956’, Joint Intelligence
Committee, 23 May 1957, Annex B.

0 This observation is based on secondary sourcéseoBoviet CW programme. For more information
on R-33, see: Tuckewar of Nervespp.181-186; Vil Mirzayano\State Secrets: An Insider’s Chronicle
of the Russian Chemical Weapons Prog(@anver, CO: Outskirts Press, 2009) pp.121-123.

1 NIE 11-4-57, ‘Main Trends in Soviet CapabilitiesdaPolicies 1957-1962’, National Intelligence
Estimate, 12 November 1957,

172 |bid.
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conclusion, observing that the ‘Soviet Army posessa chemical arm which is
specially trained in both the offensive and defemsispects of this type of warfaé®
This growing appreciation of the Soviet threat caatea time when Britain had
significantly decreased its own CW capabilities] anwas increasingly reliant on the
United States for CW deterrence and retaliatiores€hintelligence forecasts, however,
changed little in terms of the direction of Briti€W policy, which was predominantly
shaped by the resignation of Eden, the issue stfdise, economic restraints and by the
strength of the United States CW programme.

It was Anthony Eden, amongst British Prime Ministewho took the most active
interest in British CW policy during the 1950s. Bd&een on a British nerve agent
capability for deterrence and retaliation, facetistantial opposition. This opposition
included his Minister of Defence and defence adsgisand even after giving ground,
he delayed and resisted any actual change to CWypby insisting he personally
notify President Eisenhower. Unfortunately for fieev remaining advocates of nerve
agent weapons development, Eden’s resignation comel@ offensive CW policy to
cancellation, and confined British CW policy to easch and defensive measures.
Without Eden’s support, and with no guarantee @, uerve agent weapons failed to
justify a place as an essential item of defencanrage dominated by thermonuclear
weapons and economic cutbacks. In particular, & tha disagreement over, and failure
to change, CW first-use policy which had the maghificant bearing on military
support for nerve agent weapons. Without a guagaotaise, funding and production

were simply not viable options, even with the CWedent requirement.

13 TNA, CAB 158/28, ‘Russian Research and Developmgnto the end of 1956’, Joint Intelligence
Committee, 23 May 1957, Annex B; TNA, CAB 158/28pViet Research and Development 1956-57’,
Joint Intelligence Committee, 17 June 1957.
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4. A Reverse Course: From Dependence to Acquisitioh958-1963

We rely on the United States for CW retaliationthalgh rather

curiously we appear not to have appraised therhisfréeliance"

Brief for the Vice-Chief of the Air Staff, ‘Chemita Biological and
Radiological Warfare’, 4 August 1960

From 1958, superpower Cold War relations showedrcdmd unmistakable signs of
deterioration. In November of that year Khrushclesued an ultimatum, with a six
month deadline, calling for the withdrawal of adlienilitary forces from West Berlif.
The ultimatum served to dramatically increase trsibetween East and West, as the
United States and its Western allies made clear tthey would rather fight than
surrender their position or recognise the legitiynatthe East German statén June
1961 Khrushchev revived his ultimatum and callsreate a free city in Berlin when he
met the new American President, John F. Kennedy/i@mna. This fresh crisis was
only averted when the Communist authorities optednstead construct a wall to
isolate West Berlin in August 1961But, superpower tensions would reach their
climax during the Cuban Missile Crisis in Octob&62, when the world was brought

to the very brink of nuclear war.

In this age of superpower confrontation, domindbgdthe figures of Kennedy and
Khrushchev, Prime Minister Harold Macmillan atteegto chart a path for Britaf.

Macmillan, as with many British Prime Ministers time post-war period, was gravely

1 TNA, AIR 20/9440, ‘Chemical, Biological and Radigical Warfare’, Brief for the Vice-Chief of the
Air Staff, 4 August 1960.

2 Gaddis,The Cold Warpp.113-115.

% Oleg Troyanovsky, ‘The Making of Soviet Foreignliyg, Chapter 9 inNikita KhrushcheyLondon:
Yale University Press, 2000) pp.219-221.

* Westad, The Cold War pp.294-297. For a brief overview of Britain andadillan’s role, see:
Christopher Sandford)nion Jack: John F. Kennedy's Special Relationshiih Great Britain (United
Kingdom: The History Press, 2018) pp.185-188.

® Thomas Patersofennedy's Quest for Victory: American Foreign Pylit961-19630xford: Oxford
University Press, 1989) pp.22-24; William Taubméa®ergei Khrushchev, and Abbott Gleason,
‘Introduction’, in Nikita KhrushcheLondon: Yale University Press, 2000) p.5; Jamesshberg, ‘The
Cuban missile crisis’, Chapter 4 ifhe Cold War, Volume 2: Crises and Détefi@@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2010), p.65.

® David NunnerleyPresident Kennedy & BritaifLondon: The Bodley Head, 1972) pp.49-56.
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concerned by the country’s economic woes and bytistantial costs of defentele
judged that one clear avenue and a potential rerfedynese economic woes was for
Britain to strengthen further the Anglo-Americamat®nship. He believed that Britain
could ‘play Greece to America’s RonfeThis desire for greater cooperation with the
United States was also reflected throughout Britisfence policy, but particularly in
nuclear weapons cooperation. Where, after the reigaf bilateral agreements in July
1958 and May 1959, Anglo-American cooperation orclear weapons research
reached new levefsThese agreements facilitated the transfer of fiigkktret nuclear
technology, with even seemingly independent Britigltlear capabilities, like Blue
Streak, benefitting greatly from information sugpliby the United Staté8 Given the
scale and depth of information being sent across Allantic, it is no surprise
Macmillan thought that he had acquired the ‘gre@en™ In public, and to maintain
appearances, Macmillan stressed Britain’s indep@naieclear capabilities, but behind
closed doors he was putting substantial emphasisirtimer interdependence with the
United Stated?

Reflective of Macmillan’s drive for greater Angloaferican collaboration, highly
secret plans were also underway to further integhaiiglo-American cooperation in the
CW field. After the implementation of the 1956 Dede Committee decision to
abandon offensive weapons development and prodyditention shifted to consider
whether revitalised Anglo-American cooperation cophve the way for even greater
British reductions in CW expenditure. While disdoss over Anglo-American
cooperation in nuclear weapons oscillated betwadagendence and interdependence,
in CW, the only options appeared to be even greaterdependence, or complete

dependence on the United States for CW deterreptajation and research. British

" Erin Mahan,Kennedy, De Gaulle and Western Eurgpeew York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002)
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CW policy, after the resignation of Eden, was maalous and precarious state in 1958.
After exploring these discussions of greater irgphdence and reliance on the United
States, this chapter will analyse the influence an@act of a spate of negative
publicity in the CBW field in 1959-60, and the emence of an unprecedented level of
post-war political and public scrutiny over Briti€W policy. This chapter will then
end by revealing the important influence of Sirlduckerman on British CW policy,

as well as a drastic change in tact and directidt®62.

Growing dependence

After the decision to abandon both CW stocks aedntlass-production of nerve agents
in 1956-57, Britain was completely dependent on @W deterrent and retaliatory
capability of the United States. British CW capaies and potential production were
deemed ‘negligible’, and the country was not capaifl producing nerve agents on a
significant scale. Nerve agents were possesseayiyin an extremely small quantity
for laboratory testing and experimentsn terms of sarin, while Britain still maintained
the one ton-a-week pilot plant at Nancekuke, itdpction had been halted in 1956.
The site, from 1954, had only produced around 28 tuf sarin, and even if production
were restarted, it was unable to meet military negpents which were thousands of
tons for the initial stages of wht.Ramping up the production of nerve agents
domestically would have taken years, and necesditifite restarting of production at
Nancekuke, as well as its expansion. Other devedopsn such as in tear gases, held
promise as incapacitating agents for military ulset most of Britain’s domestic
production was already ‘booked for [military andvpte] customers’, rendering mass-

production for military stockpiling highly unlikelin the short-ternt®

In stark contrast, by 1958 British defence offisiabserved that the United States CW

programme was running ‘full bor&’. The United States had stockpiled thousands of

13 TNA, DEFE 5/84, ‘Biological and Chemical Warfar@lpte by the Secretary of the Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 19 August 1958, Annex.

1 TNA, DEFE 7/700 Ministry of Supply to C. Wright,Jily 1956.

!> |bid; TNA, DEFE 5/84, ‘Biological and Chemical Ware’, Note by the Secretary of the Chiefs of
Staff Committee, 19 August 1958, Annex; Tuckafar of Nervespp.120-121. For a summary of the
work and research conducted at Nancekuke, see:NHtienal Archives Web Archive, ‘Nancekuke
Remediation Project’, Defence: about defence, Aethi8 December 2010.

5 TNA, DEFE 5/84, ‘Biological and Chemical Warfar@pte by the Secretary of the Chiefs of Staff
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Y TNA, WO 32/21950/2, Untitled Minute, Lt. Col. Saiers, 8 October 1958.
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tons of sarin, along with blister agents such dfusmmustard'® Advanced delivery
methods for these lethal CW agents had been részhrand developed, including
mortar shells, artillery shells, aerial bombs ahe M55 rocket? In all areas of CW
policy, in production, stockpiling, weapons and eagh, the United States CW
programme dwarfed that of Britain’s, and from 198& United States dominated the
West's ability to retaliate with, and deter Sovise of, chemical weapoASDefence
officials surmised that while ‘the West must congrno possess an offensive capability
in BW and CW’, this did ‘not require the United Kjdom itself to possess such a
capability.?* This willing reliance on the United States for &VQretaliatory and
deterrent capability opened up a further avenudepiendence, when, from late 1957
onwards, attention turned to developing and de@&genAnglo-American CW
cooperation yet further. While British CW reseaittdd continued and survived the
cutbacks of 1956-57, given the scale of the Un8&tes CW programme and Britain’s
economic woes, senior British defence officials teaomplated even scrapping this last
vestige of British activity in the CW fieltf. Defence officials thus considered the
option of eliminating all CW research at Porton Downcluding on the nerve agents,

either through ‘reliance on the United States carascceptable military risk®

Importantly, the proposed policy shift towards egmeater reliance on the United
States had the support of the Air Staff. Edmund leltdn, the Vice-Chief of the Air

Staff, believed that as the United States was dwyatonsiderable resources to CW
research, Britain might be able to eliminate itmé#This was a drastic change from

the Air Staff's prior assessments of CW researdhiclvjust nine months before had

18 Estimated cumulative output in the United Statgslly 1955 was hoped to be around 24,000 tons,
with the aim of it reaching around 26,000 tonstfeg outbreak of war, see: United States NARA Il, RG
218, Central Decimal File 1951-53, Box 153, [titkelacted], Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense,
14 April 1953. For scale of production see: TNA,BE21/3912, ‘Policy for Chemical Warfare’, Minister
of Defence, 6 March 1953; Tuckevyar of Nerves p.136. (United States production would be
mothballed after initial wartime requirements waret).

9 bid., pp.134-137.

2 Even though France also had a strong CW prograrameijth Britain, it could not equal the scale of
the United States CW effort. Spie@hemical Warfaregp.136.

2L TNA, DEFE 5/84, ‘Biological and Chemical Warfar@&lpote by the Secretary of the Chiefs of Staff
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TNA, DEFE 7/1395, T. M. Crowley to Mr. Chilver, ZMugust 1958.
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branded such work a ‘comparatively cheap insuraficki August 1958, though, the
Air Ministry had changed its tune, and it was nogek to secure British access to the
substantial United States CW programme throughfrdn@ework of interdependence.
Hudleston also suggested that British CW scientigk® would be without a role after
the elimination of expenditure on British CW resdarcould be sent to work on the
United States CW programm&This remarkable level of dependence on the United
States was thought to offer the dual benefits céngfthening collaboration, whilst

reducing British defence expenditure.

These strong policy recommendations, for almostpteta dependence on the United
States, were also supported by the DRPC, whicheasingly referred to the CW
capabilities and research of the ‘Western Poweasher than focusing on the British
effort in isolation?” This interpretation of CW requirements, and ttecpment of them
within this much wider framework of an overall West effort, further facilitated
increasing British dependence on the United Stateduly 1959, after exploring the
options and requirement for British CW research, @S agreed with the Air Ministry
and with the DRPC, concluding that while ‘the West a whole’ must continue
research in the CW field, there was no obligationBritish CW researcff Similarly

to the DRPC, by framing CW requirements as thoszle@ by the West as a whole,
British CW research was seen as an unnecessarydiigpe and a duplication. At its
core, this was effectively another argument in tavof greater dependence on the
United States, as when referring to the ‘Westernvd?®' senior British defence
officials were, in essence, referring to the Unit&téites programme, which dwarfed
those of all the other Western powers. The CoSyating and reflecting the opinions

of defence officials, thus seriously considered tmion of eliminating nearly all

% TNA, AIR 20/9440, ‘Biological and Chemical WarfareBrief for the Chief of the Air Staff, 22
October 1957.

% TNA, DEFE 4/110, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of @ommittee, 14 August 1958.

2T TNA, DEFE 5/84, ‘Biological and Chemical Warfar@&lpte by the Secretary of the Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 19 August 1958, Annex.

% TNA, DEFE 4/119, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of Bt@ommittee, 14 July 1959. A slightly earlier
adherence to this ‘West as a whole’ argumentatiomatso be found in: TNA, DEFE 41/156, ‘Biological
and Chemical Warfare’, Joint Planning Staff, 30yJu58; Brian Balmer, ‘The drift of biological
weapons policy in the UK 1945-1969%urnal of Strategic Studie$997, 20:4, pp.133-134.
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British CW expenditure and research through a ‘@emark of interdependence’ with
the United State$.

Shortly after Britain had disposed of all CW stqckse development of offensive

weapons and the scrapping of large-scale prodycthlia drastic step would have

deprived Britain of nearly all CW research, botfensive and defensive. The CoS had
gone far beyond considerations interdependencegambnstrated a willingness to be
completely dependent on the United States forrathsof CW policy° The possibility

of complete dependence in military circles had éfeee spread from CW deterrence
and retaliation, which was already a reality, to €&%earch as well; putting the very
existence of any form British CW research in doubt.

This potentially extraordinary shift in CW policyas however conditional, as in a
remarkably similar vein to Eden in 1956, the Co$usated that this level of
dependence would only be enacted if assurancesattaieed from the United Stat&s.
Even though it was willing to explore complete degence, the CoS still appreciated
the importance of CW deterrence and nerve agenpovsa However, given the
economic climate and with no guarantee of use, tweyd not justify a British nerve
agent capability. Confirmation that Britain wouldntinue to have access to the United
States effort, and that the West would still posse€W deterrent, was therefore vital
to determining whether the country could realisljceemove its own CW expenditure.
Bizarrely though, after enquiries from the Forei@ffice in August 1958, it was
realised that the United States had never at therskevel officially been informed of
Britain’s drastic CW policy reductions in 1956-57This was despite the policy
changes entailing British reliance on the Unitedt&t for CW retaliation on behalf of
British forces, and for CW deterrence. Senior Uhit8tates officials were thus
seemingly oblivious of the fact that Britain hadosbn to become completely
dependent on their CW capabilities, and they weamaware that in 1958 British

2 TNA, DEFE 4/110, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of Bt€ommittee, 14 August 1958; TNA, DEFE
5/84, ‘Biological and Chemical Warfare’, Note byeti$ecretary of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, 19
August 1958, Annex; TNA, DEFE 4/119, Minutes of Meg, Chiefs of Staff Committee, 14 July 1959.
:‘i TNA, DEFE 4/110, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of Si@ommittee, 14 August 1958.

Ibid.
32 For examples of defence officials trying to diseowhether the United States had been informed, see
TNA, DEFE 7/1395, ‘Biological and Chemical Warfard. G. Boyd to D. J. P. Lee, 20 August 1958;
TNA, DEFE 7/1395, ‘Biological and Chemical Warfgr&ecretary of the Chiefs of Staff Committee to
Mr. E. C. Williams, 25 August 1958; TNA, AIR 20/9d4‘Chemical, Biological and Radiological
Warfare’, Brief for the Vice-Chief of the Air Staf# August 1960.
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officials were contemplating complete dependencéherinited States in CW research

as well.

Although surprising, not informing senior Unitedagts officials of British reliance
was, strangely enough, in part a deliberate pollayJuly 1960 defence officials
observed that politically, there was no benefitindorming senior United States
officials of Britain’s dependency, which was thotighweaknes¥ At the technical
level of cooperation, United States officials weakkeady well-aware of Britain’s
position through close bilateral and trilateral pemtion®* Updates on the status of
Britain's CW policy had already been shared throutite yearly Tripartite
Conferenceg’ In a sense the officials who needed to know ajredid, and if more
senior US officials were informed it was believedttthere would be negative political
consequences. For British officials, they feareat thore senior United States officials,
upon learning of Britain’s unpreparedness for CWuld insist on storing chemical
weapons and the means of delivery in Brifiifdad such a situation arisen and been
uncovered, of the United States storing lethal @eyent weapons on British solil, then
the public and political backlash would likely hapeoved severe for any political

leader.

In evading this feared outcome, this strange sthday and adherence to secrecy had
thus continued into mid-1960, several years aftetish policy changes. In August
1960, Hudleston was briefed by his staff that ‘veé/ron the United States for CW
retaliation, although rather curiously we appeat twohave appraised them of this
reliance.?” This remarkable situation also shows a substadiide between the
technical and political levels of CW cooperationvizen the Anglo-American partners.
At the technical level, United States officials eéween to continue close collaboration,
and they were already long aware of the reducttonBritish CW policy. Yet at the
senior political level, United States officials wedeliberately not informed of a
substantial shift in British defence policy, despthe policy reductions leading to

complete British reliance on the United Statesbioth nerve agent capabilities and for

3 TNA, WO 32/21379, E. Haddon to the War Office.2dy 1960.
34 i
Ibid.
% Ibid; TNA, DEFE 10/355, Minutes of Meeting, DefenResearch Policy Committee, 17 November
1959.
% TNA, WO 32/21379, E. Haddon to the War Office.2dy 1960.
37 TNA, AIR 20/9440, ‘Chemical, Biological and Radigical Warfare’, Brief for the Vice-Chief of the
Air Staff, 4 August 1960.
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CW deterrence. Another reason for this secrecytla@avithholding of information was
also likely that of prestige and/or embarrassmehére was a realisation that for years
Britain had been completely reliant on the Unitedt&s, but that senior United States
officials had not actually been informed of thisitBh reliance and dependence, nor
consulted on Britain’s substantial policy reductom 1956-57. With complete
dependence on the United States requiring guammeeessitating that senior United
States officials actually be informed of British pg@dence, consideration of full
dependence on the United States for CW researckelapenent and deterrence

stuttered.

Coinciding with this significant and largely selfststructed hurdle of informing and
securing guarantees from the United States, secmoserns had also emerged over the
potential damage that British dependence wouldetm#nglo-American and tripartite
cooperation. Throughout 1959, and after its eadeapticism, the DRPC had begun to
fully appreciate the immense damage that Britisthavawal from the CW field would
cause, with the impact of abandoning CW researcaght potentially severe to Anglo-
American relation§® Reminiscent of Crawford’s arguments some yeaxs piri which
the former Chairman of the CWSC lambasted the neaif CW policy, the DRPC

observed that:

The tripartite integration which has been achiewedhese fields is a
model and information flows more freely between tinee countries in
these subjects [CBW] than in almost any other.hiors interdependence

in these fields was a reality ten years beforantbiel was coined?

The DRPC judged that this remarkable level of demweperation would be threatened
if Britain drastically cut back its engagement andolvement in the CW field® The
DRPC warned that if Britain brought nothing to ttable, then there could be ‘no
doubt’ that the United States would cease or s&vénait bilateral cooperation. And, it

concluded that the potential savings from cuttingg @olicy were therefore not worth

% TNA, DEFE 10/357, ‘Biological & Chemical WarfareNote by the Chairman of the Defence
Research Policy Committee, 20 July 1959, Annex.s€éhencerns were also expressed slightly earlier,
see for example: TNA, DEFE 10/356, ‘Biological & €hical Warfare’, Defence Research Policy
Committee, 28 January 1959.

% |bid.

40 Schmidt,Secret Sciengg.316.
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the political and scientific consequené&ghe yearly cost of around £1 million for CW
research was also deemed a small subscription ytp ggpecially in light of all the
benefits accrued from both domestic research atadenal cooperatiofi’ Warnings
over the potential damage to Anglo-American relai@and the awkward situation of
withholding Britain's CW dependence from senior tddi States officials thus
combined and undermined arguments for completerdigree on the United States.

By mid-1960, arguments against scrapping all CVéaesh prevailed.

Unwelcome publicity
While resisting complete dependence on the UnitateS for all aspects of CW policy,
occurring concurrently with these secret policy cdssions were unwelcome
disclosures and public revelations. An unprecedaktitee of publicity had struck the
CW field in 1959, yet in 1958 there had been mininvarning of this impending
publicity, with coverage of the CW field relativetyiet. Brief mentions were made
regarding the deterrent value of CW, and the almeassuring lessons that could be
drawn from its non-use during the Second World Wéere CW deterrence again
coincided with arguments over nuclear deterreneé,it® prior non-use was again used
to reiterate and support preparations for nuclesar wor example, in March 1958, Lord
Freyberg confidently announced to the House of &dhét ‘if chemical warfare was a
deterrent, how very much greater will the deteredfect be of nuclear waff To some
extent, even in the late 1950s, CW non-use duhegSecond World War continued to
be seen as vindication for nuclear deterrence, sitbcessful preparation and an
effective retaliatory capability thought crucialgeeventing the outbreak of that form of
warfare. Many observers at the time also beliehatithe more horrific and devastating
the weapon, then the lower the chance that it wagldially be used. Eric Reading,
writing for theDaily Telegraphelucidated this when he wrote that Britain showddbg

“L TNA, DEFE 10/357, ‘Biological and Chemical Warfaré&lote by the Chairman of the Defence

Research Policy Committee, 20 July 1959, Annex.

“2TNA, CAB 21/4505, ‘Biological & Chemical Warfarelote by the Defence Research Policy Staff, 28
January 1959; TNA, DEFE 10/357, ‘Biological and @teal Warfare’, Note by the Chairman of the

Defence Research Policy Committee, 20 July 195%eAnWar Office officials had also cautioned that
to become completely dependent on the United Stedesd do ‘great damage’ to the relationship. See:
TNA, WO 32/21950/2, Untitled Minute, Lt. Col. Sawerd, 8 October 1958.

*3 Hansard, House of Lords, ‘Defence’, 5 March 1968,207, cc1092-196.
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producing bigger and better nuclear weapons, &y ‘tteed never be used — any more

than poison gas was used in the last War'.

Although publicity and coverage of CW was relatyejuiet in 1958, in 1959 this
changed dramatically. British defence officials, when considering greatependence
on the United States, were already cautious ofrtipact of publicity in the CW field,
fearing that it would ‘have a deplorable effecttbat home and abroatf.It was also
deemed likely that if information on British CW essch went public, then the situation
would easily get out of control, with journalistsdaopposition MPs not heeding the
justification or explanations that nerve agent vaeegowould only be used in retaliation,
or that research was focused on defensive asflects.

In January 1959, publicity on British BW policy dged British CW policy into the
spotlight, with Labour MPs, including Emrys Hugleesl Emanuel Shinwell, enquiring
about the nature and role of British BW resedfchAt this stage the Government
provided minimal responses to questions, outlifiog the perceived scale of poisons
developed in Britain was ‘greatly exaggerated’, @hdt the BW programme was
‘almost entirely defensivé” These attempts to moderate some of the emerging
negative coverage fell short, and by mid-1959 gaestover British BW research had
expanded to animal testing, which included coverafg€W research® During these
debates, Conservative MP Eric Johnson even questibis own Government, and on
the 15 June 1959, he informed the House that 330@Dals had been killed in just 6
months of CBW experiments.Following this revelation, on 29 June, Johnsoredsk

Parliament for information on British CW researalith the MP requesting information

*4 Eric Reading et. al., ‘Peace Slogari@igDaily Telegraph 10 April 1958, p.8. For another example of
this line of thinking, see: Peter Simply, ‘What 35€The Daily Telegraph 16 July 1958, p.10. Simply
observes that ‘is the use of poison gas implicitsmpossession? In the last war both sides pasgess
neither used it.’

4> Other sources were emerging in 1958 on CW, especiéth Chinese accusations that the United
States was supplying poison gas to Chinese naitétsmiabn Quemoy. For example, séiéhe Daily
Telegraph ‘Poison Gas “Lie” by Peking’, 5 November 19581 4.

“ TNA, DEFE 7/2140, Ministry of Defence to Britishidt Staff Mission Washington DC, 17 June 1958.
" |bid. As explored in more depth by Balmer, thiscateveals the strikingly different approaches to
secrecy by different actors. See: Balmer, ‘Keepiioghing Secret’, pp.871-893.

*8 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Microbiological ReskaEentre and Chemical Defence Experimental
Establishment’, 26 January 1959, Vol.598, cc693the Manchester Guardian‘Poison Threat
“Exaggerated™, 27 January 1959, p.2; Hammond aadet, From Biological Warfare to Healthcare
p.222.

** bid.

*® The Manchester GuardiariExperiments and Animal Deaths’, 16 June 1959; Schmidt, Bcret
Sciencep.381.

*! Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Chemical Defence Hxettal Establishment (Animals)’, 15 June
1959, Vol.607, cc29-31.
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on highly sensitive information, such as on stafmbers, costs, when British CW
research was started, and what it was intendedrdvide defence again¥t.While

initially thrust into the public spotlight througts close association with BW policy,
CW policy soon became the focal point for publid grarliamentary attention, as

parliamentary scrutiny continued to gain momentbroughout 1959.

With British CW research receiving such scant cager and operating under the
highest levels of secrecy in the post-war periogs official had to look back almost 30
years to find a comparable scenario to draw lesBons>® After some digging, it was
ruefully observed that ‘it is often said that histoepeats itself...in the years 1930 and
1931 the CW organisation suffered attacks in Pasdiat and adverse articles in the
press not dissimilar from those we have had to wétl in the last few months? For

defence officials accustomed to the quiet of sggris was only the beginning.

Fuelling further parliamentary questions, and muchthe consternation of British
defence officials, MPs and newspapers began regoadin growing CW publicity and
commentary in the United States. Amongst the qoestiin July 1959, a United States
press release on Soviet CW capabilities led Sarilgerman MP to ask Prime
Minister Harold Macmillan whether he had discusskédmical and biological weapons
disarmament with Khrushchev, and whether Khrushclwveuld abide by the 1925
Geneva Protocof After further interest and continuing parliamentanyestions on
British CBW research and disarmament, Macmillant febliged to provide a
parliamentary statement clarifying and justifyingitBh CBW policy. In December

1959, the Prime Minister informed the Commons that:

Our position is perfectly clear towards both chexhend bacteriological
weapons. We are pledged or bound not to use theepein retaliation,
but | remember, for instance, that in the Secondrl@Vevar it was

necessary for us to prepare methods of retaliaiochemical warfare,

*2 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Chemical and Micratgiwal Research (Animals)’, 29 June 1959,
Vol.608, cc29-33.
>3 TNA, WO 188/2772, E. Haddon (DCDRD) to DGSR, A$Q@nd DPBR, 17 August 1959.
54 [

Ibid.
%> Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Prime Minister (Vigit Soviet Union)’, 2 July 1959, Vol.608, cc59-
60W.
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and perhaps the fact that we were known to haveaped them had some

effect on their not being uséd.

Although scrapping offensive weapons developmerit9a7, Macmillan chose not to
mention this, and instead hinted that Britain w&B preparing a retaliatory CW

capability. Macmillan was thus also following thense interpretation and approach
regarding CW deterrence as Attlee and Eden; showidggree of continuity between
the three Prime Ministers. In the face of stronggions from Labour MP Emrys
Hughes over this ‘new kind of horrible deterreritlacmillan remained steadfast,
arguing that defence and retaliatory capabilitiag fcertainly served us well in the last
war'.>” Macmillan was reflecting and representing one coterpretation of CW

deterrence and wartime experiences, again in dasimein to Attlee and Eden, and
Hughes another. Macmillan’s views coincided witlog MPs who, throughout the
post-war period, had argued in favour of CW detereeand its positive reinforcement
of nuclear deterrence. Hughes, by contrast, wasrtagh a growing movement against
chemical and biological weapons, which was increggiprevalent within the Labour
Party and which emphasised the immoral and conts@aienature of chemical and

biological weapons.

British CW policy was to receive yet more attentishen it was thrust centre stage by
journalists and MPs in early 1960. Even after thbetlkefforts of British officials and
Macmillan, the tight shroud of secrecy around BhtiCW policy was beginning to
show signs of potentially unravelling. A key reasonthis was again CW policy in the
United States. United States officials were keemaie a public statement on its mass-
production of VX, which they thought necessary ithand inform civil defence and to
pre-empt domestic criticisii. For British officials however, this proposed staeat
caused great alarm, as it included revealing wtieré/-agents were discovered. It was
feared that Britain’s discovery of the lethal V-ateand its continued involvement in
CW research would perforate across the Atlantial srto British newspapers and

Parliament. This potential dilemma had been onrdigar for British defence officials

*% Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Porton MicrobiologiRakearch Station’, 8 December 1959, Vol.615,
cc224-5.

> |bid.

* TNA, DEFE 7/2140, Ministry of Defence to Britisbidt Staff Mission Washington DC, 17 June 1958;
TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘V-agents’, Brief for the Prirvinister, 22 February 1960.

137



since 1958, yet in early 1960 it was gaining t@actand urgency, with United States

officials increasingly adamant that a statementiadeo be mad¥®.

A clear sign of the impending trouble came on 2Br&ary 1960, when Macmillan was
pessimistically informed that our ‘position has bemmplicated by the fact that Mr
Chapman-Pincher has now got hold of this story mag reveal it at any momerff’
Henry Chapman Pincher was an investigative jowshalorking for theDaily Express
who was attracted to the most secret areas ofBritefence policy and intelligenCe.
In February 1960, he had approached British defeffieials for comment on an
article he was writing, and in doing so, revealaat he knew that British scientists had
discovered the V-agents and that this discovery baen shared with the United
State<? Surprisingly Chapman Pincher had actually hachéree agent story for over
three months before he approached officials, antidte simply been ‘keeping it on

ice’.®®

On 24 February 1960, after recognising the impemndimd looming danger of negative
publicity, Macmillan took the step of forewarniniget Cabinet Defence Committ&e.
Ominously though, and on the very same day thatDeence Committee met, the
Daily Mail ran with an article titled ‘New war gases “wor$n H-bombs™® The
article, based on a speech made by Dr Cecil Coggitise United States, alleged that
the Soviet Union possessed enough stocks of negeata to ‘wipe out the entire
population of 1,000 cities the size of Manchestat hiverpool’® Though shocking,
the story contained no information on Britain’'s @Micy or the sharing of the V-agent

discovery with the United States, but it was a a§jthings to come. In attempting to

> |pid.
%% pid.
®1 Chapman Pinchemside Story: A Documentary of the Pursuit of Pog&mdon: Sidwick & Jackson,
1978) pp.11-13; Christopher Andrewshe Defence of the Realm: The Authorized HistonMt
(London: Allen Lane, 2009) p.210. For the massivealdth and contribution of Chapman-Pincher’s
stories in highly secret areas, see: Liddell Haent® for Military Archives, H. C. Pincher, Press
Cuttings, Volumes 1-12. For the final releasedystsee: Chapman Pincher, ‘American V-Gas Starts
Rumpus’,Daily Express7 March 1960, p.1.
®2TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘V-agents’, Brief for the Prirvinister, 22 February 1960.
% TNA, CAB 21/4505, L.G. Lohan to Mr. Reeve, 25 Rery 1960. Chapman Pincher was to later
prove an even bigger thorn in Macmillan’s side.t Jugear after he discovered that Soviet spy George
Blake had worked for MI6, with the revelation cawgsiMacmillan to despair ‘can nothing be done to
suppress or get rid of Mr. Chapman Pincher.” Andréte Defence of the Reglp.489. Later in his
career, Chapman Pincher would go on to reveal higatret information on the work and methods of
GCHQ; David Levy, ‘The Traitor Hunter'|nternational Journal of Intelligence and Counter
Intelligence 2015, 28:2, p.405; Aldrich & Cormathe Black Doorpp.210, 226.
® TNA, CAB 131/23, Cabinet Defence Committee, Mirsutdé Meeting, 24 February 1960.
22 Jeffrey Blyth, ‘New war Gases “worse than H-bombBaily Mail, 24 February 1960, p.9.
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organise a coherent Government response, duringd#ience Committee meeting
members were urged to avoid referring to the Brilfsagent discovery and to say ‘as
little as possible’ about the United States CW paagme®’ In order to limit the flow of
information from across the Atlantic, the Defencen@nittee also decided to try to
control what United States officials would say imeit public statement on VX
production. Cabinet members were keen on pressiigd) States officials to focus on
the defensive aspects of their CW programme, arehrtphasise that VX production
was a necessary retaliatory capability and a daterm a similar vein to prior British

justifications®®

Macmillan was particularly concerned by this plashiénited States public statement,
so much so that he made clear his ‘misgivings’ pnoposed contacting President
Eisenhower personally in an attempt to head-off uhevelcome publicity. As with
Churchill and Eden before him, Macmillan thus beeayat another Prime Minister in
the post-war period who thought CW policy importanbugh and sensitive enough to
warrant his personal involvemetit.However, even with these doubts and Prime
Ministerial misgivings, United States authoritiesmained set on issuing a public
statement. With some form of publicity seeminglgvitable, Macmillan was advised

that ‘what, if anything, we do now, is a questidriaztics’.”

One tactic British officials used was to try anchtioue to delay any official United
States press release on VX production, thus buginge time. The Foreign Office,
under political pressure, managed to secure sucdgsa temporary delay on this
public statement until early March 1960This was achieved by arguing that both the
V-agent discovery, and the level of tripartite cergiion, were exceptionally sensitive
areas of British CW policy, of which the British fic was largely unawar. In
justifying its requests for a delay, the Foreigri€af was also keen to point out that a
United States statement would seriously affectaBribn political grounds, and that it
would also impact East/West relations and ‘be asfjgcdamaging to us in the

uncommitted countries® This line of argumentation reveals a strong apgmsion

67 TNA, CAB 131/23, Cabinet Defence Committee, Mirsuté Meeting, 24 February 1960.
68 |
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*pid.
OTNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘V-agents’, Brief for the PrirMinister, 29 February 1960.
71 \thi
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2TNA, PREM 11/3099, British Foreign Office to Wassgton, 4 March 1960.
73 (A
Ibid.

139



over the moral and ethical qualms of nerve agesganeh and the reputational damage
any revelations would cause Britain both at home abroad. As a result of these
feared ramifications, Britain had ‘not shown themsaalacrity as the United States
Chemical Corps in telling the world about new agefit

Even after applying diplomatic pressure and attémgpto manage publicity in the
United States, British officials could do little @, on 7 March 1960, Chapman
Pincher finally decided to publish his story on fhent page of theDaily Express”>
Titled ‘American V-gas Starts Rumpus’ Chapman Panctivulged that the highly
lethal V-agents were discovered by British sci¢atéd supplied to the United States,
which was now mass-producing thémAllegedly he received this significant
breakthrough from someone working at the Britismpany ICI, which had discovered
the V-agents! Pincher proclaimed that these V-agents were girecedented power’,
1,000 times more lethal than German nerve agemwts &sl sarin, and ‘a powerful extra
deterrent to the H-bomB® While grossly inflated, the release of this infation also
highlights the dangers of adverse CW publicity,iwtite tendency for it to create fear
and shock through misunderstandings and exaggesatioterestingly though, Pincher
also touched upon the divide between the Anglo-Acaerpartners over the publicity
and role of the V-agents, revealing that an ‘Anaamicproposal that poison gas
weapons...be brandished as a new Western deterrechuising consternation in
Whitehall’.”®

This investigative journalism by Chapman Pincherermud the flood gates for
unprecedented scrutiny of post-war British CW pplisy MPs and journalists.
Capitalising on the rare appearance of informabiorCW policy, swiftly after the press
release MPs asked difficult and direct questiorige ajority of the MPs to pounce
upon Pincher’s revelations were, in a similar vigrtheir earlier critiques, opposition
backbenchers from the Labour Party. On 21 MarchO198arcus Lipton raised

concerns over CW research and human experimerdBarara Castle warned of the

" TNA, WO 32/21950/1, British Joint Services Missi#ashington DC to W. N. Hewson, 21 April
1960, Attached letter.
;Z Chapman Pincher, ‘American V-Gas Starts Rumpbaily Express7 March 1960, p.1.

Ibid.
It is also possible that Chapman-Pincher acquiadinformation from a scientist in PPL, a subaigi
of ICI, which discovered Amiton. See: MclLeish andlBer, ‘Development of the V-Series Nerve
Agents’, pp.277-280.
;z Chapman Pincher, ‘American V-Gas Starts Rumpdaily Express7 March 1960, p.1.
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‘disquiet among public opinion’ over British reselaf® Two days later, on 23 March,
Konni Zilliacus queried what information, aboutpawerful nerve gas development’,
had been shared with the United States, and Aklemderson questioned whether the
dangers of CBW were greater than in 184@n 30 March 1960 MPs asked further
guestions; Frank Allaun asked what information e methods of CW was supplied
to the United States, Silverman enquired aboutitigact of the United States not
being a signatory of the Geneva Protocol, and #Wiil\Warbey questioned whether the
Minister of Defence knew of United States planstf@ mass-production of V-agefifs.
Public opinion and parliamentary scrutiny were owolty holding Government policy to

account, but also exerting considerable pressuaehighly sensitive and secret aféa.

Under this barrage of questions Government officettempted to stick to what was
agreed in the Defence Committee, namely minimaltaaotical responses to any and all
guestions. Amidst the scale of public and parlial@sninterest, though, they were
forced into providing some limited concessions. Waister of Defence Harold
Watkinson conceded that there was indeed an agreemplace for the interchange of
CW information between Britain and the United Statend that this exchange of
information held no restrictions on how either coynused the informatioff: In
another debate, when asked about British chemieapans production, the Secretary
of State for War Christopher Soames remarkably eded that Britain only produced
chemical weapons in laboratory quantifiésThis in itself appeared a substantial
admission, and one which was necessitated by thed & public and parliamentary

scrutiny, as well as by the desire of British affls to distance themselves from the

8 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Brain-washing and &l&uas’, 21 March 1960, Vol.620, cc30-32. In
addition to Chapman Pincher, observations by Psofeélexander Kennedy also stoked the flames and
spurred greater publicity and attention in the G&ltfby writing about brainwashing. This was cotéth
with CW activities, and the two became meshed twagein some parliamentary questions. For example,
see:The Observer,Spies Brainwashed in Britain: Wartime Method Adapte Help Old People28
February 1960, p.17; Hansard, House of CommonsirBrashing and Nerve Gas’, 21 March 1960,
V0l.620, cc30-32.

8 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Chemical Warfare (Brge of Information)’, 23 March 1960,
Vol.620, ¢33W; Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Biolafjiand Chemical Weapons’, 23 March 1960,
Vol.620, cc497-8.

8 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Chemical and Bioldgiarfare’, 30 March 1960, Vol.620, cc1322-4.
Unfortunately, there are too many names to listtfadl and as such this is not a complete list, dut
select sample.

8 For some considerations of the constraints andstcaining factors on CW policy and chemical
weapons’ acquisition, see: Matthew Meselson, ‘Gasfave and the Geneva Protocol of 19Zj]letin

of the Atomic Scientist4972, February, pp.33-37.

8 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Chemical and Bioldgi¢arfare’, 30 March 1960, Vol.620, cc1322-4.
% Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Nerve Gases’, 18 M2, Vol.619, cc141-2W.
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large-scale production activities of the Unitedt&aOn more complicated questions,
Government representatives simply evaded and pedviktremely limited replie.
Frustrated by the relative lack of information,mre occasion Samuel Silverman called
a point of order in the Commons, to which the Speakmply replied, ‘I cannot make

the Minister answer if he does not want&o’.

Further revelations, coinciding with the ChapmancRer article and parliamentary
guestions, expanded the debate to human experimaedigthe disposal of chemical
weapons. This pressure pushed the War Office tdighutzonfirm that Britain had
indeed been testing nerve agents on volunteers fhr@marmed forces. But, as with
other partial disclosures, information on deaths e true extent remained secret. The
public justification for these human experimentsyeported inrhe Observerwas that
they were vital to discovering suitable antidotastidotes which had ‘saved many
lives’.®8 In March 1960The Timesalso reported on the British scuttling of shipke(i
with CW agents, which could cause a ‘chain reacégplosion that would...let loose
enough gas to poison the whole of the Western®aitd much of the northern coast of
Germany™®® It was alleged that as a result of poor plannBigtain had inadequately
disposed of chemical weapons at the end of therfse@dorld War, with them now
leaking toxic chemicals into the Baltic Sea. Inartb remedy thisThe Timeseported
that divers had spent three months bringing these shells to the surface, which were
then placed in metal drums, coated in cement, andlg re-dumped at sea at a deeper
location?® Soames, and Government officials, attempted testea MPs and the public

that there was in fact ‘no danger to anyone’ frbese chemical weapofis.

Under pressure, Soames made yet further admisaioas he conceded that from 1955
around 25,000 tons of chemical weapons had beeuoshsl of in the Atlanti®?

Remarkably he also conceded that the disposal ehidal weapons included 17,000
tons of German ‘gas bombs’, which was a strikingetation®® Soames had essentially

8 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Biological and Chehi¢aapons’, 23 March 1960, Vol.620, cc497-8;
Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Chemical and Biologi¢atfare’, 30 March 1960, Vol.620, cc1322-4.
8" Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Biological and Chemi¢aapons’, 23 March 1960, Vol.620, cc497-8.
8 Abraham Marcus, ‘War Gas Scientists Save Lives N@Wwe Observer20 March 1960, p.2.
8 The Times‘Dangerous Cargo’, 10 March 1960, p.9.
% |bid. The story, while somewhat exaggerating theeat and potentially of questionable accuracy,
contributed to growing fear and concerns over 8mitctivities in the CW field.
1 Hansard, House of Commons, ‘Gas Bombs (Dumping)’,March 1960, Vol.620, c164WEhe
L\élanchester Guardigrn”’No danger” from bombs dumped in the sea’, 1iAp®60, p.2.

Ibid.
% |bid.
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revealed British vulnerability in the CW field, Wwithe dual admission that Britain had
disposed of its captured German tabun bombs, angrdwiously stating that Britain
possessed only a laboratory scale production dgpfaci new nerve agents. Yet even
after making these concessions, the magnitude athwkeemed to go largely
unnoticed, the Government was unwilling to fullypitalise on the fact that it had
essentially unilaterally disarmed in the CW fieRhather than seek to benefit from the
disposal of chemical weapons and abandonment ansiffe chemical weapons
development, just enough information was reveatedquieten hostile questioning, but
this stopped far short of outwardly and delibesatspitalising on a situation which
could have offered numerous political benefits.i@®plpublicity and secrecy had thus
created a strange situation, with tactical conoassamounting to the admittance of
non-possession, but with adherence to some forseaofecy still preventing outright,

clear and direct admission.

Three key reasons can be identified in explainifty whe Conservative Government
proved unwilling to benefit from what was in effeghilateral chemical weapons
disarmament in 1960. Firstly, there was the Govemtta ongoing commitment to
some degree of secrecy, and security consideratiaitb officials unwilling to
contemplate directly and explicitly revealing Bshi vulnerability in the CW field.
Secondly, there was the Anglo-American dimensiorth vany British decision to
unilaterally renounce chemical weapons and takentbeal high ground, at the same
time as the United States was publicly announciagown mass-production of VX,
undoubtedly causing substantial friction. Such apstould also have made it
abundantly clear to senior officials in the Unit®thtes the extent of British reliance for
CW deterrence and retaliation. In addition, it vbbhve entailed the United States not
just bearing the entire economic burden, but alstha political and moral costs of
nerve agent production as well - leaving Britain enefit from United States
retaliatory capabilities while reaping the politidzenefits of unilateral disarmament.
Thirdly, despite secretly disposing of chemical pm@s and offensive weapons
development, military officials did not support tinelefinite removal of the nerve agent
weapon option. The 1956-57 reductions were seem tamporary measure given the
economic climate, the issues over first-use and dbminance of thermonuclear
weapons in defence planning. For defence officitiis, shift was not a resounding

moral re-orientation or a drastic and permanensiev of the perceived military value

143



of nerve agent weapons and CW deterrence. Thuasd ihot represent the indefinite
removal of the possibility of ever acquiring neragent weapons, or their complete
removal from defence planning, which publicly ending unilateral disarmament may
have entailed. Ultimately, despite effectively atarally disarming and essentially
revealing that the country possessed no military €&\pabilities, Britain could not fully

capitalise on the potentially politically beneficstuation.

Before the United States press release and Chapinaher’s article, the majority of
MPs were oblivious of trilateral cooperation in tkAV field, and of the British
discovery of the V-agents. After these stories g@m@rhowever, backbench Labour
MPs and British newspapers succeeded in pressimglugtant Government into
confirming the existence of an agreement with thmtedl States, acknowledging the
British discovery of the V-agents and revealingt@®n’'s experiments on volunteers.
However even after securing these rare admissiRs, on the whole, were provided
with extremely limited and tactical responses desito leave the shroud surrounding
CW policy relatively intact. This was very much Ime with what the Defence
Committee had agreed in February 1960, before tise of publicity. As Cabinet
Secretary Norman Brook was informed in the immedaftermath of the Chapman
Pincher article, ‘it looks as though we shall béealo hold the position...by saying
virtually nothing’?* Limited and tactical scraps of information, corsiess and non-
answers thus played a substantial part in the Govent’s approach to discouraging
further criticism, and with but a few exceptionsiegtions over British CW policy

gradually subsided from April 1968.

The British Government’s handling of this adveraglmity also reveals the very
different approaches towards CW publicity takenBnjtain and the United States.
Britain took a more cautious and secretive pattsighed to mitigate and reduce
publicity, whereas United States officials were affaid to proactively engage and
combat the negative image of chemical weaponshénlUnited States, stoking media
attention was occasionally a tactic to aid CW polnd to secure greater funding. As

astute writers iMhe Timesoted in March 1960, ‘there is constant and stiomegsure

% TNA, CAB 21/4505, F.A. Bishop to Sir Norman Bro&March 1960.

% In July 1960 Allaun attempted to gain informatiom West German chemical weapons production in
parliament. However due to the sheer paucity armftion, Allaun was enquiring about West German
nerve agent production that did not exist. See:sdedy House of Commons, ‘Nerve Gases’, 18 July
1960, Vol.627, c26.
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from certain groups within the Pentagon, notably #tmy Chemical Corps, for more
funds and more publicity for chemical and biologie@apons?® The newspaper also
reported that the United States Chemical Corps Hieatl civilian experts in public
relations to try and portray chemical weapons awose ‘humane’ weapofi. This
publicity coincided with, and was to an extent pafrt‘Operation Blue Skies’, which
was an attempt by the United States Chemical Ctorps#tain greater funding for CBW
policy.® The United States Chemical Corps and influentiglres interested in
securing greater CW funding were more than willloguse the press as a tool in
accomplishing this aim. This was in stark contrastBritish officials, who were
strongly resistant to publicity. As Prime Ministbtacmillan was counselled, ‘why
should we run the risk of political criticism (bolomestic and international) by giving
in to the insidious pressure of the American piylimachine?®

British officials had little desire to draw attesrti to the country’s CW capabilities.
While Britain was withholding its reliance on thenited States for CW deterrence and
retaliation, British intelligence was also serigusbncerned by the publicity drive by
the United States Chemical Corps. The JIC wasuk#rat by drawing attention to the
CW field, and to the Soviet Union’s chemical weapatockpile, the United States
Chemical Corps risked escalating the chemical wes@ms race by prompting an
increase in Soviet CW preparatiofi$.lt was also thought that this United States
publicity drive would trigger significant alarm dsattempted to normalise chemical
weapons and make their use more acceptable tautiie pThis attempt to alter public
perceptions of CW could, therefore, potentiallydaen by rival powers as laying the
foundations for the future initiation of CW.

For many connected to British defence policy, putji was problematic and
unwelcome. As War Office officials noted, the cage of CW policy had been
‘adverse’, and in September 1960 the CoS warngdXAapolicy ‘should be treated as

33 The Times'Pressure in United States for Chemical Weapd#arch 1960, p.12.

Ibid.
% The New York Time&entagon Spurs Chemical Arms: Versatility of ®éarfare Held Underrated by
United States — More Funds Urged’, 9 August 1953, f\dams, Chemical Warfare, Chemical
Disarmamentpp.127-128, 146-147.
“TNA, PREM 11/3099, ‘V-agents’, Brief for the Prirvinister, 23 February 1960.
10 TNA, CAB 158/39, ‘Soviet Biological and Chemical affare’, Joint Intelligence Committee, 11
March 1960.
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one of great sensitivity in view of the serious sequences of any publicit}f?* This
secrecy was paramount given that Britain was atmuindertake a substantial review
of CW policy, during which controversial argumerntser the development and

possession of nerve agent weapons would agairnfaesur

The Zuckerman effect
In September 1960, after the period of intense thegaublicity and with the dismissal
of complete reliance on the United States, defaiftelals returned to the CW field.
This time, in stark contrast to prior reviews, thevas also one notable difference. For
joining the CoS was the new Chief Scientific Adviso the Ministry of Defence and
Chairman of the DRPC, Sir Solly Zuckerm@dh. Those more favourable to
Zuckerman'’s character and role would describe hsma @ne-man think tank and of
having a significant influence on poli¢§? However he has also been accused of
having a disproportionate influence on the militaagd strategic policies of the
Government, and of being ambitious, arrogant, anltawing a propensity for making
enemies® At the time, Chapman Pincher even observed thatrak career civil
servants resented Zuckerman’s appointment so déleglythey resigned in protéSt.
Zuckerman was also believed to have routinely gtgéd in undermining’ and
challenging the views of his own officials, whictasvparticularly the case in sensitive

areas such as nuclear weapons pdfiey.

In 1960, though, Zuckerman emerged as a hugelyfisignt figure at a crucial time in
British CW policy. Despite branding the DRPC a ‘ttlemanly forum in which the
Services competed with each other for a shareeofrihial amount of new money’, he
wasted little time in acting upon the changing maodnilitary circles in regards to

11 TNA, DEFE 4/129, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of Bt@ommittee, 27 September 1960, Confidential
Annex and Attached Report.

192TNA, DEFE 4/129, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of Bt@ommittee, 27 September 1960, Confidential
Annex. Zuckerman also had a particularly close waykpartnership with Admiral Louis Mountbatten,
Chairman of the CoS, leading to them being refeteds the ‘Zuckbatten Axis’ in British defence
policy. See: John PeytoBplly Zuckerman: a scientist out of the ordinélrpndon: John Murray, 2001)
pp.140-142.

103 peytonSolly Zuckermanpp.134, 140-142.

1% bid, pp.140-141.

195 |iddell Hart Centre for Military Archives, H. C.ifther, Press Cuttings, Vol.11 1960-1961, ‘The
ever-spreading Sir SollyDaily Telegraph 27 July 1960.

1% JonesUK Strategic Deterrent, Volumepp.183-185,
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nerve agent weapons, with defence officials indnggg questioning previous

assessments and policy decisidHs.

Zuckerman, supported by the DRPC and the War Offiotbormed the CoS, in
September 1960, that previous conclusions and sseeess of CW were ‘no longer
valid’.'® A substantial factor for this change in approaarengreat advances’ in the
CW field, with developments in dissemination methaad with the toxicity of the V-
agents now deemed even higher than previously titodgickerman also relayed the
point that developments in incapacitating agentsdgened up another avenue for CW,
with these relatively new weapons offering the nseafhnullifying a threat without the
ensuing level of casualties often associated wigmical weapon¥?® The War Office,

in particular, looked very favourably upon theml|idgng that incapacitating agents
might actually ‘revolutionise thettitude to the use of chemical agentt’. with
incapacitating agents, defence officials hoped tihate might be some wiggle room as
to whether these weapons were included under tB& G2neva Protocol, and in terms
of how they were perceived. These new capabilares advances in the CW field were
thought all the more imperative given the potentisks and opportunities associated
with nuclear sufficiency, with both superpowers soihought to possess enough
nuclear weapons to inflict such a scale of deviastain the other that they would be
deterred from using nuclear weapons altogetherketngan believed that this scenario
might rule out the nuclear option, leaving room @her weapons in British defence

policy, such as the nerve agetts.

After receiving Zuckerman’s advice, the CoS agrdeeljeving that a far-reaching
review of CW policy was now essential ‘to establish facts™*? Members of the CoS
also cautioned that in addition to the dangers poténtialities brought about by

nuclear sufficiency, there was a risk of becomimg ‘mesmerised’ by the concept of a

197 TNA, DEFE 4/129, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of Bt@ommittee, 27 September 1960, Confidential
Annex; ZuckermanMonkeys, Men, and Missilep.197; PeytonSolly Zuckermanp.138. The DRPC
was particularly concerned that Britain was losthg technical and mass-production experience. See:
TNA, CAB 131/24, ‘The Defence Research and DevelepmProgramme’, Minister of Defence, 20
December 1960, Annex.

198 TNA, DEFE 4/129, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of B@ommittee, 27 September 1960, Confidential
Annex and Attached Report.

199 pjg.

1 pig.

M1 TNA, DEFE 4/129, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of B@ommittee, 27 September 1960, Confidential
Annex; BalmerBritain and Biological Warfarep.176.

H2TNA, DEFE 4/129, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of Bt@ommittee, 27 September 1960, Confidential
Annex.
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nuclear exchange which was to the detriment ofro#lneasof defence, such as the
possibilities of CBW-® These new advances in, and appreciations of, iNefi€ld
also coincided with simmering tensions in the Ca&Mhar, with the superpower
confrontation over Berlin still ongoing. This amafgation of events added a degree of
urgency and potency to this substantial re-apgraisthe utility and role of chemical

weapons in British defence policy.

A core part of this substantial review of CW poligyas an updated intelligence
assessment of the Soviet CW threat, which would used to inform policy
formulation!** The early 1960s, contrary to prior difficultieepresented a golden era
for British CW intelligence, and by 1962 the JIGllecquired ‘good evidence’ that the
Soviet Union was actively involved in CW reseatthOne key reason for this change
in fortunes was the acquisition of sources on SAW preparedness, which provided
a much-needed insight into Soviet capabilities ameént. From 1959, increasing
sources had slowly started to emerge, with militficials increasingly concerned by
the nature of the CW thre&f Intelligence gains included a Soviet publicatiohiat
stated that the ability to mass-produce chemicapweas and deliver them on a large
scale had ‘considerably increased the prospectsisoig war gases in modern
warfare’!’ In the same year, Anglo-American intelligence aigsattained an article
by Major-General Drugov, who wrote that Soviet stiEs regarded it ‘as their
patriotic duty to study the action of poisons anddevelop counter-measuré®.in
1960 sources also included references to Sovidtdaéence measures, which further

emphasised the seriousness with which Soviet affiaivere taking CW*°

One of the most important intelligence gains irs {eriod came from a jointly run MI6
and CIA informant in the Soviet Union, Soviet Arr@plonel Oleg Penkovsky. During
1961 and 1962, Penkovsky furnished his handlers same much-needed information

113 bid.

14 bid.

> TNA CAB 158/45 Part |, ‘Sino-Soviet Bloc War Potizh 1962-66', Joint Intelligence Committee, 16
February 1962.

116 University of East Anglia, Solly Zuckerman Collect, MOS (3)/1, Minutes of Meeting, Advisory
Council on Scientific Research and Technical Dgwelent, 26 November 1959.

117 Adams,Chemical Warfare, Chemical Disarmamepp.127-128.

18 TNA, DEFE 44/204, ‘Soviet Chemical Warfare’, Sdiio and Technical Intelligence Sub-
Committee, [exact date unpublished] September 1960.

119 See for example: The National Security Archivee@ital and Biological Warfare, Box 2, ‘Chemical
Weapons of Foreign Armies and Antichemical ProtettiA. Malsinskiy, September 1960.
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on Soviet military capabilitie¥’ While the value of Penkovsky’s information hastee
debated and his credibility questioned, for Britiistelligence he provided some crucial
insights into Soviet CW preparations, with prioteifigence assessments hindered by a
scarcity of source¥’ In a meeting in July 1961, Penkovsky disclosed whtdle he was
not directly involved in CW, he did have some knedge of Soviet CW activiti€s?
He subsequently revealed limited details on Sadéditvery methods for nerve agents,
which included spray tanks, artillery shells andveads filled with CBW agent§®
Penkovsky also informed MI6 and the CIA that thees a ¥ Directorate in the Soviet
General Staff working on CBW, that there was a cléid section within the Ministry
of Defence working on CW, that there was an expemnita station near Moscow, and a
testing ground at Kaluga, south-west of MosdéWAdditional intelligence came in
December 1961, when Penkovsky supplied key insifloi®m the top-secret Soviet
journal Military Thought*?® In one article addressing the deployment of Scaaddiers

in a global war, Lieutenant-General S. Andryush&boerarned Soviet Commanders to
‘evaluate thoroughly and in the quickest possillaet the...complex radiation,
chemical, and bacteriological situation evolving the entire area of army

deployment™?®

On Soviet defensive capabilities and intent, Peskgvprovided his handlers with
reports that Soviet planners believed they weréadt better prepared for the outbreak
of CW than Western powers, which coincided with sérg Anglo-American
concerns?’ The JIC already believed that Soviet troops wdtdwell-equipped to
mitigate against a CW attack, with respiratorstgotive suits, manually-operated gas

120 Aldrich & Cormac,The Black Doorp.214.
121 en Scott, ‘Espionage and the Cold War: Oleg Peskp and the Cuban missile crisiftelligence
and National Security1999, 14:3, pp.23-26.
122 Djgital National Security Archive, Central Intgjénce Agency. Meeting No. 21, Oleg Penkovskii
transcript, 24 July 1961, p.12.
123 |bid.
124 0leg PenkovskyThe Penkovsky Papefisondon: Collins, 1965) p.165; Harris and Paxmamjigher
Form of Killing, pp.146-148.
125 Digital National Security Archive, Central Intglénce Agency, ‘Military Thought’, Memorandum for
ngse Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency3¥ember 1961, Attached translated report.

Ibid.
127 NIE, 11-4-58, ‘Main Trends in Soviet Capabilitiasd Policies, 1958-1963’, National Intelligence
Estimate, 23 December 1958.
127 pigital National Security Archive, Central IntgJénce Agency, ‘Military Thought’, Memorandum for
the Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, @8cember 1961, Attached translated report. For
British assessments, see: TNA, CAB 158/27, ‘Sinwi&oBloc War Potential 1957-61’, Joint
Intelligence Committee, 15 February 1957; TNA CABBM5 Part I, ‘Sino-Soviet Bloc War Potential
1962-66’, Joint Intelligence Committee, 16 Februb9$2.
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detectors and atropine syretté&Advanced Soviet defensive measures, reinforced by
published Soviet articles and by Penkovsky, thugeaked preparedness for the
outbreak of CW?° These Soviet defensive preparations also seemednfarm long-
held suspicions over Soviet interest and intenseiges in the CW field. Penkovsky
also provided a glimpse into Soviet intent. As heged that not only was Khrushchev
preparing for CW, but that alarmingtize political decision regarding first-use had
already been made, with Soviet doctrine allowindividual Field Commanders to
decide™° Such a decision, if true, made CW use far momgyiiin a continental war.

In light of these alarming reports, the Soviet @Weat was gradually revised upwards
from 1960, placing even greater urgency on theerewf British CW policy*** This
more informed intelligence picture would add tod awincide with, growing military
support for a significant re-thinking of British Ciélicy, its direction, and the need for

a British nerve agent deterrent.

In tandem with British intelligence gaining valuabkources on the Soviet CW
programme, Zuckerman had established an indeperglgmcommittee to review
policy in late 1960, even though the War Office ladrdady begun the proce$é.The
CoS had requested a single unified report to inf@oiicy, yet with Zuckerman’s
intervention there were now two concurrent reviefvBritish CW policy. One review,
the original, was to be conducted by military atls in the War Office, and the other
was an independent panel established by Zuckerménchaired by Sir Alexander
Todd® Unsurprisingly, Zuckerman had chosen someone hiel e¢ely on for this task,

for he and Todd had a long working relationshipirdatback to the Second World

8 TNA, CAB 158/39, ‘Sino-Soviet Bloc War Potentidl960-64’, 1 March 1960; TNA CAB 158/45
Part I, ‘Sino-Soviet Bloc War Potential 1962-664irt Intelligence Committee, 16 February 1962.
(Atropine is used to offset the effects of nerveraigexposure).

2 TNA, CAB 158/39, ‘Sino-Soviet Bloc War Potentid960-64', 1 March 1960; TNA, CAB 158/39,
‘Sino-Soviet Bloc War Potential, 1960-64’, 1 MartB60; TNA CAB 158/45 Part |, ‘Sino-Soviet Bloc
War Potential 1962-66’, Joint Intelligence Commatté6 February 1962.

130 penkovsky;The Penkovsky Papensp.165-166.

131 DEFE 10/355, Minutes of Meeting, Defence Resed&clicy Committee, 13 September 1960; TNA
CAB 158/45 Part |, 'Sino-Soviet Bloc War Potentid®62-66’, Joint Intelligence Committee, 16
February 1962.

132 TNA, DEFE 4/129, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of B@ommittee, 27 September 1960, Confidential
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War®** The two also met for dinners and discussions, @mzk becoming Master of
Christ's College, Cambridge, Todd invited Zuckermam become a Fellow

Commoner-® As decided by Zuckerman, the compromise was thdtlE assessment
was to look at the bigger picture for CBW policyhile the War Office review, with

input from the Air Ministry and the Admiralty, wae take the form of operational
assessments of offensive and defensive CBVBefore Zuckerman'’s intervention in
the form of the Todd Panel, the War Office reviemdbeen intended to provide the
foundation for future considerations of British CBWélicy. Zuckerman had thus
overridden military officials by establishing hiszo committee, which reported directly
to him; from the outset his strong character wasaaly beginning to directly impact

the course and direction of British CW policy.

By late 1961, both substantial reviews were comgpland unsurprisingly, the Todd
report closely reflected Zuckerman’s views, angwersa. Importantly the Todd report
also acknowledged the changing intelligence pictwaaning that British civilians and
soldiers, both at home and abroad, were now sdyioudnerable to Soviet CW
attacks**’ In response to this threat, and with developmientfiemical weapons, Todd
argued that Britain should now do everything upthhe point of chemical weapons
mass-production, namely offensive and defensivearet, weapons development and
weapons testing’® He placed much greater emphasis on offensive nefiseia contrast
to existing CW policy, which was blamed for cregtiuncertainty and diffusion'>°
The War Office reports also left open this posgipibf developing a nerve agent

capability, and its assessments, like that of thédTreport, supported the expansion of

134 Zuckerman had also taken over Todd’s position fwn Ministry of Supply Advisory Council on
Scientific Research and Development. See: Univyersit East Anglia, Solly Zuckerman Collection,
MOS (3)/2, Eric Rideal to Solly Zuckerman, 15 Febigu1956. Todd had also previously served on the
Chemical Defence Advisory Board, see: McLeish aradnigr, ‘Development of the V-Series Nerve
Agents’, p.275.

135 University of East Anglia, Solly Zuckerman Colliect, Communications with Lord Todd, Clerks of
the Salters’ Company to Solly Zuckerman, 5 Jand&§2; University of East Anglia, Solly Zuckerman
Collection, Communications with Lord Todd, Lord Tbdo Solly Zuckerman, 16 October 1965;
University of East Anglia, Solly Zuckerman Collemti Communications with Lord Todd, Solly
Zuckerman to Lord Todd, 6 December 1966.

136 For an outline of the Tri-Service report on CWe:sENA, WO 32/20166, ‘Operational Assessment of
Chemical Warfare’, Note by the Chairman of the Defe Research Policy Committee, 11 July 1961,
Attached Report.
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British CW policy**° The War Office also went slightly further, by tat that an
independent chemical weapons capability ‘would miatg increase the potential of
our forces*! This nod to nerve agent weapons development, by the Todd report
and the War Office, was a marked change from yefpolicy. Nerve agent weapons
thus still had military advocates, with possesdioought useful for deterring enemy

first-use and in slowing down and hindering Sogietund forces.

The two reviews, despite not being vastly differeantterms of assessments, caused
significant friction within the DRPC. The CoS rerpd a single cohesive and unified
assessment to inform discussions on the futurertisB CBW policy, but now they
had two. Initially, the Defence Research Policyffsttempted to combine the findings
of the Todd report and those of the War OffiteHowever, there was a clear split
within the DRPC over how this should be done, vdtickerman again clashing with
his own staff. Zuckerman fought for the pre-emireeré Todd’s assessment, while
military personnel in the Defence Research PoligffSavoured the War Offick*®
Zuckerman, undeterred, directly confronted his astaff, accusing them of focusing
too heavily on the views of the War Office, andrhade it abundantly clear that the

future of British CW policy would be considered ‘dre basis of the Todd repott*

As a result of the disjointedness between the Gtairof the DRPC and his staff, the
DRPC was unable to crystalise its views on CW poéind so was unable to provide
any concrete policy recommendations to the Co®611Zuckerman, clearly unhappy
with the work of his own staff, pushed for the éshment of another sub-committee,
which, under the chairmanship of Dr Walter Cawoadyuld be responsible for

producing a combined and unified assessment of QBMty.**> This new sub-

committee would be responsible for providing a ¢g&n simplified short paper’ for the
CoSM® Cawood, as both Scientific Advisor to the War Gdfiand answerable to

Zuckerman, certainly had an unenviable positionictvlwas further hampered by, as

140 TNA, WO 32/20166, ‘Operational Assessment of ClesihWarfare’, Note by the Chairman of the
Defence Research Policy Committee, 11 July 196thchtd Report.
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Cawood noted, some of the ‘conflicting’ aspectshef Todd and War Office report¥.
With all these organisational divisions over thaufa of CBW policy, it was not until
November 1962 that the CoS received a combinedssissmt on CBW policy, an
assessment it had requested over two years béfofsiven Zuckerman’s hugely
influential and forceful nature, it was perhaps&expected that Cawood’s review for
the CoS leaned towards the Todd report. The sub¥ttiee, though, agreed with both
Todd’s assessment and the War Office, in that graged the drive for increased
funding and for an expansion in CW research ancpamsidevelopmenit?

Coinciding with Zuckerman changing his mind ovee thsue, Cawood’s review also
remarkably pushed for the acquisition of a tacticaive agent capability. Defence
officials were thus once again fully behind a nemgent capability. Helpfully alongside
the official report by Cawood, the CoS also recegigespecial appendix written by

Zuckermart>° In this appendix, Zuckerman informed the CoS that:

We should give thought to the implications of depéhg an offensive
lethal CW...capacity:-

(1) to make it clear to the enemy, as a deterrent, that

we have the means of retaliation; and

(i) for actual use in retaliation if this would be toro
military advantagé™*

After waiting over two years for an updated assesgnthe CoS was now advised not
only to increase British CW funding and to re-staeiapons development, but also to
acquire an independent nerve agent capability. @ovember 1962, just days after the

ending of the Cuban Missile Crisis, the CoS appdotlee recommendations of the

147TNA, DEFE 10/417, Minutes of Meeting, Defence Resh Policy Committee, 3 July 1962.
Y8 TNA, DEFE 4/149, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of 8t@ommittee, 1 November 1962; TNA, DEFE
5/131, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfare’, Note tetSecretary of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, 6
November 1962. (The date of the report is laten tthe meeting, as it is the collection of documents
from the meeting after CoS approval).
19TNA, DEFE 4/149, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of 8@ommittee, 1 November 1962. The report did
however diverge on Todd’s recommendation for a @8W policy making body.
150 pid.; TNA, DEFE 5/131, ‘Chemical and Biologicalaffare’, Note by the Secretary of the Chiefs of
%tlaff Committee, 6 November 1962, Appendix to Annex
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Cawood report, and they heeded Zuckerman’'s guidaBgtain should once again

acquire a nerve agent capabifitg.

In addition to the prolonged review and Zuckermanfkience, this CoS support for a
nerve agent capability was undoubtedly spurred prevents in the Cuban Missile
Crisis. The crisis had either shown the effectigsn®f nuclear deterrence, and
implicitly reinforced the need for a nerve agentedent, or it had highlighted the
fragility of the superpower balance, and the nemdBfritish preparedness. The CoS
thus believed that while arguments for chemical ppga had typically struggled on
political grounds, in the thermonuclear age thesditipal constraints could be
questioned™® In a similar vein to arguments over graduated rdetee, the CoS
concluded that chemical weapons might, in factaylelr reduce the escalation to all-
out nuclear war, or at the very least that they ld/quovide a capability somewhere in
between conventional forces and nuclear weapdriBhe crisis had also alarmingly
shown the risks of weapons proliferation in therd@hivVorld. Britain, like the United
States in Cuba, potentially could be caught outtly proliferation of advanced
weaponry in Third World countries. A nerve agenpatality was now dubbed a vital

addition to British capabilities.

With CoS backing, the request for a British nergerd capability was passed up to the
Secretary of State for Defence, Peter Thorneycwdiy supported the acquisition of a
lethal nerve agent capability” In April 1963, almost seven years after Britairdha
decided to unilaterally dispose of chemical weapand abandon offensive weapons
development, Thorneycroft advised his Defence Cdtemicolleagues that ‘we should
equip ourselves with a small retaliatory capabiliigh a lethal chemical agent® In

presenting his case for the acquisition of nervenagveapons, Thorneycroft was

formulating policy in the shadow of the Cuban MisgCrisis, while representing the

152TNA, DEFE 4/149, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of B@ommittee, 1 November 1962. This shift also
coincided with a wider change in defence policyydads a more flexible approach, within which the
nerve agent weapons could play a part. For fudietils on this shift, see: lan Speller, ‘Corbkttidell
Hart and the “British Way in Warfare” in the 19608efence Studie2008, 8:2, pp.227-239.
i:jTNA, DEFE 4/149, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of B@ommittee, 1 November 1962.

Ibid.
155 TNA, DEFE 11/660, ‘Biological and Chemical Warfapelicy’, J. K. Watkins to the Chief of the
Defence Staff, First Sea Lord, CIGS and CAS, 14ddr963; BalmerBritain andBiological Warfare
p.178.
1% TNA, DEFE 11/660, ‘Biological and Chemical WarfaP®licy’, Memorandum by the Minister of
Defence, 16 April 1963.Thorneycroft further couteglthat Britain not only needed lethal chemical
weapons, but also ‘extremely interesting’ incagiig agents.
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views of the CoS, the DRPC and Zuckerman. It wascttming together of these key
supporters and events, alongside perceptions afxteznal threat and advances in the
CW field, which drove Thorneycroft to seek thisipoll approval for the acquisition

of a British nerve agent capability.

In justifying the necessity of nerve agent weaporsprneycroft gave the Defence
Committee the impression that Britain was fallinghimd. He argued that while the
United States and the Soviet Union had extensigeareh programmes and large
stockpiles of chemical weapons, Britain had no dbhemweapons and possessed
inadequate defensive measures. The superpowersowhirey ahead. Britain was even
falling behind NATO requirements, which from 196adhrequested that forces be
equipped with a retaliatory CW capabili}/. Thorneycroft also disturbingly reported
that not only was Britain at risk of falling behintie superpowers and NATO
requirements, but that Britain was now at risk & Gittack in the Third World, by
Soviet proxies armed with Soviet chemical weapdhshis aspect to nerve agent
considerations was gaining increasing traction)lddeby the legacy of the Cuban
Missile Crisis, which had displayed the alarmintuaiion of Soviet weapons in the
Third World. The increasing focus on the Third Wlodlso coincided with emerging
reports and accusations that the United Statesuisiag chemical weapons in Vietnam,
of Castro using sarin in Cuba against rebels hidinthe Escambray Mountains, and
shortly after stories also started surfacing of fgusing chemical weapons in
Yemen®® Without a nerve agent capability, Thorneycroft meat that Britain would be
at a significant, unacceptable, and potentially ihating disadvantage in the Third
World, for if the Soviet Union supplied another oty with chemical weapons, British
forces ‘would have no power to retaliat€®’ Thorneycroft therefore strongly advised
that Britain acquire a lethal CW capability ‘in weof the access which our potential

limited war enemies might have to Soviet technold§y

157 |bid; Balmer,Britain andBiological Warfare p.177; Balmer, ‘Keeping Nothing Secret’, pp.878.

138 TNA, DEFE 11/660, ‘Biological and Chemical WarfaPelicy’, Memorandum by the Minister of
Defence, 16 April 1963; TNA, CAB 131/28, Minutes dieeting, Cabinet Defence Committee, 3 May
1963.
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States Poison Gas Denial’, 10 March 1963, p.2;0viét Utgoff, The Challenges of Chemical Weapons:
An American Perspectivd.ondon: Macmillan, 1990) pp.70-71; W. Andrew TH#yriThe chemical
warfare legacy of the Yemen wa€pmparative Strategy1991, 10:2, p.111.
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While acknowledging the military utility of poss@ss nerve agents and the retaliatory
option they provided, Cabinet members raised carscever the political consequences
of producing and deploying nerve agent weaponsacetime. As another variation of
post-war political concerns and normative consigena clashing with military

requirements, they believed that the:

Manufacture of these agents would present politmablems. If we
manufactured them it would be desirable to keegfdabhefrom becoming
known, but this would not be possible if we told NATO Allies what

we were doind®?

As the feared political ramifications were thoughbe so substantial, the condition and
price of a nerve agent capability was thus secreegn from NATO allies. Providing
secrecy was adhered to, the Defence Committee seppoThorneycroft's
recommendations, and it was agreed that Britain ldvacquire a nerve agent
capability’®® As Prime Minister Harold Macmillan concluded in W15963, British CW

policy would now prioritise:

1. Research in order to keep up to date with techsicared with
American information.

2. The development of [an] offensive capability asededrent against
such agents being used against us.

3. Defensive measuré§’

In this approval of nerve agent acquisition, intepslitical desire to avoid any negative
publicity and political aversion to nerve agent p@as had essentially meshed and
clashed with arguments over military utility. Tharange blending of conditions and
requirements led to a bizarre CW policy, which waémost impossible to implement.
The May 1963 Cabinet Defence Committee decision &iaits core two inherent

contradictions, which either went unnoticed or wasept aside®®

Firstly, the Defence Committee had approved thesldgment of a secret deterrent,

which resulted in a very confused policy. Macmillaanted a CW capability to deter

182TNA, CAB 131/28, Minutes of Meeting, Cabinet DeferCommittee, 3 May 1963.

183 |bid; Tucker, War of Nervesp.185; Balmer, ‘Keeping Nothing Secret’, p.87&h®idt, Secret
Sciencep.324.

184 TNA, CAB 131/28, Minutes of Meeting, Cabinet DefenCommittee, 3 May 1963.

185 secrecy leading to contradictions and confusiopdlicy is not purely limited to CW, for as Balmer
notes, it was also the case for BW policy. Seent®a|Britain and Biological Warfarep.186.
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others from using chemical weapons against Brit@mices, but he also wanted the
British acquisition of chemical weapons kept setfeA secret deterrent is slightly
paradoxical, as how can a weapon be secret ahdusiition as an active deterrent?
The very nature of deterrence entails an enemyglsmewhat aware of the weapon’s
existence, as otherwise an enemy cannot be deteyriégdan invisible deterrent has no
obvious deterrence value. Ultimately, while secriecthe domestic sphere was seen as
a good thing, as it mitigated against potentiaiasms of Government policy, in the
international arena a secret weapon had a limipedsibly non-existent role as a
deterrent®” This seemingly strange contradiction, which wenclarified, further
reveals another example where political concerrectly clashed with military utility.
This Defence Committee approved policy also revaatsear red-line for politicians,
who, while appreciating the military necessity oh@ve agent capability, could not
contemplate the political ramifications of publidgfending that same capability. This
political fear of publicity was all the more potegiven the bruising experiences of

limited revelations in 1959-60.

The second contradiction in the Defence Committ&é883 policy is again tied to the
stringent desire for secrecy, and it further revehle strength of political concerns
surrounding any potential public backlash, as wadl the influence of negative
connotations and perceptions of nerve agent weaporeldition to keeping a British
deterrent secret from the domestic population arad powers, the Defence Committee
also stipulated that Britain’s production and depehent of nerve agent weapons
should be kept secret from NATO allies. This wassimarkable position, which in
practice British defence officials had initiallykien to mean even excluding the United
States™®® British officials were worried about informing cle allies such as Australia,
Canada and the United States of the decision teldgwhemical weapons, and of it
leaking. The more who knew, the higher the chahae the Macmillan Government’s
decision to acquire chemical weapons would be ledeiwhich was thought extremely
likely to draw negative political repercussionscreey was therefore of paramount

importance.

186 TNA, CAB 131/28, Minutes of Meeting, Cabinet DefenrCommittee, 3 May 1963.
167 .
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18 See for examples: TNA, WO 32/20126, MOD LondonBBS Washington, 22 July 1963; TNA,
DEFE 24/31, ‘Restrictions on Discussion of ChemM&lrfare’, DEP, 3 December 1963, Attached draft
report; TNA, DEFE 24/31, A. MacKintosh to W. Brow®,April 1964; TNA, WO 32/20126, ‘WEPC
Meeting on 21 April ‘64, AEP 4, 16 April 1964.

157



After attempts to maintain this stringent levelsetrecy, it was however soon realised
that keeping Britain’s decision to develop lethbemical weapons a secret from the
United States was exceedingly impractit®alRemarkably close levels of collaboration
in the CW field rendered the attempted secrecy sinmmpossible, for as defence
officials noted, the United States would undoubteldhve realised that Britain was
keeping something secref. In addition, British defence officials noted thétthe
country was to develop a CW capability ‘efficienipd economically’, it needed to
make full use of United States experience and ¢iseein the field.’* Withholding this
policy change from the United States thus appearsbé more an issue of
miscommunication between politicians and defendeials over the level of secrecy,
with the secrecy condition in practice referringNATO but excluding the tripartite
countries. The fear of political consequences dral gtrict secrecy measures thus
created confusion even amongst British defenceciaffi, and erring on the side of
caution they initially informed no allies of thelwy change, and even excluded the

United States and Canada.

This attempt at secrecy, or the very least thiscamsmunication in terms of the
tripartite angle, occurred even with the importaotéhe United States CW programme
fully recognised in the Defence Committee’s decisid\s Macmillan instructed,

keeping in touch with the advanced research takiage in the United States was of
the highest priority/? The sheer scale and effort of the United StatespE&gramme

made continued access vital, especially if Britaiished to remain in the chemical
weapons arms race and develop its own capabilgyl®3, the United States Army
had produced over 25,000 tons of sarin, and it 4800 tons of it stockpiled at the
Rhine Ordnance Depot in West GermafiyUnited States officials, wary of the Soviet

threat, planned to increase its stockpile of chaimieapons in Europe to over 30,000

19 TNA, WO 32/20126, G. Dodds to Bernard Burrows JaBuary 1964.

0 TNA, DEFE 24/31, ‘Restrictions on Discussion of eBfical Warfare’, DEP, 3 December 1963,
Attached draft report; TNA, DEFE 24/31, A. MacKistoto W. Brown, 3 April 1964; TNA, WO
32/20126, ‘WEPC Meeting on 21 April ‘64’, AEP 4, Bril 1964.

1 TNA, DEFE 24/31, ‘Restrictions on Discussion of eBfical Warfare’, DEP, 3 December 1963,
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2TNA, CAB 131/28, Minutes of Meeting, Cabinet DeferCommittee, 3 May 1963.

3 United States NARA Il, RG 218, Central DecimaleFil961, Box 49, ‘Negotiations for Storage
Rights in United States ECOM (U)’, Memorandum fbe tSecretary of Defense, 17 December 1962,
Appendix A; United States NARA Il, RG 218, CentEtcimal File 1961, Box 49, ‘Action to Improve
CBR Capability (U)’, Memorandum for the United ®stCommander in Chief, Europe, 31 December
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tons, with the weapons stored in West Germany, deraand Sicily:* The United
States possessed a fully operational VX mass-ptmstutacility and it had developed a
frightening array of CW capabilities, with its chigad weapons including mortar
shells, artillery shells, land-mines, M55 rocketsl aerial bombs containing varying
CW agents such as sulfur mustard, sarin and"%Xhe colossal scale of the United
States CW programme, while underlining just howbfahind Britain was, continued to
provide Britain with unrivalled access to signifitaadvances and developments in the
CW field*"®

While there were some inherent contradictions withie Defence Committee’s policy
changes, there were still substantial benefitsG@¥ advocates. Approval had been
granted for the research and development of negeataveapons, and the acquisition
of a nerve agent capability and deterrent. Anotingoortant gain came with the
securing of greater funding, with British expenditon CW research and development
rising by around 40%. Annual funding for CW reséaat this time was only around
£1.1 million, but with the additional funding thisas increased to just over £1.5
million.}”” This significant increase now meant that CW researas receiving around

three times as much funding as BW reseafth.

From 1958 to 1963, the direction of British CW pglhad therefore almost completely
reversed course. In 1958, serious consideration desh given to abandoning all
British CW research and of becoming almost enticdpendent upon on the United
States, but in 1963, Macmillan’s Government hadreygd nerve agent weapons
development and production, providing it was keetrst. This strong desire for
secrecy had clear ties to 1960, with Cabinet mesbfacing hostile Labour

backbenchers and a multitude of questions on alyhiggcret and sensitive area of

14 |bid.
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defence policy. The uncomfortable questioning, bothewspapers and in Parliament,
seemingly confirmed the negative public and paréiatary image of CW policy, and

the potential damage and political backlash of arfgrmation leaking. While this

experience was politically difficult, it was notargh to override or prevent the seismic
shift in British CW policy which occurred in thergal960s, with developments in the
CW field, fears of Third World proliferation, a lbet appreciation of the Soviet threat,
the need for a CW deterrent and the influence 088lly Zuckerman all amalgamating

to dramatically reverse the direction of policyrfrd 963.
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5. A Secret Deterrent and a ‘campaign of criticismy 1964-69

“Deterrence” in nuclear terms means spending amneoies amount of
money and making loud noises about it; in chermaoal biological terms,
there is no need to spend much, and there aregspalitical objections
to boasting about what we do spénd.

Sir Joseph Percival William Mallalieu MP, Ministef Defence for the Royal
Navy, on WMDs and Deterrence, 22 August 1967.

The period of 1964-69 was characterised by subataritanges and a significant shift
in the very dynamics of the Cold War. While thelgd©60s had been fraught with
danger and fears of escalation, the latter pattie@flecade witnessed a comparative de-
escalation in superpower confrontations, with tensieventually giving way to a
period of détentd This climate of greater cooperation was shapedaxilitated by the
arrival of nuclear parity, the emergence of theoShoviet split, the stabilization of the
Berlin problem and reduced US global power andugrice as a result of its bruising
war in Vietnam. For the United States, despite digpincreased involvement in
Vietnam from 1964, including the commitment of gnduorces in 1965, the aftermath
of the Tet Offensive saw the Johnson administragiorsue a negotiated settlemént.
Taking up office in January 1969, President RicHéptbn also sought a way out, and
he began to withdraw US troops later that years s therefore a period of great
anguish and uncertainty for the United States, wlith punishing war in Vietnam
costing significant international prestige, as vedlproducing domestic political strife

and severe economic strains at hdme.

1 TNA, DEFE 13/997, ‘Porton — Publicity’, Note of meeting held by the Minister of Defence for
Equipment, 12 June 1968.
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Porton’, Sir Joseph Percival William Mallalieu, 22gust 1967.
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pp.322-326; Svetlana Savranskaya and William TaubrSoviet foreign policy, 1962-1975’, Chap. 7 in
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University Press, 2010) p.134.
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The Vietnam War was also a crucial juncture inAlmglo-American relationship, with
Britain not sending troops to assist United Stafeses® Combined with the
devaluation of Sterling in 1967 and the planneddrawal from East of Suez, Labour
Prime Minister Harold Wilson had reneged on alkethkey United States desires of
Britain in this period. As a result some scholars, such as Baylis, wagldeathat in the
mid-to-late 1960s we see a cooling of relationsveen the two countriésFortunately
for both the Labour Government and British defepakcy, between 1964-70, they had
the combative personality of Denis Healey as Saryeif State for Defence to manage
and mitigate against any difficulti@ésHealey could, in his own words, transcend
traditional criticisms of Labour MPs as being ‘gats’ or ‘column-dodgers’, on
account of his former military servi¢@. As Defence Secretary, he did not shy away
from confrontations or defence cuts, and he maiethia constant drive for ‘cost-
effectiveness®! It was thus under the combative Healey, and mtinibulent Cold War
environment that would eventually give way to déerhat British defence officials
turned to consider just how they would acquire m@agent capability. After assessing
this initial phase of nerve agent acquisition, ttigpter will then move on to analyse
the political-military divide which brought CW pol to a standstill in the mid-1960s,
and it will end by examining the impact and scdla tide of publicity which struck the
CBW field in 1968.

Acquiring a capability
The May 1963 Cabinet Defence Committee decisionchvhad approved the British
development of a nerve agent capability and thevaéwef offensive weapons research,
triggered a period of intense activity in the CWIdi In attempting to implement this

new policy, the War Office, in consultation withetiRoyal Navy and the Air Ministry,

® Rolf Steininger, “The Americans are in a hopelgssition”: Great Britain and the war in Vietnam’,
Diplomacy & Statecraft1997, 8:3, pp.238-240.
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expanded defensive research and created a two-phag@mme for acquiring a nerve

agent capability?

In CW defence, British experts increased reseaaod, they rapidly implemented a
series of trial$® To test British defensive preparedness, the Araun¢hed Exercise
Tureen in late 1964, which consisted of a numbetrials at Imber Range, near
Salisbury** As officials noted at the time, ‘this appears &vé been the first British
Chemical Exercise with troops for about a genematid This greater focus on
defensive measures was in direct response to tleeiped Soviet nerve agent threat,
with British intelligence still benefitting from érush of intelligence gains in the early
1960s:° The Soviet Union was believed by the JIC to passemheads filled with VR-
55, an analogue of VX, as well as multi-rocket kehars, artillery shells and land mines
for the delivery of lethal CW agent5.The JIC also warned that Soviet satellite
countries in the Warsaw Pact were beginning toivec8oviet-supplied, and nerve
agent-filled, FROG and SCUD warhedfisPerhaps of greatest concern for British
defence officials, though, were reports allegingttBoviet officials viewed chemical
weapons as a ‘normal feature of modern warfared #rat the country would not
hesitate to use them. This consolidating picture of the Soviet threayeld a
significant part in further adding to the urgencythwwhich British defensive
preparations were expanded from 1964.

In meeting Defence Committee approval for the agijan of a lethal nerve agent
capability, which was both for Europe and to couptaential proliferation in the Third
World, the War Office, the Royal Navy and the Aiinistry all agreed to a two-phase

proces<? Phase one would be the securing of an interim @paility, likely from the
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United States, which would be operational from 136697 This initial requirement
would be met by all three Services and cost judeut3 million?? For the Royal Navy
and the Air Ministry, their chosen capability was aerial spray system for the
dispersal of VX2° This aerial system was to be designed for deli®ryjthe Royal
Navy’'s Buccaneer and the RAF’'s Hunter GA9, desp#tiety concerns that the plane
could crash and release VX, or that there couldrbaccidental release of VX due to
human errof* For the Army, the interim capability would be tpeocurement of
22,000 sarin-filled 105mm shells from the Unitecht8$>> These capabilities were,
however, only temporary solutions, intended to d¢eidhe gap until the completion of
phase two, which was the development of a domeapability to meet long-term CW

requirements from 1970.

A core part of this reinvigorated CW policy alsammin the form of a series of war
game exercises, which were sponsored by the WaceDénd the MoDB® The war

games, running from mid-to-late 1965, plotted thedrcted use of chemical weapons
on the Western front at the outbreak of war in Baroand they contained some
surprising revelations for British defence offisial The war games forecast that with
the widespread use of chemical weapons, much divieet German countryside would
have become contaminated. The hazardous area wsitdtch back around 20
kilometres from the border. Even with this largeaiof contamination hindering a
Soviet advance, MoD officials did not believe ti@¥W was substantially militarily

beneficial for Allied use against well-equipped Bovforces” They noted that

‘chemical warfare...does not appear to have any neciffect in slowing down the

into two non-lethal components which were then cioieth before use, to form a lethal agent. While
British officials were keen on adopting this teclogy in 1964, it never progressed at the rate atedn
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Ministry of Defence, December 1965, Annex B.
2 TNA, DEFE 48/1, ‘Chemical Warfare and the Landt®ain Europe in the Period 1968-97’, Ministry
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rate of advance of a well-equipped and trainedeféft This finding, reinforced by
perceptions of increasingly advanced Soviet defengieparations and equipment, was
in itself a substantial shift in attitudes towattde military utility of chemical weapons.
Since the late 1940s, chemical weapons had beeghhof as useful in hampering any
Soviet advance and in countering the Soviet Union'sierical advantage in tanks and
troops. It was also ruefully noted that VX did ra#tuse casualties quickly enough,
which would allow Soviet troops to don protectivguggpment before fatalities became
widespread. This was all the more important giveat the Russian CW agent VR-55
was ‘believed to be’ in the category envisagedaagenuinely effective CW ageft.
This perception of the Soviet Union possessing @geen CW capabilities further

added to the feeling that Britain was being lettibd.

The war games also revealed another major conéernlefence officials noted, ‘any
force that was ill-equipped or badly trained wolld very vulnerable’, yet British
intelligence believed that Soviet forces were vevgll-equipped and very well-
trained® This left one group, which while not a force, eérty was within the conflict
zone and ill-prepared for nerve agent exposure:t\@esman civilians. Shockingly it
was predicted that after the outbreak of CW in aroaround 240,000 to 300,000
West German civilians would be within the hazard6W¥ zone* Unprepared and in
the centre of a conflict between NATO and Warsawt Rarces, these civilians would
be at serious risk of nerve agent exposure fronmated weapons employed by both
sides®® For British defence officials, given that CW usd dot offer any real military
advantage in slowing down Soviet forces, and thatvould expose hundreds of
thousands of civilians to lethal chemical weapdhs,main aim was increasingly seen

as preventing the outbreak of CW in Europe altagretiirough deterrencé.

9 |bid.
%9 |bid.
31 TNA, CAB 158/56, ‘Soviet Bloc War Potential, 196969’, Joint Intelligence Committee, 18
February 1965; TNA, CAB 158/59, ‘Likely Scale andtire of an Attack on the United Kingdom in the
Early Stages of General War up to the End of 1986int Intelligence Committee, 12 August 1965,
Annex; TNA, DEFE 48/1, ‘Chemical Warfare and thentaBattle in Europe in the Period 1968-97,
Ministry of Defence, July 1965; TNA, DEFE 48/34 ivian Population at Risk in Chemical Warfare in
gorth-West Europe 1968-73’, Ministry of Defencexdet date not provided] December 1965.
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3 TNA, DEFE 48/1, ‘Chemical Warfare and the LandtRain Europe in the Period 1968-97’, Ministry
of Defence, July 1965; TNA, DEFE 48/34, ‘Civiliampulation at Risk in Chemical Warfare in North-
West Europe 1968-73’, Ministry of Defence, Decemb@®5.
% TNA, DEFE 11/660, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfar@hief of the Defence Staff to the Secretary of
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The war games were crucially important for consatlens of the impact of nerve agent
use, but the negative conclusion as to their mylitaalue led the CoS to further re-
consider the role of chemical weapons in Europeil&\the war games were limited to
Europe and affected considerations of a CW capgldr continental defence, the need
for chemical weapons in the Third World to courpessible proliferation remained
unquestioned. Over this European role, though,ettemerged some disagreement
within the CoS. Chief Scientific Advisor Solly Zuskman, once again exerting
considerable influence over British CW policy, agduhat given the apparent lack of
operational effectiveness of chemical weapons agaBoviet forces, there was no
justification for their acquisition for a Europewsar>® Even though the rest of the CoS
accepted the apparent military shortcomings of eegent weapons in Europe, they
were hesitant to commit to Zuckerman’s interpretatiThey placed much greater
emphasis on deterrence and on the option of hawirgfaliatory capability, and they
also thought the ability to use nerve agent weapaasother benefit¥. Firstly, it was
believed that possession of chemical weapons weoalide a degree of uncertainty in
any Soviet decision to initiate C#.Secondly, they thought that the ability to retalia
in kind was not only a deterrence factor, but isvaamorale booster for British troops,
particularly if they themselves were under CW &t&cThe CoS thus used this morale
argument in a highly dubious way, with the benefitdoosting British troops at the
harrowing cost of NATO civilians and Soviet troopst just a seemingly acceptable

cost, but a justification and reason for weapomgieition and deployment.

In September 1965, and even after re-affirmingrteed for a CW capability for the
Third World, the CoS was hesitant to follow throughh nerve agent acquisition. By
fostering a degree of doubt over the utility of mheal weapons in Europe, a divide had
emerged between Zuckerman and the rest of the @bish had created uncertainty
over the direction of British CW policy as a whdfeBy undermining the role of
chemical weapons in Europe, Zuckerman and the waayeg had inadvertently brought

the entire nature of a British CW capability intoegtion.

35 i
Ibid.
% TNA, DEFE 5/162, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfar&lote by the Secretary of the Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 28 September 1965, Annex A.
37 |hi
Ibid.
 |bid.
% In terms of actually considering a capability tbatld fulfil both roles, an aerial VX spray systemas
still thought usable in both European and Third W& eonflicts.
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In addition to this uncertainty surrounding theitarly role of chemical weapons in
Europe, the CoS was also wary of the significaditipal and financial costs involved
in following through with the production of nervgent weapons, especially with
difficulties again emerging over securing a nergerd capability from the United
States'® The deal had been thrown into doubt when, mucthéosurprise of British
officials, the United States State Department bdocthe sale of nerve agent weapons.
This was even though the United States Army andaBeyent of Defense supported
the selling of nerve agents to Britain, with th@t8tDepartment arguing that as CW
policy was under review in the United States, Hessaould be mad¥.British officials
dubbed this setback a ‘bitter blofi Due to the decision being made mid-level in the
State Department, a British Ministerial level inmention was thought necessary to
secure nerve agent weapons from the United Sthfiisis would have entailed asking
the Labour Government, under Prime Minister Hardllson, to intervene and
purchase nerve agents from the United States. @ligcal cost of such an endeavour
was substantial, and in tandem with concerns arisiwver the role of nerve agent
weapons in Europe, Ministerial guidance was thowggal. In October 1965 the CoS
thus sought Ministerial clarification over nerveeagweapons and the direction of CW

policy*

The publicity red-line
This CoS request for Ministerial input and cla@tfion was sent to the Secretary of
State for Defence, Denis Healey. While Healey dekroentinued investment in
defensive measures ‘unobjectionable’, he believed the production of nerve agent
weapons, regardless of the 1963 Defence Commiteeésidn, necessitated Prime

Ministerial approvaf® On 8 November 1965, Healey sought Harold Wilsdrasking

“TNA, DEFE 5/162, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfaré&lote by the Secretary of the Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 28 September 1965, Annex A.
;‘: TNA, DEFE 24/31, BDS Washington to M. C. Cornfotd, November 1965.

Ibid.
“3 TNA, DEFE 5/162, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfar&lote by the Secretary of the Chiefs of Staff
Committee, 28 September 1965; TNA, DEFE 24/31, (@Gical Warfare’, DAEP to the Deputy Chief of
the General Staff, 29 November 1965.
* TNA, DEFE 11/660, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfar@hief of the Defence Staff to the Secretary of
State, 28 October 1965; TNA, DEFE 24/31, ‘Chemid#drfare’, DAEP to the Deputy Chief of the
General Staff, 29 November 1965.
> TNA, PREM 13/3464, ‘Biological and Chemical Wae4r Denis Healey to Harold Wilson, 8
November 1965.
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for nerve agent weapons, warning him that the qqeers had pulled far ahead, and
worse still, that the Soviet Union might supply cfieal weapons to Third World
countries ‘to embarrass us outside of Eurdpérhough Healey supported a limited
capability for the Third World, he also agreed wiflickerman’s analysis that in
Europe chemical weapons were unlikely to have aifsignt effect in slowing or
hampering the Soviet juggernaut. His support foCW capability was therefore
conditional on it being restricted to limited warstside of Europe, for deterring CW
use by a country in the Third World, and that ithept secret until used, which also
raised serious questions as to the possibilityvéaiaility of a secret deterrent. Although
Healey addressed the contentious issue of pubbgcitydeterrence, his insights perhaps
confused the situation even further, whilst reveglihe extent of political aversion to
any publicity over nerve agent weapons. Reflect¥énis appreciation of the wider
public’s aversion to the nerve agents, and to tbeemially serious domestic and
international backlash resulting from any publicitealey seriously doubted whether it
would be possible to deter an enemy’s first-useh®mical weapons. Deterring first-
use necessitated publicity, which Healey thougldcagptable; as such, he informed
Wilson that:

Although our possession of this capability would be publicised and
might not, therefore, deter an initial use of cheahiweapons by an
enemy, it would enable us to provide a quick respan retaliation and

thereby we hope deter further (#e.

With the politically sensitive nature of chemicatapons, Healey did not want to deter
the first use of chemical weapons, as this woulkkh@ecessitated their existence and
possession being publicised. Consequently, Healsiasce represented a slightly
bizarre interpretation of CW deterrence, wherebllipity was not needed, but where
the deterrent effect would come into play onceisiforces had already been exposed
to lethal CW agent& It was therefore for this policy, of a limited Cwdpability to be
kept secret and used in retaliation against coesoutside of Europe, which Healey
sought Prime Ministerial approval for in Novembé&65s. For Healey and the CoS,

though, their timing was unfortunate.

“% |bid; Balmer, ‘Keeping Nothing Secret’, pp.880-882

“” TNA, PREM 13/3464, ‘Biological and Chemical Wae4r Denis Healey to Harold Wilson, 8
November 1965.
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From 1964-66, Wilson’s first Labour Government ohigd a very narrow majority,
which made it extremely vulnerable to both intermadl external pressur&swilson’s
first Government was also dominated by electorakcems, as the Prime Minister was
preparing for another election to secure a largajority, which took place in March
1966.%° In the build-up to this second election, Wilson agen to defer any decisions
on politically sensitive topics, and unsurprisinghe delayed considerations of highly
controversial nerve agents weapons until thingevetittle quieter>* With pressing
electoral concerns, and the evolving and dangesduation in Rhodesia, where UDI
had been declared in November 1965, CW thus droppeah the list of priorities?
For although the combative Healey initially backiée acquisition of nerve agent
weapons and Macmillan’s 1963 decision to acquirengbal weapons, even he stood
little chance of securing the approval of Wilsospecially on such a controversial

issue and in the face of such a political backdrop.

However, even after winning a significant Labourjonigy in the March 1966 election,
Wilson continued to delay any decision on nervenageeaponsin this second Wilson
Government, Healey, who had retained his positierDafence Secretary, was also
increasingly becoming sceptical as to the politicakt of acquiring nerve agent
weapons. In June 1966, Healey’'s Assistant UndereSey for Policy, Frank Cooper,
echoed these concerns when he advised Healey that:

The whole concept of an independent British CW bdpp seems
reminiscent of the Pre-Suez era or even earlier..wegoing to spray
nerve gas on Africans, Indonesians or even the &kih Can there be a

deterrent if we do not admit to having, let alonlirise, the weaporn?

For Cooper, merely the option of having a retatatoapability was questionable,
regardless of its actual use or role, and he thiotingth an independent CW deterrent, in
mid-1960s British defence policy, an outdated andegessary cost. Implicit in his
rebuke was the point that if the political fallofrom just the production and

development of nerve agents was thought unacceptablen how could the

“9Young, The Labour governmentgolume 2: International poligypp.1-2.

*0 peter ClarkeHope and Glory: Britain 1900-200Q.ondon: Penguin Books, 2004) p.296

L TNA, PREM 13/3464, J.A. Peduzie to W. K. Reid, REbruary 1966; TNA, AIR 8/2391, ‘Chemical
Warfare Weapons’, W. D. Hodgkinson, 11 May 1966ina, ‘Keeping Nothing Secret’, p.881.

*2TNA, DEFE 25/24, R. J. Andrew to AUS (POL), 15 éur966.

>3 TNA, DEFE 13/846, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Assist Under Secretary (Policy) to the Secretary
of State for Defence, 20 June 1966.
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Government justify their actual use, especiallyaitimited war with a Third World
country? This not only conjured up images of Britaggressively attempting to flex its
muscles abroad, but it also portrayed a remarksibtylar and comparable image to the
hugely controversial Italian use of gas warfaré\byssinia in the 1930%' In a global
war with nuclear weapons, CW could perhaps befijedtibut this was certainly not the
case for nerve agent weapons in a limited coniidhe Third World. The envisaged
military role of nerve agents, to counter and déter proliferation of Soviet chemical
weapons in the Third World, was therefore signifita at odds with concerns of
negative publicity and political fallout. As Cooferinsights attest, deterrence and
publicity was an increasingly clear, contradictaryd seemingly insurmountable bone
of contention between politicians and defence @féc® For while the political and
public ramifications of the acquisition and brarnig of nerve agent weapons were
too significant for politicians to contemplate, fianilitary planners this same publicity

was not a choice, but a necessity for successtatmace.

Senior British defence officials remained weddedttte idea of publicising British
nerve agent weapons, as this was viewed as anarad@e part of deterrence, and thus
integral to CW policy. Defence officials needed igqueees that they could publicise a
British nerve agent capability before they acquioed, as without these guarantees the
acquired capability might have little deterrentual The Assistant Chief of the Defence
Staff surmised in December 1966 that, regardlessgffeared negative publicity, ‘the
military need has been established’, and the Gowent should acquire a nerve agent
capability®® This was even after defence officials acknowledtied Ministers might
find the ‘political criticism’ of producing nervegants too substantial, and that when it
comes to CW ‘public opinion tends to be governecimption rather than reasofi’ln
July 1965, Michael Quinlan had already surmisedvilkevs of Chief of the Air Staff,
and wider military views on CW deterrence, when \Wmte that ‘a deterrent

** Spiers, ‘The Geneva protocol’, pp.328-336.

> TNA, DEFE 13/846, ‘Chemical Warfare Policy’, Adsist Under Secretary (Policy) to the Secretary
of State for Defence, 20 June 1966.

* TNA, DEFE 11/660, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfar8ssistant Chief of the Defence Staff to the
Vice-Chief of the Defence Staff, 22 December 1966.

" |bid.; TNA, DEFE 13/846, ‘Chemical Warfare PolicyPrivate Secretary to the Secretary of State for
Defence, 20 June 1966. Defence officials ultimatblyught that attempts at maintaining secrecy were
unlikely to succeed, and thus publicity was thoughtinevitable consequence of acquiring a capgbilit
See: TNA, DEFE 25/24, R. J. Andrew to A.U.S.(POL% June 1966. Also see: Balmer, ‘Keeping
Nothing Secret’, pp.881-883.

170



weapon...can deter only if the enemy knows abodf iDuinlan represented the views
of many defence officials when he argued that pithliwas needed in some form, and
that for a weapon to act as a deterrent enemy gesntot only needed to be made
aware that Britain possessed CW stocks, but th@iBrwas willing to use thery.
Interestingly Quinlan had also proposed a measwrebdath appease political
dissatisfaction and meet military requirements, whe suggested that the Government
deliberately loosen security classifications int8hH CW policy®® This measure could
have led to some limited information on Britisheint and policy seeping into the
public domain, being picked up by Soviet intelligenand thus fulfilling the deterrent
requirement. Although not acted upon, it again agae military officials attempting to
find some wiggle room in the political red line ovpublicising a nerve agent
capability, with Quinlan proposing a potential aft&tive which did not entail a bold
Government announcement over intent and the atiguisif controversial nerve agent

weapons.

Even with these tentative attempts at compromise disagreement over publicity and
deterrence was an impassable obstacle in the ager debate, and it exposed a stark
divide in approach by Labour politicians and detemfficials. In light of all these
difficulties, controversies and contradictions a&sst®d with CW policy and nerve
agent acquisition, rather than directly engage Wl nerve agent decision, Healey
decided to defer and marginalis&'itVith political considerations and the feared paibli
backlash resulting from approving the productiord grossession of nerve agent
weapons, CW policy was thus essentially sidelin€dis lack of senior political
guidance also caused some confusion for civil sgsvaithin the Cabinet Office, who,
by late 1966, were uncertain over how to deal Withmattef” Cabinet Office officials
were in the dark as to whether they needed to fieoatto pigeon-hole’ CW policy, or
if the nerve agent question actually needed adiigs® the Ministerial level® For
Healey, his frustration with defence officials stang on publicity for CW deterrence

would grow progressively worse from December 19&er the Defence Research

zz TNA, DEFE 25/24, Michael Quinlan to the Secretafyhe Chiefs of Staff Committee, 7 July 1965.
Ibid.
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®1 For examples of the delays, deferrals, and isoiatf CW policy, see: TNA, DEFE 13/846, ‘Chemical

Warfare Policy’, Private Secretary to SecretaryStéte for Defence, 20 June 1966; TNA, PREM

13/3464, Michael Palliser to W. K. Reid, 17 Decemb@66.
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Committee (DRC - formerly the DRPC) finished a gahsal review of CBW policy
for the CoS.

Completed in December 1966, the DRC review wasidgd to inform CoS CW policy
after the setbacks and delays which had plagusidde the May 1963 Cabinet Defence
Committee decisiofft Defence officials believed that once the reviews wamplete,
and if it still supported the acquisition of negent weapons, then they should make a
fresh approach to Ministers. The review was alsenided to answer ‘mutterings’ from
within the defence establishment, which accusedAtmy of spending too much on
CBW researcli> As soon discovered by the DRC, even though it imésnded to
provide a cohesive report and inform Ministerialilsrations, it could accomplish
little due to the uncertainty surrounding existipglitical thinking®® The DRC felt
unable to recommend any substantial policy chadgeso what was in essence policy
paralysis at the most senior level, with senioitjptdns refusing to engage with the
topic and defence officials lacking a clear dirextiAs such, its report mostly agreed
with and reinforced existing military thinkirfg. One area where the DRC review
reverberated with prevailing tensions between jpaihs and defence officials was

over publicity and the role of CW deterrence, wvitth DRC arguing that:

We are always so secretive about having a lethal capability that it
has no deterrent effect; all we have is the abildyretaliate. If we

develop CW weapons, we should let the fact be knofin

The DRC, like Quinlan before, also considered asinbs half-way measure to bridge
the political-military divide, which was to rely oforeign intelligence agencies
uncovering British nerve agent capabilitfésThis would have created the unusual
situation where the domestic population would bébdeately kept in the dark, but

where defence officials actively wanted, and int flme deterrence purposes needed,

% TNA, DEFE 25/24, ‘Review of CW and BW Researchd?amme’, Note by the Defence Research
Staff, 1 December 1966; TNA, WO 32/21760, ‘RevieMCOW and BW Research Programme’, Defence
Research Committee, 15 December 1966; Balmer, ‘iRgegothing Secret’, p.881.

% TNA, WO 32/21760, ‘Review of CW and BW Researchd?amme’, Defence Research Committee,
15 December 1966.

% TNA, DEFE 13/557, ‘Chemical Warfare’, A. H. Cotireo the Minister of Defence (Equipment), 13
September 1967.

57 TNA, WO 32/21760, ‘Review of CW and BW Researcbd?amme’, Defence Research Committee,
15 December 1966.

% |bid. Also see: TNA, DEFE 11/660, Minutes of Meefj Defence Research Committee, 18 January
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foreign intelligence agencies to unearth British @apabilities’® Following more
detailed considerations, the DRC recommended tkatgehis half-way approach, as
the chances of the domestic population finding aumg of awkward parliamentary
guestions arising, was deemed too high. There Wss @0 guarantee that Soviet
officials would keep this information secret and, seen in previous cases, Soviet
officials were not averse to using CBW as a putylitiol.”* While not acted upon, the
example again illustrates the extent to which dedeofficials wished to possess a nerve
agent capability.

When the DRC proposed publicising British nerve rmigeapabilities, it was
representing the existing views of senior defenfiecials, and its findings were
endorsed by the Co8.The CoS believed that there was a genuine advaritag
publicising any British decision to acquire nengeiat weapons, due to it being deemed
an integral part of successful CW deterrence. Esgomnpt negative publicity, and in a
similar vein to the United States Chemical Warf@emvice in the early 1960s, which
had recruited civilian public relations consultatasimprove the image of CBW, the
CoS also envisaged a public relations campaignBidtish CW policy’® Such a
measure was thought necessary to temper the mrddactitical and public backlash

resulting from publicising a nerve agent capabhility

While this emphasis on publicising a British neagent capability was endorsed and
accepted by the CoS in October 1967, the CoS aiganeled their request for nerve
agent weapons. Not only did they request a CW ahbgydor the Third World, but they
now again wanted one for Europe, despite the fgsliof the war gamée$é.In reaching
this additional conclusion, the CoS was aided with removal of one significant
obstacle: Solly Zuckerman had left as the MoD’seEBicientific Advisor in 1966, and
the CoS was no longer dividétThis request for a nerve agent capability for Bero
also had roots in perceptions of the Soviet CWatreith British intelligence still

possessing ‘considerable knowledge’ of Soviet C\habdities, and of Soviet intent to

" TNA, DEFE 13/557, ‘Chemical Warfare’, A. H. Cotireo the Minister of Defence (Equipment), 13
September 1967.
"™ A prime example of this can be seen in 1954, wiibstions previously arising over CBW and West
German re-armament.
Z TNA, DEFE 4/222, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of 8t@ommittee, 17 October 1967.
Ibid.
" bid.
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use chemical weapons in batffeThe CoS thus attached even greater weight to a
British CW deterrent to ward against any poten8aliet first-use, despite defence
officials recognising that CW offered no signifitaoperational advantage against
Soviet forces. Deterrence was increasingly imporéanit was in NATO's interest that
CW did not become a feature of war, especially whid fighting likely occurring in
West Germany and with Soviet forces potentiallytdreequipped! A European CW
deterrent had therefore re-emerged as a primamyoparfor a nerve agent capability,
and for defence officials it necessitated publiéty

In late 1967, when Healey was again approachegpooge the acquisition of a nerve
agent capability, it was for this much broader raled publicity for deterrence was an
essential componeAl. The CoS request entailed Healey dropping his ieel dver

publicity, and accepting the need for advertising British acquisition of nerve agent

weapons.

This time, when the nerve agent question agairhezhtiealey, rather than just defer,
he deferred and delegated. Initially Healey agafemled by informing the CoS that
any Ministerial meeting on CW would detract frompiontant ongoing discussions on
British nuclear policy® Yet after these Cabinet discussions on Britishlearcpolicy
had finished, Healey still refused to engage wiik herve agent question, and he
instead decided to delegate the issue to his Minist Defence for Equipment, Roy
Mason® Mason has been labelled as an ‘uncompromisingtréiguho frequently took
a tough line, and he is predominantly known for laier dealings with the IRA as
Northern Ireland Secretaf§.In late 1967 and early 1968, he was responsibledting

the direction of British CW policy after Healey’®dsion to divulge himself of the

* TNA, DEFE 4/222, Minutes of Meeting, Chiefs of B@ommittee, 17 October 1967.

" 1bid; TNA, WO 32/21760, ‘Chemical Weapons for GexleWar in Europe’, Army Combat
Development Committee, 30 August 1967, Annex.

® The Army also justified a European CW requiremieptframing it as a necessary component of ‘a
convincing fighting posture’. This convincing fighg posture entailed more than one NATO country
possessing chemical weapons to retaliate againdtdater, Soviet first-use. See: TNA, WO 32/21760,
‘Chemical Weapons for General War in Europe’, Ar@gmbat Development Committee, 30 August
1967, Annex.
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controversial issue. Mason, as Minister of Deferice Equipment, also wielded

considerable influence over CW policy, as PortonvB@ame under his purview.

In forming a decision on the future of British CWdligy, Mason benefitted from the
prior analysis of another Minister of Defence, $iiseph Percival William Mallalieu
MP, then Minister of Defence for the Royal NayMallalieu, Oxford-educated and a
journalist, also fought in the Royal Navy during tBecond World W& When he had
assessed CW policy in August 1967, he provided afnhe most open, frank, and
forthcoming considerations of CW policy in post-wiuitain, and heruefully started
his review by stating that ‘it is a tall order wash in where the Prime Minister declines
to tread.®® Mallalieu further observed that Wilson had mainéai a ‘masterly silence’
on the subject and that the Prime Minister had ewanaged to stifle Conservative MP
Michael Hamilton’s enquiries into CW research att®® Down, despite Hamilton
being the local MP. In terms of the controversiad divisive subject of CW deterrence,

Mallalieu rather succinctly noted that:

“Deterrence” in nuclear terms means spending amneoies amount of
money and making loud noises about it; in chemaadl biological
[warfare] terms, there is no need to spend mucH, thare are strong

political objections to boasting about what we gersi®®

Mallalieu elaborated that while nuclear weaponsewekpensive and nasty’, chemical
weapons were ‘cheap and nadfyPicking up on fears of proliferation in the Third
World, just as Thorneycroft and Healey had donbefore him, he also crassly warned
that unlike nuclear weapons, any ‘tin pot countguld acquire a CW capabilit§.
Perhaps most importantly for British CW policy haxeg Mallalieu did not support the
1963 policy to acquire nerve agent weapons. Heeauaktstated that British CW
scientists should instead ‘find out enough to bke ab defend ourselves, but go no
further' ®° This, he believed, had already been the impliclicy for CW for three
years, and he felt that unless the CoS really reéas implicit policy shift explicitly

8 TNA, DEFE 13/557, ‘Chemical Warfare and Biologidfarfare — The Future of MRE and CDEE,
Porton’, Sir Joseph Percival William Mallalieu, 22gust 1967.

8 The Times‘Admirals Hold Their Peace Until Tomorrow’, 21 liteary 1966, p.10.

8 TNA, DEFE 13/557, ‘Chemical Warfare and Biologidfarfare — The Future of MRE and CDEE,
Porton’, Sir Joseph Percival William Mallalieu, 22gust 1967.
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clarified to them, then there should be no furtheed for political guidance. All
Mallalieu thought should happen, was that the Gu&ulsl confirm what they had long
suspected, which was that while the policy of agggichemical weapons would not
be acted upon, it would also not be entirely oeclly dismissed. Britain would keep
the nerve agent option open, in secret, but noupoh it and not officially re-define

what its actual policy was.

Unfortunately for the CoS, Roy Mason, when taskgéibaley with deciding the future

of CW policy, took a similar line to Mallalieu’s sesssment® In January 1968, while

acknowledging that defensive research and expeedgiould continue due to there
being little political risk in the area, Mason wadthe CoS that:

It is quite unrealistic to suppose that we wouldl &gy support from the
Prime Minister, for the foreseeable future, to spenore money to
develop a CW retaliatory capability, let alone tablicise our doing

so.. 2t

Mason took a tough line on the CoS request to aecamd publicise a nerve agent
capability, and he flatly refused to endorse thé3LPolicy. He also admonished the
CoS, informing them that the only reason policy wasexplicitly reversed was due to
it being in line with NATO requirements for membstates to possess a CW
capability®? Instead of attempting to secure greater fundimgchd/, he advised them
that they needed to step up efforts to reduce alper in the field. Although avoiding
the same fate as BW research, which was undergoipgpcess of ‘civilianisation’,
Mason cautioned that there would need to be claseutiny of CW research
expenditure® In January 1968, the state of affairs was thusemaslindantly clear to
the CoS and defence officials, when Mason feltgealito explicitly clarify British CW

policy: publicity for deterrence was out of the gtien, acting on the 1963 decision to

% TNA, WO 32/21761, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfaand the future of MRE and CDEE Porton’,
Roy Mason to the Secretary of State for DefenceJdi@iary 1968; Balmer, ‘Keeping Nothing Secret’,
p.884.

L TNA, WO 32/21761, ‘Chemical and Biological Warfagnd the future of MRE and CDEE Porton’,
Roy Mason to the Secretary of State for Defenceldfiary 1968.
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acquire chemical weapons was unrealistic, and Cs¥areh was fortunate not to be

‘civilianised’.%*

Even with this harsh rebuke, Mason stopped shogeeking Cabinet approval for a
reversal of policy, and a nerve agent capabilitg wat indefinitely ruled out. Instead,
he decided that CW policy would not be reviewedaoother two years, implementing
a period of abeyance.After these two years had elapsed, as he sureykihere
would likely be a new Government in power to dedhwhe nerve agent problem.
Mason therefore not only slapped down the CoS et he refused to address it
further, and he left the controversial review ofugeagent weapons for his successor to
address in 197%.

Following Mason’s intervention, instead of expamdi@W capabilities and research,
significant cutbacks looked possible. In light bistadverse political reaction, the CoS
willingly accepted Mason’s suggested two-year ahegaperiod’ The Army, in
particular, was happy to accept the idea, as afficvere fearful that if the question of
a nerve agent capability had actually reached Hi@r@t level, then it would have been
rejected and the direction of CW policy resoundingéversed by Wilsof The
Army’s Deputy Chief of Staff believed that such alipy reversal would have been
immensely damaging to British CW policy, as it wibdlave led to the ‘irrevocable
closure’ of Britain’s nerve agent pilot plant at id@kuke and the cutting of vital
funding for research’ In accepting the proposed abeyance period of ®arsy the
CoS thus avoided the direct and unwanted atterdfomore senior political figures
such as Wilson and Healey, while they ensured tdmtirtuance of CW research, and
they kept open the possible future acquisition ofieave agent capability® This
tactical CoS acceptance of two years of abeyart@ali go unnoticed. Cabinet Office

officials pondered the reasons for defence offcetcepting abeyance when it ran so

° Ibid; Carter and Balmer, ‘Chemical and BiologidMarfare and Defence’, p.299; Brian Balmer,

‘Keeping Nothing Secret’, p.884.
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starkly against their wishes, and they were higtdgptical as to the motives of the
CoS™ Cabinet Office officials correctly surmised thaetCoS was, in fact, simply

biding its time in preparation for a future approdc acquire chemical weapons, when
the political climate was more sympathéfit.

Alongside Ministerial deferrals, and importantly tbe future of CW policy, there was
also a wider re-orientation in British global defencommitments. In January 1968,
coinciding with Mason’s rebuke, the CoS recognitieat the Labour Government’'s
policy of significantly reducing British commitmenEast of Suez would undermine a
key role and reason for Britain acquiring a CW dalitg in the 1960s° Withdrawal
from East of Suez would seriously undermine therdhVorld role of chemical
weapons. Thorneycroft in 1963, Healey in 1965 dd@oS throughout the 1960s had
all emphasised the need for a CW capability outeideurope, which was to deter and
retaliate against chemical weapons proliferationthe Third World. However, in
January 1968, the CoS noted that these ‘changesriibbefence policy East of Suez
had considerably reduced the need for this capallitside of Europe'® With the
change in policy and the subsequent reduction itisBrcommitments outside Europe,
there was now no need to deter or retaliate witbnmabal weapons if British forces
were not active in the region to be threatened HBmt® Crucially, this left an
offensive nerve agent capability only one potenttdé: deterrence and retaliation in
Europe. The CoS was set on acquiring a CW capgalalitd after years of justifying the
CW requirement as necessary for deterrence andatita in the Third World, it

simply re-orientated its focus entirely on the Eagan deterrent dimensid?f This re-

igZTNA, PREM 13/3464, Burke L. to Michael PalliserF@bruary 1968.
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196 Alongside failing to meet the 1963 Cabinet decisio acquire lethal nerve agents, the incapacgatin
agent requirement was also in limbo, but for a veifferent reason. Britain was to be without an
operational incapacitating agent as no ‘whollysfatitory agent’ had be discovered for the role. [é/hi
the United States Army had settled on BZ, this desmed too hazardous for a British incapacitating
agent and for the British ‘minimal risk’ requirenie8ee: TNA, WO 32/2176, ‘CW/BW and the Future
of MRE and CDEE’, DCS Army, 25 January 1968.
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orientation would have a lasting impact, for at tieart of a nerve agent capability for

continental defence lay deterrence and publi€ity.

A ‘campaign of criticism’ 1%

Political aversion towards approving a nerve ageapability and the publicity
dimension was seemingly justified, when, from 196&8)our Cabinet members faced a
‘campaign of criticism’ over British CW policy, witgrass-roots movements, student
activism, the press and MPs all becoming involved actively engaged with British
CW policy!® Similarly to the spate of publicity in 1959-60, ahuof this attention
afforded to British CW policy in 1968 was not treggd by British actions. Even
though Britain did not send troops to fight in Viaim, United States actions there had a
pervasive impact on British domestic politics belfung a wider public appreciation
and awareness of CBW United States forces had initially relied on heidiés to
counter North Vietnamese guerrilla warfare tactitait this had escalated to
incapacitating riot-control agents, such as CS gas;h were believed to be militarily
highly effective!! In 1965, when seeking authorisation from Presidgmtdon B.
Johnson for their use in Vietnam, United Statescials had noted that despite
predicted international criticism, approving theise was ‘common sensg” The
perceived advantages in using CS gas against NGdtmamese forces led to the
procurement of it increasing by a factor of 24nird965 to 1969, and in total, it is
estimated that United States forces used just unateillion kilograms of the agent in
the Vietnam War™?
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Due to the nature of the war, which was broada#st the homes and lives of United
States citizens, the extensive use of riot-cordgants by United States forces did not
remain hidden for long. Domestic protests agai®\subsequently gained traction in
the United States, and in 1967, 5,000 scientigtsesi a petition calling for a review of
United States CBW polic}** Many commentators were fearful that escalation ldiou
continue, and that lethal nerve agents might bel.uReflecting these concerns at the
time, Elinor Langer wrote that what is ‘unthinkal@eone moment may be policy the
next'**® Such fears and domestic pressures triggered acpsiliement by President
Johnson, who claimed that United States forces advouly ever use lethal chemical

weapons with the explicit approval of the CommarideChief*®

Spurred on by this emerging information on the Ci&\d from the United States, very
public questions began being asked about British @Aty and its involvement in
CBW research. On 27 May 1966, a very early indicafograss-roots opposition was
seen when the Committee of 100, an anti-war pragestip, demonstrated outside
Porton Down'*’ After the proteshowever,the Committee of 100 lost momentum and
publicity on CW policy lulled until 1967, when irine with events in Vietnam,
publicity in the United States and alleged useh&naical weapons by Egyptian forces
in Yemen, CW again attracted mainstream attentiomritain’'® In January 1967,

Prime Minister Harold Wilson informed the Commohsitt evidence ‘suggests pretty

agent. A select few included the E8 launcher, chehdispersal bombs and a bagged dispenser, which
were all designed for the rapid dispersal of CStloa battlefield. For further details, see: Ellison,
Chemical Warfare During the Vietnam War134.
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strongly that poison gas may have been used’ inefem Within two months of these
public accusations that Egypt had used lethal ct&nweapons in Yemen, public
attention in the CW field gained further tractiofttwa BBC radio programme called
‘Make a Desolation and Call it Peace’, which code®BW?° In April, BBC Horizon

then released a T.V. documentary titled ‘The Shap&'ar to Come’, which introduced
different types of chemical and biological weapahejr effects, their availability and
possible arguments for their USé.These key events and revelations represented an
increasing and crucial flow of information on CBWto the public domain.

After hearing and watching some of this BBC coverafCBW, one attentive listener
was spurred into actioi? Elizabeth Sigmund, referred to as the ‘toxic aweehg
initiated her campaign to hold British CBW polioy account?® For Sigmund, the
emerging coverage and revelations tapped into pedgeersonal aversion to CBW, as
she later revealed, her views were shaped by ledéather suffering badly from gas
exposure during the First World War, by seeing pbatf long-lines of gas victims, and
by reading Wilfred Owen’®ulce et Decorum E3t It was this collection of personal
experiences and emotions which the BBC revived laodght to the fore through its
reports. In her endeavour to hold Government pdlcgccount, Sigmund wrote, in her
own words, a ‘clumsy, but effective’ letter to tkserverin April 1968%° In the
published letter, she called for a united, grasgsranovement to scrutinise and raise
awareness of Government CBW research. She receiweerous responses, ranging
from seasoned campaigners in the Campaign for BMudisarmament (CND), to

newcomers, shocked by BBC revelations and by thar@aof CBW!?® With this
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128.
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125 gjgmund Rage Against the Dyingp.7-8.
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upsurge of support, and reflective of the widerugaswell of opposition against CBW
at the time, Sigmund formed the Anti-Chemical anold&®yical Warfare Group?’ The

group, she recalled, ‘was not a structured, cdseflanned strategy for ending CBW
in Britain’, but a ‘haphazard and pragmatic useewedry piece of information that we

could obtain *?®

Following the establishment of the group, Sigmurehtwon to play an integral part in
campaigning and raising awareness of British CBWeaech in the crucial period of
May-June 1968. When, just months after Mason’'s sil@eito push the nerve agent
guestion into abeyance, a tide of publicity andutey struck. During this pivotal
period, Sigmund represented a wider trend in Brigablic perceptions of CBW, when
the public mood shifted decisively against Govemnimgolicy and when it morphed
into a ‘campaign of criticism*?® Other grass-roots movements which played a
significant role and which liaised with SigmundIlumbed the CND, the Christian CND,
and the hard-line Southampton Peace Action ComefitteOn 1 June 1968, these
protest groups converged on Porton Down for a ttayprotest® The presence of the
CND was particularly troubling for the Labour Gonerent, as the CND had embedded
itself within the Labour Part}®® Of even greater alarm for Wilson's Government,
though, was a story published by the CND’s maga&aeityon 8 June 1968, which
contained aerial pictures of Britain’s top secr& @esearch facility at Nancekuk&
As Sanityproclaimed, they had ‘the pictures no-one danetpt* For the Government,
the story represented a massive security breacth, pigtures of Nancekuke published

and shown in major news outlets across the codritry.

Coinciding with this growing awareness of CBW at tjrass-roots level was a more
general rise in student protests, which in mid-1888 become widespre&tf.As noted

by Clarke, anoraks, placards and loud-hailers nthtke end of Britain’'s exemption
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from the student-led protests which had been ramipathe rest of Europe and the
United State$?’ In Britain, student protestors, courtesy of thior$ of the BBC and
other grass-roots movements, were now far moranméd, and it was in response to
revelations in the CBW field that they escalategirtinvolvement and engagement. An
early example of student activism had been seeid tday 1968, when nearly 200
students at Essex University disrupted a talk leymvisiting Dr T. Inch, a Porton Down
official.*®*® In the ensuing confrontation, one student allegsilled up to Dr Inch and
sprinkled some Coleman’s mustard on his sleevengagere, have some mustard gas
yourself **° In response, Essex University suspended threemstsicbut this then gave
way to an even larger student counter-reactio) stiidents deciding that they would
establish a ‘free university’ and that they woulnlcha continuous meeting to discuss
CBW.M°

Growing student activism in the field was not timydevel at which Universities were
engaged in the CBW debate, for prominent sciensilds became involved. In May-
June 1968, 21 scientists wrote to Harold Wilsoruestjng greater transparency over
British CBW researcfi*! This coincided with the efforts of other professits and
academics, with one key contribution came in threnfof the Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), a think-tankoisteed by the Swedish government.
Other crucial interventions, representing more grasts orientated attempts to draw
attention and increase awareness of the CBW fiald,be seen with the engagement of
the British Society for Social Responsibility ini&wce and the Bernal Peace Library
sponsoring a conference on CB¥f.

In May and June 1968, interlinking, fuelling andedeng off these grass-roots
movements was also reinvigorated interest in Bri@8W policy by the press and the
BBC. On 6 June 1968, the BBC released provocatwerage of CBW with a
documentary titled ‘A Plague on Your Childréfi®. Controversially, the programme

showed the effects of the incapacitating agent BZanimals, and it alluded to the
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immense secrecy surrounding British activitiestis €BW field'** The programme,
rather frustratingly for British officials, also éluded a quote from a United States
General referring to how nerve agents were usefuhéhieving a ‘clean kill**> Adrian
Malone, the programme’s producer, contended treaptiblic reaction had been one of
‘overwhelming horror and revulsion’, but the Govaent did not find the exposure
overly negativé®® What some Government officials did mind, thoughaswthe
continued fixation of the BBC on British CBW policgnd in particular the perceived
bias of some BBC presenters.

Shortly after, the BBC again refocused attentiorttes Government’s CBW policy in
‘Points of View’, where the host Robert Robinsosadissed public responses to ‘A
Plague on Your Childrer*” During the programme, Robinson revealed negatige an
emotional public responses to the information theyl learnt on British activities.
Some British officials, in particular the Chief Bublic Relations at the MoD, John
Peters, were outraged, as they condemned the ¢geveaa overly negative and
selective**® Although angered by the perceived bias of BBC reggsragainst British
CBW research, John Morris, the Minister of Deferfoe Equipment and thus
responsible for Porton Down, wanted to avoid a jputnfrontation. He feared that if
concerns were raised with the Chairman of the BB€n the situation may escalate to
the benefit of Robinson, by giving him more attenti*® Morris’ private office thus
urged officials to stay away from direct confromdai as they wanted to avoid ‘a
reaction in favour of the wretched Mr Robinson —ow# after all a not very important
performer in a not very important programm®.’Ultimately, it was the probing
guestions of BBC presenters, and the perceivegokés nature of them, which irked
Government officials who were accustomed to redatiwiet in this top-secret area,

with the ensuing publicity troublesome, but notadisous.
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British defence officials did imagine more constive ways of dealing with this
negative coverage, showing a degree of construsipwe in countering the negative
narrative™>! Government practice, as supported by Wilson, Healel Morris, was to
operate in a slightly grey area, that of being pesnoas possible without breaching any
security consideratior’$?> The primary aim of this was to mitigate ‘lively Ipic
interest’ and criticisms of Britsh CBW policy, tugh minor concession?® In a
remarkably similar vein to 1960, Government offisithus again selectively deployed
limited disclosures in an attempt to gain some r@mver the flow of information. As
Morris’ private office noted, their target audienfoe this was not the ‘irrational ones
who follow the latest protest fashion’, or the oatempting to damage British defence
policy, it was ‘the reasonable and responsible 'ottédt was thought that this latter
group could be reached through scientific publaaiand further transparency outside

of Parliament, alongside patient repetition insifi@arliament=>

In order to combat the negative coverage outsid®afiament, officials agreed to
release unclassified Porton publications in Britssiientific journals>® This measure
was an attempt to shift the debate to factual séieconsiderations and draw attention
to the defensive nature of British research. Alleases were carefully vetted
beforehand, and senior British officials like Solluckerman were often consult&d.
In terms of reaching the wider public, select régrsr were also invited for tours of
Porton Down, which produced favourable responses ffhe Times the Telegraph
and theGuardian®®® After the reporters had gone on the tour and leiied, their

stories were often ‘unsensational and objectivehicv was precisely the line the
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