THINKING THE UNTHINKEABLE--rACING A NUCLEAR, BICLOGICAL, CHEMICAL
AND THE MEANS TO DELIVER (NBC&NM)> ADVERSARY: AN INTEGRATED
PLANNING CONSIDERATICHN FOR THE COPERATICNAL COMMANDER

A paper submitted to the Facuity of the Naval War College in
partial satisfaction cf the requirements of the Joint Military
Operations Department.

The Contents of this paper reflect my own personal views and

are not necessarily endorsed by the Naval War College, the
Departiment of the Navvy or the Unit St Air F

Signatur - k/\\_,_/«

> DIETRIRUTIOR STATEMENT K

Appioved t puchc ;eleanﬂ .
Distribution UnBmited v,

20 May 1996

Pazrer directed by
Dennis M. Lunghofer, Captain, USN
Faculty,. Joint Military Operations Department

99608




 DISCLAIMER NOTICE

THIS DOCUMENT IS BEST
'QUALITY AVAILABLE. THE
COPY FURNISHED TO DTIC
" CONTAINED A SIGNIFICANT
NUMBER OF PAGES WHICH DO
NOT REPRODUCE LEGIBLY.



)

Unclassified

"

sourilTy Cirssification This Page

REPORT DOCUMENIATIOW‘PAGE,

Ll Report security classification: UNCLASSIFIED

! 2. security Classification Authority:

- 3. Declassification/bowngrading Schedule:

L4 Di:tribution/hvailability of Report: DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A: APPROVED POR
) PUBLIC RELEASE; DISTRIBUTION IS UNLIMITED.

5. Kame of Performing Organization:
: JOINT MILITARY OPERATIONS DEPARTMENT

. ¢. office Symbol: _ 7. Address: NAVAL WAR COLLEGE
: c 686 CUSHING ROAD
NEWPORT, RI 02841-1207

| 8.!it1¢(kduh&mﬁqcm&&nbﬂ= Thinking the Unthinkable--~Facing a Nuclear
S

Biological, Chemical and
the Means to D i
Integrated Planning Consideration—fer eliver (NBCSM) Adversary: An

AN
the—GpeTatiTNal Lommander(b)

9. Personal Authors:

!
)
l Lt Col Bruce S. Wong, USAF

ilo.Type of Report: FINAL 11. Date of Report: 503 May 1996

] 12.Page Count: Total--35

13.Supplementary Notation: A paper submitted to the Faculty of the NWC in parzizl
satisfaction of the requirements of the JMO Department. The contents of this szper
reflect my own personal views and are not necessarily endorsed by the NWC or tha

Department of the Navy.

14. Ten key words that relate to your paper:
Integrating.a n .
g g uclear response into conventional operations

] £ ' . .
;ivg??;xzntlgatzgizsi Zolatlle po%ltlcal, economic, religious and cultural
ST N rren . a i? aggressively pursue robust NBC&M capabilities as
cconomie and %Ter. qu izers for asymmetric warfare advantage. Two thoug
copanle and CO;fidenz z 1nd1cat? the United States will face a NBC&M
P oseh never pubii la versary %n.a future regional conflict. Second
2lthoush nev mag relc ydnoF explicitly stated, the United States has ’
Inddcated I Ty spgn with nuclear weapons when confronted with NBC&M i
question: are we p;epagzgviz’cigiggzgiiyt§ii g e esdoncias taske
av : : integrate such Presid i
coggigeizzzintlonal ?nv1ronm§nt? This paper seeks to provide 22;281 Fasks
ns to this question. It is not about telling the Operational

dlverse OPeIatlonal COnSlderatlt) 8 _.as a --a-5-6-11

+

nts

rEET Tespon - - aeble—foqmdation £0Lr integrati
16.Distribut£on el jnofasseRddntionglsaapera Rpbs. DTIC Users g 178
Availability of :

Abstract: : X

17 .Abstract Security clas:ification: UNCLASSIFIED

18 .Name of Responsible Individual: CHAIRMAN, JOINT MILITARY OPERATIONS DEPARTMENRT

19.Telephone: 841-4¥ syef 20.0ffice Symbol: c

Security classification of This Page Unclassified

53




o

AND THE MEANS TO DELIVER (NBC&M) APMED ADVERSARY: AN INTEGRATED

2

In today’s volatile political, economic, religious and
cultural environment Nation-States aggressively pursue robust
NBC&M capabilities as ecconcmic and force equalizers for
asymmetric warfare advantage. Two thouchts follow. First, the
cdds indicate the United States will face a NBC&M capable and
cenficent adversary in a future regional conflict. Secocond.

although never publiciy nor expiicitly stated, the United States
has indicated it may respond with nuclear weapons when confronted
with NBC&M in a conventional war. However accurate, this

lon: are we prepared to

lag

exchanoe Invites a compelling ques
confidently integrate such Presidential tasks into a conventicnal
envircnment? This paper seeks tc provice some considerations to
this guestion. It is not about telling the Operational Commander
(CINC> how to execute Presicdential tasks; it is about pulling
together diverse, unclassified, cperational considerations as a
reasonable foundation for integrating a nuclear response into

conventional operations.
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INTRODUCTION

"War petween China and Taiwan {s unthinkable today. { makes no
sense, it Is as. unthinkable as an Iragi invasion of Kuwait was in

uly 1990, as unthinkable as China entering the Xcrean War
aga‘v t the United States was in Hovember 1950, as unthinkable as
Britain having to expel the Argentines from the Falklands seemed
in t982."1
"I, William J. Clinton. Presicent of the United States of
American, find that the proliferaticn of nuclear, biological, and
chemical weapons and of the means ¢f delivering such weapons,
constitutes an unusual and extraordinary threat to the national
security, foreign pclicy, and economy of the United States, and
hereby declare a naticnal emergency to deal with that threat. "z
“Anyone who considers using a weapon of mass destruction against
the U.S. or its alllies must first consicer the consequences...our
response would be...poth overwhelming and cdevastating.”
SECDEF Perry“s April 1996 statement referring to N. Koresa

There were many "lessons learned" during the Gulf War and from
the perspective of a potential U.S. adversary, none was more
important than the utmost reguirement to avold a head-to-head,
force-on-force, Clauswitzian confrontation with the United
States. No nation today or in the future can successfully take
cn the U.S. air. sea and land forces in a conventional battle and
expect to survive. However, this doesn’t mean the U.S. is
invincible. Released from the Cold War“s checks and balances a
new threat and strategy is eveclving from the giobal spread of
NBC&M. Unlike the Cold War, combat morbidity and operational
disruption have replaced strategic targets as tactical ocutcomes
have pecome uncertain. For rogue nations the combination of
unfolding events and evolving strategy are tickets to power.
stature, and confidence in regionail war effectively making

operational levels of war all the mcre difficult.2 Two thoughts

fcllow, First, as approximately 100 nations have the




technological capapbility %o develop a NBC&EM program and mcore than

20 nations are actively pursuing offensive programs? the odds
inalicate the Unjted States will face a NBC&M capab!e and
confident adverséry in a future conflict. Second, alithough never
puplicly nor explicitly stated, the United States has indicated
it may respond with nuclear weapons when confronted with NBC&M In
a conventional war.S However accurate, this exchange invites a
compelling question: are we prepared to confidently integrate
such Presidential tasks into a conventional environment?
Although reascnabie doctrine and cperaticnal plans address this
critical planning issue experience during the Culf War and
Department cf Defense (DOD)Y studles sugeest that U.S. forceé—may
not be prepared to confidently address this operational
consideration.® Subsequently, we appear to dismiss this planning
consideratioh as én unhrealistic “non-piayerf relegated to
simulation during operational exercises (not thinking the
unthinkapble). How doces the CINC confidently address this aspect
cf operational planning? This paper seeks to provide some |
consicerations to this question. Itris not about telling the
CINC how to plah for or execute Presidential tasks or cperational
plans: it is about pulling together diverse, unclassified,
operational conéiderations as a reasonable foundation for
integrating a nuclear response into conventiocnal operations.

THE NEW ORDER OF CRISIS--IS THERE REALLY A THREAT TO PLAN TO?

"1t coesn’t make sense, it seems desperate. It doesn’t conform

. te any military doctrine.”

President George Bush on Sadcdam Hussein’s environmental
terrorism



The question is not simply an idle question. As the attack
on Matsumoto,., Japan and Irag’s use of NBC&M against Iran
gréphicai]y cdemgnstrated the NBC&M threat is omni-directional,
ca3n happen anywhéfe, at any time and will heppen again.” Two

consicderations seem appropriate and proadly summarize the

>

planning risks for the CINC: operaticnal utility and capability.

NBC&M dual-use utility compiicates the CINC’s planning
procesé as much of the technology, compocnents. or facilitates
needed for producticn may have peaceful purpocses.8 Biogenetic
engineering, micro-encapsulation and bicproduction alsc reduce
the NBCAM cost to the user. As suggested by Richard Danzig,
ex-Uncer Secretary of the Navy, the cost of producing mass

casualties per square kiliometer are as follows:

82000/km2—conVentionaI, $800/km2-nuclear. $600/km2-chemical. and

s1km2-bioiogical? (Attach 10).

Second, NBC&M is now a regional growth industry. North
Korea has significantly advanced its nuclear, chemical and
miséi]e procrams while simultanecusliy modernizing its missile
delivery systems!OcAttach 1 & 2). Iran, Iraqg and Libya continue
to threaten the stability of the Middie East, Southern Eurcpe,
North Africa and United States interests as these sfates
incorporate NBC&M into their militariesll (Attach 3,4,5,6)>.
Russia has inherited the largest stockpile of NBC&M weapons in
the world representing a very attractive ta;get for rogue states,
terrorists and criminals.!2 1India‘s and Pakistan’s NBC&M current
and future capabi}ity also threaten this region”s stability with

potentially grave consequences resulting from another
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ani war:

(

‘(Attach 7&88>. Transnational groups

ot

Ingo-Pzakis
(terrorists, insurgents, opposing factions in civil war and
organized crime? are attempting to acquire N3C&M capability in

Fl

order to ¢ain leverage for their cgemancs.!4 Finaily, the

W

numerous ongoing civil wars, insurgencies and separatist
movements dramatically raise the NBC&M risk to the heost country
and the United States shcocuid these weapons pe introduced into a
conflict (Attach 9.

Combined, the CINC will likely face a NBC&M opponenf whose
capability will be difficult to determine, is confident and wiil
use what is in his arsenal as a cost-effective means {o level the
pattlefield and neutralize Americas’ superior conventicnal
forces. Result: generalship at the operational level now
requires one to function in a far more abstract environment with
infinitely more variables.

BREAKING THE PARADIGM--THE FIRST STEP
"Any estimate on the current situaticn is opsolete in one year"35

TR®}

War is not a contesi of weapons, but also a contest of will
power." Generaloberst Lothar Rendulic

Based on the CGulf War and the Bottom-Up Review the
Department of Defense (DOD) has issued the Defense Counter
Prolifération Initiative (DCIY that directed the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS), CINCs, the military departments and the services to
give "greater emphasis to counter proliferation reguirements and
considerations."15 The objectives of the DCI are to prevent the
acquisition of NBC&M, roll back proliferaticn, deter the use of
NBC&M and "adapt U.S. military forces and planning to respond to

regional contingencies in which U.S., allled, and coalition



ferces face NBC threats."!® The crder of these objectives is

deliperate, in line with the national security strategy of
engagement and eniargement, btut relegates response planning to
Jast place.l7
If we accept the premise we will face an NBC&M confident and
capable adversary in a conventional conflict it may be useful tob
compare and contrast how these weapons are viewed by both sides.
In our viewpoint, NBC&M is a supsrpower term. As they see it,
it’s a part of war to teach. study, train to, is an integral part
cf their doctrine and may have no political meaning nor
coperational agenda. In our viewpoint, we cdefine the box and
tools for ccenventional warfare. As they see it, anything is
Justified. In our viewpoint, their use of NBC&M is not
acceptable to us nor the global community. .As they see it, NBC&M
is an equalizer and considered a conventional, tactical weapon.18
Although a simplistic versicn of a myriad of analysis these
considerations are instrumental in understanding that we see the
wor 1d alfferently; a key consideration for operational planning.
THE PRECURSOR--PLANNING
"The unresting progress of mankind causes continual change in the
weapons: and with that must come a continual change in the manner
of fighting" Mahan, 1890
“Joint Forces Cﬁhmanders (JFCs) must plan for the employment of
nuclear weapons by US forces...Nuclear operations planning should
be integrated into operational plans to maximize effects to
achieve the CINC’s desired objectives." Joint Pub 3-12.1
What Mahan so brilliantly understood in 1890 is still true
today as "CINCs prepare’for war by planning and organizing for

conflict during peacetime.“19 Unfortunately, we still assume a

Cold War planning approach to a omni-directional threat by
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polarizing nuciear and conventiconal plans and censiderations (not
thinking the unthinkable). Two reasons may acceount for this
segregated planning progress. First, not withstanding Jcint

Staff guidance tc CINCs on the need to pian and train for NBC&M

operations, the CINC' s generally consider NBC&M preparedness and

training the responsibility of the indivioua} military service.
Second, most of the CINCs assign a lower pricrity to NBC&M than
cther considerations that they feel more directly relate to their
mission.20 The result is self-fulfilling: the CINC’s operational
plan may not confidently address the evolving threat or response.

If the CINC considers his next adversary will be NBC&M
confident and capabie his overall operatiocnal art may need fb be
broadly reexamined. The principles of mass, maneuver and
concentration may have to be replaced by displacement and
dispersion of the pattlefield., Operational logistics plans may
have to be reconsidered as the CINC may now have to prepare fcr a
different avenue for éntering the conflict and sustaining ports,
airfields and cperaticns. Operational tempo and synchronization
may have to be reexamined as if is estimated a force could expect
to suffer a fifty percent military and civilian personnel loss
due to NBC&M fear and morbidity.2e!

The CINC most likely will face additiocnal complex campaign
planning issues regarding both regional and operating
environments. For example, political consider%tions will force
the decision to use nuclear weapons regardiess of the military

situation the CINC may face. The CINC must expect that

élvilian-military relations will be far different than he had




grown accustomed to with "outsiders" more directly invélved in
this specific planning process. 2s such, military assessments.
simuiations and.calculations will not solely determine campaign
decisions.22 Md%eover. the CINC must expect a torrential
downpour of political participation regarding operatiocnal
oblectives, constréints / réstraints, rules of engagement,
ccllateral damage, znd cother issues normally delegated solely to
the CINC. Something as simple as target nomination will now
involve a new planning process to include the NCA. Current
aircerew and naval nuclear weapon certifications may now find
itse]f at the front of the planning list instead of a last minute
add on. It may pbe likely that the CINC’s operational
considerations will not cominate the process. Finally, the CINC
must be prepared for a delay in the decision making process as
this process will ncow require NCA approval and release authority
and will be complicated by an tremendous increase in very high
level requests for continuous situation updates, progress reports
and associated infcrmation.

Coalition and ailiance cohesion should also be considered
when the CINC fuily integrates nuclear options into conyentiona]
operatiéns plans. As each operaticnal scenario will undoubtedly
impact a coalition member in a unique way, the CINC must be
prepared to construct campaign plans and execute tasks with less
overt and greater conditional alilance commitment. Further, the
CINC may now haye to consider fewer coalition basing rights, port
access, overflight authorizaticns, logistical and financial

support for campaign plans due to Alliance reaction and concerns




regarding nuclear weapons. Finally, the CINC should consider
that he may have to act unilaterally when coalition partners view
a United States. nuclear response as a greater danger than
surrendering to }he reglional aggressor.23

Public copinion and media reacticn will be overwheiming and
subject both the CINC and his forces to intense scrutiny. The
regiocnal aggresscr will mest likely attempt to use this forum to
pursue an informaticon warfare stratecy that creates the
impression that such options far exceed the rules of the game and
that the risks far outweigh any subsequent gains.24

2 greater amcunt of uncertainty as toc "what next and by
whom" arises as it is not clear how the declared and subseqﬁént
NBC&M states will react if nuclear weapons are employed within
their region. The CINC must now evalﬁate and incorporate greater
assumptions recarding inter-theater threat and response, weapcns
effects and alliance stability as states that have historical
religious cr ethnic ties may change partnerships and ally
themselives with the regional adversary.

Finally., terminaticn difficulties and mitigating nuclear
effects will complicate the CINC’s post-war strategy. Joint
doctrine broadly addresses this key terminaticn lssue anq states:
"Depending on the scope and intensity of a nuclear war, how and
undervwhat conditions it is brought to conclusion may be very
different from previous wars."22 With no historical precedent or
check lists to return the adversary to the.status guo ante the
CINC wili be explgring new ground in realistically planning

post-war strategy. Mitigating nuclear effects will be difficult




as evigenced py Russia’s effort in Chernobyl. Msss casuaities.
environmental and ecological destruction and evolving terminal
effects wili be:but a few of the cocncerns the CINC may have to
address in planning post-war strategy.<6

Bottom line, in corder to plan to succeed and not to fail the
CINC may have to consider not only what force we apply in the
future, put how we apply and sustain that force in a direct
departure from the traditional American way of war.

GUIDANCE AND JOINT DOCTRINE--THE ESSENTIALS

Given that doctrine defines how we fight, the DCD
Directives, Joint Pubs., Multi-Service and Service unique manuals
have buried the warrior., the staff and the CINC with a plethora
of information defining, examining, suggesting and directing |
operational planning considerations. By shear volume, weight and
multi-directional vector one might expect our doctrinal manuals
tc aide planners and operators in integrating "all" planning
considerations. Unfortunately, cne finds little mention of this
perspective. This is somewhat uncerstandable given the
complexity of the task, but poocrly serves the CINC.' As a
consideration, I believe the following fcur joint publications
and single supplement will provide the CINC the essential
foundation for nuclear response planning.

Joint Publication 3-11, int i ‘
Biological, and Chemical (NBC) Defense, summarizes both the
threat and the NBC&M Defense Policy. The publication describes
the fundamentals for NBC defense operations, suggests some

theater NBC&M defense considerations, covers logistic and medical




support operaticns and recommends various NBC training and

readiness policies. Combined, this publicaticn provides the CINC

essential creraticnal planning censiderations for frustrating the

enemy’ s NBCAM obljective-~-to delay and disrupt.

Joint Publicaticn 3-12, Doctrine for Jeoint Nuclear

-’
o]
D
a
.
e

ticns, suggests pread guidelines for the Jjoint employment of
forces in nuclear operaticns. As a primer for nuclear
cperations, it provigdges the CINC the fundamental considerations
for force planning, targeting and discusses operations in a NBC&M
environment; The publication further cefines strategic and
nonstrategic weapon categories and highlights treaty obligations.
It well serves the CINC as a cornerstone for building an
integrated foundation for operational planhing.

Joint Publication 3-12.1, Doctrine for Joint Theater Nuclear
Operations. suggests guidance for nonstrategic nuclear force
employment and considers the rcle of United States theater
nuclear operations. The publication discusses ccmmand and
control, targeting and nuclear weapon employment. It further
defines Command responsibilities and suggests several staff
pianning procedures. Finally, Joint Pub 3-12.1 outlines how
support ccordination is accompl ished. Combined, this pub
provides the CINC and his staff a sound framework for integrating
nuclear options into conventional coperational plans.

Joint Publication 3-12.2, ﬁgglgg;_ﬂgggggg_ﬁmglgzmggg‘Eiigg;g
Data, reviews nuclear weapons effects with CJCSI 3110.00 Cunder
development), "Nuélear Supplement to the Joint Strategic’

Capabilities Plan (JSCP FY 96)" complementing the JSCP.

10




In short, deoctfinal manuals and directives are numerous and
laud the notion of Jjoint force planning but provide few

suggestions on how to integrate nuclear and ccnventional

ty

cperations. These four Joint Publications and one supplement do
not replace the total information available but do form a solid
toundation for intecrating nuclear and conventional operational
planning.

TACTICAL TOOLS (THE MEANS> TO AN OPERATICNAL END

As doctrine expresses the concept, the CINC also enjovs a
myriad of weapons in the United States nuclear arsenal defined by
two pbroad categeries: nonstrategic and strategic forces. The
nonstrategic weapons include gravity bombs carried on )
duai-capable aircraft (DCA) and long—range.bombers, Tomahawk Land
Attack MissilesNuclear (TLAM/N> launched from submarines and
cruise missiies delivered by long-range bombers. Stratecgic
weapons include submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBM>; and
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM>.27 Used singularly or
in concert these systems, when authcrized throuch the Naticnal.
Command Authority (NCA), provide the CINC a wide range of
tactical considerations that can be talilored to support
Presidential diregtion and operational end-states. Each system
is unique and possesses distinct advantages and disadvantages for
the CINC.

Fer example,’gravity bombs delivered by DCA and long-range
bombérs give the FINC range, weapon flexibility and can be
recalled if required. The weapons can be employed against mobile

tarcets, vary in wezpcn yield and can pbe launched from the

11



continental United States. The launch platform is highly mobile,
survivable and difficult to target. The disadvantages are
underscored by aircrew risk, some lead time [f employed from the
continental Unitéd States and the possibility the weapon system
may have to pe released from other operational plan taskings.

The TLAM/N offers the CINC an cpportunity to accurately
strike at a heavily defended area with no risk to an on board
crew. The launch platform is mobile, presents minimal basing
issues, maximizes stealth and surprise and is recallable.
However, the weapon !s not recallable after launch, some lead
time is required to transit to the desired launch point and is
vulnerable to air defense systems. Additionally, terrain féétors
may limit launch fiexibility, updated mission data is required
prior to launch in order to update the mission profile and the
weapon yvield may exceed the CINC’s operational objective,

Cruise missiles launched from lohg—range bombers afford the
CINC a weapon that can successfully penetrate heavily defended
zreas with minimal risk to on-bbard crews. The launch piathrm
is mopile, gives the CINC significant range, is flexible and
survivable and can pe recalled. The weapon maximizes stealth and
surprise, has significant range and incorporafes terrain factors
that could limit other options. The weapon is not recallable In
flight, may be vulnerable to modern air defense systems and the
weapon vyield may exceed the CINC’s operational objective.
Further, the system may have to be released from the Single

Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) for employment.

12




SLBMs provice the CINC a weapon that can strike heavily
cdefended areas without risk to z2n on board crew. The launch
vlatform mgximizes stealth and surprise and is survivable. The
wezpon has multiéie warheads and can ke tarceted in minimal time,.
However, multiple warheads may frustrate planning considerations,
the weapon is not recallable aftef launch and the weapcen yLe]d |
may exceed the CINC’s operatioconal cbjective. Also, the svstem
must be released from the SICP and may demand international
considerations prior to launch.

ICBMs also offer the CINC a weapon that can strike heavily
defended areas without risk tc an on board crew. It can pe
planned and tafgeted quickly, is survivable, has multiple
warheads and enjoys the greatest amount of distance from the
battlefield. However, the system requires release from the SIOP,
is not recallable and its yield may exceed the CINC’s objective.
Additionally, multiple warheads may frustrate planning
considerations, boosters may fall on United States or cother
territory and its use may demand international consideratiocns
prior to launch.€8 Combined, these tools offer the CINC an
integrated array of operational considerations. Howéver, if they
stand "outside the box" they can not be confidently emplcyed in
combat. o

TRAIN THE WAY YOU FIGHT--FIGHT THE WAY YOU TRAIN
"Consistency pbuilds confidence" Gen Jack Chain, CINCSAC, 1988

A1though we are slowly moving toward integrated campaign

planning we stil].have not realistically broken the barrier

separating nuclear and conventional exercise considerations.

13



Instezd, we continue to think "inside the box" and exercise the
CINC’s cperational plans by pursuing three courses of action

(CCA>: we lignore the nucliear strike opticn, we igncre the NBCE&M
threat and reduce our NBC&M exercise environment to a cefined
time period or we divorce the nuclear strike option from the

exercise.2? The CJCS directed exercise numbers speak for

n 1995 and 1996 CENTCOM, EUCOM, PACOM and USACOM

-9

themselves.
carticipated in 324 Jjoint exercises. OQOut of these, only 41

included any type of NBC&M intecration or response.30

=

Additionally, cf the five major 1995 CENTCOM exercises (BRIGHT

[o}

+

TAR, UL

193}
3

IMATE RESOLVE, ROVING SANDS, BLUE FLAG and INTERNAL
LOCK> ncne realistically integrated nuc]ear and'conventionai
planning or operations.34 In war games ccnducted poth in
Washington D.C. and at the military war colleges it is not
uncommon for the "Red Force® (enemy) to attempt to disrupt the
strategic deployment of the "Blue Forces." However, this Iis
almost always disallowed so "that we can get forces in-theater
and begin the battle."32

Such Cold War rules should be reconsidered as these do not
build confidence, are not consistent with CJCS intentions nor
integrate training} Perhaps it now makes sense to fully
integrate theater and USSTRATCOM’s planning staffs and nuclear
and cecnventional delivery systems into all conventional
e%ercises. Perhaps It now makes sense to exercise a nuclear
response and not. §imu1ate the pre-~ and post- exercise
environment. Perhaps it now makes sense to fully integrate

nuclear and conventional assets and operationally direct the

14




exercise from the same sheet cf music. It is tough, expensive,
frustrating, but builds cecnfidence.
CONCLUSION
"President Saddam Husseln of Irzq gave us the earty glimmers of
the potential for special wezpons to alter the character of war,
said Ashton B. Cater, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International security policy. Therefore, we needed {o be
prepared to alter the character of our response."33

This paper becan by accepting the propeositicen that the U.S.

would face a NBC&M confident and capable adversary and may

respond to a NBC&M attack with nuciear weapons. It asked tyo
guestions: "Are we prepared to confidently integrate such
Presicential tasks into a conventioconal environment?" and "How
does the CINC confidently address this aspect of operationaf,
planning?" Doctrinal manuals, "stdvepipe" planning processes and
sterile exercises offer little help in answering these questions.
The operational implications of campaign planning are not
newvto our commancers. Nuclear campaign planning is also not new
to the United States military. We have successfully confronted
our Cold War adversary and appllied the operational planning
precepts that resulted in a victorious confrontation of wills,
not arms. Combined, the process, concepts, tools and
opportunities are available to integrate nuclear and conventicnal
plans. However,-és a senior Pentagon official indicated on
condition of anonymity, the military is not doing nearly enough
to deal with the potential threat of NBC&M weapons. ‘“People
inside and outside the Pentagon look away and say it“s too hard,
too horrible to deal with. We are not doing enough."34 We can’t

stand that answer.

15




End Notes

{. Jim Hoagland, 11 Fep 1996 Washington Post article criticizing U.S. actions
recgarding China and,Taiwan. The author maintains that the U.S. continues to
iook the other way on issues that are “outside the box" and fails to plan or
integrate the zppropriate response tc such unthinkable actions.

2. November 14, 1994 Executive Order on Mass Destructicn Weapens
croliferation. This was a Presidential response to Irag’s and North Korea’'s
continued guest and proliferation of N3C&M. It appears to also be directed at
China as the text did include references to that region. At no time did this
include any reference to any U.S. military response to such actions.

3. Office of the Secretary of Defense on "Proliferation: Threat and Response,’
April 1996, pg III. SECDEF Perry seems to be setting the stage for a
realistic review and looks at both the two MRC strategy and military response
to NBC&M, overail. Although the broad response items include denial,
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reports of President Bush’s letter to Hussein, Secretary of Defense Perry’s
comments within the April 1996 Proliferation: Threat and Response report and
comments directed toward Korea, the Matthew B. Ridgway Center for
International Security Studies discussion of biological warfare, the GAQ’s
draft report on Chemical and Biological Defense, General Friel’s comments
during an April 1996 lecture at the Naval War College and personal knowledge.
This in no way assumes U.S. response with nuclear weapons in any given
scenario. '

6. Ridgway Viewpoints report, "Biological Warfare: A Post Cold War Threat to
Emerica’s Strategic Mobility Forces," pg 5. The report indicates the U.S.

continues to ignore this issue as all exercises seem to not realistically
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address this issue. Further, the report consicers defensive and protective
equipment issues facing the‘military.

7. John Ricca, Senior Scientist Supporting the Nuclear Weapons Counsel during
a 9 May 1996 lecture at the Naval War College. Lectured on terrorism and
NBCEM. The }ectureé indicated that terrcrist sttacks using NBC&M are on the
rise, that the information and capability is readily available and that the
U.S. is not as proactive on dealing with this issue as he believes we should
te. Mr. Ricca also indicates that the real disruptive threat is chemical and
biological as a nuclear weapon that is applied in conditlons that will not
result in a lot of "stuff" being thrown into the air will not produce the
centinued morbidity or casualty effects as the former.

8. Col David Franz, Commander, U.S. Army Medical Research Institute of
Infectious Diseases April 1996 lecture on NBC&M at the Naval War College. The
lecturer strongly indicated that dual-use NBC&M utility severely complicates
any response for planning purposes and a majority of components can have a
peaceful purpose that disguises military intent. Further, it Is not illegal
to possess nuclear weapons. Firmiy stresses NBC&M will be faced in the next
conflict.

9. The Honorable Richard Danzig, Under Secretary of the Navy, "Biological
Warfare: A Nation at Risk-A Time to Act," Strategic Forum, pg 1.

+10. Office of the Secretary of Defense report "Proliferation: Threat and
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17. U.S. President, National curity Strateay of Encagemen

Enig:cemgnt, February 1995, pg 7.

18. Major General George Friel, USA, Lecture on Unconventional Warfare at the
Naval War College, 28 March 1996. The lecturer is convinced that we are not
facing the threat, have not integrated actions nor response planning and
continue to look "in the box" in order to find the solution. He is convinced
the U. S. will fight in a NBC&M environment in the near future. The General
is promoting a type of linked sensor indicator that will give U.S. forces an
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early warning for chemical and biological attack. Indicates that strategic
and operational mobility and logistics will be paralyzed by an NBC&M attack
with the CINC suffering up to a 50 percent force reduction due to fear and
morbidity. Furthef: it is interesting to note that we appear not to include
the c¢ivilian work force into our warfighting equation (ports, airfields, rail
heags) in developing scenarics dealing with NBC&M calculations. A critical
mistake?

19, Joint Pub 3-12.1, pg III-1.

20. GAO draft Report, “Chemical and Biclogical Defense," pg 10.

21. Major General George Friel, USA, Lecture on Unconventional Warfare at the
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29. These opinions were defined by discussions with USSTRATCOM and USACOM J-3
/ J-5 personnel, Minot and Barksdale AFB personnel and personal knowledge.
They do not represent the views of the CINCs nor official positions of the
commands. Exercise and planning integration is being accomplished as these
commands examine theater options regarding nuclear weapons. However, other
than very few Command Post and Battle Staff exercises, it appears we continue
to divorce nuclear response and planning from the conventional war game or
exercise. &s briefed by aircrews from both Minot and Barksdale, their roles
in conventional exercises supporting a nuclear option are not integrated into
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exercises. Combined, the prevailing opinion within this group is that we
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North Korea's current inventory of ballistic missiles allows it to strike targets throughout the peninsula. When the longer
range missile — the NODONG — becomes operational, nearly all of Japan will be in range.
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NORTHEAST ASIA

ATTACH 2

RANGES OF CURRENT AND FUTURE
BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS

]
\
1
1
|
]
NORTH KOREA
Current Missile
Delivery Systems Range (km)
e SCUD B 300
sCudC 500
Future Missile
Delivery Systems AUSTRALIA
.- .- NODONG Approx. 1.000

TAEPO DONG 1 More than 1.500
TAEPO DONG 2 More than 4.000 N
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{ ATTACH 3

Section 1
THE MIDDLE EAST AND NORTH AFRICA

RANGES OF CURRENT AND FUTURE

BALLISTIC MISSILES SYSTEMS

Current Missile

Delivery Systems Range (Km) - e

— SCUDB 300 e enen=""
SCubC 500

Future Missiie Delivery Systems Arabian Sea

= « Long Range Missile 1.000

North Korea is key to Iran's future missile program. Should Iran receive a longer range missile, such as the NODONG, it
will be able to threaten a much wider area.
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- ’ ATTACH 4

THE MIDDLE EAST AND NORTH AFRICA

MISSILES IN DESIGN OR RESEARCH AND

DEVELOPMENT BEFORE OPERATION DESERT STORM

K|

\{ /\\UZBEKISTAN | -

NGer . [ :. o N
: -/ " CHAD. \C
2 IRAQ N
Missile System Range (Km) |- ¢
eonsessran . Al Fahd 300 300 '
— = AiFaho 300 500 Indian Ocean {>
|| = = = AlAbbas 250
—— Badr 2000 1.000
- mm Jammouz | 2.000
Boundary rep ions are not ity autt
3 L
Missile Iraqi Declarations to the UN
Al Fahd 300 Intended range of 300 km. Based on converting the Russian SA-2 surface-to-air missile (SAM)
into a ballistic missile. Abandoned in research and development.
Al Fahd 500 Intended range of 500 km. Displayed at 1989 Baghdad Arms Exposition. A mock-up for a
disinformation campaign that never reached the design phase.
Al Abbas Claimed range of 950 km. Longer in length and carried a lighter payload than the Al Husayn.
Abandoned during research and development.
Badr 2000 Intended range 750-1,000 km. Solid-propellant, 2-stage. Based on Argentine Condor missile.
Facilities constructed to support missile production. Under research and development.
Tammouz ] Claimed range 2,000 km. Based on SCUD technology with SA-2 SAM sustainer for second
stage. In design stage, but not developed further for research and development.
Al Abid A 3-stage space launch vehicle. First stage consisted of S Al Abbas airframes. Test launch of

first stage in December 1989.
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Section |
THE MIDDLE EAST AND NORTH AFRICA

OPERATIONAL IRAQI MISSILE FORCE

DURING OPERATION DESERT STORM

Lo

. - UZBEKI

- RUSSIA

Black Sea T

. GEORGIA

Caspian
Sea

. TURKMENISTAN

Mediterranean
Sea

EGYPT . = -

IRAQ
Operational Missile
Delivery System During
DESERT STORM Range (Km)

e SCUD E Missiie 300 Red

STAN . .

o Sea o
—a Al Husayn/Al Hijarah €50 e
Range
* (kilometers) Number Launched
SCUD-B 300 km 0
Al Husayn 600-650 km 84
Al Husayn-Short 600-650 km 3
Al Hijarah 600-650 km
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‘ . : ATTACH 6

CURRENT AND FUTURE BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS

Atiantic

Curreni Missile Delivery Systems
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Should Libya acquire a longer range missile, such as the North Korean NODONG, it would have the capability to strike southern
Europe and Israel.
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Section ]
SOUTH ASIA
RANGES OF CURRENT AND FUTURE BALLISTIC MISSILES
<) .\ TURKEY GEORG : ) e o 77y Boundany representations fe ol necessadQuthorative.

- - -

- s

~

- RUSSIA - .
{ZERBAIJAN e

Arabian
\ Sea
\
\
\

A

!

\

\

\
\
\
\
\ BRUNE!
\ INDONESIA
. ALAYSIA MALAY!
\ INDIA
\ Current Missile
\ . Delivery Systems Range (Km)
N Indian Ocean [ 150
* AN Future Missile
o N Delivery Systems
A P = w = Prithvi (Air Force) 250
N e - = = Agni 2.000
-~ P4 {imenged)
S. o _-" *Possibly available.

India's ballistic missile program grew out of its space launch program of the 1960s. Today, india has one of the more self-sufficient
domestic missile production programs in the developing world. New Dethi will continue to be largely unatiected by multilateral
control regimes, and denying access 10 relzted technology will delay, but not stop, efforts to improve missiles now in development.
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Current Missile Range (Km)
Delivery System
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Concerned over its ability 1o deliver weapons using aircratt, Pakistan is establishing a ballistic missile delivery option.
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Pacific Ocean

50

. ¢

2

j Z? Indian Ocean

There are numerous ongoing insurgencies, separatist movements, and civil wars worldwide as shown in the shaded areas. The
greatest danger would be from the split up of government forces where an opposing group might gain access to NBC weapons
or missiles.
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Technical Annex

ACCESSIBLE TECHNOLOGIES

ATTACH 10/

COMPARISON OF NUCLEAR, BIOLOGICAL,

AND CHEMICAL DAMAGE CONTOURS

Cross Range (km)
o

-10
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{

Cross Range (km)
o

Cross Range (km)
o

-10

0 5 10 15
Down Range (km)
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@ Nuclear

The damage contours shown indicate
the 450 Rad dose region for the
prompt radiation effects and the
distribution of fallout from the surface
burst of a 20kt nuclear device.

@ Chemical

The damage contours shown indicate
the chemical dosage effects (ranging
from 0.1 mg-min/m? to 100 mg-min/m)
for a large missile filled with large
sub-munitions containing GB (Sarin).

@ Biological

The damage contours shown indicate
the areas of biological contamination
for a missile filled with multiple
bomblets containing anthrax agent.
The areas correspond to 80, 50, and
35 percent casualties.
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