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Item 19 continued.

the credibility of the deterrence value of our chemical weapons policy.

This paper concludes that the lack of training prevents the US Army from realizing
that it is prepared to fight with an obsolete chemical doctrine, and recommends actions
that will update its chemical warfighting capability and thereby enhance the deterrence
effect of our chemical weapons policy‘ Lo o e ' §




w“

us Army Training In The Tactlical -mp’ojnenu Of Chemical weapon
A Flav In Our Chemical Doterxence’

8y

Major Charles A. Peildy
Infantry

3chool of Advanced Milit ax/ Studies

y.S. Army Command and Gere:d afs ”o,..,ucr»\o For -  ijf‘_—*
Fort Leavenverth, Kanaas --
NTIS  CHAZI N .
OfIC  1aB O
U annoaced J
J e aon i e
By ]
Ot b !
9 December 1223 e
A, nl bty Cooes
U I A
l Dt \ RISEN

Approved for public release; distributicn iz unlimisd




School of Advanced Milita}y Studies
¢ Monograph Approval

Name of Student: Major Charles A. Peddy
Title of Monograph US Army Training in the Use of Chemical Weapons
- A Flaw in US Chemical Retaliatory Policy?

\

Approv?d

vy | | ,
1%é22;74%7<é§k4%429//7 l ~ Monograph Director

Colgnel Juliah M _qﬁmpbell, M.S.

/ |
/7/»6/@4&‘ Director, School of

Colomel L. D. Holder, MA Advanced Military
Studies
6 ébuhfo V/' ' Director, Graduate

Philip J. Brookes, Ph.D. ' Degree Programs

Accepted this /Zf%, day of éi‘ce4n4kﬂf 19821




~ARSTRACT

US Army Training In The Tactical Employment 0f Chemical Weapons: A Flaw
In Our Chemical Deterrence? ’

By Major Charles A Peddy, USA, 51 pages.

Chemical weapons were introduced in world War I by the Germans in
1916, during the battle of Ypres. The military's appreclation for the
effectiveness of this wveapon of  mass. destruction has .contlnually
conflicted vith soclety's horror of its cruel effects. As a compromise,
many nations agreed not to employ them in future wvars, with the
reservation that they would retaln a retaliatory capability. that would
deter ar adversary's lmpulse to introduce chemicals into the battle.

While those measures served to prevent chemical use in World War II,
events since then force us to reevaluate our retaliatory capability and
its deterrence value. 1Increased use of chemical agents by the Soviet
Union and Its client states, and the development of chemical weapon
programs in other third world nations, points to an ever increasing Euture
risk that the uS's "retaliation in kind" policy will be challenged.

Meanwhile the US Army has neglected the training of its officers and
units in the tactical employment of chemical weapons to the point that it
seriously undermines the credibility of the deterrence’ value of ouc
chemical veapons policy.

This paper concludes that the lack of training prevents the US Army

from realizing that it Is prepared to fight with an obsolete chenmical.

doctrine, and recommends actions that will update its chemical
varfighting capability and thereby enhance the deterrence effect of our
chemical veapons policy.
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. allies. The allles acknowledged its eff ectivenes, 51 retaliatirg

- offensive use of chemical weapons.

I- INTRODUCTION

*Why have the Cerman's not u=ed [gasl]? They have aot
used it because {t does not pay them., The greates.
temptation ever offered to them vas the beaches of
Normandy. This they could have drenched with gas greatly to
the hindrance of our troops. That they thought about It i3
certain and that they prepared against our use ls also
certaln. But the only reason they have not used it agalnst
us [s that they fear the retaliation” 1

Winston Churchill

History has shown that when a‘nev veapon is introduced to the
battlefiel., it remains unt!l it Is no longer effective. Natlons have
never been successful In removing eff ective weapons E:om the
battlefield as 1ong as one sti’l sees an auvan*aqe to thelzr use.

Modern chemical varfare vas Introduced to the 20th century by the

“or
T
-

Germans in 1916 as they attempted to break thé_statlc defensns of

o3

kind. By var's end, all sides vere pushinq the b4 c“em‘ca‘ industrise
to develop more lethal chemical agents that could be used before being
countered by the the other side.

. The horrible impact that gas va?fa:e'h;d made on the soldiers and
populace led to international effurts to ban toxic cﬁemical veapons.

Most notable vas the 1325 Geneva Convéntion . Its effectiveness v

limited because many nations, including the United States and the

Soviet Unlon, reserved the right to maintain stocipiles as a
deterrence against first use by other parties. Since the converticn

vas signed, almost every decade In the 20th century has zecn the




In ¥orld War II all sides admltﬁed to having prepared to employ
chenical veapons but claimed thelr stockpliles were for retallatory
purposes only. After WW II, the US malntained a large chemical
stockpile but de-emphasized the use of chemicals asvlt shifted {t:
focus to the nuclear operations In future wvar.

During the Vietnam Eonflict the US d1d not use toxlc chemical
veapons put did contlnue research and development [ntc both chemlcal
and blological agents.' It did use vhat {t considered two forms of non-
toxic chemicals, rlot control agents to force guerillas out of bunhe:
compiaxes and herbicide to defcllate thé :dngle to zemeve guerills
sanctuarles. With antl-mlilltary sentiment at its vedak, and a tacklagl
groving against US use of chemical defsllant and riot contzol gz: I
Vietnam, an incidept prompted Président Nixon to shut dowr all Eurther
chenical and blological testing, effectively crippling the United
State's'chemlcal varfare program. His action vas trlggered Ly the

public outcry to a chemical accldent in 1963 at the Ogden Proving

Grounds in Utah, vhen an F-4 atrcraft carrylng V¥ agen% acoldently

released part of fts load ontazlde the test area, Rilllng over €,707
2

sheep.

Thls retrenchment ended after the 1973 Yom Xippur ez ohen an

analysis of captured Soviet-made Egyptlan and Syrlan equipment shoved

. that the Soviets had vigorously improved their chemical program

instead of following the unilateral effort by the United Ztates to
decrease the employmen; of chemicals in var. This promgted. the U3 4:
reevaluate its policy, with the result that it :eenergized its
chemical program. The new chemical policy was stated in terms dealiry

vith arms control. The primary oblectlve vaz to elimlnate the'th:eaf

2




of chemical wveapons, but to
US to have an effectlive che
retaliatory capability. By
reopened at Ft., McClellan a

branch's size had doubled f

achieve that goal It vas essential for the
fcal defensive posture and a credible
1920 the Army Chemicai branch school was
fter being closed in 1972. Mcreover, the

rom its 1975 strength to 4,000. By 1335,

the chemical branch had an Lctlve,duty strength of 9,000. Even today,

the aging chemical stockp!il
inary manitlons replacing
Our current national ¢
stresses that the offenszive

deterzence value only:

i) First and ford
and chealcal 4
2) 1f this fails,
lovest level d
acceptable to
3) The Nacional Q

of chemical an
using chemical
the enemy that
vithout unaccse
chemical use
policy of no ¢

our &urrent keystone
that policy. Several times
involve the use of chemlcal
do more than simply defend
"...because the United Stat
enemies use chemical veapo

1

offensive chemical operatiop

e {s slovly being modernized with szafe:
0ld shells on a one for one basls.
hemical pollcy emphasizes retaliation aud

capabllity should be consldersd for its

host, deter the use of nuclear Qeapons
gents.,

to terminate the conflict at the
f intensity possible, and on terns
the United States and its allles.

ommand Authority must authorize is»

d nuclear wveapons. The abjective i
and nuclear wveapons ig to convince
its objectives cannct be achlievad

ptable losses (3Jeterzencel.
ill be retaliatory only, based on a
irst use. ‘

manudl, FM 100-S5 Qperativny, Sully suppostic
it mentions that the battlefield may
veapons, and U3 unlts muzt he prepared ho
themselves in’a "dizty" envircament,

€

.

es reserves the right to retaliate !

s any unit must be prepared to canluct

I'dd

ne.

Juch preparations act as 3 deterrun

4
to enemy use of chemicals”"|~

The consensus appears tou be that a gool




defensive postuze'ls not deterrent enough; that {f there Is no risk to
using chealcal varfare the Soviets vill consider 1t. If there {s a
perceived risk because of our retallatory potential, the Zuviets might
not consider flrst use.

For our chemical offenslve capability to have a cvadible
deterrent value, ve must convince our advezsazies»that.ve hava the
leanﬁ, the training, and the villingness to use oui chemizal weapons,
The capablility in the form of sur chemical stockpile is admitzdly
veak. The stockpile is £illed vith aged, leaking nunitidns; many &
0ld that thelr dellvery systems nc linger edlet. There aze 14'l0
several thousand aztllle:y‘shells avallable, however, and te the
pessimistic Soviets the large chemical industrial baze In the U5 l.:n:
as a potentlal source of chemical munitions.

The US deronstrated its villinqness,to enploy}chem!:a!lveapons in
World War T and Qe vere openly prepared to employ them in World War
II. Our current manuals discuss the possibility of employing chemical
veapons so that our enemies can corcelve of us using cheafcal veapins
L€ we felt It necessary.

The only factor that Jdegrades the credliblillity of our offenzi-e
abilltyﬂis‘our training in the employment of chemlc$1 éeipons.  Tul
corps are responsible for plannlng; contzollling and coo:di;atin;
cheaical weaponz untlil allocatlion release has beepn acthorize?, b
detailed planning and coordination is done at division Zeveis.

Brigade and battallion Cummanders, 3-33, and fize Cuppoct Cowtdinabozs
(FSCOORD), must be sufficiently knuvledgeable of chemical fires t.

plan for thelr use and intagrate them into thelr scﬁeme of naneuver7

The declzlon to uze chemlical veapons has obvions polltlcal

‘ .




ramifications. Hovever, the employment of chemical veapons isx a
tactical matter. oOur tactical commanders are expected to fntegra‘e

£lre and maneuver vwith concurrent chemical stzlkes.q' Additionally,

yor

. the only delivery systems ve nov have are the 155mm and 8* artiller
systems so ve are concerned with our tactical ekpertlse in the
employment of these weapons. 1If our enemles do not delizve that e
knov hov to use our chemical wveapons eféectlvely our deterrent value
vill suffer. | |

The following sections will show historically how a creditie

'xetal!ation only" policy deterzed the use of chemical veaponé in
battle, and that commanders and staffs, trained and famillaz Wlth the
use of chemlcal veapons enhanced that credidility. Zxaaples will clte
how the lack of credible chemical deterrence has led the Soviets oz
tﬁgiz cllent states to use chemical weapons. A Europs2an scenarls will
show why there is a real need for the US to have a credible
retaliatory capatility. Firally, an examination of curzrent manuals,
school curriculums and experiences at the Natiocnal Training Tenter

2l M

(NTC} vill determine if our officers are being adequately traine

employ chemical weapons.




11~ AN HISTORICAL CAgE FOR A RETALIATORY POLICY

"...it may be several weeks or even months before I shall
ask you to . rench Germany with polson gas, and if ve do it,
let us do 1t one hundred per cent. 1In the meanvhile, ! wvant
the matter studied in cold blood by sensible people and ot
by that particular set of psala singing unlformed deEeat sts
vhich one runs across now he:e nov there," 1

Winston Churchill to his Chiefs of staff, 1944

World war II is significaqt'because it éerves as an examble uf a
conflict that had the belligerents preparing and planning tc.use an
effective veapon, yet refralning from émploylng lt. Both sides cunsider=d
the concept of employing chemical veapons impoitant enough to divert |

reclous clvillan labor and qﬁhez war resoucces to lts research,
developament, manufacture and séoraqe. This chapter will shov that all
sides vere prepared to employ chemicals vhen they considered it
advantageous but held béck, aot for moral reasons, but out of fear of

retaliation.

Wwhile most natlions had chemical stockpiles on the eve of World Waz II,

agent. Accldently dlscoversd by Dr. Gezhard Schradsr In 1020, Sho er.:
agent 3arin led to the later discovery of an even more lethal azent, ool:

.named Tabunz. The German milltary clearly understood the valee 56 shis
potent poison and two years later, {n 1340, they built a pllot plant that
vas'pzpducing 3,000 tons of nerve agent a year by_1943. 3y 2244 Gernarny
‘had stockpiled 2,000 tons of ne;ve.aqent in artillery shells and ancthe:
10,000 tons stored in bombs.‘3

' Japan is unique uf all the World Waz IT belligerenls 1o that there s
documeﬁted evidence that she actually employed chemical weapons [n combat

against an enemy force. Beginning in 1939, the Chinese dovumented ovar
g ,

1,000 zeparate Japaness chemical attacks against hoth Chineze wilitacy




forces and civillan population centets‘. The nationallst qovernment of
China contlnually charged the Japanese invaders vith bombing cltiez and
spraying Chinese troop formations vith mustard and phosgene. Against the
unprotected Chinese the chemical agents became veapons of mass destructien,
‘instllllng terzor in the clvillan populace and greatly reduclng fhe
military effectiveness of those targeted military units,

| When the Allimd military Ieédefs.contemplated potential chenical use
by the Axls povers they had to consider that Italy had been the last

v
H

Western natlon to employ chemicals in combat when it invaded Ethingia.
1935 and "936 Italy had shipped 700 tons of mustard agent ¢ be empluye’ Ly
It Alr Force agalnst the Ethioplans. Flrst using the agest in ‘ombs, St
Itallans In 1936, svitched to the more effective method of spraying the
unprotected natives fzdh multiple alrcraft so as to envelop a column of
natives in a foqg of mustard mist. The unprotecﬁed and Iightlyiclothed
natives suffered tremendous casualtles to include large numbers of vomen
and childzen vho had tzavelled through prevlously contaminated areas.
Almost 1/3 of the total Ethxopxan casualties wvere a* r‘bu.ed Lo :t::iaﬁ

cheaical veaponss.

On the eve of World dar 11 Britizh In%elligenc
believed that the Italians had the capability to produce up tu 2% ton: of
mustard agent a da}s. I8 nothing else, It indirated Italy ha 3t lezzt &
potent capabflity §0'produce chemirals and 2 demenstrated willingnass to
use them, if only agalnst a primitive enemy vho had no Moge of retaliation
or protecticn.

The Allte~ themselves may have had less advanced toxic rhémicalz that
- Germany, but their combined industrial might allowed them to make up for

quality with a greater quantity of agents and a superior délivery means in

the form of the strateqic bomber.




England began'the var vith almost no chemical stockpile. Under Prime
Minister Churchill's insistent prodding, England's stockpile had ‘increased
from one day's supply %o over 20,000 tons'by 1942 7. By the second week cf
June 1940, England's forces had managed to scrape together enough of i
ghenical stockplle to glan for the 12th Royal Aii Force to use gas boeubs
' and spray against the feared German amphibious assauit force on the Britizh
beaches®. '

The United States placed an effort In 1ts chemical production
comparable to lts overall industziai var effort. By 1943 the USrhAd én ¢
month supply of alr dellveraﬁle‘cheﬁlcal veapons In the form ¢f Sorb: Lol

. a
3

’ -

v - .
- et

L

spray units, and had a 4 month supply uf ground empluyed cheam!
folloying yeai as part of its Ovetlord preparat;on,'the Eurcpean Theater of
Opetatibns had stockprled'enough chezical munitions to léstlfcr over 4%

- days of full scale use. Those stockpiles £o1loved the advanclag armies in

every theater of the var in Europe. One example {s the sad case of the UZT

.

John Harvey, docked at port in Barl, Italy. Sunk during a GCerzman aiz call

’
it spilled its secret cargo of mustard agent Into the vaters of the Liy,
The ;xploslons uf the buening shlp sent mustard agent in a vépnr o
throughout the tovn canaing hundreds of c¢lvillan ca;ﬁa!t!eﬁ. The 5$1lo:a

“wno escaped the ship b& swimmling through *he cortaminated vatwzr: suffepe!
burns from the blister agent aud had to be treated by inexperienced ldocter:
wvho vere intentionally lef: in fhe dark xega;ding.:he gauge of Lhelz
victime' suffezinglo.

By 1945, the Unlted States had bullt 13 chemical manufactizing plants
enploying thousands of scarce clivilian vorkers. The plant at 2ine 2lufl,

Arkansas, alone requiréd 10,000 workers. The Chemlical Wazfare Service

nuabered over 20,000 zoldlers serving in both the Army and Ai: 7orpe, and

‘8




had over 1,000 vorking in its research and development department. By the

end of the var the uUnjited states had amazeed 3 atockplle of over 135,000
tonsll.

Between WW I and WW II the US Army's chemical doctrine and unit
structure continued t§ evoive. By the late 1930s the Chemical Warfare
Service vas fully 'Integrated at every command level, providing both the
expertise and the means to transport, stock and employ'chemical agents. At
the heart of the service was the chemical battalion with itc 9€ srganie
4.2" mortars. A theater of operations asset, it was normally attachzd i3 =

12

b
+

division™®, The battallon proviled otk gas, smoke, ircerdiariez am

L

explosive (HE) fires depending on the situation. The 1938 Joctrine calls
' for one of the four mortar platoons to be dedicated to chemical fizes conly,
but by the beginning of the var the basic loads of all platoons were £illed

vith smoke and HE13

. The bdattalion commander vas the éxpe:L vn the
employment of his mortars. He worked with the divislion chemlcal 2fflcz: b.
irntegrate chemical fires with the general scheme of maneuver. He was als:
responsible for draving the chemical rounds wvhen needed. 7. help him ths
Chemical ¥arfare Service had a complete supply infrastructure whou: 220
function vas the transporting, warehousing, and disbursing of chemicsl
munitlons and protective gear. The chemical munitions were Jelivered to

. chemical units at the ports and vere then stored in special chemical

ammunition supply points. The chemlcal battalion had itz own

transportation assets dedicated to plicking up the chemical zorundz and

delivering them to the mdrtar companlesM




The Air Corps had Its complement of chemical units as well., Thelx

organization called for two specialized units, one that handled the

_chemical boabs and spray unlts and the other dedicated to the defensive

decontamination missionls.

_Along vith the chemical battallon comm&nder, the divislon commande:

re

could also rely'on recené Command and General Staff School graduates f2r
advice on the employment of chemical weapons. Chemicals wvere nct a popular
veapon but their employment vas routinely considered In planning. ft vaé,
after éll, another’tool in the military tool box and staff officer: wers

expected to be famlllar vith the characterlistice of the vartoas chepleal

published tvo different reference manuals, Chemical Warfage 2efc-:nce Tt :,
and the Tactical Employment of Chemical Agents (tentativel. Thése
textbooks helped the student plan his chemical fires based cn the -

" situation, provided the tables that determined the number of :ounds nesded
based on veapons system selected, and suqqesfed the types of ageats tu
employ for maximum effects. It provided an example of th.;uemlcal annex

which alloved the student to {ncorporate all forms of chemical fizes into
the £leld order as operations orders vere called thenxs.

| Tﬁe a:ﬁy tock advantage of the. larye Séaie maneuvers waldl in severs?
southern states In 1941 to tést Its chemlcal doctzine. The 2nd A:ﬁy in
Afkansas, fur example, encourayed the offensive use of simulated shonizal
agents against opposing'unit command posts. Baced on thei: ex;e:iénca
operating in the swampy terzaln,’an‘Army developed airqza‘t spraying
technigues that vefe effective against road bobné unitsl7. By thc.time the

United States went to var, lts staffs and chemlical unlts vere conflldent

10




that should they encounter gas on the battlefleld, they were ready to

respond In kind.
That gas would be encountered on the World War 1I battlefield was a

foregone conclusion. After all, both Japan and Italy had empioyed it
recently, and everyone had uscd chemicals in the previous vax. The
dlfference nov vas that the Allie: and Germany both pudblicly stated that
they would not employ‘chemiéals first; that they would respond iu
retaliation ohly. Although cloaked in the trappings of moraf sanctity, éil

nations rattled their chemical sabers at each other, and, as Winstuon

LS N
¢ W

Churchill's remarks show, the morality cof chemical use book a3 back z=3
military bragmatism and fear c¢f retallation:

"It is absurd to consider morality on this teplc [polson
gas] vhen everybody used it in the last war vithout a word
of complaint from the moralists or the Church. On the other
hand, in the last wvar the bombing of open cities vas
regarded as forbidden. Now everybody does 1t as 3 matter of
course. It is simply a question of fashion chigglng as cshe
does Between long and short sklrts for wvomen.®

The Alllez several times showed the w!llingneus t¢ zze theainsl

veapons 1f sufficiently provoked. On' 19 HSy 1941, Churehill put

‘e

lely
varned Geraany that he vould use bomberc to drop chemlizal toembs aboul?
Ge:mSny begln using chemlicals on the eastern tront, Bvep Pre:zilent
Roosevelt, who personally abhorred using chemicals, felt CUm;elied Lo
threaten Japan on 6 June 1943 with "retallation in kind"™ If the chemical

19. When the Germans began laun:hing

attacks agalinst the Chinese contlinued
~the V-1 bumbs agalnst England, Churchill Qanted to respond by uslng hic
large English bombe: fleet to "drench the cltles of the Ruhr ind many sther
cities in Cermany In such a wvay that most of the’population vould te

‘ ' 29
requiring constant medical attention."®”. His milltary staff 2izuade? hin

11




by explaining that It would be Impractical to

aintain the necded lethal

dose for all the targets he wvanted hit, that the Germans had a sizable

chemical stockpile of thelr own, and that the

would probably retaliate by

replacing the V-1 varheads vith chemical varheads and cause even greater

probleas for English citiesZI.

The U5 military made It clear that they ¥

ere legally .correct in

employing aqénts vhen required. As their.&ulgg_gj_Lgng_!g;jgzg, Field

Manual FM 27-10, spelled out, the US was not 1
of the Geneva Convention prohibiting fixst use
vas ‘a signatory to lt, because .Congress had as

Conventionzz.

General Eisenhower sent a veile
he used the unfortunate episode of the US3S JoH
until then had been kept secret: that.fhe all

of chenicals In all theaters of the var and ve

I

trials held at the end of the wvar, Soering 3t3

vith them should the Germans use them flrst
greatest fear the alllies had vas that the Ger
against the landing forces on the beaches of

b

employ gas on the Normandy beaches because th

chemical retaliation would have on their mostl]

2
transportation system".

-

A3 Germany began to suffer reverses in F
front, Hitlef, who initially had been against
experience In World War I, began to discuss it

too late. Most of Germany's chemlcal arsenal

she no longer had the bombers to dellver the bombs.
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vere also concerned by the Allles' Incredible abllity to retallate. As
Albert Speer, one of Hitler's closest advisors, recalled:

""All sensible Army people turned gas warfare down as
being uttezly insane, since, In view of America's
superiority in the alr, it would not be long before it would
bring d°}§ the most terrible catastrophe upon German
cities.”

Other Indlcators, whlle accldental, prompted the Germans to bel ieve the US
vas ready and villing to employ chemlcal-veapons. German IntﬁlllqenC°
cited'thé sudden ahd complete censure in print of previously mentioned
chemical compounds the Germans used to make nerve agents. The US wvas
keeping a close hold on information on these chemical Ingradients Sut %
vas to hide the development of the. pesticxde DDT, not nerve agent 2
DuzlAg'the Battle of the Bulge the US vas so sure that the Jer aans vere
about to employ chgmicals'ln a last’dltchq dgsperate‘effort,.that chemlcal .
protective gasks vere zdshed_fozward. When thése'fell intn Gézman hanés,
1t convinced the Germans that the Ué vas getting ready to rezpond ti thel:
attack with chemicalsz7

‘ Interestingly, the U8 actually ¢id conslder uzing chemicals agaln:t
the Japanese in the Paclflc: The tremendous casualtles the UZ had sufferel
dlgéing.out the tenaclous defenders from thelr lsland caves led many to
advocate the use of gas to minlaize U3 caqualfies The Lethbridge zegfor®,
approved by the Combined Chiefs of 5taff and Admlzal Chester ¥imitz,
recommended "soaking”™ the Island of Iwo Jima with chemicals prior to au
" amphiblous assault. President Roosevelt disapproved the :ﬁ;un..,.“:i;: ind

3 When the

the US suffered over 20,000 casualties taking the island”
invasion of Japan vas being planned, chemical veapons had already buer aade

obsclete by ancther weapon of mass destruction, the atomic bomb.
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II1- POST WORLD WAR IT CHEMICAL USE
*Yictims reallize they had been exposed to chemical
attack only vhen they become falnt and dizzy. Subsequently,
they begin to vomit blond and bleed from the eyes, nose and
. mouth. Death occurs vwithin a short time."

‘ Mujahadeen account of Soviet Chemical attack‘

Since the end of World War II there have been several ccsasivns whurs
one natlon used chemlcal agents against another. The fredueacy 2f these
attacks has increased over the last féw years. Two common factoés 1n‘the:e
events are, one, that the natlon using the chemical weapons haz either been
a cllent state of .the 50ylet Unlon or the Soviet Unlon itself. Second, the
nation attacked has had no capabllity elther to protect Ltself or %o
retaliate vith chemicals of its évn.
| The first documented lnstance‘of a Soviet client state invelved in ‘he
empi&yment'of chemical veapons vas Egypt's support of the Rgpublican
faction during the Yemeni civil var in the 1960s. War cozrespcndents and
RedAéxoss representatives reported tﬁat the Soviet armed-and Sgyptian
supported-faction had used chemical veapons agalnst the :oyalistz and
civilians:. Eyevitnesses .eported the victlims showed symptons azzoviated
vith exposure to mustard and nerve agents. The Briti .k governpent, wilt
1tz Interests in Aden felt the ceports rellabls epnough that in 1967, than
Prime Minlster Harold wllson, addressed the House of Comcas wi She aadject
of chemical use in the areaz. '

In 1982, the State Department published a report decumenting the
recent chemical attacks that had been pzeviously reported in nevspapar

accounts. Because of the nature of the events, the remotencss of the areas

in vhich the attacks took place and the transitory nature of the chemicals

employed, it took several years before the State Department felt I had the




requisite proof to charge Vietnam, Laoz and the Soviet. Unlon with the use

of toxic chemicals in violation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925,

The evidence brought to the State Department showed conclusively that
the fietnamese used alrcraft to deliver chemicals through bombs and rocket:z
agalinst Kampuchean guerillas and indlgenous H'Mong tribesmen that wvere
resisting Vietnam's attempts to domlnate them3; villagers reported that an
alrcraft Qould £ly over them, dropping bombs or flring rockets. where the
veapons impacted there wvould usually appear yellév colored clouds that
slowly dissipated. The villagers and their farm animals then imm=diately
experlenced nausea, vomlting and profuse bleeding. Many dled; Sheoze that
survived took months to recovez‘. '

Laotlan defectors reported that thglr Air Force was conduu?i:g
chemical attacks against local tribes vho vere attempting to reslst efforts
by the government to centralize cuntrol over them. One of Lhe dufuutJE;, a4
pilot, reported that he had seen tdckets loaded on hiﬁ aitcr&ft vith
modified, loose E;tting varheads. He reported that his attacks resulted in
red and yellow clouds over the impact area, and that the varheads did not
explode the same vay his normal Qarheads dids.

The evidence pzovided.to the State Department showed a clear, Jirect
link to the Soviet Uaivn. The ﬁao:ian~pllot zepo;ted that Soviet
techniclans supervised the transportatlon, storage ard loddliing & Jllmisal
agentss. More conclusive was the type of agent used. fontaminate ) leaf

*

samples from one of the villiages that hsd been attacked, 33 well 32

3 [ BT

contaminated vater sawples from the well of anovther slte Jhoved that the

S

agent vas a synthetic derivative of a mycotoxin, a potent poisoen pruduce!
by nolds7. This class of agent, vhile not unknown ln the West, was alsu

not an 3gent vestern natiors vorked with or possessed. It va: known,
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hovever, that the Soviets were quite familiar with the toxins through the
aézlcultutal research they had been conducting since the 19303'8

The Soviet Union had a more opeh, direct role in the uce of chemical
veapons in Afghanistan. Afghani refugees streaming i{nto Pakistan reported
attacks by Soviet helicopters and jets against villages and bands of
. Hujahadeen."onmvthe symptoms reported by witnesses and survivors, 1t
appeared the Soviets uced a variety of agents ranging from incapacitants to
nerve agents to mycotoxinss. Unverified witness statenents‘reportnd hat
‘the Soviets used a poison so toxic and fast acting that victims were founid
. at thelr weapons, showing ﬁo gigns that they wvere even avare they vers
dyinglo. Why the Soviets used chemicals vas a matter of speculation by Llhu
State Department. It would appear that the Soviets usea chemicals az a
weapon of mass destruction to spread terror !n the pcpulation furcing them
to flee their homes and causing the Mﬁjahadeéh to lose their base of
support. From eyewitness accounts by Afghan Armyvdefectors, the Sovists
took.advantaqe of the attacks to develop their field data base on the
effects of the agents. Soviets wearing full protectlve garments were
reported conducting Eféld autppsies on dead vlliaqets to determine the
effects the agents had on thelr vlctimsll.

In the recent Iran-Iraq var, the United Natlons hac Jocumented e
Iragl use of chemical agents against Iranian forces and Khurdish villagars
in berder towns. Iréq, vhich ls armed by the Jovietsz, appears to have tze?
both mustar? and nerve agents agalnst th; Iranlanc and vlll&gé::, caussing
.hundréds of caéuaities among the unprotected victinsiz. The knowledge that

Iraq had the capablility to contlnue vith additicnal chemical attacks with

no fear of retallatlon may have prompted Iran to seek 3 cease fire =arlilsr

than expected13.




SECTION IV- THE NATO SCENARIO

“1f we are forced to operate encumbered by protective
systems vhile the enemy is alloved to operate unencusbered

in a clean eanvironment, chemical weapons can offer hia the

same high casualty rate, even if no one is killed."*

In the last sectlon we saw how the Soviet Union and its cllent stats:
vere villing to employ chemical agents agalnst third world statzs whe ha
no retallatory capability. The question that comes to mind is whether the

Soviet Union would employ chemical agents in a high intensity war against

P Y
JVaed e

(2]

NATO forces. This chapter will answer that questicn by reviewing
chemical history, dlscussiné how It views chemical veapons within the
overall scope of its milltary doctrine, and determinlng whether or not the
Soviet Union would enjoy any advantages to employing cheaicals fi:st.

| Since 62% of all the gas casualtles suffered in World War I were
Russlanz, the Soviet Union vell understands the devastating effect cheamical
hgents'can have on dnptotected troops. The Soviet Unlon's combat
~experlience vith chemical veapons did not end wlth.the codclusion‘oi Werld
Var I. In'lts ouﬂ c!;ll var, the White Russians employed Britizh gac.
shells and the Red factlon vas reputed to have used if: own chemiiat
artillery shells-.

The Soviet Unlon signed the Geneva Conventlion banning fizst wi~ 3£
chemical veapons in 1925, but reserved the right %o retaliate in.kind‘anﬁ
vould not conslder Itself bound to the treaty should its enemy nn! have
zatified the Conventlion®. Signing the treaty didn't mean that the 2vies
Union had renounced further Feseazch and development intu the offansive use
of chemical weapons, it simply meant that such efforts would e cldakal [n
greater secrecy. The same year it signed the Conventivn, it enterad into a

joint, highly uecret collaboration with Lhe Cermanz Lo vor%t with mustir?

agent. Project Tomka, az it came to be called, vas to coatinue in .. remate




area of the Soviet Union for a period of five yearss. By the beglinning of
World War II, the Soviet Union had amassed a stockpile of cheﬁlcal veapons
but vas afraid to employ them initially agalnst the invading Germans for
Eegr of German zetaliatlons. Later in the war, the Soviet Unlon'ﬁ

successes with 1ts rapld operatlonal form of warfare precluded the use of

chemicals.

With the end of World War II and the. beginnings of the Z¢ld Waz, the

Soviet Unlon contlnued to bulld its stockplle of chemical weaponu., In the

T

final weeks of the war, the 50v1ét army captured large stockplles of German
chemical agents as well as productlon facteries and procedures Ji:
producing nerve agent. The plants and stockplles téken back to the Soviet
tnlon formed the backbone of the post var Sovlet chemical p:ogzam7. One
reason for the continued buildup vas {ts historical fascination with the
potentiai effects of chemicals but anofﬁer, more pragmatic, reason wis that
the large stockplle vas a cheap response to the 'S nuclear domination of
the 195058. The Soviets appeared to have increa;ed thelr interest iﬂ
chem;cgl varfare In the late 1960s and early 1970s; that 3ame pezli:d of
time vheh thé US unllaterally halted thelr chemlcal pzcg:am?.

Current Soviet doctrine conzlders chemical weaponé as Just anothes
form of conventlional munition and has thoroughly integrated the usze of
chemicais Into thelir overall milltary opsrations. Unllhke the Unitzd
States, the Sbviet Union's offensive delivery capability covers the
spectrum from tactical through operational level,- Their indirecf fire
deiivery systems range from the short range morﬁars found at battsliorn
level to‘theiz loné range Scud and Frog missiles that can fire from one

nation to another. Their multiple launcher rocket systems such as the BMIZ

and BM27 have chenlcal varheads alloving them to saturate a large az2a
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qulékly vith a lethal dose of nonpersistent agent, an ability the ug

currently does not havelo. Because all of thelr Indirect flie systemez have
the capability of firing chemical munitions ft will be extzemely Jifficuilt
for NATO to determine vhich systems vill be dedicated to chemical flxes.
Compounding thls problem 1s the Soviet Unlon's doctrine that so fully
integrates chemical use that 1/3 of fhe artillery shells carried by
artillery units are filled vith chenmical agentsll. Every Soviet aztl!le:y
unit is a potentlal chemical delivery system because of lis weaponz'

technical capablility and lts basic load mizx.

The Suviet army ls the world's best eguipped and tralned chemical

1y

19 . .
fighting force*“. All Sovlet vehicles are equipped vith an overpressur
systeq'that protects the crev in a chemical or nuclear contaminated

environment. The Soviet army has the largest chemical organlzatlon and it

is fully lnteqxated-lhto the regular force~ as véll, beginning with the

chemical defense company at the regimental 1eve113.

The :egimental
chemical defense company's chemical zeconnaissanée platoon i{s eguipped with
a speclally designed vehicle that allovs the crew to perform itc dubla:z
-#¥ithout leaving the vehicle, a Eéatu:e the US army is'pianning bul has not
fielded ac yetl‘. |

While well equipped, (% is tha level bf thelr cheamlcal tralning shich
enhances their chemical threat. The Soviet Chegical Defensive Acadamy a*
Shikhangy teaches and develops chemical offensive.vngare technigues as
vell as defensive warfazal®, Soviet units are known to traln with 21lut.d
- live chemical agents to build up the confidenée and expe:iencetlevel of

their troops. Some elite units have remained for several hours in

contaminated azeasls. Contrast that with the Oniteq States' current level

of training with live agents. Currently the only troops training with live




agents are the Chemical Branch officers and NCOs attending braach schools
at Ft. McClellan, Alabama. theiz experience is a highly structured, |
artificlal affair. The students enter a building vhere thelr protective
gear is tested several times to Insure thelr séfety. They then enter saall
rooms under the supervision of Instructors vhere they decontaminate a.plecs
of equipment which has been contaminated vith a small amount of agent. At

all tlmes the student s avare of the redundant safety measures protecting

hia. Even so, the event appears to be st:essfu117.

The Soviets have several advantages inherent In thelr trdining. One

{5 the formal schooling In the offenslve use of chemicalz and another s

(54
-

the ylde variety of chemicals the 3Soviets stoék. thhin'thelz estinat
stockpile of 50,000 téns are 17 different chemical agents. The US, the
only NATO nation with any sort of chemical stuckpile, works malinly with twa
aéents;'Cé,‘a‘n;npetsistent netve agent and VX, a thickeﬁed, péz%istent
nerve agentla. Another advantage the Soviets have is thelr actual cémbat
tested chemical doétrlne..‘?hey havebfleld tested tﬁelz agenﬁs and
employment technlques,vand know what to expect vhen they‘emplof them.

' Thus the Soviet army ls a vell equipped and highly trained chamlcal
fozcg énd, under the pzoﬁer clrcumstances, will not hcﬁltate o emplog,
cher .cals if it percelves an advintage to‘kheit use, The question remaing

whe Lot ug not _he Soviet Union would consider employing chemicals in an

s~t3ck acsinst MATC forces. The fact iz that 3Joviel chemical troops train

with difrersnt agents than those employed by thelr polestial enemioc. Tt

cr

lends credence to the idea that they plan to eﬁp!oy those cheaicals
offensively and must be prepared to work with them. Civen thatl the

Soviets are both trained and prepared to employ cheaicals as a normal
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product of thelr military doctrine, there are several cogent military and

political reasons for them to conalder flrst nse of chealcal veapons,

Thé Eirst uiliiazy reason involves the terrain the .invading Sovist
forces must traverse. German towns have ézovn and ekpande§ at such a rate
that the once vide open spaces cf the north German plain no !onée: exlct.
Sovliet fd:ées would encounter at least three major urbaa areaa every 20

kilometer319.

These urban centers are potential defens!ive strongpblﬁts
that would qreatly slov dovnlthe rapid témpo the Soviets Jdeem necessary to
be successful in thelr attack. Soviet planners face a dilemma whea they
. conslder hov to deal vwith urban spravl. To bypass one urhan ceater woill
‘ requirce traversing another, and to neuntralize one would driin preclous
iesource§ from the main effort.l World War II experience taught the fSoviete
that the combat povei required to reduce strongpolnts rutbles towns,
increasing thelx defenslve potential and destroyling ‘the Infrastructure of
the countrles they vere planning to occupyzo.
One solution is the ﬁassive use ok chemical weapons. Cheaical weapon:
have the positive Eharacteristic of killing defenders while :ini#i:in;L:&c
rubbling of the urban centers. The terroristic effect of chemical
casualties oh the civilian population could be considered advantazeous S
It serves to break the will of the defenders. Massz casualtles will
undoubtedly help to overvhelnm the NATO medical support st:uct&ze, further
degrading NATO's ability to effectively defend itsel§21.--30viet chemics?
flres could isolate fhose urban areas they visﬁ to bypass ahd permit
concentration on those urbaﬁ centers they feel they aust attack. They can
then return to the bypassed urban centers at a later time vhen thg eflfect
of the chemical fires has greatly veakened the Jdefenders. ™e added 2ffect

uf a standing infrastructure undamaged by conventional high evploszive [ires
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vill help the Soviets with the post var reéonstruction efforts In nevly
occupied tettitofieszz. |

Another incentive to Soviet first use of chemical wveapons are the
extraozdfnaty NATO vulnerabilities to them. The largest NATO
reinfozcements, and much of the eplacement equipment and supplles come from
the United States. Arriving soldiers must draw their pzeﬁositioned
equipment and the large xesﬁpply lteis arriving by ship have to be anluaded
at the ports thus presenting lucrat{ve chemical targets. Chem!cal firwz
vill cauée casvaltles and contaminate the equipment sltes, sreatly sléving
dovn relnforcing efforts. Ports present a higher value target beqawav N#T"
depends on a large civillan labor §ool to 0ffload sﬁips: This lador force
is untzain?d and unprotected agalnst ;he:icai fires, iong range ch;mi;a:'
fires at the onset of the invasion vould céuse_-ass casualtles améng the
labo:'fOtce aéd greatly degrade the NATO resupply effottza*

The NATO amilitary foices themselves are hlghly suscephible to cheateal

Elres. While iost forces can respond vith adequate defensive measuze:, a

successful chemical defense s still very resource intenslve aul lanpevs

military actlvity. The Cumblaed Aras In a Nuclea:/cﬁemlcal Environzent
(CANE) Phase I test conducted in 1987 at Fort Hood, Truas, [llustruted ‘od
dlsrnpéive'éorktng In 2 chemlcal enviroament would be to '3 untt.
Significantiy; It took small units twice as. long anl tequired twice as mary
soldlezs to accomﬁlish the same task In a>cﬁemica1 gnvizanment. Command
and control vas greatly affected, vith radlo transalssions doubling in
fzequency'énd length in an attempt to overcome the effects of vorking in an

' ]
othervise successful mission srlented protectlive postuyre (HOPP)'4.
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‘escalating to a nuclear :esponse27

;
The 1985 Kroesen study suggests that even 1f the front line combét
unlts_#ére not targeted,they would soon feel the detrimental effectz of the

Soviet chemical fires in the rear areas. For example, an artillery unit,
itself untouched by chemical fires, could face the dilemma of accepting
ammunition vhich had been contaminated in the rear area. If it did not
accept the ammunition, 1t would soon run out of lté bésic l1oad apd %e
combat ineffective. I1f It accepted the contamlnafed art{llery shells, the
defensive measures it vould be zequired to take to protect itself would
degrade it to the point that in a fev days It vould be combat Ineffect!ve
through the exhaustlon of vorking in chemical protective qearzs.

Along vith the advantages of using chemical wveapons, the pragmatic

éovlets vill have to consider the additlional risks involved a: well. Of

_ primary concern would be NATO's response to Soviet chemical fires. WNATO's

chemical retallatory threat ls extremely wveak. Only the United 3states and

Q
~France have measurabie stockpiles and France's stockplle is very small'q.

Thg US stockpile is old dut s slovly being modernlzed. Assuming the Ue
has adequate means; the Soviets must sti{ll measure the US army's abillty t.
effectively employ its chemical weapons.

“ A greater fear the Soviets have 1s that NATO vill compensate for its
veak chemlcal retallatory capabllity vith the threat of nuclear responss,
Since 1976, the Soviets have modified their conceptuéi use of chemical
fizes from a broad spectium, high volume approach to a more limited,
selective uge oﬁ high value targets such Qs NATO conmmand §nd'con:rol
centezé, éOMCUS sites and ports. The intent {s to increase the surprise

and shock of the initial attack‘to preclude the political suthorities from
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The Soviet Unlon's concern for the political risks can best be vieved
through an historlcal perspective. Actions in Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and
Afghanistan shov the Soviets viilinq to risk vorld censure to achleve
internal objectives. although there are certainly added political risks
inherent in employing chemlcal.veapons, they are Insignificant compared to
the risks of invading NATO.in the first placezatv Even the legal questlon
of violating the Geneva Conventlon signed in 1928 ls moot. The Cohventloﬁ
provides a loophole whereby a nation is not prohibited :zoﬁ first use of
chemicals 1f its enemy or the enemy's allles are not signatories of the
‘protocol. Several members of NATO ag well as the Warsav Pact have aont
signed the protocol alloving both sides to engage In chémical usezg.

The only practical restraint to Soviet chemical use is de;ezzence}
Since the Soviets believe they can use chemicals vithout inviting a nuclear
response, chemical varfare hampers thelr eEfotfs only vhere 1t slovs duwn
their operatlional tempo. If the Sovliets are the only ones Qsing chemlical
weapons, they can selectively target those areas that would force NATO to
operate In a chemically restricted defense posture while they vere free to
move about unlimpeded. The only vay.chemlcay varfare will slow down e
Soviets 12 1f NATO responds vith effective ahemlcSI fires , forclng Sovier
units to operate 1n'$ degraded chemlcal defencive posluze. The Unlted
st&tes {s the only NATO member with the means to carry out those chemical

fires. The real Soviet concern is wvhether the US Army is trained to

employ its llmited chemical arsenal effectively.
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SECTION V-HOW WELL TRAINED ARE VE?

In the previous section ve saw that the Soviet Union had the capability

' and demonstrated the villingness to employ chemical weapons should they
perceive an advantage to thelr use. When Soviet planners conslder the
. possibilities of chemical retalliatlon and Its detr;mental effects on thelr
operations, only the United Statés'Atmy currently éas the realistic means
of providing that retaliation. This sectlon detaéls ﬁs doctrine and the
offensive use of chemical veapons. The planning and execution of chermical
fires vill Se analyied, as vill a doctrinally correct flre support anmex s
. a diJlsion dperations order used at the Army'’s National Tralning Center tci
fllustrate hov our doctrinal applicatioh reflects'a lack of educatlon aad
tralning. '
| US .doctrine calls for the cohmandez, operations offlcer and fire

support coorélnatoz (FSCOORD)'at every level from brigade to ?ozps to be
responsible for planning, integrating and exechan chemical Eiresl. Slnce
the only means avalilable to the US Army are the 155mm and 203nm éztille;y
systems, rezponsiblility for the actual employment of chem;cal aunitioans has
been delegated to the fleld artillezf. To them, "planning for the uce of
¢herical veapons Is done vithin the flre suépozt system according to the
same principles and procedures used for other means of El;e suppozt”z. In
other words, chemical shells should be considered as iust another big
bullet. | |

The commander glves hls staff hls guidance, detalling the effects he
vants chemical firés to achieve and vhat chemicals will be incorborated
into his scheme of maneuver. The operations officer insures the FSCOCKD

understands the scheme of maneuver and incorporates fires tuv enhance the
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gnit's operations. The chemical officer’'s function is to assist and advise
the FSCOORD in the preparation of those fires3.

The chemical officer at Corps level prepares the corps cheﬁical plan
Iunder the supezviﬁion of the corps FSCOORD. He considers the number and
type of chemical munltions and dellvery systems and allocates those wveapons
_ based on the corps commanaer's guidance. The divislon chemical offlcer
works with the division flre support element (FSE) to perform a similar,
although more detailed plannlnq'functlon. The dlvlslon,'reallstically, Is
thé lowvest level that can provide detalled planning for chemical fires
because 1t ls the lowest level equipped with a chenlcai planning staff, Our
doctrine, however, requires brigade staffs to plan and n6n1nate chemical
targets that will pe incorporated into the division's artillery chemical
fires plan‘. \ | |

Planners expecting a great deél of expert advice on the employment of
chemical fires will be diiappoln;ed by Ehe austere cheaical staffs provided
to tactical units. The corps chemical officer is most likely the cors
chemical battallon commander. The corps Nuélear, Biologlical and Chemlical .
(NBC) center 13 manned by 5 offlicers and 8 enlisted soldlers who provide 24
hour staffing. This staff ls responsible for collecting, collating,
evaluating and dissemlnating WBC reports and data vithln the corps ar-a, as
vell as asalsting the corps FSE with planninqlchemical Elze%s. The
zituation does not lmpro§e at the division level . The heavy division has
a chemical staff of 13, with 8 dedicated to manning the NEC center with 24
hour staffing. Their main function is to coordinate the actlons of the
reconnaissance and decontaminati&n platoons of the division cheamical

company, as well as collating, collecting and disseminating NBC reports

throughout the diviston, They are a 2mall enough ataff that they are
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- easlly overvhelmed vith the added coordination invelved vith Integrating

additional assets that the corps may provide the division. Doctrinally,

vhen the corp; allocates additional units to the division it mﬁst also plan
to send a Headquarters Detachment to augment the divisiop chemical staffsf
The chemlcal staffs at the brigade and battalion have purely defenslive
functions. The brigade chemlcal offlicer and NCO monitor the brigade's
chemical training i{n peacetime and assist and adyiée,the commander
regarding placepent of attaéped chemical decontamination units to support'
tﬁe schemne of maneuver. The battalion's chemical staff consists of a
lieutenant and NCO at battalion héadquartexs, and a chemlcal speclalist in
each combany-to assist éommdndezs vith monlfo:ing unit chemical defense
team and equipment proflciency’. Our doctrine expects battalion and
brigade commanders and staffs to be £ani11az vith the employment of
cheiicals and to be able to plan and nominate targets to division.

Chemical officers at that level are ﬂot t:aineé to advise thelr commanders
on chemical veapon employment; Their technical adviée deals with the
characteristics of chemical agents aqd their effects on troops because that
‘impacts on their defensive mission; ‘The skills required to conduct a
‘chemlcal target value analysis that recommends‘whlch targets to hit with
vhaf‘munitions from vhat dellve}y systems are extzeﬁely complex and reqnire
special schéollng-—schqollnq the chemical branch school is not tazked tou
provides.

The highly complex chemlcal target value analysis process Involves
waking critical subjuctive value decisions. Some of the more ohvious
factors to consider are meteorological data and the physical aspects of the
terrain at the farget. Wind direction and speed impact on the dispersion

of the chemical, as does the time of day vhen the agent is employed.
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Vegetatlon and soll. types determine how long an agent will persist and how
concentrated the vapor hazard will beg. The enemy situation has to be
knovn, not only in terms of what he could be planning to do, but more
specifically the size, shape and orientation of the enemy target, so as to
-axinize the effects of the chemlcal fires. On the E:lendly side, the
planner must know what type and quantity of nunition Is avallable, who has

it, and vhat delivery means will give the particular effect desired. The

planner has to consider what impact the chemical fires will have on current

~and planned operations as vell as potential constraints on branches and

sequels. Flnally, the planner must determine the relative worth of the

proposed target in terms of the possible rlsk to frlendly troops, future

operations, and logistical effort required for the chemical fires, agalnst

10

the expected damage to the enemy Currently the only formal schoolin§

'thqt provides such tralning to officers is the Nuclear, Chemical Target

Analysis Course, (NCTAC), taught to select offlcers at Fort §ill,
11 '

Oklahoma™". .

Our doctrine expects our commanders, operatlons officer: and fire
support coordinators to be famlillar vith the éffecte of chemical flres and
thelr integration with maneuver. 'Thelr cthemical staffs are tralﬁed enly o
advise on defensive ﬁeasures, sd there surely must be some portion of an

officer's formal schooling dedicated to employing chemical veapons.

" Unfortunately, that is not the case. The Command and General Staff

0fflicers Course (CGSOC), the last opportunity for the army to offer its
future brigade, division and corps staff officer vith 2 comamon tactical
base, has a required tactics course for resident students régardless'of
branch affiliation. The couzse; Combat Operations, requires the student to

study 187 hours of integrated vérflghting technliques at the corps and
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division levellz. onl

discussion of the effe

to be taken, should th

matter to be worked In
incorporated into the
not discuss it at all.
{5AMS), a school dedic
operational level of w
tactics instruction.

of the hypothetlcal X
opezatfons order the s
chem{cal fires portion

board players represen

y 6 hours address chemlcal varfare, all devoted to

cts on friendly operatlons, and the defensive actlons
13

e Soviets employ chemicals As it Is a subject

to the lesson, the actual amount of chemical warfare
course is left up to the Instructor. Many groups do
Even the School of Advanced Millitary Studles

ted to the study of both the tactical and

r, does not incorporate chemical employment in iis
In a recent exercise the students portrayed the staff

Corps In a European scenarlo. The Fourth Army Greup

-4

wed

taff received omitted the chemical annez and the
of the flre support annex. Consequently, when the

ting the Soviet forces hit the corps area vith

chemical strikes, ther

vas no'vay the corps staff could plan retallatory

neasures. The subject] of retallatory fires vas dlscussed for a fev
moments, considered "Hoo hard to do”, énd the matter wvas dxopped14.

Our doctrine callg for Army officers to be proficient with chemicul
retaliatory fires, an acknovledged complex task, as a means of enhancing
our chemical deterrenge. Yet, that ls not vhat officers are belng taught
and it is certainly nat what they are practicing in the fleld. One merely
has to recall the number of times he has trained in the planning and '
execution of che~ical fires to appreciate how little tzainiﬁq goes on in

this field. Even our 1ﬁstitutiona1'eva1uatlon process for trainlng

battalion and brigade|staffs such as the National Training Center
disregards this area.| In a system vhere those events that are evaluated
are the events that we train on, the NTC only evaluates hov well units

respond to chemical attacks, not how wvell they plab and execute them.

29




During a recent visit to the NTC, Major Charles Zimmerman, an
observer/controller for over 18 months, reported that he had yet to see
chealcal fires Included in any brigade operations order even though the
division operatlons oide£ glven the brigade staff for thelir planning
purposes fnstructs them to plan and noaminate chemical tarqetsls.- The
division fire support annex detalling the requirements for the brigade's
chemical tgtget nominations, vhile QOctrlnally corzéct, illuminates the
problem areas we face due to our lack of tzaln;ng In this area.

- The division operation order (OPORD) is for an attack in zone, with the
evaluated brigade recelving prioritles of flre. The divlélon 6PORD’3
chemical appendix to the flre support annex’follovs the doctrlinal example
1n‘FH 6-20 (The appendix has been reprinted Qs appendix A for thlis paper).
Paragraph c.(1)(b) tells the division's brigades they may glan and nominate
chemical targets. Those targets vould have to be approved by the'divlsion
commander, once he recelved expgndithre authofity from the corps'
commander. Criterla for target selectlion {s delineated in later
paragraphs. The dlvision commander dictates what chemical agents may be
employed and that casualty effects vill be 30% (prefe:réd), vith at least
15% casualties as 3 alnimum. The brlqade must nominate chemical targets at
least 18 hours brlor to desized time on target'and the target description

must include the radlus of the tazgetls. ;

Although they are doctrinally currect, these requirements hamstring the

brigade commander's freedom to employ chemical veapons; Unfortunately, it
is a doctrine which has not evolved very far from its World War I :cots.
If the division commander must approve all chemical artillery fires befcre

they can be employed, how responsive can they be? One of the many

advantages of artillery le that it 1s responsive to the commander's needs,




Attacks are fluld In nature, requlring responsive fires when needed, and

cannot avait the time consuming approval process. Our current doctrine

says that the bzigéde's deep battle beglins 12 héurs outl?, Yet the

division expect5 the brigade cbmmandez in the attack to not only know whgre
the chemical fires must be placed 13 houxs‘from nov, he nust'élso know the

" dimensions of that target. Additionally, he ls told that hls chemlcal
fires must achleve a certaln amount of casualtles to be conslidered |
successful. Commanders realize they can no longer expect fire support
systems to produce casualty rates on demand. Commanders expect their
artillery and alr force assets to delay, disrdpt and dlisorganize the

eneay. Destruction to any degreevls an obvious benefit, but one that
cannot be'deczeed. Why, then, should the commander expect to be able to
dictate casualty rates for his chealcal fires if hebdoesn't expect it from
other fire support systems?

The casualty effeét and size of the proposed target axe‘requi;ements

based on tables the chemical fires planner used to achieve effects desired
in World war I, but which are cut of place on the modern pattlefield. The
tables the chemical planner uses to determine the amount ¢® chemical agent
to be delivered to the target are found in FM 3—103.‘ Those tables are
.predlcated on the cheaical aqenf and the delivery system to be used.' Qther
factors the plénner considers are the casualties to be produced by the

" chenlcal agent and the tralning status of the enemy. The planner enters

the table by knoving the radlus of the target, then Includes all the.above

factors to determine hov many chemlical rounds must be dellvered In a glven

period‘of time to achieve the desired casualtiesls.
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Those tables are based on data gatyered, for the most part, from World
¥War I vhen chemical barrages were planhed as regularly as conventional
artillery f!res. In that static fgim of varfare, it vas lmportant to
‘achieve a desired casualt} rate ta allov friendly troops a better chance to
penetzate eneany defenses. The number of rounds required tovachieve the
desiz?d casualtles vas not a critical factor because the tactics of that
period élloved foz'the tremendous ﬁuildup of artillery rounds to sﬁppozt
the planned offensive. 'Chemical fires require tremendous numbers of
artjllery shells t; gchleve sléniflcant number oé eneny kills. An
unclasslfied‘soutce calculated that to . achleve 20%-40% casualties agalnst a

éompany-sized'target, {the only modern unit that would fit within a S00

meter radius area), would require 1080 155mm CB filled artillery shells
delivézed on the tgrget area vithin 15 secondsls. Such a requirement would
not have seemed'oﬁt of the ordinary in World War I. In the March 1913
German offensive, the Ggrmén; fired 20,000 zounds into one village alone

20. The US Army can't fulfill that amission in

vithin a 15 hour period
~ today's lethal battlefleld'. According to the NTC's dlivislon operatlons
order, the total divislon alloéatlon of GB (a noqperslstept nerve agent5 L
almost halt of vhét.vbuld be requlired to be flred on just that company-
sized target. More to the point, a division strucﬁuted vith an organic

‘artillery brigade of three 155am battallons and one 8" battallon is

"incapable of firing that many rounds that quickly, even if it had the

chenical rounds!21




Training at the NTC prepares unlts for high lntensity coabat, yet how
could that lnstitutic.. poseibly produce a document so unreallstic in its

implementation? Has this point been raised before? The ansver may be that

ve are not trained to employ chemical veapons, and therefore have no way of

knowing 1f what our doctrine tells us is right or not.




staff functions related to the employment of chemical fires®.

SECTION VI- THE CONCLUSION

®,...The US chemical veapons policy is to deter, defend,
“and retaliate. The order here is very significant. To be
effective and credible, all three elements must be in
balance, llke the three legs of a stool. With the
retaliatory leg vlztually nonexistent, the deterrence leg
is short.” 1
MG John G. Appel

The problems associated vith our lack of tréinlng in the
enployment of chemical fires run far deeper than just the actual
dellvery of chemlical munitiphs to the térget;-Lack of t:aininé has
also left us unprepared to gnploy chemical veapons in other ways as
vell, Oﬁe of the manuals lssued CGSOC students lists 55 separate

? Anong

those tasks are the inteqiation of chemlcal f'zes vith the scheme cf

paneuver. Other tasks'deal vith the supply, stozage and
transportation of chemical veapons )

To avold friendly casualties in the inteqration of éhemiqal fires
vith maneuver, we have creéted a complex series of reports that inform
all units of enemy strikes and uptoming friendly chemical strikes.

The report process, hovever, doesn't af™w for a means of'confizmtng
that ftlendlyvgnits'have recelved the NBC 3.strlkevarn message becauﬁe
it doesn't require a teplyjt One reason it requlres abpxov&l £rom
higher levels to use chemical flres are the constralints they can place
on the subsequent movement of adjacent friendly units. 1In our
schooling, staffs are allowed to plan the use of artillety‘dellvered
scattetable mines whose terrain llkltinq potential capability exceeds
that of nonpersistent GB. Yet their employment is not constrained by

requizring permisslion to fire the mission from hlgher commanders as Is

the casé with chemical flres.
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A host of problems arlse once approval has been given by the
national command authority to allocate chemical rounds to untts. The

chealcal artillery round may be just another bullet to those who fire

it, but it is a different matter to those who havé to store and

deliver 1t. Fleld Manual 3-20, Technlcal Escort Operatlons, detalls a
litany of festtlctive requlations requlred.vheh.chenlcal agents are
shipped: The regulations obviously make sense as they apply to
peacetiane safety and environmental considerations, but the clrcular
makes no distinction between comsat and peacetime conditions. Some of
the requirements would place too great -an administratlive burden to
make tactical sense. Among them are armed escorts, tzalnédvand
equlppgd”to decontaminate wvhatever agents they are carryling. Escorts
must travel in vehicles with the cargo inspected and seéled, on routes
that have been zequested and cleared ahead of time“ Dellivering nerve
agent§ (the only agents ve employ) by alir 1s even more restrictive.
Should ve have to follow these regulations under combat conditions, it
vould prevent using helicopters to deliver chemical rounds as wve now
use thea for conventional artillery rounds.

Storage of the chemical rounds poées another problem., Security
measures for storing chemical rounds In peacetime are far ﬁoze
stringent than those required for conventional rounds. 1f those
procedures continue under coibat conditions, speclal ammunition
storage points (ASP) vlil be required with the addttional staffing
that entails. Our doctrine called for specially trained chemical
units to store, transport and employ our chemical veapons in World véz
I1. Under our current doctrine, conventional units assume this

additional duty and they have not trained for it.
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Chemnical veapons are just one of many tools in our tool box.

Just as ve vould fault a craftsman for not knoving hov to use the
tools of his tzadé, ve should fault Qilitary professionals vwho are not
knovlédqeable In the use of this tool. There are several actlons the
Aray can take to correct this deficiency.

The first step 1s to recognize that the spectre of chemical
va:faie is here to stay. The chemlcal threshold has been bzeacﬁgd tbo‘
- many times in the recent past to serve as an effective barrler to
future use. As a recent Iipe négézlne article said, "the
inte;national community will haye to £abe‘up'to the reallty that the
taboo on the use of chemlcal veépoﬁs has been'veakéned 1f not
destroyéd's.' Even 1f the Soviet Unlon should refrain from using
. chemlcal varfare In its future endeavors there are nany'Th{zd vorld
naflons jﬁSt nov vaking up to its poténtlal. CIa Diiector'w111{am H.
Webster recently disclosed that Libya is building the largest chemical -
veapons plant the agency has ever s;en, and that 20 other nationé vere
developing chemical veaponss. Once ve a:knovleéqe Ehaf cheafcal
'Qeapons aie here to stay, ve must then recognize our responsiblility to

be pfoficlent in all aspects of thls‘forn of varfare. Tralaing In the
6f£§n$l¢e use of chealcal veapons ;hould not undercut our natlon's
stated desire to banish future chem1c$1 varfare any more than
Improving our capablility to flght In a conventional nanher undercuts
our nation's deSlre for Eutqre peace.

The secohd step ls'to integrate the full spectrum of chealcal
varfare into our formal education sys£em. There 1s no reason vhy a
chemical offlcer should atteﬁd a fleld artillery school to learn to

employ the veapons at vwhich he ls supposed to be an expert. Combat
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arms officers are required to have a vorking understanding of the

enbloynent of combat support assets such as attack hellcopters andf/

field artillery. Why allowv them to defer to a "technical expert® on

the fundamentals of employing chemical veapons to make up for their
lack of knowledge? All offlcer advanced courses should incorporate
the eaployment of chemical veapons in théiz tactici instructlion. Such
Instruction should be reinforced in the Command and_Genefal Staff
Offfcers Course, thus insuring that all officers assigned to Brlgade,
dlvisiod and corps staffs have a working knleedge and appreciation
foz'the offensive‘use of chemical veapons.

| New doctrinal concepts‘should be introduced to bring us close? to
the realities of modern combat. The CANE report, qentioned'eazllez,
showved jﬁst hov having to vork in a chemlical enviténment disrupts the
command and control of tactical units and degrades thelr,abil;ty to
pézfozm their missions. Rather than overwhelm our current '
capabilities to suit the requirements of an outdated cheuic#l
doctrine, veé can shape our doctrine to meet our capabilitles. instead
of fiving massive numbers df chenical shells to achléve lethal total |
dose concentrations, ve mezeiy need to intersperse chemi;al shells
vithin conventinnal attlliery fires. The number of gas shells should
be just enoﬁgh to actlivate the enemy's chemical alarms, forcing his
soldiers into their chemical protective gear, and thereby greatly
degrading thefr ability to condu;t Qar7. Should the enemy choose not
to increase his defensive posture, he risks casualties above what |

vould othervise be expected. Thls measured sprinkling of chemical

rounds is ylthln our capébilities to execute, yet the added




‘units. Consolidating chemical rou

" flexibility of artillery fires, bu

complexities 1t forces on the enemy greatly enhances the effects of

our conventional fires.

The only vay ve will be able o execute this modified form of

chemical fires effectively is to x%quire units to lncorporate chemical

fires in thelr tactical training.
evaluated on their ability to plan
as thelr ability to defend against

Units at the NTC should be
and deliver chemical fires as well

chemical attacks. The initlal

rotations to the NTC were so evalujted before the process vas

administratively deleted by the control cell at the NTC as too hard to

controls.' Division CPXs should inglude the storing and transporting

of chealcal munitions to develop vorkable operatiné précedures.

Artillery units should be evéluate&lon their ability to plan,

coordinate and deliver chemical fires.

.

A determination must be made vhether to dedicate one unit to fire

all chemical rounds or distribute

flelded, ve still have to vork vit

for leaking around the fuze vells’.

number of crevs working with old s

the chemical touhds.to all firing
hds in ohe unit obviously llmits the
t until binary rounds are all

h old rounds that have a reputatlion
Consolidation vould limit the

hells who mlght have to operats In

an increased MOPP status. One other advantage ls that fewer units

vould then be involved vith pickin
rounds from thelr storage‘sites.

Critics vho vould say that thj
thé "real®” training that must occu
"too hard to do" draver, nust sure

operations do not maglcally hecoms

g up and transporting chemical

se measures unnecessarily complicate
r, or that these ideas belong in the
ly reallize that, in combat, chemical

casier or more simple in thely
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interaction with conventional operations. oOnly extenslive, reallstic

tralning vill nake these complex operations more effective,

The dilemma that accompanies the use of chemical weapons is its
political ramifications. Considered a liability by many, the
political aspect of tnis subject can be used to our advantage agalnst

"our greatest threat, the Soviet Unlon.  The Soviets havg alvays taken
a‘serious interest in our chemicﬁl program. When the United States
halted its chemical program, the Soviets responded by creating the
nost rapié e&panslon to date of thelr chemical varfare capabllitylo.
¥hen the United‘states began to implement its cheﬁical varfare
aodernization pioéram to improve its offensive capability, the'SOQieté

11. The

' responded by pushing for a treaty banning chemical weapoés
message is clear. A purely defensive,pollcy}is'not as effective a -
deterrent as one that offers a crediblebzetaliatlon cépabiifty.

Merely stating that wve will retaliate does not give us the capability '
"to do so. It is obvious that our lack of triininq further degrades

the limited czedlbi}ity of our retaliation policy. By once again
schooling our officers in chemical veapons and t:ainiﬁq our units to
.employ those wveapons propefly, ve areiéending a clear message to our
eneajes. We would prefer not to use ;hemical weapons, but should we
have to respond, we can do so effectively.

To those vho would argue that our renewed emphasis on offensive
chemical employmeﬁt sends our allles the vrong message, I would |
respond that it was an allied officer who started me on tiis project.
Last year during a corps level exercise, a group of US officers sat at
a taﬁle vargaming the possible outcomes involved in their planned

course of action. At some point in our deliberations ve 12alized ve
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had committed all of our assets but would still be unable to delay or
disrupt an approaching Soviet force. An allled offlcer vatghing us
finally came over and suggested hitting that force with chémlcals to
slov 1t down. In the scenario, the Soviet force had used chemicals
several days previously, so, politically it vas feasible. Whether or
not chemical use would have been effective is réally not the point,

By the look on our faces, if vas painfully obvious thaf usfng chemical
veapons had never entered our minds. That an allled ofiicer should

have to'remind US officers about a capability for vhich they were once

respected vorld vide should never happen aga!h.




Appendix A: ANNEX D (FIRE SUPPORT ) TO OPLAN 88-14

Note* only that portion of the annex dealing with chemical fires l1s
copled below.

3, EXECUTION

a, (omitted)
b. (omitted)
¢. Chealcal Support:

(1) General:
(a) Priority of support to 3d Brigade initially.
{b) Toxlc chemicals may be planned. Release for use will

be transmitted per S0P for approval by division commander on release by
Corps commander.

(2) PCL:
15%mm 203mm
GB ¥X GE ¥ . N
3-3 FA 83 41 '
5-18 FA* 83 41
1-41 FA 83 41
1-42 FPA 83 41
1-640 FA 83 41
2-640 FA ' 40 10
3-640 Fa . 40 10
4-640 FA 40 10

* When DS to 1st Brigade.

{3) Miscellaneous:
(a) Casualty Effects: ,
' 1. ¢B:. Employ for immediate casualties.

2, VX Employ for delayed casualties and .
contamination.

3. Fractional Casualtles:
a Preferred fractlonal casualty achievement
is target destruction (30 percent casualties).

b Minimal acceptable fractional casualty
achievement for target engagement is target neutralization (15 percent
casualties),

(b) Nominations will be made to Division G3 NLT 18 hours
prior to desired time on target. , .

A-1




{c) Aall nominations will include:
1. Type of taiget. *
2. 8ilze of target (radius in meters).

3. Time on target.

4. Expected casualties.
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