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-Is a treaty enough? 

he President of the United States 
has clearly defined one major policy 
goal as the attainment of a multilateral, 
verifiable ban on the production, 
storage, and use of chemical weapons. 
Achievement of this noble undertaking 
would unquestioningly benefit all 
mankind. The United States has 
remained steadfast in its continued 
drive toward this objective for a num­
berofyears. 

The introduction of a draft multi­
lateral proposal in Geneva in 1984 and 
the bilateral efforts initialed in 1989 
and 1990 with the Soviet Union serve 
as clear indicators that this is one 
policy goal which is much more than 
simply idle rhetoric. 

The ultimate question of whether 
any multilateral ban could ever be ef­
fectively verified remains an open 
question SUbject to much study and 
debate. It should not be totally incon­
ceivable that diplomatic and political 
requirements could override purely 
military concerns. In order to attain 
even a modest degree ofinternational 
acceptance, it may be that we will end 
wi th accepting something significantly 
less than total verification. 

We may well have less than perfect 
assurance against undetected" treaty 
breakout" by anothernation. Past ef­
forts at international controls such as 
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the Biological Warfare Convention of 
1975 and nuclear non-proliferation 
treaties are classic examples of agree­
ments which, by realistic necessity, fall 
somewhat short of their ideal goal. 
This could also happen in an effort to 
achieve a multilateral chemical war­
fare ban. 

Therefore, the United States must 
maintain a cautious approach to'>Wrd 
implementing basic policy changes as a 
result ofany such treaty. The defense 
establishment, in particular, must en­
sure that we do not, in our enthusiasm 
to conclude a multilateral agreement, 
blindly assume away any potential 
threat and thus, by default, place our 
forces at undue risk. For many years 
we have effectively based our ap­
proach to chemical warfare on a 
concept of deterrence relying on the 
two equally supporting tenants of a 
strong defensive posture and a viable 
ability to retaliate in kind. 

As the international scene has con­
tinued to undergo tremendous change, 
we are starting to fmd, within those 
changes, challenges to what was pre­
viously unquestioned dogma. Our 
overall approach to chemical warfare 
deterrence is being affected by sig­
nificant changes in political, 
diplomatic, and world events. 

With the signing ofa bilateral 

Memorandum of Underst· in 
(MOU) with the Soviet Union conce ­
ing the exchange of cbe.fl.lic stockpile 
information and the i ilialing of, 
bilateral destruction agreement in June 
1990, the United States as taken 
major steps dawn the road toward 
changing our underlying appro il to 
chemical deterrence. We had ready 
made a commitment under Public Law 
to destroy our aging stockpile of 
unitary munitions. Our intent was to 
replace them with a smaller, safer, 
more versatile, and more effective bi­
nary stockpile. 

However, efforts in that directi 
have been effectively terminated~ at 
the direction of the Secretary of 
Defense, in the spirit of the bilateral 
agreement initiated by Bush and Gor­
bachev in June 1990. Ourbinary 
production efforts have been halted 
and facilities are being prepared for 
layaway and ultimately potential 
destruction, once a multilateral ran is 
achieved. This fundamental change in 
policy has shifted the major burden for 
chemical deterrence onto our chemical 
defense posture alone. 

Reliance on a strong chemical 
defensive posture as our principal 
means of deterring chemical use 
against our forces is a difficult course 
to maintain. Our ai must be to clearly 
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demonstrate that our protective 
equipment and training are such that 
a potential enemy cannot gain tactical 
advantage by the use of chemical 
weapons against us. While many may 
question the validity of defense alone 
being an effective deterrent, none 
can challenge the need to strengthen 
emphasis on both training and equip­
ping our forces. 

Conflict in. Southwest Asia has 
lighlighted the potential risks in the 
world tochl)' from chemical weapons. 
While our television screens were 

Ued with scenes of repmters wearing 
prowctlve ID8$ks, experts literally 
.prang from every comer in their zeal 
to explain the peculiarilies of chemical 
warfare to the American public. Too 
often thi..~ has had a tendency ~o alarm 
and confuse, rather than enlighten. 

For the Chemical Corps, lhe mis­
sion remains very cleat". Within the 
structure provided by thl: six underly­
ing imperatives laid outby the Chiefof 
Staffoflhe Anny, a corps ofexperts 
Blust be developed and trained to en­
sure lhat the Anny remains a ready and 
capable force, nndauoted by the spec­
ter of the use of chemical warfare by an 
unscrupulous enemy. Adherence to 
these fulldamental imperatives of 
quality ~TSonnel, realistic doctrine, 
appropriate force structure, tough, 
ealislic training. continued modern­

ization, and competent confident 
leadeflihas provided lhe foundation 
which allowed us to rapid.ly deploy a 
massive, capable force which can 
operate effectively, even in a con­
laminated environment. 

These imperatives will not change 
simply because a multilateral chemical 
ban is achieved. Yet, the danger from 
complacency and unpreparedness, 
coupled with the relati ve ease with 
which an enemy could develop a 
chemical 'Warfare capability, combine 
to reinforce our need for a strong and 
ready defensive posture. Simply 
stated, this translates i.nto a continuing 
need for a strong and viable Chemical 
Corps. 

July 1992 

Conflict in Southwest Asia has 

highlighted the potential risks 

from chemical weapons. 

As we try to look heyond immediate 
requirements and project needs on 
toward the tum of the century, the 
Anny will need to define some type of 
"avenue ofapproach" to ensure that at 
its various elements reach the same ul­
timate objective. It will not serve the 
soldier well if our efforts in chemical 
defense are developed totally in isola­
tion from changes taking place 
elsewhere in the Army. The six impera­
tives provide us with clear guidelines 
defining the attributes we ""'lint main­
tained for our Acmy, but how do we get 
there? The Chief of Staffhas identified 
three essential characteristics, serving 
as road signs, to direct the Army's evol­
vement to'Mlrd the year 2000. 

The Chief has stressed that the 
Army of the future must display ver­
satility, deployability, and lethality. For 
the Army as a whole to display these 
characteristics, so must each and every 
element. With our shi ft toward defense 
as the cornerstone of our chemical 
deterrence policy, it is more important 
than ever we ensure our chemical 
defense program also follows these 
guidelines. Failure to do so could have 
grave impacts on the Chemical Corps 
and the Army as a whole. 

Versatility 

Versatility refers to an ability to 
respond to a range ofchallenges, in a 
variety oflocations, and under many 
situations, most involvingjoint opera­
tions. For chemical defense this means 
we must not be lulled into focusing 
only on what we know from the past. 
We must be alert to the development of 
new and novel approaches to chemical 

'Warfare, either from terrorist and in­
surgency organiutions, or emerging 

ird World military powers. 
Lacking a guarantee 0 fa perfec t 

verification scheme, we must maintain 
an aggressive development program. 
We need to ensure that our troops are 
provided with the very best defensive 
equipment available. We need to ag­
gressively seek technological 
breakthroughs in the areas of in­
dividual and collective protection in 
order to minimize the operational 
degradations we would suffer ifchemi­
cal weapons were ever used against 
our forces. We must not neglect any 
element of our focus, either heavy or 
]jght. 

We must make a determined effort 
to find a detection system which is 
simple to operate, simple to maintain, 
and simple to interpret. And we must 
not do this in isolation. The likelihood 
of the Army commencing combat 
operations without our sister services 
is zero. We must increase our level of 
cooperation and commonali ty of equip­
ment, still recognizing full well the 
unique requirements of each service. 

Deployability 

The second characteristic, 
deployability, applies most directly to 
our force structure. We must make 
sure that we have the right types of 
units and the right types of equipment. 
It is not realistic to assume the support 
necessary for a heavy division will 
automatically be equally effective for a 
light force. Dual- and tri-purpose units 
will become the norm rather than the 
exception. 
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The major benefit would be to make 
chemical forces more deployable by 
removing many of the problems of set­
ting priorities to allocate space to 
unique single-mission units. A unit 
that can either make smoke or do 
decontamination is mu hmore likely 
to fmd itselfearly on the TPFDL 
(Time-Phased Force Deployment 
List). 

We also must concentrate on ensur­
ing that our equipmt.'1l.t is developed 
with an eye towarddeployability. 
Chemical equipment that is large and 
heavy would be force to compete with 
major combat systems for transporta­
tion space, and can be expected to lose 
that priority battle every time. Further­
more, we must review our balance 
between active and reserve forces. We 
must ensure that we have at least ade­
quate representation of each type unit 
in the ac[ive structure, and at the same 
time ensure that 0 r u .ts in tile reser­
ves will be fully equipped. For the 
chemical d fense community, a Total 
Army concept' s the only way to go. 

Lcth lity 

Finally, we must focus on 
lethality, for chemit:al defense that 
translates into effectiv ss. We have 
doneanexce lentjohof x,ptaioing 
the impact ofchemical dde 'lYe 
measures on heavy forces through 
the CANE (Combined Arms in a 
Nuclear/Chemical Environment) 
tests. We need to make sure that our 
equipment, as it is developed, offers 
a significant" value added" to the 
force. 

Thus, in indirect way, we can 
make our conlri tion to lethality. 
We must look ard. at (}Urdecon­
tamination capability and fi ways 
to improve it by reducing the time re­
quired to accomp ish that mission, or 
have protective equipment which 

will allow us to "fight dirty. "Ifwe are 
successful, the chemical forces will 
have increased th U-" lethality'" and we 
will h e taken a major step toward es­
ablishing a e' ingful deterrence 

based on a dde 'iv posture alone. 
OUI m~tional goal remains to con­

lmue our effo tCM'llril the attainment 
of a multilateral ban on chemical 
weapons. This is a moral idealtbat 
clearly deserves our u1 ost efforts. 
Unfortunately, a ban which can be 
fully monitored and verified and will 
preclude violalions or cheating may 
a far too idealistic goal. WI can t rei y 
on a intemalionallreaty alone to deter 
the use of chemical weapons against 
our forces. 

The fact that these weapons are 
wi thin the capabil ily ofvirtually every 
nation, para-military organization, or 
terrorist group in the wor d forces us to 
be aggressive in maintaining a strong 

MG Lcw#J. Del FW..,(J Jg cum;n,1v th. 
Director. SpIlC••fHfSpecI'1II We"po/lS 
DfreclOflltfJ, Office, DepUty Chhtfof 
Src.ff {Ol OPNflrIOf!t.$.l/T'IiiPlMS. HODA 
W..~hington, DC. IIndcomnundfltf, US 
Army and NucllYr Agsnc;:V, FQItUlloir, 
Vi'11lnil. MIl}!)r GtmeraJD~RD...ohu 
flsld II "'"".tv 01 u6ignmMf4 duriug his 
31 yellnallied". Cf)mtni ,jDfIIJd,tnN'­

llfee. includiflg ••~;gn1JJ(fnt.. fn H.w~7, 

Wasl Gsml.-iW, It tv, .tHIVi",tnllm. H. 
WH I n"ffofficsrin tJr(t Otni or,h" 
Deputy ,Chi.'or sr.H for OptJ1.tiOn$­
NODA (Aug 70·Mllr 721 .ndExf1wti~ 

ro tlr" Profttt:t M.lJlIg~ forRootg.".'
tkm, Qff1ceofth" ChMfofSt.ff. US 
Army, Wuhington, DC. 
M';or 6ener.J D.IRDa'o;'.grHUld"~' 

Ih. b••/Q WId .dv.fICfl1II04}1H$•• Reid 
ArtiJlMY Sch-o.ol; the US AnnyCom­
mm4."dGenenJ St.ffColI¥li!JfJ; IIIJd 
th" US Atmy Wllr CDlfege. HlI; dvDI.-" 
t!tduc.tion indudu.8S degr:tM! in 
C.r.mfc E!lgiOeering (High Temp« fum 

CiNmVn~'f/omAifredUni~in 

New Yor:.t, .nd,1IMS tMigro in P1J/Hi.c A d­
Im'n/nr.rio" from SNpp~U(gS, Ie 
CQUfl9f1ln P.tl:tm8ylvm., 

defensive posture. We must never per­
mit the near-sighted to force us to 
allow our defensive posture to atrophy. 
The risks are simply too great. We 
must pus forward Ihe boundaries of 
tec ology. We cannot be satisfied 

~th only wl:mt b,as worked in the past. 
e must seeknew ethods, new 

materials, new ideas, and new con­
cepts. 

Only with a visibJeand aggressive 
program, highlighted hy a strong and 
healthy chemical defense esta 
lishment, can we hope to majntain a 
meaningful deterrence and 11 inue to 
hold the hope that no ican soldier 

ill ever be place at ndue risk by 
che .cal wea I1S. Beth military 
and industry mustw t together. The 
n'AJulre enlS' lL~t be cl ady de lIled 
and the be. l efforts m l be put forth. 
We ow this to our solili~IS, our y, 
and our alion. 
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