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On 29 June 1992, SAIC conducted a seminar/crisis game designed to explore some of the
issoes dealing with the future of muclear weapons, particolarly in & deterrent role, in the year
2000 and beyond. The game had two stated objectives: (1) develop insights and issues
concerning the role, mission, and utility of nuclesr forces in the emerging new world order;
and (2) help o understand the dynamics of factors that might lead wo threatened or actual use of
nuclear weapons in 8 world where noclear weepons have proliferated.

The game was conducted at SAIC's 1710 Goodridge Drive in Mclean, Virginia and ran from
1200-1800 o'clock. There were twenty-four players divided into four teams: A Uniwed States
tcam, & Franian tcam, a Regional (Middle East minus Tran) team, and a Rest of the World team
(a listing of the players/tcams is attached). The players arrived at 1130 a.m. and the game
started with a beiefing on the “projected™ staxe of the world (CIRCA 2000). The eams were
told that it was mid-1992 and they were to praject thernselves out to the year 2000. A scensrio
was provided that projected a Third state, in this case Iran, that had resrmed and become
militerily aggressive toward the end of the decade. The scenario also hypothesized that Iran
had secretly acquired ~10 nuclear wespons and an improved CSS-2 missile, the larter with an
implied delivery capability up 10 3000 kan. To start the first move, all teams weze told that Iran
had made preparations to move into the oil rich states of the Persian Gulf; all teams were
informed of its nuclear capability; and, all teams were to start the game with the knowledge of
its hegemonic aspirations. In general, Move [ caused the participants to assess the impact of
U.S. nuclear weapons on deterring Iran's attack/use of nuclear weapons. In order to test the
question of "What happens if deterrence fails?”, Move II started with Iren (hypothetically)
detonating a nuclear weapon on the Port of Jubayl where, in addition to a large nuomber of
Ssudi losses, several hundred Americans were killed and severe damage was done to the Port.

Each move began with the game controflers handing out questions to the teams for them to
debate and respord to in their caucus session. Following the caucus, the teams were brought
back for an interactive plenary session where they were to report their findings 10 the rest of the
players and then, through responding to questions, defend/amplify these findings. This
process was repeated for the second move with the game ending following the second
inseractive period.
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CRISIS GAME: INSIGHTS

1. INSIGHT: Third World states think about nuclear weapons in political more than military
They probably will not plan on using them first, given the obvious dangers, but may be
emboldened tn other aggressive acts that could lead 1o fateful misjudgments,

Implication: Third world states will be motivated to acquire nuclear weapons for

Implication: Possession of nuclear weapons will embolden third states to act more
aggressively, because they believe they are less subject to direct attacks
if their plans go awry.

Implication: Third world states will not have well-thought-out plans for nuclear use,
and their plans may well seem “irrational” to the U.S.

2. INSIGHT: There are no good options after first noclear use. All teams struggled to deal
with this situation, and all eventually adopted some form of the "dither” option.

Implication: There is no existing deterrence framework for managing regional
nuclear crisis. The cold war paradigms do not fit. Such a framework
needs to be in place before the crisis occurs.

Implication: The cold war evolved a set of sophisticated nuclear thinkers on each
side that greatly aided stability. There is no equivalent set of actors in
the regional contexts, and the U.S. players are gradually dissipating as a
cold war artifact. This sitmation needs to be fixed.

Implication: The U.S. will be in a no win situation with its allies: criticized fora
massive nuclear response; criticized for too smell a response if one-for-
one; criticized for being non-decisive if the response is delayed oo
long; and, criticized for not deterring use. The one clear poins was, thot
as time passes, any response will become ever harder!
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S. INSIGHT: The other reams did not believe Iran would actmally use their nuclear weapons
even though they worried (a lot) about Iran's possession of nuclear weapons. No
countries opted out of the coelition because of Iran's nuclear weapons.

Implication: The U.S. and coalition partners acted de facto as if there were no
nuclear threat - no serious consideration was given to altering the
milinry defense of the Gulf. (This could have been a game artifact)

Implication: Possession of noclear weapons in regionsl conflict is nat a basis for
shattering coalitions.

Implication: Thus, although the Iran team hoped the U.S. was deterred from
massive attacks by its nuclear capability, U.S. planning proceeded
without much regard for Imn's nuclear weapons - a basically unstable
strategic situation.

Implication: The institutional memory for operational measures in the face of small
scale nuclear use is very limiwed and needs to be revised if these
situations are considered likely.

6. INSIGHT: The Isracli players, alone among the ailied players, believed Iran would use
#ts nuclear weapons: either as a means to ensure victory (insolerabie for Isracl) or in a final
suiciial spasm of defeat against Iscael. (The latier point coincided with the Iranian team's
stated intentions.)

. Implication; Israel is unlikely to remain on the fence regarding a regional nuclesr -
threat - and will act whether the U.S. wishes them to or not.

Implication: Third World states, if “backed into a comer,” may well react
“Irrationaily”

7. INSIGHT: The Saudi team contemplsted acquiring their own nuclear weapons in this
situation from whatever sources available.
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Implication: Regional actors could see three advantages in nuclear possession:
enhanced status (as Iran had achieved); independent control of their
own destiny (not totally dependent on U.S. nuclear umbrella); and as 2
source of leverage over the U.S. (if you won't, we will).

Implication: Extending the U.S. nuclear umbrella as 2 way of preventing
proliferation by "allies” may not be effective in a regional conflict
situation.

8. INSIGHT: The U.S. team considered pre-emptive strikes on Iranian nuclear weapons but
rejected the option becanse of not being assured of near 100% success (the point was made
that as a result of the Iraqi War, things are going underground at a very rapid pace, thereby
making it a nearly impossible intelligence problem).

Implication: Military team members thought 80-90% success might be achieved and
supponted pre-emption. Political members nceded 100% success to go
forward - a nearly vnattainable goal.

Implication: Offense-defense combinations (pre-empt 70%, defeat the remaining
30% with defense) may offer & feasible approach - work is needed to
define/refine such operational options.
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CRISIS GAME: US. TEAM REPORT
MOVE1

Summary

In Move 1, the U.S. team considered Iran’s possession of nuclear weapons a significant
threat, but the potential use of nuclear weapons unlitely. The firss preference to deser use
woild be preventing conventional war, the second, a pre-emptive attack to destray Iranian
nuclear weapons. In any event, an important part of the US. team’s strategy was to ensure
that Iran undersiand that it would be subject to a massive response if it used nuclear weapons.
Immediate actions wokld include tracking and targeting, exercises, antl-sasellite operations,
and obtaining allied and Russian support.

Iran’s Intentions and Capabliities

Iran's intentions, acconding to the U.S. team, wese to capture the oil fields; destroy the qil
fields if capture wasn’t possibie; and humiliate the Saudis in onder 10 become the undisputed
leader in the Middle East (reestablish ancient Persian hegemony). By achieving the first two
military goais, fran would achieve its palitical objective of dislocating the Saudis.

Capturing the oil fielkds would require moving troops through Iraq and Kuwait. The first
order concern for Iran would be 10 noutralize Arab stses, particularly Iraq. Sxodi Arabia
would be unlikely to conceds its oil ficids, prompting a second concern: to keep the United
States from mounting a second Desert Storm. The U.S. team thought Iren would try to delink
Saudi Arabia from the U.S., pechaps by welling the Sandis that Riyadh could be saved oanly if
they cut ties with the United States.

Delinking Israel from the crisis was also thought to be an inaportant Iranian objective. Some
tearn members suggested that fran might threaten the Israelis 10 dissuade them from action:
others countered that Ismael woukin't care if Iran destroyed Saudi Arabia. The rest of the
world could be placated, according to the U.S. team. In sum, the Iranian strategy would be to
isolate Saudi Arabia, dissuade Israel from action, and placate the rest of the world.
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In their conventional campaign, the Iranians were presumed to have “more bark than bite,” at
least relative to U.S. capabilities. Team members agreed that a key weakness in Iranian
capabilities was in logistics and support; U.S. advantage could be found in stretching out
Iranian operations {although the team later noted that Iran could capure 20% of Saudi oil
production capability just a few tens of kilometers south of Kuwait).

Team members speculated on how capable Iranian missiles might be. One member noted that
Chinese-origin mobile missiles malfunctioned in the Iran-lraq war, and that the CS5-2s might
suffer the same fate. Iranian SA-10s were not considered to pose a serious threat, but the
CSS-2s could reach most of NATO and Russia.

The U.S. team thought Iranian actions would reflect the lessons of Desert Storm, which were to:

« move fast;

« keoep Israel in check;

+ be flexible in dealing with the U.S. (be prepared to cut a deal);

« use mobility and deception (U.S. cannot find mobile targets);

= inflict high casuvaltics, which the U.S. cannot accept; and last but not Jeast,
+ have nuclear weapons.

U.S. Vital Interests

U.S. vital interests, as determined by the team, included three holdovers from Desent
Shield/Storm (assuring access to oil, keeping Israel secure 2nd out of the conflict, and helping
shape a new world security regime), and a new objective (demonstrating the lack of utility of
nuclear weapons). The team debated the value of oil to the U.S, in 2000, but agreed that
regardless of the energy situation in the U.S., the West would still be dependent upon Middle
East oil. There would be continued U.S. interest in ensuring both U.S. and world access to

reasonably priced oil,

Keeping Israel out of the conflict would be critical to U.S. interests because of the potential
for broadening the conflict and because of Israeli military capabilities. Israeli incentives for
pre-emption were considered low; the eam assumed that Israel would view pre-emption to be
as difficult a task as the U.S. team did.
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The tcam agreed that it would not be in the ULS, interest if threats were made to use nuclear
weapons or if nuclear weapons actually were detonated. The U.S. would have a contimiing
interest in demonstrating the lack of utility of nuclear weapons. (In Move I1, this created a
paradox in coansidering U.S. responses to a hypothetical Franian first-use of nuclear weapons -
a nuclear second-strike might serve to support perceptions of nuclear weapons as coercive
instruments.)

Iranian Nuclear Weapons: Influence on US. Thinking

The U.S. team clearly took the threat of nuclear weapons use by Iran seriously, although
some team members commented that they would be more fearful if Saddam Hussein rather
than Iran possessed nuclear weapons since the Iranian leadership would likely care more
about their fellow citizens than Iraqi leaders do. However, other team members assumed that
Iran would not “act rationally,” making the threat unpredictable. Either way, the presence of
nuclear weapons in the region would exacerbate domestic political debate in the U.S. on the
costs of U.S. intervention.

The team considered the following to be objectives of Iranian nuclear weapons: deter the
United States, threaten U.S. forces, intimidate Saudi Arabis, and keep allies from intervening.
The team was particularly concerned about the use of biological weapons, the use of nuclear
weapons against targets in the U.S., the use of special forces to attack targets deep in Saudi
Arabis, and the use of nuclear weapons agrinst points of embarkation in the Gulf to make it
difficult for the U.S. to reinforce.

One team member suggested that Fran would threaten military targets, or in particular, U.S.
ficlded forces. Such actions would kil! U.S. soldiers and damage the American capability to
conduct & conventional war. The United States probably would not respond with a nuclear
" weapon against Arabs on Arab teritory.

Other team members considered that Iranian nuclear capabilitics were only weapons of teror:
with only ~10 weapons, it was thought unlikely that Iran would use them for military
purposes. Rather, Iran might demonstrase its capability to intimidate Saudi Arabia. Others
noted that a demonstration might have the opposite effect.

7
UNCLASSIFIED







UNCLASSIFIED

U.S. actions (particularly, specific deployment options) would be affected by the existence of
nuclear weapons in Iran. The team would not deploy carrier battle groups in the ares. In fact,
the team noted that Iran could probably close off the Arab Sea. Initial movements would be
vulnerahle. Defenses would also be deployed (see discussion below). In the short term, the
U.S. could also rattle its nuclear saber by test-firing Tomahawks, putting Tomahawks back
on SSBNs, and sending strategic bombers to Diego Garcia.

While the majority of the U.S. team was against pre-emption, the team did discuss destroying
Iranian noclear weapons with such an attack. Here the debate divided along two lines. While
some eam members suggested that high confidence in finding almost all the missiles would
be enough to initiate pre-emptive action, other team members suggested that - given the
uncertainty of finding/getting all the missiles - the U.S. president would not “bet the country”
on it. On the other hand, some suggested that finding the missiles would be insufficient and
that finding the nuclear warheads would be an even tougher probiem.

The wam agreed that preventing the war would be the best deterrent to Iran’s ouclear use.
Once the war started, however, the U.S. would attack everything it could. When questioned
whether the U.S. assumed Iran would not use nuclear weapons against a U.S. conventional
attack, the ieam replied that the U.S. would not be deterred by ~10 nuclear weapons.

Allied and Others’ Thinking

The teamn agreed that the existence of nuclear weapons in Iran would make all the allies more
cautious in getting involved than they were in the Persian Gulf war. However, some team
members noted that Europe woukd feel pressure to support the U.S., in light of the potential
conscquences of an Jranian victory - and also because Europe fell within the range of Iranian
missiles. The team agreed that other states would be influenced profoundly by U.S. actions.

While all would be threatened by a successful Jran able 1o afford any number of nuclear
weapons (with increased qil revenues), Isracl was thought 1o be particularly vainerable.

Priorities for ATBM/Air Defenses

The U.S. team would deploy THAAD and Patriot to protect its troops in the Gulf, send
Patriot missile units t0 European cities, and position ABGIS in or around the Gulf. The small
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team members suggested the Iranians might be willing 10 end the coaflict if their objectives
were limited.

The team discussed, but reached no agreement on how o punish Iran. Some team members
supponted U.S. use of nuclear weapons; others noted that using nuclear weapons would only
signal the value of those weapons. Some team members suggested that punishment did not
have to be immediate or specifically military. The players identified four possible approaches,
all approaches had in common dipiomatic measures t0 isolste Fran:

= conveational military action - litnited to blocking further Iranian gains

» conventional military action including both blocking further gains as well as
extensive pir attacks ‘

« conventional ground and air attacks against Iran intended to occupy the country

» use of nuclear weapons - either limited or Large scale

The conventional force actions would include blocking further Iranian gains and possibly air
attacks. Conventional attacks would include knocking out Khargh Island and Iran’s power
grids. These actions would be accompanied by effarts to contain Iran politically and with
threats of masstve nuclear use against further Eranian nuclesr strikes. Some team members
noted that threat of nuclear retaliation might not be credible to the Imanians if the U.S. did not
respond to the first use of a nuclear weapon.

Limited nuclear strikes would demonstraie nuclear tit-for-tat, but coukd prompt Iran to use its
other nine nuclear weapons. A large-scale conventional operation ageinst Iran, notably an
invasion from the north, would demonstrate a drarnatic response to Iran’s nuclear weapons
use, but could also incite Iran to use its other nuclear weapons, thus endangering U.S. forces.
This option would 21so take time to mobilize and obtain cooperation of other forces. A large-
scale nuclear response would devastate Iranian conventional and military capabilitics and
could deter other states from first use of nuclear weapons, but it would also demonstrate the
value of having nuclcar weapons with which to retaliate.

ﬂwmdidnmchwuaprﬁmhrmiﬁmyopﬁmmmiud_ﬁwinmdibmmsin

slupingampome:oonwntionulresponmmdlinﬁwd nuclear responses may not deter (and

may even incite) further nuclear weapons use, but a massive nuclear retalistion, which would
11
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CRISIS GAME: IRAN TEAM REPORT
MOVE]
Summary

The focus of the Move I discussion centered on deterring - via Iran’s nuclear capability - both
US. engagement in the conflict and the formation of anti-Iranian coalitions. With only ~10
weapons, however, the team was highly inclined to use them only for deterrent and/or terrorist
purposes. Essentially, the greatest value that the Iranian team saw in thelr weapons was an
ability to present adversaries with a nulti-sided political rather than warfighting threat,
Examples inciudad giving a weapon 10 a rogue state while threatening additional proliferation if
the U.S. intervened and testing a weapon near Europelfiring a ballistic missile into the
Mediterranean - uses which were designed to pressure the U.S. 1o disengage. If successfil,
the Iranian team felt highly confident in their ability to launch a successful military campaign.

Basic Assumptions

Throughout the first move, the Iran team established a set of basic assnmptions upon which
they based further discussion and decisions. These assnmptions were as follows:

« Iran will seek to increase the price of oil and get a greater market share by making Sandi
Arabia and Kowait limit their own production

« Iran has forestalled tatks in the Gulf, and the Gulf states are divided

+ The Middle East regional status quo is not a given

« The Saudi sitnation is fragile, with many people unhappy and susceptible to Persian appesl
« Relations with Pakistan were good

+ U.S.-GCC relations were friendly, but not close

« U.S. presence/influence in the region has declined, although the task force (three U.S. ships)
was still present in the year 2000

» Iran must pass via land (through Iraq/Kuwait) or via coastal waters to reach Savdi Arabia
{because of the lack of large Iranian amphibious and sea lift capabilities); Iraq will allow Iran
to pass unharmed in the extreme Southern part of the country
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Militarily, the Iran team established certain criteria that would have t0 be met in order t execute
a miliary campaign with the best chance of success. The first and most important of these
criteria was deserring the U.S. (and its Wesiem allies) from intervening in the conflict. In
order to accomplish this, Iran would use its nuclear capability as a threat. Specifically:

* The team immediately would give one warhead and a ballistic missile to Algeria, while
simultaneously dispersing the threat of additional proliferation if the U.S. intervened;
* The team would thresmsen nuclear attack on NATO allies (the "flexibie” response) in
retaliation for an American smaclG
» The team would publicize the conviction that Western casualties would be high and a
. quick victory impossible in case of intervention,

There was much disagreement on whether or not the stick approach alone would actually deter
the U.S., and 30 a carrot would also be offered in exchange for U.S. non-interference. In
essence, the idea would be diffused that interveation would cause a huge disruption in oil
production, but assurances would also be made that oil supplies will not be affected otherwise.
Iran would propose a consumer/praducer il conference to prove it was committed to this idea.

The weam also hoped that such positive incentives would encourage international actors
(Western and Regional) to remain outside anti-Iran military coslitions. To further deger the
establishment of such coalitions, Iran would 1aunch a series of diplomatic initiatives aimed at
appeasing potential adversaries.

The final military eriterion during the first move had to do with actusl warfighting. If the team
was reasonably assured that U.S. use of farce was inevitable, then they knew that they had to
mobilize and move as quickly as possible before the U.S. could act.

Nuclear Weapons Utility - Use or Deterrence?

Much of the tearn discussion centered around the actual utility of having nuclear weapons, and
there was a team consensus that first use was sot in Iran’s best interest. In fact, while the
Iranian teamn did not “ruic out” nuclear use against the Unired Staswes or the Gulf states, this
option was extremely low on the list of things the team was willing to do. On the other hand,
the deterrent value of merely holding such weapons was scen as very high. Some examples of
how the Iranian team used nuclesr wespons in this initial stage of the game inclunded
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nuclear attack against the U.S. or American forces would merely invite massive nuclesr
retaliation. This same thinking applied to Israel as well.

Anticipated Israeli Reaction

Becanse of Isracl's pivotal position in the Middle East and Jsrael's suspected nuclear weapons,
Iran very muoch wanted Israel to remain outside the conflict. The team considered several
possible views that Israet could have. First and foremost, Isracl was expected to be very
disturbed over Iran's nuclear capability, or more specifically, exuemely concerned about being
hit, hﬂﬁsﬁmﬁogulmelomﬂddomyﬂﬂngﬁumrmﬁmnsomﬁdeﬂw'ﬁmofﬁm'm
unilaterally pre-empting. Becanse Isracli pre-emption was a real possibility, the Iraniag team
felt it necessary, early on, to deal with Isracl. They would pursue a variety of initiatives
toward Israel, possibly including but not limited to the following:

-Mahamwmdlmdimmgbnﬂmnityinﬁghwfﬂwﬁmﬂmﬂwyboﬂi
had nuclezr weapons

+ Make assurances that Fran was not threatening Israel (although Israel doubtfully
would believe this)

« Ask Isracl to either encourage the U.S. to stay ontside the conflict, or to mediate the
conflict iteelf

mmmm&rﬂﬁyomﬁdmtmmmmmmumuwmdf
was never direcily threataned. Duging the first interactive session, however, the Iran team was
mﬁndnhwmmmmmnmnubymw-uﬂmﬂ
by sericusly considering nuciear retaliation. Any noclesr use included detonating 2 weapon
‘against Rome or Saudi Arabia and/or transferring onc weapon to Algeria. ‘

Ways to Deter/Stop Iran

mnmmmpvemmmiumtmhlnwwcﬂnfahtomphudm
into Sandi Arabia. In the first scenario, Iran could be "bought,” and thus deterred from most,
if not all military action. The price was high and would have to be paid both by the West and
by Iran's neighbors. Tt included U.S. departure from the reglon, autonomy for the Shias, an
undunuﬁumdl(uﬂdhgbomm:ndmmmxnndmofwﬂim
Iranian hegemony in the region.
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In terns of coalition-building, clearly the team realized that by detonating a nuclear weapon,
any hopes of geining allies or dividing the western coslition would be dramatically reduced.
Further, the team also realized that & Iranian nuclear weapon nsed sgainst Jubeyl may instigate
cven an Arab coalition against them (although if the U.S. were to retaliate with a nuclear attack,
Tehran may receive some pity and political suppoct from the Islamic world). Either way, U.S.
domestic opposition to the Iranian regime and Iranian difficulties in prosecuting this war had
increased substantially, Furthermore, Iran was now faced with sirigle-handedly deterring a
United States which they felt woald be gearing for 2 massive retaliatory noclear sirike.

In order to deter the Americans from attacking Iran, team members pursued a two-tier policy.
First, or "the soft approach®, the seam would pursue negatiations with the U.S., offering the
idea that the region was vital to Iran but not to the U.S.; beiting the West with the promise of
long-term oil predictability; and, expressing a willingness to back down if the U.S. would
withdraw from the region. They considered the idea of proposing U.N. mediation for the
conflict, but rejected this idea based on the belief that the intemnational cocnmunity would come
down hard on Iran for launching a nuclear weapon.

Second, or "the hard approach”, the team would explicitly threaten nuclear arack on one or two
major Buropean cities (z list of cities was cyeated which included Munich, Vienna, Milan,
Rome, Athens, and Marseilles) if a process of reconciliation did not begin immediately. The
team also opted to say that the U.S. was not immune to such an attack.

In a post first-use environment, the leam could only hope that the two-tier approach would stop
the U.S. from advancing/escalating further. If this happened, the team well recognized that

Iren would be in & very beneficial position - regionally and militarily. K, on the other hand, the
U.S. was not deterred at this point, Washington was expected to respond in one of four ways:

» Conventionally (cither inside or owtside fran)
« "Tit for Tat" (using 1 nnclcumtpwwmlrnmanmpon.nisﬂc,m)
* With & medium (10) number of nuclear weapons - aimed at Iran's weapons
* With a large (20+) number of nuclcar weapons - aimed at Iran's weapons and cities

The conventional U.S, response was by far what the Iranian team preferred, but there were
two different conventional scenarios possible. In the case of a conventional sttack ontside of
hrandan territory, the Iran team woukt announce a unilateral panse of the Iranian forces which
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would not be moved again unless the U.S. moved. They would also inform the world that the
attack on Jubay! was an anti-U.S. maneuver, and that Iran itself was willing to back down
from this escalating conflict. In the case of a massive conventional attack within the Iranian
homeland, however, the nuclear option would again have to be considered.

It was decided that if the second option ("tit for tat™) were chosen, Iran would still be in a
relatively strong position and could suggest the following (in exchange for a U.S. withdrawal),
(1) immediste cessation of military activities; (2) denuclcarization of the region - perhaps
without any intention of carrying this through; and, (3) a return to status quo ante. Detonating
a nuclear weapon was considered again, as was the idea of completely folding under U.S.
retaliation. Both of these options, however, were secondary to that of negotiating with the
U.S. in the hopes of maintaining Iran's current military position.

The next possible response (10 weapons) would evoke a decision to definitely bomb Milan
(chosen randomly from the list), and then re-approach the United States for a cessation of the
fighting - seeking the same of negotiating position that was sought in the above scenario.

Finally, if the U.S. fired "massive” numbers of weapons into Iran, the team would opt for the
“irrational actor on a suicidal mission" approach. There was no real clear cut number of
weapons that the team decided would push them over this edge. The main criterion was the
decisiveness of the attack and the furility of recovery, and the number chosen was around 20+.
The assumption was this: If Iran is going down, at least the Iranians can go down as heroes -
taking out as much as they can (from Munich to Israel and possibly even New York city - if
logistically plausible) on the way.

The Iranian team felt that much, if not all, depended on the U.S. position. If the U.S, was not
going to accept a "status quo ante” solution (ie., backing away from the conflict even after Iran
had used a nuclear weapon), then Iran's options were severely curtailed at this point. In fact,
the Iranian team felt that is precisely what would happen.

Additional/Final Comments

« Several times during the game, Iran was sble 10 place the U.S. in an uncomfortable situation:
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- The team expressed an outright rejection of the Nuclear Proliferation Regime. The weam
was fully prepared to transfer nuclear weapons (and delivery capability) to Algeria and/or
Serbia-type pariah states. Ian called these probable recipients the “"League of the
Disinherited,” and used the transfers solely for political reasons (i.e., to fragment the
world - and force America’s hand). It is important to realize, however, that the Iranian
team was not bluffing and that in this situation, the U.S. mey either be forced to
disengage from a conflict or else be blamed for nuclear proliferation.

- ‘The Franian team’s "flexible response” (i.e., striking major European cities in response to
cither a U.S. pre-emptive or retalistocy nuclear strike) may have to be considered an
option for a nuclear capable rogue state which considers itself backed into a corner.

Propensity for this type of response was even more evident by the end of the second
move. At that point, the team agreed that if the U.S. hit Iran with a large amount of
nuclear weapons (20+; in response to Iran's first use), Iran would take overything left
and suike everything possible (a suicidal mission from Isrsel to Munich). The only
consideration was “if Iran is going down, we Iranians are going down as heroes.”

- Iran consistently reiterated that the only thing that woukl tura them back was a continuous
U.S. military onslaught, but as sooa as the possibility of a "decisive” U.S. retaliation
was discussed, Iran became the traditional irrational actor - favoring the suicidal mission.

+ During the second pleasry session, it became obvious that the U.S.'s preferred order of
responses o Iran's nuclear detonation went from conventional first to large nuclear retaliation
last. The Iranian team, on the other hand, expected the order to be opposise, with a large
nuclear retaliation being first. This discrepancy could perhaps be used to America's advantage,
for if Washington is able to postire an intent of enrelenting military advance, it may be able
force the third country to back down before the conflict escalates into further nuclesr use.

» During the first plenary session, one U.S. team member commented that Iran may have best
utilized its weapons by not szying/demonstrating anything as pectaining to its nuclear arsenal
(and then letting the U.S. media take care of the publicity and speculation). Although not
discussed in caucus, most Iranian team members seemed to agree that this may have been the
more realistic Iranian course of action. :
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REGIONAL TEAM REPORT
MOVE I

Summary

The Regional team was very concerned that Iran would use its ruclear weapons, and for the
most part, formed a strong anti-Iran coalition. Rather than acting themselves, however, almost
every regional player nurned to the United States 1o lead the response against Tehran - the one
exception being Israel. Despite the general tendency to rely on the U.S., however, the regional
players were concerned thar the U.S. woudd not act decisively to prevent Iranian attacks against
them and were frustrated that there were no real options other than to rely on U S. (again
excepting Israel).

Discussion

The team began the discussion by deciding what regional countries and interests they
represented. Although the team initially set out to represent a broad group of Arab States +
Israel, throughout the course of the game the 1eam concentrated nearly il of their atiention on
the key players in the region: Saudi Arabia, Iraq and Isreel, with occasional consideration of
Turkey, Pakistan, Syria, and other Arab siates.

Starting assurnptions were then drafted.

« Iraq was assumed 1o be partially restored into the world community. Sanctions had
been eased but Iraq was not yet fully embraced.

+ START was being implemenied and Kazakhstan had volunteered to surmender all
nuclear weapons as required.

Perceptions of the Iranian Threat

The tcam unanimously felt that the Iranian overtures constituted a genvine and serious threat to
the security of the region. Some players considered the possibility that Iran was threatening the
Saudis in the belief that their response would show them to be U.S. lackeys and lead to
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popular support for Iran. No one, however, doubted that in the end Fran would take military
actioa absent harsh political concessions. No one thought the Iranian actions were intended as
abluff. All players felt that Iran would deeply and profoundly alier the balance of power in the
region if left unchecked.

Once confronted with the Franian threat, team members were nearly wnanimous in their belief
that the Unised States would have (o take the lead in reforming the Desert Storm coalition to
prevent further Iranian aggression. The primary reason for the reliance on the United States
was the team’s assessment that the regional players themselves lacked the military force (as
well as perhaps the political will) required to pose a realistic threat o Irmn. In addition 10
relying on the U.S. to champion a Desert Siorm IT campaign against fran, all members
commitied themselves to participate as coalition partners, notwithstanding Iran's nuclear
capability.

While the Regional tcam viewed the Franian overtures as an unambiguous threat, there were
certainly Machiavellizn thoughts, especially on the part of Iraq, on how best to respond to the
crisis. Iraq saw the "alliance” as win-win. If Iran succeeded, Iraq would share in the spoils
and would become stronger. If Iran looked to be losing, Iraq conld always change sides and
take advantage of a greatly weakesed ran.

In the final analysis, every single actor in the region hoped that Iranian hegemonic efforts
would be unsuccessful. It was thought that no countries would be willing to unambiguously
support the Iranian effort.

Thoughts about the US. Role

All players in the region felt that the U.S, was the only real guarantee of security against the
threat from Iran. A decisicn by the U.S. to quickly deploy a brigade of troops was widely
viewed as a key indicator of the U.S. commitment. The members planned to press the US. 1o
follow that deployment with larger numbers of troops.

At the same tirpe, the players in the region realized that Iren had leamned from Desert Storm that
it could not grant the U.S. sufficient time to marshall a sufficient conventional force faced with
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the task of restoring the status quo. Hence the U.S. would have to make an "immediate and
decisive” effort against Iran.

While there was no consensus of what would constitute an "immediate and decisive” attack, the
players were well aware of the fact that the use of U.S. nuclear weapons would probably be
required. At this point, some country members began to seriously question American resolve
10 use nuclear weapons in the crisis, although no consensus was reached on alternative actions,

The cam thought that Saudi Arabia would feel that the U.S. might shrink from making such a
decision. One member thought that it might be useful for Saudi Arabia to acquire a nuclear
warhead and threaten its use as a method of goading the U.S. into action. Similarly, Saudi
Arabia might use its wealth to urge Pakistan to take some sort of decisive pre-emptive nuclear
attack against Iran,

The View from Sandi Arabia

Saudi angst grow, according to the Regional team participants, as as it realized that it was
unlikely that a pre-emptive attack by anyone would be totally successful.  Some Iranian
nuclear weapons were bound to escape destruction, even if the U.S. initiated the attack. It was
thought that these surviving weapons would ceruainly be used against Saudi Arabia. Indeed,
Saudi Arabia was thought to be the prime nuclear target of Iran (with Israel as the second most
likely). U.S. troops, most of whom were stationed in Saudi Arabia, were judged to be the
third most likely target.

Because of the team's conclusion that Saudi Arabia would be “target number one”, players
representing Saudi Arabia decided the following: while Saudi Arabia was trying to muster a
nuclear response to Iran, it would refuse to grant the U.S. the rights to deploy tactical nuclear
weapons on Saudi territory in the belief this would only increase the risk of attack. Instead,
they hoped that the U.S. would use sea-based or air-based sysiems.

Again, the team saw Saudi concerns growing as they worked through possible Saudi options.
It became increasingly obvious that Saudi Arabia's entire fate depended upon the U.S.
response.  Even when some of the players suggested that Saudi Arabia might quickly scquire a
nuclear weapon from some other country there was no finm intention to use it. Hence the
dependence upon the U.S. would grow even further.
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The View From Israel

The team expected Isrel to feel especially threasened by the Tranian nuclesr gambit. If fan's
military efforts to aiter the balance of power in the midesst wers successful, Isracl’s existence
would be directly threasened. On the other hand, if the Imnlan offensive was unsucceseful the
chances were high that a nuclear strike against Israel would be launched as some sort of
fatalistic last gasp. Hence, Iran would destroy Israel one way or the other - either way, Iran
was likely to use its nuclear weapons against laracl.

The team also thought that Israel would view the fraq-iran collusion as extremely threatening.
If any sort of Iraq-Iran alliance could be stitched together the end result would ultimately
threaten Isracli security, no matier how weak the thread.

The Israelis took little solace in the American pledge as being 100 little too lase. Israel would
probably realize quite early in the crisis that a credible nuclear response would be needed.
They not only had misgivings about the U.S. commitment to use nuclear weapons, but also
doubted the American's ability to conduct a successful pre-emptive strike on Iran, nuclear or
conventional. They were sure that several Imanian nuclesr missiles weze bound to survive.
These surviving weapons would then be used in a last gasp attempt by Iran to inflict the
greatest possible amount of damage - a strike at Tel Aviv.

Given that their national survival was at stake the Israclis were determined to act. Their
strategy, as determnined by the Regional team, was: if hit by an franian nuclesr weapon, Israsl
would retaliate massively with everything they had in an atteenpt to end the war. Second, if the
situation coatinued to deteriorate, and especially if Iran used a nuclear weapon even as a
"demonstration” shot not aimed at Istael, Isrzel would elect to respond with a massive noclear
strike, with or without the support of the U.S.

Here is should be noted that the Area team saw Isracl alone as having the inteat 0 use naciear
weapons. While Saudi Arabia contemplated acquiring a weapon during the game, it never
expressed a clear intent to use it. Israel dld express this intent. Indeed, to demonstrase their
intentions, the players representing Ismel quickly put their nuclear forces on alert and
reasserted their policy to respond massively if threarened.
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Other Regional Players
The other regional players only played a ertiary role the the crisis:

Syriz would probably view the rise of unchecked Iranian militancy as highly destabilizing in so0
far as it would ruin the last ten years of Syrian attempts to play a leading role in the region.

Egypt was expected to join the coalition alongside Syria and seek immediste U.S. military
support. The Iranian threat was considered real and ominous.

The players thought that Pakistan may discuss the possibility of becoming nuclear gusrantor
for Saudi Arabia, although they never came to closure on this option.

MOVE I
Summary

In response 1o a kypothetical Iranian nuclear attack on the Saud! port of Jubayl, the regional
coallrion against Iran was significantly strengrhened, as was the dependency on the U S. for
protection. Players representing Saudi Arabia, in fact, contemplated evacuating leadership and
turning over full responsibility for the crisis to the U.S,, and even those representing Israel
looked to the United States to take the next step.

The Sandis had two fundamental goals:

(1) U.S. must stop Iranian further use of nuclear weapons
(2) U.S./Allied reinforcements must continue to flow

A long discussion followed regarding Saudi intentions. It was spparent that the Iranian use of a
nuclear weapon had profoundly rarted the will and resolve of Saodi Arabia. The wisdom of
evacuating the ruling family was considered. Time and agein, the team stressed the lack of
realistic options in responding o the Iranian threat. Worse yet, the Saudis were expected 10 be
becoming increasingly skeptical about the American commitment.
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A minority view beld that if America refused 1o resaliate in kind with muclear weapons, the end
result would be a virmal standoff, Iran would be left in place, having achicved at least imited
success. The region would then be left in an uncasy sort of trace, with Iran unpunished for its
initial nuclear artack.

Paradoxically, the Iranian nuclear use had the effect of strengthening the coalition! Now no
one had any other place to turn. (This was equally true for Iraq, now frozen into its uncasy
relationship with Iran). At the seme time, afl players shared the Sandi concern that after Iranian
first use, the power balance would be fundamentally altered unless Iran was crushed.

The piayers really struggied with their next move. Some felt that deterrence (of further
aggression/nuclear attack) could be established if the U.S. conducted some sort of mixed
conventional and nuclear attack. The team thought Saudi Arabia would support a limited
nuclesr strike by the United States. Targets for these strikes were to be the remaining Iranian
nuclear systems and weapons. The option of evacnating the leadership and lesting the
Americans resolve the issus (in a manner similar to the Kuwait government) was resurfaced
and discussed. This view gained credence as the team discussed their lack of actions and now,
near total dependence on the United States. The end result was inaction.

Most of the players at this point felt that it would not be possible to re-cstablish the statns quo.
For them, it was an entirely new game. Now they hoped to reassert some soxt of regional
deterrence.

Indeed, one of the players remarked that the region needs to learn from the U.S.-USSR
experience that it was necessary to construct credible deterrence models to avoid the very
situation in which the players now found themselves. Some sort of assurod destruction
doctrine needed to be developed where the use by one of a nuclear weapon would set off
avtomatic and widely understood similar nuclear responses.

The teamn though that Iscac] would conclude that its chances of avoiding & noclear strike were
eroding. Yet at the same tims, a pre-emptive attack by Israeli forces could result in an Iranian
nuclear reply and devastation 1o the Israeli homeland. They decided to wait to see what the
U.S. would do before deciding to conduct a pre-emptive attack.
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more dominant world political role. Although European paolitical cooperation would probebly
be much less complese than that envisioned by the Maastricht treaty, it would be more
comprehensive than in 1992, This crisis would probably be the first real test of whichever

" security structare (¢e.g., NATO, WEU, CSCE) had emerged as the dominant Evropean security

apparatus by the year 2000.

Game perticipents that represented Japan's point of view felt that Tokyo's global political role
would be tested by this crisis. The Japancse were soundly criticized for their passivity during
Desert Storm, and they would almost certainly join a military coalition by sending support
personnel. Although Japan would slso be concerned with discouraging the proliferation of
nuclear weapons, its strongest motivation 10 become involved in the scenario probably would
hinge on its dependence on Middle East ail,

Russian goals in the region were thought to be primarily maintaining stability in the region,
limiting the spread of potentially disruptive ideologics (Islam) near its borders, and curbing
nuclear proliferation - especially near its borders. ‘The issue of Middle East oil presented a wild
card as far as Russisn interests went since Russia, as an oil producer, could potentially benefit
from a check in the flow of Middle East oil. The seam thought that Russia would probably like
to illustrate its residual politico-military power by actively engaging in the crisis.

Like Russis, the weam thought the Central Asian Republics (CAR) wonld be very intcrested in
maintaining stability in the region, and would, therefore, also be invoived in resolving the
crisis. While ideology and the proliferation of nuclesr weapons would definisely effect the
CA&ﬁnmmddmmchmmusm&aMhthmmﬂphy.

India was also expected to have strong interests in both the siability and proliferation issves.
Pakistan would undoubtedly be observing Iran's behavior and the response to that behavior
keenly. If Iran "got away with" using a nuclear weapon either politically or militarily, India
would have to re-think its nuclear doctrine toward Pakistan. The ideology issue would also
impact on India, which would foreseeably prefer not to fan the flames of Islam.

Finally, team members believed that Beijing would also be involved in the crisis, but that China
had interests that were cither less clesr, or perhaps less vital, than the previously mentioned
countries. The crisis was not deemed one in which China would become involved simply to
prove its global role. Nor was China's anti-American ideology considered a powerful
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motivation. While Beifing may have interests relating 1o the profiferation of anclear weapons,
the team never fully articulated how they wonld be sffected by the Eranian crisis.

Perceived Iranian Capabilities/Intentions

Team members agreed that none of the ROW would consider Iran's conventional capabilities a
very credible threat. Rather, the ROW team thought that Iran would use its nuclear weapons to
deter the United Statos from becoming involved in the crisis.

Probable Lessons that Iran Learned from Desert Storm

When queried as to what lessons the ROW team thought kran had learned from Desert Storm,
the team gave the following answers: First, if a country threatens the Middle East oil supply,
the rest of the world will "gang-up on them.” Another powntial lesson was that ROW behavior
was directly linked to the U.S. response (2.g., if the Franians could deter the U.S. from
responding mititarily 1 the crisis, then the ROW would be similarly deterred from becoming
involved). The final lesson that the ROW texm agreed Iran would leamn from Desert Storm was
that Tehran should move quickly if it insended so atiack, and once the attack was tnitdsted, it
should not panse in Kuwait, but should occupy the entire Arabian coast.

Anticipated Iranian Targets and Propensity for Joining a2 Coslition

The teamn remarkad that both Russia and China would think Iran highly likely to use nuclear
weapons against U.S. troops. Japan's position was expected to be less clear, but the seam did
not think Tokyo would rule out the possibility of Iranian nuclear use against U.S. troops.
Europe would consider Irsnian nuclear use & risk but would not be as confident as Russia or
China that they would sctally be used. Overall, the scam did not think that Iran would use
nuclear weapons against themselves (and did not discuss the possibility of an Irsnian nuclear
attack on other Middle East countries).

As far as coalition building was concemed, the team agreed that the most critical factor

impacting a particular country's decision to join a military coalition against fran was the U.S.'s
behavior; Although Germany, France and perhaps other countries would aspire to more

influential global political roles, no one on the ROW 1eam thought any country save the Unitod
States had the wherewithal to forge an anti-Iran coalition. In addition, if the U.S. equivocated,
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a coalition may not form at all. Overall, however, Iran's ~10 nucloar weapons did not deter the
ROW from forming a political coslition against Iran. While neither the CAR nor China would
join an anti-Iranian economic embargo, Russia, Japan, and either a coordinated or some ad hoc
European grouping would probably join a military coalition against Iran,

Throughout Move I deliberstions, Japan was consisiently identified as the most “nuclear shy™
(e.g.. It would not support the military coalition if it thought kran was going to nse moclesr
weapons). Russie, conversely, would join the coslition precisely because it thought Iranian
nuclear use likely.

Thoughts on Deterring Iran

The team decided that both China and Rossia would believe that only s drastic response, such
a8 a nuclear artack or a massive pre-emptive measure, would deter Iran from further military
action. On the other hand, the team thought that Japan would favor a more subtie response,
such as a global economic embergo. One participant commented that Japan would support this
response not so mych because it truly believed an economic embarge would work, but becanse
Tokyo would waat to believe it would work. None of the ROW weam, except the
spokesperson for Japan, belioved that a large-scale U.S. conventional mobilization - akin to
Desert Storm - would deter Iran.

The seam then thought about the relationship between the strength of the hypothetical coalition
and U.S. nuclear response, and came 1o the following conclusions: China and Japen would
both belicve that the threat of U.S. nnclear attack would deter further Iranian military action.
True to its anti-nuclear sentiments, however, Japan would drop out of a coalition if it thought a
U.S. nuclear response was likely. Although Europe saw a U.S. nuclear response bringing -
many complications and potentially negative ramifications for the U.S.,, it was unclear whether
Europe would leave the coalition if such a response was chosen.

The team unanimously agreed that Iran would be deterred from further military action {fthe
U.S. could credibly display the ability o destroy all Iranian nuclear weapons in s conventional
strike with a 100% probability of success. The team also agreed that the U.S. was unlikely to
actually accomplish this.

3
UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

Thexe was considerable discussion as 10 what kind of military operations were appropriste for
the Umited Staies. Most countrics were expected 10 argoe against a pre-emptive conventional
strike, and all countries were expected 10 oppose 2 nuclear pre-emption. At the same tims, no
onc thought of a viable alternative 1o these two options. Japan and Ewrope would most lkely
equivocate - searching for a sign of Iranian flexibility in order to negotiate some sort of
settiement. The ieam agreed that ROW support for any pre-emption wocld be based on
individual assessments of the following:

« how inevitable armed conflict had become;
* how confident each country was in U.S, success; and,
« how far Iran was willing to g0 to achieve itz objectives.

Discrepancies in ROW and Iranlan Views

One comment that came as a surprise 10 the ROW team was that the Iranian team considered
Europe 10 be the "Achilles heel” of the U.S. military straregy (i.c., Irnn could inthmidate the
Europeans with their nuclear armed CSS-2s 10 the point wheze the Buropeans would pressure
the United States to disengage from the confiict). The ROW weam participants aever considered
themselves to be potential targets of Iranian aggression, but rather envisioned U.S. troops the
primary target for Iran's nuclear weapons.

Anorher significant discrepancy between Iranian and ROW perspectives had to do with
coalition-building, While Iran expected its nuclear capability to inhibit/deser the formation of
unfavorable politico-military coalitions, the ROW responded to this threat by being more, not
less, supportive of a coalition and military action against Eran.

MOVE 11
Summary

Once more, the U.S. clearly had the responsibility for solving the crisis and the ROW seam
struggled with the role it would play. Surprisingly, however, the coalition was tremendossly
strengthened in a post first use environment. What was not strengthened was the ROW wam’s
resolve to act, and rearn members sat squarely on the fence. All members wanted an rwmediate
victory - which was thought to be possible only through a U S. nuclear strike on Iran - but no
one would publicly support a U.S. decision to go nuclear.
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The Effect of Nuciear First Use on the Coalition

Iran's nuclear use forced the ROW team into a tighter coslition: With no single player now
willing to act unilaserally, retaliation would be implemened via the coalition or it worlkd not be
implemented at all. In fact, those countries which, under Move I conditions, were generally
inclined to join the political and/or economic coalition were now even more inclined o do 3o
now that Iran had used a nuclear weapon. On the other hand, the team thought that Iran's
nuclear use would now guarantes that neither Japan nor China would become involved
militarily in the crisis.

Similar to the coalition-building dynamics of Move I, other countries’ participation in a military
coalition depended, to a great degree, on the Uniwed Staies (excepting China and Japan). If the
ROW considered U.S. leadarship to be lacking or the chances of U.S. success to be moderate

to low, the chances of ROW military coalition participation were low.

Preferred U.S. Response

The team agreed that the United States woukd have to respond “decisively” to the first use of
nuclesr weapons. If the American response was perceived to be “luke warm"” or ineffective,
Iran would be indirectly encoumnged to continue its military action; the value of nuclear
weapons would increase for new/potential nuclear weapons states; and, U.S. allies would
seriously question the dependability of the United Stases in fulfilling its long term security
obligations. Some tsam members suggested that the whole U.S, alliance system could be
jeopardized by a weak U.S. response.

A conventional response, albeit the preferred option, appeared inadequate. Nothing the United
States could do in the short term, sach as bomb Iran with strategic conventional or tactical air,
would be "decisive.” On the other hand, reconstituting the forces required w prosecute a large-
scale anack on Iran would take much too long. Therefore, it appeared that the only decisive
response available 1o the United States would be a nuclear attack of some kind. While the
ROW might secretly wish to see the United States punish Iran with a nuclear strike, they could
not support the U.S. publicly.
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Thus, the ROW inevitably placed the United States in a dilecana. Washingion needed 10
respond decisively, and perhaps the onty decisive response availahie was ouciesr rotatiation.
Yet, by choosing this option, the United Staes would lose {overt) insernational support and
could engender even more negative responses over the long torm. I, on the other hand, the
U.S. rejected the nuclear option, Washington could still jeopardize its relations with its allies
(for failing 10 respond "decisively™), while simultanecusly failing s key non-protiferation
litmus test (by letting Iran use, and go unpunished for, miciesr aggression). The rest of the
workl team concluded that once the "nuclear genie” was out of the bottle, the U.S. was loft
with only bad options.
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CRISIS GAME: PARTICIPANTS/TEAM BREAK DOWNS
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