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A war on Libya has been on the drawing board of the Pentagon for more than 20 years.
Using nukes against Libya was first envisaged in 1996.  

On  April  14th  1986,  Ronald  Reagan  ordered  a  series  of  bombings  directed  against
Libya under  “Operation El  Dorado Canyon”,  in  reprisal  for  an alleged Libya sponsored
terrorist bombing of a Berlin discotheque. The pretext was fabricated. During these air raids,
which  were  condemned by  both  France  and  Italy,  Qadhafi’s  residence  was  bombed killing
his younger daughter.

Barely  acknowledged by the Western media,  a  planned attack on Libya using nuclear
weapons, had been contemplated by the Clinton Administration in 1996, at the height of the
Monica Lewinsky scandal. 

The Department of Defense had developed a new generation of bunker buster tactical
nuclear weapons for use in the Middle East and Central Asia: 

“Military  officials  and  leaders  of  America’s  nuclear  weapon  laboratories
[had] urged the US to develop a new generation of precision low-yield nuclear
weapons…  which  could  be  used  in  conventional  conflicts  with  third-
world nations.” (Federation of American Scientists, 2001, emphasis added)
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The B61-11 earth-penetrating weapon with a nuclear warhead had not been tested. It was
part of the B61 series, coupled with a so-called “low yield” nuclear warhead. According to US
military sources: “If used in North Korea, the radioactive fallout [of the B61-11] could drift
over  nearby  countries  such  as  Japan.”  (B61-11  Earth-Penetrating  Weapon,
Globalsecurity.org). The B61-11 earth-penetrating version of the B61 was configured initially
to have a “low” 10 kiloton yield, 66.6 percent of a Hiroshima bomb, for post-Cold War
battlefield operations in the Middle East and Central Asia. 

The Pentagon’s Plan to Nuke Libya

The B61-11 tactical nuclear weapon was slated by the Pentagon to be used in 1996 against
the “Qadhafi regime”:

“Senior  Pentagon  officials  ignited  controversy  last  April  [1996]  by  suggesting
that the earth-penetrating [nuclear] weapon would soon be available
for possible use against a suspected underground chemical factory
being built by Libya at Tarhunah. This thinly-veiled threat came just eleven
days after the United States signed the African Nuclear Weapons Free Zone
Treaty,  designed  to  prohibit  signatories  from using  or  threatening  to  use
nuclear weapons against any other signatory, including Libya.” (David Muller,
Penetrator N-Bombs, International Action Center, 1997)

Tarbunah  has  a  population  of  more  than  200,000  people,  men,  women and  children.
It is about 60 km East of Tripoli. Had this “humanitarian bomb” (with a “yield” or explosive
capacity  of  two-thirds  of  a  Hiroshima bomb) been launched on this  “suspected” WMD
facility, it would have resulted in tens of thousands of deaths, not to mention the nuclear
fallout…

The man behind this diabolical project to nuke Libya was Assistant Secretary of Defense
Harold Palmer Smith Junior. “Even before the B61 came on line, Libya was identified
as a potential target”. (Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists – September/ October 1997, p.
27, emphasis added)

Harold Palmer Smith had been appointed by President  Bill  Clinton to oversee nuclear,
chemical, and biological defense programs with a focus on “the reduction and maintenance
of the US arsenal  of  nuclear weapons”.  From the outset,  his actual  mandate,  was not
“reduce” but to “increase” the nuclear arsenal by promoting the development of a new
generation of “harmless” mini-nukes for use in the Middle East war theater.

http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/systems/b61-11.htm
http://www.iacenter.org/depleted/penbombs.htm
http://books.google.ca/books?id=2wsAAAAAMBAJ&pg=PA27&lpg=PA27&dq=b61+libya&source=bl&ots=tkou6k445w&sig=HBaMthppOlwgPacAm3UR0WejvNc&hl=en&ei=ol2TTcC3Mqbh0gGJ5ITNBw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=2&ved=0CCMQ6AEwAQ
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Harold Palmer Smith Junior

“Testing” the B611-11 Nuclear Bomb on an Actual Country

The Department of Defense’s objective under Harold Smith’s advice was to fasttrack the
“testing” of  the B61-11 nuclear bomb on an actual country:

Five months after [Assistant Defense Secretary] Harold Smith called for an
acceleration  of  the  B61-11  production  schedule,  he  went  public  with  an
assertion that the Air Force would use the B61-11 [nuclear weapon]
against  Libya’s  alleged  underground  chemical  weapons  plant  at
Tarhunah if the President decided that the plant had to be destroyed. “We
could  not  take  [Tarhunah]  out  of  commission  using  strictly
conventional  weapons,”  Smith  told  the  Associated  Press.  The  B61-11
“would be the nuclear weapon of choice,” he told Jane’s Defence Weekly.

Smith gave the statement during a breakfast interview with reporters after
Defense Secretary William Perry had earlier told a Senate Foreign Relations
Committee hearing on chemical or biological weapons that the U.S. retained
the option of using nuclear weapons against countries armed with
c h e m i c a l  a n d  b i o l o g i c a l  w e a p o n s .
(http://www.nukestrat.com/us/afn/B61-11.htm,  emphasis  added)

While the Pentagon later denied its intention to bomb Libya’s Tarhunah plant, it nonetheless
confirmed  that  “Washington  would  not  rule  out  using  nuclear  weapons  [against
Libya]”.  (Ibid.,  emphasis  added.)

Nukes and Mini-Nukes: Iraq and Afghanistan

The US military contends that  “mini-nukes” are “humanitarian bombs” which minimize
“collateral damage”. According to scientific opinion on contract to the Pentagon, they are 
“harmless to the surrounding civilian population because the explosion is underground”,

The B61-11 is a bon fide thermonuclear bomb, a Weapon of Mass Destruction (WMD) in the
real sense of the word.  

Military documents distinguish between the  Nuclear Earth Penetrator (NEP) and the “mini-
nuke”, which are nuclear weapons with a yield of less than 10 kilotons (two-thirds of a
Hiroshima bomb). The NEP can have a yield of up to a 1000 kilotons, or seventy times a
Hiroshima bomb.

http://www.nukestrat.com/us/afn/B61-11.htm
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This distinction between mini-nukes and  the NEP is in many regards misleading. In practice
there is no dividing line. We are broadly dealing with the same type of weaponry: the
B61-11 has several “available yields”, ranging from “low yields” of less than one kiloton, to
mid-range, and up to the 1000 kiloton bomb.

In  all  cases,  the  radioactive  fallout  is  devastating.  Moreover,  the  B61  series  of
thermonuclear weapons includes several models with distinct specifications: the B61-11, the
B61-3, B61- 4, B61-7 and B61-10. Each of these bombs has several “available yields”.

What  is  contemplated for  theater  use  is  the  “low yield”  10  kt  bomb,  two-thirds  of  a
Hiroshima bomb.

The Libya 1997 “Nuclear Option” had set the Stage…

Neither the Bush nor the Obama administrations have excluded using thermonuclear bunker
buster bombs in the Middle East war theater. These weapons were specifically developed for
use in post Cold War “conventional conflicts with third world nations”.  They were approved
for use in the conventional war theater by the US Senate in 2002, following the adoption of
the 2001 Nuclear Posture Review.

In  October  2001,  in  the immediate wake of  9/11,  Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld
envisaged the use of the B61-11 in Afghanistan. The stated targets were Al Qaeda cave
bunkers in the Tora Bora mountains.

Rumsfeld stated at the time that while the “conventional” bunker buster bombs “‘are going
to be able to do the job’… he did not rule out the eventual use of nuclear weapons.”
(Quoted in the Houston Chronicle, 20 October 2001, emphasis added.)

The use of the B61-11 was also contemplated during the 2003 bombing and invasion of Iraq.
In this regard, the B61-11 was described as “a precise, earth-penetrating low-yield nuclear
weapon  against  high-value  underground  targets”,  which  included  Saddam  Hussein’s
underground bunkers:

“If Saddam was arguably the highest value target in Iraq, then a good case
could be made for using a nuclear weapon like the B61-11 to assure
killing him and decapitating the regime.” (Defense News, December 8,
2003, emphasis added) 

“All options are on the table”… Sheer madness. Nukes to implement “regime change”…
What Rumsfeld had proposed, as part of a “humanitarian mandate”, was the use of a
nuclear bomb to “take out” the president of a foreign country. 

(author’s note: There is no documentary evidence that the B61-11 was used against Iraq).

Is a Nuclear Attack on Libya Still on the Pentagon’s Drawing Board?

“The  Coalition  of  the  Willing”  under  US-NATO  mandate  is  currently  involved  in  “a
humanitarian war” on Libya to “protect the lives of innocent civilians”. 

Is the use of a nuclear bomb excluded under the Alliance’s R2P Responsibility to Protect
Doctrine? 
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The Bush administration’s  2001 nuclear  doctrine  contained specific  “guidelines”  regarding
“preemptive” nuclear strikes against several countries in the broader Middle East Central
Asian region, which explictly included Libya.

As revealed by William Arkin in early 2002, “The Bush administration, in a secret policy
review… [had] ordered the Pentagon to draft contingency plans for the use of nuclear
weapons [The 2001 Nuclear Posture Review approved by the Senate in late 2002] against at
least seven countries, naming not only Russia and the “axis of evil”–Iraq, Iran, and
North  Korea–but  also  China,  Libya  and  Syria.  (See  William  Arkin,  “Thinking  the
Unthinkable”, Los Angeles Times, 9 March 2002) 

In addition, the U.S. Defense Department has been told to prepare for the
possibility that nuclear weapons may be required in some future Arab-Israeli
crisis. And, it is to develop plans for using nuclear weapons to retaliate against
chemical or biological attacks, as well as “surprising military developments” of
an unspecified nature. These and a host of other directives, including calls for
developing  bunker-busting  mini-nukes  and  nuclear  weapons  that  reduce
collateral  damage,  are  contained  in  a  still-classified  document  called  the
Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), which was delivered to Congress on Jan. 8.
(ibid)

The preemptive nuclear doctrine (DJNO) –endorsed by the Obama Administration– allows for
the preemptive use of “mini nukes” in conventional war theaters directed against “rogue
states”. While the “guidelines” do not exclude other (more deadly) categories of nukes in
the US /NATO nuclear arsenal, Pentagon “scenarios” in the Middle East and North Africa are
currently limited to the use of tactical nuclear weapons including the B61-11 bunker buster
bomb. 

The fact that Libya had been singled out by the Pentagon for a possible 1997 mini-nuke
“trial run” was a significant element in the formulation of the 2001 Nuclear Posture Review
(NPR).

It is worth noting that tactical B61 nuclear weapons have also been deployed by America’s
NATO partners: five European “non-nuclear states”, including Belgium, The Netherlands and
Italy, which are directly participating in the Libya bombing campaign, have B61 mini-nukes
stockpiled and deployed under national command in their respective military bases. (Michel
Chossudovsky, Europe’s Five “Undeclared Nuclear Weapons States“, February 10, 2010) 

These European-based mini-nukes are earmarked for targets in the Middle East. While Libya
is not mentioned, according to “NATO strike plans”, the European-based thermonuclear B61
bunker buster bombs could be launched “against targets in Russia or countries in the Middle
East  such  as  Syria  and  Iran”  (quoted  in  National  Resources  Defense  Council,  Nuclear
Weapons in Europe, February 2005).  

In the context of the ongoing war against Libya, “all options are on the table”, including the
preemptive nuclear option, as part of a “humanitarian mandate” to protect the lives of
innocent civilians.

In  2007,  a  Secret  2003  STRATCOM  Plan  was  revealed,  which  confirmed  Washington’s
resolve  to  wage  preemptive  nuclear  attacks  against  Iran,  Syria  and  Libya.  While  the
concepts and assumptions of this document were derived from the 2001 NPR, the Plan

http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=17550
http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/euro/contents.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/euro/contents.asp
http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/united_states/revision03.pdf
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formulated  by  Strategic  Command headquarters  (USSTRATCOM)  focused  concretely  on
issues of implementation.

The use of  nuclear weapons including the B61-11 against Libya in the course of the current
military  campaign,  as  initially  envisaged  by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  1997  and
subsequently embodied as the 2001 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) cannot, therefore, be
ruled out.

PART II OF THIS ARTICLE FOCUSSES ON TESTS OF B61-11 NUCLEAR BOMB CONDUCTED IN
THE DAYS FOLLOWING THE ONSET OF THE LIBYA BOMBING CAMPAIGN

Dangerous Crossroads: Is America Considering the Use of Nuclear Weapons against Libya?
PART II
– by Michel Chossudovsky – 2011-04-07

Michel Chossudovsky is an award-winning author, Professor of Economics (Emeritus) at the
University  of  Ottawa and  Director  of  the  Centre  for  Research  on  Globalization  (CRG),
Montreal. He is the author of The Globalization of Poverty and The New World Order (2003)
and America’s “War on Terrorism” (2005). He is also a contributor to the Encyclopaedia
Britannica. His writings have been published in more than twenty languages.

NEW BOOK:
The Global
Economic Crisis

Michel Chossudovsky
Andrew G. Marshall (editors)

The original source of this article is Global Research
Copyright © Prof Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 2011

Comment on Global Research Articles on our Facebook page

Become a Member of Global Research

Articles by: Prof Michel
Chossudovsky About the author:

Michel Chossudovsky is an award-winning author,
Professor of Economics (emeritus) at the University of

http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/united_states/revision03.pdf
http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/united_states/revision03.pdf
http://globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=24202
http://globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=24202
http://globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18851
http://globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18851
https://www.globalresearch.ca/author/michel-chossudovsky
https://www.facebook.com/GlobalResearchCRG
https://store.globalresearch.ca/member/
https://www.globalresearch.ca/author/michel-chossudovsky
https://www.globalresearch.ca/author/michel-chossudovsky


| 7

Ottawa, Founder and Director of the Centre for
Research on Globalization (CRG), Montreal, Editor of
Global Research. He has undertaken field research in
Latin America, Asia, the Middle East, sub-Saharan
Africa and the Pacific and has written extensively on
the economies of developing countries with a focus on
poverty and social inequality. He has also undertaken
research in Health Economics (UN Economic
Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean
(ECLAC), UNFPA, CIDA, WHO, Government of
Venezuela, John Hopkins International Journal of Health
Services (1979, 1983) He is the author of 13 books
including The Globalization of Poverty and The New
World Order (2003), America’s “War on Terrorism”
(2005), The Globalization of War, America’s Long War
against Humanity (2015). He is a contributor to the
Encyclopaedia Britannica. His writings have been
published in more than twenty languages. In 2014, he
was awarded the Gold Medal for Merit of the Republic
of Serbia for his writings on NATO’s war of aggression
against Yugoslavia. He can be reached at
crgeditor@yahoo.com

Disclaimer: The contents of this article are of sole responsibility of the author(s). The Centre for Research on Globalization will
not be responsible for any inaccurate or incorrect statement in this article. The Centre of Research on Globalization grants
permission to cross-post Global Research articles on community internet sites as long the source and copyright are
acknowledged together with a hyperlink to the original Global Research article. For publication of Global Research articles in
print or other forms including commercial internet sites, contact: publications@globalresearch.ca
www.globalresearch.ca contains copyrighted material the use of which has not always been specifically authorized by the
copyright owner. We are making such material available to our readers under the provisions of "fair use" in an effort to advance
a better understanding of political, economic and social issues. The material on this site is distributed without profit to those
who have expressed a prior interest in receiving it for research and educational purposes. If you wish to use copyrighted
material for purposes other than "fair use" you must request permission from the copyright owner.
For media inquiries: publications@globalresearch.ca

mailto:publications@globalresearch.ca
https://www.globalresearch.ca
mailto:publications@globalresearch.ca

