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“The need for an effective Civil
Defense is surely beyond dispute. . .
No city, no family, nor any honorable
man or woman can repudiate this

duty...”
— Sir Winston Churchill
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AMONG SURVIVE WRITERS
Arthur A. Broyles

A member of the staff of the Los Alamos Weapons
Laboratory during the time of the development of the
world’s first H-bomb, Dr. Broyles gained an early, ground-
floor familiarity with nuclear weapons effects. Later as a
RAND Corporation researcher, he conducted extensive re-
search on the effectiveness of shelter in nuclear attack sit-
uations. Since joining the Department of Physics and Astro-
nomy at the University of Florida Dr. Broyles has in a
number of ways further developed his studies of civil de-
fense. He has been particularly active in bringing together
those Americans calling for realistic nuclear attack survival
planning. His article “They Bet Your Life” on page 6 ex-
amines a policy which weakens such planning.

ERRATUM

In the May-June 1970 issue of Survive, page 6, “Spec-
ial Report by John Causten Currey,” column 2, line 6:
figure should read “‘3,000-mile range.”
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- Reader

Lincoln, Nebraska
To: Survive

The March-April issue of Survive is excellent. The
articles were balanced: showing first what the Soviets are
doing; then the French study as to the feasibility of blast
shelter; then the complementary dual-use shelter discussion
by Christy; capped off by Guier’s editorial.

I was shocked to learn from the President’s State of
Foreign Affairs Message that the Missile Gap, first debated
during the election campaign of the late President Kennedy,
has now come into being.

The Survive issue thus was timely. So much so I sent a
copy to Senator Hruska, who agreed it was thought pro-
voking, and sent it on to President Nixon. The Senator
hopes with me the National Security Council will consider
this in conjunction with the “Lincoln’ study.

Recently the RAND Corporation released a study titled
“Soviet Civil Defense Revisited, 1966-1969.” It also tells
a most disturbing story. Senator Curtis likewise urged the
White House to consider this as the “Lincoln” study is
considered.

Survive is doing an increasingly good job. Keep up the

good work.
Lyle A. Welch, Major General
The Adjutant General
Nebraska Civil Defense Agency

Washington, D.C.

Major General Lyle A. Welch
Military Department of Nebraska
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Dear Lyle:

Thank you for calling to my attention the articles in
the civil defense publication Survive.

I certainly share your concern in this matter and I feel
that we must not relax our effort to maintain a strong
civil defense.

I have taken the liberty of sending a copy of Survive
and your letter to President Nixon for consideration.

I feel that this will help to provide the President and
National Security Council with important information as
they consider the studies of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness.

Thank you for sharing with me your views on this impor-
tant matter.

With kind regards,

Sincerely,

Roman L. Hruska
U.S. Senator
Nebraska

I believe that defense decisions must be made on
the hard realities of the offensive capabilities of
our adversaries, and not on our fervent hopes about
their intentions. . . We cannot survive in the real
world if we plan our defense in a dream world.

President Richard Nixon

~ This att
remains to
necessary: leader:
national level
future.

CD CALENDAR

July 19-22
July 23-24
October 4-9
October 8-9
*Changed from Corpus Christi

—Region III USCDC Conference, Cocoa, Florida.

—Region VIII USCDC Conference, Billings, Montana

—Annual USCDC Conference, Fort Worth, Texas.*

—ICDO International Industrial CD Colloquium, Nancy (France)



THE MYTH OF

“ASSURED DESTRUCTION?

-by Eugene P. Wigner

Facts of modern Soviet defense reveal a drastically different
picture than that of an obliterating second strike by the United
States in the event of Soviet nuclear attack. Here Princeton
University’s Dr. Eugene P. Wigner, renowned physicist and civil
defense authority, examines these facts and arrives at the conclu-
sion that the Soviet Union would not be crushed by our counter-
attack. It would, thanks to effective survival plans, lose fewer
people than it lost in World War II—-probably less than half as

many.

A large part of our public and much of our military
consider civil defense preparations unnecessary because
they believe we can rely on the “assured destruction” doc-
trine. This doctrine tells us that, even after being subjected
to a first strike, our forces can inflict such damage on the
assailant that his destruction as a nation is assured. Hence,
no nation will ever attack us or ever threaten us with an
attack. The purpose of this article is to expose this doc-
trine of “assured destruction” as a myth. It became a myth
principally as a result of the elaborate preparations which
were undertaken by the USSR to evacuate its cities. If
such an evacuation were carried out before a confrontation
is precipitated, our deterrent based on the threat to the
Soviet urban population would have evaporated.

Underestimating the effectiveness of defense—in the
present case the civil defense and city evacuation plans of
the USSR—is almost as common a mistake as preparing
defenses against the enemy tactics of the preceding war.
Thus, before the First World War, it was taken as axiomatic
that the outcome would be determined one way or the
other within three weeks because the offensive power of at
least one of the parties would overwhelm the defense of the
other. Yet the trenches protected the troops of both sides
and stalled the progress of the attacker for four years. As to
the Second World War, psychologist Janis observes,1 “prior
to World War II, government circles in Britain believed that,
if their cities were subjected to heavy air raids, a high
percentage of the bombed civilian population would break
down mentally and become chronically neurotic. This belief,
based on predictions made by various specialists, proved
to be a myth.” Indeed, the stories of horror, the subject
of a variety of books before the Second World War, de-
picting the utter hopelessness of people roaming the streets,
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their disorientation and helplessness, must have deeply
affected every reader. Yet, when the attacks came, the air
raid shelters proved to be very effective—effective not only
emotionally by preventing the breakdown of morale antici-
pated by Janis® “specialists,” but also physically by pro-
viding a remarkable degree of protection.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF DEFENSE: U.S. DOUBTS VS.
SOVIET CONFIDENCE

The situation now is somewhat similar to that before
World War II. Both our military and our public give cre-
dence to statements by those who grossly exaggerate the
power of offense over defense. They tell us that we can do
little or nothing to protect the civilian population against
the effects of nuclear weapons. In the USSR, on the other
hand, civil defense has the wholehearted endorsement of
the military, and belief in its effectiveness with which the
Soviet government has developed protection for its
people.2

The publications in the USSR do not conceal the terrible
nature of nuclear weapons. Thus, the article of General
Chuykov,3 which forms one of the bases of this article,
gives a fair and, in fact, unusually clear picture of the
effects of these weapons. One can only wish that all our
people were familiar with this article. However, it then goes
on to say that “there is no poison for which there cannot
be an antidote, nor can there be a weapon against which
there is no defense. Although the weapons we have exam-
ined are mass weapons. . .they will not affect masses but
only those who neglect the study, mastery, and use of
defense measures.”

SOVIET SURVIVAL MEASURES

Indeed, as readers of Survive well know, the Soviet Union



is well ahead of us in shelter construction. According to
Podchufarov,” the length of their subway tunnels is by now
130 miles. Even though they surely exaggerate when claim-
ing that all the subways in the USSR are “safe” in the case
of nuclear attack, it is true that they have hardened sub-
ways and these provide not only fallout but also very good
blast protection—rmuch better than any of the public shel-
ters in our country.

The public shelters in the cities of the USSR are,
nevertheless, designed to protect only a small part of the
total population—-those whose services would remain indis-
pensable even during a conflict. What then renders our
theory of assured destruction truly a myth? The USSR’s
extensive plans for evacuation of cities. These are barely

under the conditions outlined, we would aim at the remain-
ing missile sites in the USSR, at their evacuated cities to
cause industrial damage, or at the evacuated population.

Clearly, the maximum number of casualties would be
caused under the least likely assumption: that (a) the USSR
first strike against our missile bases is without any effect,
(b) that the ABM of the USSR is entirely inoperative and
(c) that we aim only at the evacuated people, disregarding
the cities and industries, the people sheltered there, as well
as the remaining missile sites in the USSR. This last assump-
tion is, of course, least credible.

Under the assumptions just made, the USSR hostage

level is easily estimated. The evacuated people are immune
to two of the most important effects of nuclear weapons:

more than two years old, yet
they extend to all details—
often, it seems, to a ridiculous
extent. However, their princi-
pal lines are simply and clear-
ly formulated. The decision
to evacuate “will be announc-
ed by radio, television, pub-
lished in the press (note this),
or brought to you at your
place of work or residence.”
People are expected to take
along only what is most nec-
essary, not more than 110 Ibs.
per person. The evacuation
plans, communicated to all
city residents, specify the col-
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lection point where transpor-
tation will be provided for
them. At the destination,
food, lodging, shelter, work,
medical services, will be avail-
able. Mail will be automati-
cally redirccted to reach peo-
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lated for the evacuation of sick and infirm persons—even
for women who have just given birth to a child. Some of
the plans appear to be too detailed.

EFFECTIVENESS OF EVACUATION

How ecffectively would the evacuation, if carried out
completely, reduce the casualties and thus negate our
“assured destruction”? It is difficult to give an exact figure
for this becausc the total number of casualties depends on
several factors. Chief among these are (a) the extent of the
success of the USSR first strike in reducing our retal_iatorg
capability, i.e., in destroying some of our missile sites.
(b) the effectiveness of the USSR ballistic missile defense
in destroying the missiles which we can launch after absorb-
ing a first strike. (c)-our own targeting doctrine, whether,

fire darrlag'e and fallout. The shelters protect them from the
fallou't'r'adiatloﬁ and no large fires can spread in the coun-
trysrde They are sub]ect to the blast. Anyway, if fallout is
to be caused, the area subject to a certain blast damage is

reduced to about onehalf. The total area which we can
cover with a blast wave ‘of 15 p31 overpressure is 19,000

square mlles “This overpressure 15 psi, is far from the
“mean lethal overpressure” of about 50 psi, as established
by extensive studies.” Hence, one might claim that the
number of fatalities which the USSR leaders have to fear is
considerably. less than the number which we shall obtain,
using the adverse assumptions (a), (b) and (c). To some
extent this may be true. However, if one considers addition-
al effects; such as initial radiation, flying objects, as well as
damage to the'eardrums which (though by no means lethat)
3



occurs at much lower overpressures, the 15 psi may be a
good estimate for a “practical mean lethal overptessure.”

If evacuation has taken place, how many people will
there be within the area of 19,000 square miles in which
we may be able to create the “practical mean lethal over-
pressure”? This depends on the area into which the people
of the _cities will be dispersed. Chuykov’s aforementioned
article’ gives an indication for this. He mentions a “city A,”
which we can assume to be Moscow, with a population
density of 7000 per square kilometer (18,000 per square
mile). After evacuation, the density would drop to one
tenth of these figures. Since the population of Moscow is
about 7.5 million, one obtains an evacuation area of 3900
square miles or a maximum evacuation distance of about
35 miles.!O This area then can be destroyed by less than
one half of our missiles even though the “area coverage”
needed for this is, since circles do not cover an area with-
out overlap, about 4700 square miles.

How to use the remaining missiles, with an area cover-
age of 19,000-4,700 = 14,300 square miles? The next largest
city in the USSR is Leningrad and, since it lies on the sea, its
population cannot be dispersed as well as that of Moscow.
The dispersal area for its 4 million people is closer to
2000 square miles (again using the maximum dispersal
radius of 35 miles), requiring an area coverage of about
2400 square miles, leaving an area coverage of 11,900
square miles for the other large cities. These—Kiev, Baku,
Karkov, Gorky and Tashkent—have populations of about
1.4 million each. The dispersal of these people into areas
similar to that given by Chuykov for “city A,” would give
an average density of 1.4 million/3900 square miles, that
is 360 per square mile. There would be no point in cover-
ing any of these dispersal areas with an overlapping pattern
so that the remaining 11,900 square miles would place an
additional 4.3 million people at risk. Together with the
populations of Moscow and Leningrad, this gives 7.5 +4 +
4.3 = 15.8 million people at risk. If we accept the official
estimate that about two-thirds of our missiles function as
expected, the total number of hostages we may have in the
USSR becomes just about 10.5 million people.

This estimate is obtained under the unrealistic assump-
tions (a), (b), and (c), as explained above. Actually, the
loss of some of our missiles to a first strike, the destruc-
tion of others by the missile defense of the USSR, and the
fact that at least some of our own missiles would be aimed
at industrial and military installations, would reduce the
number of “hostages”—woul¢ reduce it to perhaps one-half
of the 10.5 million ﬁgure.11 he total number of casual-
ties suffered by the people >~ the USSR in World War II
was about 11 million.

EVACUATION-A PRELUDE TO CONFRONTATION?

There is a question that must have arisen in the reader’s
mind concerning the real effectiveness of evacuation in
negating our ‘“‘assured destruction” capability. It concerns
4

the time needed for evacuation as contrasted with the
warning time of a missile attack. The flying time of the
land-based missiles is about 20 minutes, that of submarine-
based missiles may be shorter. Evacuation of cities takes
at least a day—according to General Chuykov, the press is
one of the means of communicating the order to evacuate.
Hence, evacuation is not a valid defense measure 2 against
a first strike, certainly not against an unanticipated first
strike. Does this circumstance revalidate the doctrine of
assured destruction, and is it reassuring in this sense?

The answer is, in this writer’s opinion, rather the oppo-
site. City evacuation may not be a valid defense measure
but, should a first strike or a confrontation be planned,
evacuation would give the initiator a tremendous advantage.
While 5% million lives lost is a terrible retribution, is it
“assured destruction”? Is it sure to deter a nation that lost
twice that many in World War II? Can a President of the
United States bargain with this deterrent against the threat
of a first strike which can kill many millions of Americans?

We are spending less than 35 cents per person per year
for civil defense. We have hardly any blast shelters, no
plans for evacuation, and most of our fallout shelters are
located in cities, exposed to destruction by blast. We have
5% million Russian hostages; the USSR can threaten the
destruction of more than 80 million American lives. In a
confrontation, our President would be in a very, very infe-
rior position.

Assured destruction has become a myth. n
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12.According to the opinion of the authors of the Little Harbor
Study, it is not a valid defense measure to be initiated by the
U.S. See “The Threat” chapter of Civil Defense, Little Harbor
Report, TID-24690, published by the Division of Technical
Information, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, 1969.



CIVIL DEFENSE ABROAD

CIVIL DEFENSE IN CHINA

(from International Civil Defense, Geneva)

In November 1969, people in China received the Civil
Defense Handbook for use in the event of a war involving
the usc of atomic weapons. It contains directives on correct
behaviour and emergency action.

The book bears the title “Assistance to the Injured” and
was printed in several hundred thousand copies. It was
written by the heads of an army hospital, who have en-
deavored to prepare the civilian population for a war in
which the enemy is likely to use atomic weapons.

Films also are used to prepare the nation for national
defense. An official Chinese film, at present being shown
in Hong Kong on television and in the newsreel programs,
uses as its theme a statement by Mao Tse Tung that the
Peoples’ Republic must be ready for atomic war.

The spectators see the population of the frontier pro-
vince of Heilungkiang—near the river Ussuri— building
public shelters and other defense installations. The Chinese
commentator states that the various provinces must become
independent as regards their economies and food supplies,
so as to be prepared for the worst.

The film is part of the present campaign in Peking to
prepare the population for a ‘defensive war.” It is widely
known that Civil Defense is at present being practised
everywhere in the Peoples’ Republic.

Reaction in Switzerland to the new Swiss Survival hand-
book, Défense Civile, has been mixed. Criticisms of its
dramatization, however, have played dominant roles. “Fric-
tion which results from this,” says one Swiss government
spokesman, “whether in parliament or elsewhere, plays the
game of those who rejoice in our dissension.” Hot on the
heels of the national argument came Switzerland’s first spy
scandal in 25 years, a fact which has caused some critics of
Défense Civile to take a hard, enlightened second look.

CIVIL DEFENSE
OBJECTIVES

Civil defense should be designed so as:
a. To minimize casualties in the event of war.

b. To increase confidence, and hence resolution of people
and governments in time of crisis.

c. To strengthen the image we present to prospective
opponents, to our allies, and to those whom some have
called the Third World. That image should be peaceful
but an image of strength. . .

d. To provide supporting resources in case of mobili-
zation. . .

e. To provide greater national strength after a nuclear
strike of any kind on our country. The key resource in
providing strength is saving people.

f. To preserve as much of our resources as possible for a
longer-range recovery of our Nation in such a way that
our basic values are preserved.

General G. A. Lincoln, Director
Office of Emergency Preparedness
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THEY BET
YOUR LIFE

-by Arthur A. Broyles

Unlike a number of Furopean countries the United States has
neglected to give strong accent to all-around protection for its
civilian population. Is there an American policy of “civilians last™
in case of nuclear attack? One of Survive’s political analysts lifts
the lid on a long-smoldering question.

Attitudes of Washington officials responsible for our
nation’s survival are puzzling. To many who recognize the
life saving potential of a strong civil defense, the past
several years of decreasing top-level support of civil defense
programs have been a frustrating mystery. Why have the
leaders in four administrations left Americans vulnerable to
the devastation of a nuclear attack?

Congressional hearings last year on the question of the
deployment of the Safeguard Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)
system shed some light on this question and drew a sharp
contrast between the attitudes of the American and Soviet
governments.

The American administration’s position on nuclear de-
fenses is revealed in Secretary of Defense Laird’s 1969
Senate testimony.1 In explaining why the ABMs in the
Sentinel system proposed by the Johnson administration
had been moved away from the cities to form the new Safe-
guard system, Sec. Laird states: “It was obvious, however,
Mr. Chairman, that the Sentinel system was ambiguous, at
best. It was interpreted by some as the beginning of a
‘thick” defense of our cities against Soviet attack. In fact,
it could have been used for precisely that purpose. It could
also have been construed as a system designed to protect
our cities from surviving Soviet missiles after a surprise
attack by the United States. Our review, therefore, con-
vinced us that the original Sentinel was potentially provoc-
ative. As such, it appeared to us to be a step toward, rather
than away from, an escalation of the arms race.”

6

Is it bad to protect our cities? Apparently so because
the Russians might consider it “provocative,” that is, they
might conclude that we were saving our people from the
effects of their counterstrike after we had hit them first.
We would be removing their ability to “deter” our attack
by making their retaliatory strike ineffective in its mission
to kill our people.

Secretary Laird goes on to repeat at a later point in
discussing objectives of Safeguard, “It clearly rejects a pro-
vocative expansion into a heavy defense of our cities against
a Soviet attack.”

Assistant Secretary Packard makes the Administration’s
position even clearer by stating, “The Safeguard deploy-
ment away from cities shows the Soviets that we are not
trying to gain a first strike capability against them... .The
Safeguard deployment, therefore, shows the Soviet Union
that we are not planning to attack them and that they can
reasonably negotiate arms control agreements that protect
deterrence without giving us offensive, first strike use of
long range nuclear weapons. . .This is an important point
because the original Sentinel deployment could well have
convinced the Soviets, mistakenly, that we were trying to
deprive them of their deterrent.”

It is quite evident, however, that the attitude of the
Soviet government is markedly different from ours. Secre-
tary Packard, himself, continues his testimony by saying,
“The first effort at a Soviet ABM was at leningrad and
Moscow some years ago. Next, they installed an ABM sys-
tem around Moscow and covered the populated, industrial



areas in western Sovict Union with a system which, in its
early stages, looked like an ABM.” It has since become
clear that, indeed, the Sovicts have deployed these ABM

systems.

A number of experts on Soviet history and attitudes
have testified!>2 that the Russian position was accurately
portrayed by Premier Kosygin’s reply to the question, “Do
you not share the opinion that the development of the
Soviet antimissile system is a new step in the arms race?”
His answer was, “Which weapons should be regarded as a
tension factor—offensive or defensive weapons? I think that
a defensive system which prevents attack is not a cause of
the arms race but represents a factor preventing the death
of people.” The Soviets have gone much further in de-
veloping a civil defense system than we have.*

In addition, the Sovicts do not seem to share our govern-
ment’s reluctance to build a “first-strike” capability.** In

*See the review of Soviet Civil Defense Revisited 1966-69 by Leon
Goure on page 11 of this issuc.
**Gee [dward Teller’s article on page 8 of this issue and reference 2.

fact, Dr. G. J. F. MacDonald suggests they may even lock
upon the large missiles that they are building (the SS-9s)
as part of their efforts to protect their population. Every
one of our missiles that is destroyed before it is launched
is one less missile that can reach the Soviet cities.

It is clear that the United States and the Soviet Union
are playing two entirely different “ball games” in the
nuclear arms race. The Soviet Union seems to be primarily
concerned with the protection of its cities while the current
U.S. plan is to leave its population vulnerable to Soviet
attack as a guarantee that we will not attack first. If the
United States has miscalculated and a nuclear war does
start its unprotected population may suffer very heavy
losses. The Soviet policy on the other hand, will minimize
its losses in any eventuality. -
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1Heau‘ings before the Subcommittee on International Organi-
zation and Disarmament Affairs of the Committee on l‘oreign
Relations, U.S. Senate, Ninety-first Congress, first session on the
strategic and foreign policy implications of anti-ballistic missile
systems, Part I, March 6, 11, 13, 21, 26, and 28, 1969.

See testimony by G. J. I'. MacDonald. A. A. Broyles, “Count-
down to Crisis,” Survive, May-June, 1970, p. 12.

Excerpts of an address by National Director of Civil
Defense John E. Davis at the Arizona Civil Defense
and Disaster Association Conference April 10, 1970:

“It is sobering to realize that some 60,000,000
Americans work or study in our school buildings
every day, and only about 13,000,000 of them have
access to adequate fallout shelter. . .

“We fully recognize that without new impetus and
leadership from the Federal Executive Branch and
Congress in civil defense, half of our population will
continue to lack fallout protection in the dangerous
decade that lies ahead. . .

“Civil defense provokes or threatens no one. It is
simply our national life insurance policy against the
failure of diplomacy or weapons to protect our
people from nuclear disaster.

“We should make no mistake about this. The
American people want the chance to survive; it is
simply not in their make-up to quit, even in the face
of nuclear disaster.”

U.S. Director of Civil Defense
John E. Davis

According to statistics presented by political scientist
Dr. E. S. Lee the population density of Manhattan has
tumbled from 101,000 people per square mile in 1910 to
68,000 in 1968. This represents a total population drop
from 2,332,000 to 1,698,000. The pattern, according to
Lee’s research, is similar in most U.S. metropolitan areas,
with more and more families taking root in suburbs. Al-
though not intended as such, this “thinning out™ of target
area populations represents a good beginning of the accept-
ed dispersion technique to reduce nuclear warfare casualties
and to make cities less desirable in nuclear attack planning.

“Some have gone overboard in a wish to believe that our
opponent (Russia) has exclusively peaceful aims, and that
there is no need for armaments and national security. The
danger of Russian aggression is unreal to many of them, al-
though some have begun to rethink since the invasion of

Czechoslovakia. . .”
Howard K. Smith

ABC News Commentator

GRASS ROOTS PLEA. ..

“We, in Civil Defense are severely feeling the financial
pinch and only thru the added personal dedication by
citizens in Civil Defense has the program held up. I don’t
know how much longer we can stand the strain. . .”” (Ex-

cerpt of a letter to several U.S. Congressmen.)
D. O. Johnson

Civil Defense Director
Watertown, South Dakota
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Growing support for and opposition to the second phase of
ABM deployment makes this Teller statement particularly timely.
The rapidly developing Soviet first strike capability points to the
necessity for ABM and for shelters if the United States is to pro-
tect its population and to possess a realistic war deterrent. Dr.
Teller’s statement was formally suggested by Senator Stuart
Symington and Senator Albert Gore and is a part of the Congres-
sional Record. It leads to the disturbing possibility that we may

be the—

LAST TO BE EATEN

In the course of the debate on ABM it has become clear
that the question of a possible Russian first strike in the
mid-1970’s is of paramount importance. I should like to
comment on this danger from two points of view. One is
the technical possibility of the Russian first strike capa-
bility. On this point the judgment I offer is based on
specific knowledge and information. The second point of
view is connected with Russian intentions. In this con-
nection I claim no special knowledge but add my remarks
merely to clarify the background on the basis of which my
comments are made.

The continued Russian deployment of numerous SS-11°s
and fewer but larger SS-9’s has developed far beyond the
limit that the Russians would need for retaliation. This is
particularly striking since our own deployment has been
curtailed. It should be also noted that the heavy SS-9°s, on
account of their smaller number but greater individual cap-
ability, are less adapted to a second strike force but could
be exceedingly efficient in a first strike.

The danger that our own Minuteman force could be
wiped out in a first strike has been discussed in detail by
Dr. J. S. Foster, Jr. His facts and figures are based on care-
ful and conscientious evaluation of the actual situation and
should be accepted at face value.

It has, however, been stated that even if our Minuteman
force should be wiped out we would retain more than
sufficient capability to retaliate by using our bombers and
our missile-carrying submarines. It is therefore concluded
8

-by Edward Teller

by opponents of the ABM that no Russian first strike could
eliminate our ability to retaliate.

Reliance on our bombers is of particularly great impor-
tance. This can be readily seen by considering the claim
in the report edited by Drs. Wiesner and Chayes. In this
report it is stated that we shall retain the ability to de-
liver at least 2500 megatons in retaliatory capability after
a first strike by the Russians. Of these 2500 megatons,
2000 are supposed to be delivered, according to the same
report, by our aircraft.

In actual fact, retaliation by our bombers is highly
dubious on two accounts, One is that our bombers may not
survive; they may be destroyed on the ground. The second
reason is that our bombers may not penetrate; they may be
shot down by missiles or they may be wiped out by enemy
fighters.

In comparison with our Minuteman force, our bombers
on the ground present relatively easy targets. They are soft,
they can be dispersed to not much more than 60 bases, and
their destruction does not require enemy missiles of high
accuracy. A Russian launch from submarines or from
missiles in fractional orbits or multiple orbits will give us
too little time so that our bombers cannot take off. To
keep a considerable number of our bombers permanently
in the air would be much too expensive. Keeping them in
the air in case of international tension assumes that the
Russians are not capable of a true surprise attack. This
assumption does not seem to be a highly reliable one.



Thousands of Russian radars and excellent Russian
fighters make it dubious that those bombers which can take
off will be able to deliver their bombs on target. Actually,
the Russians have spent much more on air defense than we
have. What is particularly disturbing about this situation
is the fact that the Russians can evaluate the capabilities of
their radars and their fighters in a satisfactory way. Thus
the Russians may acquire high confidence in their air de-
fense and may not be deterred from a first strike by our
bomber force.

This argument does not imply that bombers are useless.
In connection with the Chinese threat they may play a de-
cisive role. They may have important functions in later
phases of a nuclear war. Most important of all, they are
an important element of our preparedness for a non-nuclear
conflict. But as a deterrent against a Russian first strike,
our bombers alone do not give us sufficient safety.

Most of those who argue that a Russian capability for a
first strike cannot become real in a few years base their
opinion on the invulnerability of our submarines as a re-
taliatory force. It is indeed true that Polaris and its
successor, Poseidon, appear to be in many respects our
most reliable deterrent. But even this deterrent may turn
out to be insufficient in view of the massive Russian build-
up of their Naval forces and Naval shipyards.

In our technological age we must continue to bear in
mind the possibility that the Russians may find a new
method of anti-submarine warfare. This circumstance alone
should give pause to those who believe in the absolute
invulnerability of our submarines. I shall assume, however,
for the sake of the following argument, that the Russians
will not succeed in making a breakthrough in the methods
of locating and sinking submarines.

It is entirely possible that in a few years the Russians
will initiate a Naval procedure whereby each of our missile-
carrying submarines will be followed by one or more
Russian submarines. This can be done if the Russians are
using active sonar to keep track of our submarines. Such a
procedure, of course, gives away the fact that our sub-
marines are followed but the question will remain what to
do about it.

Of course, we will have to assume that in such a situa-
tion mere protests will be of no avail. The most obvious
alternatives on our part would be to tolerate the situation
or else to shoot at the Russian submarines.

In the first case the Russians may include in a first
strike the practically simultaneous sinking of all our sub-
marines. Those which are in harbor are easy targets. Those
which are at sea can be sunk by nuclear explosives de-
livered by short-range missiles from a submarine that is
on the tail of our Polaris or Poseidon. In this way our
Naval retaliatory force could disappear.

If, on the other hand, we shot at the Russian sub-
marines which follow ours, a Naval war of attrition will

probably result. Considering Russian numerical superiority
in submarine force this Naval attrition will consume all our
missile-carrying submarines long before the Russian fleet
is exhausted. The result is the same as in the previous
case. We are left with no Naval retaliatory force.

Other, more complicated and more expensive alternatives
remain. I do not pretend to prove that there is no way out
of the dilemma presented above. I do believe that there is
no easy way and I also believe that there is no way on
which we can count with reasonably great assurance.

It is therefore my opinion that the Russian build-up of
land-based missiles which are capable of carrying heavy
weights and numerous megaton warheads to our country,
cannot be discounted as a potential first strike force. That
the capability of a Russian first strike must be seriously
considered is underscored by the fact that the Russians
continue to take serious measures of civil defense, based
primarily on a plan to evacuate their cities. Thus they seem
to be ready to assume a position in which nuclear war can
be waged by them, while their losses of population would
remain limited. Secretary McNamara’s concept to keep the
population of cities as hostages does not seem to be
accepted by the Russians.

I should now like to turn to the second question. Are
the Russians actually planning a first strike? This ques-
tion of an intention to strike first should be sharply differ-
entiated from a Russian capability to strike first.

I believe that no one can guess Russian intentions and
I know that an opinion on my part is less appropriate than
that on the part of others who have studied psychology,
history or politics. The following is presented merely as a
guess.

I cannot believe that any set of reasonable men would
plan a first strike, and I furthermore believe the rulers of
the Kremlin are reasonable. I nevertheless believe that these
same men are planning to acquire a first strike capability.
The question is for what purpose? Even though the Russians
do not plan a first strike, their ability to strike first, coupled
with our unwillingness and inability to do so, could give
Russia a decisive advantage. The Russians may, indeed, be
encouraged to pursue a more aggressive and threatening
policy. In such a situation the credibility of American help
would vanish. Our allies would not be able to rely on us
and may be forced to desert us. American influence may
soon be restricted to the boundaries of our 50 states.

It is possible to assume that we may still live happily and
in contentment for a number of years, although the rest of
the world may soon share the fate of Czechoslovakia.

The question then would arise that if our country re-
mains the last and only abode of freedom, how long would
we enjoy such a unique privilege? The promise that
Polyphemus made to Odysseus may well apply to us. The
Cyclops promised Odysseus that he would be the last to

be eaten. n
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SPOTLIGHT

ARIZONA: THREE NEW SCHOOL SHELTERS

The small town of Globe in the east central part of
Arizona can do with a good bit of fallout shelter. The new
two-story Globe Middle School, just completed, was design-
ed with filled partition walls around a 1st floor core area.
It provides shelter space for 252 of the school’s 520
students and faculty members. Shelter Cost: $5,000.

In Scottsdale, a suburb of Phoenix, fallout shelter is
not quite so badly needed. Scottsdale is 8 to 10 times as
large as Globe and has fallout shelter for approximately
100% of its residents. The new Scottsdale Community
College gymnasium will provide 1923 spaces (cost:
$20,000), and future plans call for shelter for its entire
projected 5,000 population. Whether or not Scottsdale
should have blast shelter is a moot question.

The Cholla High School in Tucson was completed late
last year and boasts over 4,000 spaces for its 1,200 pupil-
teacher peak. The additional spaces are considered to be
needed even though Tucson has fallout shelter for over
150% of its people. With a population 4 or 5 times that of
Scottsdale, an Air Force base in its southeast sector, and 18
missile sites ringing it, many authorities think that Tucson
needs to plan in terms of blast shelter. In the early 60’s
the University of Arizona undertook an analysis of Tucson’s
plight, estimated an incoming 185 megatons of nuclear
explosives on missile sites and air base in the event of
nuclear war, and recommended a $122,807,790 dual-pur-
pose tunnel-grid system. No sale. Too expensive.

The Cholla High School shelter is a notable accomplish-
ment, however. The extra cost amounted to nothing and is
a prime example of what can be done by cooperative archi-
tects and planners in shelter design. Arizona is beginning
to set the pace in CD programs.

HIGH SCHOOL JUNIOR WINS
CD ESSAY CONTEST

Sixteen-year-old Marcia Kirkegaard of Hastings, Neb-
raska was awarded the 1970 1st prize trophy for the best
CD essay in the state.. Accenting the necessity for school
leadership, Miss Kirkegaard outlined a practical approach
to community survival planning. The award, which included
a $100.00 savings bond, is presented annually by the
Nebraska Civil Defense Directors Association. The 1970
winning essay reads in part:

“Since schools play such an important role in our
society, they should also be the key in our prepara-
10

tion for disasters. But are our schools prepared?
According to statistics they are not. The National
Education Association conducted a survey, and of all
the public schools surveyed less than 45 percent had
civil defense plans approved by local governments.
Less than 18 percent had set down policies governing
the protection of pupils in the event of nuclear
disaster, and only 25 percent had school and com-
munity warning systems. That another 23 million
students were entirely without some kind of shelter
space is an appalling statistic.

Continued on page 13.

DID YOU KNOW -

UN EVENT OF A MAJOR
DISASTER THERE ARE 2500
DISASTER PACKAGED
HOSPITALS STRATEGICALLY
PREPOSITIONED IN THE
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OCD has released 23 civil defense illustrations to news
media. The one shown above indicates that blast and fire
survivors in metropolitan areas will be supported by a net-
work of stored emergency hospitals which can be quickly
put into service.

Pictures of the series and mats are available upon re-
quest from the Office of Civil Defense, Pentagon, Wash-
ington, D. C. 20301.



An Updating of Goure’s Soviet Civil Defense

Soviet Civil Defense Revisited, 1966-1969, by Leon
Goure, Memorandum RM—6113—-PR, The RAND Corpora-
tion, Santa Monica, California, 52 + xi pp., November 1969.
No prices listed.

With this report Leon Goure updates his now-classic
original study of Civil Defense in the Soviet Union (Uni-
versity of California Press, 1962).

According to Goure, two events since his earlier study
have further upgraded civil defense’s already high position
and priority in the vast Soviet military and bureaucratic
establishments. First, in 1961 civil defense was shifted
from the Internal Affairs Ministry to the Defense Ministry
where the Chicf of Civil Defense was given the title of
Deputy Minister of Defense and the rank of Marshal, the
highest Soviet military rank, with an array of Colonel
Generals, Licutenant Generals, and Major Generals below
him. Second, in 1966 civil defense received unusually
strong public endorsements by Party Secretary Brezhnev
which were quickly noted by the sensitized Soviet official-
dom. Obvious cvidence of this upgrading of civil defense
has been the subsequent, sustained popular coverage given
it in the principal national press organs, Pravda, Izvestia,
and Red Star, whereas previous coverage had only been in
specialized, limited-circulation periodicals.

Incidentally, the contrast of the new completely mili-
tary personnel in all upper echelons of Soviet civil defense
and the complete absence of military personnel at all levels
of Washington’s OCD f{rom the President down is stark
indeed. Hence the irony in the following Goure quote of
First Deputy Chief of Civil Defense Colonel General Tol-
stikov (Trud, April 11, 1967):

“It is characteristic that a militarization of civil
defense is proceeding in NATO countries. In America
for example, the responsibility for civil defense has
been assigned to the Department of Defense. The
Pentagon generals regard civil defense as a part of
their strategic offensive forces.”*

A basic difference in Soviet and American philosophies

*Also compare with the statements by Laird and Packard in “They
Bet Your Life,” in this issue of Survive, defining the non-military
character of American civil defense plans.

-by Herbert A. Sawyer

of civil defense is consistently revealed by Goure’s quota-
tions from Soviet civil defense literature and is perhaps to
be expected by the military’s dominance of Soviet civil
defense. Whereas the emphasis of American civil defense
is almost exclusively on saving the lives of American citizens
in a short war, the Soviet empbhasis is on civil defense as a
major means of waging and winning a long war and assuring
survival of the state. For example, Deputy Minister of
Defense and Chief of Civil Defense Marshal Chuikov wrote
(Pravda, February 21, 1968):

¢, . .in modern (war). . .the defense of the Mother-
land means. . .having to conduct extensive training
of the entire population. . .in protection against
weapons of mass destruction. Only the complete
solution of defense questions will permit in a future
war victory over the enemy, the preservation of
people’s lives and material values, and guarantee sur-
vival of the state.”

In a similar vein, the basic importance of civil defense
to the sustained military effort the Soviet military fore-
sees for a war is expressed in the 1968 revision of Military
Strategy, by Marshal Sokolovskii, Chief of the Soviet Gen-
eral Staff:

113

. . .planning on conducting a war, no matter
how short and swift-moving, with only the reserve
materials accumulated in peacetime, would be a big
mistake. It can be conjectured that in a future war
the role of the war economy will not only remain
what it used to be, it will even increase in impor-
tance. . .”

“The strategic importance of civil defense has
increased tremendously as a result of the fact that, to
a considerable degree, upon its effective organization
and functioning depend not only the defense of the
interior, but also the mobilization of the armed
forces during the initial phase of the war.”

In the USSR each chief administrator at the regional,
city, or large-factory level has a civil defense staff con-
sisting primarily of full-time military officers. This staff
organizes and commands nonmilitarized specialized units
or “formations,” each successively subdivided into com-
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mands, squads, and teams, to which a large fraction of
workers are assigned.

Despite the Soviet emphasis on insuring survival of the
State rather than the individual, the Soviet master plan
for civil defense provides, at least on paper, for the sur-
vival of perhaps 95 per cent of the population. In contrast,
the American plan and goal of full fallout radiation pro-
tection officially would provide, also on paper, for the
survival of approximately 50 per cent of the American
population.

This master Soviet plan, elements of which are described
throughout Goure’s report, consists of the vast movements
of people corresponding to urban evacuation and industrial
“dispersion,” coupled with provision of shelter for all
people in their new locations from a// the modern-weapons
effects expected at these locations.*

Obviously the great assumption of this master plan is
that Russia will not be the victim of a first strike and
thus would have the time necessary for evacuation and
dispersion. It remains to be seen whether the forthcoming
emergence of China as a nuclear power will cause Soviet
planners to discard this assumption.

The novel element in the master plan, and the element
by which the former shelter gap is at least somewhat closed,
is “dispersion.” The older plan of evacuation of nonworkers
only plus comprehensive shelters for the remaining workers
unfortunately left a sizable unsheltered residue of workers
because of limited shelter capacity. With dispersion the
workers are transported to special quarters, far enough
from the city to avoid all weapon effects except radiation,
where they remain for all except their working hours. Thus,
urban shelter capacity need not exceed that required for
one shift of essential workers.

As Goure points out, this master plan raises several
questions. One is that there seems to be no provision for
roadside shelters to protect workers who are in transit
when an attack comes. However, this deficiency is not a
major one. If 25 per cent of an urban population are
essential workers, and these workers average an hour a day
commuting time on that part of their route exposed to
serious immediate weapon effects, over each day an average
of only one per cent of the population is placed in jeop-
ardy.

Goure also raises the important question of whether
Soviet mass transport facilities could hope to meet the
simultaneous peaking in a crisis of transport needs for evac-
uation, dispersion, and the military. An appendix by Brown
and McClure contains a statistical study of this question,
with a conclusion that Soviet transport capacity can, with
this master plan, substantially reduce Soviet vulnerability
to urban attack.

A third question seems to this reviewer to be no less
important. How far along is the USSR in construction of

*See Eugene P. Wigner’s article, this issue.

12

the high-grade, comprehensive shelters called for by this
master plan? This question is important because, of all
aspects of civil defense, the production of such shelters is
least attainable by a crash program. CD organization, infor-
mation and training, and plans for evacuation or allocation
of materiel can all be accomplished within weeks with
crash planning, speeding up the printing presses, and a de-
termined populace, but the construction equipment, mate-
rials, and skilled man-hours required for mass production of
comprehensive shelters require months and years.

Goure’s search of the Soviet literature did not uncover
a quantitative answer to this question. Although Jane's
Ships and other sources come up with quantities for Soviet
military equipment such as submarines, destroyers, and
various types of missiles, with which civilians have little
contact, quantitative information on civilian shelters is,
strangely enough, not available. However, Goure cites many
references to shelters which in total indicate that progress
toward the Soviet shelter goal must be substantial. Included
are references to specific existing shelters in scores of loca-
tions (mostly industrial—in agreement with the master
plan), references by high Soviet officials to the general
existence of shelters and shelter construction activity, a
requirement that CD training for school children include
“practical exercises in shelters,” and a statement in a 1966
CD manual that cities and economic units do have “a cer-
tain number of shelters. . .which are designed for the
present requirements of anti-nuclear protection.”

Finally, Goure describes Soviet preparations for the
extensive post-attack operations expected of Soviet civil
defense following an attack. He notes the persistant empha-
sis on the rapid repair and recomstruction of damaged
industry and transport, especially where these are essential
to the war effort.

Our conclusion from Goure’s report is that the USSR
has a coherent, comprehensive, and largely realistic plan
for waging of war by the civilian sectors (under military
leadership) including limiting and repairing damages from
nuclear war at a level commensurate with state survival and
victory. Although survival of the population is an incidental
of this plan, it also seems to be a product of it. America has
no comparable program. Also, although the actual degree
of implementation is not known exactly and Soviet officials
themselves have expressed dissatisfaction with Soviet ac-
complishments it is clear that in almost every aspect of civil
defense (except fallout shelter-space identification) Soviet
accomplishments have far outstripped American accom-
plishments—hindered as they are by political and monetary
constraints.

Continued and intensified monitoring of Soviet civil
defense activity by Goure, Gailar, and others is certainly
called for, with added emphasis on Soviet shelter-construc-
tion accomplishments. In the American situation, a slavish
copy of the Soviet plan would obviously be foolish, but a
wider familiarity with the Soviet plan and Soviet experi-
ences cannot fail to contribute to the new imperative and



improved dircection so desperately needed in the American
program.

Emergency Health Services Selected Bibliography, 166
pages, published by the Public Health Service (1970), for
sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, Washington, D. C. 20402. Price §1.25.

A product of the new Division of Emergency Health
Services, this “Selected Bibliography” puts the disaster
specialist in touch with authoritative publications in his
ficld. Listed are 157 books, pamphlets and folders, as well
as 10 other catalogs and bibliographies. Dr. Henry C. Hunt-
ley, Dircctor of the new division, writes in the book’s
introduction:

“Greater attention to the problems of the victims
of sudden illness and injury is long overdue. The
Public Health Service is working to bring all concern-
ed groups into partnership so that emergency health
services no longer will cxist in a fragmented, some-
times chaotic state.”

Civil defense is given major emphasis in Part 2, which
covers 85 pages. m

SPOTLIGHT cContinued from page 10.

“A Civil Defense program could be easily started
in schools because the students are in a learning
atmosphere and are open to new ideas. Such a pro-
gram might even be effective within the community
because schools reach such a large portion of our
society. It could develop in students a healthy atti-
tude toward preparing for disasters. In getting the
children involved, it is even possible that parents
would become.

“We cannot adequately protect our community on
an individual basis. We must join together to form
some kind of organization. Being centrally located
in the city as well as in rural areas, the school would
fulfill this requirement. It is the function of a school
to educate youth and adults to their capacity to pro-
vide leadership in community activities. Civil Defense
education is, therefore, a logical extension of these
responsibilities to youth and to the community.”

“From Presidents to County Commissioners, public
officials have adopted an ostrich-like approach to the
problem of protecting American Citizens.

“Amerjca’s sorry civil defense picture may well
prove the most costly mistake in the history of man-
kind. . . we live in a real world. Not a world of
dreams and wishes. We will either recognize reality
and act on the basis of our reason, or we will not
survive. It is, after all, that terribly simple.”

Remarks by Florida Lt. Governor
Ray C. Osborne at the

Florida Civil Defense Association
meeting, Tallahassee, Florida
April 16, 1970

Noah was the first civil defense director. Because of the
indifference on the part of the people in his community,
he was able to save only himself, his family, and a selec-

tion of animals.
Reverend Dr. Robert W. Clark

LUBBOCK TORNADO BRINGS CD INTO PLAY

On May 11 a tornado roared out of the night sky over
Lubbock, Texas, cut a mile-wide path of destruction
through the heart of the city. Twenty-five persons lay dead
in its wake—hundreds injured. The sudden tragedy triggered
a massive disaster operation in which civil defense facil-
ities and coordination played major roles.

With normal power knocked out, Radio Station KFYO
was able to stay on the air by using emergency generators
installed for nuclear emergency broadcasting. Employing
procedures developed in its Emergency Broadcast System
planning, KFYO quickly fanned out instructions from
officials at the Lubbock Emergency Operating Center. In
effect. it acted as the “voice of government” in emergency.
Observers credited the station’s action with preventing mass
panic in the initial hours of the disaster.

Medics, police, firemen, and many other emergency
services personnel responded to set the rescue phase in
motion without delay. The city’s Community Shelter Plan,
by which guidance for the public in a nuclear attack situ-
ation was distributed in 1969, paid off handsomely. De-
tailed disaster-oriented CSP maps proved to be “invaluable”
in directing emergency operations.
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ED]TORIAL. »
The Unsinkable United States

The current and projected U. S. nuclear shelter deficit is over 50%. However, the public faith that
home defense is in apple-pie order is not really surprising. It is convenient, especially in an era of
numbing prosperity, to assume that the national leadership has taken care of the problem—or that
there really is no problem.

f *
There is a good bit of historical precedent here. The Titanic sinking in 1912 is one example.

The principal reason for the heavy loss of life in the Titenic tragedy is that there were life boat
spaces for 1200 people and 2200 people who needed them. A friendly lack of preparedness (there had
been no boat drills) accounts for the fact that only a portion of the 1200 spaces were used. Only 700
people were saved.

An abiding faith in the total safety of the proud new luxury liner also played a part. The Titanic was
“Unsinkable.” Authorities were in complete agreement on this vital point. “God Himself could not
sink this ship,” was one assurance given. Immediately after she glanced off the iceberg on the night of
April 14th, however, designer Thomas Andrews (a maiden-voyage passenger) adrnitted to the shocked
captain that the Tizanic was not unsinkable and was in fact at that moment in the process of sinking.

Faith and optimism caused the Tifanic’s officers to ignore six radio warnings of icebergs along het
route. The last warning was received from the Californian, a smaller ship only 10 miles away, stopped
because drifting ice blocked her path. She was curtly told by the Titanic radio operator to “shut up.”
The warning was interfering with greetings being wirelessed from important passengers to friends at
home.

The Califorhian operator angrily closed down for the night and thereby closed off the one oppor-
tunity for quick rescue after the accident occurred forty minutes later.

Eight rockets fired from the Titanic’s decks were seen from the decks of the Californian but were
not interpreted as distress signals. Of the 18 life boats launched only one responded o calls for help
from those who jumped or were thrown into the water as the Titanic nosed up and slid under.

*

Like the Titanic, the United States is faced with a possible catastrophe it does not choose to rec-
ognize. It too, if confronted with an emergency it has poorly prepared for (nuclear war), can lose over
two-thirds of its population. It too embraces the illusion that it is “unsinkable.”

It too may find out, too late, that it is not. (WM)
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The next issue of Survive will be for November-December 1970. The September-October issue will not
be published. All one-year subscriptions now on file will be extended to cover six issues.

COMING IN THE NOVEMBER-DECEMBER ISSUE:

A special review of the latest Oak Ridge blast shelter effectiveness evaluation.
A Survive staff study covering improvised shelter techniques.




