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“Soviet civil defense alone can assure
something like victory in any type of strategic
war. It can result in a situation in which there
are 10 to perhaps 40 times more American

fatalities than Soviet fatalities.”

Soviet Superiority:
A Question for National Debate

(Excerpts from article of same
title published in the Spring
1979 edition of
Security Review)*

It is now well recognized that a major
disparity in strategic nuclear forces
will exist between the U.S. and USSR
by the early-1980's. While the United
States may still have a few more stra-
tegic nuclear warheads (if Soviet
IRBMs, medium bombers and the Back-
fire bomber are not counted) the
Soviets will very clearly be ahead in
everything else — missile numbers
(both SLBMs and ICBMs), missile
throwweight, total force megatonnage
and megaton equivalents, and the
number of missile submarines. The
Soviets will have something on the
order of three times as many heavy and
medium bombers as the U.S., a mono-
poly on IRBMs/MRBMs, and a near
monopoly on cruise missiles, and air-
ABM-civil defense.' The bottom line is
that the strategic forces of the Soviet
Union will have at least four times the
destructive potential as those of the

* Reprinted with the permission of Publisher

John M. Fisher, The Center for Inter-
national Security Studies, The American
Security Council Education Foundation.

International

Senator Jake Garn

United States and damage-limiting
capabilities that exceed ours by a
margin of 10 to 40 times.

SOVIET CIVIL DEFENSE

-Soviet civil defense alone can assure
something like victory in any type of
strategic war. it can result in a situa-
tion in which there are 10 to perhaps 40
times more American fatalities than
Soviet fatalities.? The Soviet system of
urban evacuation can reduce Soviet
casualties—by both Soviet and
Western estimates—to as low as 3 to 4
percent of the Soviet population.? How-
ever, Soviet civil defense involves far
more than city evacuation. “Civil de-
fense in the USSR is a military con-
trolied nationwide program focused
primarily on the protection of people
(the leadership, essential personnel,
and the general population, in that
order); continuity of economic activity
in wartime; and recovery from the
effects of a nuclear attack.”* While the
program is not a crash effort, the pace
has substantially increased since the
late-1960's.3

Blast Shelter Construction. The
most impressive part of the program
has been the blast shelter construction
effort. As the late General George
S. Brown, former Chairman of the Joint
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Chiefs of Staff, told the Congress
early in 1978:
The principal achievement has
been the construction of blast
shelters designed to protect alli
levels of leadership and essential
personnel in the labor force. In-
dustrial protection has con-
centrated on construction of
these blast shelters and imple-
mented selective machienry pro-
tection measures at a wide var-
iety of industrial facilities. It is
estimated that hardened sheiters
currently exist for a minimum of
10 to 20 percent of the general
urban population. There is littie
doubt about the extensive nature
of the Soviet civil defense pro-
gram.®
The critical thing about the popula-
tion blast shelter construction program
is that blast shelters do not wear out,
do not become obsolete and are es-
sentially unattackable by the weapons
that the U.S. can expect to have after
a Soviet first strike in the early-1980’s.
General Keegan reports that Soviet
population-industrial blast shelters are
hardened to 145 psi.” Soviet leader-
ship shelters are hardened to 2,500
psi.® Admiral Turner, the Director of
Central Intelligence, essentially con-
firmed the latter stating, “We believe



that with reasonable warning a large
percentage of the key military and
civilian leadership probably would sur-
vive a retaliatory attack.”®

Population Destruction. To give
some idea of how much Soviet civil
defense has degraded U.S. retaliatory
power, it is interesting to look at Soviet
population statistics. Twenty percent
of the Soviet population equals the
combined population of its 50 largest
cities.' If one attempted to negate
Soviet civil defense by targeting in-
creased numbers of smaller cities (ig-
noring the possibility that they too
would be evacuated), one would have
to target an additional 350 Soviet
cities.'' We would not have the force
capabilities to do this.

Soviet strategic targeting is very
clearly based on a war-fighting/war-
winning/war-surviving strategy. The
principal Soviet targets in the event of
war will be strategic forces, general
purpose forces, political and adminis-
trative centers. The Soviets face only
1,054 ICBM silos and only a com-
parative handful of hardened military
targets of any type—military command
and control, political command and
control, and nuclear weapons storage.

The Soviets do not face any surface-
to-air missiles deployed in the U.S.
Less than one-hundred Soviet nuclear
warheads of comparatively low vyield
could destroy the entire air defense
system of the United States. Another
hundred could destroy virtually all
military airfields currently maintained.
A handful of warheads could destroy
all U.S. Polaris/Poseidon and Trident
submarines in port. No more than a few
dozen Soviet warheads would be re-
quired to destroy the major U.S. naval
facitities. Many of them could be de-
stroyed by non-strategic forces.

U.S. SURVIVAL

A vital question now emerges. Can
U.S. bomber and SLBM forces prevent
a Soviet capability to survive, recover
from and dominate the world as a re-
sult of a general nuclear war? The
answer is very clearly, no. By the early-
1980's what would the outcome of a
general strategic war be?

—Between ten and forty times more

U.S. than Soviet population fatalities.

—Destruction of the American gov-

ernment and its economic and mili-

tary systems, and the survival of the

Soviet government and its insti-

tutional system.

—A very large disparity in industrial

destruction between the Soviet

Union and the United States.

—A significant difference between

U.S. and Soviet postwar problems.

Due to massive fallout from Soviet

highly effective.”

weapons, U.S. environmental prob-
lems could be acute while there
would be only marginal damage to
the Soviet environment.

—Nearly total destruction of U.S.
strategic and general purpose forces
compared with the survival of the
majority of Soviet forces.

SOVIET DEFENSES

The ability of U.S. strategic forces to
penetrate Soviet targets (including de-
fense suppression) depends upon the
effectiveness of Soviet defenses. The
evidence now suggests that by the
early-1980’s the Soviets will have some
form ot at least a light nationwide ABM
defense, and significantly improved de-
fenses against manned bombers.

Because of Soviet civil defense and
military bhardening the U.S. cannot
achieve more than half of the McNa-
mara assured destruction levels of the
1960’'s or the levels in Schlesinger's

revision of the 1970’s. McNamara de-

fined ‘“‘assured destruction” as the
ability to destroy some 25 percent of
the Soviet population and one-half to
two-thirds of Soviet industry. Schies-
inger redefined the objective of as-
sured destruction in terms of damage
to critical Soviet economic and politi-
cal assets required for the war effort
and recovery and the ability to attack
some Soviet military forces. He also
added a requirement that U.S. forces
should not be inferior to those of the
Soviets and no element should be
vulnerable to surprise attack. We can-

Senator Garn: *... there is absolutely no doubt that Soviet civil defense will be

not wipe out Soviet population, ad-
ministrative, or strategic military as-
sets in a retaliation. The only remaining
element of both the McNamara and
Schlesinger formulas is the industrial
destruction criterion; and Soviet civil
defense may have already made the
assured destruction of the Soviet
Union dubious.

Industrial Destruction. Throughout
the 1960’s the U.S. government an-
nually issued estimates of the in-
dustrial destruction U.S. strategic
forces could inflict on the Soviet
Union. As O. C. Boileau, Vice President
of Boeing, points out, “U.S. estimates
of the industrial damage our missiles
could inflict are based on the amount
of industrial roof space which would
be destroyed. Interestingly enough,
Soviet plans show little attempt to
protect roof space. But within the
buildings they have worked out ways
to protect machinery through the use
of permanent protective structures,
enclosures, hoods and housings, can-
opies and sandbags.”'* With almost
total survival of the urban population
as a result of sheltering and evacua-
tion, the ability of the Saviet Union to
reconstruct the economy after a re-
taliatory attack is critical.

The Soviets are engaged in the grad-
ual dispersal of their industry. More im-
portant are the hasty hardening tech-
niques. Using such techniques, a
Boeing study concluded that over 50
percent of the industrial equipment in
the primary target area would survive.'®
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With sufficient effort, machinery can
be hardened to withstand blast over-
pressures of 150-300 psi.'* If such
techniques were used, “The amount
of machinery destroyed would be so
limited that it would not be essential
to rebuild damaged machinery. They
would compensate for the level of de-
struction simply by going from two
workshifts per day to three work-
shifts per day.”'*

Soviet civil defense cannot preciude
large-scale damage to the Soviet in-
dustrial base. Life will not be particu-
larly pleasant in the aftermath of an all-
out U.S. retaliatory attack. Neither was
it pleasant in the aftermath of World
War |I; but the Soviets survived and
rebuilt. Their civil defense system may
be able to reduce destruction suf-
ficiently to allow the reconstruction of
the Soviet economy within five or ten
years. The situation could be even
more favorable to the Soviets if, as is
likely, they occupy Europe almost in-
tact. At the end of the Second World
War the Soviets dismantled entire fac-
tories and shipped them back to the
Soviet Union. In the aftermath of the
Third World War they are likely to do
just the same and make extensive use
of slave labor in the reconstruction
effort.

The disparity between postwar U.S.
and Soviet conditions would be even
greater after a limited strategic ex-
change which terminated short of a
massive countervalue attack. In this’
situation there is absolutely no doubt
that Soviet civil defense will be highly
effective.

CONCLUSION

U.S. strategic forces in the early-
1980’s cannot assure the destruction
of the Soviet Union after absorbing a
first strike. Even today we cannot as-
sure the destruction of the Soviet pop-
ulation or make much of a dent in the
Soviet stragetic force posture. By the
early-1980’s two-thirds of the forces
which we can now count upon sur-
viving a Soviet first strike will be vul-
nerable. Soviet forces over the next
three years will more than double the
current threat creating a situation in
which the Soviets can destroy about 80
percent of our retaliatory capability
and maintain a massively superior
strategic reserve to deter a U.S. coun-
tervalue response.

Dr. William R. Van Cleave and Sey-
mour Weiss, both members of the in-

telligence “B Team’” which provided a

timely warning of the impending Soviet

threat, now observe:
Events have proved the B Team
right, but U.S. policy appears to
assume Team B wrong. We won-
der what evidence is required to
suggest to the American people
and to the Administration that
our security is in the process of
being endangered and its preser-
vation requires an awareness and
an effort far beyond that which
now exists.'® O

Senator Jake Garn of Utah
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SPOTLIGHT

NEWS BROADCASTERS
“DISCOVER” DEFENSE

TV Guide reported (August 25) that
major networks show signs of waking
up to the need for national defense
planning. The subject, says reporter
Morton Kondracke, has long suffered
because it is too complicated for in-
stant audience appreciation.  Kon-
dracke gives good marks to Walter
Cronkite of CBS and the PBS MacNeil/
t.ehrer Report. NBC and ABC are pro-
gressing at a slower pace. “But these
are only signs and hopes,” says Kon-
dracke. “For the moment television

needs to know about America’s ability
to defend itself.” -

SPACEMAN SCHMITT

 INTRODUCES SENATE
CIVIL DEFENSE
'LEGISLATION

August issue of the USCDC Bulletin
(see also Capital Commentary, p. 3);
former astronaut -Senator Harrison H.
Schmitt (R-NM) on August 2nd. intro-
duced Senate Bill 1660 calling for. a
sharply ‘upgraded civil defense. It re-
ceived strong bipartisan support.

*FA4This ghill,” “said Schmitt to the
Senate, s based on improved man:
agement! of the resources presently
committed to civil defense efforts, in-
creased education activities, research
and : development in _civil “defense

and society.

my previous career in-the space pro-
gram this anticipation  of. ‘various
possible problems was one of the most
important reasons. why we were

pared not only for those potential prob-
lems but for others that occurred that
we had not anticipated.”

One of the bill's co-sponsors, How-_
ard Baker (R-TN) linked civil defense to
SALT Il and deterrence.

“l welcome this development,” de-
clared Baker, “because | have- for
several years expressed my concern
with the inadequacy of our Nation's
civil preparedness and my belief that
civil defense is an essential element of
a credible defense posture.”

Post article by Eugen

igressional Record.

hasn't begun to tell the pubtic all ‘it -

As reported on the front page of the

,power; plant
cluding fuel, 1a;
tion, “maintenan
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Only in the past decade have the nation’s medical
authorities and public safety experts realized that
thousands of lives can be saved annually with a
systematic approach to established principles of
emergency health care. Of special note among efforts in
this direction is the ““Flight For Life” emergency medical
air service sponsored and managed by Denver’s St.
Anthony Hospital Systems.

FLIGHT FOR LIFE

Nick DiTirro »
George L. Seaton |

“Flight For Life” helicopter picks up victim of hunting accident in remote section of

Colorado. Expert emergency medical treatment and prompt evacuation to hospital care

save another life.

A few miles down the Rocky Moun-
tain slope from the Continental Divide
in Colorado Big Thompson Canyon is
a favorite garden spot for summer va-
cationers along the lazy Big Thompson
River.

It was thatis.

On July 31, 1976 an unprecedented
rainfall from a heavy cloud formation,
stalled just east of the divide, dumped
14 inches in 6 hours on the slope,
ballooned all the north tributaries of
the Big Thompson. This in turn pro-
voked a mammoth surge of water
downstream which later that evening
turned suddenly into a massive, ex-
ploding 30-foot wall as it was squeezed
into the narrow confines of Big Thomp-
son Canyon.

@ Cloud formation
stalls just east of
Continental Divide

S

T

Roads, cars, bridges, trees, trailers,
houses, tents, people, animals and all
their impedimenta were tumbled pell-
meil through the defile in a maelstrom
of sudden fury that swept everything
with it.

Over 140 people were killed. Hun-
dreds more lay helpless wherever the
raging torrent had huried them and de-
posited them. Had not Denver's “Flight
For Life” thrown its rescue and medi-
cal muscle promptly into the task of
rescuing, treating and evacuating the
injured the death toll would have been
much higher. Trained helicopter medi-
cal-rescue teams from St. Anthony
Hospital Systems logged long heart-
break hours to bring 150 injured 50
miles south to hospital care in the

Map Area 772

@
DENVER

—
COLORADO

Water suddenly squeezed
into confines of canyon —
forms ““wall”” of water

(2) Tributaries
4y /Iswell rapidly

———
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Later
given the aviation *“Helicopter Heroism
Award” for their “heroic action, self-
less devotion to duty, medical exper-
tise and flying skills.”

Denver area. they were

That’'s what Flight For Life is all
about. Much more. Its ability to operate
day or night, to respond around-the-
clock, to fly into improvised landing
areas, to operate at “hover” positions
when necessary, to drop in rescue
workers in difficult mountain rescue
situations and to maintain sophisti-
cated communications with base
operations and medical advisors give it
a built-in flexibility and capability in
the very toughest of rescue scenarios.

Many types of serious trauma, in-
cluding that which occurs daily on the
highways, in mountainous terrain, as
well as in industry, make an emergency
medical air service a critical part of
patients’ chances for survival.

The vastness of the Colorado and
Rocky Mountain region creates special
isolation for many communities, mak-
ing modern emergency medical care
possible only when fast efficient
transportation and expert care enroute
to a well-equipped hospital is readily
available.

The delivery of emergency medical
services to the patient is vital in the
health care system of rural and remote
areas-—even in urban environments.

Flight For Life was set up as an
emergency medical air service in 1972
at Denver's St. Anthony Hospital Sys-
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tems. Primarily an answer to rugged
Rocky Mountain terrain and winter
highway blockages it can get emer-
gency medical aid to patients within
minutes and can get them to hospital
care hours or days before ground
action could do the job.

Flight For Life’s two Alouette heli-
copters—designed by French industry
for Alpine rescue—are ideal for the
Colorado mission. Each can carry two
patients, a pilot, a nurse and a doctor
(or another nurse). Each is equipped
with streamlined kits of emergency
medical equipment and supplies.

For longer flights two fixed-wing
Merlin [IA turbo-prop planes stand
ready 24 hours a day for take-off at
nearby Stapleton International Airport.
Each Merlin can carry three patients,
a pilot, a nurse and a doctor.

A total operations crew of 50 spe-
cially-trained, rigidly qualified medical,

“,..emergency medical aid
to patients within minutes...
hospital care hours or days
before ground action could
do the job.”

Within 45 minutes (bumpy road would have taken 4%z hours) “Flight For Life" helicopter
arrives with victim at St. Anthony Hospital in Denver.

communications and flight personnel
man the system. One helicopter is
based on the roof of St. Anthony
Central Hospital. The second stands by
at a ground pad seven miles to the
north.

Within three minutes of an emer-
gency call a rescue helicopter can be
in the air. The two Merlin fixed-wing
aircraft can be airborne within 20 min-
utes of an alert.

To date Flight For Life has com-
pleted over 12,068 flights, over 2,918 of
these by the Merlins. The Merlins have
flown into over 150 cities and com-
munities in 30 states, Canada and
Costa Rica.

The helicopters serve 170 cities,
towns, communities, ski areas, na-
tional parks, recreational areas, in-
dustrial sites throughout the state of
Colorado—plus 70 Colorado hospitals.

(I
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In another rescue operation patient is transferred from ‘fong haul”

“Flight For Life" helicopter for quick shuttle to hospital.

The Flight For Life communications
center functions as a dispatching and
coordinating center for all aircraft
flights, ground ambulance transfers,
and transfer facility for the relaying of
medica! and operating information to
appropriate hospitals. it receives all
calls for service on a state-wide toll-
free phone plus six direct incoming
phone lines. Recently a nationwide
emergency phone number—1-800-
525-3712—was put into service. 22

base radio frequencies help to provide
radio and phone patching with 85-
separate agencies.

During the past seven years 165 high
altitude mountain rescue helicopter
flights were flown at the request of
offical agencies.

Flight For Life helicopters and crews
have made immediate response to
seven airport plane crashes. Heli-
copters have responded to ten outlying
plane crashes, four major mine and
industrial explosions. They also
handled critical victims of the Vail ski
gondola crash in March 1976.

The delivery of emergency medical
services by helicopters with critical
care practitioners and life-support
equipment aboard to the scene of ill-
ness or injury has saved an enormous
number of lives. It will save countless
more. The Flight For Life system has
proved beyond all doubt to be efficient,
workable, cost effective and humane.

10 Journal of Civii Defense: October 1979

fixed-wing plane to

The fact that Flight For Life ex-
perience embraces the single casualty
situation as well as the more compli-
cated multiple casualty operation (Big
Thompson Canyon, for one example)
demonstrates that this type of emer-
gency service is here to stay and can
only grow to serve more areas.

Flight For Life stands as an out-
standing and invaluable example of
what a community can do to develop a
practical air rescue service.

It deserves careful analysis by other
localities sensitive to improving emer-
gency medical techniques. O




A new film, “Flash Flood”—14 min., color, 16mm has
been distributed to National Weather Service offices. This
film emphasizes flash flood safety while camping. It also
stresses the value to a community of a warning system
and preparedness planning when fioods threaten. This pro-
gram makes the viewer realize that unaware and unre-
sponsive campers very quickly can be caught by a rapidly
developing flood which can cost the recreation-minded
citizen his life and property. Preparation of this material
was with the assistance of many local, state, and private
organizations.

The film is available on loan from: Motion Picture Serv-
ice—NOAA, 12231 Wilkins Avenue, Rockville, MD 20852.
It may be purchased from: Capital Film Laboratory, Attn.
Kip Livingston, 1540 Broadway, New York, NY 10036. The
price is $58.95 which includes plastic reel, plastic shipping
case, and UPS shipping charges.

T heoue )
AMERICA’'S a» -
STANDARD e

FIELD TRIAGE TAG

Now In Use
Throughout

United States
and Abroad

* _For information wri
S U METTAG
7 P.0.Box 910
*‘Starke, FL 32

CAPITAL COMMENTARY

40 INCHES

LIFESAVING CONTROL
AND PROTECTION:

—forthe DISASTER scene

—forthe ACCIDENT scene

—for the FIRE scene

—for RESCUE emergencies

—for STALLED VEHICLES

—for EMERGENCY
LANDINGS

—for CONVOYS

—for slow-moving
EQUIPMENT

—for EMERGENCY REPAIRS

EVEHYWH ERE EMERGENCY
TRAFFIC CONTROL IS
NEEDED TO PROTECT LIFE

LIFESAVER®<<< \\‘? >>>

A No. 1 “MUST"” for the
disaster pro—and for the
on-the-ball traveler

RUGGED EFFECTIVE
DEPENDABLE SIMPLE
VERSATILE LIGHTWEIGHT

- Clearly visible at over 1,000 feet.
Packs in 9 x 12-in. plastic en-
velope. (Folds to fit in glove
compartment.)

WINNER 1978 U.S.
GOV'T. SAFETY AWARD

For more information contact:

EVAR P. PETERSON & ASSOC., INC.
Emergency Management Consultants
7052 Orangewood Ave., Suite 14

Narden Grove, California 92641 A
A (714) 8945318 (213) 596-9900 /A\
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
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AGENCY-STAFF COLLEGE
Battle Creek, Michigan 49016

SCHEDULE OF COURSES FOR

FISCAL YEAR 1980

October—December 1979

Oct 15-18

Oct 22-Nov 2
Nov 5-9
Dec 3-14

Industry / Business Emergency
Planning (I/BEP)

Fallout Shelter Analysis (FSA)

Career Graduate Seminar (CGS)

Civil Preparedness Career Devel-

opment Program—Phase Il

January—September 1980

Feb 4-15
Mar 10-21
Mar 24-27

Apr14-25
Jun 213

Jun 16-27
Jul 1417

Jul 21-25
Jul 28-Aug 15

Aug 18-29

Sep 22.0c¢ct 3

Civil Preparedness Career Devel-
opment Program—Phase |V

Civil Preparedness Career Devel-
opment Program—Phase lli

Industry / Business Emergency
Planning (I/BEP)

Fallout Shelter Analysis (FSA)

Civil Preparedness Career Devel-
opment Program—Phase {V

Civil Preparedness Career Devel-
opment Program—Phase H|

Industry / Business Emergency
Planning (I/BEP)

Career Graduate Seminar (CGS)

Multiprotection Design Summer In-
stitute (MDSI)

Civil Preparedness Career Devel-
opment Program—Phase llI

Civil Preparedness Career Devel-
opment Program—Phase IV

SwesS

For additional information concerning Staff Col-
lege courses, and Regional Field courses, contact
your local or State Emergency Preparedness
Office, FEMA Regional Office, or FEMA Staff
College, Federal Center, Battle Creek, Michigan
49016, Area Code (616) 962-6511, Extension 6161.

Staff College Summary of Courses
Fiscal Year 1980
October 1, 1979—September 30, 1980

PHASE Il PHASEIV CGS

Dec 3-14, 1979 Feb 4-15, 1980 Nov 5-9, 1979
Mar 10-21,1980  Jun 2-13, 1980 Jul 21-25, 1980
Jun16-27,1980  Sep 22-Oct 3, 1980

Aug 18-29, 1980

I/BEP

Oct 15-18, 1979
Mar 24-27, 1980
Jul 14-17, 1980

MDsSI

Jul 28-Aug 15, 1980

FSA
Oct 22-Nov 2, 1979
Apr 14-25, 1980

Pz
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Wigner-Bergman CD visits to Capitol Hill Offices
continue to produce surprises. Opposition can,
under Wigner candor and logic, soften and bend—
sometimes even turn as far as agreement or support

of protective measures.

TIME FORTEAMWORK

A Staff Report based on
notes by special con-
sultant Susan Bergman

On July 17th and 18th the indefati-
gable Eugene Wigner called at 10 sena-
torial offices and consulted with two
members of the House. This was the
third series of calls to fulfill appoint-
ments arranged by Susan Bergman.

The issue again: civil defense. Unlike
Wigner's first visits during a February
blizzard the snow outside had melted.
No surprise. But it appeared that there
was also considerable thaw inside the
offices of some of the CD doubters.
That was a surprise. It proved that
talking out the matter of citizen
protection with reasonable, circum-
spect solons can bring about changes
in viewpoints—as it should. Further it
was a strong and sound argument for
citizen involvement, citizen contacts by
letter, by phone or in person.

For instance, Wigner called on Sena-
tor Henry Bellmon (D-OK), a self-styled
critic of civil defense. But Bellmon’'s
opposition is based mainly on the
bureaucratic trap that civil defense
finds itself snared in. This position
gets very close to that of many strong
civil defense advocates. So, with a
more realistic civil defense program
Bellmon's objections could well turn
into support. More information was
needed for the senator.

“If they haven't gotten around to
telling us (the Senators) what to do in
case of nuclear attack, then who have
they told?" That Bellmon challenge
opens the doors for dialogue.

Zorinsky, prevsousy f
counted as “neutral :
commaents -during - the ng
interviews, i
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Calling on South Dakota’s liberal
Senator George McGovern (D) was not
quite as anticipated. it was not like
walking into the lion’s den. In fact,
McGovern toid Wigner that he would
appreciate very much obtaining more
information on civil defense, that his
mind was open.

Even MAD (Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion) advocate Senator Edward Zor-
insky (D-NE) mellowed his hard-line
stand when presented with the facts of
civil defense as it relates to deterrence.
Near the end of his Wigner interview he
frankly acknowledged the possible
value of a sound civil defense.

Senators Dennis DeConcini (D-AZ),
Orrin Hatch (R-UT) and Richard Schwei-
ker (R-PA) strongly supported the
Wigner position. DeConcini favored a

Senator George McGovern and Wigner
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meeting of pro-civil defense senators
and offered to take the initiative in
bringing about such a meeting. Hatch
also wanted to pursue the matter
further and was intrigued by Dr.
Wigner's effort. Anti-MAD Schweiker
observed: “Civil defense must gain
credibility.”

Where senators were not available
Wigner tatked with aides. At the offices
of Senator Donald Riegle (R-Ml) and
Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN) he found
aides enthusiastically in support of
civil defense. At the offices of Senator
Larry Pressler (R-SD) and Senator John
C. Stennis (D-MS) the receptions were
“disappointing.”

Wigner with Senator Edward Zorinsky

Presidential candidate, Congress-
man Philip Crane (R-IL), indicating an
interest in TACDA, observed: “If our
leaders fail to inform the people of the
danger, the situation gets more peri-
lous. It's appalling that no adequate
provisions have been made in the event
of nuclear blackmait.”

Congressman Don Mitchell and Wigner

Congressman Donaid Mitchell (R-
NY) whose tireless attempts to bolster
the sagging national civil defense pro-
gram have built up new interest (but
not enough) sees a requirement for
media involvement. “What is needed,”
said Mitchell, “is people with authority
and understanding to publicly 'speak
up. We've got to get national TV per-
sonalities to say we've got a problem.”

Perhaps, as Congressman Mitchell
so clearly indicated, we ought now to
“play the media card"—at a time when
the media are actually recognizing the
problem.

One factor that is helping, and will
help more, to bring about a media
awakening is the snowballing attention
of Congress to the requirement for civil
defense action. (See last half of Capi-
tol Commentary, page 3.)

In this “CD offensive’ the continued
Wigner-Bergman initiative is playing a
significant role. Crucial also are con-
tinued contacts by USCDC, NASDPD,

ASDA, RDOA* and other groups and
individuals.

Most important is the magical con-
stituent-congressman relationship. A
conviction by the individual that his
contacts—his repeated contacts—do
count can turn the trick. For the man on
Capitol Hill the bottom line is what the
people who elect him think: his con-
stituents. ]

*USCDC: United States Civil Defense
Council

NASDPD: National Association of Disaster
Preparedness Directors

ASDA: American Strategic Defense As-
sociation

RDOA: Radiological Defense Officers
Association

LENIN AND THE “SUICIDE” OF THE WEST

“The so-called cultured elements of Western Europe
and America are incapable of comprehending the
present state of affairs and the actual balance of forces;
these elements must be regarded as deaf-mutes and
treated accordingly.

“A revolution never develops along a direct line, by
continuous expansion, but forms a chain of outbursts
and withdrawals, attacks and lulls, during which the
revolutionary forces gain strength in preparation for
their final victory.

“It is necessary to resort to special maneuvers
capable of accelerating our victory over capitalist
countries. We must:

“(A) In order to placate the deaf-mutes, proclaim the
(fictional) separation of our government and
governmental institutions (the Council of Peoples Com-
missars, etc.) from the Party and Politburo and, in par-
ticular, from the Comintern, declaring these latter
agencies to be independent political groups which are
tolerated on the territory of the Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics. The deaf-mutes will believe it.

“(B) Express a desire for the immediate resumption
of diplomatic relations with capitalist countries on the

basis of complete non-interference in their internal
affairs. Again, the deaf-mutes will believe it. They will
even be delighted and will fling wide open their doors,
through which emissaries of the Comintern and Party
intelligence agencies will quickly infiltrate into these
countries disguised as our diplomatic, cultural and
trade representatives.

“Speaking the truth is a petty bourgeois prejudice. A
lie, on the other hand, is often justified by the end. Cap-
italists the world over and their governments will, in
their desire to win the Soviet market, shut their eyes to
the above-mentioned activities and will thus be turned
into deaf-mutes.

“They will furnish credits, which will serve us as a
means of supporting the Communist parties in their
countries, and by supplying us with materials and tech-
niques which are not available to us, will rebuild our war
industry which is essential for our future attacks on our
suppliers.

“In other words, they will be laboring to prepare their
own suicide.”

—Lenin as quoted in the Daily News Digest (Phoenix, AZ)
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According to Dutch authority Colonel L. C.
Schreuders, the so-called ‘“neutron bomb” is not a
new horror weapon as Soviet propaganda would like
us to believe. It is a weapon of DEFENSE that will
effectively DEFEND European invasion routes while
saving defender lives and property. (It is indeed
“horrible” to those who may aim to break through
NATO defenses without being seriously hampered.)
Colonel Schreuders makes a convincing case for N-
weapons bolstered with compelling statistics.

FACTS AND FICTION
SURROUNDING
THE NEUTRON WEAPON

Dutch Colonel L. C. Schreuders’ military
service includes:

a. the Dutch Resistance, 1943-45

b. the Dutch-Indonesian War, 1947-50

c. the Korean War (with the Dutch Bat-
talion attached to the 2nd U.S. In-
fantry Division), 1950-51

Colonel Schreuders was in command of the
Royal Nethertands Military School, 1975-78.
He is now attached to the National Defense
College in The Hague.

Colonel L. C. Schreuders

Seldom has the public opinion in the
Netherlands been so stirred up as is
the case today when heated discus-
sions are carried on as to whether or
not the neutron weapon should be pro-
duced (and made use of, if necessary).

Seldom, too, have elements of the
Dutch people, who normally pride to
judge things in sober reason, allowed
themselves to be carried away in such
emotional approach of this subject, so
that a detached, let alone a sound dis-
cussion is hardly possible. .

If, however, a well-considered choice
is to be made one should base one's
views on facts and not on fiction. The
author of this article found that this
knowledge of facts is considered un-
desired in certain circles when his
offer to give a lecture on the subject
was dismissed with the remark “No,
because then we are not objective
anymore.”

In the first place it is fiction to pre-
tend that by the introduction of the
neutron weapon it would be the first
time a weapon *“to kill people by way
of radiation” was introduced. Both the
Warsaw Pact and NATO have in their
possession for dozens of years already
“weapons to kill people by radiation”
being the tactical atomic weapons
positioned on either side of the border
between East and West.

It is also fiction to believe that a
possible introduction of the neutron
weapon would only now involve the
danger of a conventional conflict turn-
ing into a nuclear weapons conflict.

16 Journal of Civil Defense: October 1979

Fact is that the NATO concept is
also based on the strategy of the
“flexible response” (or should we say
the “uncertain answer'?).

In this strategy the possible use of
nuclear weapons plays a decisive role.

It is also a fact that this concept,
in which NATO has announced its
intention to make use of nucilear
weapons only in extreme cases, has
been endorsed not only by this but also
by preceding Dutch governments.

In view of the present point of view
“to make use of nuclear weapons IF
NECESSARY” the actual ehoice at the
moment is not so much “conventional
weapon or neutron weapon’’ but rather
“today’s nuclear weapons (A-weapon)
or neutron weapons (N-weapon).”

To be able to make a choice it is
essential in the first place to compare
the effects of the present A-weapon to
those of the N-weapon.

Existing Nuclear Weapon
Standard Fission (SF)—

Heat, air pressure and residual radi-
ation, the latter mainly in the form of
the ill-famed “fallout” have little effect
on armored vehicles due to their com-
pact construction and their armor.

It is only the 5% direct radiation
penetrating through the armor plating
that would be effective in eliminating
the tank crew.

Near ground zero the effect of this
radiation is limited compared to the
side effects. The undesired side ef-
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fects, i.e. heat, air pressure and fall-
out, penetrate far outside the radiation
area, causing casualties among the
civilian population and damage to
buildings.
The facts:
—when making use of an A-
weapon the crew of armored ve-
hicles is put out of action as a re-
sult of radiation;
—the undesired side effects of
heat, air pressure and fallout can
cause casualties among the
civilian population and damage
buildings.

The Neutron Weapon
(N-Weapon)

The official name—Enhanced Radia-
tion Reduced Blast (ERRB-Weapon)
already indicates that a different distri-
bution of power is made, i.e. more ra-
diation and less air pressure (blast)
among other things.

Diagram 2 clearly shows that direct
radiation is six times stronger than
that of the A-weapon while the side
effects are considerably less. They are
even so slight that they fall within
the radiation area thus greatly reducing
losses and damage from air pressure
and heat outside this area of radiation.
The chances of residual radiation are
also considerably reduced.

The facts:

—the crew of the armored ve-

hicles is also put out of action

due to radiation when the N-

weapon is used;

—undesired side effects ‘“‘heat,

air pressure and fallout” are

avoided so losses or damage are

ENERGY EFFECTS

25%
HEAT

40%

AIR
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5%

30%
DIRECT RADIATION

DIAGRAM 2 RESIDUAL

RADIATION

ERRB—WEAPON

not caused outside the radiation
area.

Comparison

As it is not the intention, when using
a tactical nuclear weapon, to put out
of action just one tank but a tank for-
mation it will be essential, in view of
the limited radiation effect of the lethal
initial radiation, to use an A-weapon of
rather high KT-value (explosive power)
if the desired effect is to be reached.

If an N-weapon with its much more
powerful radiation is used a much
smaller KT-value will suffice.

An “example from practice” speaks
for itself:

Following the outbreak of a conflict
the NATO Armed Forces are unable
after a few days to prevent a further
penetration of the attacker with the aid
of conventional means.

in order to avoid a total collapse of
Western defense NATO is forced to re-
lease the use of tactical nuclear
weapons. The Division Commander
now has available certain nuclear
weapons—both A-weapons and N-
weapons.

Suppose the Dutch town of Zeedorp
has already been captured and it is de-
cided to make use of a nuclear weapon
on the attacking armored formation as
a breakthrough threatens to take place
near Nieuwstad.

It will be essential to make use of
a 10KT A-weapon to be able to bring to
a halt this formation advancing in a
strip of 1.5 kilometers x 1.5 kilo-
meters. The formation can consist of
either about 30 tanks or 30 armored

-
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Effects:

—the radiation of this weapon

will put out of action the crew of

the armored vehicles to a radius

of about 0.7 km.

—the air pressure (blast) will also

cause destruction in a radius of

1.3 km., i.e. heavy damage and

casualties in Nieuwstad.

—the heat can cause fire and

burns in a radius of 2.3 km,, i.e.

fires in both Zeedorp and Nieuw-

stad.

—there is every chance of fallout.

If, on the contrary, a neutron weapon
is used one can suffice with a 1 KT
neutron weapon (Diagram 4).

NEUTRON WEAPON
i 1KTi B J -~
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|
\ / -
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/
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i
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Effects:

—also in this case the radiation
will put out of action the crews of
the armored vehicles to a radius
of about 0.7 km.

—air pressure and heat will not
cause any losses or destruction
outside this area, neither in Zee-
dorp nor in Nieuwstad

Vi

]

personnel vehicles with 12 tanks —the chances of fallout are ex-
(Diagram 3). tremely slight .
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NEUTRON WEAPON

A-WEAPON
DIAGRAM 5 10KT Tkt
Zeedorp ¥ Nieuwstad Zeadorp & Nieuwstad
o et o shelidern
1400 m 1200 m
RADIATION, 5000r HEAVY DAMAGE AND
2,6 km BUILDINGS ON FIRE
DAMAGE T0 BUILDINGS 1400 m
RADIATION 5000 r

4.6 km

' SKINBURNS AND BUILDINGS ON FIRE

Conclusion:

—TO THE ENEMY TANK CREWS IT
DOES NOT MAKE ANY DIFFERENCE
WHETHER THEY ARE PUT OUT OF
ACTION AS A RESULT OF RADIATION
OF A 10 KT A-WEAPON OR BY THAT
OF A1 KT N-WEAPON;
—IF A NUCLEAR WEAPON IS USED
THE CIVILIAN POPULATION IS BET-
TER OFF BY THE USE OF A 1 KT N-
WEAPON THAN BY THE USE OF A 10
KT A-WEAPON

Diagram 5 once again indicates this
difference schematicatlly.

Views of those in favor
and those against N-weapons
Those in favor

In the first place those in favor, in-
cluding a great many military men,
point out the necessity of having avail-
able nuclear weapons in general and
especially the necessity of having neu-
tron weapons.

A war can be prevented by convinc-
ing the opponent that an attack will not
produce any result or will mean un-
acceptable losses to the opponent.

As NATO's objective is clearly aimed
at defense, military personnel do not
ask for more materiel compared to
their opponents. But they do ask for
adequate means to be able to carry out
their defensive task successfully. To
this end a proportionate 1:1 ratio is not
even essential.

A proportionate 1:1 1/2 ratio and even
1:2 may still be acceptable. However,
it is true that in the past few years
the originally existing proportion of
1:2 is shifting ever further in the un-
favorable sense of the word, as is
shown in the below survey of the

Central Sector in Europe (source: In-
ternational Institute for Strategic
Studies 1977/1978):

These numbers are causing even
more anxiety because the originally
existing qualitative lead of the West
is beginning to wane ever faster. In
this way we mention the Russian T-72
tank, appearing in ever larger numbers,
which is one of the best tanks in the
world, while also the Warsaw Pact
artillery is easily comparable to that
of the West.

The possibility to stop an attack with
conventional means is ever getting
less in view of the balance of power
extremely unfavorable to the West.

For lack of sufficient conventional
means one will have to resort to the.
use of nuclear weapons to prevent at
any rate the occupation of Western
Europe.

The question is now: A-weapons or
neutron weapons?

The actual use of A-weapons is be-
coming more precarious in the ever-
thicker populated and highly industrial-
ized Europe which, in view of its pat-
tern of life, is becoming ever more
vulnerable, whereby the cutting off
of energy (electricity, gas) water works,
public services, etc. may lead to a
catastrophe. The decision to proceed
to the use of such weapons (A-weap-
ons) is getting more and more difficult
for both the President of the United
States and for NATO. When already
at this time within NATO they are
doubting the possibility of the use of
this type of nuclear weapons, then
most certainly also Moscow may be-
come convinced that NATO will shrink
from the use of these weapons in the
event of a possible conflict.

The nuclear weapon will then have
lost its credibility and with that its
main objective: its deterring power.

The neutron weapon on the other
hand, which can be thrown into action
without causing serious losses among

Journal of Civil Defense: October 1979

the population and without causing
serious damage to buildings and in-
stallations, makes an actual use
possible.

Inasmuch as Moscow also recog-
nizes this (hence Brezhnev's fierce
reaction) the N-weapon’s credibility—
and with that its deterring power—in-
creases.

Therefore, both main arguments of
those in favor of N-weapons include:

—lacking adequate conventional

means we can be forced to make

use of nuclear weapons; if that
would be the case an N-weapon

should be preferred to an A-

weapon;

~—the N-weapon would be used

on NATO territory only (to repuise

invasion) and not on aggressor
territory where its use would be
of questionable value. (it is ex-
clusively a weapon of DEFENSE.)

—the A-weapon is going to lose

its deterring power; the N-

weapon restores this deterring

capacity.

The opponents

The opponents have many points in
common even though they originate
from different groups:

—they persistently (for political/

psychological reasons?) speak of

a “neutron bomb” while it is

artillery ammunition fired by a

gun or by the Lance missile;

—they never compare the effects

of the present A-weapon to those

of the N-weapon;

—they create the impression that

radiation is an invention of the

present moment;

—in their calculations, if they

make any, they mostly assume

that an N-weapon is fired at cities
for which the weapon is not
meant at all;

—they do not go into the conse-

quences of the rejection of the

nuclear weapon in general and
the N-weapon in particular.



The campaign against the N-weapon
was started in the Netherlands in
August 1977 by the Communist Party
Netherlands (CPN). With this they man-
aged to achieve success which they
themselves probably could not have
dreamed of.

With the slogan “Stop the Neutron
Bomb" they managed to get the sup-
port of not only the two small paci-
fist parties but also of ‘“‘peace groups”
from the various religious denomina-
tions and parties. One should have ad-
miration for the expert way in which
CPN managed to give form and guid-
ance to these movements and man-
aged to put a stop to the various
shades of opinion. It is remarkabie that
none of the religious or other “peace
movements,” for instance, have
wanted to draw attention to the intro-
duction of the mobile $S-20 missile by
the Soviet Union, a medium range
missile with which the entire Western
Europe can be covered.

The question of why the West heeds
this N-weapon (as a result of the ever-
increasing Warsaw Pact armament,
among other things) was not asked
either.

At the forum in Amsterdam in March
1978, attended by the Vice Chairman
of the Supreme Soviet of White Russia,
among other persons, the Russian
delegation was loud in praise of the
opponents of the neutron weapon.

it was added that the West need not
count on any concession from the
Soviet Russian side when abandoning
the introduction of the neutron
weapon.

What are the main motives of the
various groups?

Certain groups among the Commu-
nists, especially the groups following
the ‘“Moscow line,” do not in fact
object so much to the presence of
nuclear weapons, not even N-weapons,
provided they are kept by the Soviet
Union.

They comply with the instructions
given by Stalin in 1928 to Communist
parties outside Soviet Russia, i.e. it is
their duty to support the proletariat of
the Soviet Union in her battle against
enemies both inside and outside the
Soviet Union. Lenin indicated in 1920
already in what way this was to happen.
Lenin left instructions that every at-
tempt should be made to try and make
use of every contrast existing between
groups and countries.

The fact that Moscow is concerned
about the possible introduction of the
N-weapon emerges from the fierce
“harangues’” made by Brezhnev and
from the praising words expressed by
the Soviet delegation referred to.

The West shall have to make a
choice in view of the balance of con-
ventional power becoming more and
more unfavorable and the East Bloc

making up the qualitative backlog. That
choice narrows down to:

a. a political capitulation car-
ried out under pressure of the
military power of the ‘Warsaw
Pact, supported by national
groups followed or not followed
by occupation;
b. a military capitulation after
the outbreak of hostilities as a
result of the lack of adequate
conventional means;
c. increasing conventional ar-
mament to such a level that an
attack can be beaten off success-
fully. (However, it costs more
money, and which government
would take that risk?)

d. compensating for the short-

age of conventional means by

making use of N-weapons in case

of absolute necessity.

The introduction of the neutron
weapon will yet have to be made if the
Soviet Union continues to increase its
conventional armament and if the West
does not wish to make the financial
sacrifice to raise the level to such an
extent ensuring successful defense.

If neither one thing nor the other is
wished for we will only be able in the
not far-distant future to choose be-
tween capitulation either before or
after the outbreak of a conflict.

After that there will be little left to
choose from. (I}
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WHAT CIVIL DEFENSE SCHOLARS ARE SAYING
(Excerpts from FEMA Staff College Phase IV Position Papers)

After approximately twenty-eight years of Civil
Defense efforts wherein the Federal

Government

In a grand and rewarding society in which seemingly
our cup runneth over with a bountiful supply of the good

supplied advice, but initiative was left to the people,
accomplishment is negligible. Probably part of the fault
lies in the fact that many U.S. citizens are under the
misapprehension that their safety is being provided for.

The first problem faced in implementing Crisis Re-
location in the local jurisdiction is to establish a
workable Civil Defense Program. We as a Nation must
face the fact that a Civil Defense program is not an in-
stigator of war but our only means of survival during a
nuclear attack. With this fact in mind the initiative and
responsibility for the program must then be taken by the
Federal Government.

—Robert L. McWilliams
Colorado Springs, CO

things in life, is there really a pressing need for
something called civil defense?

After all, there seems to be an endiess supply of food,
automobiles, clothing and, until recently, gasoline. In
this era of apparent plenty and pleasure, why all the
furor over something as seemingly inconsequential and
unsolicitous as civil defense?

Indeed, the Russians would like us to believe that
they also are wondering why we need concern ourselves
with an antiquated public function such as civil defense.

And what do we believe? Sometindes, and altogether
too often, many of us believe what the Russians want us
to believe. That it is possible to co-exist in peace with
the communist world. But, of course, this meaning is
concealed behind the fact that peace to the communists
means peace under their totalitarian conditions. Other
peace-loving countries have gone along with this
approach and have survived to regret it.

—Dana J. Cessna
Denton, TX
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2z FEMATO BE “PATRIOTIC”

[ Eeregar Obviously no cobwebs grace Director John Macy's new FEMA shop. Speci-

AR wupdeyl  fying a firm FEMA role as a “supporting partner” with state and local disaster

% vastoi]  mitigation agencies, Macy calls FEMA “the one focal point within the Federal

ARt ST $:52410  Government for all disaster planning response and recovery activities.”
m.{tsm ’k’:&j‘ o In his August regional briefings Macy had much to say, including:

Ya0 00 ’ffqﬁﬁﬁa‘g : 5 “Those of you who have been involved in that program [the current CD pro-
Amanition g}‘;%{ﬁ"{f', #o58l  gram] honorably and effectively through the years may .h?ve some concern that
) if[;‘??i;’z‘ﬁ?ig{:{%gﬁﬁ}i?‘@ fiads] because of the broad scope that I've described we're going to turn our back on
: ;4-' W&vjfﬁﬁﬂ.gﬁ?gv Yiakdea the importance of preparing the country to deal with a hostile attack. Let me

’g{ﬁmﬁizmg 3 | assure you that that is not the case, that in talking about ‘multipurpose’ it
—’;ﬁis-si;;f-}ﬁft i JRET doesn’t mean that we're obscuring what was once the primary purpose. | like to
¥ g‘%‘ﬁ}féw‘* werdssyd feel that we're reinforcing that primary purpose by expanding the capacity to
o) ,ﬁ i deal withemergency....

, E L 32 3 “There will be a FEMA effort to try to resolve long-standing issues as quickly
5}111?;':{ ‘%ﬁ“&' g;,!‘:%i 41 as possible. | think it's been very unfortunate that for years there has not been
E’; 'jﬁ:ﬁ}) "%},g*;?i'é%?lj lgstoliz]  a civil defense policy. | don’t know how you've been able to develop a budget
SapvantionsURtublS Eheae] for civil defense without a policy—and with Congress’s increasing impatience
negzadnl «»'5"«*'2':’5’;%;:?"" with the absence of any kind of plan from any of the last six Administrations

Achabanm with respect to civil defense. | intend to get an answer.

iy “I have believed that delay is the ul-

%ﬁ.ﬁf};@;éﬁ* timate denial. And it seems to me that
%;3@?%‘{;«:&%3“; . if we're going to say that the program is
QE;, : 3 not to continue it should be a very con-
ggfshn it scious decision. | don’t believe the
3i! j#f‘ 1L American people want it discontinued.
35 Maybe a small group that feels that the

4 perpetuation of self-protection is in

some way an affront, but | don’t think it
is. I think we have an obligation to de-
velop a program which is realistic and
that will provide the degree of protec-
tion to the American people so that we
don’tassume that there is going to be a
massive elimination of population in
virtually a Jonestown kind of atmo-
sphere.

“l realize it’s not very fashionable
these days to be patriotic, but | think
our agency has to be. | think we have to
believe in the importance of this
country, believe in its values and
believe in taking every reasonable step.

“We’re not in the business to make
people happy. We're in the business to
make sure that we reduce risks.”

Journal of Civil Defense: October 1979 21



Limestone mines near Kansas City, Missouri, are
considered for their suitability as shelters for the
metropolitan population. The number of people in
each mine should be kept sufficiently low so that
the mine does not become an attractive direct
target. These mines could become excellent fallout
shelters and shelters against blast from detonations
on nearby targets but could not survive direct hits.
Some effort and money will be necessary to make
them habitable for a large number of people.

KANSAS CITY’S
UNDERGROUND:
HOW GOOD?

FOR HOW MANY?

Carsten M. Haaland
Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Research sponsored by Defense
Civil Preparedness Agency under
Interagency Agreement 40-680-78

under Union Carbide Corporation . .
contract W-7405-eng-26 with the U.S. In March 1979, | had the interesting

Department of Energy. experience of being shown through a
part of Subterropolis* in Kansas City,
Missouri. This particular limestone
mine is only one of 14 vast under-
ground facilities which are developed
to the extent that only a littte more
effort would make them suitable as
shelters for the population in the area
(Ward, 1979). Sixteen additional mines
exist in the area but are considered
unsuitable for use as public shelters
because of the way they were mined.
Supterropolis consists of a 15 mil-
lion-sq.-ft. cavern with ceiling heights
of about 12-13 feet, mined by the room
and pillar method. About a million
square feet are added each year by
mining. Allowing 10 sq. ft. per person
(Defense Civil Preparedness Agency’s
number for the square footage required
per person in a well-ventilated shelter),
this one mine alone, if well-ventilated,
would have room for all 1.3 million
people in the Kansas City area, with a
couple of million square feet to spare!

& ‘ L Pt
Carsten M. Haaland *Subterropolis is a registered trademark.
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(Photo: TACDA Technical Report No.

“The primary productive
factor of all humanity is
...the worker... if he

survives...”
L ]

However, there are several reasons
why such usage would not be ad-
visable. First of all, that many people
crowded together in such a small area
might become a tempting target, and
even the thick layer of rock overhead
wouldn’t prevent a one-megaton (MT)
surface burst from breaking through
and killing all of the occupants. Sec-
ondly, getting over a million people
into any one enclosure is an unheard-
of feat. It’s bad enough to get a hun-
dred thousand people in and out of a
large stadium with all its entrances and
exits. Additional reasons are hardly
necessary, but just consider the prob-
lems of food, water, sanitation, and
social control for such a large multi-
tude of people confined in a single
underground facility!



Some people may argue that no-
body’s going to bomb a target of just
civilians, with no factories or military
capability, and therefore, the first rea-
son above is invalid. | wouldn’t want to
count on that logic in an all-out nuclear
war. There is a quote from Lenin which
pervades Soviet literature on civil de-
fense and military affairs:

The primary productive factor of
all humanity Is the laboring man,
the worker. If he survives, we
can save everything and restore
everything . . . but we shall perish
if we are not able to save him.

“With a little planning and
money...”
|

That philosophy could be turned
around to read that their enemy will
perish only if the enemy's laboring
man, the worker, does not survive.
Bombing of civilians from aircraft
started on Guernica in the Spanish
Civil War and became widespread in
World War {I. Women, children, and
animals were often slaughtered by con-
quering armies according to Old Testa-
ment and classic histories. In pre-
paring for defense in a possible war,
it is prudent to assume that the po-
tential enemy will not be guided by
humanitarianism.

With these considerations in mind,
let's discuss how the Kansas City pop-
ulation might be dispersed to reduce
the targeting possibility. If all fourteen
partially developed mines in the Kan-
sas City area were used, the population
in each would be reduced to about
93,000 people, if all 1.3 miilion people
in the area decided to get into them.
Actually it is probably more realistic to
assume that about 20% of the popula-
tion will not move to shelters; this
assumption is usually made for evacua-
tion planning. With this assumption,
the population per mine would be
about 74,400, like Joliet, llinois, ranked
250th in population among U.S. cities.
That's still a lot of people, both in
terms of being targeted and getting
people in and out.

in the 1980's the Soviets, as a result
of their continuing deployment of
MIRVs, may have between 7,500 and
10,000 deliverable warheads on ICBMs.
With that many warheads, a city like
Joliet, or maybe any clump of 74,000
people, could be anywhere from the
3000th to the 5000th target down the
list, depending on targeting doctrine.

Reducing the population per shelter
to 50,000 brings it to the size of about
the 400th ranked city in the U.S., like

Passaic, New Jersey, or Sheboygan,
Wisconsin. To get down to the 500th
ranked city in equivalent population,
the shelter population would have to be
reduced to 40,000 and to the 1000th
ranked city, to about 25,000.

If 25,000 were chosen as the largest
occupancy for any Kansas City shelter,
there would have to be over 40 shelters
of such size to contain 80% of the 1.3
million population. This number of
large mine shelters exceeds the num-
ber available around Kansas City, even
including 16 mines which, because of

the way in which they were mined, are.

considered unsuitable for use as pub-
lic shelters. If all 30 mine facilities
were somehow made suitable for
shelters, the occupancy in each would
be about 35,000, comparing with the
population of about the 625th ranked
U.S. city, like Beverly Hills, California,
or Hackensack, New Jersey.

The attractiveness of large shelters
as targets may lead Kansas Citians to
decide to consider other facilities in
addition to the mines as potential
shelters for their population. In any
case, it's obvious that some kind of
plan would need to be worked out to let

people know where they should go for
shelter, so that the population could be
uniformly  distributed and there
wouldn’t be pileups of people at some
shelter locations. ‘o

Now let’s consider what needs to be
done to the limestone mines to make
them habitable as shelters. As | see it,
they need, as a bare minimum, venti-
lation, lighting, drinking water, and
sanitation, all of which should be able
to operate independently of external
electric power or water systems. Be-
cause people would also want to know
their location and where to walk to get
out of these muiti-acre underground
labyrinths, | would recommend that
the pillars be labelled with some kind
of logical identification scheme (e.g.,
alphabetically north-south and numeri-
cally east-west) and that maps be pro-
vided or displayed on the pillars.

With a little planning and money,
the caves could be provided with emer-
gency (expedient) kitchens and first aid
facilities. A structure for shelter man-
agement should be set up for control-
ling movement of people and supplies,
handling emergencies, and dealing
with the various social and welfare

}-—-— 3600 u———.|

APPROXIMATE
BOUNDARIES
OF INTERIOR — >~

200 psi OVERPRESSURE
ON SURFACE

CRACKING AND
SPALLATION ZONE

4800 ft

ENTRANCE TO QUARRY

200 f1 ROCK OVERBURDEN

TOP VIEW

1 MT CRATER LIP

(LIMESTONE EXCAVATION )\

SIDE VIEW

Surface burst directly over a Kansas City limestone mine would penetrate

mine with lethal effects.
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deemed feasible.

: additlonal mines (i.e. over- and above the . 1
-.considered unsuitable because of the way they.
haps half could never be used due to (1) improper m

< much limestone was removed from pillars and/or:
“mine; or (3) actual collapse. The other half could be-
- involved and good space avanable in other mine

- | agree that a large number of indwnduals would 7
shelters. -also’‘concur that we would want to-optimiz dis
~ considers that it is approximately a 60 mile axis fro
mine at Atchison to the extreme southeast Kansa
“'mately 40 miles on a’ southwest-northeast axis,
extremely large. | agree that it would be folly to try
. people in the Great Midwest complex..But, we nee
“to. protect as many as posslble, even thoug
. plans for a few thousand in each available mine a
an Influx of money and needed supplles aIIows

problems which will arise. A dis-
pensary or dispensaries and an emer-
gency hospital with doctors and nurses
would be essential in these shelters
containing many thousands of people.
Of course, there must also be radiation
detection instruments available, with
competent people to operate them.
Radiation monitors will check radiation
levels at the entrances, prevent track-
ing of fallout into the mine, and de-
termine when and how long people
¢an go outside on various missions.

Communications within the mines
could be handled by CB radios (it's
been tried) or walkie-talkie radios. Com-
munications with the outside world
could be accomplished by telephone
lines, with a backup of two-way radios
attached to exterior antennas. A public
address system inside the mine would
be useful for control, announcements,
information and entertainment. Some
people may bring in portable radios,
but they won't pick up any signals un-
less antenna wires are run to the out-
side. Radios may be useful to supple-
ment the public address system and
boost morale. Information should be
given to radio users regarding the
effect of the electromagnetic pulse
(EMP) from nuclear detonations on
radios and how to cope with it (Barnes,
1974).

| think it would be desirable to in-
form and instruct the public to pre-
pare for the possibility of failure of the
lighting and ventilation system. Imag-
ine being in the middle of 25,000
people jam-packed into the farthest
reaches of a mine in absolutely pitch-
black darkness with the air hanging
heavy with humidity and increasing
carbon dioxide. Even though the mines

may have plenty of space to spare if
the occupation is limited to 25,000 or
so (to prevent becoming an attractive
target), the occupants should move far
away from the entrances to decrease
blast and radiation effects. Some peo-
ple may bring flashlights, but the bat-
teries may not hold out. Improvised
lamps, which can provide a faint light
for a whole day with a single loading
of kitchen fats or oils, have been de-
veloped by Cresson Kearny (1972).
These can be made of ordinary house-
hold items, e.g., glass jars, string and
wire.

“...Good blast pro-
tection...”

Mr. Kearny has also developed a
highly efficient hand-operated air pump
which can be made from ordinary
household and hardware items
(Kearny, 1972). These Kearny air pumps
will probably be essential in the mines
anyhow, to supplement the electrically-
driven ventilation system. An actual
test of a ventilation system installed
in an unused Kansas City mine by
Research Triangle Institute engineers
in 1975 (Wright et al., 1975) indicated
that Kearny air pumps would be effec-
tive in getting air into the furthest
nooks and crannies.

These limestone mines will protect
their occupants from nuclear effects
far better than most other shelters.
Even with open entrances the radiation
from fallout near the entrance is not a
problem because the occupants can
move inside several hundred feet from
the entrance and out of the path of the
radiation. The penetration of radiation
from surface fallout down through the
rock ceiling will be undetectable inside
the mine, contributing much less to the
radiation dose than the natural radio-
activity in the bodies of the occupants.

During the period when radioactive
particles may be settling outside, it
may be necessary to shut down or re-
duce the flow of air into the mines so
radioactive dust won’t be sucked éinto
the shelter area. Filters and batfles
may be installed to keep out the rab‘to
active dust, but provisions must be
made so that, in case a blast wave

~ strikes the mine, they will survive or

can be replaced. Fan biades tend to
have a very low resistance to blast,
so similar precautions would be nec-
essary for fans in the ventilation sys-
tems. Implementation of these pre-
cautions may require more than a tri-
vial effort, especially if large numbers

WINTERSET

GALESBURG
STARK

Rubble Zone

BETHANY FALLS

Ground Level

HUSHPUCKNEY

(Photo: TACDA Technical Report No. 2)
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" of people are to be sheltered in the

mines. The greater the number of peo-
ple in the mines, the more elaborate
and expensive the ventilation system
will have to be. An engineering study
should be made showing how the costs
of a blast-surviving or replaceable-
after-blast ventilation system will go up
as the number of people expected to be
sheltered is increased. The cost of the
ventilation system may restrict the
number of occupants to less than the
25,000 mentioned before, which was
based on targeting assumptions.

“ .. these mines are

vulnerable to direct

‘hits .. .”
]

These mines will also provide as
good blast protection as one could
expect without going to the great ex-
pense of shock isolation {e.g., by
mounting the rooms on giant springs).
In underground structures there is a
great deal of shake, rattle, and roll
from nearby nuclear detonations on the
surface. In addition to knocking out
pieces of the ceiling, this motion may
cause the entire structure to suddenly
move upward, striking the occupants
from below like a mostrous sledge-
hammer and causing possible injuries
when the overpressures in the rock are
in the vicinity of 50-100 psi and pos-
sible fatalities at greater overpres-
sures. | wouid not rate the Kansas City
mines as being safe for overpressures
exceeding 50 psi because of possible
ground motion effects unless a careful
engineering analysis indicated other-
wise.

There is an oil refinery about 4-5
miles from the entrance to Subter-
ropolis. Even if a 20-megaton weapon
were dropped on this target, which is
unlikely because a smaller weapon
would do, the overpressure at the en-
trances of the mine would not exceed
about 25 psi. Again, as with fallout
radiation, if the occupants are several
hundred feet from and out of the line-
of-sight of the entrances, the blast
will be dissipated to harmless levels
before it reaches them. The entrances
(tess than ten) to Subterropolis expose
only a small fraction of the total frontal
area to blast, ¢ | the shock wave
entering these e ‘ances wili dissipate
both by expar ng into the larger
volume and being broken up by the
pillars. However, it would be prudent to
calculate how far back the people need
to be to avoid injury from possible
biast.

It has been suggested that earth
mounds be placed in front of the en-

trances to deflect blast waves. Such
mounds would somewhat reduce the
blast winds at the mine entrances, but
they seem to me to be unnecessary
because the occupants can simply
move back far enough into the mine
to eliminate any blast injury from
weapons detonated on targets four
miles away.

As mentioned before, these mines
are vulnerable to direct hits, as are
most existing hardened shelters. Fig-
ure 1 shows the effects of a one mega-
ton thermonuclear weapon detonated
above a mine roughly the size of Sub-
terropolis. Most of the Soviet weapons,
even in the MIRV'd arsenal, are esti-
mated to be of one megaton and larger
yield. In the illustration, the rock above
the mine is assumed to be 200 feet
thick everywhere. The rock and soil
above Subterropolis actually varies be-
tween about 90 and 150 feet. Even if
the roof were solid rock 200 feet thick
everywhere, a one megaton weapon
would “crater” through and kill the

occupants. The downward pressure
from the nuclear fireball would col-
lapse the roof so fast that a hot high-
pressure blast wave would penetrate
all corners of the mine. At the surface
the overpressure in the blast wave over
the farthest walls of the mine would be
as high as 200 psi, indicating severe
earth shaking. The combination of
these effects would most likely result
in sudden death for all occupants.
Because of the vulnerability of these
mines to direct hits, it would seem pru-
dent to restrict the number of peopie
using each mine, because if they be-
come attractive targets they will
obviously not be useful shelters. Even
if the occupancy in each of the 14 suit-
able mines is limited to 25,000 people,
the total number of people sheltered
(350,000) is significant. The fallout pro-
tection afforded by these shelters is
unsurpassed, but the expenditure of
some effort and money is required to
make them habitable for these num-
bers of people. O
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CHEMTREE IRON OXIDE MORTAR

FOR:
MOX
2 1. PAVING REPAIRS
o SRR Easy-to-handle FAST PATCH hardens almost
. immediately, wears like iron—a lifetime solu-
. tion for pot holes. (Use CHEMCRETE for
oo original paving.)

2. NUCLEAR SHIELDING

Combined structural, thermal, chemical and
nuclear properties provide reasonable assurance
for the containment of the worst possible
accident (core melt-down) of a nuclear power
reactor. It is reasonable to assume that

SOME OTHER NON-NUCLEAR APPLICATIONS somewhere, sometime such an accident will

FOR THIS SUPERIOR GROUT, MORTAR AND occur if thousands of reactors are built around
POURED CONCRETE: the world. Which one and when is an unknown.

All should be designed and constructed to
bridge decking contain the radioactive debris of such a hypothetical
highway and airstrip overlays accident.

offshore oil pipe overlays
docks, breakwaters, levees and canal locks
foundations, caissons and piles
railroad ties and bridge beams
sewerage plants and piping
thermal cycling situations
arctic cold and tropical heat

“Used In Nuclear Power Rea
Around The World”

CHEMTREE CORPORATION

Central Valley, New York 10917
914-928-2293
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TOO GOOD TO FILE

In what was probably the most serious in-plant
accident to happen in any nuclear plant throughout
the world, no lives were lost. But headline hungry
news media created a perilous incident that panicked
people and even some authorities, feeding the irra-
tional fears of many who oppose nuclear energy.
Northing comes to us without a price. The auto-
mobile kills 50,000 Americans each year. Living in
San Francisco has the risk that 1906 will be repeated
with a much heavier loss of life. Riding in an airplane
has the possibility that something may go wrong as it
did so tragically recently in Chicago. It is true that
where humans are involved there will always be room
for human error; we can build all sorts of fail-safe
systems and provide all sorts of checks but man,
being man, will make an occasional lapse. Yet that
3 seems no more of a reason to refuse God’s gift of
3 nuclear power than it would have been to have out-
lawed electricity after the first man or first hundred
men were electrocuted.

—The Visitor (Catholic publication)

Since we have very little capability to protect
our population through civil defense measures,
casualties here would be unimaginably high—per-
haps well above 100 million—while Russian casual-
ties would be considerably less, perhaps on the order
of their World War |l losses.

—Admiral Thomas H. Moorer (Ret.), Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1970-1974—as quoted in

The Retired Officer

.

The executive council of the A.F.L.-C.I.O., while
favoring export trade, says that “the list of recent
Soviet acquisitions is enough to make Lenin’s state-
ment that the Western democracies would 'sell us
the rope for their own hanging’ seem like a proph-
ecy.” The executive council finds, somewhat be-
latedly, that we have shipped to the Soviets things
which had application for “nuclear warheads, armor-
piercing rockets, and submarine detection devices,”
among other direct military uses.

—The Review Of The News

AR

S

If American wishes to preserve its freedom, it must
remain a dominant factor in the world. America must
accept the responsibilities that go with leadership
and not unload them, which is precisely what has
been happening under President Carter.

—Malcolm Muggeridge

It is time for the United States to stand up and say
itis not a patsey.
—Paul Nitze
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