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OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this research study is to assess the strategic

Importance of Soviet civi l defense In nuclear war. Based on

unclassified information, this analysis 
~
i*i contrastAUS and Sov iet

views oa nuclear war, exam1ne~Sov1et war-surviva l preparations,

and 1dentif~ some implicati ons of these programs. Finally,

reconinendatlons for maintaining the strategic ba1ance .w~-U---b • .

presented.
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TI~. p l a i n t i v e  cry is that:

Soviet civil defense measures, indeed c’t v f l
defense measures on either side , ha ve con-
sistentl y been treated In US estimates as en
essen tially insignificant consideration . Now

• we are finding that they may be dec isi ve,
and that the whole foundat ion of the US
deterrence posture is crumb ling. (19:91 )

On the other hand , critics , suc h as Rep. Las Asp in

(0-W is) and forme r a rms negotiator Paul War nke reason

that the Soviet civil defense program is ineffective .

~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
-



_ __ _  - -

Consequent ly ,  they at t ack budget ing for Improvements

in US c iv i l  defense c a p a b i l i t y  as was te fu l  and mind less .  
- 

-

Pau l Warike recentl y commen ted :

The only effective way to protect civilian
populat ion against  nuc lear  war Is by mak-
Ing suc h war unthinkable. The real danger
that civil defense poses to strategic
stability comes from the indulgence in the
illusion that effective civi l defense Is
possible. (28:6A)

Not all supporters of this argumen t agree that

c ivi l defense Is undesirable. Many believe only that

effective civi l defense programs are Impossib le

on technological grounds. The argument is that nothing

can prevent the overwhe lming devastation of n u c l e a r

war. In a corollar y argument, attempts to inhibit

nuc lear ef fec ts i nv it e adver sar ies  to sa tu ra te  a target

area , or use larger yield weapons.

US Nuclea r Strategy

“Deterrence is the cardinal concept of nuclear

strategy . . .“ (4:9)
Deterrence Is defined in JCS Pub I as:

The prevention from action by fear of the
consequence. Deterrence Is a state of
m ind brought about by the existence ~f a
credible threat of unacceptable counter-
ac tion. (32:107)

Fr om the US v iewpoint ,  deterrence is the key
C to stab ility , creating the peaceful atmosphere In

which disputes may be settled. However , de terrence

as a concept is incomp lete. The very essence of

— deterrence lies in Its cred ib i l i t y . Yet c red ib i l i ty

2
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Is not easily understood. Not on ly must we believe it ,

but the Soviet leaders must also believe. As a result

our deterrent capability must be so militarily effective

that the Soviets would never calculate the costs of a

nuclear war as worth the risk. (31:54)

The strategy supporting deterrence today evolved

from the development of the atomic weapons used to

end World War II. Prior to that time, armed forces

were visualized only as defending the US. Since then ,

the emphasis has been placed on the deterrence of

conflicts that affect our interests throughout the world.

The evolution of present day strategy is characterized

by both change and continuity . Change is reflected

In the different postures of approaches each administra-

tion has pursued , yet the focus of each has been to

maintain a credibly perceived nuclear capability sufficient

to prevent armed aggression and conflict. The common

thread throughout the evolution of strategy (which

many per-c ~-a as a major limitat ion) is preventing

th~ cbreak of nuclear war. By de finition , this is

det...rence. What is sadly lacking, however , is

a program for winning such a war if deterrence fails.

Following World War II , the US possessed an atomi c

mono poly. Sole possession of atomic weapons, and a

strategic air force to deliver them , held the ‘threat

of devastation for any power opposing US national

-: interests. Little did the rest of the world realize

3
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th a t our en ti re arsenal of nuclea r wea pons cons i s ted

of s ix  unassembled wea pons in the Nevada desert w i th

few crews trained to deliver them and a l a c k  of

forward bases required to launch our range -limi ted

delivery systems. (21:56)

In 1949, the Soviet Union posed the first m a j o r

threat to American dominance with the development and
— testing of their own atomic weapons. This, and the

North Korean attack on the Republic of Korea in 1950 ,

provided the impetus to cont inue and Increase US

researc h and development of nuclear weapons.

The US cont inued to mainta in  a pos i t ion  of quan-

t i ta t ive and qual i tat ive nuclear superiority for some

time. Budgeting constraints and the feeling that there

was no defense against nuclear weapons resulted in

the strategy of massive retaliation. It was explained

as the abi l i ty  to re ta l ia te  instant ly ,  how a n d  w h e r e

we chose. (21:57) However , a fter the Korean War the

Sov iets began to challenge American nuclear supremacy

and national defense policy became one of sufficie ncy

rather than massive retaliation. General Maxwell Taylor ,

Cha i rman of the Jo i nt Ch ie fs of Sta ff, was one of the

major critics of massive retaliation. He argued that

it lacked c red ib i l i ty  because it of fered only two

al ternatives to any form of aggress ion :  “The Initiation

of general war or com promise and retreat. ” (6:422)

In the ear ly 1960 ’ s , mass ive  re ta l i a t i on  was

4
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replaced by the strategy of flexible response. Thi s

al lowed national securi ty dec ision ma kers a var i e ty
of retaliatory options ranging from unconventional

to ful l scale nuclear war , w i t h  the response ta i lored
to the threat. It was characterized by an emphasi s on

quantitative superiority and Involved a graduated response

aimed at opposing military forces to allow for max-

imum civi l i an survivability .

Flexible response relied heavily on the capabi lity

to destroy an enemy ’s milit ary forces rather than his

civi l ian population. This was called counterforce

strategy . Along with this strategy was the commit -

ment to survive an enemy f i rst str ike and maintain

sufficient forces to destroy the enemy ’s remaining

nuclea r force. W ith the tremendous increase in numbers

of Soviet nuclear weapons, Amer ican forces found it

impossib le to keep pace , which left the US with an

unacce ptable alternative - to stri ke first~ As a
resul t flexible response was discarded for mutual

assured destruction (MAD) In the belief that both super-

powers possessed the capacity to destroy the other.

There fore , nei ther would , an d deterrence was served.

Assure d destruction remains one of the principle conditions

• of deterrence today . Secretary of Defense, Harol d Brown

sta tes:
It is essential that we retain the capa-
bility at all times to infl ict an unac-
ceptable level of damage on the Soviet
Un ion , including destruction of a mm-
imum of 200 major Soviet cities. (31:55)

5
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Under President Nixon , ac hieving assured de struction

required nu clear sufficie ncy, which today has been

renamed essential equivalence. Essential equival ence

— 
means that rather than matching the Soviet Union one

5,

for one in capabilities , any advantage enjoyed by

the Soviets is offset by another US advantage. (31:56)

Inherent in the strategy of assured destruction is

the belief that nuclear war between the US and the

Soviet Union is unthInkable. (24:30) This view Is

based on the assumption that with or without superi-

ority, both the US and the Soviet Union possess the

means of destroying each other after surviving a

f i rs t  s t r i ke ;  therefor e , neither could  ra t iona l ly  con-

sider starting such a war. As we will see , the Sovie ts

do not necessarily agree.

Soviet Strategy

Soviet strategy and doctrine rests on the basic

premis e that communism and capitalism are dramatically

opposed and the danger of war persists so long as

imperialism exists. Despite detente , peaceful

coex i s tence , arms con trol or any agreement , the threat . - -

remains as long as cap i t a l i sm  obstructs the wor ld ’ s

“ i nev i tab le  soc ial changes ” toward communism. Con-.

sequently, the Soviets believe a world without

conflict will emerge only when the communist culture

has spread across the face of the earth. Therefore,

war Is not an end, but a means to an end. This 6



agrees w ith the Clausew ~tz ian princ ipl e of war is an

extens ion of po l i t i c s  to ach ieve  p o l i t i c a l  o b j e c t i v e s .

(21:54) As a result , it is clear that the Soviet Union

• thinks and acts to translate nuclear power into usable

force. Nuc l ea r war i s  t h e r e fo r e , not su i c ida l , but

thinkab le - and must be s u r v i v a b l e .

if we accept the Soviet view that nuclear war is

the logical consequence of continued US opposition ,

it is easy to understand Soviet emphasis on winning.

Contra ry to the popular US belie f that nucl ear

wea pons a re “absolute weapons ” , Soviet doctrine

maintains that a nuclear war can be won. (21:58)

Although the death and destruction would be tremendous ,

Soviet leaders emphatically state :

T here Is a pr ofoun d e rr oneousness an d
harm in the di sorienting claims of bour-
geois ideologies that there will be no
victor in a thermonuclear world war. (5:60)

Requisite to the Soviet war — winning strategy is

military superiority and complete preparation for a

nuclear con flict. Civil defense , to limit the effects

of nuclear destructive force , is the foundation of

Soviet plans to ensure their military , political ,

an d economi c viability. Passive defense measures,

combined wi th an active anti-aircraft defense system

and a preemptive counterforce strike , weigh heavily

in favor of the Soviet Union “winning the unthinkable

war ”
. 7



C HAPTER II

SOVIET C IV IL  DEFENSE

Civil defense preparations In the Soviet Union are ,

by all reports , the most advanced in the world today.

The i r p r im ary pur pose i s nuclear war surv i val . As far

back as World War II , the Soviet Union emphasized civil

de fense , although primarily from the aspect of sheltering

the population. With the development of the nuclear

threat , civil defense was expanded to include not only

sheltering but also evacuation to achieve survival.

History

Since the 1950 ’s the Sov i et Un i on has con ti nuousl y

invested large amounts of money In civil defense. More-

over , since the SALT I agreement in 1972 , Soviet civil

defense expenditures have increased substantially. In

con tras t, US civil defense has received little atten-

tion or financial support. American concern with

civil defense was born when the Russians exploded their

first atomi c weapon In 1949 and grew during the Korean

War , peaking in the early 1960’s as a react i on to

the Berlin and Cuban crises. Since then , emphasis

on any sort of preparation for suviving a nuclear war

[ has declined , If not all but disappeared.

T he curren t con trovers y a bou t Sov i et c i v i l d e fense

cen ters on w he th er or no t we bel i eve It woul d be

-ii 
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effective In a nuclear war. Seldom is there emphasis

on the magnitude of the Sov ie t  e f for t  or their

pe rception of its Importance. However , I ts Im po rt ance

becomes more a pp aren t i n General Brown ’s sta tement:

Th e Sov ie t  Union Includes c i v i l  defense as
an Integral par t of its overall strategy .
Civ il Defense in the USSR is a military
con tro lled nationwide program focused pri-
mar ily on protection of people (the lead-
ers hip, essential personnel , and the
genera l p o p ulat i on , in that order); conti-
nuity of economic activity in wartime ; and
recover y from the effects of a nuclear
a t t ack .  ( 29:39 )

Organi zat Ion

Furt her evidence of the Importance attached to

Sov iet civi l defense Is reflected in its organiza-

tion. The Chief of USSR C iv i l  Defense is General

A . A ltunin . a full member of the Sov ie t  Cent ra l

Comm ittee and a deputy minister of defense , equal in

status w i th  the other heads of main se rv i ces  of the

Sov iet Armed Forces. (7:XIV) Below the highly

central ized leadership, civil defense is organized

t hr oug hou t t he USSR on a te r r i to r ia l - Indust ria l  basis

through union republics , regions , cities , and dis-

tricts , and on a functional basis through economic

organ izat ions , agenc i es , schools , and labora tories.

No off icial figures on the size 0f the organ ization

are published but estimates place the Soviet Civil

Defense Ministry force at 100,000 and the civilian

force at appro ximate ly 30 m ill ion. (2:69 ,26:40) In

con tras t, US civ il defense , controlled until recentl y

9
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by the Defense Department , Is “fragmen ted among several

federal agencies , as well as between the federal and

state gov ernments. .  .“ (2 3 : 5 )  One of the more important

• of these is the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency

( DCPA ) , total i ng less th an 700 employees, which is -

‘

responsi ble for both population and Indu strial surviva l . - 
- -

As a resul t of the President’ s Reorgan ization Plan - 
-

No. 3 , c Iv i l  defense respons ib i l i t i es  were reorganized

un der the new Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)

on M a r c h  1 , 1979. In a further comparison of c lvii

de fense pos ture , SovIe t expendi tures (al though not

published) are estimated at $2 billion annually;

whereas , the US c ivil defense budget for F? 1979 was

$96.5 million. (10:4,16:52)

Trainin g

W h i l e  USSR civil defense preparations will not be

discussed in detail , a look at some aspects will contri-

bu te to understanding Soviet seriousness about their

programs . Not only Is civil defense an integral part

of the Soviet defense program , It involves the

ac tive participation of virtually all elements of

the population. The Involvement of every Soviet

citizen , com pulsory though It may be, ma kes t he

training program extremely impressive. Instruction

var i es , dependent on which category for “training

in methods of protection against weapons of mass

des truct i on ” , an Ind Iv idual falls. (7:323) Fifth

10
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graders and Young Pioneers mak e up category 1 and

rece ive 15 hours of instruction per year. Three

add itional categories ranging in composition from

collect ive farm workers to government supervisory

personnel par ticipate in as much as 35 hours of

instruct ion per year.  The 35 hours of c iv i l  defense

training occurs In sc hools with a 2 year program or

longer , whereas 20 hours of training occurs in

schools with 1 to 1 1/2 year programs . In addition ,

act ivities are organized and conducted at the place

— 
of work for emplo yees and coll ective farm workers.

Indus trial workers learn the general compulsory

c ivil defense skills in their off—dut y time.(7:324-327)

Protec tion of Population

Two add itional elements which are fundamental to the

Sov iet war—su rvival program are: protect ion of the

popula t ion and protection of the economy . Protection

of the population means protecting the political

and m ilitary leadership first, followed by scientists

and the essential work force , and finally the remainder

of the populat ion. There are three types of measures

used to protect the popu lation. They include individua l

means , pre— attack urban evacuation and dispersa l ,

and shelters.

Ind ividual Means of Protection
-

• 
Ind ividual protection is provided by gas masks ,

protective clothing and individual first— aid kits

11

- _— - 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

- ‘- “~~~~ • -~‘~ “~ 7-’-- , - - _
~~v~

-C— -’ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ .~~~~~L---



for the treatment of exposure to radiation and toxic

agents. Although full protective clothing is pro— —

v ided only to members of civil defense formations,

gas mas ks have been manufactured for children and

adul ts, as well as gas bags for infants. It appears

that millions of them have been issued to the

work ing population and the schools , both for training

and  for use. (2:78) In the US , only the mi l i tary

have any program for using gas masks or protective

clo thing. Chemical , biological , an d radiological

training for all individuals is conspicuously absent.

Pre-A ttack Urban Evacuation and Dispersal

Pre—a ttack evacuat ion and dispersal of the popu -

lation is generally agreed to be the best way to save

many thousands of lives . However , the effectiveness

of an evacuation depen d s to a large ex tent on a d vance
warning, transportat ion , est imate of target potent ia l

an d geography of the surrounding area . (34 :25 )  Based

on census information from 1970, the USSR had only

n ine cities with a population of one million or more ,

compared to thirty—five US metropolitan centers of

over one m illion inhabitants . Aggregate totals

amoun ted to 8.5 percent of the Soviet population

versus 41.5 percent of the -Am erican population. There-

fore, the Soviet population is already inherently

less vulnera ble than the US p opulation. (21:65)

12
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Ev a c u a t i o n  of Soviet cities is expected to take —

approx imately 72 hours. The adequacy of existing trans-

por tation systems is a point of some controversy.

It is possible that many non-essential personnel may

have to walk. Soviet predictions are that such

evacuation an d dispersal could l imit losses from a =

nuclear attack to between 7.5 and ‘12 million of the

151 m illion urban population. (2:11) American specia l—

ists in Soviet civil defense place USSR casualties as

low as 5.5 m illIon . In contrast , without adequate civil

defense plann ing, US casual ties are estimated at

95-100 m illion -- almost f i f ty  percent of the American

population. The Soviet Union suffered 20 million

casualt ies in World War II , and not only surv ived , but

emerge d stronger than before the war . (30:25) Dis-

persal , although not addressed specifically, i s reall y

a corollar y of evacuation. I~ is the relocation of

the off—duty essential work force and their families

to rural villages from which they can commute to

work. The on-duty shift remains at the work s i te .

This plan presupposes an inten t to maintain essential

production even dur ing a crisis. Speculation is

that plans are so detai led that rural famil ies know

the names of refugee families who will stay with

— - them. (23:8)

13
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Shelters and Fallout Cover

Hardened shelters exist in the Soviet  Union for —

abou t 15 percent of the general urban population.

Blas t shelters have been built for approximately

110,000 leaders and for 25 percent of the essential - 

-

work force. (27:47) Subways are bu il t w it h  h u g e  =

blast doors and it Is estimated that the Moscow sub-

way alone could accommodate one million people. (2:12)

Repor ts are that seventy-five underground shelters

have been bu ilt around the periphery of Moscow. These

are believed to be for the political leadership and key

elemen ts of the bureaucracy . (12:55) Standard shelters

are designed to accommodate between 100 and 300

persons , hardened to at least 100 pounds per square

inch o v e r p r es s u r e , and equipped with filter ventilation

systems , air regeneration equipment , electr ic power ,

heat, communicat ions and sleeping facilities. The

populace has been trained to construct hasty shelters

to afford the entire population protection within 72

hours of a governmen t declaration of a “threatening

si tuation ” . Shel ter construction has been going on

s i nce the 1950’ s, and al though production lagged in

the late 1960’s because shelters were considered too

cos t ly, General A ltun in expressed renewed emphasis

in 1974, sa y Ing:
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Modern shelters must protect aginst al l  —

harmful effects of nuclear and chemical
wea pons. Under present conditions , w hen —

the accuracy of delivery of nuclear —

weapons has sharply increased , wh i le
the ir yield has enormously grown , civil
defense wi l l  seek to provide the entire
population of cities and installations , - -

which will be the most likely targets
for a nuclear strike , with such shelters. =

Th is is without a doubt a difficult :
task , bu t it can be carried out. (2:119)

Protect ion of the Economy

Pro tecting the economy of the Soviet Union Is 
! -

the second key element of their war-survival program.

It includes protection of key workers , as wel l  as foo d

sup plies and essential industrial equipment to ensure

the viability of the economy in wartime . Whereas

the US is satisfied to concentrate only on preventing

nuclear war , the USSR envisions “w i nn i ng t’ what may

be a protracted conflict by maintaining the continuity

of economic activity and preparing for recovery

from the effects of a nuclear attack.

The Sov iet . . . program includes a whole
complex of measures designed to . . . pro -
tect vital industries and services in
order to ensure con tinuous essentia l pro-
duction and in particular production for
the armed forces -In the course of the war
and to facilitate damage lim itation and the
repair and restora tion of damaged industrial
facil ities and services. (3:120)

These measures for war survival include industrial

dispersal an d harden1ng;~ restr i c ti ng ur ban growth

and planning to reduce the vulnerabil ities of cities;

15
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cons tructing duplicate and independent power sources ,

produ ction cap abilities , and l ines of communication; - 
-

and stock -piling important raw materials , fuel ,

foodstuffs , and m ilitary supplies.

S i nce t he la te 1960’ s Sov ie t  law has prohibited

add itional industrial construct -Ion in large cities.

The curren t Five—Year Plan provides for constructing

new industries in Siberia near sources of energy and

raw ma ter i als , which also decreases their vulner-

ab ility . Industria l dispersal is further enhanced

by arrangements w i th  other Wa rsaw Pact countr ies to

subst i tute defense production for destroyed Sov ie t

capabi l i ty . Secondary damage Is l imited in c i t ies

by constructing transportati on bypass systems , pro -

tected water supplies , and wide main streets . Con-

structing streets with the width equal to the sum of

half the height of the buildings on each side plus

15 meters reduces the vulnerability of cities to

secon dary damage and facilitates population evacuation.

(2:15)

Stockp iled reserves are very important in Soviet

civil defense planning. Their exact size is a

guarded secret but Central Intel l igence Agency

estimates in 1975 put foodstuff reserves at a year ’s

supp ly. (2 :155)  Foodstuff reserves are In fact
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~untouchab 1e ” even when shortages occur , suc h as the
poor harvests of 1972-1973 when the Soviet Union —

imported large quantities of grain from the US. -

Add itional gain storage facilities are under con—

struction in rural areas with a capacity large 
-

enough to feed 250 million people for ten months --
wh ich is long enough to allow for the natural decay -

of nuclear fallout, planting, and finally harvesting

crops. (34:27) 
-
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CHAPTE R III 
—

Con clusions and Recommendations

C ivil defense has languished in the US for almost

two decades because of a lack of public support and

high-level emphasis. In the meantime , Soviet civil

defense , and indeed Soviet  mil i tary might in total ,

have developed with an accelerating momentum that

portend s a dramatic shift of the strategic balance in

favor of the Soviet  Union. Civ i l  defense is but one

dimension where the relative capabilities of the US

and the USSR are s ign i f icant ly  dif ferent and rapidly

diverging. The controversy over the value of the

~~~~~~~~~ Sov iet civil defense program , or any l a r g e  s c a l e  c i v i l

defen se program , I s  f a r  f r o m  settled. However , the

ev idence to support the importance of the Soviet

preparat ions and training seems to be increas ing and

winning support among US dec is ionmakers.  Whether we

accept or reject the current arguments about civil

defense , they indicate a significant aspect of Soviet

philosophy . As Gem . Lew Allen , Jr . , USAF Ch ief of

Staff interprets it: 
-

.the massive Soviet CD effort is symp—
• tomatic of the  K r e m l i n ’ s d e t e r m i n a t i o n  to

maintain nuc lear war - f ig ht ing---— rather than

18
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purely deterrent- --capabi lities. This rep-
resents a major and perturbing indication of
Soviet philosophy . Because they do not wish
to be confined to an assured destruction
capability , the Soviets seek all the cape—
bilities, strengths , and superiorities
required for winning nuclear war. (25:27) 

- 

-

Conclusions 
- 

-

Soviet—-US relations seem certain to produce

increased friction and conflict if continued with

curren t convictions . The US strategy of deterrence

depends on what one analyst calls “unacceptable

i n se c u r i t y ” for both powers . Literally, this can be

defined as being unable to withstand the level of

destruction that the opposit ion can inflict , even
)

- 
after a preemptive counterforce fi rst strike. As 

- -

a result both adversaries would be reluctant to

perm it escala t ion of any con fli c t to a nuclear

exchange . (11:41)

Soviet strategy seems aimed at undermining this

concept. If the Soviet civil defense program can

limit destruction of the leadership, economy, and

popula tion to an acceptable level from a US attack ,

then Soviet strategy might well be assured survival

in contrast to US assured destruction. Assured

survival can be more readily understood if civil

defense is seen as a part of the overall strategy .

19 

I~i~• __

~

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



- - ‘ “
C - - - -r ~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

:

Civil defense, by carrying out protecti ve
measures and the thorough pr epar ation of
the populat ion , seeks to achieve the max-
imum weakening of the destructive effects
of mode rn weapons. (13:50)

Combining these war survival measures wi th pre—

empti ve coun ter force s tr ik e makes a Sov i e t v i c tory

- less remote. Soviet doctrine has long emphasized the

importance of the offensive and of surprise. From

a position of rough parity or quantitative superiority ,

it is easier still to expect a Soviet surpri se attack.

Soviet strategy accepts the need for a preemptive

strike to prevent an attack on one ’s own territory .

(1 3 :4 9)

Ad d in a massive air defense sys tem composed of

forces that are said to be constantly developing

new methods not only to defeat exist ing, but prospective

US capabilities . Undoubtedly these capabilities

include the cruise missile.

The sum total is that all of these capabilities

represent a growing threat to US securit y . Recent

es ti mates are th at i f a nuclear war occurre d be tween

the two su per powers , the US would need an estimated

twelve years to recover , com pared to a two to four
year recovery period for the Soviet Union. In other

words, the Soviet Union could recover from a nuc lear

war three to six times faster than the US. (11:39)

Vic tory  from the Sov ie t  v iew is def ined:

20
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.as the survival of the Soviet Union as a
nation , with superior military and economic
power to ensure a fas ter  rate of recuper-
t ion and the ab i l i t y  to Impose I ts w i l l  on
the US. ( 13 :4 9 )

A lthough the Soviet threat is growing rapidly, most

defense analysts believe the Soviet Union does not

want a nuclear war any more than the US does. Even

with a preemptive counterforce first strike the

Soviets would suffer catastrophic retaliation and

enormous losses . (14:62) In addition , a Soviet pre—

paratory evacuation , requiring as much as three days

to complete , wou ld alert US forces . Estimates are

— that it will be at least ten years before the Soviets

have enough urban -area shelters to engage in a nuclear

exchange without fi rst evacuating their people. (15:61)

A more likely approach based on the developing

situation is the use of intimidation or leverage.

With an effective war survival program , the Soviet

Un ion recognizes an obvious unilateral advantage.

The result could easily be that they would be more

determined , more pol iti cal ly  asser ti ve , and more willing

to take risks . In return the US would likely allow

the Soviets small but cumulatively costly gains.

Granted , c iv i l  defense measures w i l l  not prevent

war .  But relying on the re la t i ve  advantage of c i v i l  
- 

-

defense p re para ti ons , Sov i et ac ti ons or reac ti ons are

= likely to be bold rather than cautious. (1:102)

______________________



The arguments over Soviet civil defense effec-

tiveness can never really be settled without being

tested in a thermonuclear war. There is no evid ence

that either US or Soviet leaders seek such a confli ct.

However , should it happen , deterrence and related

preventive measures have failed. What may well be

the greatest value of the Soviet civil defense program

is not its capability or inabili ty to protect the

people from annihilation , but its perceived effective-

ness or credibility .

The danger that the extensive Russian civil
defense effort poses to the US and to the
strategic balance is that the Kremlin lead-
ership might perceive from its capability
to limit the damage from an American
retaliatory strike that nuclear warfare
may become a viable policy option. This
perception might be strengthened by the
considerably greater losses that could be-
fall the US because of its modest civil
defense effort and because its strategy
dictates that it must absorb the first
b low. (22:13)

Recommen da ti ons
US strategy must adapt to this increasingly

plausible potential. There are really two courses

of action. We can devote our efforts to making

our society as su rv ivab le  as we perce ive Sov ie t

soc i ety to be or we can use our vas t i nd us tr i al

and technological capabilities to ensure that a

Soviet victory is unattainable, ma ki ng nuc l ea r war

unthinkable. A combinat ion of the two is my

recommenda tion.

22
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First, the US must revitalize its civil defense

program. By recognizing and arguing over the credibility

of their civil defense effort , the US has long afforded

the Soviet Union a political advantage. The US can

no longer al low the continuance of this unchalleng ed

asymmetry . Only be realizing that war survival

measures are indeed a critical dimension of our nuclear

strategy can the US assure the validity of deterrence

in the days to come . However , a cras h p ro g ram i s

ne ither wise nor economical. There Is little

chance in the near future for the US to over take the

Sov i e t p rogram. S i nce the 1950 ’ s the Sov ie t  program

has had an average annual expenditure equivalent to

one b illion dollars. However , moderate US expen-

ditures for protection of policital leaders , military

comman d and communication facilities, as we l l as

cr i s i s evacua t ion , could produce immediate benefits

by radically reducing ~opu1at ion losses and facili-

tating national recovery from a war. Costs for shelter

construction could be minimized by providing for their

dual use , muc h as the Europeans have done. (9:7) Both

our all ies and our enemies would understand the increased

attention to civil defense as a US demonstration of

resolve and determinat ion to maintain an effective

deterrent posture . (33:50) 
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Second , the Soviet Union must not be allowed to

achieve military superiority while the US stands idly

by, beli eving s t a b i l i t y  and security are enhanced as

a result. The US mus t use its vast scientific and

technologica l  ab i l i t i es  to improve weapon accuracy

end increase offensive capability to offset any —

Sov iet advantages from war—su rvival preparation s. Op-

tions currently available include the Air Launched

Cru i se M i ss i le , (ALCM ) , t he MX i ntercon ti nen tal
ba llistic missile , and renewed development of the

B— i bomber and the enhanced radiation warhead. (19:93)

I n  a d d i t i o n , US targeting must be responsive to the

need of achieving spec i f ic  s t ra teg ic  obje c t i ves .  The

US cannot neglect the feasibility of options for a

preemp tive first strike , a launc h on warning capability

or the need to ride out a Soviet attack. Such flexi-

bility must be central to US planning and strategy.

Curren tly US civil defense is receiving some much

nee ded attention. The Federal Emergency Management

Agenc y (FEMA ) has assumed civil defense responsi-

bil itles from the Department of Defense. FEMA now

encompasses the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency ,

the Federal Disaster Assistance A gency , the Federal

Insurance Agenc y and the US Fire Administration.
-

- - For the first time in recent years the civil defense

budge t is Increased from 96.5 million dollars in

24

-‘C- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~

- 

~~~~~~~~~

—

~~~

- - 
- - 

m~-~



—‘C--- — -_--‘---_-T—----
_ ‘C~”C~~’C’C’C’C 

~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~‘0~~ 
- 

‘C 
—

~~~~
- --

~~~

— — --

- FY1979 to 108.6 million dollars in FY 1980. (10:4)

- Such encourag ing signs indicate the growth and 
— 

‘

solidarity of a more effective deterrent posture as

an integral part of US nuclear strategy . Onl y a v iable

- US strategy will assure national security by ensuring •

the Soviet Union cannot win the unthinkable war.

-

t
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