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CHAPTER ]

INTRODUCTI10ON

The Soviet Union is cengaged in a massive program to
protect its population, industry, and military-cconomic
basc from the cataclysmic effeccts of a nuclear war. To
acconplish this fecat they have undertaken the largest
and most compretliensive war survival pregram in the world.
The cornerstone of their war survival program is based
on civil defense, for the Soviets believe that civil
defensce is a factor of strategic importance in seccuring
the defense of Russia:

. - . the preparation of the country's rear

for defense against means of mass destruc-

tion has become, without a doubt, onec of the

decisive strategic factors ensuring the abil-

ity of the statc to functien in wartime, and

in the final apalysis, the attainment of

victory (17:53).

Concern for the defense of the Russian population
was cvident as early as 1920, but it was the subscquent
German invasion of Russia during World War II that
instilled in thc Russian leaders the importance of

defending the people. Lenin's dictum that, '"the first

productive force of all mankind is the worker, the




toller. 1{ he survives, we shall save and rebuild every-

thing," is still considerced the political foundation on

which Russian civil defense is based (5:249).

Civil Defense

Civil defense has becouwe very much a part of Soviet
life; it involves ncarly all segments of the centire
pepulation, the cconomic system, and state activities.
The Sovicts have developed and implemented population
protection methods ranging from large, complex under-
ground shelters to simple one-person dugouts. Their
industrial base has been dispersed--geographically spread
out to preclude a concentration that would render a
whole industrial scgment being lost during an attack.
Towns and cities have been architecturally designed to
rcduce damage from blast, fire, and shock wave. Roads
and railroads are comstructcd to provide a redundant
system around and through arcas of industrial and popu-
lation concentrations in ovder to forestall transportu-
tion bottlenccks. Mass training of the population is
taking place, with exercises and group instruction in-
volving complete towns and factory complexes. A strong
civil-military combination exists with mutual aid and
training programs designed for maximum participation.

Former U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union, Foy D.
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XKohler, states:

The Soviet f{civil defense] program rep-
resents a comprehensive "package™ wherein
population survival measurces arc combined
with a long-run progran of the dispersal of
key industries; underground and otherwise
hardencd industrial sites; hardened facili-
tics for protcecting the political leader-
ship and its nationwide command and control
structure; and hardencd facilities to pre-
serve communications and command and con-
trol operations within varied individual
elcements of the wartime armed forces pos-
ture (17:xii). ‘

Civil defense, written off in the United States in

the carly 1960s as incffective, is now being expanded

in the Sovicet Union at a cost of more than a billion

dniiaxrs anmually (9:06).

Assured Destruction

A dichotomy exists between the United States and
the Sovict Union in their perceptions of nuclecar war.
The United States is currently an advocate of the
"assurcd destruction" theory of nuclear dcterrence and
defense. The prime objective of U.S. nuclear dcter-
rence forces has been to eliminate Soviet incentive for
a strikec against the United States or the North Atlantic
Trcaty Organization (NATO). The U.S. strategy holds
that if onc of thce two superpowers launched a preemptive
first strike nuclear attack, the attacked state would
have cnough delivery vehicles and weapons remaining to

3




launch a countcer-strike which would insurce the destruc-
tion of the attacking power. Acceptance of the "assured
destruction'" theory therefere would rule out any advan-
tage of a surprisce attack by either country.

The Sovicts do not apree with this thecory. Soviet
political and military leaders regard thc concept of
assured destruction as inherently less than foolproof,
recognizing the finite possibility that deterrence could
brecak down., This could happen ecither through mistake,
inadvertence, or thfough a process of gradual crisis
intensification. The Russians, accordingly, scc they
must prepart for the eventuality of nuclear war, what-
ever the relative LEast-West strategic balance (25:123).
~Russian disagreement with the thecory of assured destruc-
tion also gives plausibility to their current war sur-
vival measures.

War survival lends essential credibility

to the Soviet war-fighting and deterrence

posturc because, according to the Soviet

view, no country can rationally threaten

another with nuclear war if both know that

such a war spclls suicide for the initia-

tor of the threcat (17:22).

The Soviets take the position that nuclear war is
merely an cxtension of conventional war, and that a
nuclear war can be fought, and cven more importantly,

foupght and survived. 7The Sovicts feel that with the
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precautions and preparations they are taking, they can

maintain a viable socicty after a nuclear conflict, and
cmerge as the victor in a war fought against the United

States or any other nuclecar power.

Pcrceptions

As the difference betwecen Soviet and U.S. perceptions
of nuclcar war theory become clearer, the clement of
war survival has taken on rencwed importance. The im-
plications of Sovict preparations to defend their coun-
try, people, and economy are only now becing realized by
some military and civilian strategic planncrs in the
United States. Yet, the Russian civil defense effort
was pointed out as early as the 1950s by noted author
Herman Kahn:

One of the most important and yet the

most necglected elcments of the retaliatory

calculation is the effect of the Soviet

civil defensc measures. The Soviets are

seldom credited cven in calculations by

experts with even the most simple and

primitive civil defense preparations or

capabilities (21:131). °

Any quantitative summary of the strategic balance
between the forces of the United States and those of

the Soviet Union must be complemented by morce than the

study of civil defensc¢ preparations. However, the con-

sideration of war survival as a prime element of Russian
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strategy s given renewed importance Ly the new emphasis
on the possibility of fighting u “limited ruclcar war."
As U.S. policy shifts from fighting a total war to
fighting a limitced nuclear war, the implications of the
Soviet war survival preparations become even more onmi-
nous. It is beccoming increasingly significant to the
United States that the Soviet Union is attempting to
develop the capability for fighting and winning such a
war. Necither detente nor the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks (SALT) seem to have decrcased this Russiun drive
for strategic superiority.

The Soviets arc greatly expanding their level of
effort and investment in civil defense prograns, and
are rapidly improving their state of readiness in all
other military areas. At the present time, Soviet war
survival is a major statc activity, involving all levels
of the Cormunist Party organization, the government,
economic and public organizations, and every citizen.
The Russians are expanding prcparations for their sur-
vival of a nuclear war, while the U.S3. position has becn
sporadic and limited.

It is not the purposc of this paper to "cry wolf" in
setting forth the implications to the United States of

Soviet preparations. It is, however, the position of
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this paper that current and long-term efforts by the
Soviets have added a dimension to the overall picture

of nuclear stability that has been ecither overlooked or
simply not been given éufficient attention by the United

States civilian and military planners.,

M\ ciasat,

Objective of the Study

The purpose of this paper is to examine and analyze,

on the basis of current unclassified information, the
implications of increasing Soviet war survival prepara-
tions. This analysis will be accomplished in an attempt
to influence future decisions on the validity of assured
destruction ;s a viable military strategy. To this end,
past and present Soviet civil defense preparations in
civil, military, and industrial arcas will be considered,

and those factors which relate to this question will be

presented and analyzed.




CHAPTER 11

ASSURED DESTRUCTION

Assured Destruction--U, S. Position

The United States Military Posturc statement for
fiscal year 1977 authored by the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, General Gcorge S. Brown, states,

The United States and the USSR perccive

each other as the primary potential sccurity

threat to each other. Thesc perceptions of

threat stem from fundamental differcnces

between the two nations as to the nature,

goals, and roles of men, government, and

society. Thesc basic convictions arc not

likely to change soon (7:8).

The Unitcd States has stood firm in taking the view
that no possiblec U. S. military posture or politically
feasible defense could deny the Soviet Union a capability
to wreak catastrophic destruction on the United States
or its allies. The stated purpose of our strategic
forces is not to make a Soviet attack on the United
States or its allics physically impossible, but to make
the conscquences so unacceptable for the Soviet Union
that Soviet lcaders will be dissuaded {rom ever launch-
ing that attack. The U. $S. Scnatc Committee on Foreign

Relations stated this policy:

8
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For morec than ten ycars strategic nuclear
weapons policy has bheen dominatced by a rccog-
nition that: (1) neither the U.S. nor the
Sovict Union con protect its population and
industry f{rom an attack by the othecr side
even by using its entirc inventory of weapons
in a preemptive first strike; (2) once a
nuclcar wecapon is detonsted on the territory
of cither the U.S. or the U.S.S.R., there
would be substantial probability that the
exchange could not be terminated before both
nations werce destroyved. However unplecasant
this "balance of terror" may be, there has
never been any real prospect of changing
the situation in a fundamental way by pur-
chasing new weapons or by adopting new
tactics (10:62).

Current U.S. deflensc strategy has cvolved from the
1950s when the Unitcd States enjoycd total nuclear
superiority in both wecapons and delivery systems. With
the United States well in the lead, "massive retalia-
tion" became the espoused doctrine. John Foster Dulles,
then Secretary of State, declared, "1f there is another
attack anywhere on one of our allies, we will immediately
retaliate with a massive nuclcar strike on the real
source of the new aggression." (30:21)

As the Soviet Union's nuclcar forces developed, this
concept of massive rectaliation becamec less and less
plausible to U.S. security planners. It became increas-
ingly clecar that a large and indiscriminate retaliatory
attack on the Sovict Union would probably entail the

destruction of the United States and Western FEurope as
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well., Thus, in the carly 1960s, the so-called "{lexible

responsc' strategy uappcared. This concept envisaged
the preparation and cxecution of various types of wars
ranging from unconventional to full-scale nuclear war,
with the responsc tailored to the threcat. In accord
with this new strategy, the U.S. began an increase in
conventional arms. This shifting in the world power
balance was recognized by Secrctary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara who voiced the change from massive retaliation
to one of "mutually assured destruction":

Mutual assured destruction should be based
on ecach sidec's certain knowledge that it could
kill cnough of the other side's pecople and
shatter cnough of its industry to make nu-
clear war an unacceptable option (27:14).

The succeeding Secretary of Defense, Melvin Laird,
further quantified Mr. McNamara's policy with a list of
four objcctives for force planning:

(1) Maintaining an adequatc second strike
capability to deter all-out surprise attack
on our strategic forces,

{2) Providing no incentive for the Sovict
Union to strike the United States first in a
crisis.

(3) Preventing the Soviet Union from gain-
ing the ability to causec considerable greater
urban/industrial destyuction than the United
States could inflict on the Scvicts in a nu-
clcar war,

(4) Defending against damage {rom small i
attacks or accidental launches (10:27).




Mr. Laird's objectives did not represent a major

change from the carlier policics, but did represent
another step away from. the massive rctaliation theory
of the 1950s. During the 1970s, the Unitcd States stra-
tegic thcory has further evolved into a pragmatic rcali-
zation that our defense must bc based not only on the
thrcat of meeting any provocation with a large nuclear
responsc, but that it must also be bascd on a concept of
flexibility in nuclear options. The United States and
the Sovict Union have now rcached a nuclear parity of
sorts, and the stated position is now known as "essen-
tial equivalence.'" This new strategylrecognizcs that
deterrence of a Soviet conventional attack must be based
on improved conventional defenses and not completely on
an early rcsort to nuclear weapons. It also realizes
that our nuclcar force must be capable of deterring
limited as well as massive Soviet use of nuclecar weapons.
However, cven with this concept of flexibility, the
basis of U.S. strategic policy remains one of deterrence
through the possession of an assured destruction capa-
bility; that is, the ability to inflict an unacceptable
amount of damage on the Soviet Union in the event of a
first strike by Soviet strategic forces. In 1974 Secre-

tary of Defensce James Schlesinger said,

11
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Neither the USSR nor the United States has,

or can hope to have, a capability to launch a

disarming first strikce aguinst the other,

since cach of us posscsses, and will posscess

for the foresceable future, a devastating

sccond-strike capability against the other.

This almost certainly will dcter the delib-

cratc initiation of a nuclear attack against

cities, for it would bring inevitable retali-

atory destruction to the initiator. Thus,

this basic deterrent remains intact (11:30).

The concept of assurcd destruction has been the pri-
mary element used to justify the development of the
"triad" of stratcgic arms and forces the United States
foresces would be able to survive a Soviet attack and
still retain a potential for attacking the Soviet Union.
The "“triad" consists of missiles deployed on highly
survivable Polaris submarines, intcrcontinental ballistic
missiles emplaced in blast resistant underground silos,
and a sophisticated bomber force capable of reaching
and attacking the Soviet Union, The U.,S. strategic con-
cept of assured destruction may prove to be an untcnable
theory if the Sovicts continue with their development

of civil protection.

Credibility
The essence of deterrence lies in the development of
strategics and forces that can provide a credible re-
sponsc in the event of direct military assault. The
lcadcership of the United States feels that by maintaining

12




the '"triad" of wecapons we can maintain this required

credibility, for in the absence of a credible response,
deterrence becomes a facade. 7The issue of what is a
credible response is a complex and frequently contro-
versial subject. Deterrence depends on the psychologi-
cal state of mind of both adversaries, and on how they
interact with each other. A deteryrent philosophy, to be
cffective, lies not in the amount of destructive force
that theorctically can be delivered, but it lies in the
probability and credibility that it can be delivered.

Onc of the key implications of Soviet civil defense

lies in its credibility, not only to the Soviets but to

the United States.

Assured Destruction--USSR Position

A significant differcnce in philosophy regarding
nuclcar warfare cxists between the United States and
Russia. The U.S., as stated previously, is of the opin-
ion that nuclear war between the two countries would
result in total destruction of both societics, thercfore
the nuclear balance holds each nation in clhicck. The
Sovicts take thc opposite view--that nuclear war is like
any other war and can be fought and survived. John
Erickson, writing on the Sovict-American strategic rela-

tionship states,




Massive air defense systems and the vigorous

civil defense program do not suggest thut the

Russjans are prepared to accept the destruc-

tion of all of Sovietr socicty in a nuclear

conflict. “This suggests that for all the

shared language of 'mutual dcterrence," the

U.S. and Soviet perceptions of the basis for

strategic stability tend to differ and nay

be altered by the impact of new technology

(22:13).

Soviet writings and publications show that Soviet
lcadership ncither shares the U.S. concept of assured
destruction nor belicves that nuclear warfare necessarily
means mutual annihilation. V. Chuykov, writing in the
Civil Dcfensc Handbook of the Soviet Union, gives one
point of view. "“Although the discusscd mcans of destruc-
tion arec called mass means, with knowledge and skillful
usc of modern protective measures, they will not destroy
masses of pcople, but only those who neglect the study,
mastcery and usc of these measures.'" (8:217)

The Soviet war survival capability aims at frustrat-
ing the assured destruction posturc of the United States,
thereby denying the U.S. an effective deterrent to any
Sovict action. It also acts to deny the U.S. the ability
to penetrate and destroy the Sovict Union in casc of
actual war. The Soviet emphasis is on survivability
and on victory in a nuclear war, The Sovicts conscquently
believe that a nuclear war could take place with a

"winner' and a "loser," and that the winner of such a

14
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contest would be the nation which is best prepared for

the conflict. Benjamin S. Laubeth, a rescarch staff
member of the Rand Corporation, states, "Sovict leaders
assume that mecaningful victory in nuclcar war is indced
possible if the correct strvategy is implemented and
followed consistently."™ (25:121) Herman Kahn was one of
the first to recognize this position when he wrote in
the 1960s, . . . the limits on thc magnitude of the
catastrophe scem to be closcly dependent on what kinds
of preparations have becn made, and how the war is
started and is fought." (21:10)

If the Soviets were to believe in the U.S. concept
of assured destruction, then their war survival prepara-
tions would be nothing more than a sham defense.  This
does not seem to be the case, as Soviet civil defense
doctrine vicews the protection of the Russian people as
onc of the most essential factors in the preservation of
Soviect national power. However, the Russians do acknowl-
edge that in a nuclcar conflict, population, industrial,
and cconomic losscs would be high; but with the proper
preparations, they fecel they can survive as a nation:

Sovict sources assert, however, that while a

nuclcar strike on an unprotected city can in-

flict up to 90 percent casualtics among its

residents, with cvacuation and dispersal,

the lossces will not exceed [ive to cight per-

cent (or some three to four percent of the

total Sovicet population). (17:87)
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The Soviet insistence on the possibility of nuclear

war and their belief that assurced destruction is not

the only alternative is accompanied by an ecmphasis on
the nccessity to further strengthen Soviet military
capabilities and war rcadiness: ". . . to prepare the
population and members of the armed forces for the
actualitics of a nuclear conflict. . . ." (10:10) The
Soviets believe that the capability to destroy the encmy
is not singularly adequate for attaining victory in a

nuclear war. One more important step must be taken; it

must be paralleled by a capability to survive such a war.’
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CHAPTER 111

U.S. CIVIL DEFENSE

A main element of war survival is civil defense, and
as the Soviet Union and the United States have opposing
views on nuclear war, they also have opposing views on
the nature of civil defense. Due to this difference in
philosophies, we find a lack of civil defense prepara-
tions in the United States whi}e at thce same timec civil
defense is flourishing in the Soviet Union.  Paul Nit:ze,

writing in Foreign Affairs on this subject, states:

In the Soviet Union, the view has been
quite different. Perhaps initially beccause
of thc U.S. monopoly, Soviet leaders from
the outset discountced the impact of nuclear
weapons to their people. But as the Soviet
nucleay capability grew, the Soviet leaders
still declined to depict nuclear war as un-
thinkable or the end of civilization. On
the contrary, they directed and still direct,
a massive and meticulously plannecd civil
defense effort, with expenditures that run
at approximately a billion dollars a ycar
{comparcd to U.S. civil defense expenditures
of approximately $80 million a year)(31:211).

In 1960 Herman Kahn foresaw the possibility that a
nuclear war between the U.S. and Russia need not be the
cnd of civilization as we know it. He stated in his

book, On_ Thermonuclear War:

17
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1t is the thesis of this lecture that if

propcy preparations have been made, it would

be possible for us or the Soviets to cope

with all the effccts of a thermonuclear war,

in the sense of saving most of the people

and restoring somcthing close to the prewar

standard of living in a relatively cshort

time. But there is no rcason to belicve

this will be true unless both nationps inves-

tigatec the problem more thoroughly than has

been done so far, and then take the neces-

sary preparations (21:71).

The origin of civil defense in the United States may
be traced back to August 1916 when Congress created the
Council of National Dcfense. The Council underwent vary-
ing degrees of importance and funding until 1951 when
President Truman, realizing a need for a more comprchen-
sive plan, signed into law the Federal Civil Defense Act
of 1950. In August 1961, the Secretary of Defensec was
given responsibility for civil defensce of the United
States. This responsibility was then transferred to the
Scecretary of the Army in 1964. The latest significant'
change in the civil defense structure occurred in 1972
when then Sccretary of Defense Melvin Laird established
the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency and disbanded the
Office of Civil Defense within the Army. This new agency
took responsibility for developing an cffective civil
defensc program, and for preparing assistance and guidance
policy to help state and local governments achicve total

disaster preparcdness (12:1, 2).
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The United States hay throughout the ycars maintained
only a very modest ¢ivil defense proeram, with the last
significant upsurpge in interest and funding occurring in
the 1960s. The apathy concerning civil defense dis-
solved rapidly during the Berlin crisis of 1961, The
public interest in civil defense was sustained during and
shortly aftcr President Kenncdy's confrontation with the
Soviet Union over thelr attempt to send missiles to Cuba.

During the Cuban nissile crisis in October,

1962, the nation and itz leaders {elt for sev-

eral days the reality of the nuclcear threat

under which we live. The public exhibited a

sudden concern abovrt civil defense; where does

my family go for protection if there is an

attack? (42:72)

If war had broken out after the 1962 Cuban
missile crisis, said President Kennedy, the

United States and the Soviet Union would have

suffered 150 million fatalities in the f{irst

eightcen hours (27:13).

The public support for c¢ivil defensc abated soon after
the period of crisis was over, however, and today the

United States has only minimal preparations for survival

of nuclear war.

Current Civil Qgicnse Po]jgi

The current U.S. civil defense policy was stated in
a subcommittee report to the U.S. Scenate in 1975, It
details two major objectives concerning nuclear protec-
tion, in addition to the general coal of "protecting the

19
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population.’” The two stated options are,

the first option, which would be de-

signed against the threat of a Soviet coun-

terforce attack would involve the reloca-

tion of a population from high risk arcas

ncar key military installations . . . .

The second option, which would be de-

sipned against an all-out Soviet nuclear

attack, would involve the evacuation of tic

population from cities, as well as from ncar

key military installations (10:37, 38).

Both of the above options, relocation and evacuation,
rest on the basic assumption that a period of increased
tension between the two superpowers would occur. This
period of increased hostilities is postulated to last
from a few days to several weeks before actual hostili-
tics start. The possibility of a Soviet preemptive
strike, with only a few hours warning, is not addressed
in the plan. In Secretary of Defense Schlesinger's civil
defense plan, the Scecretary argued, '"that in a crisis
situation there will be ample time--days or wecks while
diplomats debate matters--to evacuatce citizens from the
cities to rural areas, mines and caves." (27:15)

The evacuation and rclocation options present at
lcast two serious problems, the first being the diffi-
culties involved in a mass evacuatien (rom American

cities. Secondly, the Russians, obscrving an evacuation

taking place, may perceive that diplomacy has failed and
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thercfore an all-out attack by the United States is

imminent; so why not take the initiative and precmpto-
rily start tlic attack? At the very least, implementa-
tion of an evacuation program by cither country would
lecad to an increase in intcernational and domestic ten-

sions.
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CHAPTER TV

SOVIET CIVIL DEFENSE

Modern Soviet civil defense is a multi-faceted pro-
gram., It encompasses such things as sheltering and
evacuation of the population, voluntary and compulsory
training, post-attack recovery and rcpair, mcasures
designed to restrict cconomic damage, and civil-military

interactions.

Soviet Civil Defense History

The Soviet precoccupation with war survival prepara-
tion has a history that dates back to the days of the
Soviet revolution. Since 1931 they havg had programs
in effect to disperse their industrial base, and during
World War II this dispersal was carried out cxtensively:

In the coursec of that war, the Soviet
Union evacuated large numbers of civilians
and industrial plants from the war zone,
including at lcast a partial cvacuation of
the largest Soviet cities in Europcan
Russia. However, this movement was carried
out over a period of months and its primary
purposc had been not so much to protcct the
population from German {ive as to prevent
their capturce by the advancing German
armics (17:80).
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Soviet philosophy regarding shelter construction

throughout the ycars has secn the constant construction
of new facilitics and the upgrading of older shelter
sites. Shelter construction has also been marked by
sdrges and declines in funding as the official policy
towards sheltering the population met the economic
reality of the costs involved,

Following World War Il, Sovict civil defense was
concerned mainly with the sheltering of the population
as the primary means of protection. Thoughts were then
in terms of conventional warfare and the related means
and methods of protection. In the 1950s the realities
of a nuclear war werc fully rcalized by the Soviet
strategists. The development of large yield nuclear
weapons and the increased ability of the United States
to deliver them {orced the Soviet plamners to face the
problem of dealing with a nuclear threcat. The Soviets
also came to the realization of how costly it would gc
to their cconomy to build shelters for the entire popu-
lation. This fiscal awakening caused a significant
change in their previous goal of sheltering the total
urban population. A tradeoff was made, and a switch to
a dual concept of partial sheltering and partial evacua-

tion of the population was instituted. 1t was recasoncd
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that a timely evacuation of the unshecltered population,

espccially from the large cities, would significantly
reduce the number of casualties.

. . previous plans had provided that the
urban population was to remain where it was.
However, the pecople to be evacuated are
apparcntly to be limited to certain groups,
such as children, aged persons, and invalids;
most others arc to stay in the cities
(21:441, 442),

During the 1960s, the economics of trying to provide
shelter for cven a majority of pcople was determined to
be too cxpensive, and consequently, new shelter construc-
tion was reduced to only industrial sites and new public
buildings.

In 1972, the Soviet philosophy on shelters for the
entire population again changed direction. General-
Colonel Altunin, head of the Soviet civil defense organi-
zation, asserted that "it is essential for civil defensec
to be constantly prcpared to shelter the entire popula-
tion in protective shclters,'" and:

Modern shelters must protect against all

harmful ecffects of nuclear and chemical weap-

ons. Under prescent conditions, when the

accuracy of delivery of nuclear weapons has

sharply increased, while their yicld has

enormously grown, civil defense will seck

to provide the centire population of citices

and installations, which will be the most

likely targets for a nuclear strike, with
such shelters (17:119) (emphasis added).
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Current Civil Defense Measures

Present indications are that shelter construction in
the cities ‘and construction of fallout shelters in the
rural arcas has been stepped up, and that sheltering and
evacuation of the population cantinues to be of major
Soviet concern. Currently the Soviets are continﬁing’
to develop both a large scale pre-attack and dispersal
plan as well as continuing to fund a large-scale shel-
tering program. Soviet cconomic doctrinc stresscs the
maintenance of essential production, even during wartime.
Therefore, a distinction by the Sovicts has becn made
between nonessential people and those workers recquired
for essential production. The "essential' workers are
to be either dispersed to outlying areas or sheltered
at the production site after their work shift. " The non-
essential workers and their dependents will be evacuated
to rural arcas (17:80). Effectiveness of the evacuation
of a population depends upon a number of complicated
estimatcs such as advance warning, estimate of target
potential, transportation, and surrounding geographical
arcas. Based on these calculations of probable destruc-
tion, a safe distance for evacuation can be mathemati-
cally calculated. According to Soviet publications, pre-

attack urban evacuations and dispersal may reduce losscs
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from nuclear attack to five to ecight percent of the

urban population (e.g., 7.5 to 12 million out of an
urban population of 151 million)(31:212). According to
these calculations, losses could concecivably be held

below the estimated 20 million suffered by the Sovict

Union during Woirld War II.

The Soviets can adopt a rural fallout progranm for
almost no cost. Most peasant houses have earth walls
2 to 3 feet thick. In addition, most Russian villages
have large refrigeration cellars, which could casily be
adapted to provide quite adequate fallout protection
(21:99).

Soviet civil defense manuals suggest that the evacua-
tion of cities and towns is expected to be carried out
in approximately 72 hours. This would gencrally be
within the means of Soviet transportation capability.
Since 1974, however, civil defensc authorities have
sought to exvedite the rate of evacuation by requiring
the younger workers and residents to walk out of the

target citics in organized groups (17:21).

Training
Soviet authorities have always placed great cmphasis
on the nced to train the centire population in civil
defensc procecdures and mcthodology. They belicve that
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such training is essential to assure that the population
will know what to do, when to respond, and how to act

in the cvent of un attack or post-attack damage limita-
tion situation. They assert that such knowledge will
significantly reduce casualties, will bhoost morale,

and will help prepure the population psychologically

for the cxtreme destruction of & nuclear war (3:9).

It was also during the carly 1960s that the differ-
ence in training philosophy between the United States
and the Sovict Union began to be voiced:

A different view scems to have been held

by Khrushchev and the Soviet military. They

agreed that war would be horrible, but at

the same timc they argucd that this was no

reason {or the Sovict Union to drop its

guard; given sufficicnt preparations only

the capitalists would be destroyed. With

some important modifications their views

seem to have prevailed (21:10).

Prior to the 1960s .the Soviets kept the nuclear
aspects of war fairly low key. As they began to acquire
a credible nuclear capability, thcy also began to conduct
training courses in nuclecar survivability. Sovict cmpha-
sis is now concentratecd on the practical aspects of
training, with courscs conducted in lifesaving, recovery,
and rescuc work. Practical training of the population

is considered very important in teaching the pcople what

to expect and how to act in a disaster situation. It is
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felt that training will reducc the possibility of panic
and insccurity among the population. Individual and
smiall group training sessions arc conducted, with prac-
tical demonstrations taking place and tests gchn to
reinforce the knowledge gained. These smaller groups
arc then brought together in larger formations with the
desired end result being a complete exercise. Usc is
being made of training villages and simulated arcas of
destruction with totally integrated factory, industry,
or cven city-wide participation striven for (17:113).

Soviet writings assert that thc inclusion of civil
defense training will contribute to the reduction of
casualtics among thc population, limit collatcral damage,
improve the prospects of survival of industry, and aid
in rescue and restoration work (1:3). Marshal A. A.
Grechko, a member of the Politburo of the CPSU Central
Committee and the Sovict Minister of Defense, stated his
thoughté on civil defense as:

. « . the first and most important arca is

moral, political, und psychological prepara-

tion . . . to tcach them to display self-

control, persistence, and courage during

critical moments--these arce the most impor-

tant tasks-of party organizations, politi-

cal agencies, and the entire management

and command staf{ of the country's civil
defense (3:9, 10).
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Post-Attack Recovery

To facilitate post-attack recovery and repair, the
Sovicts aro‘rclying on urban planning, dispersal, redun-
dant construction of vital industrics, and dual lines of
communications and vital facilities.

Urban planning is to ecncompass the fol-
lowing mecasurcs: restriction on the growth
of large citics and the reduction of the
population density in them; developunent of
a network of satellite towns and where
possible, removal to them of important or
potentially dangerous industrial plants
from the cities; construction of wide
thoroughfares, crecation of greenbelts and
park strips to facilitate the cvacuation
of the population and the access to the
disaster arca by civil defense forces as
well as for the purpose of acting as fire-
breaks; building of protected water reser-
voirs to help fire-fighting, and of highway
and railroad bypasscs around the cities
(17:142).

Therc is also a growing emphasis on decentralization;
the dispersal of large metropolitan centers into a num-
ber of small communities, the locating of factories out-
side of prescent industrial centers, and the stretching
out of likely nuclcar targets into extended areas which
cannot be covered by one nuclear weazpon. The Soviets ]
also have the advantage of redundancy of industrics.
This is duc to the utilization and integration of the
Warsaw Pact countrics which usce the same arms and equip-
ment. This redundancy allows the Russians to plan as
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backup production facilitics the industries of their
satcllite countries.,

The Sovicts view the maintcnance of cssential indus-
trial production and the concept of conducting large-
scalc repuair and restoration operations after a nuclear
attack to be of prime importance. Sovict post-attack
repair and restoration plans rc¢st on the assumption that
it will be possiblc to assurc cither the survival of
significant elcments of the econony through defensive
means, or to limit the damage they may suffer in an
actual attack. The Soviets have instituted a number of
measures designed to decrease the damage to industrial
arcas. These include site hardening, reduction of
secondary damage situations, preparation of wartime work
schedules, and creating a plan for the rapid restoration
of interrupted production. In conjunction, they have
created a reserve supply of raw materials, fuel, machin-

ery, and cquipment (17:147).

Civilian-Military Interaction

In 1972, as an indication of the importance placed
on civil defensc, the Russians placed it on an equal
ranking with the other military services of the Soviet
armed forces. In the Soviet view, civil defense is
intcgrally connected with the overall Sovict defense

30

——




capability. Soviet sources, since the signing of SALT 1
in 1972 have listed Civil Defense Troops on a par with
the other five Soviet services--Strategic Rocket Troops,
Ground Troops, Troops of National Air Defense, Air
Force, and Navy. Since October 1972 civil defense has
been the responsibility of the Ministry of Defense, and
the Chicf of Civil Defensc is a Deputy Minister of
Defensce directly under Marshal A. A. Grechko (34:29).
Supervision of Soviet civil defense is excrcised by the
Council of Ministers of the USSR._ Therefore, Soviet
statc policies determince the aims and tasks of the civil
defensc program. The interaction between civil defense
agencics and their counterpart military agencies are
continually beccoming stronger and tighter. The number
of Soviect troops assigned to civil defense is now thought
to be about 75,000, including 56 active duty general
officers under the command of General Colonel A. T.
Altunin, a member of the Soviet Contral Committec (40:27).
The combination of civilian and military interaction
occurs in many areas throughout the civil defense sys-
tem, but the primary arcas are in the planning and con-
ducting of joint training. Soviet Civil Defense Chief,
General Colopel Altunin, in a statement commenting on

this interrclationship, stated,
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Civil defensce formations should be able
to operate together, hand-in-hand, with Army
and Navy subunits. While helping one
another they will be able to successfully
fulfill their assigned missions. This means
that cxtensive cooperation hetween installa-
tions and military subunits in creating and
using physical facilities for training, in
conducting training periods and cxcercises,
and in organizing party political work and
civil defense propaganda are urgent mis-
sions (2:36, 37).

Current Status

The primary job of thc civil defensc organization
consists of the defense of the entire Soviet population
against nuclear attack and the effects of an attack.
Specificually, Soviet civil defensc focuses on preparing
for and conducting dispersal and evacuation of the popu-
lation from cities, organization of an ecarly warning
system, and the acquisition of group and individual
mcans of protection.

During 1973 the CPSU Central Committce and the Soviet
governmnent directed an organizational restructuring of
the civil defense program. The new program was designed
to improve all areas of civil defensc, concentrating on
new forms of training for defense against modern arma-
ment. The new training program also covercd arcas of
administration, communications, logistics, civil-mili-
tary liaison, and nonmilitary civil defense forma-

tions (2:22).




Since 1973 the Communist Party ana the Soviet govern-
ment have continued to increasc efforts to furthcf
strengthen the readiness of the civil dcefense program.
After the signing of the Helsinki Agrcenent in 1970,
which concluded the Conference on Sceurity and Coopecra-
tion in Burope, General Altunin noted that they were
taking "necessary steps" to further strengthen and sup-
port the high state of readiness that has been achieved
in both the armed forces and the Sovict civil defense

system (1:2).




CHAPTER V
IMPLICATION

The implications of the Sovict war survival prepara-
tions are numerous, and may be considered ominous. In
considering thesc implications, this chapter will

addrcss the lack of U.S. commitment, Sovict doctrinal

views, and the credibility of Soviet civil defense

preparations.

The question of why the Soviets arc going to such an
expense and mainpower drain must remain foremost in our
thoughts. If the Soviets truly believe that a nuclear
war can be survived, then their preparations are in k
line with past teachings and thoughts. TIf they do not

believe that a nuclear war can be survived, or that the

price to be paid would be too great, then the prepara-
tions must be looked at in a different light., 1In the
first case, wherc they actually believe in the proba-
bility of nuclecar survival, then the war survivai prepa-
rations could be considered as defensive measures, de-
signed to thwart a nuclcar attack by the United States.
In this case Soviet civil defense could be considered
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an integral part ol a complex system of Soviet defensive
and offensive mcasures. In the sccond case, where it
could be postulated that the Soviets don't really
believé that a nuclecar war could bce survived, then the
question comes down to one of cfcdibi]ity. In world |
opinion the Soviets would have the most credible nuclear
force, therefore, the strongest position in case of
international conflict or crisis, Over a period of

time this could cause an erosion of American strength

and the commitment of American allies.

U.S. Lack of Commitment

A great deal has been written about the impact of
the Cuban missile crisis upon the evolution of the two
separate strategic doctrines. American strategy during
and after this period shifted more toward the avoidance
of nuclcar war. The U.S, position was to rely less on
nuclcar capabilitics while building up the role of con-
ventional forces. At the same time the Soviets, after
suffering their humiliation at the hands of the United
States during the Cuban blockade, began to concentrate
more on the problems of nuclear strength and the means
required to reduce American superiority. It was also
during this period that the United States began rejec-
tion of the validity of civil protcction for the U.S.
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population.

The United States now esscentially has no civil de-
fensc systcn.  This Jack of protection is a combination
of two basic factors. The first factor is the lack of
public support for such a program. In the United States,
the political desires for a strong civil defense program
are not evident at the prescnt time. The attention given
to civil decfense by the Sovict Union perhaps cannot be
duplicated in a {rce socicty such as ours; however, this‘
does not mecan that prudent planning should not attempt
to preparc ahead of time for such a contingency. The
Soviet lcadership has physically and psychologically pre-
pared its people for the possibility of nuclear war,
Western leaders have not. The second factor relating
to the American lack of civil protection is based on the
fact that we do not protect the Amcrican people as an
implicd assurance to the Russians that we believe in the
theory of assurcd destruction., We have left the Ameri-
can pcople unprotected, acting as hostages to prove to

the world that we will not initiate a nuclear war.

Soviet Doctrince

To the Soviets, war is a political act that is car-
ried out in the continuing process of struggle between
the communist world and the capitalist socicties. To
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the Sovicts, modern warfarce docs not change the basic
tcaching§ of Marx and lLenin. Soviet military strategy
has always been conditioned by the tcuchings of thesec
two men. To better understand the role that civil
defense plays in the Sovicet concept of war survival,

it is necessary to return to their basic doctrinal teach-
ings. Lenin, in his writings, formulated the essence,
character, and peculiaritics of modern war for the
Soviets. He also pointed out the ways and means of
mobilizing all the national forces for the struggle
against the cnemy, defined the overall trends of Soviet
military development, and laid the foundation of present
Soviet military scicence (29:23). Soviet civil defense
preparations viewed -as a continuation of Marxist-Leninist
teachings are in line with those tcachings and do not
necessarily indicate a totally new facet of Soviet
strategy. The Soviets havc been strong advocates of war
survival preparations since their inception as a nation.
The one disquicting factor that must be raiscd, however,
is the strong emphasis civil defense has received from
the Soviets since the completion of the SALT talks of
1972, It is best to remember that Savicet doctrine is
onc of continuing class struggle, étrcssiné rivalry and
confrontation, though not neccessarily direct military

confrontation.




Essential FEquivalence

The Soviet lnion, in comparison with U.S. forces,
has now achicved essential nuclear equivalence (33:6).
The Soviets have never dceviated from their long-term
goal of becoming militarily stronger than the United
States, The picture of Russian nuclear strength has
evolved from a position of nuclear inferiority through
the stages of nuclear parity and is now rcaching a point
where they may be attaining nuclcar superiority. Pro-
jecting the current trend of Soviet nuclear acquisitions
forward a number of years shows the USSR significantly
ahead of the United States. With this capability, the
possibility of a nuclear war initiated by the Soviet
Union becomes a distinct possibility. It is difficult
for most peoplc to believe that any nation would initiate
a thermonuclcar war against an opponent capable of
retaliation, no matter what capabilities it had and no
matter how much it was provoked. Yet today, the Sovict
Union is adopting such programs. As the Soviet civil
defense program becomes more cffcctive, it tends to
destabilize the deterrcent relationship between the two
countries. No longer can the United States hold a sipgni-
ficant portion of the Sovict population as a hostage to
-deter a Soviet attack as the Soviets can do to the

United States.




A decade ago it was obvious that the United States
had a considersble nuclear superiority; today that fact
is held in -question by many. The Soviets, while pursu-
ing detente, have not slackened in their efforts to in-
crease their nuclear forces. Indecd, the buildup has
been sufficiently aggressive to indicate that they would
not stop at parity unless restrained by some such agree-
ment as SALT limitations. In fact, there is every pros-
pect that under the terms of the SALT agrecments the
Soviet Union will continue to pursue a nuclear superi-
ority goal that is not merely quantitative, but designed
to produce a war-winning capability. Further, there is
a risk that such a condition, once achieved, would re-
sult in poliéics and actions that would undermine the
present tense situation, with results that could only
increcase the danger of nuclear confrontatioﬁ. It appears
that the Soviet strategic policy will continue to be
the pursuit of some degrec of superiority over the United
States, with a force designed to selze the initiative
at the outbrcak of war, and a capability designed to
ensure survivability of the Soviet Union.

In August 1976 U.S. Sccretary of Defense Donald H.

Rumsfeld stated,
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When all factors are considerced, the net
assessment is that parity in strategic nu-
clecar forces exists today between the United
States and the Soviet Uanion. However, the
growing numbers and technological sophisti-
cation of Soviet strategic forces suggest
that unless countered, the strategic bhalance
that exists today could shift in favor of
the Soviet Union in the period ahead (33:8).

Russian Capability

Soviet civil defense must be viewed as only a single
facet of the Soviet buildup, a facet that is closely
related to the total overall picture of Soviet military
power. It is one of the means whereby the Sovicts hope
to gain their objective of neutralizing U.S. military
capability.

A basic implication of the Soviet civil defensc pro-
gram lies in the credibility of the program. Credi-
bility, as discussed earlier in this paper, is very
much a psychological phenomcnon. It relics on what
people believe and percecive, not on what is or may be.
If we belicve that the Sovicts have an effective, alll
encompassing program that will reduce destruction of
their industrial base, cut population losses to an
"acceptable level," and allow them to achicve certain
victory even if the United States were to initiate a
first strike attack, then this very beliefl of ours will

do a grecat deal for the Sovicts toward gaining thosc
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very goals. The esscence of deterrence lies in the
development of strategic forces and a sirutcgy that
together will provide a credible response, whether an
attack takes place or not. The capacity to thrcaten a
credible response is what makes deterrence effective.
In the abscnce of this c¢redibility, deterrcnce becones
a facade and may even invite aggression. Soviet mili-

tary doctrine projects a c¢redible external image of

Soviet military power and thcreby enhances the deterrent

role and psychological cffect of the Sovict stratcegic
power in the eyes of U.S. experts. If the Russians do
actually acquire an effective combination of civil and
other defenses, they will have a decisive advantage at
any bargaining table. Russia, with its growing war-
survival capability, may conclude that the U.S. threcat

of massive retaliation has no credibility, and that it

w>.1d not be used except as an act of shcer desperation.

The Soviets may well determine that the United States’

will to live up to its commitments has been too weakened,

and conscquently, they will take the risk of making tough

demands bascd on the thcory that they neced not suffer a

defeat. The Soviets' growing military and civil defense

capability may well win important victorics through sheer

intimidation.
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I{ a warv wld occur in which the Soviet Union and
the United States were to cngage in either a limited
nuclear battlc or an all-out nuclecar cxchange, it is
probable that the country which is better prepared
would be the victor, as survival depends heavily on
previous planning and preparation.

As the U.S. concept of war moves further away f{rom
the idea of an all-out nuclear exchange and moves toward
the possibility of limiting the destruction, the ques-
tion of civil decfensc preparation becomes cven more
critical. Civil defense and military defensc arc simply
two factors in the overall problem of national defense.
1f war becomes necessary, the two must work in conjunc-
tion to minimizc the damage to the country so that, as
a minimum, enough people and physical assets remain to
reconstruct the nation. The Soviet Union, with a strong,
active civil dcfcnsc program is gaining an advantage
over the United States that we may not bc able to over-

COMe.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS AND RLCO!MENDATIONS

Conclusions

Consideraution of the facts and analysis prescnted
in this paper has led to the following conclusions:

1. The Russians belicve nuclear war is not unthink-
able, and thercfore, the Soviet Union is attempting to
achicve clear nuclear superiority over the United States
in strategic weapons and in war survival capability.

2. The Sovict Union is currently cngaged in a mas-
sive civil defense program designed to protect its popu-
lation and industry.

3. The Soviet civil defensc program is creating an
instability in the nuclear balance between the United
States and the Soviet Union. This instability could
give the Sovict Union the motive for a profitable first
strike attack on the United States, with little fecar of
the U.S. counterstrike. It is conceivable that the
Soviects could strike the U.S. military installations in
a limited attack, and then hold the U.S, population as
hostage to deter retaliation by U.S. forces.
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4, Whilé Soviect civil dcfensc writings may contuain
a certain amount of propupanda, the overull war survival
program lends an essentiual clement of credibility to
the totul Sovict military postufc.

5. 1f thc trends in Soviet thinking continue to
evolve along their present lines, the prospcects for a

military confrontation will continuec to be present and

ever-increasing.

6. Currently the United States docs not have a

viable civil decfense program, and public opinion runs

counter to achieving this goal.

Recommendations

r

1. The Soviet military force is a formidable oppo-
nent, and the Sovict threat can only be contained by a
countervailing U.S. nuclear posturc and strategy that
provides a rcasonable assurance that the Sovicet threat
will never be implemented. The United States nust take

positive steps to maintain strategic stability and high

quality deterrence. To do this the United States must
bring to bear its scientific and technological resouvces
to increase its offensive strategic capabilities in a
way that would counter the growing war survival capa-
bility of the Russians.

2. Civil defense preparations may determine the
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balance of power in somc {futurc crisis. This crisis
neced not be a shooting war. Therefore, a renewed civil
defensc prograum in the United States could strengthen
our ability to deter provocative ac+tions on the part of
Sovict policymakers, and would show the Russians our
willingness and ability to retaliate to hostile actions
if nccessary.

3. U.S. military stratcgy may nced to be recevalu-
ated. Both our present and futurc weapon systems should
be examined to sce how effective they would bc against
a country with an existing or modified civil dcfense
system.

4. An adequatce deterrent posture must be maintained
by the United States to insure that the Soviets realize
that no matter how skilled or ingenious they are, an
attack on the United States would lead to an unaccept-
able level of destruction to Soviet civil and military

forces.
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