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PREFACE 

This Memorandum explor~s U.S. civil defense policy issues by 

means of a Delphi exercise to find desirable and feasible options 

and to examine related i ssues. This is one of the first applications 

of Delphi to a major policy area. 

The research resulted f rom consultation with the Office of 

Emergency Preparedness (OEP), Executive Office of the President, 

which is reviewing the U.S. shelter program to determine ways to 

minimize American casualties in the event of war. The work was fund­

ed by the Advanced Research Projects Agency. 



• 
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SUHHARY 

This Memorandum exposes opposing arguments about U.S. civil de­

fense in the broad context of strategic issues, international factors, 

and domestic considerations. The information Has gathered by the 

* Delphi method of eliciting and refining group judgments. The exercise 

consists of several iterations of que Btions and responses, with c~re­

fully controlled feedback between rounds to reduc,~ t he l:iasing r:r£~tt s 

of dominant individuals and group pressures. The r .0."'if1.0ndentf, ~;or><. 

anonymously. 

The civil defense Delphi consisted of fou~ rounds. On Round 1, 

the respondents received a questionnaire and lists of courses of 

action. They answered the questions and rated them accordl:.-:~ to 

importance as \"ell as confidence in the validity of the argurnen ts. 

They rated courses of action in terms of desirability and feasibil i ty, 

and provided terse reasons for their positions. These answers, rating!;, 

and comments were submitted to all respondents on Round 2. Opinions 

were freely exchanged and altered on subsequent rounds . At the end 

of the exercise, each respondent briefly formulated a desirable and 

feasible U.S. civil defense program. If the study has any conclusions, 

they are these individual summary programs, contained in Sec. IV of 

this Memorandum. 

The group responses have been tabulated round by round and the 

final round has been analyzed in Part 2 of this Memorandum, published 
** separately. 

* For an account of the Delphi method and further references, 
see N. c. Dalkey, The Delphi Method: An Experimental Study of Group 
Opinion, The P~nd Corporation, RM-5888-PR, june 1969. 

**Edwin W. Paxson, A Delphi Examination of Civil Def ense : 2. 
Tabulation and Analysis of Responses , The Rand Corporation, m1-6247/2-
ARPA, March 1970 (For Official Use Only). 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In his press conference on 14 March 1969, the President stated 

that he had directed General Lincoln, head of the Office of Emergency 

Preparedness (OEP), to review the U. S. shelter program to determi ne 

ways to minimize American casualties in the event of war. 

In view of the sad history of U.S. civil defense, it seemed de­

sirable to remove civil defense from its past "spasm-war, two-weeks­

in-a-hole" setting, and to examine i t in a larger context, including: 

1 . Strategic issues (e.g., damage limitation, coercion, and 
the Chinese threat); 

2. Future strategic systems (e . g . , active defense and global 
surveillance); 

3. Arms limitation talks; 

4. International problems (e . g., NATO and nuclear proliferation); 

5. Domestic programs (e.g., urban renewal, transportation, and 
consumer interests). 

Delphi is a method of pooling the views of experts in a given 

area, free of the psychological restrictions inherent in face-to-face 

encounters; e.g . , committee meetings involve position-taking, grand­

standing, positivism, prestige-seeking, and conformity. A Delphi 

survey consists of several iterations of questions and responses, with 

carefully controlled feedback between rounds to reduce the biasing 

effects of dominant individuals and group presr.ures. The respondents 

work anonymously. 

The civil defense Delphi consisted of four rounds. On Round 1, 

the respondents received a questionnaire and lists of courses of 

action. They answered the questions and rated them according to 

importance as well as confidence in the validity of th~ arguments. 

They rated cours~s of action in terms of desirability and feasibility, 

and provided terse reasons for their positions. These anBwers, ratings, 

and comments were submitted to all respondents on Round 2 . On sub­

sequent rounds, opinions were freely exchanged and altered, if desired, 

in light of the new information on the group's views and reasoning. 

At the end of the exercise, each respondent briefly formuiated a 
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s e que nt r ounds, opinions were freely exchanged and altered, if desired, 

i n l i gh t of the new information on the group's views and reasoning. 

At the end of the exerc ise, each respondent bri~fly formulated a 

desirable and feasible civil defense program for the United States. 

* A respondent usually worked about onP.-half day on each of the 

four r ounds. He returned his questionnaire no later than the third 

day afte r re ceiving it ~ in order to be counted . Control group activ­

ities between rounds required about 10 days . Hence, the running time 

for this survey, exclusive of initial preparation and final analysis 

by the control group, was about 40 days . 

Delphi has rarely been applied to major policy areas. Hence , 

this study is as much experiment as exercise. The comments of N. C. 

Dalkey (Appendix A) are most pertinent in this respect. 

In the Delphi materials constituting the body of this Memorandum, 

the numbers in parentheses at the left of each column indicate on 

whi ch round each argument or comment first appeared. That is, data 

i dentified marginally as (2) were the responses to Round 1. The 

number (1) indicates materials provided to begin Round 1. 

The reader is invited to compare his awn views on these questions, 

arguments, and courses of action with those of the Rand respondent 

corps. To this end, group responses have been tabulated round by 

round and the final round has been analyzed in Pact 2 of this Memo-
** randum, published sP.parately. 

* Respondents are known to the control group only by a code 
number. Hence , it is feasible for a member of that group to be 
himse J. f a respondent, as was the author. 

**Edwin W. Paxson, A Delphi Exami nation of Civil Defense : 2. 
Tabulaticn and Analysis of Responses, The Rand Corporation, RM-6247/2-
AR?A, March 1970 (For Official Use Only). 
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II. RATING SCALES 

a. This point is highly relevant. 

b. This issue should have primary 
priority. 

c . This concept has direct bearing 
on major issues. 

d. This problem must be resolved, 
dealt with, or treated. 

a. This point is relevant to the 
issue. 

b. This issue should have secondary 
priority. 

c. This idea can significantly affect 
decisionmaking on major issues, 
but not until other factors are 
considered. 

a. This point has only minor rele­
vance. 

b . This isst.e should have tertiary 
priority. 

c. This idea has little importance. 

d. This concept is not a determiniLg 
factor for any ~ajor issue . 

a. This issue should have no priority. 

b. This idea has no relevance. 

c . This factor has no measurable 
effect. 

d. This idea should be dropped from 
co:1sideration. 
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a . The r e is little risk that this 
ide a is wrong. 

b. De cisions, if wrong, would not 
be so because of thi s fact. 

c . Nos t infe r ences drawn from this 
idea would be t rue. 

a . There i s some risk that this idea 
i s wrong. 

b. I am willing to make a decision 
based on this concept, but recog­
nize ~orne chance of error. 

c . Sow.e incorrec t infe rences can be 
drawn from this idea . 

a . Ther~ is l;ubstc:sntial risk that 
th is idea is wrong. 

b. T am no t willing to make a rlecision 
based on this concept alone . 

c . Many inco rrect inf~ rences can be 
drawn from this idea . 

a . There is great risk that this 
concept is wrong. 

b. This concept is us eless for 
decisionmaking • 
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a. This program would have a positive 
effect, accompanied by few or no 
n~gative effects. 

b. This program would be extremely 
bene ficial. 

c. This program is justifiable on its 
O\·Jn merit. 

a. This program would have both pos­
itive and negative effects. 

b. This program would be benefic ial . 

c. This program i$ ju~tifiable as a 
by-product or in c 1njunction with 
other items. 

a. This program would have a negative 
effect. 

b. This program would be harmful. 

c. This program may be justif ied only 
as a by-prnduct of a very desirable 
item, but not as a by-product of 
a somewhat desirable item. 

a. This program would have a major 
negative effect. 

b. This program would be extremely 
harmful. 

c . This program is not justifiable. 
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a. There is no hindrance to imple­
menting this program. 

b. Nv R&D is required. 

c . The r e are no political r oadblocks 
to this pr ogr am. 

d. This program \.rould be acceptable 
to the public. 

a. There are some indications that 
this program is implementable . 

b. Some R&D is still required. 

c . Further consideration or prepara­
tion should be given to political 
or public reaction. 

a . There are some indications that 
this program is unworkable. 

b. This program involves significant 
unanswered questions. 

a. All indications are negative. 

b. This program cannot be implemented. 
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Ill. THE DELPHI : ~TE~IALS 

100. STP~TEGIC QUESTIONS 

101. Assured destruction (should/ should not) r emai n our pr i mary 
strategic concept f or de t err ence of attack over t he next 
decade . C I ---

SHOULD 

(2) 101.01 AD would become more 
credible if we had an effec­
tive CD prorram. C ---

(2) 101.0~ AD has been a suc­
cessful deterrent in crises 
since its inception. C ---

(2) 101.03 Defenses in their 
O\offi right are unlikely to 
be strong enough to deter 
attack. And defense is 
purchased at the expense 
of AD. C - --

(2) 101.04 AD must be accom­
panied by an emphasis on 
1efense in SALT talks. 
c __ _ 

SHOULD NOT 

(2) 101.51 AD leaves us open to 
coerc ion after a first enemy 
counte rforce strike, sine~ 
implementing it would mean 
national suicide. C ---

(2) 101.52 The SU estimate of 
its own viability breakpoint 
may be far hi~her than ours. 
c ---

(2) 101.53 The SU has a major 
CD program. C ---

(2) 101.54 AD is not necessarily 
a deterrent against the CPR. 
c ---



SHOULD 

(3 ) 101. 05 AD will continue t o 
de t e r a large surpri se a t­
t ack of the nation-kil ling 
vari e t y . C ---

( 3) 101. 06 AD has been a r ound 
t oo l ong t o abandon as a 
s t rat eg i c concept f or fo r ce 
procurement . c ____ _ 

(3) 101. 07 We ll-pro tected or 
well-concea led AD for ces 
discourage counterforce win 
attempts. c ___ _ 

(3) 101.08 The SU hawks per­
ce i ve an AD capability as 
the only high-confidence 
restraint against aggres­
sion. C - - -

(3) 101.09 Alte rnative concepts 
l ead to open-ended arms 
races. C - ---

(3) 101.10 A posture based on 
AD i s not entirely devoid 
of a count e rforce ~apabil-
ity . c __ _ 

(4) 101.11 All ~igh-confidence 
r estraints against aggres­
sion a r e military, and AD 
i s unsurpass able among mil-
ita r y r estraints . c ___ __ 

-8-

SHOULD NOT 

(2) 101. 55 Credibility is limited 
t o de t e rrence or countervalue 
attacks. We n~ed to deter a 
wid er range of attacks. C _ __ _ 

(2) 101.56 AD is too simplistic 
a concept to reflect future 
behavior and options. C ----

(3) 101.57 If we enter SALT to 
"codify" mutual AD capabilities, 
the Soviets will see that we 
think of using strategic forces 
only if they launch an all-out 
attack on the U.S. This would 
decouple strategic forces from 
deterrence of other attacks. 
c ----

(3) 101.58 Launch-on-warning 
against enemy holdback !orces 
is an important alternative 
strategy (see 107). c ___ _ 

(4) 101.59 If war occurs, under 
the AD concept the SU has no 
reason not to attack U. S. 
cities, since it must assume 
we would go countervalue on 
it after any attack on the 
u.s. c _ __ _ 

(4) 101.60 Whatever it is that 
AD protects us against is 
changing over time as our 
national resolve refocuses 
and either stiffens or weak­
ens. We need a strategic 
posture that is rich enough 
in options to give expression 
to such shifts. C ----
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SHOULD 

101 . 12 We need to dis tin- (4) 
guish between de f ense of our 
AD force (this merely helps 
to assure AD) and defens e of 
value targe t s like population , 
agriculture, and industry. 
Defense of the latte r can 
be overwhelmed by off ense 
for near comparabl e cos t s. 
c ---

SHOULD NOT 

101.61 Like a pe rimeter de­
fense composed o f fixed artil­
l ery, AD punishes on l y those 
l-Iho come that \..ray . As the SU 
and the CPR pe r ceive mor e ac­
curate ly \..rhat our AD can do , 
more attacks will be r outed 
else\..rhere, and ou r sen tine! 
\..ri l l s t and unchal lenge d and 
all but irrPl evant. We mus t 
t hen emphasize the develop­
ment of new counters . C ·---
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102. :.;a (can/~anno c) expeet to deter a Chinese assur ed damage thr eat--
1 satu r•at·ion a tta k on a f ew important Amer ican cities --over the 
rw.1: t ·i1 ' ade, i f they achieve this capab·ility . C I __ _ 

CAN CANNOT 

(2) 102.01 We can de ter it only (2) 
if we have heavy ac tive and 
pass ive co~ tinental defenses. 

102.51 The CPR can go rail 
or water mobile with its 
ICID1s, so we would have no 
counterforce det errent. c --- c ---

(2) 102 .02 The CPR has stated (2) 102.52 Ch inese society is not 
as vulnerable to the leverage 
of an AD threat by the U.S. as 
American society is to an AD 
threat by the CPR (saturation 
kill of several major U.S. 
cities). C 

it f ea r s a joint attack by 
t he U. S. and the SU . 
c ---

(2) 102.03 China relies for 
growth to world power status 
on a limited and vulnerable 
science and technology base. 
c ---

(3) 102.04 The CPR will only 
bluster. The Chinese are 
t oo inte l ligent t o initiate 
all - out nuc lear war. ~·----

(3) 102.05 The CPR would gain 
nothing by des troying a few 
U.S. c ities. C 

---
(3) 102. S1 A "truly mad" leader 

cou ld control the CP~ nuclear 
forces. C ---

(4) 102.54 Such a CPR capability 
is a deterrent against the 
U.S. in futur e crisis manage­
ment, and so can limit our 
coercive options. C ---
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CAN 

(3) 102 . 06 The CPR nuclear 
military and technical 
personnel will best under­
stand the CPR vulnerability 
to nuclear attack and will 
speak out against implement-
ing such a threat. c __ _ 

(4) 102.07 (Re 102.53) We are 
asked to a~~ess an expec ta­
tion; bizar· e possibilities 
are irrelevant unless some 
evidence is adduced to indi­
cate these possibilities 
are likely. c ____ _ 

GENERAL COHUENTS 

(3) 102 . 90 This issue is the strongest 
case for active and passive defenses. 
How much is "heavy" is in question. 
c ___ _ 

(3) 102.91 IL would be desirable to en­
ter into an agreement with the SU in 
the future to control CPR aggression. 
D F -----

(4) 102.92 This idea is so complex that 
the assessment of its desirability 
awaits examples of possible specific 
agreements. c ____ _ 

(4) 102.93 It may be more desirable to 
recognize the CPR and try three-way 
negotiations. D F -----
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103 . (Reworded) The SU (docs / does not) belie e the U. S . I.Jould 

( 2) 

(2) 

(2) 

( 2) 

·tr ike f>1•s t against its s t rategic f orces . C I~ __ _ 

DOES 

103 . 01 The SU knows t hat , ( 2) 
un l i ke its own leadership 
system, the U. S . hierarchy 
ct:. ~ ows one man to press 
the but t on. c 

103 . 02 The Soviets ass ume {2) 
tha t, given a plaus ible ex-
cuse (e.g. , not ba~ k ing down 
in Cuba) , we would try to 
dest r oy them. C ---

103 . 03 The SU knows we will (3) 
have systems fitt ed for thi s 
capabili ~y . c ___ _ 

103 .04 The SU knows we have (3 ) 
no ef fe c tive ac tive or pas-
s ive defens e progr ams and so 
we may be t empted to preempt. 
c __ _ 

DOES NOT 

103.51 The SU does ni) t believe 
we would risk national s uicide 
f rom its r es i dual systems. 
c 

103.52 The SU must know that 
U.S. ptililic opinion (as well as 
world opinion) would never 
s upport this. c __ __ 

103.53 The SU believes that the 
U.S. calculates it could not 
carry out an effecti ve damage-
limiting first strike . c ___ _ 

103.54 The SU holds Western 
Europe hostage. C ___ _ 

(4) 103 .541 The fate of Wes te rn 
Eur ope i n a nu clear exchange 
between the U. S. and the SU 
is not a matter of primary 
concern t o mos t Americans. 
c ----
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GENERAL COHMENTS 

(4) 103 . 90 ~1at the SU now believes about 
this is important t o CD plann ing only 
insofar a s it is an indicator of future 
SU beliefs . And present beliefs are an 
unre liable ind i cator of futur e be lie fs . 
c ---

(4) 103.91 In the absence of absolute know­
l edge, the SU must believ~ that t he U. S . 
just might strike f irst. C ---
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104 . (Rewor ded) The U. S. (does/ does not ) be lieve t he SU woul d stroi ke 
[ i 2•s t ugai ,zs t our> s t roategio f orooes . C I - --

DOES DOES NOT 

(3) 104 .01 The President cannot (2) 
know, but should and probably 
does ns sume, that there could 

10~ .51 U.S. leadership believes 
in the efficacy of AD deter­
rence. C 

be c i rc umstances in which the 
SU would use damage-limiting 
for ce systems t hat i t believes 

----

t o be e f f ect i ve . C (2) 104.52 The SU has backed down 

(4) 104.02 ~any hawks believe 
almost any ac tions possible 
by our diabolical enemies. 
c ---

in the past (Cuba). C __ _ 

(3) 104.53 No nation would risk 
its national survival on the 
assurance by a few military 
leaders and systems analysts 
that a damag~-limiting force 
system would work as planned. 
c ---

(3) 104.54 The SU knows that only 
a part of one of our three AD 
systems need survive to assure 
destruction of the SU. C ---

GENEML Cot1MENTS 

(2) 104.90 This depends entirely on the 
segment of U.S. society considered. 
c ---
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105. The U. S . (could/ could not ) have i n t he future a meani ngful 
lim1:ted controlled nucleat• coerc i ve capabi l i ty against the 
SU. C I. _ _ 

COULD Ct)ULD NOT 

(2) 105.01 Only if coercive at- (2) 
tacks are in crisis theaters, 

105.51 The SU is building 
strong defenses and can absorb 

not against Hother Russia. 
c ---

(3) 105.02 This is technically 
feasible even against the 
SU homeland. C 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

---

105.03 This can be a feasi­
ble political option even 
against the SU homeland. 
c ---

105.04 There is no airtight 
defens e against a well-plan­
ned and well-executed strike. 
c ---

105. 0 ; Exchanged coercive 
strikes would be meaningful 
in the sense that both sides 
would be more willing to 
discuss differences after 
experiencing such demonstra­
tions. C ·---

"surgical" attacks. C. __ _ 

(2) 105.52 (Reworded) A U.S. cal­
culation to try this must allow 
for the chance of disproportion­
ate retaliation. G 

(2) 

(3} 

(4) 

105.53 (Reworded) The histor­
ical record shows enormous 
miscalculations in attempted 
coercions between major powers. 
Hence such a planning concept 
is dangerous and unwise. 
c __ _ 

105.54 An attempt, even if 
successful technically, would 
lea~ to escalation. Hence the 
capability would not be mean­
ingful. C ---

105.55 Demonstration a t tacks 
depending on heavy counter­
measures rather than saturation 
and defense exhaustion may bP 
more likely to tri~g~r a SlOP 
(cf . 107.01). C. __ 



COULD 

(3) 10 5. 06 Could--if the U. S. 
cnn defend agains t a ttacks 
in kind . C --

(4 ) 105 . 07 (Re 105 . 54 , 105 . 56) 
I tt nuclea r war , there a r e 
s trong imperatives against 
escala ti on . C ---

- 16-

COULD NOT 

(4) 105. 56 (Re 105.05) That ' s the 
way most f i gh t s s t art, no t 
s t op. C ---
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106. The Soviets (could/ could not ) have i n the future a meani ngful 
limited contro l led nu~lea~ coercive capability against the U. S . 
C I __ _ 

COULD 

(2) 106.01 The SU could attack 
our overseas base structure. 
c ---

(2) 106.02 I haven't much con­
fidence in the fibre of Am­
erican morale if confronted 
by an explicit nuclear 
threat. C ---

(4) 106.03 Circumstances are 
convcivable in \o~hich Ameri­
cans would want to recognize 
an o~viously selective at­
tack as such rather than put 
nati~nal survival on the 
J.ine. (Suppose the SU had 
.qunk the Pueblo. Surely 
there is a nuclear analog . ) 
c ---

COULD NOT 

(3) 106.51 The U.S. is building 
strong defenses and can absorb 
"surgical" attacks. c _ _ _ 

(3) 106.52 An SU calculation to 
try this must allow for a ma­
jor U.S. counterforce or coun­
tervalue attack against t he 
continental Soviet Union. 
c ---

(3) 106.53 The historical record 
sho\o~s enormous miscalculat iolls 
in attempted coercions between 
major powers. Hence such a 
planning concept is dangerous 
and umo~ise. C ---

(3) 106.54 An SU limited attack 
would not be meaningful, be­
cause the U.S. public would 
clamor for reprisals up to ap­
proving a fjrst strike against 
the SU. C ---

(4) 106.55 A demonstration attack 
may be negated by t~e defense--
a victory for the defender. Or 
if the defense fails utt erly, the 
limited attack--designed to de­
plete the defense and get a few 
RVs through--becomes a major at ­
tack. (This is another argument 
favoring CD as insurance.) C - --
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107 . {Reword ed) The capabil·i ty t o launch our f or ces at r i sk on tac­
tical !Ja2•ning of a ma.jm .. incoming s t r i ke (uJOuld/would not) be a 
desirable poliey option f or the U. S . t o have . C I ____ _ 

(2) 

HOULD 

107.01 In 1966, ~arsha1 
Soko l ovsky stated t~at this 
was an SU option. However, 
in SU eyes, it would be a 
likelier option for the U. S., 
where one man can push the 
button. C ---

( 2) 107.02 (R,~t.rorded) The launch­
on-war ning need not be coun­
telvaiue. It could be di­
rected in mass against the 
enemy ' s holdback forces. 
c ---

(2) 107 . 03 This option is a 
ma jor ne\.J deterreuce dimen­
s i on. C ---

(2) 107.04 This option would 
~ave a major impact on 
~1\LT talks. C ----

(2) 107.05 (Reword ed) If we had 
continental defenses, we 
could use these resources 
preferentially, since we 
would not have to consume 
r e sources defending holes 
that the enemy has targeted 
and we have emptied. C __ _ 

{2} 

(3} 

WOULD ~OT 

107.51 (Reworded) )nis course 
would foreclose all other op­
tions, because we would then 
be committed. C ·---

107.52 ~o U.S. President 
would approve in peacetime or 
exercise in w~r such an option. 
c ---

{3) 107.53 We should h~ve an 
invulnerable force posture 
so that weapons need not be 
launched in haste. C ---

{4} 107.54 Because of possible 
errors in sensor systems, 
however redundant, this is 
too dangerous an option to 
exercise. C ·---
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WOULD 

(3) 107.06 If we had a dual­
purpose ICBM, the President 
would have a new initial 
option; i.e., he could or­
der mid-course interception. 
c -----
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108 . .l:lv .. wxJ "'. f ense or de 'cnJe weapon system concepts (s/zould/ 
.;nould not) af[c t civil de f ense policy . Examples : ICB!4 
SJS tcm3 that aPe dual - use (mid- cuuPse intePception) , AB.'J 

{2) 

(3) 

.;dsterns , anJ sea- ba:;ed AJ3'.J systems . C I __ _ 

SHOULD 

108. 01 ~ dual sys t em g ives 
us a po t ent ia lly less catas­
trophic option for response 
to a first attack: we can 
try to a bsorb it. llmvever, 
because of possible signif­
i cant l eakage, we need CD 
fo r t he population to make 
t~is option plausible. 
c ---
108 . 02 CD and ABM are com­
plemen t ar y in protection 
against t he CPR. C __ _ 

SHOULD ~lOT 

{4) 108. 51 We have a long way to 
go in CD before this becomes 
important. c ___ _ 

{4) 108.52 If "CD policy" implies 
the existence of shelters, then 
the survival of those shelters 
is rather insensitive to change 
in threat because their useful 
system life is likely t o be 
l onger than that of mos t other 
military systems (e.g., air­
planes, missiles, and ships) 
and less subject to obsoles­
cence . C ---
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109. A damage- limiting posture by botiz the U.S. and t he SU coupled 
to an arms agreement (would/would not) reduce t ize incentive t o 
cheat on the agreement . c_ __ I _ _ _ 

vlOULD 

(2) 109.01 If offensive arms 
are limi ted and both sides 
have strong active and pas­
sive defenses, additional 
offensive weapons are 
largely countered. c _ __ _ 

(2) 109.02 Evasion is a major 
concern in such talks. 

c-~-

(4) 109.03 l ~rginal benefits 
of c~eating are reduced. 
c __ _ 

(4) 109.04 A modest damage­
limiting posture would be 
stabilizing. c ___ _ 

\WULD :~OT 

(3) 109.51 Assured destruction 
postures are inherently more 
stable than damage-limiting 
postures; thus the incentives 
to cheat and to launch. a first 
strike would be increased rath­
er than reduced. C 

(4) 109.52 A major technical 
breakthrough could make 
cheating attractive. C ---

{4) 109.53 A strong damage-limit­
ing posture would increase the 
incentives to cheat in order to 
maintain assured destruction. 
c _ _ _ 
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110. 'l'he U. S. mzd the SU (shvuld/should not) exchange views on t he 
inton t and pur pooe of t:ze1'r ci vi l de f ense programs in any arms 
ap•eement di scussions . C I ---

SHOULD 

(2) 110.01 T~is program would 
make clear that ~oth sides 
do not want s trategic war 
and arc pr ot ecting th ~m­

selves against c~eating by 
the other . C ---

(3) 110 .02 A major SALT value 
would be an exchange of 
views on all strategic is­
sues. C ---

(4) 110.03 This r ela t es to 
defense against the CPR in 
the f uture for both sides. 
c ---

SHOULD NOT 

(2) 110 . 51 This program would 
only compl icate and bog down 
the negotiations. C ---

(3) 110.52 CD is not a direct 
threat to either nation. It 
does not occupy a c~itical 
place in the strategic equa­
tion. There is no CD race. 
c ---
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111. The U. S. and the SU (should/should not) have roughly symmetric 
strategic postures in regard t o nwnbers and types of offensive 
and defensive systems. C I --

SHOULD 

(2) 111.01 This is the point 
of greate~t stability. 
c __ _ 

(2) 111.02 This concept is 
easier to sell to our 
own people. C --

(4) 111.03 The U.S. should 
strive for technological 
superiority of a partic­
ular unit. C --

SHOULD NOT 

(2) 111.51 This is not possible 
because the U.S. and the SU 
have different strategic ob­
jectives. c __ 

(2) 111 . 52 The sets of third par­
ties hostile to the SU and to 
the U. S. are different. C 

(3) 111.53 The point of greatest 
stability is for the more open 
society to have more strategic 
forces. Also hardness, mobil­
ity, warning, and defenses have 
as much to do with stability a~ 
mere numbers. C ---

(3) 111.54 The fact that some­
thing is easy to sell doesn't 
make it a desirable product. 
c __ _ 

(4) 111.55 The stable late 1940s 
and 1950s were times of U.S. 
supremacy (nuclear). c __ _ 
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GENERAL COM?·tENTS 

(2) 111.90 If the U.S. (or the SU) 
goes to war with tile CPR, resources 
may be so exhausted that the U. S. 
(SU) ls pre, to the SU (U . S. ) . 
c __ _ 

( 4) 111.91 (Re 111. 90) The desirability 
of this concept could reve rse once 
~ ither the U.S. or the SU is fully 
mobilized. C ---



I 
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112. A high level of mutual deterrence between the U.S. and the SU 
(wculd/would not) have a major> impaot on NATO. C I __ 

WOULD 

(2) 112.01 This posture would 
m~~e conventional or nuc l ear 
war in Europe more likely. 
c ---

WOULD NOT 

(3} 112.51 We already have a 
high level of mu tual deter­
rence. C ---

(2) 112.02 This posture would (4) 112.52 The U.S. is a member 
of NATO and so is committed 
to its defense. C 

lead to demands of a greater 
general-purpose force commit­
ment by the U.S. in Europe. 
c -------

(2) 112.03 This posture could 
conceivably accelerate the 
formation of a United States 
of Europe. C ---

(3) 112.04 This posture would 
free West European nations 
to fight one another. 
c - --

(3} 112.05 Europe doubts the 
U.S. nuc lear guarantee, and 
will depend more on national 
deterrents in the future. 
c ---

- - -



WOULD 

(3) 112.06 A high level of mu­
tual deterrence would make 
war very unlike ly, so NATO 
would no longer be a vital 
institution . C ---

-26-

(4) 112.07 The current AD mutu­
al dete rrence is unstable. 
This serves as a deter rent 
against attack on Europe. 
c ---
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113. (Rew()rded) I f the U.S. , i n response to some major wor ld devel­
opments, were to take civil defense off t he shelf and start a 
major implement ation of it, our pr incipal antagonists (would/ 
would not) ·view t his as (l) a t hreat, or (2 ) a sign the U. S. 
populace supports the U.S. government in taking a fi~ sta~d. 
C I __ 

WOULD 

(2) 113 . 01 They would if a 
major increase in our CD 
posture were coupled with 
world-wide pugnacity. 
c __ _ 

(3) 113.02 1he pace of the U.S. 
step-up would be crucial. 
c ---

(3) 113.03 This would make the 
U. S. less unwilling to op­
pose SU thrusts in third­
world countries. C --

(3) 113.04 They would view a 
major incr ease as a signal 
of greater U.S . concern over 
possible nuclear war . 
c ---

WOULD NOT 

(2) 113 . 51 The SU considers CD a 
normal state respon s~.bility. 
c __ _ 

(2) 113 . 52 The SU knows CD can­
not prevent major casualties , 
so that we would not mount a 
preemptive attack 11nder the 
assumption we could survive 
the retaliatory strike. 
c . __ 
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114 , ;;:t ~' I J • (.. t3 ( Jc>/do 110 t) r l.ieve i n the effective~le$8 of their 
civil d.•j'e,zsr' pr ogNm7. C 1 ---

DO 

(2) 114.01 Th e ir belief is evi­
denced by the size of their 
training and shelter pro­
grams , the design of their 
new c ities , and the number 
of their CD generals. C ---

(3) 114.02 They do--otherwise , 
they would not have one . 
c ---

(3) 114.03 Only the government 
believes this, not the nili­
tary or the man in the street. 
c ---

(3) 114.04 ~o contrary declara­
tions by the SU have appear­
ed . C ---

(4) 114.05 (RE' 114.52) Effe c­
t iveness is measured in lives 
s nved. c _ _ _ 

DO NOT 

(3) 114.51 "Do not" in the some­
wha~ different sense that 
thei r CD program does not 
unbalance mutual deterrence. 
c 

(3) 114.52 The Soviet leaders, 
knowing nuclear technology, 
cann ot believe their program 
wouli prevent millions of fa­
talities. They may believe it 
has internal political value. 
c ---
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GENERAL Cmtlk.NTS 

(2) 116 .90 Unknowable. We have no 
equivalent of Congressional hear­
ings for the SU . C - --
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115 . The Soviets (do/do not) wish us to believe in the effectiveness 
of t hei r civil de f ense program . C I ---

DO 

(3) ll 5.01 The SU does pub­
lic i ze its CD program. 
c ---

DO NOT 

(2) 115.51 The SU does not 
publicize its CD program. 
c ---

(3) 115.02 CD enchances both in- (4) 
ternal and ex ternal images of 

115.52 This would signal the 
Soviets' detP.rmination to sur­
vive i f their CD program were 
visibly effective, which it is 

an SU government efficiently 
protecting its people. c __ _ 

(3) 115.03 This is one more 
way of demonstrating SU 
capability and resolve. 
c ---

(3) 115.04 This signals SU de­
termination to survive if 
nucl ear war occurs. C ---

not. c __ _ 

GENERAL COt-n-lENTS 

(2) 115.90 The SU doesn't care 
one way or the other. C - --
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GENERAL COt~NTS 

(3) 115 . 91 The SU has mixed feelings 
about it. C --

(4) 115.92 The SU doesn't waste time 
on this debate. C --
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200 . A~Gm tENTS FOR AND AGAINST CIVIL DEFENSE 

A r&u~en ts fo r Civil De fense 

{1 ) 201 . It will s ignificantly save lives. C I ---

( 1) 202 . It reassures the public that t here is a chance of survival 
in nuc l ear wa r. C I 

(1) 203 . 
c 

( l) ~04 . 
c 

---

It i s a ~ecessary !oundation for postattack r ecover y. 
I 

AB!1 defense would be ineffective without it. 
I --- ---

(l ) 205 . It wou ld be necessar y fo r defense against the int~rceptor 
bursts of our own ABH system. C I --

(1) 206. It pr ovides the nation with a meaningful preemptive stra-
tegic op tion. C I __ _ 

( 1) ~07 . It is complementar y t o preparedness for large-scal e natural 
or acc iden tal man-made disaster s. C I ---
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(1) 208 . It is complementary to consumer interests in terms of 
reliability and safety for such items as buildin~s and utility 
services. C I ---

(1) 209. Through an active civil de fe nse program, we can prevent 
nuclear blackmail by an N- th country. C I - - -

(1) 210. 
c 

It makes our posture symmetric with that of the SU . 

--- I __ _ 

(4) 211. If limited, protrac ted nuclear war is an event as probable 
(or improbable) as spasm war, there is a need for CD systems with 
staying power . This is an argument for an interconnec ted shelter 
system. C I __ _ 

(4) 212 . In limited nuclear war, city evacuation is a more feasible 
option for the SU than for th e U.S. C I __ _ 

(4) 213. Shelters , particularly those with dual use, have useful 
lives of many decades . That is, the cost is amortized over a 
period of time that is long compared to the life-span of a 
weapon system. C I ___ _ 

(4) 214. ABM and CD offer the only insuran ce in the event that de-
terrence (by assured destruction) fails. C I ___ _ 

(4) 215. Since ABM (1) cannot prevent fa llout, (2) cannot protec t 
against low overpressures, (3) may not avoid fire-starting ther­
~al attacks, (4) may not cover all communities, and (S) may not 
oper ate well at all, CD with shelters and evacuation is an impor-
tant backstop. C I ----
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(4) 216 . AB~t needs CD for effective defense, since even a defended 
target can be killed by exhaustion or by one small weapon among 
decoys if t he targe t is soft ; but if it is hard (pro tec ted), 
then attaci< by many li ttle weapons or many decoys plus a few 
little weapons cannot be enough. C I _ __ _ 

(4) 217 . Shel ters are cheaper and more r e liable than AB~l. 

c I --- ---

(4) 218 . The a r ea in danger shrinks by a factor of two or three 
thousand if its population is provided the simplest of under­
gr ound blast protection. This suggests that shelters offer a 
life- saving potential equaled by few other measures in the event 
of attack. C I - --

(4) 219. The likel ihood of nuclear war is not so remote as to not 
have a reasonable probability of occurring in "our lifetime." 
The cons equences could be unprecedented destruction and loss of 
life . CD offe rs the bes t measures to minimize the loss of life 
and the bes t start on insuring recovery. A national objective 
s hould be survival of our economic ~nd political system. 
C I ---

Arguments against Civil Defense 

(1) 25 1. It will c~use the Soviets to plan for a surprise attack 
or minimum warning time in order to obtain a reasonable popu-
lation kill . C I - --

(1) 252 . 
c 

I t wi ll cause the Soviets to build more offensive weapons. 
I --- ---

( 1 ) 2 53 . . iany people do not want to s urvive a nuclear at tack to 
live in a postattack world. C I ---
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(1) 254. fl> r e people than resources would survive, resulting in an 
imbalanCP. • C I ---

(1) 255. An ar.tive or meaningful civil defense program would mili-
tarize the U.S. population. C I ---

(1) 256. What funds we have must be spent on improving the U.S. as 
it is today and cannot be wasted on dubious civil defer.se pro-
grams. C I ---

(1) 257. It will prevent an arms reduction. C I ---

(1) 258. There would be insufficient warning time to carry out 
either a shelter or evacuation program. C I ---

(1 ) 259. Active civil defense would force the Soviets or Chinese 
to emph3size chemical and biological ~arfare (CW/BW). 
C I ----

(1) 260. An active civil defense program coupled with ABU may bring 
about the illusion in a crisis situation that nuclear war is an 
option before other alternatives have been exhausted. 
C I ---

(1) 261. The use of civil defense procedures in a tense situation 
will panic the U.S. population. C I ____ _ 
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(1) 262 . Civil defense canno t prevent an unacceptable l evel of 
damage in an nll- out nuc l ear war , r egardless of the level of 
expendi ture . C I ---

(4) 263. Given a rms limitations, ef fective civil defense fo r both 
sides lessens mutual dete rrence and makes attacks on military 
t a r ge t s , industry, and r esources in general more likely. 
C I ---

(4) 264. Survival is basically an individua l responsibility; it is 
every man for himself in any shipwreck. C I ---

(4) 265 . The most effective c ivil protection is order ly redistri­
bution of population so that few would be in danger and only 
modest fallout protection would be necessary--the latter could 
be provided for nearly all on a contingency basis "as needed" 
or further evacuation could res cue the remainder. So what needs 
are there for special civil defense that an extensive urban re­
development program could not satisfy better? At th e same time, 
such a program would save those lives most endangered at ptesent, 
i.e., the underprivileged urban-squalor dwellers. 
C I ---

(4) 266. No enemy is solely interested in killing people; his tar­
gets are those parts of a nation represented by its military 
strength and its economy or manufacturing capability. Thus we 
can save lives with no civil defense--just evacuate. Surprise 
attack against cities is neither necessary nor desirable unless 
they a r e defended by ABUs, so neithe r civil defense nor AB!ls 
are desirable. C I ---

(4) 267. A good shelter system combined with a workable evacuation 
plan can be nea rly negated by a very few low-risk spoofs. Pub­
lic r e jection of such unpleasant exercises could mount rapidly 
after the fi rst false alarm. Relatively few (less than half?) 
Londoners sought shelter in the tubes during the worst of the 
blitz--and that was in the face of real bombs, no t just fals e 
alarms. C I 

---'--



I 
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300. SPECIFIC POLICY ISSUES 

301. Sinae aivi ~ defense at the state and loaal levels appeaPs t o be 
synonymous with disasteP and publia safe ty missions , we should 
aapitalize on publia attitudes t o disas teP-pPepaPedness e fforts 
by making the aivil de f ense pPogPam at the f edePal l evel a paPt 
of a national ly aooPdinated disasteP-avoidanae pPogPam. 
D F ---

DISCUSSION POINTS 

(2) 301.01 Disaster programs are state and l ocal responsibilities; 
the federal program would get bogged down. C ---

(3) 301.02 Civil defense is a national problem and responsibility . 
It can be coupled to local disaster and safety programs. Thi s 
would be more economical. Also, civil defense would be more 
acceptable if linked to local programs, where there might be 
local opposition if it stood alone. Local disaster relief and 
protection is a more plausible contingency. People expect 
government involvement and would support it . C __ _ 

(3) 301.03 Keeping the civil defense program at the state and local 
levels provides decentralized leadership. C ---

(3) 301.04 Key elements in disaster avoidance involve interstate 
commerce: e.g., improving the safety and reliab l lity of oil 
and gas pipelines, shipments of BW /CW materials , and elec tric 
power networks. C ---

(3) 301.05 Past decentralization of civil defense has probably done 
more to kill it than any other policy would have done. C __ _ 
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(3) J01 .06 Eff~c t i ve c i v il defense aga inst nuclear threats neces ­
sarily re quires fede r a l pl anni ng , f i nan c ing, and control. 
c ---

(4) 301.07 Except fo r t he old "c yc l one ce llars" of Western Kansas, 
few disaster- r e l ief ac tions find d irec t translation in a nuclear 
attac k . It is difficult t o believe t ha t plans for flood relief 
in a :t i ss issipp i or Ni ssouri t own would protP.c t against nuclear 
disas t ~ r as ~ffcc tively as some s imple , direc t measures t o mit ­
igate nuc lea r b last and r adia tion . .lost l a ymen are awar e of 
that , and are not l ike l y t o be li eve t hat a dollar for hurricane 
pr otection i s mo r e than fi f teen ce nt s for nuclear protection, 
that a do lla r fo r f l ood control will aut omatically be fifty cents 
for nuc lea r she lte r, or tha t a doll a r for better fir e control in 
Sou tlwrn Californi a counts fo r mor e r-han t\venty cents against the 
bomb. C ---
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302. All gove-rnment -baaked p1.,ogr»ams that have any poss.,'bl~ r1ivil de ­
f ense utilization should have aivi l defense r»equir•ements imposed 
upon them "by design" as oppos~d to the "by aoinaidenae" appr-oaah 
taken t oday . D F ---

DISCUSSION POINTS 

(2) 302.01 This should be reworded "government-backed programs that 
have impor»tant CD uses." c __ _ 

(2) 302.02 The added cost ar.d controversy invv l"~d in incorporating 
dual-use CD shelter provisiocl~ ln programs of urban transporta­
tion and renewal could halt or great l y delay these programs. 
c 

(3) 302 .03 This would r equi r e budgetary limits and a demonstration 
of cost- effectiveness . C - --

(3) 302.04 It is already done in highway programs. C ---

(3) 302 . 05 A distinction should be made between contingency provi­
sions that can be incorporated or.ganically (e.g., urban t~ans­
portation and renewal designs) and those that can only be glued 
on in compliance with bureaucratic reguLations. C ---
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(3) 302 . 06 The gove rnment should impose regulations subtly. It 
shou ld no t fo rce eve r ything underground. We should avo id the 
probl em mentioned in s tatement 302 . 02. This may be the only 
w.1 y t o get ce r t .1in CD measu r es impl ement ed. C __ _ 

(4) 302 . 07 Can we beiieve the U. S . Departmen t of Agriculture, For­
est r y Ser v i ce , mus t be lega l ly const r a ined "by design" to , on­
s ld e c CD in camps it e planning? Vet those campgrounds could be 
useful t o CD. Should our national pa r ks (U .S. Depa r t ment of 
Inte rior ) pr0v ide s he lters? l·tos t of them will miss a ttack. 
~lu s t f o r eign embass ies (!lepartment of State) stock shelters and 
mark them? nust Fish and Game offic i a ls police boats for ade­
quat e em~ r gency rations? Boa ts could provide good shelter. 
On ly ~e e ·t gove rnment programs can be affected reasonably. 
c ---
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303. If civil defense i s to expand into a dual -usage concept (e . g. , 
subways f or shelters) and impose requirements on r.nny govern­
ment- backed programs (e . g., construction, mass t ransit , model 
cities , and utili t ies) , it is probably politically 1maccept­
ab le to make the military responsible f or cocr>r1.i; ,u.ting the ac­
~ivities of other civilian agencies . There f ore , OCD should be 
t ransferred t o a civilian operating government ag~ncy such as 
HUD. D F ---

DISCUSSION POINTS 

(2 ) 303.01 This is desirable during peace , but c l ear plans should 
be worked out to turn oper at i onal authority over to the military 
during ,a near-war period. c ___ _ 

(2) 303.02 Some form of shared military-civilian control should be 
planned for both peace and war. C ---

(3) 303.03 It is more important that the r espons i bility, with ade­
quate author i ty and financing, be given to an agency that is 
ser>ious about the t ask . This does not exist t oday . C ---

( 4) 303.04 Primary r esponsibil ity fo r the incorporation of she lter 
and evacuation capability into new construc tion for mass transit, 
utility tunnels, model ci ties, parking structures, shopping cen­
ters, auditoriums, and sports arenas must rest on the primary cus­
to;ner or owner--pe rhaps as di r.ected by l aw. OCD cannot r easonab l y 
tell Urban Transportation to build s ubw ays instead of elevated 
trains , but DOT can as k OCD for assistance in modifying designs 
to accbmodate shelters. C ---

(4) 30:3.05 A newer, mor e powerful civi lian agency incorporating 
parts of OEP and OCD s hould be formed s pecifically to handle 
all disaster and cr isis functions, f r om local to nuclear. 
c ---



-42-

304 . h .· t1 z.l [ P<!q~nr z.ng a fixed total dollar amoun t f or civil de ­
f ( ~ ~£ to l e used t o add i vi l defem:e capabilities to other 
J >t ' r•wnnzt proJPar1S., i t would be mllch eas ier to specify t hat a 
r:xt d per•centage of the cost of such government programs be dc ­
v ..,l ,d t ) r'l .. 'c ting eiv i l defense r equirements . What should such 
d f'L Y'C' t'>-zta:;c be ? D __ F __ 

DISCUSSION POINTS 

(2) 304 .01 A fo rmul a approach i s bound to be wrong. Each cir cum-
stance has special features. c __ _ 

(3 ) 304 . 02 A fo rmula approach takes no ar ::ocnt of cost - benefit r e ­
l ationsh ips and assures only that costs will be incurred . 
c 
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305. An attempt should be made t o capitalize on the growing public 
movement f or consumer saf ety and protection and its inherent 
compatibility with civil defense objectives . For example, r e­
quir e builders to specify structural loads or psi ratings on 
homes and rooms , national building codes , bur ying of utility 
services, clear markings of date of production and estimated 
shelf li f e of packaged f oods , and gas pipeline safety stan-
dards . D F ---

DISCUSSION POINTS 

(2) 305.01 National building corles may be desirable in theory, but 
requirements do depend on local circumstances. C 

-~~ 

(2) 305.02 It is politically infeasible to impose national building 
codes. C ---

{2) 305.03 Burying of utility lines is desirable but requires state 
legislation. c __ _ 

(2) 305.04 Food marking requirements, as well as gas pipeline stan­
dards, should be federal responsibilities, since these are inter-
state problems. c ____ _ 

(3 ) 305.05 We need not choose between national codes regulating all 
building standards or none, but could nationalize onl~r those most 
vital to CD. C ---
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(3) 305 . 06 Safety and reli ab ility standards for interstate supply 
of fuels and energy ar e proper spheres for federal action--at 
1 E>as t minA~rrwn standards. C ---

(3) 305 .07 Ther e is hiBh national priority on making national build­
i ng codes feas ible. C - --

(3) '305 .08 National-regi onal " cedes" exist, but l ocal communities 
may adopt, ignore , or modify them. They a re not law. C ---

(3) 305 .09 If we had a desirable and f easible CD p~og~am , we could 
implement it with fed e ral incentives for selected dual-purpose 
construct i on . C - - -

(4) 305.10 The combined efforts of architects, engineers, contrac­
tors, manufac turers, and building and safety professionals have 
produced four national-regional "codes" (for the Northeast, the 
South, the Southwest, and the Northwest) that are not leg~l 
codes, but r athe r ca talogues of standards to guide more detail­
ed, loca l (c ity or county) legal codes (specifying, e.g., thick­
ness of insulation on wires , standards for foundation construc­
tion, and types of nails and fasteners to be used in various 
types of construction). Each community can adopt, modify, or 
reject (ignore) any portion of the "regional code." However, 
a city could be coer ced into adopting a new section to avoid 
liability, e .g., specifications for footing des'lgn and hillside 
grading, or prohibition of flammable wallboard. If national and 
regional standards for blast, thermal, and fallout shelters were 
available, some communities would adopt them. If they were ob­
viously useful and well-received, pressure would mount for more 
universal adoption--as happens with most good code standards 
(e.g ., most c ities specify chimney height above roofs). 
c ---
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306. Most current programs f or ~· vil defense tend to emphasize cen­
t r>ali zation of authc, "i tb in the attack and pos ·tat tack periods . 
With the growing nuclear th reat (e . g., number of weapons and 
yie ldJ , this t rend should be reversed. The f eder>a l policy 
should be to delegate authority to the lowest levels of local , 
state, and regional governments during a nuclear emergency 
(e . g., giving city officials authority over> military units 
or federal employees or equipment -tn their a1~easJ . 
D F ---

DISCUSSION POINTS 

(2) 306.01 This is unwor~~ble, as are all attempts at dual chains 
of col1lr.land. C ---

(2) 306 . 02 City officials could be given authority over all federal 
goveA.&.ment personnel exclusive of the military. C ---

.· 

(2) 306.03 Military units could be controlled at the state level. 
c ---

(3) 306.04 This is ambiguous. Some functions clearly call for de­
centralized control (e.g., welfare, decontamination, repairs); 
others clearly require centralized direction .(e.g., inflation, 
guarantees for credit, damage compensation, information). 
c ---

(3) 306.05 Statements 306.01, 306.02, and 306 . 03 are over-simplifi­
cations. C --
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(3) 306.06 Authority can best be exercised by sur"lving agencies 
hnving adequat e in fo rmntion upon \vhich to base dec isions. Until 
we can sp~c lfy which agenc ies a r e likely t o survive and have ad­
equate informa(ion , this question is not resolvable. C ---

(3) 306 . 07 ~nti onal CD of fi c ials prefer a (poor) centralized pro­
gr nm to a (pot ent i ally cost-effective) decentralized program. 
c ---

(3) 306 . 08 Given nucl ear attack , conditions will vary widely f rom 
pl ace t o place . Plan t o have Army units re sponsive to the high­
est local ::1Uthor it y (city, county, or state) available . C ---

(3) 306 .09 \~e can have little faith in effec tive local control of 
government components. It is unlikely that such control would 
be practiced by "field maneuvers." C ---

(3) 306.10 We should preserve some centralized national authority . 
Nat ional r esolve will be important in a postattack environment. 
Certain tasks can be delegated to s tate and local levels. Con­
tingency plans should be developed in advance. C ---

(4) 306.11 The postattack period divides into two phases: (1) The 
immediate survival phase, when any rescue and shelter-seeking is 
perforce a local act; and (2) the subsequent phase, when coordi­
nated effort s between damaged and undamaged sections become fea ­
sible and need higher authority to facilitate them. When the 
postattack period is so considered, the desirability of central­
ization/delegation of authority becomes both trivial and obvious. 
c ---

• 
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307. A change in U. S. s t rat e!}ie po licy t o emphasi ze "damage limitation" 
rather than "assured destruction" would allow us to shi f t a sig­
nificant amount (biUions) o f funding f rom strategi offensive 
f or ce · t o dual- use urban programs . D F ---

DISCUSS ION POINTS 

(2 ) 307.01 To ke~p pace with SUspending on both offensive and de­
fensive systems, we cannot spend on domestic programs any money 
already allocated to strategic systems. C ---

(2) 307.02 Money for dual-use urban programs should be available in 
principle as the $25-billion-per-year Vietnamese expenditure de­
creases. C ---

(2) 307.03 (Deleted) 

(3) 307 . 04 This would have a major impact on the military-industrial 
complex . The economic life of many areas depends on the activi­
ties of the military-industrial complex. C ---

(3 ) 307.05 Spending for new programs does not necessarily depend on 
reallocation of money. C _ _ _ 
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(4) 307 . 06 Dual-use urban programs may not be the most cost-effec­
tive damage-limiting measures in regard t o CD. C ---
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308 . The f edera l government must insur e that the growing number of 
au~omated (computer i zed) local , state , and federal agency infor­
Mation and/or sensor systems can rapidly exchange ~esourae and 
status iata in order t o eff ectively manage ar i ses or di saster 
situations . An active program to b1.,ing about this data and 
communication compatibility and aoope~ation must be launched 
by the federal government . D F ---

DISCUSSION POINTS 

(2) 308.01 This is a very expensive program and hence unsellable. 
c ---

(2) 308.02 The localization of control recommended by statement 306 
would obviate transmission of vast amounts of data and redu ce 
federal control to broad directives and not tactical ord~rs. 
c __ _ 

(2) 308.03 Information collection rather than exchange is the real 
problem. C ---

'( 

(3) 308.04 The federal government could not effectively manage the 
postattack economy for at least one y~ar. C ____ _ 

(3) 308.05 It is important that we recognize here that we may have 
a fair-weather economy--one in which information collection and 
flow will fail hopelessly in a disaster situation, requiring 
startup of a standby information system not now in existence. 
c __ _ 
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(3) 308 . 06 Data collection and avai l ability are onl y part of the 
probl~m . De t e rmining t he tasks t o be done , estimating the effec­
ti vuness and cos ts o f pr ograms , and ge tting the management ma-
chine r y worki ng a r e equally important. C __ _ 

( 4 ) 308 . 07 This caul d be pot entially mu ci\ chea pe r t o the government 
as a who l e , ns opposed t o the current proliferation of indepen­
dent , noncompatib l e informati on systems and networks . C ---

(4) 308 . 08 There a r e benef i ts in this a pproach for the norma l oper­
at ion o f gove rnmen t in peacetime , and it would vastly improve the 
ability of s tat e and c ity agencies to obtain information from the 
f edera 1 gove rnment. c __ 



-51-

400. SPEC IFIC POSSIBLE CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRAM COMPONENTS 

401. Unde-dround mass t ransit and highways that have shel t er utiliz-
ation a;id/or facili tate evac.A.ation procedures . D F __ _ 

PRO 

(2) 401 . 01 These would facil­
itate early evacuation to 
peripheral points of lowest 
radioactivity. c ____ _ 

(2) 401.02 These would ease 
postattack reconstruction 
activities . C ---

(2) 401.03 Thirty percent of 
the space in some central 
cities is now occupied by 
~ighways and parking areas. 
Underground transit might 
keep central cities viable. 
c _ _ _ 

(2) 401.04 These would contrib­
ute to alleviation of pollu­
tion. C ---

(2) 401.05 These would provide 
blast, thermal, and radia-
tion protection. c ____ _ 

CON 

(2) 401.51 Very expensive. 
c ---

(2) 401.52 To for ce use of mass 
transport , it would be neces­
sary to raise gasoline taxes. 
This would create a problem 
with the automob'le industry. 
c 

(2) 

(2) 

(.3) 

401.53 Ventilating underground 
automobile freeways is not eco­
nomically feasible. C --

401 . 54 These are necessarily 
restricted to larger cities 
and would drive out CD pro­
grams for other geographical 
areas. C ----

401.55 Such moot solutions 
should be forsaken until they 
are viable enough to be under­
taken with only very minor CD 
encouragement--e. g., subsi­
dization of 10 percen t of to­
tal costs. C ----
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PRO 

{2) 401 . 06 These could be con­
tinuations of the interurban 
highway program of $2.5 bil­
lion per year , now phasing 
down. C ---

(2) 401.07 Such a CD program 
would be polit i cally palat­
able like the highway pro­
gram because spread nation­
wide. C ---

(2) 401 . 08 If extended to mega­
lopolitan corridors, unde r­
gr ound highways would ease 
airport congestion and con­
struction problem5. 
c __ _ 
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402. Underground public f acilities [e . g.~ shopping centers~ factor ies, 
warehouses~ schools, hospitals~ anc clinics) that could double 
as shelter s . D F - - -

PRO 

(2) 402.01 Such facilities would (2 ) 
help renew central c ities. 
c _ _ _ 

(2) 402.02 Such facilities could (2) 
be linked to an underground 
pipe grid system for delivery 
of goods and for utilities. 
c. __ _ 

(2) 402.03 Swedish experience {2) 

{2) 

{2) 

demonstrates that such fac il­
ities involve lower mainte­
nance and heating costs. 
c __ _ 

402. 04 School auditoriums 
and gymnasiums could be under 
outdoor playgrounds . This 
proposal would meet the ob­
jections that most shelters 
are in the central city . 
These could double as com-
munity centers. C ___ _ 

402.05 Underground municipal 
parking would restore ground 
area to tax rolls. C ---

* 

{3) 

{3) 

CON 

402. 51 It cos ts about twice 
as much t o go down as t o go 
up. C ----

402.52 Local building codes 
require hospitals and schools 
t o have windows. C ---

402 .53 This plan would require 
large federal subsidies. 
c ---

402.54 CD sponsorship of such 
debatable solutions to urban 
problems should be limited t o 
minor encouragement, such as 

* a proffered 10 percent sub-
sidization of total costs. 
c ---
402.55 (Re 402.52) Local codes 
c 'ln be changed . c. __ _ 

10% of such construction is a very large sum . 
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PRO CON 

402.06 Going down far enough (4) 
and tunneling is not too ex­
pensive . Land usage is free. 

402.56 In view of the current 
need for shelter space in inner 
suburbs, this building program 
would accentuate the decline c ---
of central cities. C ---

(4) 402.57 Underground municipal 
parking may be a relatively 
uneconomic use of subterrania 
because of high ventilation 
costs. C ---



• 
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403. Increased pub l ic training progrcuns f or disasters of all types --

(2) 

( 3) 

natural or nucl ear. D F ---

PRO CON 

403 .Cl Television and school (2) 
programs would make this fea­
sible. C 

403.51 Save th~se for periods 
of high crisis. c ___ _ 

403.02 (Re 403.52) Avoid the (2) 
problem by increasing the 
training gradually. C ---

403.52 This program would be 
exploitable by pressure groups, 
who could charge that the ad­
ministration is planning war. 
c ----

(3) 403.53 The potential popular­
ity of t his proposal can be 
judged by the extent t o which 
such courses cr.op up sponta­
neously--inGide schools and 
industry, or among the popu­
lation at large. C ---
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404 . t\.Jore emphasis on evacnwtion procedures . D F _ _ _ 

PRO 

(2) 404.01 This should be part 
of any CD program. C ____ _ 

(3) 404.02 The procedures can 
be kept within the planning 
groups until a sufficiently 
severe crisis arises. 

(3) 

(3) 

c - - -

404.03 Evacuation is better 
than downtown shelters. 
c ---

404.04 The fact that people 
are reluctant to evacuate is 
precisely why we need more 
emphasis on evacuation pro­
cedures. C ---

(3) 404.05 (Re 404 . 51) This idea 
is simplistic . A statistical 
study of the behavior of dif­
ferent groups during the hur­
ricane Camille episode would 
be instructive. C --- -

CON 

(2) 404.51 The American people 
won't do it. For example, 
they ref~sed to evacuate when 
warned of the dangers of hur­
ricane Camille. C ---

(3) 404.52 The feasibility of 
evacuation is both locality­
arid s cenario-dependent. 

(3) 

(3) 

c ----

404.53 People respond well 
only when the necessity of a 
given type of response is 
made fully apparent--as by 
experience. First-occasion 
response is apt to be poor. 
c ----
404.54 Evacuation is an ex­
pensive act- -$3 billion of 
lost products for each day of 
general evacuation . C ---



PRO 

(3) 404.0b Adequate reception 
cent ers and areas must be 
available. C ---

(4) 404.07 (Re 404.54) Evacua­
tion would not have to be 
carried out, except perhaps 
in a high-crisis period. 
(However, see 404.53) 
c ---

(4) 404.08 This is by far the 
cheapest of the potentially 
effective programs. c ____ _ 

-57-
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405. Federal requi rements or active promotion to bury all future 
utility and communication l ines . D F ____ _ 

(2) 

(2) 

PRO 

405. 01 There are strong aes- (2) 
thetic reasons to do this. 
c ----

405.02 Buried lines would (2) 
greatly facilitate postat-
tack recovery operations. 
c ---

(3) 405.03 Federal promotion 
would be necessary because 
states may lack interest in 
the project. c ___ _ 

CON 

405.51 Such a progr am is not 
worth the cost. C ---

405 .52 Such requirements 
should be set by state leg­
islation. C ----

I 
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406. The creation of an adaptive nat ional store- and- forward digital 
data network to tie togeth~ local, state, and federal agency 
information systems for both norma l information exchange and 
cr isis management of r esource data . (Such a network must have 
short enough response time to allow efficient computer- to­
computer communications and sufficient adaptability in its 
str ucture to respond ~o cr isis situations; existing government 
networks do not meet these criteria. ) D F ---

PRO CON 

(3} 406.01 Only if the network (2) 
can be proved worth the cost. 
This would be a major study, 
since control as well as in­
formation is an issue. 

406.51 This network is com­
pletely infeas i ble for polit­
ical, economic, and technical 
reasons. C ---

c __ _ 

(3) 406.02 (1) Collect informa­
tion, while local communi­
ties act for themselves and 
report. (2) Act on this in­
formation and direct effort 
where it will do the most 
good, as authority is rees­
tablished at state and fed­
eral levels and assistance 
is organized . Badly dam­
aged communitiPs must re­
ceive outside help before 
organized recovery and res­
cue can begin . C ---

(4) 406.03 Significant cost re­
ductions are possible by vol­
ume usage resulting from the 
pooling of communication re-

(2) 406.52 This proposal is con­
tradictory to decentralized 
control (cf. 306) . C ---

(2) 406 . 53 Such an expensive net­
work would entail economic 
overemphasis on the short­
warning concept compared to 
the more likely crisis warn-
ing. c __ _ 

(2) 406.54 This network would 
cause saturation--too much 
data in too many places. 
c ---

quirements among federal, (3 ) 
state, and city agencies. 406 .55 Why collect data for 

the crisis implementation of 
a policy when, as y t· •. \ we've 
not decided on ever .~e gen­
eral outline of a p , . :y? 

c ---

c ---
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PRO 

(4) 406.04 States and cities want 
the ability t o access federal 
data bases. Infor mation fl ow 
can be two- way ; when this is 
realized , political hang·~ups 

may be resolved. C ---
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407. Incr eased emphasis on satelli t e cities and other f orms of 
decentralization compatibZe with desirab le urban planning . 
D F 

PRO 

{2) 407.01 This is being done {2) 
now by the SU. Some new 
cities have a residential 
core, a green belt, a con­
centric factory ring, and 
radial highways. c ____ _ 

{2) 407.02 The interurban super­
highway program is bringing {4) 
thi s about naturally. c __ _ 

{3) 407 .03 Selective shifting 
of unwelcome activities 
(e.g ., petroleum refinin6) 
to relatively unpopulated 
locales would be a desir­
able form of decentraliza­
tion. C -----

{4) 407.04 Decentralized food 
stockpiles would be desir­
able. C 

--~ 

CON 

407.51 If forced in some way 
by the U.S. government, sub­
sidies would be required, and 
nonuniformities in the result­
ing pork barrels would intro­
duce pol itical dissension. 
c ---
407 . 52 Until we have more 
definite knowledge about the 
long-term implications for 
national efficiency of gener­
alized decentralization, we 
should attempt only an explor-
atory program. c __ _ 
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408 . National requi rements for providing ~ivi l defense capabilities 
1n any vnstruc t ion utilizing government money . D F ____ _ 

PRO 

(2) 408.01 Important symboli­
cally as an expression of 
government interest in civil 
defense. C ----

(3) 408 . 02 Cost-effectiveness 
mu8t be demo~strated. 
r v ____ _ 

CON 

(2) 408.51 The utility of such 
requirements depends on the 
construction in question. 
c ____ _ 

(3) 408.52 This is impractical. 
Government agencies can save 
money and avoid requirements 
by getting private co~trac­
tors to build a facility, 
then lease it to the govern­
ment, e.g., new post offices. 
c -----
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409. Standards and programs t o insure that current effor ts t o auto­
mate local sensing of the envi Ponment (e . g., aiP pollution, 
water pollution, and weather ) can be connected with regional 
or national monitoPs and ·ttiZized f or or adapted to cr i s is and 
disaster situations (e . g., water or f lood levels , or radio-
active fallout) . D F ---

PRO 

(3) ~09.01 Such capabilities 
would have peacetime value. 
c ---

~4) 409.02 These capabilities 
would be feasible if there 
were standards on the inter­
face units between sensors 
and communication lines to 
computers (i.e., common cod­
ing and instruction schemes, 
regardless of sensor type ) . 
c ---

(4) 409.03 Requirements now 
exist for the federal and 
some state and local govern­
ments to obtain the same 
pollution information. Why 
not share the same sensors 
directly? c ___ _ 

CON 

(2) 409.51 Attaching too many 
CD functions may price some 
otherwise desirable programs 
out of the market. C ---

(3) 409.52 The re would be insuf­
ficient commona lity, except for 
weather sensing, to make this 
worthwhile . C ---
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410. A vmog d~spersa l system that can double as a smoke generator 
to aut down thermal effecrs of nuclear burs t s . D F ---

PRO 

(2 ) 410 . 01 This proposal de- (2) 
ser ves engineering and cost-
ing a nalyses. C --

CON 

410 . 51 This is a cr ackpot 
idea . C ---



t 
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411 . Enactment of truth legislation in areas significant t o civil 
defense (e . g., structural vulnerability levels in homes and 
the she l f l ives of f ood and medi ci ne ) . D F __ 

PRO 

(3) ~11.01 To the extent feas- (3) 
ible, this would benefit con­
sumers. C ---

CON 

411.51 Effective enforcement 
would be a major problem. 
c ---

(4) 411.52 This would be a waste 
of CD funds. C ---
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412. A national PequiPement that television and ~adio sets be equipped 
with c device that would automatically tuPn them on fo~ wa~ing 
OP alePting puPposes . D F --

PRO 

(3) 412.01 This would benefit 
the electronics industry. 
c --

(3) 412.02 OK l f it is easy and 
cheap to do. c __ 

CON 

(2) 412.51 The U.S . public would 
never go along with this . I t 
is reminiscent of Big Brother . 
c ---

(2) 412.52 Such a device would 
have a very high cost/effec­
tiveness ratio. C --

(2) 412.53 People will have sets 
on during high-crisis periods 
anyway. c __ _ 

(3) 412.54 There is a very large 
number of TV and radio sets. 
People would have to be per­
suaded to buy a plug-in type 
unit . There is high voltage 
in TV set s. C ---
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500. GENERAL POLICY OPTIONS 

Small-to-Moderate Cost (Less than $100 Million) 

(1) 501. Kill the c ivil defense program totally. D F ---

(1) 502. Support only the ongoing local emergency response capa­
bi lities, as is now done by supplementing state and local bud­
gets. Abolish toe federal portions of thl'~ program. 
D F ---

(1) 503. Let civil defense die a natural death by continuing to 
allow Congress to gradually reduce its annual budget. 
D F ---

{1) 504. Attempt to insure the maintenance of at least the curr ~nt 
budget and program as it is today. D F ---

{l) 505. At the same budget level, redirect the current program to 
crisis management and quick-response programs for a poten t ial 
massive, short (two to three months) CD effort when uorld ten­
sions warrant it (e.g., selective evacuation or makeshift shel-
tering). D F __ 

{1 ) 506. At the same budget level, redirect the program to maximum 
dual usage by strengthening government regulations in areas re­
lated to consumer interests, public safety, and disaster avoid-
~nce or reaction. D F ---

{1) 507. At the same budget level, redirect the program to efforts 
that would maximize public impressions that we have an adequate 
civil defense preparedne~s program. D F ---
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High Cost ($100 Millicn to $1 Billion) 

(1) 508. Inc r ease significantly the current budget but maintain the 
current program. D F ____ _ 

(l) 509. Increase significantly the current budget but establish a 
carefully tailored "non-provocative" program that would be useful 
only against a counterforce first strike but not against a retal-
iatory strike. D F ____ _ 

(1) 510. Increase signi f icantly the current budget but direct the 
increase toward only those i terns that have dual public desi r­
ability, e.g., consumer interests, public safety, and disaster 
avoidance or reaction. D F ---

(1) 511. Increase significantly the current budget but utilize the 
increase for the crisis-managem~nt and quick-response approach 
to civil defense. D F ----

Very High Cost (Over $1 Billion) 

(1) 512. Instigate a large-scale, duaZ-use blast shelter and fallout 
shelter progra~ by a combination of adequate economic incentives 
and regulations (e.g., underground shopping centers, schools, hos-
pitals. and freeways). D. F ___ _ 

(1) 513. Instigate a large-scale, singZe-purpose blast and fallout 
shelter program. D F __ 
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IV. CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRANS RECOHHENDED BY RESPONDENTS 

After the four rounds were completed , the respondents were asked ,., 
this question: "If the Administration asked your advice on a desir-

able c~ vil def1i!nse program fo r the United States , \vhat would you so.y?" 

fhis section contains their answers. 

PROGRMt 1 

The U. S . civil defense program should first intensify the p t-es­

ent program gradually . If civil defense is provocative at all, the 

provocation is a function of rate of implementation. rtore importantly, 

a major step-up in a short time would c reate domestic di ssension and 

would in fact not be feasible without a far greater cr i sis than any 

we have seen since World War II. 

Second, civi l defense should not be left to individual and local 

community initiative. The common defense is a primary federal respon­

sibility according to the Preambl e to the U.S. Constitution.· It is 

a dereliction of duty for the federal government to ignore it. Hore­

over, the devolution of civil defense programs t o low levels merely 

invites hysterical reactions, such as the Minutemen using guns to 

keep people out of private shelters. 

Third, the program should not be removed from the military 

bureaucracy. Obviously, there must be intimate cooperation with 

civilian f ederaJ. agencies as well as with subordinate governments, 

but civil defense must remain an integral part of the U.S. strategic 

posture if it is to overcome its unfortunate history and become a 

real part of our national defense. 

Fourth, civil defense should be promoted by a quiet rec itation 

of its merits in protecting lives. Exaggerated arguments that AB!t 

is worthless without civil defense become arguments against ABU, not 

for civil defense. 

Fifth, there are obvious advantages to dual-purpose fac i l ities 

* The answers were not submitted to the respondent corps for 
evaluation. 
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and the commonality of community and civil defense interests. This 

philosophy, in fac t, underlies the past shelter identification and 

marking prograos of OCD. But because civil defense is a federal 

responsibility, the added cost of civil defense capabilities in 

dual-purpose facilities ought to be borne by the federal government. 

\~tether th ~ faci lities are constructed privately or by local govern­

men ts, a variety of federal subsidies are available for them. All 

should be exploited; it \Wuld be foolish to try to designate onf! for 

all cases. 

l cannot outline the specific measures that should be included 

in a civi l defense program. This would require extensive study; 

moreover, the optimum selections will undoubtedly change over time, 

as a function of technology, strategic situation, and prior accom­

plishments of the civil defense program. One popular proposal in 

particular--a substitution of evacuation for shelter--should not be 

prematurely established as a goal, because the former is subject to 

gross disorganization and spoofing. In fact, there should probably 

be plans not only for evacuation where it proves desirable but also 

for control of the natural inclination t o evacuate ~1ere it proves 

undesirable. 

PROGIW-1 2 

One's views on the appropriate national civil defense program are 

sh3ped by his opinion ~ of the value of damage-limitation and of the 

relative importance of the many demands on the national budget. I 

believe that an appropriate national damage-limiting posture would 

emphasize reasonable effectiveness against limited attacks. Such a 

program would cost $1.5 to $2.0 billion annually (without inflation) 

fo r an active defense system and perhaps $0.50 billion annually for 

R&D to imp:ove and modernize that limited system. In addition, be­

tween $0.25 and $0.50 billion annually should be expended on civil 

defense emphasizing conveniently loca ted, functional fallout shelters 

and plans for mitigating the consequences of limited attacks. 
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PROGRAN 3 

The short-range civil defense program most sellable at this time 

would stress preparations for ad hoc measures in crises. A longer­

range program would decentralize (to state and local levels) control 

and preparation, dispersing federal funds as a political lever. Sim­

ilarly, dual-purpose (and more expensive) programs (e.g., building 

tunnels that could be used as shelters) could be promoted on their 

revenue-disbursing advantages. Given the current "taxpayers revolt," 

civil defense planners should be keenly aware of the possible and 

exploit the political scene. 

PROGRAM 4 

The U.S. defense program should: 

1 . Develop the launch-on-warning option. 

2. In SALT, press for limitations on offensi ve forces but 
not on defensive forces. 

3. Develop a dual-use ICBN/mid-course interceptor for 
continental defense. 

4. Develop Western Europe into the fourth independent 
nuclear power. 

5. Spend up to $2.5 billion annually on: 

a. Hass urban underground transportation and high-speed 
underground raill-1ays in megalopolitan corridors; 

b. Underground parking; 

c. Dual-use shelters under all school playground~. 

6. Design the elements of item 5 for civil defense in pro­
tracted nuclear war and for trans-attack and postattack 
recovery. 

PROGRAH 5 

The U.S. civil defense program should: 

1. Continue marking and stocking existing fallout shelters. 

2. Create standby urban evacuation plans, so that evacuation 
could be accomplished with some semblance of order. 

3. Emphasize preparations (e.g., stockpiles and simple 
shelters) in areas to which people will evacuate rather 
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than cons true tion of blast and fallout 5:!~ l ters in dmm­
t m.;n a r eas . 

4 . Tr ain l ocal publi c-order personnel to manage evacuation-­
especially if t he federal government begins assisting 
sta t es and citie~ t o increase these forces to ensure 
current law and order. 

5 . Because nuc l ear weapons will probably be detonated in 
this country in the next hundred years (though not in 
the immediate future), develop long-term programs that 
stress s tandby plans, at a budget level that can be 
kept constant for a l ong time. 

PRuGRAN 6 

Na t i ona l strategy for damage limitation should emphasize war 

t: .: rmina tion befo·re cities ~re at tacked. The United States should 

declare that it will not be the fi rst to attack cities or other tar­

gets of high value. The U.S . civil defense prcgram should have the 

following basic elements: 

1. A national program to provide fallout protection for 
everyone, with 

a . Federal requirements that nm.J buildings provide 
shelter spaces; 

b. Provisions for shelter and postattack recovery 
spa~es in federally sponsored construction; 

c . Federal construction of dual-purpose facilities 
if shelters cannot be found othenvise. 

2. Education of the population i n the use of fallout shel­
ters and postattack recovery. 

3. A national data collection, processing, and communica­
tions netwo~k and warning system to enable people to 
reach the fallout shelters. 

4 . Recovery programs, with local control over immediate 
disaster-recovery operations and national control of 
post-nuclear-attack recovery. 

The CD program shou ld not a ttempt to protect people from direct ef­

fec ts or provide f or evacuation of cities. 

PROGRAN 7 

The U.S. civil defense program should: 
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1. Naintain a ca talog of all available fallout shelters 
and their ratings (including home basements)--as was 
done in the present program, but more extensively. 

2 . Prepare a CD mobilization plan for the U. S . (for pos­
sible crisis implementation) t ha t includes: 

a. Phased evacuation options near military centers and 
urhan areas: 

b. Emergency shelter cons truct ion (fal lout and blast); 

c. Plans for augmenting shelter supplies: 

d. Measures for maintaining a flO\v of supplies t o 
evacuee reception areas; 

e. Measures to fa cilitate recov~ry (e.g., protection 
of property, stockpiles, emergency production, 
economic policies, and organized command and 
control). 

3 . Maintain a staff of professionals at local, regional, 
and federal levels who are all federal employees and 
whose principal tasks are outlined above. Uiscourage 
volunteers and publicity except during international 
crises. 

4 . Develop protot ype fallout and blast shelter programs 
to establish alternative designs, costs, and rapid 
construction methods that use local labor and materials. 

5. In peacetime, coordinate all plans and po~icies for CD 
options among local, regional, and federal levels. Actual 
implementation should be largely decentralized \vithin 
the emergency federal policies and financial arrangements. 

6. Allocate about $0.25 billion annually for the CD program. 

PROGRAN 8 

For the U.S. civil defense program, the federal government should: 

1. Combine OEP and OCD, to remove OCD from the authority vf 
the Sec~etary of the Army. 

2. Fund a pilot program of full civil defense in one area 
(city or county), including dual-purpose shelter via a 
tunnel-grid for utilities, a CD organization, a training 
progra:u, a \-larning and communications system, and rescue 
and rehabilitation plans. 

3. Emphasize local planning for. contingency action in times 
of international tension or crisis. Provide federal 
guidance on acuteness of threat and appropriateness of 
emergency actions, but allow local public servants to 
manage their own affairs. 
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4 . Promo te f ederal choice of new construction sites and 
designs t o maximize dispers ion and survival. Influence 
t he loca t ion of new model cities, power and petroleum 
fac i li t ies , and storage and processing plants. 

5 . Amass at least a ont:- yt:ar surplus of basic foodstuffs. 

6 . Arrange treaties for massive ~ostattack aid from un­
af f ec ted foreign countrie~ . 

7 . Spons or resear ch on underground excavation and con­
s truction t echniques. 

8 . Harden f uture nuclear power plants by building them 
undcq;round. 

9. Offer l ocal defense Aillt t o states/counties/urban areas 
on a shared-cost basis. 

10 . Extend mat ching funds or subsidy incentives to vital 
local government func tions (e.g., police, fire, sani­
tation, po\Jer, and telephones) for hardening their 
control fa c ilities and insuring cor.ununi cati on survival. 
Present law provides matching funds for fal lout shelters 
for command centers only. 

PROGRAN 9 

The U.S. civil defense program should compromise between, on 

one hand, the old practice of funding peacetime urban fire-fighting 

eq~ipment that would be valuable in war; and, on the other hand, the 

idea of integrating civil defense into such diffuse programs as Hodel 

Cities. 

Certain actions can be taken independe~tly of other programs and 

direc tly increase industrial safety and mechanical reliability, thereby 

not only improving and protec.t:ing our peacetime environment, but alRo 

increasing our prospect~ for wartime survival. 

The public today is discontent with either the reliability or the 

safety (interpreting "safety" broadly enough to encompass even air 

pollution hazards) of certain activities that should be closely con­

nected with war preparedness. For example, certain alterations of 

our elec tri c power network would not only limit the extent and dura­

tion of regional peacetime power interruptions, but would also con­

tribute t o the system's wartime viability. Moreover, relocating, 

hard ening, or o then.tise modifying gas transmission lines would reduce 
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the likelihood of local peacetime disasters (i .e., explosions due t o 

leaks), while also rendering this system rela tively invulnerable to 

wartime damage (or at least unlikely t o become 3 secondary damage 

agent) . Finally , the petroleum industry ' s r efinery and s torage 

facilities could be relocated and perhaps hardened , once again pri­

marily to reduce peacetime hazards, but also t o pr eclude ci ties being 

t arge ted in wartime simply to destroy the petroleum industry , and to 

promote the industry's capac ity t o survive attack . 

These actions strengthen critica l weakness es in our Har prepar ed­

ness, but should be undertaken only if their costs can be justified 

as necessary to publicly desired improvements in our peacetime envi­

ronment. Noreover, the affected indust&.·ies themselves might, c ~ ven 

well-designed incentive schemes, be willing and able to accomplish 

the desired changes within some acceptable times pan. Thus, \'le should 

accomplish desir able civil detense goals in a way that is entirely 

palatable except for the necessary tax support. I conjecture that if 

industry were given sufficient time to accommodate, little tax subsi­

dization would be required. 

PROGRAM 10 

Reactive offense can always defeat reactive active defense fo r 

comparable costs. Therefore, any attempt to protect present lf.S . 

population and interests with active defense is doomed to failure. 

Some things possibly can be preserved with reasonable probability by 

hiding, active defense, and hardening. We should try to preserve 

whatever else we treasure (the land, the environment, the people) 

from major attack by mutual deterrencD based on well-protected and 

preserved assured-destruction forces. This does not mean an ali-or­

nothing capability . Assured-destruction forces, if well-protected, 

could be used in small quantities against people or property whenever 

people forget the realities of nuclear weapons. Let us hope that, if 

used with great deliberation and maximum conversation between parties, 

such actions would induce serious negotiation. 

By burying a large portion of society, we could perhaps indulge 
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in l a r ge nuclear exchanges and still preserve a large portion of both 

sides . This would be senseless , howeve r , unless we enjoy being buried. 

Bes ides be ing rery expensive , such a course of action would distract 

a ttention f r om the many other environmental threats under \-lhich we 

live. Therefo re, t he only reason t o move society underground en masse 

is not saf e ty from nuclear attack, but for some other presently unknm·m 

advantag<!-- e.g . , undergr ound transportation, parking lots, and stores 

wou ld f ree more s urface area fo r other us es. 

The only use fr: r civi l defense is t o save p2ople from small at­

tacks initiated by mistake or by a fanati c . The level of preparat ion 

fo r s uch contingencies should be only slightly higher than at present . 

CD s hould be a consideration in city and transpor tation planning, but 

not the dominant one. 

People often express concern about preserving society-- usually 

U. S . society--from an all-out nuclear ex ~hange . Rather than radically 

altering society to save jt (i .e., burying it), perhaps we could pre­

serve its essence at much less cost by storing and protecting genetic 

material representing major types and skills, book, film, and tape 

libr.::~ries, and some sophisticated computers and robots. The computers 

aided by sensors could decide when to regenerate society after a nu­

clear holocaust, and then raise a generation of test-tube people. The 

computers and robots. perhaps t ogether with a few remaining people, 

could educate the new generat~on underground--e.g., have them read 

the proper books and show them what U.S. society was like via movies 

and videotaped 1V. Then, who knows, perhaps the U.S. could start 

all over again . We could live our happy lives with the added joy of 

knmo~ing that, come what may, eons hence thet'e would be a bright new 

U.S.A. 
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Appendix A 

COMMENTS ON THE CIVIL DEFENSE EXERCISE 

by N. C. Dalkey 

As one of the few Delphi studies in a major policy area, the 

civil defense exercise deserves careful scrut iny. It illustrates 

both benefits and diffi culties in using De lph i procedures to assess 

group value judgments. The fact that the exer cise "worked" at all-­

i.e . , the respondents answered most of the questions most of the time, 

and generated and responded to extensive supplementary materials--is 

reason for optimism. 

CRITERIA 

At present, there is no general agreement that judgments of the 

desirability of a policy are objective. It is necessary, then, in 

assessing the usefulness of Delphi for policy studies, to consider 

less stringent criteria than whether the exe r cise produces more "ac­

curate" answers. Two pract ical criteria ar e O'lerriding: (a) Will 

the respondent group answer the evaluative qu~stions; and (b) is the 
I 

group willing to ac.:ept the final-round answers (however they are 

defined) as the best' repre:;cntative group answer obtainable at that 

timP. . As I remarked above, criterion (a) appears to be met by the 

present exercise; (b) was not tnves tigated. (The latter criterion 

will be examined experimentally in the near future ) 

In addition, three other formal criteria are necessary conditions 

for asserting that the group response represents an objective judg­

ment, r ather than a:, expression of individual feelings: 

1. Do the respondents' opinions change significantly upon 
iteration? Absence of significant change would indicate 
that policy attitudes are unaffecte d by the information 
generated by the exe r cise, and thus are more like sub­
jective feelings than objective judgments. 

2. Are the distributions of responses on magnitude estimates 
(e.g., ratings of desirability) single-peaked and more or 
less regular (i.e., roughly bell-shaped)? If th e dis­
tributions are flat or U-shaped (indicating polarization), 
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i t i s di f fi cult t o justify designating the median to 
be t he "group judgment . " 

3. no two simi l a r groups (e .g., two groups formed by ran­
dom l y di vid i ng a l arge r group) arrive at similar group 
r esponses? I f this c rite rion i~ not fulfilled, there 
i s no just i f i ca tion for considering the group response 
an objec tive judgment. 

The numb er of s ubj ects in the civil de fens e Delphi was too small 

to f urnis h useful da t a on c riterion 3. In a weak sense, c riterion 3 

i s always f ul f ille d t au t o l ogically. \~atever the distribution of 

answe r s , as the si ze o f the random subgroups incr e ases, the means of 

the s ubgroups move c l ose r together . In appli cation, this criterion 

r equires an evaluation of the observed similarity relative to what 

would be obtained by chan ce . This is not easy to compute, since the 

unde r lying distributions are usua lly not known. 

CHANGES OF OPINION 

From the point of view of Delphi methodology, one of the most 

important and favorabl e features of the civil defen~ e exercise was 

that many o f the questions involved a definite, systematic ~hange of 

opinion, both in direc t responses and in ratings of desirability and 

impor t ance . A r ough estimate i ndi cates that the changes between 

rounds numbe red ab out the same as those in exercises involving fac­

tual mate rial. 

A more i nteresting question is whether the responses exhibited 

aonvergenae on iter a tion . Because of small and changing numbers of 

answe rs, the amount of convergen ce (or divergence) can be estimated 

only crude ly. However, even measured roughly, the responses to the 

civil de fense ques t ions (300, 400, and 500 series) show a definite 

patte rn . Be tween Rounds 1 and 2, for a majority of the questions, 

the r e was dis cernible convergence f or r a tings of both desirability 

and fe as ibi l ity. Howe ve r, be tween Rounds 1 and 3, the r e was still 

conve rge nce fo r a ma j ority of the feasibility ratings, but divergen ce 

fo r mos t desirabi l ity ratings. 

For evaluating the use fulness of Delphi in poli cy studies, the 

desirability r atings ar e of greate r interest. Numerous past exercises 
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have shown that convergence can be expected in factual jud~nents, 

such as the feasibility ratings. However, few exercises have dealt 

with value judgments. The dat a are not sufficient to justify rejec­

tion of the hypothesis that the divergence between Rounds 1 and 3 is 

due to chance, but the amoun t of convergence between Rounds 1 and 2 

appears to be beyond the chance level. It is plausible that much of 

the divergence on Round 3 was caused by the pro-and-con supplementary 

material, as discussed below. 

DISTRIBUTIONS 

The number of respondents was too small to permit ether than 

qualitative assessment of the reasonableness of the distributions of 

answers. For the strategic questions (100 series), this can be exam­

ined only for the ratings of confidence and importance, because the 

primary question to~as posed ~.n <! binary form (discussed below). How­

ever, the distributions for me.·~ t civil de f.e nse i terns (200 series) are 

single-peaked and regular--i.e., roughly bell-shaped. The data are 

thus compatible with the presumption that a reasonable group response 

exists for questions concerning civil defense issues. 

BINARY-FORM QUESTIONS 

A serious issue raised by the exercise is the appropriateness 

of binary-form questions (e. g., should/should not) for Delphi studies 

of policy judgments. A basic goal of the Delphi approach is to ascer­

tain the maximum justifiable agreement within the panel. Finary-form 

questions can obstruct this goal in two ways: (a) The tabulation of 

for-and-against responses can mask the existence of a reasonable group 

response of the sort discussed above; and (b) the form of the question 

may intensify polarization (divergence) on feedback. The civil defense 

exercise furnish~s some evidence for objection (b) . In general, where 

sharp disagreement on the primary question occurs (as in 101, 107, 

109, 113), each side tends to express high confidence in its answers 

(111 is an exception). 

It is common to interpret a wide dispersion of answers as 
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di sagrPement within the group. This can be a serious misunderstand­

ing of the e ffect of inadequa te information on the distribut ion of 

responses. If insufficient factual evidence exists to resolve an 

issue, t..ride ·1ariations among the gr oup r.esponses are not only reason­

able; substantial unanimity would indicate a high degree of bias . A 

wide disper sion of answers is more correctly interpre t ed as uncer taint y 

or lack of informat ion on the part of the group. 

The binary-form Guestion is not sui table for showing the range 

of r esponses , and thus cannot demonstrate the degree of uncertainty. 

Confidence ra t ings help clari fy the degree of uncertainty, but, as 

Fig . A-1 shows, they can also be misleading. In the il lustration, 

the group is about evenly split be tween "shoulds" and "should-nots." 

TI1ose clustered about the neutral point can reasonably express high 

conf idence in thei r judgments. 

(Should not) 

This set of judgments would be 

0 

Des i rob il : ty 

Res pone' ents expressing 
high <":onfidence 

+ 
(Should) 

Fig. A-1 - Illustration of apparent polarization in spite 
of underlying agreement 
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interpreted as polarization; yet the diagram actually indica te s sub­

* stantial agreement. 

SUPPLEMENTARY l-1ATERIAL 

A major portion of the civil defense ex r rcise consisted of elic­

iting and evaluating arguments for and agai l 3t policy positions. Un­

fortunately, the bes t evidence we have from other studies indicates 

that such material is likely to be biasing rather than illuminating. 

The arguments are general~y expressions of opinion, no more objective 

than judgments concerning the primary issues. Since the role of such 

material in the exercise itself is not well-defined, the individual 

responses generated and their effects on the group response are arbi­

trary . 

Another problem with the structure of the present exercise is the 

monotonic increase in amount of supplementary material. This has both 

formal and psychological drawbacks. The respondent is likely to be 

oppressed by the irreversible growth of secondary and tertiary con­

siderations. (There are no natural limits other than cons traints on 

the exercise manager's and the respondents' time.) From the formal 

point of vi~w, the interaction of supplementary material and judgments 

conce rning the primary issues is practically impossible to assess, 

and thus represents a significant uncon trolled element in the exercise. 

Monotonic growth is not inherent in the inclusion of supplementary 

information. A more desirable pattern to~ould be an initial expa ~1sion 

* Author 's note (EWP): This point i.~ tvell taken. It is agreed 
that policy Delphi questions should not be binary . One should pref­
erabl~' ask a respondent to choose a number from -10 to +10 to repre­
sent his assessment of the desirabi:i.ity of action based on a partic­
ular concept, and then to attach a second number between 0 and 10 
representing his strength of feeling about or his confidence in this 
assessment. Past experimental work on value judgments indicates that 
when frequencies, whether or not weigh ted by confidence , are plot ted 
agains t desirability, the resulting curve tvill be like that shown in 
the figure. The peak may, of course, be skewed to right or left. 
However, a bimodal curve or even a scatter diagram couZd arise. t~e 
do not know in which category the "polarized" results in series 10() 
fall. 
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of supplementary material, followed by a contraction in later rounds, 

where the contraction is an integral part of the group interaction. 

Techniques for accomplishing this pattern are available. They include 

the use of clustering routines for aggregating reasons, and, for ex­

ample, relevance-tree interrelati~n of reasons and judgments on primary 

issues. In the present state of the art, these techniques are likely 

to be time-consuming for both respondents and exercise managers. 

"DEPTH" OF AN EXERCISE 

A potential reason for including supplementary material in a 

policy exercise is to combat the apparent superficiality of a ques­

tionnaire. The aim is understandable, but hardly defensible. A 

Delphi ex~rcise can be conducted at many levels of detail. The level 

selected for a given study will clearly depend on the resource con­

straints and the expected "solidity" of the generated information. 

A straightforward questionnaire, with questions constant throughout 

the exercises and elementary feedback, is hopelessly inadequate to 

~xpress the full complexity of a policy problem--but of cours~ that 

is not the function of such an exercise. In the elementary Delphi 

study, the complexity is allowed to remain in the minds of the indi­

vidual respondents. The exercise is simply a summative process with 

a few compensatory devices to combat individual bias and incomplete 

points of view. If the complexity has not already been internalized 

by the respondents, an elementary Delphi exerci se will not compensate 

for their failure to do so. 

To dissect the problem and display the complexity, a more intri­

cate exercise is required. It is feasible to employ Delphi procedures 

to elicit the elements of a model--in fact, this was a major goal of 

the first exercise explicitly labeled "Delphi." 'Hore generally, Delphi 

can be used to identify the more significant factors determining a 

policy decision, to weight those factors in importance, and to assess 

their relevance to a specific policy issue. The techniques are still 

elementary, but certainly more effective than the common practice of 

"laying out" the problem in a seminar. 
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Appendix B 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS BY RESPONDENTS 

During the course of the civil defense exercise, the respondents 

contribut~d many comments that were not introduced to the group dis­

cussions in the succeeding rounds. A comment was withheld for one of 

the following reasons: 

1. It was made on the final round. 

2. It overlapped or duplicated other comments. 

3. It could not be classified under any issue. 

4. It concerned a secondary rather than a major issue, and 
would have led the group into arguments about arguments. 

5. It consti.tuted general "words of wisdom" or a "pure" 
opinion explaining the individual's vote on the issue. 

6. It was emotional, sarcastic, or facetious. 

In addition, subarguments were not returned for the section on argu­

ments for and against civil defense nor for the section on general 

policy options. 

While these comments may not have been useful to the Delphi 

exercise itself (in the judgment of the monicors), many of them do 

provide insight into the reactions of individuals engaged in such a 

Delphi and also into the attitudes or reactions that the issues sur­

rounding civil defense can produce. Therefor£~ , these comments are 

collected in this appendix. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

On the Delphi itself: 

I don't consider these very useful questions. Delphi connotes 

gobbledy gook as in astrology and palmistry and I'm afraid that 

is happe~ing here. 

There seems to be no attempt to consolidate group opinion, but 

only to expand shadings with additional ques~ions. 

I hate multiple-choice questions. 
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STRATEGIC QUESTIONS 

On the relationship of strategic issues to civil defense (108, 113): 

I rankle at trying too hard to link CD with strategy. Do we 

look at the Soviet Union's CD program and say, "Aha! They 

are planning a first strike!"? No! We say, "They are pru­

dently prepa ring to minimi?.e danger and damage in the event 

of a disaster." And that is the rationale r.Je should use for 

ou~ CD program. MorP.over, it should take into account the 

psychology of the populace, whi ch means minimize publicity 

until something happens that makes people CO-conscious--then 

be sure you have plans and programs in which they can par­

ticipate. I don't believe we have to debate high strategy 

in order to discuss CD . 

On the question of assured destruction (101): 

The main difficulty of assured destruction is its definition. 

Alte rnative definitions are needed for assured destruction. 

I kn~~ of no alternative to assured destruction against 

developed nations. 

AD protects us against Sovi et UYlion resolve; how we l l it 

protects is a function of our r~solve. 

I interpret "assured destr ucti()n" to mean an obviously 

reliable capability to damage seriously any attacker; 

if you interpret it as the ce rtain capability of kill­

ing a fixed percentage of his population (as the Office 

of the Secre t ary of Defense/Systems Analysis sometimes 

seems to interpret it), then the concept is inadequate. 

I n r eply to tlte argument that assured destruction is simplistic (101.56): 

Simpl istic is an imprecation u~ed by Establishment 

bureaucrats against notions they are unable to r e­

fute. 
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On the belief in the other side's plan for a f irst strike (103, 104): 

Unfortunately, vulnerable forces are always enticing to mil­

itary planners. 

How in hell would we know? 

On the subargument about the Cuban crises (104.52): 

So? They then went home to b•dld ICBMs aimed at the U.S.-­

something they hadn't done before! 

On limited controlled nuclear coercive capability (105, 106): 

I marked "could not" because coercion between great powers 

is either futile or dangerous. If we say, "We are going to 

hurt you if you don't get out of Ruritania," they will think 

to themselves, "If we knuckle under to force at this point, 

we will have to knuckle under all over the globe; better to 

fight like men than live like slaves." On the other hand, I 

have little confidence in tte strength of American morale if 

confronted by explicit nuclear threats. A substantial minor­

ity is apt to say, "After all, Alaska is 3000 miles from 

Cambridge and can't really constitute a vital national concern, 

despite the assertions of the mad scientists in the AEC and 

the millionaires of the international oil interests; further-
' 

more, history does show that the Russians were there first, 

and you can hardly expect a modern Russian government to honor 

an unequal treaty signed by a despotic czarist regime. By 

making 4 bold concession on Alaska, we will get world public 

opinion on our side so that the Ruesians will feel compelled 

to negotia ~ e their claims on California." 

On a damage-limiting posture as an inhibition to cheating (109): 

Grave robbers (cheaters) hav~ proven throughout history to 
., 

be a match for the most formida'dle pyramids (damage··limiting 

postures). A good burgl~r alarm (early wsrning cystem) rlus 

a vigorous police force (ABM) could have preserved che peace 
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fo r many of the l ong-dead pharoahs (U.S . /SU cities). 

I assume this question .3sks whether the incentive to cheat 

on an agreement that includes damage-limitation is le~s 

than that on an agreement that includes only mutual assured 

destruc tion. I can't believe that any agreement would be 

ao comp rehens ive that opportunities for evasion or advan­

tages f r om a~ rogation would profit less than cheating. 

11lUs , I am indifferent to the question as written. 

It is not clear that a damage-l ~miting posture has much 

direc t influence either way, since cheating, once embraced, 

has numerous fa cets--many of which are irrelevant to CD and 

t o other damage-limiting actions . 

On the exchange of civil defense views between the U.S. and the 

Soviet Union (110): 

We don't really have a CD program, so the exchange is likely 

to be one-sided . 

Nothing about the U.S. civil defense prcgram is hidden from 

anyone but ourselves, so the SU would gain little from such 

an exchange . 

What do we expec t them to say? "This detente is all a ploy. 

Come 197X we are going to bury you." Or, "Don't worry. We'd 

neve r strike you. That CD program is just a little insurance 

and you know the Chinese." My point is you are only going to 

get a diplomatic auswer, so what the hell? 

On st rategic symmetry between the U.S. and the Soviet Union (111): 

In pre fere nce to what? Parity would be better (for the U.S.) 

than inferiority, worse than superiority . 

It ' s almost inevitable anyway. 

Such an idea is t oo ambiguous for a yes/no answer, and too 

hard t o define. 
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U.S. superiori t y might be more stable. 

War is very unlikely (forget ting Vietnam for the moment) 

when one protagonist is clearly--even slightly--superior. 

On the effect of mutual deterrence on NATO (112): 

It not only ~ouUi have, but alr e ady has had a major effect . 

But t he relationship between CD and NATO is so ten~ous that 

NATO should not be a major factor in determining our CD 

posture. Remember, NATO is a means, not an end in itself; 

the question of whether NATO has outlived its usefulness 

and should be given a diplomatic fune ral (perhaps with in­

terment at Les Invalides) would be a good topic to avoid 

in this exercise. 

On the Soviet civil defense program (114, 115): 

CD augments both internal and ~xternal images of an efficient 

and vigorous defene~ of Mother Russia. 

I decline to answer because I'm just not familiar with the 

evidence, and I also suspect the question may be meaning­

less. Which Sovi~ts? Many probably believe their CD pro­

gram would be ineffective in a war with the U.S., while 

others may have considerable confidence in it. I doubt 

that many Soviets have given much thought to the question 

of whether or not they want the Americans to believe in 

the eff ectiveness of their CD program. That is the sort 

of question that residents of think-tanks like to kick 

around, but that rarely concerns the man-on-the-street . 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST CIVIL DEFENSE 

This section raises no political questions. In my opinion, 

electoral influences on Congress and the President will al­

most certainly override their otherwise obje~tive judgments 

during CD budget debates. There will aZ~ays be a higher 
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priority program--e.g.~ Vie tnam, poverty, or space. 

Without r e gard to the nature and magnitude of the civil 

de fense program?! 

On reassuring the public of survival through civil defense (202) : 

Ci vil defense couUi reassure the public--and such reassurance 

could be dangerous. 

Becaus e CD irrationally heightens the public consciousness of 

the possibility of nuclear war, I think it tends to increase 

rathe r thnn decrease public anxiety. 

On civil defense and postattack recovery (203): 

Postattack re covery may be possible even without much CD, 

but good CD wi l l obviously facilitate the job. 

On civil defense being necessary t o an effective ABM defens~ (204): 

This question reminds me of the question about NATO above. 

If CD saves lives or makes postattack recovery possible, 

perhaps i n concePt r.Ji th ABM, then that is an argument in 

favor of CD. But to say some weapon system won't work 

without CD is, in itself, as much an argument against 

buying the weapon system as it is an argument in faVoP 

of buying CD. 

On c ivil defense forcing the Soviets to a surprise-attack posture 

(251 ) : 

The fc.c t that Soviet attack plans will take into account, 

t o some extent, our CD preparations should be considered in 

calculating the probable effectiveness of various weapon 

systems. But I interpret this statement to imply that CD 

will make war more likely by inducing the Soviets to adopt 

a "hair-trigger" post1..!re. That , I think, is nonsense. 
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On civil defense causing the Sovie ts to build more offensive weapons 

(252): 

Certain types of CD programs might have this effect, but 

well-designed ones would not. 

On the possible imbalance between people and resources surviving a 

nuclear blast (254) : 

There is a big difference between survival and economic 

disruption, however, and the latter can hardly be a reason 

for aban~oning survival. 

On the militarization of the u.s. public by civil defense (255) : 

This i " not, in my opinion , a scund argument, but it will 

be important in any debate on the subject. 

On the possible conflict for funds between civil defense and urban 

programs (256): 

Society currently lives under threat of nuclear war. The 

life-saving insurance provided by CD aouZd be far more 

valuable than urban renewal, new tr F--ttsportation, or im­

proved social welfare. 

On the apparent or illusory effectiveness of defense (260) : 

It is certainly possible for a strong defense posture 

to appear stronger than it really is . 

On the i:-,c.~bility of civil defense to prevent unacceptable damage (262): 

Hell, war. is unacceptable. One enters into war only 

when the alternatives are more unacceptable, so the 

question i a misleading. 
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SPECIFIC POLICY ISSUES 

On the question of local control during civil defense and natural 

disaste r s (301, 301.01) : 

Loc~l contr ol of a national problem is stupid. 

A professional saboteur could do no more damage than local 

autonomy would. 

Nonsense . Local autonomy has probably done more t o kill 

CD than any o ther policy. The Union was formed "to provide 

for the common de fe nse .. " 

A shelter is a local--even a "terminal"--defense, not an 

a rea defense, and need not depend on much city, county, 

state, or federal planning, financing, or control to be 

effective . 

On impos ing civil defense requirements on other government programs 

(302): 

Most r elevant government programs such as urban transpor­

tation or renewal are too neglected already. The added 

cost and controversy involved in incorporating dual-use 

CD shelter provisions could eliminate them altogether. 

CD dual-use should be negotiated from strength of obvious 

benefit and desirability cr compatibility and pay its own 

way. 

In r ebuttal to the suggestion the U.S. government impose requirements 

subtly (302 .06): 

The U. S. government cannot be subtle. 

On the quest i on of transferring OCD functions to a civilian agency 

(303): 

Is OCD sti l l around ? 

(Re 303.03) The agency might he serious but the government 
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(Congress, President, NSC) is not. 

Keep the army out ~f this, if possible. 

Consider the parallel in the Interstate Highway Program. 

On the commonality of civil defense and consumer interests (305): 

It is unrealistic to assume the public, architects, city 

planners, or anyone else can be rational about CD . 

On ~he merits of local as opposed to national emergency control (306): 

I have little faith in any authority--local, central, or 

military. 

On a change in U.S. strategic policy to create funds for dual-use 

urban programs (307): 

Billions will not be allocated for any CD program until 

afteP a nuclear attack. 

This issue as stated is tautologous. 

It is stupid to tie CD to domestic programs. The credi­

bility gap would be bottomless. 

0n the necessity of establishing compatible federal and local infor- · 

mation systems (308): 

lianaging nationwide disaster situations should be a col·­

lective effort in which the decisionmakers, executors, and 

expediters are mostly not government employees, and the 

information exchange is planned accordingly. 

If you have all the information, it usually isn't hard t o 

determine a course of action--e.g., Pendleton, Oregon, 

survives and has a blanket factory in operation; Spokane 

is hit and desperately needs blankets, clothing, and lots 

more. Kn~·ledge is all. 

Lots of luck! 
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SPECIFIC POSSIBLE CIVIL DEFENSE P~OGRAMS 

On the subject of specific dual-use programs (401, 402, 405, 406): 

Dreams, dreams, dreams ! 

This is a dream, not a practica l approach. 

In r ebuttal to the cost argument against evacuation (404.54): 

Nuclear war is even more expensive . 

On a government-wide communicat ions ne twork (406): 

It will never work! 

On urban planning and civil defense (407): 

An attempt to justify urban planning proposals for CD 

purposes could kill them. 

I doubt that the CD people know much about desirable 

urban planning. 

On government construction and civil defense requirements (408): 

Current regulations are avoideci by government leasing 

(rather than constr ucting) arrangements. This dodge is 

so common that most people don't know that new government 

buildings are already required t o provide shelter space. 

GENERAL POLICY OPTIONS 

On killing the civil defense program totally (501): 

CD now r eceives only marginal support. Complete abandonment 

would cause a militar _ response by hard-core CD supporters. 

On publicizing the current civil defense progra1 (507): 

Who would you kid!? 
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On tailoring a larger budget for a nonprovocative civil defense pro­

gram (509): 

How do you do that? 

Such a concept is unrealistic. Civil defense is p0litical 

in that it involves lots of citizens and civilian politicians. 

Hence, it is sloppy, blunt, and inconsistent. Therefore, 

don't try to transmit signals with the CD program. 

On the large budget options (512, 513): 

Both single-purpose and dual-purpose shelters should be 

constructed if we spend that much. However, I seriously 

doubt that we will. 
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