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III. THE SECOND GENERAL WAR - US PRE-EMPTION

148. The Second General War is based on the same

scenario as the First General War, but with the roles of

initiator and retaliator reversed. The US was assumed to

have gained conclusive evidence of Soviet lntentions~ during

the four-day interval between the Soviet deoision and the

launch hour of their own "pre-emptive II attack. Thus" the

analysis below portrays in gross terms what ,the outoome of

a US initiated nuclear exchange mighh be under tile general

oonditions and faotors assumed in this study.

A. US WAR PLANS AND DEPLOYMIl!n' OF FORGES

149. The US Strategic Plan ror- 1995 was assumed to

have a pre-empt option, whioh oalled fo~ an initial oounter­

£orce attack and~ if neceasary~ subsequent strikes against

urban-industrial oomplexes and other military targets. The

objeotive of the counterforoe strike was to so degrade the

SoViet strategio forces that the USSR would desist from its

planned attaok, or railing this, reduce to a minim,un the

Soviet cepability to retaliate.

150. In planning suoh an attack it would be neoessary

to develop factors relating to tne Soviet warning capability

and to the reaction time and deployment of Soviet strategic

rorcss , To thiS end, the Committee made several crit:l.oal

assumptions. First, that by 1965 the SoViet would have the

oapability to detect the launch of US ICBMS in time to

permit launch orders to be received at the operational level
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15 minutes after the US launch time.Y Second, that the

Soviet system could detect the launch of sr~s with the

warning time after launoh varying acoording to tne location

of the launching submarine. Third, that in a high state

of alert the launch of Soviet IOBMs could be initiated

Within 15 minutes of the receipt of orders, anel that 50 per­

cent of LRAA bombers anel tankers, dispersed to stsging and

alternate fields, cculel be launched within 15 mInutss of

receipt of ordeo:-.. And fourth, .that in a situation l'1nere

the Soviet leaders were on tne verge of launchjj)g tneir own

attaok, they would order tneir forces to attack tne US on

receipt of warning and would not wait for first detonation,

as did the US.

1

MRBM and ICBM complexes.

151. On tne basis of tnese planning assumptions, tnB

pre-empt <lption plsced primary reliance onI Imissilee
I

to acnieve detonation prior to laUnch time on LRAA! fields,
I

It was essential to hav~ Minuteman
i

missiles impact as soon as possible after the initial Polaris
1'·

missiles were down. This would increase substant1a11y the
!

assurance that SoViet strategic'forces wo~ld. be d~S~~oyed

before launch. The GAM-S7s oarried by tne 12 SAc/airborne

alert bombers were scneduled against bomber and Satellite
i

air fields to arrive on target at about the same time as

the initiall Imissile. Optimum results OOU~d be

obtained if the launch of US missiles wes so adJubted

that tne time from fir;ti'~~:iet warning to impact! of the

""" iY NIE 11-3-61: Sino-Soviet Atr Defense Capabil:lities
bhr-ough mid-1966 (APproved l:1;-',,July 1961; TS) E(st1mates
that the Soviet has a oapability to develop hjJgh
.rr-equency ionospheric back scatt's;r radars l'lhidh it
Il probabl y has used to detect US nU-clear detondtions
and possibly US missile Launchf.nga ""'" On tnis [baaf.s
and for purposes of tnis study, tne C<lmm1tte" !made
the assumption that the SOViet would have a w~rning

capabf.Lf.by , ,-,,...,.,........•/
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rirstl~ ~ssile would be no greater than ten minutes.

Even with instkntaneous communioation of a~ order to
\

launch" under t~.e beat conditions the firs"t IRAA bombers
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and there would still be five

ICBM could be launched. US

talj:ing or!:

t~~ r1rst
"

would Just be

minutes befQre

theater foroes we;e to be launched so as not to give
•

follows.

warning before thai\giVen by US missiles.

152. The sched\'l1ng or US weapon systems L"or the

total pre-emptj,v~ at~'ack are given in the table which
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l!m!i POLARIS GAMS ll.9MBS ~ TOTALS

TABLE 18

TARGETING
US TARGETING':-US PRE-EMPTION AGAINST SOVIET "LOW" FORCE

US Weapons
SAO THEATERTARGET SYSTEM

COtIDtertorce Attack

1993

2584
4577

231

200
157

30

18

111
81
93

240
365135 _..

lI:W lD."!f9'
468'Y 2149

4

136
123

30
43
17

322
123
60
86

229

156 SOy ICBM
123 SOY MRBM
30 SOY Staglng
43 LRAA Bases
132 SOY Bom/Cap Arlds
77 Sov ADO/Arlds
17 Slno- ov ub Bases 17
15 Sov 15
128 Eur , 150
50 Chln "

:,:::::,:::::-,":r.,~"':..2
265 SOY U-I Complexes iX
38 SOY AD Afld s \ ..
27 SOY ADO Hqtrs \..
31 sov BQ~r C~D Bases \. \
60 Sovl I\.\. .
72 Ohlna-Iomplexe~ \. \
50 Chlna Off/Def 'jjflds __\. \. 15

Total (Phase II)\. '. \.--r5
Total (Phase I &: '1;1) .!£Q.g \. \ 370

... \ \
!leserve . \\ 35 \. \.§g 48 250

b1168 oltles targeted ~h.P-95 b~~l~ plus 97 addltlonal targeted for
orltlcal Industrlal and'.mllltar'y qategorlell In USSR. 58 01tles
targeted on P-95 basls ~luS 14 a9d~tlonal for orltloal
Industrlal and ml1ltary~egorlas\ln Chlna.

2/200 additional GAMe were a~Blgned\a~ bomber penetration aids
- With no damage assessment p'tq.rforme·~ '\

COMMENTS, "\.,\"

(a) Polarls utilized in counterfOrce rble against Sovist missile
sltes and alr baaes to explolt\sho~~\fllght tlme. GAMs, of
alrborne alert slmllarly progr~ed\.ao exploit short fllght
time. \ \\

(b) Requirements for US missiles in d"unt",'rfox'ce attaok to
. aohleve hlgh assurance rssults In 'minimal ,nisslle reserve

and almost total reliance on aircrat:t <l.~r1ed weapons for
urban-industrial attack. \. \\

(0) Allied and non-US NATO weapons not ,emp.lci,¥.ed because of .
circumstances of initiation. \ ', \\

\...:~~:~\
''\

rov,Cbl1 050 NSC
rOlAlbl3 - 42 USC 21511 '<II (II (e) fllU,
At",".!.'; !:n'~<r.( Act 050
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It should be noted that other NATO forces "ere not included

on the assumption that the US, because of the poasibility

of premature disclosure, wculd not have informed their

government of its intentions.

153. US forces were in a high state of alert and

deployed as discussed in the First General War and the

planned employment of forces in this Second General War

left uncommitted 35 ICBMs, 62 Polaris rnctssiles, and 75

SAC bombers. Moreover., non-alert theator forces remained

aVailable to theater commanders.

Ff8F BESIlE;£,
P.BB~HIe'ilBB BNPt,. -82-



r;:,~

~:'1~:~?tiiJCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES

.!... - j I

, DECLASSIFIED '

:A:lthority~J)!l!JJ!lj t
IByf!::':..W>A DateIZK~ I

---- - _.+- -

yey tJB....-. ..J I.
RE8?HI6.EB BUM

'3. SOVIE'T' 'jlAR PLA1S3 tmn DEPLOl'lffiWP OF FORCES

15'+. The Gorn.l1i ti;ce concluded I;hat tn view or the Soviet

force pontuxe used in thts SGl,ldy, the 1':10s':; 108ical course of

action open ~o ~he Soviet leaders in reBpondin~ to a US pre-

emptive nuclear at.tack "IDuld have been to launch all warnin3,

all aler1i weapon oystems €Jijoln8t a US !iar~et system whlch

J.ncludod both mll11~ary and ur'ban-d.nduatir'LaL j.113tallntions

(a Composite Tarzet 8ystem). Given bhe ma::;nltude of' I,he un

m:l13sJ.le salvo, nhc 30,,101; lenders could not af'ford t.o waif; to

determine whether the US at t.actc was oounbcr-roxce or otherwise.

\'lhl1n a decision to attack US aitien would make it almost

certain that their own oi t:l.es would be blasted" they could at

least optimize the des tz-uc t Lon l~hat their ourvlvini3 forces

could :tnf'lict on un bauea of pcvrer-, They would have had the

a Lte.rna t.Lve to .sUrrender ir,uw~diately, 1n whj.ch ca ao the Sovie,t .

Union would have eacaped \'lith relntively 111~ht damage to its

industrlal baae , But by 60 c101ng, the SOViet leaders would

have placed theil" own p·oSltioll in serious Jeopardy.

J.55. Jl'he commt atoe ruled out the tncauai.on of' a counber-

force retaliatory alternative. As pointed out 1n the

discussion of the ~i~st General Wal"l Soviet forces had little

capability to destroy US hardened missiles and none an;ain13t

on station Polaris. The expoct.ancy at de~radinG US missile

forces 1n this caBe would have been practically nil in the

Sovj.et vie,.., since the bullt of US missiles had been launched

in the US counborror-cc a ccacrc, Furthet"ntore .. the SAC bomber

force wcuLd be airborne 1I1:1_t h1n minutes af'ter the US' had

launched its missile attack. On the other hand" Soviet

planners would have to tal{e into account the possibility

that a US pre-emptive attack would redllce sul?stant1ally

their own otratec;ic air capability. Thus, It \'lould appear

that surviv1ng Soviet strateeic forces could have little

l"ll!JElfRIElTHB f.h\TH
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effect on reducing the US capability to deliver subse­

quent attacks, but could so deplete Soviet strength that

little or no capability would remain to carry out any

subsequent attack. If the latter were attempted, ~t could

be little more than a token show of force prior to

Burrendering.

156. In assuming the Soviet union would launch on

warning, the Ccmmittee took into account the vulnerability

of the Soviet ~dsslle force. Any delay in the launch of

missiles Would increase substantially the risk that the

bUlk of the Soviet missile force would be destroyed on the

ground. The Soviets then would have to rely on their small

missile launching submarine foroe and mOdest number of

bombers.

157. The Soviet planners were assumed to have made

their plan for retaliation applicable regardless of the

state of alert of. their own forces and the amount of warn­

ing time. Various weapon systems were scheduled against

each US target to ensure an expectancy of "Widespread damage

even in the event of a surprise 'US counterforce attack--at

least two, and in many cases, three different weapon

systems were scheduled against each prime US urban-industrial

and military target. In targeting, first priority was

given to urban-industrial areas which encompassed the major

elements of US industrial capacity essential to rebuilding

power. Thus it was hoped that regardless of the extent of

damage suffered by the Soviet Union, widespraad devaatation

WOUld be inflicted on the US. Second priorl1:y was given to

SAC bomber bases with the objective of seriously damaging

the US capability to recyele bombers upon retul'lling from

their initial attack missions. Command and control, both

civilian and military, and other military resouroes were

also ineluded as important categories.

JPep BBaRE':
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158. In general terms, the Soviet retaliatory attacK

plan used S18MS and first salVO ICBMe as prime weapons

against US coastal targets in areas heavily defended against

bombing attacKs. S18Ms were essigned to these targets,

even thougq there might be a delay in the submarines

reaching their assigned launch points, because they had

the greatest expectancy of surVival. Moreover, except tor

a few SAC bases, time was not an essenUal alemen'. in this

portion of the attack. Second salvo ICBMs 'mre sGheduled

to raise the weapon arrival expeotancy. llith regard to the

center of the US, ICBMs were the prime wes,pon against

important targets. However, since bombers as well aa

second salVO ICBMs were schedUled aa seCOndary weapons on

these targets, some first salvo ICSMa as well as ASMs were

scheduled against air defense installations in central

Canada and the US to create a penetration corridor. This

plan rssultsd in Soviet forces being schedUled against

categories of US targets as follows:

TABLE 19

SOVIET TARGETING--US PRE-EMPTION AGAINST SOVmT "LOW" FORCE

ICBM~LoW Force)
No. Ie 2nd
~ S18M Salvo ~ ~ ~

Urban-Industrial Aress 111 48 81 132 315
Air Defense (not collo-

cated with SAC bases) 21 ~~6 89
SAC Bases 51 6 82 65 50 98
Naval Bases 5 10 10
National Hardened

Command & Control 4 12 12
Military Depots 15 12 18
Canadian: Air Defense 10 16 41 I

Urban-
lndustr1al 7 34

Totals 66 227 219 180 465

'Pep 8BSflc1'1'
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159. As part of their attack, the Soviet planners

scheduled 192 MRBMs and 26 SLBMs against SAC reflex bases,

British bomber and Thor missile bases,'nuclear capable

fighter-bomber bases in Europe and the Far East, Jupiter

sites in Italy and Turkey, forward-based Polaris tenders,

and BMEWS sites. The principal objective would be to

destroy the base structure Which could support restrike

m1Bs1onB~

160. Th:l.s retaliatory plan left unccmm1tted only 26

SLBMs at sea and 14 in port, carried by 24 conventional

powered submarlnes~ and 18 818MB in port carried by four

nuclear powered submar:l.nes. The almost total comm1tment of

the strategic forces was oonsidered essential in view or
the grave problem of survlvab:l.llty. If the US missile

attack were a complete surprise it was concej~able ttiat

the bulk of the Soviet missile and bomber rcrces would be

caught on the ground. Th:l.s would be all.' the more probable

:l.f they were not :l.n a h:l.gh state of alert.

TABLE:20

SOVIET STRATEGIC'FORCES--196s1!

Number
WpnB/Bomo~(Carr:l.er

446(780)
~

ICBMs: Low Force (H:l.gh Force)
ICBM Launchers: Low Force

(H:l.gh Force)
Submar:l.na Launched Ball:l.atlc

Miss:l.les (SLBM)
M:l.ss:l.le Launch:l.ng SubmarineS

Bombs
A:l.r-to-Surface M:l.ssiles (ASM)

(exclUd:l.ng ant:l.-sh:l.pping)
Bombers

Med:l.um Ran~e Ball:l.st:l.c M:l.ss:l.les
(MRBM) 2/
MRBM Launchers

150

465

180

1250

227(406)

44

485

450

17 See Part II, Section A, for discussion of the sources
from which these forces were derived and more deta:l.led
presentat:l.on of the:l.r assumed deployment.

2/ Included are 300-700 nm m:l.ssHes; 750-1100 run miss:l.lee;
- . and 200-2000 nm misslles.

'rep eE8RBt
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The great majority of the weapons were air burst, with the

most significant exception being the large yield weapons

scheduled against hardened nuclear weapon storage sites

in the USSR.

162. Effect on strategic Forces. The attack destroyed

or incapacitated all of the known IOBM launch cOl!llJlexes,Y

and all but one ot" the oentral 3UPPO.rt arens" resulting

in a loss of 251 Of 446 "low" force first and second salvo

IOEMs. In add1tion, all but ten of the known MllEM launch

51 By aasUl!llJt10n, the 10cat10ns of 117 of the 167 total
reEM launch cOl!llJlexea were known and could be targeted
and 50 were not known; 123 of the 137 MllEM launch
complexes were targeted and 14 could not be targeted.

'fOf BS8R£1£
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complexes were destroyed, accounting for 502 of 1250 first

salvo and reload MRBMs located at these sites. The attack

was also erfective against the LRAA. only two LRAA home

baees, one 'stag1ng base and 170 of 279 bomber oapable air­

fields survaved , Two hundred and e1ghty-eight of the 485

LRAA bombers soheduled aga1nst US target. were destroyed.

However, because of the interaotion of SoViet warning and

1mmediate order to launch, and the t1me down of US miss11eB,

the Soviets were able to launch 197 bomberB, 121 f1rst

Balvo ICBMB and 178 MRBMB. in add1tion, the' Soviets had

74 second salvo ICBMs and 570 unoommitted reload MRBMs.

163. The US attack heavily damaged three basea wh1ch

support the missile launch1ng submarine force and, 1n BO

d01ng, destroyed the n1ne boats in port. In add1t10n, in

theae and the other II, naval baBes hit, 104 of the 136

attack'submarines were put out of operat'10n, at least for

a time" as were 144 of the 200 other major naval vessels.

164. Effect on Bloo A1r DefenBe, The Bloc air

defense was damaged but not to the sarne extent as the

strateg~o forces, largely because it was not targeted as

extens1vely. Somewhat leBB than half of the 8500 total

Bloc f1ghter aircraft and about 50 percent of primarY air

defense oontrol centers were destroyed. However" many of

the strategically located prime defense IIiI' bases were

badly h1t, thus reducing the potent1al erfic1ency of the

rema1n1ng air defense establ1slunent. Relatively few SAM

sites were affected, leaving the defenses or atrateg~o

points largely intaot, but degraded by the loss of central

control and early warning.

'faF B:S~
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165. Effect on Other Military Installations an~

on Military Personnel. Damage to other military installa­

tions and forces was not severe. The Army ground £orces,

in particular, escaped almost unscathed. Bloc militBr,1

casualties ~ere -7 million, or about nine percent or the

total of 7.8 million.

166. Effect on the Bloc Civilian Sector. The intent

of this attaok was to destroy the milita~ and avoj1

unnecessBr,1 danage to the urban-industrial area m!lC

casualties to the civilian population, From this point,

the attack proved most successful in that from 94 to 100

percent of capacity of the USSR and Bloc, in most ~1dustrial

oategories, survived the attaok undamaged. Moreover,

oonsidering the weight of attack, the oivilian casualties

were not high. The Sino-Soviet Bloc population suffered

a total of 14 million casualties in the co"nterforce attack,

including 11.5 million fatalities.

167. one unexpected ~evelopment did appear, howsver.

Though it was assumed essential in a controlled response

strategy to keep intact the leadership of the enemy, in

this partioular war the Winds, oombined with hea'r,< fallout

from ground bursts on a regional nuolear storage site,

n'egated the selectivity of targeting. Mosoow, though

undamaged, was subjected to heavy fallol,t whioh oaused,

within a week, some 3.1 million oasualties,. However; this

would not have affected the communication With Soviet

leadership in the critical early hours after the US

attaok.

'f6F BE8M'£'
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168. The Success at the Attack. The US attack Just

discussed ser1cusly degraded the str~teglc we?pon systems

at the Soviet Union. Over half of the total Sovie~ ICBM"

torce, and well over half of the tnAA bOMbers were

destroyed. However, since by assumption the Soviet leaders

chose not to end the war but to retaliate, it failed to

achieve its principal objective of causing the Soviets to

desist. Despite the damage suffered, the Soviet strategio

foroes were able to launch 195 ICBMs, l.97 bombers and

66 SLBMs against the US in an effort to do grievous harm

to the nation, not just its-military establishment.

169. It should be emPhasised at this point that the

effectiveness of the US pre-emptive attack, and thus the

size of the surviving SOViet force, was a direct resultant

'of the Committee's assumptions as to size of the SOViet

torce, its deployment and reaotion time,. degree at warning,

the precision with which the US wculd know where the ICBMs

and bombers were deployed, and finally, the degree to

which Polaris and Minuteman missile torces could meet the

rigid time re~uirements. A change in anyone of these

factors could have modified the outcome substant~ally.

110. The conclusion to be drawn from the aoove

analysis is that a pre-emptive attack, the obJect~ve of

which is to destroy the Soviet strategic capability, can

be successfUl only if the planners have an extremely

accurate assessment of the capabilities of both the US and

the SOViet Union. In this respect, the stUdy. emphasises

the problems, rather than the potential advantages, 01: a

pre-emptive attaCk.

'feE BBeRHT
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The Soviet Retaliatory Attacl<

171. According to the Soviet retaliatory plan dis-

cussed above J the Soviet attaok encompaased both u~ban­

industrisl and military targets. The first missiles were

down at 1930 EST, and the bomber attack .followed beginning

about four hours later. For the purposes of this study

it was assumed that the SOViet submarine foroe oould reach

its launoh position shortly after the bomber attaok began.

The total Soviet attack delivered 167 ICBMs, 50 SLBMs,

74 bombs, 31 ASMs, totaling 2636 megatons. Of the 322

weapons down" 60 percent detonated on urban-industrial

complexes and 40 peroent on military targets. All weapons

were ground burst to maximize the fallout effeots.

172. Effeot on US Military Foroes. Approx1mately

513 thousand military personnel Were fatally injured in

this atrtacrc, Summarized below is the total damage to

seleoted oategories of military fa011ities in the US.

'Fep SaSfH3q'
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TABLE 22

DAMAGE TO US MILITARY INSTALLATION,:).

Number
InBtallat10nBCategory

Hardened Nat'l emd!ctrl

SAC HdqtB, Major
A~ Hdqts, Majol:'
Navy ;ma 14ar1M Hdqts, Major

teBM Lee
SAC Bomber Easea
other Aative AF Eaaes
Navy and l~rine Air Sta.

SAGE Centers
AC&lf SiteB
EOMARC Sites
Missile Master
MIKE-HERCULES Etrys
HAWK Etrys

Army, Major Troop Centers
Naval Sta., Shipyards, and

Bases, Major
I~rine Corps Eases

Air Logistics Depots
Army Depots, Major
Navy and Marine Supply Depots,

Major

NUclear Wpn Storage Sites

3

4
10
19

260
51
68
29

22
130·

8
10

130
36

26

10
14

18

146

10
o

2
o
6

27

Pe1lcent
Damaged

100

100
30
42

o
91
62
7

59
12
50
40
32
o

15

67
o

20
o

33

18

173. Major naval ships in CONUS ports sU.ffered damage
as followa,

TABLE 23

DAMAGE TO US NAVAL SHIPS

Total N'limber %of TotalNaval Ships Number llal:i1AAed Damaged
SubllJllrines

liK 19 14Cruisers 6 43.Destroyers 223 44 20Other Vessels 472 46 10

-!8P SEeMI'
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174. Airoraft destroyed or severely damaged in CONUS

are shown below.

TABLE 21!-

DAMAGE '1'0 MILITARY AIRCRAF'l' DEPLOYED XN~

Peroent
Totsl Numbel~ ot TotalMilltaty Aircratt
~ Damaged Damaged

Naval Aircraft (combat type) 873 89 10Marine Corps Aircraft (combat
420type) 0 0Strategic Air Command 1650 192 12Tactical Air Command 21f 63

~~Air Defense Command 718 349MATS
~4 83 35Air National Guard 1 4 278 26Air Reserve Foroes 436 66 15

175. The 10SS6S BUffered by the US forces as a result

of the Soviet retaliatory "attaok had no effeot on the

capability ot the Us Btrategic toroes to earlY out SUbse­

quent planned ·attackB. Furthermore, adBoming that national

political and military leadership had moved to hardened

and mobile headquarters prior to the initiation ot the US

pre-emptive attaok, the Soviet attaok oould not have

delayed appreciably any orderB to airborne SAC bombers and

Pol aria SUbmarines to deliver the Urban-industrial phase

ot the attack. The Soviet attack Was BUdcesslul in its

ef.rorta to eliminate or s,erioualy degrade US air defense

installations in the center ot the country, '~dJ thUS,

permitted the Soviet bombers, which had surviv"d the US

attack against their baseB, to reach their targets.

176. Effeots on the Civilian sececz-, As a result ot

this attack there wsre 92.3 million civilian caSUaltieS or

47 percent ot the total popUlation. ot these, approximately

46 million people were killsd immediately by blast and

another 17 million injured. Nat1on-wide fallout added

'l'8P BS6rufR, .
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another 29 million casualties, one third of w~om'_would die.

over all, Civil Defense Region One, comprising the north­

eastern portion or the US, suffered 27 million casualties,

or 77 percent. Since all weapons impacting 1n the US were

ground burst to maximize casualties from fallout, there

was a 21 million increase in casualties from this cause

compared to the First Gener~l War.

177. The Soviet retaliatory attaclc achieved a ;tevel

of destruction to US major ~ndustrial resources comparable

to that achieved in their total attack in the First General

War.

National Total

Large Manufacturing Plants

Processed Food & Kindred Products
Textile Mill Prcducts
Apparel & Other Fin. Fab. Goods
Lumber & Wood Products

Chemicals & Allied Products
petroleum & Coal Products
Rubber Products
Leather products
Primary Metal Industries
Fabricated Metal products
Machinery except Electrical
Electrical Machinery & Equipment
~ransportation Equipment
Instruments & Related products
Petroleum Refineries

TABLE 25

DAMAGE TO US INDUSTRIAL CAP~

Available Destroyed Indef-
Within inite1y or
15 Days unavailable

(p~rcent of Total)
17 53
43 57
35 65
61 39
52 48

·41 59
39 61
38 62
34 66
41 59
47 53

33 67
78 22
46 54
83 17

44 56

reF Bf!leltef
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The number of weapons down against urban-indus'trial

complexes was approximately the Bame in both wars, thou~

the megatonnage was greater 1n the Second General War.

However, as.a result of ground bursting all weapons in the

Second General War to maximize casualties, the damage to

factory type installations was not maximized. This tended

to offset any increaae in damage which might have been

expected from the highe~ yield of a number of the down

weapons.

178. Industrial capacity directly associated With

supplying military requirements suffered more heavily than

industry generally, again about comparable with the First

"General War, as shown by the following:

TABLE 26

DAMAGE TO US WAR INDUSTRY

Percent
of Total
Destroyed

Ordnance and Acces-
sories 76

Guided Missiles 45
Aircraft and Parts 67
Ship and Boat Building 70

Percent
of Total
Destroyed

Motor Vehicles and
Equipment 67

Communications Equip. 67
Electronic Tubes 51
Avgas & Tetra Lead 87

179. The effects on other sectors of the economy were

about the same as described in the First General War. Food

was available but processing and dis!;ribu;;ion would be

difficult problems to overcome in the short run. Transporta­

tion of all kinds would be available but the problem again

would be integration of partially surviving systems to fill

reqUirements. The increase in casualties, espeoially 1n

major industrial areas would undoubtedly csuse the recovery

from the Second aeneral War to move at a Slower pace at

least in the early post-war period.
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180. Government. Reorganization woUld be in1tiated

again probably on the local and state level, perhaps

reg10nally in Borne case8~ because of the destruction of

Wash1ngton, D.C., and the hardened naticnal control

centers. Roughly 20 state capitals sUffered one third or

more casualties.

The Total US Attack--Effect on the Sino-Soviet Bloc

181. The US responded to the Soviet ~tallatory

attack by attacking urban-1ndustrial and selected additional

military targets. On completion ot the total attack,

1ncluding the counterforce strikes, the US bad detonated

2618 weapons in the Bloo, with megatonnage distributed

as follows:

'TABtE 27

WEIGI!I' OF TOTAL US A'l"~ACK

In the urban-industrial attack, 88 percent

megatonnage was ground burst.

182. Effect on S1no-Soviet Military

apprOl!imatelY
f

total!. Damage

tol.10ws.

I
i'OlA[bJl OSD nsc
FOIA!bl3 - 42 Usc 2168 ("J ItI (el FRD,
iIltClllc cnet9Y Act 000

The

I
of the!

I
Forces~

USSR
COllillUllist China
European Satellites

S1no-SovLet Bloc military torces suffered

1.9milllon casualties, 24 percent ot the

to selected military 1nstallations was as

. No. of Weapons

'Pep asellJ39?
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TABLE 28

DAMAGE INFLICTED ON SINO-SOVIET l'iJ.LITARY INSTALLATIONS

Number percent
Total Damaged or Damaged or

Category Number ~yed Destroyed

ICBM Launchers 227 155 68
LRAA Staglng Bases

~~
29 98

lliAA Home Bases 1~3 100
Other Bomber Capable Bao8a 451 264 59Suomarine Bases 41 39 95MRBM Launchers 450 381 85
Of~ens1ve Flgh~er and

256Light Bomber Bases 2~3 91
All' Defense Control Centers 180 11 78

Major Naval Headquarters M 9 53Surface Ship Bases 56 57
Fleld Army Headquarters 30 28 93Troop Installatlons 713 366 51

39
50

82
15
63

66

Alrcraft Depots snd Maln­
tenance Bases

Army Materlel Depots
'Naval Depots

180 11+7
289 44

57 36

1\ I ~'------------ v f
DAMAGE INFLICTED ON, SINO-SOVIET COMBAT !AIRCRAFT

\ 1
Bomber/Tankers (Medlum anci, i

Heavy) \ 1300 5091
Tactlcal Aircraft \ ~340 46251

\ J
\ I
\ I

183. The combined US co~nterforce and ~ompoBlte attackB
\ i

against the Sino-Soviet Bloc military eAtabI1shments
\ I

drastically roduced the Bloc 10l1g range nuctear delivery
\ !

capability and sharply reduced t~e po~entlat of other

ml1ltary units through the widesphead destr~ctlon of military

bases and depots. The only 1mmedi~~e threak to the US was

the 26 SLBMs at saaj European and t~~ Fa~ ~~tern theaters
\ i

were threatened by some 450 survlvln~,~~ provlded they, .
\ j

could be mated with survivlng launch d4tesj Bloc ground
, !

forces remained largely intact} having\~uttered personnel
\ j

casualties of approximately 14 percent~ ~lfpercent in the, ,
USSR. This £orce would be a threat to US\kl11ee in Europe

~t
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and ASia, at least in the short run, but its effectivoness

was limited bY,the destruction of transportation facilities

and Bupport facilities.

184. The TotalUS Attack--Erfeots on the S1no-Soviet

Bloc Civilian Seotor. The total Bloc civilian oasualties

were 181 million distributed a6 follows:

Casualties
In M:1.l11ons

Fatautias
(

TABLE 29

CIVILIAN OASUALTIES IN SINO-SOVIET B!~

Total
Population

Soviet Union
Communis t Ohfnr,
Satellites

1"4
64
-&
138.8

93
93

-h!
187.1

213
702
~

1013

The total Sino-Soviet casualties 1n the Second Oeneral War

were 69 million greater than in the First G~neral War. In

part this 1s accounted for by an increase of 819 1n the

total megatonnage down; probably of greater importance was

the ground ~urBting of a large Share or the weapon3 in the

Second General War compared to only a few in the Firat

General War.

185. Effects on Industry. Major categories of

industry in the Bloc were damaged as folloWli1 ~

428P 8B8Rrl'i'
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TABLE 30

DAMAOE TO USSR AND COM:'lUNIST CHINA

INDUSTRIAL CAPACITY

AJum1num
13teel
Synthetic Rubber
Machine Tools
Earth Moving Equipment
Thermal Po"er

Looomotives
Primary Rail Yards
Port Faoilities
Motor Vehioles
Tires and TUbes
Liquid Fuel
Shipyard Repair

Airframe produotion
Submarine Construction

USSR
(percent)

72
66
74
63
69
23

80
44
42
77
90
72
90

94
90

Ccrnrnund.ab ChinaY
- (percent)

59
59

51

93

38
70
50
40
62

YThe blanks in Communist China oolumn indicate either no
known oapaoity or no aSsesament obtained.

The· above damage was somewhat leas than that ach~eved in the

First General War. In large part this was a result of the

majority or the "eapons being ground bursts rather than air

bursts--the latter aohieves damage over a wider area to

industrial type targets.

186. Despite the somewhat lower level or ddJ'lage to

plants, the status of the Sino-Soviet Bloo generally was

probably worse in the Second as oompared to the First General

War. The larger casualty toll meant that the total rabrio of

econom1~ lire in the USSR and Communist China, in partioular,

was more extensively disrupted. Access to facilities in

large areas would be denied for a period or two or three week~,

by heavy radiation. All errorts directed toward survival,

and subsequently toward rehabilitation would be les8

effective and the time required for reintegl'ation would

be substantially lengthened.
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187. '.rhe Net Effeots. As in the First General War,

the US strategic military posture would remain auperior to

that of the Soviet Union, although the US preplanned

reserve was considerably smaller. '.rhirtY-five ICBMs, 62

Polaris missiles, and 75 SAC bombers had neVer been

committed; this force could be aUgmented in time by SAC

bombers and carrier sircraft that returned from their strike

mission. By oontrast, the Soviet had immediately available

only 26 SLBMs at sea in conventional powered sUbmarines.

'.rhsre could be some small augmentation expected in t1ms as

a few bombers return home and surviving tankers ware

reconfigured aa bombers, a raw out-of-oomm1ss1on missiles

were repaired" and, perhaps, as a few surviving missiles

were reloaded in submarines.

188. In terms of net balance between surviving national

resources, it would appear the \)S had alEO come out better-_

though this must be considered in terms comparing levels of

tremendous devastation. Both sides suffered heavier

caSUalties in the Second General War. US casualtiea want

from 33 to.48 percent or the total papulation. and thoae of

the SOViet from 32 to 44 percent. Soviet phyeical plants

SUffered more heavily tnan those or the US.

'i'SP 88SFIE'1?
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D. TfIF. OUTCOME OF THE /lUCLEilR EXCHANGE
Tf!li: sECOND GENERAL wAR
ifOlrn!.'lJ "BMW ICBM F"Ol'lcE

.The US pre-emptiv~~

189. A US pre-emptive attaok against the Soviet "high"

XCBM force was not machine-gamed; however) rrom the

similarities in tnrgeting oertn1n oonolusions may be drawn

as to the approxi~te level of Bloo military foroes and

its oivilian sootor.

190. A most important differenoe in this oase versus

the "low" case would exist in the aotual s:1ze of the Soviet

strategio foroe surviving the US pre-empt. As a result of

the assumptions as to Soviet reaotion time, US missile

impaot sohedule, and the number of unkno~~ launohers, the

USSR would be able to launoh approximately 218 first .salvo

ICBMs and have available 114 reload seoond salvo missiles.

For oomparative purposes, only 195 ICBMs in' total survived

the US pre-emptive attaok in the "low" oase.

191. The inoreased requirement for US missiles to

attaok more soviet ICBM launohers probably would reduoe the

number soheduled agn1nst LRAA home and bomber oapable bases.

The timing of the first weapon down in most oases OOUld be

m<clntained, With the number of bombers surviving being

inoreased by only a relatively small number. There would

be a lowering of the damage expeotanoy to base faoilities,

and the result would probably be a greater rema1ning

oapaoity to support returning bombers.

192. Tile effect of increased demand for US missiles

to oover SOViet missils launohers would also substantially

inorease the threat to US and Allied theater ror-cee , The

targeting of all but 17 Satellite airfields would have to

-101-
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be allocated to theater foraes. While there were ample

foroes to do th~s task l in most cases the r~ghter-bombers

could be expected to arrive a few minutes to an hour or

more after the Soviet had received warning. The result

would be a sUbstantially larger number of the Soviet

fighter-bombers surviving than 10 the "low" aase.

193. Another matter of major aoncern to the US would

be the reduction 10 the number of ICBM missiles held in

reserve. Without reduc10g the expectancy of arrival below

that planned in the "low" esse, US reserve ICllMs would

have dropped from 64 to 22. The number of uncommitted

Polaris in eaoh case would have been the aame, 48 at sea"

en route to station. Any change to increase the reserve

would mean some increase in the weight of megatonnage

Which could be delivered against the US.

194. The outcome of the subsequent US urban­

1odustria1 attack against the Bloc would not have been

changed 10 the "high" case. All of the weapons were to

be delivered by SAC bombers, airborne at ths time of the

pre-emptive missile launch, and the Polaris syste~.

Howeverl Soviet total oasualties and, to Borne small degree,

damage to military and civiiian installations would have

increased ss a result of more total weapons down 10 the

USSR in the "high" as compared to the "low" case ,

The SOViet Retaliatory Attaak

195. Rather than analyze the different, results which

might aacrue from the "high" Soviet force 1n terms of the

specific number of additional missiles, the Committee

sought the same end by comparing the outcome if the

probability of weapon arrival factor were varied.

'iQP SE8"ffi3'f
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~~is approac~ serveS to emp~asize the series or. oritical

elements" other than the number ot weapon carl;t1ers Jl which

oan sUbstantially inf.luence t~e outcome. ~~e moat important

of the elements are Soviet warning time" weapon carrier

reaction time, US knowledge of Soviet strategic force

deployment, and successful implementation of a properly

timed attack. ~o illustrate the above and to obtain a

machine calculation of damage, t~ree sets of Sovie't

probability of arrival factors were established, whIch

resulted in th.. following number of weapons down in the US:

~ABLE 31

WEAPONS DOWN IN ~1lE US--~HREE CASEI!

ICBM
SLaM
Bombs
ASM

~otal

Case I

167
50
74
31

322 (2836 MT)

Case II

~~
53 .
15

173 (1273 M~)

case III

183
47

177
-£'!.
467 (3705 MT)

196. Case I is based on the calculated outcome of the

US oounterforce attaok against the Soviet "low" force.

Case II is to illustrate what t~at outoome m:l.ght have been,

for example, if Soviet warning systems had been less

capable than assumed, or the US had known the location of

more ICBM launchers. Case III is to illustrate the weight

of the Soviet attack 1fl for example, the Soviet had had a

larger ICBM force of it his forcea had reacted more rapidly

than anticipated.
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197. When app11ed aga1n.t the'US, m1l1tary and

civilian casualties were as followst

case I caae II Case III
(Million.)

M111tary .6 .4 .6
C1v1l1an 92.3 53.8 113.4

Total 92.9 54.2 114.0

Damage to major US industrial oategories ranged, in moet

1nstanoes, from roughly 40 to 50 peroent in ca'e II to

roughly 60 to 70 peroent in Ca'e III. A .im1lar range

ocourr~d with respect to damage to many ml1:Ltary categories ..

'i'8P SESnB3?
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OUTCOME OF THE NUCLEAR EXCHANGE
AS AFFECTED BY POSSIm;;; MODIFICATIONS
IN cRITICAL FACTORs

198. In this nuclear exchange, as that; in the First

General WaX'" the results portrayed could have been

sUbstantislly modified by changes in key factors. Of

particular importance VIOuld be those reflecting the

capabilities of Soviet forces to detect and to react to a

US attack, and the extent to which the US had precise

knowledge of the numbers and deployment of Soviet forces~

Theae elements were included in the preceding d:r..Bcm:sion ot:

the Soviet "high" force attack, to emphasize the potential

effects which might result from variations.

199. In addition, much of the discussion of the effect

of variations as they might effect the outcome of the First

General War also apply to this war, III par1.1cular, the

survival of an effective US national command and control

structure, to direct SUbsequent commitment of US forces,

would be of mu~~ greater importance in the Second General

War because of the nature of the Soviet retaliation--a total·

rather than a military attack. Even a limited initial

deployment of an effective ABM system to protect elements

of the Soviet strategic forces could also be e"pecially

critical to the success of a US pre-emptive attack.

'PeF BBeRM
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F. EFFECTS OF POSSIB,G!l CHANGES IN STRATEGY

200, It should be noted that each side could hnve used

alternative strategies or tactics 1n the ~.Ltuation portrayed

1n the Second General War. Two of these are discussed

below, one possibility on each side.

201. On the US side, it might heve been possible to

~eduoe the weight of the Soviet attaok by extending the time

between deoision and the initiation of the attaok. Within a

few hours a substantially larger number of SAC bombers

equipped with GAM-57s could have been ai~bo~ne and within

launching range of all Soviet staging bases and a number of

the LRAA home bases and ICBM launohe~s. The GAM-B7s With a

time of flight to ta~get oomparable to that of a Polaria

"missile could have augment~d the Pola~1S now schedUled

against these o~itioal ta~gets. ~esulting in a highe~

expectancy of destruction. However, there would be two

dangers 1n this approach. The Soviets might learn of US

intentions and beat t~e US to the punch by launohing th"i~

own p~e-emptive att,,-ck. O~ if the US did not have <'efinite

infomation on the timing of the Soviet atrbaclc whioh the US

was attempting to "spol 1 1l
, the longer interval of time would

~aise the possibility it mi@ht ocou~ bero~e the US fo~oea

were in place ..

202. On the Soviet side, it Would have been poasible

fo~ them to adopt a counte~fo~oe ~etaliato~ option. SOViet

p~eplanning of such an option would be based on a calcula­

tion that if the US should launoh a p~e-emptive attack it

would be counterforce. Even though they estimated that the

US would be suoceasful in deat~oying the bUlk of Soviet

st~ategic forcea, a token retaliation againat US milita~

would ~educe US milita~ capabilities to some extent, WoUld

JFBF 8:BSYI:B'i'
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satiafy national honor, and, most importarlUy, m:Lght aave

Soviet cities fr.om destruction. If SOViet forces had

largely been deetroyed, they wOUid probably have to pay t:or

their cities by acceding to unt:avorable terme in a ceaaa­

fire agreem~nt. 'ihile there are many imponderables in any

calculation ot: the outcome ot: a aeriee ot: political and

military actions, rea~t1onB, and interactions, the Soviets

might believe the riake in thia approach are outweighed by

the poaaibilitie" or eacaping wideapread devaatation to

their nation.

'Pep BBans'!'
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IV. OONOLUSIONS

203. As a result of these analyses, the Oommittee

was led to a number or oonolus10ns. It should be noted,

however, that determinations resulting from a gross

aggregate machine calcUlated study are neither conclusive

nor categoric, but rather are indications of the possible

magnitude of effects. The following conclusions are the

outcome of the Committee's analysiS of these effects

combined with military experience and judgment.

204. Oounterforce strategy. There are many problema

attendant to the implementation of a counterforce strategy

>lhich must be faced up to prior to making that decision.

With the force structures and conditions of alert postUlated,

SOViet leaders cannot hcpe to achieve decisive destruction

of US strategic nuclear forces._ This derives from the

comp~r1son of ~he large numbers or relatively invulnerable

US missile systems, >lith a smaller, more invulnerable Soviet

missile rorce~ However, it the Soviet leaders were conVinced

that a US counterforce attack waa 1mm1nent, they might well

employ such a tactio in a pre-emptive strike in an effort

to mitigate the weight of the US attack. They would hope

to save their cities by quickly Obtaining a cease-fire,

205. on the other hand, the US, again due to the

preponderance of its relatively auX'Vivable force, has

considerable flexibility in choice of strategy, Thus it

can employ a counterforce atrategy either in initiation or

1n reta11ation. However, with regard to the-use of the

coutiterforce atl;'ategy 1n a pre-emptive attack, the

Committee concluded that wh1le appea11ng, it is a highly

difficult form of attack to plan and to carry out, with'

high assurance of achieVing great destruction to the enemy's

..lfEJf' SHSftBlf
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strategic forces. In part1cular~ there must be precise

knowledge of the size and deployment of the enemy's forces.

There must aleo be a capability to destroy these forces

either before their launch or before they can impact.

206. Furthermore, should the US ever contemplate a pre­

emptive cdunterforce attack, serious consideration must be'

given to the possibility that the Soviet retaliation would

not be cQuntertorce. For example, in the study, the

Soviets responded With a heavy urban~1ndustrial/military

attack. Had they sued for peace, 1mmediat~ly after the

launch of their missiles, stating that they had misinter7

preted US intentions and that they were recalling their

bomber forces, the US ~rould have found itself at that

time in a disadvantageous position. Though superior

militarily, it would have lost 45 percent 'of industry and

suffered almost 55 million casualties. The Soviets, even

though admitting defeat, would have lo~t only Bix percent
, ,

of their indus,trial capability end suffered only five and

one~half million casualties. Under these circumstances

it would appear that the US could not have accepted such

overtures tor peace, but would have had to launch a

composite attack against the Soviet Union, even though

this might have placed in Jeopardy additional US lives

and property.

207. To have any hope of success in limiting a

nuclear war, the credibility of a counterforce strike must

not be eroded by e££ects that could cause the en~uy to

misconstrue the designed pu~ose. Civilian casualties

must be held to a minimum by programming weapons so as to

minimize fallout. This is a difficUlt probl,em to deal With.

In this study, despite considerable care in targeting, for

example, ground burst warheads were used to attack a few

dilGP :8:iSSllB':E'
iilE2'!liilIC'llRD R'Vi:.\ -109-



r; -:

~:~EP,~6~~ED ArT~~ATlONAlARCHIVES
:=",,0 _

'fBI' BBSFlEi
RBS'iF:RI8'F.BB B1tl'1J:

hardened nuolear storage sites, and because of wind direction
7

resulted 1n heavy fallout on Moscow.

208. Deciaion Time, T1m1ng of a deciaion as to the

US response to a Soviet attaok can be delayed for a period

without 8E;rioualy affecting the outcome Ot' the war. US

hardened ~Bsl1e8 appear to have the capability to ride out

a Soviet attack and US alert aircraft are airborne on

\'laming. However" to achieve max1mtun effectivenesB of

the US cOUnterforce attack to be delivered by miBBileu and

US theater forceB, it muBt impact on Soviet military

targeta aa SOon as Possible, The timing of deciaion as

to sUbsequent attacks becomes critical in a short period

of time" if the maximum capability of' airborne US aircraft

16 to be reali~ed. For theater fighter-bombers this oould

be about one hour; for SAC bombers this would be several
hours .

.209. Reaerve Poz-cee , The retention of a reaerve of

aurvivable weapon ayotema aUfficient to implement an

urban-induotrial!military attack is required under all

conditions to ensure that the US ia never placed in a

position of military inferiority in a nuclear war. For

example. if the Soviets were to strike SAC bases in a

aurpriae attack, uaing SLBMa, then deatroy BMEWS, and

ohortly thereafter launch ICBMa againot urban-industrial

targets 7 the US might have assessed this as a countertorce

attack on the baais 01' the obaerved resUlts or the SLBM

attack. A US counterforce reta11ation could then rind

the US With the majority 01' ita bombera destroyed, most

of its miasiles 1'ired, and many 01' ita citiea and induo­

tries in "ruins. 'lhe Soviet Bloc .. by oomparison... would

have experienced relatively little damage to ita population
and economy,

""'£1&1' BEenE'!
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210. Fu~thermo~e, essent~al to the effective

employment of a ~ese~ve fo~ce is the capability to

rapidly assess damage and to locate n..:::w ta,rge'tisol the

destruction of whioh ~e essential to conolude the war.

211. Ocmposition of Theate~oForoes. ShoUld the US

seek a strategy whioh allows a pause fo~ negotiations

between ths counterforce attack and an urban-industrial

attack, the composition of the theater foroes should be

ohanged. At the present t~me the majority of theate~

nuole~ forces a~e exoeedingly vulnerable. They must be

employed on outbreak of hostilities or be loot on the

ground. If they are released for an attack at the time of

a US missile launch" in some cases they will not arrive at

their targets for two or more hours; whereas the total

missile attaok would have been down on the enemy in less

than ·an hour. In these circumstances" the pause between

the oounterforoe phase of the attaok and the urban­

indust~ial phase has not been realized. Accepting the

fact that such forces are essential for political" as well

as military reasons, the need is for forces which are

survivable and can be protected until such time as they

~e brought into action.

212. Net Evaluation. In summation, ~t appear's to

the Oommittee that unde~ the conditions of alert and with

the US and Soviet fo~ces as given in this study, the net

balance following a gene~al wa~ in 1965 would favor the US •

...!pElP SESREH!
~8!RI8TEB BATt -111-


