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PROBABLE WORLD REACTION TO CERTAIN
CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRAMS

THE PROBLEM

To estimate the world reaction to a major US shelter program phased over an
eight-year period and costing about $32 billion.

ASSUMPTIONS

1. The US Government would develop a strong information program that would

justify a national effort of this magnitude.

In particular, it would:

a. give intensive and extended publicity to the implications of nuclear warfare

for human survival; and

b. make clear that there is sufficient risk of nuclear war to warrant the pro-

gram.

2. At the same time, the US Government would make strong efforts to prevent

undue misunderstanding or alarm, and particularly to minimize adverse reaction
abroad by assurances-that the program did not indicate any significant change in
US foreign, defense, or aid policies, or any change in the US view of the likelihood
of war.

THE ESTIMATE

1. General Reactions. World reaction to the
postulated program would depend to a con-
siderable degree upon the world situation ex-
isting at the time the program was subjected
to Congressional and public consideration and
upon the nature of the public debate which
took place. The entire subject of nuclear war-
fare is technically complex and emotional-
ly charged; the debate would be reported
throughout the world, and many of the re-
ports and discussions would be over-drama-
tized and distorted, in some cases deliberately.

The US program would be quickly and vigor-
ously exploited by Communist and anti-Amer-
ican propaganda. '

2. Reactions would vary considerably through-
out the world. Of all countries, Japan is most
sensitive to developments respecting nuclear
weapons, and would be most alarmed by initia-
tion of the US program and by the publicity
which would almost certainly accompany if.

The peoples of Western Europe, conscious as
they are of involvement in the East-West
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struggle and aware to a considerable degree of
the nuclear threat, would also be greatly con-
cerned. On the other hand, countries such
as those in the Southern Hemisphere, far re-
moved from the probable areas of nuclear
warfare, would be far less interested. Other
nations in which the population is only dimly
conscious of the irnplications of nuclear weap-
ons would also be largely unaffected. The fol-
lowing paragraphs, insofar as they describe
reactions in a general way, must therefore be
read with these distinctions in mind.

3. Reactions would also vary over time. As
described below, we believe that the initial
impact of the shelter program would be great
throughout many areas of the world. With
each annual Congressional presentation there
would be some revival of the matter. Never-
theless once the program was established and
its implications understood and digested, it
would tend to recede into the background of
interest. Moreover, it is to be expected that
during the next eight years many disclosures
of the nature of nuclear warfare will be made,
and many developments will affect popular
ideas of the likelihood of general war. Thus
some of the reactions described below ‘might

el OCCUT in any case, though in a different con-

text from that indicated by the proposed pro-
gram. :

4. Reaction among the Major US Allies. The
initial presentation of a program of this na-
ture and magnitude, however qualified by the
Administration, would almost certainly gene-
rate a good deal of alarm and confusion among
the general public in allied countries. Some
influential groups would interpret the pro-
gram as indicating that the US-had lost faith
in its alliances, intended to cut its commit-
ments, and was preparing to retire into “For-
tress America.” Others, particularly those
inclined to anti-Americanism, would allege
that the US, despite its protestations of peace,
had concluded that a showdown with the
USSR was unavoidable. Many would demand
that their own governments undertake a cor-
responding program. There would probably
be demands for more progress on disarmament
and possibly for immediately outlawing nu-
clear weapons. Extremists would claim that
the US shelter program furnished evidence

for the contentions they had long been argu-
ing: that US bases should not be allowed on
their national territory, that NATO was a
failure, that governments allied to the US
should renounce the alliance and make the
best. terms possible with the USSR.

5. Some of these views would initially be held
to greater or less degree in all allied govern-
ments, who would ask themselves why the US
should allocate to shelters such substantial
additional resources, which could have been
used for other defense purposes. They would
fear that the shelter program might be part
of a broader decision for American withdrawal,
and that the US had lost some of its con-
fidence that general war could be prevented
through the deterrent power of its force in
being. They would express these concerns to

the US Government. However, if the US gives™
the assurances described in Assumption 2, we

do not believe that they would be stampeded
by these anxieties or by initial popular reac-
tion. While elements of doubt would cer-
tainly persist and lead them to scrutinize

other American actions with unusual care, .

governments, as well as influential elements

of the public, would probably come to recog- -

nize that the shelter program, taken by itself,
was a defensive measure and did not neces-
sarily indicate any basic change in US foreign

policy or substantially affect the likelihood of -

general war.  However, they would be exposed
to strong popular demands for shelter pro-
grams in their own countries. They would be
likely to request US aid for carrying out such
programs, and if aid were not forthcoming,
they might divert resources from other defense
expenditures for use on shelters, with result-
ing jeopardy to the NATO defense effort and
its political unity.

6. The program would probably have an effect
on NATO relationships, particularly if it were
initiated at a time when there were unusual-
ly difficult and divisive issues before the
community. In such circumstances, the an-
nouncement of the shelter program would
tend to intensify already existing difficulties.

7. As time went on, the initial popular reac-

tions would almost certainly diminish, and the .

more emotional manifestations would tend to
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disappear. Some people might find reassurance
in considering that if the US thought such
a shelter program worthwhile, then the pos-
sibilities of survival in nuclear war might not
be as dark as they had previously supposed.
Some might even estimate that the US over-
all military position had been strengthened.
Any initial feeling that the program made the
US free to pursue a more risky policy, would
give way to a realization that even the comple-
tion of the program would still leave the US
exposed to vast destruction and danger, and
would not put it in any position to engage in
provocative actions against the USSR. De-
spite this tendency to see the program in a
normal light, it must be recognized that the
USSR and the Communists generally, as well
as other anti-American elements, would con-
tinue to make capital of the subject in their
propaganda.

8. If, despite the assurances given by the US
Government, the implementation of the shel-
ter program were accompanied by significant
reductions in US foreign economic and secu-
rity programs or commitments, allied reac-
tion would be substantially more serious. In
these circumstances the program would gen-
erally be viewed as foreshadowing a substan-
tial US withdrawal. Strong impetus would
then be given to third-force and neutralist
tendencies in Europe, to reconsideration of
existing treaty commitments to the US, and
to accommodation by some countries with the
USSR. As a result of these general tenden-
" cies, US base arrangements might be jeopard-
ized, allied defense expenditures reduced, and
the US diplomatic position seriously impaired.

9. Reaction in Neutral Countries. Among the
nieutrals, particularly outside Europe, a US
decision to implement a shelter program

would almost certainly reinforce the desire
In India, for example,

to remain neutral.

such a decision would provide a strong argu-
ment for justifying the role India has been
playing. Among the more sophisticated of
the underdeveloped countries, and particular-
ly those which have hoped for US aid in de-
velopment, there would be fear that a shel-
ter program of the projected magnitude would
in effect preclude the kind and scale of US
economic aid for which they had hoped. 1In
the larger number of countries which are un-
committed and outside the main stream of
international politics, there would almost cer-

-tainly be a reinforced desire to remain un-

committed; they would feel that it had be-
come even more desirable to keep out of the
quarrels of the great powers.

10. Soviet Reaction. The Soviet leaders would
vigorously exploit a US shelter program in
their continuing propaganda theme that the
US was preparing for a new war, and they
would utilize it in connection with other
themes directed towards US allies as ngl as
in neufral states.

11. Initiation of a US shelter program would
not in itself lead the Soviet leaders to con-
clude that the US now believed war to be

inevitable, nor would it be a critical factor —

in their estimate of US intentions. They
might believe that a completed US shelter
program would somewhat reduce the deter-
rents upon US action which are now exerted
by Soviet capabilities. Thus, the inaugura-
tion of a shelter program would help to keep
alive their anxieties over US intentions, and
they might become particularly concerned if
other US military expenditures or military
preparations were to have a simultaneous and
rapid increase. Even in this case, they would
not rely solely upon these moves as indicators
of US intentions, but would weigh all the
factors in the US military and political pos-
ture and in its world position.




APPENDIX

THE SOVIET SHELTER PROGRAM

1. Soviet construction of air raid shelters be-
gan in the late 1940’s and became a major
national program during the Korean War,
Since about 1951, it has been standard prac-
tice to build cellar shelters in most state-
owned housing. This program probably now

affords shelter to about one-sixth of the urban .

population, and this ratio will probably rise
to about one-third by the end of 1960. In
addition, there are shelters in factories and
public buildings, but no reliable estimate of
their capacity is available.

2. Although existing shelters were evidently
not originally designed for protection from
high-yield nuclear weapons, they would prob-
ably still provide considerable protection.
There are indications that the newer build-
ing shelters are of heavier construction, ap-
parently with a view to keeping pace with.
weapons yields. So far as is known, there
has been no construction of large under-
ground shelters separated from buildings.
The Moscow and Leningrad subways are evi-
dently intended for use as shelters, however.




"




