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COMMENTS OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF REGARDING 
POST NUCLEAR ATTACK STUDY II (U) 

1. (U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff have noted the subject 

study ~nd consider it to be a sourco of useful information, sub

ject to the cautions listed herein. 

2sP'- J.-lhe study focuses on major problem areas invo~ved in 

national recovery which are likely to cOnfront national poli

tical and military leaders following a strategic nuclear 
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exchange. In order to provide a basis for study of these areas, 11 
--------

three hypothetical nuclear exchanges, 

.. aq~~~simulation results, were used. It is emphasized that 

the hypothetical exchanges and simulation results 

are not themselves the focus of the study: they only provide 

the basis from which study of major problem areas involved in 

national recovery can proceed. 

l~There are, consequently, important cautions which 

must be observed in order to avoid erroneous conclusions when 

using the study. For·proper understanding, the study's prin

cipal obServations and response to objectives, as summarized in 

VOlume I, must be viewed in context wLth the assumptions and 

analyses contained in the detail portions of the study, 

Volumes II-V. The following are specific cautions: 
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a. TO the extent that any scenario used approaches •worst 25 

case• simulation results. it is useful in sharpening the 26 

focus of problem areas involved in national recovery. 27 
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c 
c. It was not intended that the study wargame theater ! 

7 ' wars or the tactical war at sea, assess the ultimate outcome 

of.conflict under any scenario utilized, nor constitute a 

definitive statement of the damaqe-i~flicting capabilities 9 

of the united States/USSR. The study is not a net assess- 10 

ment. 

4. W') The study results are useful under the 1971 scenarios· ll 

specified and for the assumptions and methodology employed. 13 
------

( 

--------------:-:--·-----18 of target systems. These factors, together with the quali

tative differences (political, economic, institutional, mone-

tary, and sociological) between the United States/USSR, 

determine the context within which PONAST II results Can be 

properly considered. Care should be exercised that study. 

Lindinqs are not employed out Of this context, and access 

should be limited to those persons having a genuine need to 

know. .. 
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ENCLOSURE 

OJCS DISTRIBUTION "B" 

Office of Emergency Preparedness (OEP) 

Central Intelligence Agen.cy (CIA) 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(Systems Analysis) (OSD (SA)) 

6. copies 

2 copies 

2 copies 

Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA) 2 copies 

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) 

Defense Communications Agency (DCA) 

Department of State 
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7 copies 

1 copy 

1 copy 
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(U) Although this JCS study involved the participation 

to£ QSD, OEP, CIA, DCPA, DIA, DCA, and State Department, with 

contributions from 24 other departments and agencies, it does 

no~ necessarily represent the views of the SecretarY of Defense 

or the heads of the other participating or contributing 

departments and agencies. 
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PONAST li 

EXECUTIVE SU~~RY 

1. ~ Objectives. The obje~tives of fONAST II, which 

examined the effects of simulated strategic nuclear exchanges 

between .the United States and the Soviet Union assumed to have 

l 
l 
3 

4 

5 

t.aken place in January 1971, were: (a) to assess' the capability 6 

of the US and USSR to survive, continue the· conflict, and 

recover; (b) to provide a basis for improved US planning to . 
enhance survivability, recons~itution, and rehabilitation in 

the event of nuclear war; and (c) to continue the development 

of the analytical procedures for this kind of study. The 

response to these objectives follows: 

a. Capability to Survive, Continue the Conflict, and 

Recover. In all three scenarios considered, each country~ 

National reco~ery would require the will 

;.,.) 

t 

ID 

to do so, and the absence of const~aints such as a breakdown 

of government or other critical institution. or constraints 

due to external factors such as continuing major ·Combat 

operations. Granting t.hese conditions, re~c:~ery to pre attack 
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The times required 1 

for recovery. which are presented.below, were dependent on ! 

the specific scenarios and recovery goals used in the study. 1 
b. Improved US Planning. Significant- improvements in· Us 4 

posta·ttack. posture following a massive nuclear exchange could 5 

be realited in the following areas: ! 
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'. 

y 

7 

! 

! 
!Q. 

ll 
g 
13 

!! 
15 

J 16 

!2 
18 

( 



' H 
'! 

• 

(2) New Dimension Achieved in Assessing the Effects 16 

of a Nuclear Attack. Both PONAST studies exemplify the 17 

application of a new dimension in the methodology by !! 

Which ·an in-depth analysis.of the gener~l consequences of 19 

a hypothetical nuclear exchange may be obtained. With 

the appropriate projection of the postattack economic 

ac~ivities and other long-term e(fects, which are possible 

with the applicable utilization of this new dimension of 

attack assessment, the resulting analysis affords a more 
. . . 

; .... 
meaningful understanding of the impact implications o{ ·· 

•• 
.,_., .. 

20 
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24 

a nuclear attack. This contrasts with the mere summation 26 

of the i~~ediate postattack status of casualties and 

fatalities and of the physical damage to critical resources . 
which generally has sufficed in the past. This new 

methodology provides a systematic analysis of the surviving 

capability for achieving recovery which in turn becomes 
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a new and meaningful assessment of the effectiveness of 

the attack itself· .. ·. · 

z. ~ Utilization of Studv Results. PONAST II is a com· 

prehensive case study which involved the par.ticipation of some 

31 US government departments and agencies. 

.! 
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·full analysis was made of Scenario A and partial analyses, for 1 10 

sensitivity purposes, were made for Scenarios Band C. This case 

study should provide-information which will be useful for improved 

US planning in the areas of survivability,. reconstitution, and 

rehabilitation in the event .of a nuclear !J,ttack. However, the 

precise numerical results, e.g. time. of us· and Soviet recovery, 

based on data inputs, must be tempered by the realities of the 

qualitative differences between our nation and the Soviet Union. 

These qualitative factors include the political. economic, 

institutional, monetary and psychological asymmetries existant 

between these two societies. The point to bear in mind is 

that while the results of the study accurately reflect the 

numerical inputs for damage and recovery, in actuality these 

numerical outcomes cannot be used to accurately predict the actual 

Tate and time of recovery in the event of a nuclear ~ar because 

of the great uncertainties that the qualitative facto~s noted 

··,·above. ·con tribute to· each. side·.'.s · capacity-. and, will- to survive ... 

continue the conflict, and recover. Thus there may be distinct 

constraints on the uses of the study_ for other than the stated 

objectives. As examples: conclusions are not appropriate 

.reg3rding the US/USSR strategic force balance, or regarding com· 

parative outcomes of str~tcgic nuclear exchanges in general. 

Addi~ionally, comparison constraints arise from the following: 
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a. Scen:~rio Liuli tation!i. The sccnariQ~ l'ftiJlloyt.•,J twu ).l·y 

assumptions--first, that the target plan:- 2 

(see page 2) were implemented, and second that t:he respective 3 

civil protection plans wen~ carried out. The impact of these .4 

5 

: ) 
( 

--- ·-------· ----..-.-,.::,.,.,..,:7""::~::-::-:=:-===..--r::-:::-==c:-:-::-=o:-----;-;-----(2) Soviet cities were evacuated in accordance with 14 

their civil defense plans for evacuation and shelter (which 15 

the US did not have) which reduced ·the percent of Soviet_ 16 

population fatalities compared to those of the US. !! 

b. Difficulties in Recovery Comoarisons. .!! 
(1) The recovery times are a function of the recove.ry 19 

goals selected. Those used in the study--replacement of 20 

all military losses on a priority basis and ~he restoration 21 

.of preattack per capita standard af living--were selected 22 

to provide a basis for testing the relative producing 23 

. poWer of the surviving economies. They were not developed 24. 

from a full-scale analysis of what the postattack military ~ 

··Situation ··would ··~equiY.e, WhiCh wcis· beyond· the· s·cope of· 

the study. Furthermore, although the civil recovery is 

stated in ·terms of-recovery to the preattack per capi~a 

. 2~ 

27 

28 

standard of living for each country, its achievement 29 

does not provide a direct measure of national economic ~ 

~trength, rather it reflects only that part of relative· 31 

'· 
X 
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national economic strength -which ·the standard of livi~g 

constitutes. Al~o. this criterion does not reflect the 

l 

! 
·pTeattack Uiffcrcnces in standards of living or the dif-· 3 

ferences in number o£ survivors. 4 

(2) As Stated earlier, economic comparisons between i 

the US and USSR 3re .. difficul t .be.ca~se of the fundamental ! 
differences in the c~~nomic levels and in the socio- 7 

economic structures of the two count~ies and lack of 8 

comparability in the monetary values. Prior to the 9 

attack Soviet GNP was estimated to be about one-half ~ 

that of the US, per capita consumption was about one- 11 

third that of the US, and Soviet manufacturing capacity 12 
---·--- ···-·- .. 
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4. ~ sualif~ing Comments. As in any <.:a$e study, the 

above results are necessarily conditioned--by· the ·character· 

istics o! the scenarios and the limitations o( the assumptions. 

Therefore, direct comparisons of the inllicatcd_impacts on tht.: 

two countries arc not appropriate outside of the contex-t or 

1 

3 

4 

5 

the scenario limitations. The difficulties in.reco~cry comparisons! 

were disCussed above in paragraph. 2. While keeping within these 

qualifications, the following ·comments.~erived from the 

thr-ee scenarios studied seem warranted. • 

a. J:bpulation and Manufacturing Residuals. The survival 

7 

8 

! 
10 

rates for both population and manufacturing, in all cases 11 

where they were assessed, were for the Soviet Union 

than for the US. There was relatively less total nuclear 

weapon yield on Soviet urban/industrial areas and popula-

tion is more widely dispersed in the USSR. Additionally, 

the more advanced Soviet plans for evacuation and sheltering 

of their population were assumed to be carried out. 

.. .- '· 
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c. Recovery Times. The differences in recovery times 8 

between the US and USSR reflect not only differences in 9 

manufacturing losses but also some differences in estimated 10 

lead times used for war·industrv construction. 

As examples, the recovery · 

definition used does not necessarily require restoration of 

preattack population or GNP. Although the methodologies 

and data available for the determination of economic results 

are not sufficiently precise to provide firm quantitative 

comparisons between the two countries, the data and 

methodologies do represent the best information available and 

a substantial improvement over previous efforts. 

XV 

!! 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

( 

c 



~--

:· 

l 
I 

" 

--- MAJORITY POS ITlON 

1. (U) The PONAST participants are aware of thc· . .5hor_tcom~ _ 

ings, l~rgc and small, inherent in inter-country comparisons 

made in the study. It is UifCicult to reconcile the hasic 

geographic, demographic-, cul tur~l, governmental and economic 

asymmetries between the two societies. This dilemma is further 

aggravated by differences in intelligence informati~n and data 

bases. Every effort has been made to enumerate factors which 

qualify the results and comparisons in this case study. Dif

ferences have been considered and discussed, and excursions 

widely made, with the findings presented fully in the report. 

Except for Systems Analysis, all members of the Planning Board 

believe the presentation of information has bee_n properly ex· 

plained and adequately safeguarded to forestall misinterpreta· 

'tion. 

2. ~ With regard to the attacks used, these were stip· 
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14 

ulated as inputs to the study. The effort and detail which woulU 17 

be ~nvolved. in generating mafOr -modificatiOns to the SlOP and to 18 

the RISOP in order to conduct further exc~rsions in addition to the 19 

interactive dynamic simulations, were beyond.the scope of the. ~ 

study. Further, .are the most detailed and -----· authoritative general war plans avai~able, which were estab· 

lished by the Terms of Reference as a valid and reasonable 

point of departure for a study of this type. Also, the 

assumption~ used in examining the effects of the evacuation 

and shelter programs were based o~ the carrying out of Soviet 

civil defense plans ~hich exist, while the US had no such 

plans. 

3. (U) The variance in standards and availability of 

economic information on the US and the USSR, and the other dif· 

ferences, which preclude full and balanced analysis, rendered 
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UtlCLASSIFIW 
comparable measures of recovery in terms of absolute national 1 

econOmiC strength· unattainable·. ·Fully accepted ~crm.s .of .ab- 2 -. 
solute economic comparison between the two systems elude 3 

scholarly search even in the peacetinie environment of an era 4 

of detente. Meaningful indications of general economic 

c:apabili ty amenable to contrast, such as manufacturing capac- 6 

ity, were examined and set forth in order·io provide whatever 7 

insights possible. 8 

4. (U) The use of case studies for comparing the impact of 9 

a nuclear exchange on the United States and the Soviet Union ~ 

I 
was started in the 1950s, at the behest of President Eisenhower, 11 

by the Net Evaluation Subcommittee of the National Security !!. 
Council chaired by ADM Radford. The necessity to improve 13 

comparability of the analytical procedures was recognized then, 14 

and in that same tradition has been the ·subject of great con- 15 

cern and effort in the conduct of both PONAST projects. Those· 16 

agencies which have participated in all of these studies are !! 

·fully cognizant both of the limitation of the case study ap- 18 

proach and of the improved -comparability of-the results. 19 

achieved. 

S. (U) The analytical discipline imposed by the effort to 

achieve meaningful comparability has been a major c_ontributing 

20 

21 

22 

factor in the improvement of the case study techniques used 23 

·on both sides of the analysis. ·Also the o.mission of compara- 24 

tive results from the study would leave the reader of th~ 25 

report the laborious task of collecting and sorting.data from 26 

differing sections of the study in order to make his own com· 27 

parisons. This could be highly frustrating and well might 28 

result in compilations of comparative data containing signifi- 29 

cant amounts of error. Furthermore, such comparisons by 

persons unfamiliar with the study would be unlikely.to con

t~in the proper caveats anU qualifications. 
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Ut~ClASSIFI£0 

6. (U) It is thc.majority position th"at continued improve-

ment of military and economic science in this area and the 

search for sound public policy is best served by publication 

Of the comparisons, despite their recognized limitations. 

1. (U) In addition, the CIA emphasizes that the conclusions 

·are miSleading if represented as reflectinJZ relative. 

capabilities for inflicting economic damage. Both the US and 

the USSR are capable of inflicting more ec~nomic damage with 

a different target plan. Also, they stress that while the 

imbalance in the information available on the US and USSR 

preclude full. analytical symmetry, the majority of participants 

do not believe that these shortcomings vitiate the conclusions 

of the study or render the international comparison meaningless. 
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(JJ SYNOPSIS 

VOLUMf 

FOREWORD ! 
2 

PONAST II is th'e secoml Post ti,uclear ~ttack Study prepared 3 

~y an interagency study group in response to requests by the.Joint 4 

Chiefs of Staff. PONAST II, like PONAST I (October 1968), examines ~ 

~oth the survival and the recovery prospects of the United States 6 

;~.nd o£ the Soviet Union. The analyses include the potential for 7 

continued military operations following a nuclear exchange in a 8 

hypothetical general war between the US.and its Allies, and the ! 
Warsaw Pact nations. The PONAST 1 and PONAST II wars were assumed 10 

to have taken place in the 1966 and 1971 time frames, resp~ctive~y. 11 

The hypothetical nuclear exchanges used in the studies (two in 12 

PONAST I and three in PONAST II) were based on the then current 13 

vs the !! 

The principle differences between the two studies grew out· 

of two major changes: first, a substantial increase in the USSR 

15 

16 

17 

nuclear striking power; and second, an increased US recognition 18 

of the potential of the Soviet civil protection programs. 19 

•.. ~----------------aa~-.~2B~;z~~~~-~=-~··~"*ai"i=-=&i~.-.. ~~~~·Ju 22ol .. ;.. *S e"'5t'rl" ---·-

=- -·. 0 m m' .. , 3ttiR::J 

• 

(U) ORGANIZAT!O~ OF THE REPORT 

PONAST II is presented in five volumes, each with 

observations. appendices, and annexes as appropriate. 

Volume I is a summary of the entire study. It a1so inCludes 

26 

27 

28 

29 

~ 

31 

direct comparisons of the attack impact on the two nations and the 32 

principal observation,s from the study. 33 

. '· . --· ' .. 
xxi 
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UHCLAS.S!FiED 
Volume 11, l•n:attack ~1ca~;aHcs, ~cscribcs the hypothcth:al 

preattack buildup, based primardy on the. Juini. l:hicfs of Staff 

Exercise HIGH HEELS 1971, that was used in the two scenarios which 

invo"tved a crisis escal3tion. ·This provided a rationale for.· 

identifying the location and- state of readiness of military and 

civil personnel and resources at the time of the nuclear exchange. 

The scenarios were not intended to be predictive;·but only to 

depict not-unreasonable sequences of events which could have pre· 

ceded a nuclear exchange. A third case· •• which involved a surprise 

attack on the US, did not require a preattack scenario. 

Volume III, National Survival, presents the results of the 

attacks and the sUrvival prospects for both the US and the USSR. 

It covers the time period up to about six months postattack. This 

volume uses the past tense in presenting those attack results 

which are based exclusively, or primarily; on damage assess~ent. 

The subjunctive mood is used for those discussions which are 

deduced, or are primarily conjectural, or which clearly would 

occur after the survival period. 

Volume IV, National Recovery, covers the analysis of the 

·prospects for recovery for both nations and presents a "recovery 

plan" for each. Recovery, as defined, has two corriponents; one 

··-relates to military strength, the other to the. standard of liying 

of the surviving civilian populations> It covers a time period 

from about.six months postattack until recovery is achieved. 

Volu_me V. Methodology, describes the sources, models, and_ 

analytical techniques used in this· study. Emphasis is given to 

those innovations and substantial improvements in methodology 

developed and used in both the US and USSR civil analyses for 

this study. This volume is intended for those who may be 

involved in follow-on studies, and those who need specific 

details as to how this study was conducted. 
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A. (U) BACKGROUND 

VOLUME I 

SUMMARY 

PART 1. INTRODUCTION 

! 
2 

! 

• 
The second lbst Nuclear Attack Study (PONAST II) was 5 

initiated in April 1970 by directive• of the Joint Chiefs of 6 

Staff as a successor to FONAST I, which had been c~mple~ed in 7 

1968. The Chief of the Studies, Analysis, and Gaming Agency 8 

.(SA~) was.designated as the Chairman of·~he PONAST Planning ! 

Board and the senior representative from the Organi~ation of 10 

·the Joint Chiefs of Staff. At the in·;iution of the Joint ll 

Chiefs of Staff, tho Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD); 12 

Office of Emergency Preparedness (OEP); Defense Civil 13 

~eparedness Agency (DCPA), .formerly Office of Civil Defense; 14 

Defense lntelligence Agency (DIA); Central ·Intelligence Agency 15 

(CIA); Defense Communication Agency (DCA); and Department of 16 

State constituted the Planning Board membe.rship. The study 

was produced under the general direction of the Planning Board 

by.a Production Committee with representation from OEP, DCPA, 

17 

18 

19 

DIA. CIA, DCA ("'J.lCSSC), the Military Services, and the Organization !E. 

of :the ~oint Chiefs of Staff (J-3, J-4, and J-5). The Production 

Committee was also chaired by SAGA. Additional contributions to 

the study were made, through established OEP channels, by Some 

24 other departments and agencies· Of the Federal government. 

21 

22 

23 

24 
I 

Several supportive analyses were made by DCPA research contractors. 25 

B. ~ OBJECT! VES •• 
The objectives of FONAST 11 as stated in the Terms of 

Reference*• ~ere as follows: 

;·------
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• Assess the capability followlng·a strategic nuclear 

·exchange of the uS and the USSR to surviv~, :co~~tnu_e the con

flict, and recover. 

• Provide a basis for determining wha~ 1~S~fo~s .. S~~ld _be·· 

taken to "enhance survivability, reconstituti_on .and_ r.ehabilitation 

Of the US in the .trans-attack/postattack __Pe.r~~d •. placing major 

emphasis upon US civil/industrial reconstitution and the 

associated-military requirements. 

• Continue the development of the arlalytical procedures 

for post-nuclear attack study. 

C. KEY STUDY INPUTS 

1. ~Attack Plans and Scenarios. An effort was made to 

1 

2 

1 
4 

5 

6 

7 

! 

! 
!!!. 
11 

12 

model the probable course and outcome of a strategic nuclear 13 

exchange in -a general war between the. US ·and _!.JSSR, should one 14 

have occurred early in 1971. Prcatta~k actions, incluc.linl-! the: 15 

deployment of military forces and movement of civil populations, 16 

were based on existing doctrines and capabilit_ies _of the two 17 

nations, as best they were known. 18 

( 

• 

·---------. 
It does not represent a judgment as to the 29 

likely courses of attion the USSR might select. Weapon 30 

yields and ground zeros used for damage assessment in RlNAST II 31 

------· z 
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were those resulting from the simulations, ...;_ __ _ 1 

which, for the Soviets, were determined by·using the maximum 2 

of a range of estimated weapon yields. These damage assess- 3 
' ments took into account the latest information on us and 4 

USSR plans and capabilities for protective measures, such as ~ 

the Army Survival Measures Program and the civilian population 6 

prot~ction capabilities, including both shelter protection 7 

and Soviet strategic evacuation. Thus, PONAST II results are 8 
i 

~onsidered to represent a reasonable Jpproximation of what 9 

might well have happened Dad there been a nuclear war between ~ 

the US and the USSR in early 1971. 11 

b. It is axiomatic that improvements in the analytical 12 

state-of-the-art and better intelligence information would !l 

increase the confidence in the characterization of the com- 14 

parative impact of a nuclear exchange. · Also, had the con- 15 

ditions in early 197l·been signifiCantly different, the results 16 

of the exchange would have been affected. For example, altered 17 

national policies on US strategic attack objectives would have 
. ' -· i 

resulted in a different ~which might have directed the ! 

available US weapons to other target systems. This, in turn, 

could have increased the resulting damage.in some target 

18 

19 

20 

21 

categories, at a •tost"' of decreased damage to other categories. 22 

Siuiilariy, if the Soviets were not"able to evacuate muCh of 

their urban population according to their plans, their 

population losses would have been greater. 

c. &cursions regarding alternative population evacuation 

and shelter conditions in the US and USSR were conducted 

and results reported in the study. Attack excursions using 

alternative targeting philosophies were not made since this 

was considered beyond the terms of reference foT PONAST 11. 
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d.. It vas assumed that after the initial nuclear exchange. 1 

no further strategic strikes on either the US or USSR occurred. 

However. it was not assumed that theater wars necessarily 

terminated with the cessation of the nuclear exchange. 

Although these theater wars were not simulated as a part of 

the study, their implicat'ions are used as appropriate in the 

assessment of military residuals .as needed to 'specify the 

l!l&gnitude of the military and economic recovery requirements. 

e. Three differing conditions of t~ar initiation were 

2 

3 

4 

i 
6 

7 

8 

9 

I 
examined in IONAST II. The principal examination was Scenario ~ 

2. CJiJ Preattack c·Onditions. The key assumptiOnS-USed· for 

Scenario A are: 
----------

c. Worldwide US military deployments, including the 

mobilized ReServes, were adopted from the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff Exercise HIGH !!EELS 1971. 
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VOLUME I 

APPf.NUIX A 

.TERMS OF REHRENCl FOR PUNAST II 

A. (U) PURPOSE 

To conduct a Post Nuclcor Attack Study (PONAST 11). 

B. OBJECTIVE~ 

.. ' 

1. (U) Assess the capability, following a strategic,nuclear 

! 
1 
3 

4 

l 
6 

c.x.ch3ngc. of the US anU the USSR to: (1) survive; (Z) continue 7 

the conflict; and (3) recover.* ' 8 

2. (U) Provide a basis ·for dcterminiri'g what'actions could 

be taken to enhance survivability, reconstitution and rehabilita· 10 

tion of the US in the trans-attack/postattack period, placing 11 

major emphasis upon US civil/industrial reconstitution and the 12 

associated military requirements. !! 
.3. (U) To continue the Ucvclopment of the analytical 

procedures for post-nuclear attack study. 

C. GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS ANU GUIDELINES 

1. (U~ The study will draw from PONAST I as appropriate. 

14 

15 

!! 
17 

Where specific changes in assumptions or approach are used, or !! 

made, they will be so identified. !! 

2. ~The following specific assumption differs from 

PONAST 1: The analysis of postattack conditions in PONAST II 

is limited to US/USSR, but will take in,to account as appropriate 

·assumed levels of support from, and ~emands by, their allies. 

··D. r./J SCOPE 

·rhe study will address the following broad areas: 

1. · ~ At-tack Phase. One bas-ic• game c.ise ·will be played 

20 

21 

22 

!l 
24 

25 

~ 

_____ u_s_i~g th~- appropriate .. __ This case will be a ____ _ 27 ___ ) 
'. 
' 

1For det1n1t1ons, see Annex A. For guideposts in assessing these 
terms. see Annex B. 
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Tl\e study will cover only the US/USSR civil/-inUutttr!<Jl 

f.ecoristitUtio.n." survivability· and· r-ehabtiitatiosl ·efforts arid 

the military requirements relating thereto. 

~z. ~esic.luals. ·Residuals must· be examined in order- to 

asSess civil/industrial agencies insofar as popula~ion, govern· 

ment-- continui-t.y. (both.munic:ipal and national), local,. civil, 

_viability,_ production capacity and institutional capability. 

An analYsis o£ non·military activities in o_rder to determine 

those actions and areas requiring military 'Support is necessarr. 

1 

·2· 

~· 

7 

8 

9 

This also will furnish a judgment for the size and effort required 1~ 

by the military--assistance forces. -Included in tbis analysis 11 

will be the a~sessment of items such as requiremen~s and 

c.ffectivcness of various civil defense measures, military support 

of civil authority, construction, tra11sportat~on, uedical 

services, the Command, Control, anJ Communication (C3) system, 

reConnaissance, logistical -r~constitution, population survival 

12 

13 

l4 

15 

16 

and will, military/industrial residuals, and natioual resources 17 

available. !! 
3 • ..J,Iii'rRehabilitation. The immediate task facing a nation 

after a nuclear exchange becomes national survival, reconstitution 

. and rehabilitation, while continuing any rnilitary·operations· 
_, 

essential to national survival. 

In the areas of production, manpower anJ constrta~tion, 

determination will be made as to the Jcgrec to whicb milit;~ry 

forces·can be augmcnteJ by surviving military reserve5 an~ 

population. The support that reasonably can he expected from 

the residual and reconstituted industrial capability will be a 

pr~me con~ideration. Socio-economic variables such as the 

psychological impact of a nuclear attack must come under close 

sc~tinr. 
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Some variants, which should be examined, are ecological 

and biological factors from fallout and other attack ~f£ects, 

population warning and shelter utili:tati_o_n an~, imp,roy~.m~~pts '!f 

planning factors. 

4. ·~Survival Enhancement. Based on- the ,.r,es.u_l t_s, ~t the 

. study, the .final report shal~ .. include comments and. identify 

possibilities to enhance survivability, re_cons.titu_tio~ ~d 

· rehabilitation of the -US in -the- trans-at;a~k ap.ei p_ostattack 

period and the military requirements related thereto. 
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ANN~X t. TO 
.. •. _ ... - ~-. · .. 

APPENDIX A 

' DEFINITIONS OF PONAST II OBJECTIVES 
·• .. ... -.. 

A. (U'J SURVIVAL· . '. 
Definition:· An al,il-ity to maintain th~-~~~ic physical. 

bioloRical; ~oci~J an~ cconomjc needs so that the remainin~ 

society is_a.blc to funCtion. as a cohcsi,..e. cntity.upon which 

recovery can _be based and improvcJ • 

B. (U) CONTINUE TilE CONFLICT 

Definition: An ability to JefonJ the US/USSR or, if 

required, to'conduct military operations essential to national 

survival. 

C. (U) RECOVER 

• Definition: The remaining society has ·the capability 

to grow toward a stable $OCial. economic and technological state 

compatible with prcattack values. 
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ANNEX B TO ! 
APPENDIX A 2 

PONAST II GUIDEPOSTS ,! 

~The_ follow_!ng gUideposts will be used in order to assess 4 

the- capability, following a strategic nuclear exchange, of the 

tis and USSR to: 

(3) recover: 

(1) survive, (2) continue the conflict, and· 
. ·:·--

1. Revive, redirect,. and maintain produ~tion and service 

capabilities as necessary. 

2. Provide a standard-of living that is adequate for survival, 

perhaps austere, but, where essential requirements do not con· 

flict furnishe·s goods and services which provide incentives 

and facilitate stabilization. 

3. Mai~tain or expand essential government services and 

~ther institutional capabilities: 

4. Support the residual-military forces through the post

·campaign phase. 

5. Rebuild military forces and weapons systems and 

reconstitute the capability to support them.* 

6~· ·Expand or convert .i:ndU:strial· capaci_ty as required.** 

• 

•The init1al test for t.his guide.Post is the feasibility and 
the time required to rebuild the military to pre-war levels 
and composition. 

••Evaluate, as feasible,.·reasonable tradeoffs among competitive 
demands. 

. '· 
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d. A 10 percent spontaneous evaCuation had occurred from 

US cities of over 100,000 by 5 January 1971. 
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8. RECOVERY 

1. (UJ Approach. The analysis of ~~ recovery is intended 

to ascertain whether the US could recover from a nuclear 

attack of this type and magnitude and, if so, how rap~dly. 

The problem of US economic recovery is so complex that the 

variety of possible, even plausible, recovery plans is virtually 

unlimited. The question of whether the US could recover is 

answered by the development of a feasible. plan which, when 

applied, is found to bring recovery. Its application also 

establishes an outside limit on the time required for recovery. ~ 

Significant shortening of the time requirement- by means of an 1 7 

alternative feasible plan would be unlikely because any differences!! 

would probably be within the limits of the uncertainties covered 

by assumptions in the recovery plan solution. 

•• t '-
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B. ON POST-t:UC!.E~R .HHCX ANALYSIS 

1. (U) Introduction. In order to respond to the third 

27 

28 

study objective "to continue the development of the analytical 29 

procedures for post-nuclear attack study" the purpose of such 30 

analysis must first be established. This indicates the 11 
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L~!ClASSIFIC. 
direction that the pattern of analysis must take and provides 

the frame of reference for identifying progress in its 

~evelopment. The common purpose of the two- PONASTs has beep· 

to illuminate the postattack implications of the hypothetical 

e~ecution of the then current ----~-a track plan_s. For 

this purpose, a .pattern of analysis has emerged, improvements 

in analytical techniques have been developed, and the areas 

are identified where improvements are needed. The foregoing, 

together with the need for continuity of effort, are discussed 

in greater detail in Chapter V of Volume V, and are summarized 

as follows: 

2. (U) Pattern of Analysis. The following discussions of 

the approach, scope, and participation shows how the surviving 

national strengths are assessed. ·rt also .sheds light on the 

possible role of such analysis in nuclear contingency policy 

development. 

a. Approach. The basic approach consists of testing 

the capability of the residual elements of national strength 

to meet the national objectives. Th~ elements tested 

include population, government, military forces, local 

viability, and production capability including manpower. 

physical resources, institutional f~bric, and psycholo~Jcal 

state of mind. The test consists of a check as to whether 

any element of national strength was so weakened as to 

threaten forced termination as defined in PONAST I or to 

jeopardize the national capability to survive, continue 

the conflict, and recover as defined in PONAST II. To 

apply this test through time, it was necessary to·make 

assumptions. especiallY where human···b·ehavioral responses 

were involved, ~o permit the application of quantitative 

test measures. This introduces a conditional and uncertain 
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element into the detailed prognos_is of survival and recovery. ! 
b. Scope. The significance and applicability of the 

findings of a study of post-nuclear attack capabilities 

depend in- part on the scope of the analysis included. 

Because of the limitations of the technique employed in 

the post-nuclear excha.ng.e theater war. gaming in PONAST I, 

and the omission of it altogether in PONAST.II, there was 

little ·or no test of the residual opposing military 

capabilities beyond their comparative size. Also because 

3 

4 

5 

7 

8 

9 

of the limited exploration of the reconstituted nuclear 10 

strike capabilities in PONAST I and because the examination !! 

of follow-on strikes in PONAST II was not feasible, the 12 

residual capability following a second strike were assessed 13 

only partially_ or not at all. The sec:qnd study added. the 14 

assessment of some long term damage ·not directly affecting 15 

survival or recovery as defined in the study. It was. not 16 

presumed, however, that this constituted the systematic 17 

assessment of those types of damage to population and resources 18 

that would contribute to a comprehens_iVe base for evaluating 

any reduction in damage attributable to an armament or 

-disarmament measure. PONAST I gave some limited attention 

19 

20-

21 

to the attack effects on the allies· of both the ·us and USSR, 22 

while PONAST II was confined to the analysis of the two 23 

principal powers. This left untested their postattack 24 

status rClative to the other world powers. (Further. the 25 

• small number of nuclear exchanges examined ritean~ that the 26 

study results did not reflect the range of possible attack 27 

designs necessary either to support an evaluation of the 

targeting represented or to reflect the range of attack 

hazards assOciated with the estimated current weapon 

composition. Nor are they sufficient to provide an 

evaluation of the weapon composition.) 
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c. Participation. TI-c sc.ope and balance of topic l 

treatment in such an extensive study as this is significantly 2 · 

affected by the relative participation of the various :! 

agencies involved. For example 1 the impact of the exchange· 

on the relative power positions was addressed only in the 

fir:st study.· On the. Qther b..and, the inclusion- in the 

second study of the examination of alternative civil 

protection programs and of the long range medical effects of 

radiation were made possible by the increased effort by 

DCPA in PONAST II. Also, in certain of the areas, the 

4 

5 

·~ 

7 

8 

9 

10 

topical treatment was relatively more comprehensive due 11 

primarily to the greater time and effort dcvotccl to them 12 

by e~perienced analysts from the contri,buting departments 13 

and agencies. Any move towar4 unifor~ity of treatment should 1~ 

be directed toward strengthening the understressed aspects 15 

of the entire effort. 16 

3. (U) Analytical Develcpment Achieved. There were numerous 17 

areas in which the analytical techniques used in PONAST II 18 

were more perceptive or more intensive, in ways that amounted 19 

---to improvement in techniques, over those used in PONAST I. 2CI 

They included the following. 21 

a. Preattack Events State of A£fairs. Concepts from the 22 

-------- and, where applicable, from the preattack 23 

scenario for HIGH HEELS·71 were used to fix both the 24 

preattack location (for assessment purposes) and the state 25 
• 

of readiness (which condition the effectiveness) of: (1) 26 

the military forces, including its command structure; (2) 27 

the President, his successors, and other primary elements 22 

o£ ~overnment; anJ (3) the population. 29 

b. Population Impact. Increased sensitivity to the JO 

local availability and use of blast and fallout protection 31 

0. f '. 86 
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Mas achieved on both sides, particularly for the USSR. This ! 

matkedly improved the basis for comparing of results. 

c.· Second~rv and Delayed !lealth Impacts. An improved· 3 

techniqUe-waS Used· to assess the threat--or--epidemics ·among 4 

survivors in 'sa.mpie" US-States an·d SMSAs. Also·, the assess· . 5. 

··me·nt· of 'IOiti--fer.m· co·nscqucnceS of -th.e-l~Ss-_th&~---l"et}\al !-

radiatiori exposures to US survivors was added :to the here- .7 

'tofor Standard which was merely an·assessment of the numbers 8 

of radiation casualties and fatalities. 9 

d-. Agriculture ·Impact; New criteria were introduced to 10 

improve the assessments of radiation effects on livestock, 11 

crops, and agricultural activity in the US. 12 

e. Local Viability, A procedure was developed on the 13 

US side for systematically establishing a date for each 14 

SMSA when production from surviving industrial capacity there- 15 

in reasonably could be assumed to become available for the 16 

national economy. 17 

f. Facility Damage. The technique for assessing the.. 18 

impact on the various facility categ(!ries was improved on !.! 

the us·'side' by t.iS'ing "expected" values as against "cookie- . 20 

cutter" values. This improveme_nt also increased com-

parability with the USSR summaries.· 

g. Self-Generated Production. A tentative estimate 

was develo.p-ed .. on. the .US .. side of .. the . total production_ by 

21 

22 

23 

24 

sector that could be expected during the first three months 25 
• 

--·-postattack on the assumption of a self-direCtion by the 26 

plant· managers· . 27 

h·. Service and Control. Insti.tutions .. -On t-he US s.ide, 28 .. 

5urvival assessment, though in many cases provisional, was 29 

used for the first time for many service and economic 30 

control institutions. 31 
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i."''· P'sY'Ch01o'S'ic.ll lnipac:t. Firs~ Use waS 'made of a· ! 
modified Delphi technique to obtain consensus views o! ! 

scientists and civil and military authorities concerned with 1 

nuclear attack problems on the force of v~rious basic 4 

psychological considerations on the US side. 5 

j •· Military Recovery Rcauirements.- For both sides, 

more comprehensive and systematically constructed statements 

were deVeloped of the military reconstruction requirements, 

as defined for the study, and of the requirements for 

current military support throughout the recovery period. 

k. Economic Caoacity. For the first time, an input/ 

8 

9 

10 

11 

output model of the Soviet economy was used in assessing it·s .!l. 

postattack production capability.~ Also the Soviet data base !l 

was improved. !! 

1. Recovery Plan Formulation. A principal improvement 15 

in technique on both sides was the full structuring of 

plans in sector detail for meeting the explicit recovery 

·requirements from surviving operable capacity plus that 

repaired or newly constructed as a pa.rt of the plan. This 19 

improved technique _afforded this study a sharper contrast 

between the alternative scenarios examined. 

20 

21 

m. Scenario Comoarisons. Instea-d of generating a full 22 

analytical treatment of all alternative scenarios considered, 

particular subject areas pertinent to key differences among 

two or more scenarios were selected for comparison ·in terms 
• 

of their implications for national survival or recovery . 

This avoided the necessity for a full scale treatment of 

·-any but the prime scenario. 

4. (U) Preparation and Develooment Required. Exrerience 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

from production of the two PONASTs and capabilities developed 30 

by the participants in connection with their respective nuclear 31 

I 
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cont~ngency preparedness obligations, suggest ways to 

significantly improve or expedite this line of analysis. The ! 
ones described below are divided between those which could he l 

~plemen.~~d at any time that such an analysis might be 4 

scheduled and those that would first require new developments 5 

in t~e state of the art, including some for which basic concepts 6 

remain to be established. 7 

a. Presently Achievable Measures 

(1) Study Ground Rules. Detailed ground rules for 

any future post·nuclear attack study should be dev~lop~d 

! 
9 

10 

in advance, covering at least the following: (l) delineation!! 

of the objectives, scope, and approach of the study, 

(2) selection of the prcattack scenarjos and weapon 

laydow_ns and the extent to which these can be drawn 

from currenttexercises and .,.ar simulations, (3) an 

adequately assessed and agreed summary o~ the nature, 

implications, and prospective execution of civil 

preparedness plans for the protection of the pop~

lations, ar1d ( 4 ~ the assumptions nOt implicit in 

~he_ f~regoing_ so~r~e_s necessary to fix the 

location and state of readiness of the armed forces, 

the government, and the population at the time of 

the nuclear exchange. 

(2) Sensitivity Analysis. Subject areas should be 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

!.! 
18 

19 

~ 

21 

22 

23 

24 

identified within the study for which sensitivity analysis 25 

beyond that provided by th_e•cases selected for study 26 

.could provide valuable insights.. As feasible, provide 27 

for inclusion of such sensitivity analyses in the study. 28 

(3) Current and Convenient Data Base. The following 29 

measures should be taken to assure the adequa'y of the JO 
• 

available data base. 31 
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(a) Maintain cu~rentness .of ;he US civil data base, 

including the geographical coding. all of which is 

now programmed except for surface transportation. 

The latter should be updated. 

(b) Maintain in the established FORSA files more 

exact information for crisis management scenarios on 

location of US military forces and equipment, permitting 

an automated selection of data for any particular 

attack problem. 

(c) Develop a procedure for ~apidly preparing a 

seetor capacity file for damage assessment reflecting 

DITT statements of total output for the sectors oi the 

1-0 table to be used. 

•(d) Develop an automated Soviet order-of-battle 

data base that can be processed without delay for 

any particular attack pattern. 

(e) Develop an improved Soviet industrial data 

base, particularly with respect to: plant location, 

capacity estimates, and product_ identification, 

particularly with reference to I·O sectors. 

(4) Assessment of Blast and Radiaiion Effects. Review, 

and select for use on both sides, the hcst suhstantiatcJ 

and most realistic procedur~-~ -~nd d~-ta--b-aSes· £0~ ··the·· 

assessment of the numbers and prognosis of blast and 

radiation casualties and fatalities. To the extent 

practicable, uniformity in analytical· procedures, effects 

criteria, and protection characteri:ation should be used 

for the adversaries, except as real differences exist or 

as greater and more meaningful detail is avai~able 

on the US side. 
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(~).Local Viabilitv Dates_.- ·Review. and improve the 1 

analytical procedures on the US side for establishing 2 

local viability dates. This should include considera.t-ion 3 

for ruling out use of the hardest hit areas unless the 

'cost of reconstruction is included in the Recovery Plan. 

The pO$Sibili_ty _of taking into account _the' i~pact of 

local viability constraints on Soviet production shou~d 

b_e considered. 

(6) Input-Output Tables. Develop the capability to use 

the most recent us I·O table disagr,regated to a level 

substantially beyond that of the 1958 table used in 

PONAST II. Incorporate into the procedure the use of 

manpower skill constraints in testing the feasibility 

of the elements of the recovery plan. 

4 

5 

6 -. 
7 

! 
9 

.!!!. 
11 

12 

g 

!! 
(7} Operating Assumptions. Review and agree to the 15 

myriad assumptions i~volved in the construction of the 16 

recovery production plans. Particular care is required !2 

in selecting the assumptions about the definition of 

recovery and lead time requirements for repair and new 

construction in various sectors. 

(8} Expedited Production Measures. In order to 

assure completion.o~ any future·study with substantial~Y .. 

less time and effort than ·required for either PONAST, 

but without loss of vital analytical sensitivity, various 

changes in the analytical effort should be worked out in 

18 

19 

~ 

_21 . 

22 

23 

24 

25 

•• advance, including: (1) development of a· precise agreed 26 

upon line of analysis. (2) Limitation of the report to a 

level of detail approximat~ng that of Volume I of 

PONAST II. except for points of crucial difference, and 

(l) confining case example comparisons to the topic 

areas where differences are expected to be significant. 

I 
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b. Lons Range Ocvclopmcnt ·in .thC' St~tc· or the Art 

(1) lmprov~.:fficnts o.trc ncc.Jcc.J i.n the rcliahilily anJ 

"···: ScRSit.iVity. a·r 'nU:.ClCa'i··wcajlOO Uamag·c:· flinCt.ions for 

resoUrc_es to . i~f;i~d~ Such.: fa-:5=io~i -=-~s--f~~,-~~u: fiicsfii~iti: --
(2) ·Development fs need-ed for iiiCieaseu- s"enSitiv i ty 

in t.he determin-ation o( meaSur'e:s required for community 

sUrvival in the early postattack ·peri'Od·:·k·· 

(l) Contiilued- deVelopment· of 'the -oep~;tment a·r· 

Defense Industrial Mobilization· Production Planning 

Program. instituted to support limited war production 

impact analyses, ~auld also greatly facilitate and 

improve the sensitivity of post-nuclear attack studies. 

(4) Systematic engineering studies of the lead times 

appropriate for repair and new construction in both the 

US and USSR economies would be nioSt useful in continuing 

any possible short range improvements. 

(S) Successful adaptation of multi-regional input-

output tables as constraints in postattack recovery 

analysis. would improve the rel iab i_l i ty of such analysis 

and provide direct insights _into postattack transportation 

requireme_~ts. 

nuclear attack impact should further improve the procedures 

of all contributing agencies for· survival and recovery 

analysis and, hence, would ahl those agencies in performing 

"thcit furictibns. Als~. tllci~·co)ttinucd joint p~tticipa~ion · 

shoul.J enhance rurthC'r the usefulness of the results to all 

concerned, as it has in the past. These responsibilities for 

dealing with the-contingency of a nuclear exchange will 

continue so long as the military capability for waging 

nuclear war exists. 
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