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THE OBJECTIVE OF IMPACTS RESEARCH. The Office of Civil Defense is

charged with the responsibility of provision of a system -o protect life

and property in the United States in the event of an eneyr attack. In

an era where such an attack may assume the form of a massive nuclear str!L..

at the American homelamr, the technological and organizational require-

ments levied upon such a protective system are unprecedentedl. The vast

scope of both the threat and the nation's response to that threat raises

two fundamental questions concerning the impact of the threat on the

American social system and possible respo0ses to that threat. These can

be suarily expressed as:

1. What are the possible and what are the likely consequences of

alternative civil defense systems for the American as an indi-

vidual and for his social structure and its values, institutions,

and functions?

2. What is the societal context into which alternative CD systems

wvould be introduced? What are the nature and dynamics of public

and institutional support, opinion, and information?

Research on the impact of Civil Defense on society must address itself

to the specification of these fundamental questions and to provision of

responsible answers within the constraints of available information and

methodologies. Where present information and methodologies are not adequate

this must be spelled out and criteria established for the development of future

studies as my be required. An innovation of the magnitude of a compre-

hensive Civil Defense program will have definite and pervasive consequences

for the individual as well as the larger society, as, indeed, does any

major effort on behalf of the public welfare. It will not be possible

to determine fully all possible and probable effects of the proposal,



introduction and implementation of a variety of alternative CD systems

with existing social science techniques and methodologies. But, within

these limits, some answers can be provided and the boundaries of our

ignorance delineated.

In addition to evolution of methodologies for present and future

application, impacts research has been concerned with a variety of sub-

stantive -inquiries. Some of these are listed below.

1. What is the nature of the public controversy tentered axv-"'

Civil Defense and related Cold War issues?

2. Provision of a general frame of reference for the specification

of the acceptance process of any major system innovation and

the application of this paradigm to Civil Defense.

3. What is the present perception of the American public of the

consequences of Civil Defense for certain basic personal and

social values?

4. What are the social institutions and vustoms upon which any

innovating federal program might have an impact of consequence?

What might be the impact of a variety of alternative CD programs

be on each component of such a check list?

5. What is the flow and dynamic of information and opinion con-

cerning Civil Defense and Cold War issues? Who are the opinion

influentials that may determine acceptance and support of a

program?

6. Are there ecological and socio-straxctural differences in American

society with regard to Civil Defense and Cold War issues?

7. Have there been any trends over time with regard to selected

CD and Cold War issues?



8. What has been the American perception of the threat and the

response to it to date?

THE METHODOL)GY OF IMPACTS RESEARCH. As comprehensive an endeavor

as the examination of present and future impacts of existing and possible

innovations for a complex social structure necessarily entails a wide

range and variety of methodology and associated techniques. Concepts and

approaches have been drawn from system design, sociology, economics and

r '""""'- and have been implemented via a number of specific

support technologies including statistical and computer applications.

The integration of this diversity has been effected in terms of the

relationrhip among elements of system design criteria with structural

sociological theory, especially in terms of Dr. Triri Nehnevassa's

Outcomes methodology. Part One of the 1963 final report, Civil Defense

and Society provides an extensive overview of impacts methodology.

Some specific techniques and their applications are listed below.

In addition to the social-science oriented modes of data collection and

analysis which comprise the core of impacts research, reference has also

ibeen made where necessary to "hard" data that comprise the "reality" of

nuclear war and Civil Defense programs.

Content Analysis. For a five year publication period, an extensive

literature search was made in professional and lay journals, books,

etc., to extract all major propositions and arguments bearing on

Civil D!fense systems, their implementation and postulated impact

on society. Specific propositional statements concerning Civil

Defense and its possible relation to American traits and values were

abstracted and codified. These formed the base of the opposition-

acceptance paradigm of the final report, Civil Defense and Society.



In addition to the examination of the available literature, an

ongoing compilation of news and editorial content of a number of

American newspapers i. being conducted on all aspects of Civil

Defense, the Cold War, and military technology.

Survey Research. The Data Bank of the Research Office of Sociology

contains some 400 study references and approximately 300,ooo ITM

punch cards from surveys containing material of interest to irpacts

research. In addition to OCD sponsored studies, this file includes

material dating back to the nineteen-forties from surveys conducted

by the Amerieawn Institute of Public Opinion, the National Opinion

Research Center, the University of Minnesota and others. This

material is essential for assessment of the direct impact of issues,

events and programs on the American public. The range and scope of

the date available permit a wide range of analysis both over time

and topic.

Historiography. The Research Office staff includes an historian who

applies the special techniques of his discipline in a variety of

applications, including the tracing of American value patterns and

the investigation of archival materials.

The final result of the application of the above methodologies is

to be a mapping of the American value system and social structure, for

the present and to some distance into the future, with regard to the

relevant stress elements that may pertain to the innovation of alterna-

tive C systems. Once identified, a variety of techniques will be applied

to specify the consequences of proposal, adoption and implementation of

CD alternatives into such system environments.



EF•'CTTMIESS. The report on Threat Perception specifies the

acceptability of the initial system goals of possible CD systems.

Perceived Effectiveness of America's refenses examines the effective-

ness attributed by Americans to past, present and future defense systems.

Once consensus has been established on the nature of the overall objecti'.:z

of a proposed system, the next critical issue for its adoption and

implementation is its capability to attain these objectivos. The very

nature of Civil Defense systems necessarily requires any judgement of

their effectiveness to be estimates. By the time any CD system would be

eperationally tested, it would be far too late to modify it. Ir such

a context, the effectiveness perceived by those the system is to rtvrvice

azsumes greater than usual importance. Not only are people unlikely to

s1ipport a system they think ineffective, regard-less of the "realites"

of the situation, but they are aaso unlikely to attempt to use such a

system, thus rendering it ineffective no matter what its ass'mmed tech-

nological capability.

Fortunately, Americans have, over time, had confidence 4r the defenre:

provi,'ýd them by their government. There appear to be no majur schizn:

in ae American social structure with regard to such estimates of effez ':,e-

ness. There also emerges a rather high level of realism in recent publlic

assessments of the nature of the threat and of what comprises wn effect.vc

response to that *,reat. Fallout is seen is the prime threat prsed by

the possibility of nuclear war and fallout shelters are seen as a viahle,

if not total, response to that threat.

Successful implementation of an innovative system must occure in a

context where it is felt not only that "sothing should be done" but aido

that "something can be done.". Generally, such appears to be the case.
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ABSTRACT

The public'e. opin1(n-l about the effectiveness of America's
deff-nrP.. hi,,e considerable impact on the implementation of an
effective civil defense systent. Attributed effectiveness was

examir-eP, the-efore, for effects It may have on public accept-
ance or civil defense proorans.

The analysif of defense Pffectivene•s included the public's

estimates of America's active defense capability; their esti-

mates of pas.sive defensp capability, entailing the considera-

tion of evacuation nrtroorss, shelters, warning time problems,
evaluation of local ci;,il defense programs, consideration of

the cost effectivene.ss uestion, and estimates of effective-

ne-,s of civil defense prograns against types of weapons'
effects. liecAuse of the r.rnwing importance in national pol-

icy planninV of the interactions between civil defense and
active defense systems, the need for an analysis of these two
in combination is quite clear.

Available public opirJhn on the above issues w'as specified for
various sample populations. This data was drawn from the Uni-

versity of Pitlsburgh's data bank which contains a collection
of Prpiricpl studies on attitudes concerninn civil defense.

The ý-crp of t0e analysis was the discrete identification of
these populations along such social and personal attributes
such a- education, neographical location, religion, age,
socir-economic status, etc. Within limitations of the data,
a trend analysi,. establishing the basic chronology of public
opinion on the major issues was provided.

The research supports the fact that the American public has,
nver the years, had confidence in the country's active
defense systemi and that it would be effective against enemy

A.ttack. Under close exaniviration, when defenses against
specific types of enemy meisures were evaluated, we found
little sirnificant sub-grou, differences. The majority of
people, no matter what their place in the social structure,

consider our ,issile and bomber defense to be quite effec-
tive. If a summary statement had to be made about low

estimates of rur missile and bomber defense capability, we
coulP say that they tend to be associated with: higher

levels of education, hicher 3ta;is occupations such as pro-
fessional, sales, and managerial; older age levels; higher
levels of perceived world tensions; and a pessimistic view
about chances for survival in people's local communi.ies.

I
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It should be remembered that any differences found are only a
matter of degree rather than direction nf opinion. The majority
of people conirer our missile and bomber defense to be very
effec ti ve.

In early studies, in the'50s, the piblic expressed little need
for civil defense when they thought an effective active defense
prooram was in existence. Recent data, however, show that there
is not a total reliance upon active defenses. And, in its place,
we find that people have realized a need for civil defense meas-
ures as companions to active defense programs.

Cnly a small proportion of the nation considered evacuation seri-
ou*4y, even duiring its era of relative popularity in the 1950s.
An important factor, obviously, is the reluctance of people to
favor any proarAn which entails leaving one's home, family and
familiar surroundings.

There in evidence to show that Americans feel that fallout shelters
enhance survival. The proportion of the population with this opin-
ion has increased over the years. Expressions of shelter ineffec-
tiveness in later studies tend tc correlate with higher levels of
education; no political party preference; older age levels; resi-
dents of large metropolitan areas; and, people residing in the New
England and Ntiddle Atlantic states.

By employinn more analytic variables in our examination, we found
that people who think survival chances, even if housed in fallout
shelters, would be bad, are more likely to be those who worry
little about a nuclear war; and, subsequently, feel another World
War is unlikely; feel that if war occurs, all nuclear weapons
would be used at once; expect less than fifteen minutes warning
time; expect certain or great local danger in case of an attack;
view shelters unfavorably; and, are reluctant to use shelters in
the event of an attack.

Examination of the warning time expected by the public revealed
that, over the years, people have increased their estimates of
the amount of time they expect.

There is some evidence to suggest that a sizeable portion of the
public has not been satisfied with the civil defense efforts in
their local communities. It is difficult to determine whether
this is a result of a lack of civil defense activity or whether
it stens from ineffective communication between local civil
defense officials and the residents of the community.

The public feels that something can be done to protect against
the secondary effects of thermonuclear warfare. Most people
consider fallout shelters to be one answer, as long as they are
far enough away to escape the blast effects. It appears to be
widely held that nothing much can be done to protect against
blast and heat.



I. INrRODLCrION

Since the advent of enemy nuclear capability, in 1949, the American
public has been aware that the prospect of war entails the threat
of a nuclear attack on its homeland. How much confidence does the
public have in the total defense system? Do they consider the sys-
tema effective? The answers to these and a number of related ques-
tions must be examined closely in the decision-making process asso-
ciated with implementing an effective civil defense policy in the
United States. For, differential levels of confidence in America's
defenses result in differing levels of popular support for the pro-
grams that comprise the total defense system. The examination of
these questions shall be the purpose of this report.

This process requires that information be available regarding the
population's opinions about the effectiveness of the perceived system

even though an extensive nation-wide program may not actually be
operational. We believe the system assessed by the public is perceived

rather than objective. In the 1963 University of Pittsburgh nation-
wide study of attitudes toward the Cold War and civil defense, the
respondents were asked how much they thought the nation was spending
annually for civil defense. The respondents, as a whole, gave esti-

mates which were drastically higher than what civil defense programs
actually have been costing. 7he 'ata pointed out that sizeable por-
tions of the population were suggesting programs which exceeded the
$1 billion yearly range; and, many, about one in five, thought that
the government's civil defense spending was more than $4 billion
annually. At that time, i.e., 1963p these cost levels only went with
the most elaborate civil defense systems thus far seriously consid-
ered by the government and had not been actually proposed for Congres-
sional adoption. 1 We have no recent data on hand that would lead us
to conclude that the public's estimates are any different now than
they were in 1963; therefore, we conclude that the population, as a
whole, feels that a more elaborate system has been implemented than
actually does exist.

Before an analysis of effectiveness can be undertaken, a working
definition of what we have termed "total defense system" must be

specified. For the purposes of this report, a total defense system
against a strategic enemy attack is that which operates to hinder the

efficacy of an attack and/or mitigates the consequences of that attack.
Since we are dealing only with that which gets the country through the

period of hostility, the terminal situation of a post-war environment
is excluded from our definition.

1. Nehnevajsa, Jiri - "Cost of Civil Defense: A St idy of Public
Views," in Nehnevajsa, Jiri et a&., Some Public Views on Civil
Defense Pro2.rams, Research Office of Sociology, Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
December, 1964.
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An analysis of the effectiveness attributed to the total defense
system of the United States, therefore, must consider the specific
programs which attempt to satisfy the goals of the system as we
have so defined it. In this Leport, we shall use the public's
estimates of effectiveness to examine the following questions:

1. How good are our activt defenses (anti-aircraft and
anti-missile defense systems)? Evaluations of civil
defense programs in relation to active defense systems
will be i:-.cluded.

2. How good are our passive defenses? This will include
the following topics:

a. evaluation of evacuation programs

•. evaluation of fallout shelters

6. consideration of warning time problems

d. evaluation of local civil defense prog ims

e. consideration of the cost effectiveness question

f. effectiveness of civil defense programs against
types of weapons effects.

Because of the growing importance in national policy planning of
the interactions between civil defense and active defense systems,
the need for an analysis of these two in combination is quite
clear.

Before a detailed analysis is conducted on these topics, a pre-
liminary examination is necessary. This, therefore, is the object
of this report. The core of the analysis will be a multi-variate
examination of the data using such demographic variables as age,
sex, religion, geo,, aphic location, political preference, etc.,
and other variablea whenever they seem pertinent. Also, whenever
the data permit, we shall provide a trend analysis establishing the
basic chronology of public opinion on the major issues to be con-
sidered in this report.

A thorough examination was made of the available empirical data
in the data bank of the Research Office of Sociology at the
University of Pittsburgh. Relevant information was extracted and
reproduced. A variety of public opinion studies were the source
of this data. These include community samples and nation-wide
probability samples. Whenever possible, national samples have
been the focus of our analysis. Not only was our analysis based
upon published reports but also upon a number of studies for which
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we have the actual data, i.e., card,., tapes, etc. For instance,
all data used from the American Institute of Public Opinion was
obtained from the Roper Public Opinion Research Center at Williams
College, Williamstown, Massachusetts. At the end of each major
section of this report, the pertinent tables are collected and are
referenced in the body of the text by the table number. In addi-
tion to the bibliographic reference at the foot of each table, a
fully annotated list of citations is included, alphabetized by
title source. Directly underneath the bibliographic material of
each of these annotated citations is a short statement of sample
size and design and the actual date of data collection.
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I1. ACTTVE DMFENT'ES

The naturp of the threat that An enem' ,-oses to our country has

channed sinre ,,nrlr ;.ar II. During the 1950s, our active defense
system was d-es;ned] to hinder the efficacy of an enen•y bomber
attack. Anti-aircraft installations and interceptor aircraft were
the operationil components of the system. Defense against bombers
is %till an important consideration; but, since 1960, there has
heen concern with enemy missile capability. Today, surface-to-air
missiles such as the Nike series, in addition to anti-aircraft
installatinns and interceptor aircraft, are the operatirnal parts
of the current system.

Therefore, during the past 10-15 years, the active defense system
being assessed by AmericAns. in public opinion studies has changed
accordino tn the change in the nature of the threat. But, this
.nange has not been as drastic as some people perceive it to have
been. In the University of Pittsburgh's 1964 nation-wide stiidy of
attitudes toward the Cold 1','.r and civil defense, the respondents
were asked the following question: "As far as you know, does the
United States already have these anti-missile missile5 ready for
action?" Einhty-seven percent nf the 4ntervipwees who answered the
question resr-onded in the affirmative. But, as recently as June
of 1964, the current status of the anti-missile missile system was
described as follows:

"The development of defensive systems has now reeched the
point at which serious decisions have to be made. It is
not enough to repeat the slogan 'there in no defense' and
leave it at that. The engineers now offer us systems which
have a definite, although limited, military effectiveness.
Until now, all the work on anti-missile missiles has been
developmental; that is, design and construction of proto-
type models only. The question which now faces us is
whether to deploy; that is, whether to build in operational
system for the actual defense of our cities."

Therefore, even though an operational anti-missile missile system
is non-existent, a subst3ntially large proportion or the American
people perceive it to be ready for action. Keeping this in mind,
then, the public's estimates of effectiveness should be assessed
with some caution.

2. Civil Delense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1964
Natirnal Probability Sample, Research Office of Sociology, Department
of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh,.Pittsburgb, Pennsylvania,
D)ecember, 1964, p. 57.

3. Dyson, Frepman J. "Defense Against Ballistic Missiles", Bulletin
of the Atomic Scientists. June, 1964, quoted in Public Opinion and
Rallistic Missile Defense. TEMP), General Electric CompAny, September
30, 1964.
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A. Chronology of Opinion

A survey of available public opinion data for the past fourteen
years points up the fact that the American people have con-
sidered our active defenses to be generally effective over the
years. In September and October, 1950, a study was conducted by
the Survey Research Center of the University of Michigan in the
eleven largest cities of the United States in which the respond-
ents were asked the following question:

"All in all, would you say the Army and Air Forces could
protect our cities completely, protect them from heavy
damage, or wouldn't be able to prevent heavy damage?"

About four in ten respondents said that the Army and Air Force
could, at least, prevent heavy daaage in cities (Table 1). In
probing for reasons why they estimated the effectiveness of the
Armed Forces as they did, it was found that confidence in the
Army and Air Force was cited, most frequently, as a reason for
belief. Thirty percent of the respondents said that our defenses
were good (Table 2).

When the belief in Armed Forces' protection was examined more
closely in relation to expectations of bombing, it was found that
as atomic bombing of cities was seen as being more unlikely, con-
fidence in the protective ability of the Armed Forces became
greater. And, as shown in Table 3, as bombing of cities is seen as
more likely, the lack of confidence in the Army and Air Force's
protective ability increases substantially. (Thirty-nine percent
of people who felt cities were certain to be bombed said that the
Army and Air Force could not prevent heavy damage as compared to
17 percent of people who felt bombing of cities was unlikely.)

In this 1950 study, there was a strong inverse relationship
between confidence in the protective ability of the Armed Forces
and need for civil defense. Table 4 shows that as confidence in
the Armed Forces increased, from poor protection to complete
protection, there was a definite decrease in the number of people
who felt there was a strong need for civil defense (from 30 percent
to 11 percent, respectively).

A similar relation exists when willingness to give tice for civil
defense work was examined by confidence in the Armed Forces (Table
5). Fiftv-two percent of pecple with the belief that our Armed
Forces could only protect our cities poorly were willing to give
time for civil defense work whereas only 41 percent of those who
felt they would have complete protection said they would give time
for h a cause. Table S summarizes these findings.

In sumary, then, of this 1950 study, it was found that 48 percent
of the total sample felt that the Armed Forces could give complete
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protection or prevent heavy damage from air attacks on cities.
These people were less likely than others to express a need for
civil defense and, also, were less willing to give time for civil
defense work. That is, civil defense was of little importance
when there was confidence in the active defense system.

In a subsequent study conducted during the summer of 1951 in the
same eleven largest cities of the U.S., with the sample extended
to include the suburban area surrounding these cities, the Survey
Research Center of the University of Michigan found that confidence
in our Armed Forces increased from their 1950 study. Sixty-eight
percent of the respondents felt that the Army, Navy, and Air Force
could give our cities complete protection or protection from heavy
damage as compared to the 48 percent with this belief one year
earlier. In addi-ion, there was a significant decline in the pro-
portion of the s~a~ple that was uncertain. Table 6 summarizes these
findings.

A question similar to the one pertaining to the need for civil
defense asked in the 1950 study was asked of the respondents in the
1951 sample. The interviewees were asked to assess the importance
of civil defense as a community problem. (Table 7). And, similar
to the findings of the 1950 study, the proportion of those people
who felt that the Armed Forces tould give complete protection from
air attacks who rated civil defense first or second was much smaller
(29 percent) than those who felt that the Armed Forces would not
prevent heavy damage (50 percent) or those who felt that heavy
damage would be prevented but complete protection wou.d not be
possible (53 percent).

In a nation-wide study conducted by the American Institute of Public
Opinion in 1953, the findings of the 1950 and 1951 studies of tho
University of Michigan were replicated. There were 1545 respondents
asked: "Do you think Russia would be able, now, to knock out the
United States with a surprise all-out atom bomb attack?" Note here
that this question is somewhat different from the question asked in
the previous studies cited here. For the first time, the type of
weapon is mentioned--atom bomb. However, it is primarily measuring
the estimate of the effectiveness of our defenses at that time--the
same intent of the Michigan questions.

The results were as follows:

Yes 17.2 percent

No 71.8 percent

No opinion 10.5 percent

Other 0.5 percent
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Mobre than seven out of every ten persons answering this question
expressed confidence in our defenses.

In March, 1954, the Utniversity of Michigan conducted their fourth
civil defense study, this time on a national sample. (Their third
study, done in April, 1952, is not included in this report although
some of the findings of this study are summarized in the material
extracted from the 1954 report.) In an attempt to assess the
public's confidence in America's military defense, the researchers
asked the following question of the respondents. Table 8 presents
the results.

"Suppose that enemy planes tried to make a surprise attack
on the U.S. How many of the enemy planes do you think
would get through and bomb our cities? Would you think
most of them would get through, only a few would get
through or what?"

The majority of the population felt that attrition of the enemy
bombers involved would he substantially great. Sixty percent of the
sample in 1952 and 50 percent in 1954 felt that one-third or less of
the bombers would get through. This confidence in our military
defense is a widesptead feeling occurring among both metropolitan
and rural residents (Tablp 9).

Those who lacked confidence in our military defense, i.e., who felt
that one-half to Pvcre than two-thirds of the enemy planes would get
through in case of an attack, were, generally, people with higher
education (past high school) and, related to this, in the profes-
sional and managerial occupation classes. As would be expected,
there was a steady increase in the number of people with this
opinion as one moved up the income scal*. Men tended to be somewhat
less confident than women, and, people under 20 years of age and
over 65 expressed more confidence in our military defenses than did
those respondents in the other age brackets. 5

In Nbrch, 1963, the Bureau of Applied Social Research at Colombia
University conducted a study in nine northeastern communities in
wnich they asked the following questionA:

Q. 34 As far as you know, can the United State. successfully
defend itself against a nuclear missile attack?

4. A.I.P,0.. 517, July, 1953, (Unpublished).

5. Survey of Public Knowledýe and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defensee
Survey Research Center, Institute for cocial Research, University of
Ndchigan, September, 1954, pp. 146-148.



-8-

It can be seen in Table 10 that 71 percent of the 1380 respondents
who answered the question exdressed confidence in our military
defenses by responding in the affirmative. For the first time, we
are dealing with the idea of a nuclear missile attack. This, how-
ever, did not change the respondents' attitudes toward our defense
system. They were as confident, if not more so, that our defenses
were effective against nuclear missiles as they had been about the
defense against plane-delivered bombs.

Those who said that the United States could successfully defend
itself against a nuclear missile attack were asked how. Table 10
points out that our active defense systems were cited by only 25
percent of these respondents. Our retaliatory or deterrent forces
were mentioned by 48 percent and 35 percent responded with a
general expression of faith or confidence in cur ability to
defend ourselves but mentioned nothing specific.

We cannot say this particular effectiveness evaluation is solely in
terms of defense measures in an ongoing attack which is what we are
really trying to measure. The public thinks of defense as the sum
total of capability of all forces. The public has confidence in
deterrent strategy. This is evident when we review the findings of
the preceding question. Twenty-five percent of the respondents cited
active defense systems as means by which the U.S. could successfully
defend itself against a nuclear missile attack. Forty-eight per-
cent mentioned our retaliatory or deterrent forces.

B. Descriptive Analysis of Perceived Effectiveness

During the sumrmer of 1964, the Research Office of Sociology of the
University of Pittsburgh conducted a nation-wide survey to probe
information levels and attitudes in the general public regarding
civil defense, active defense systems such as ballis.ic missile
defense and certain other related issues. The interviewees were
asked to express their opinions about the current capabilities of
United States' defenses against three types of enemy attack--bombers,
guided missiles and submarines. Table 11 summarizes these opinions.

Defenses against each of the three types of enemy attack were rated
along an eleven-point scale ranging from zero, if the respondents
thought the defenses were very bad, to ten which represented very
good or almost perfect defense. The majority of the sample thought
defenses against enemy attack, no matter which of the three types
considiered, to be quite effective (Table 31).

For clarity in our analysis, we have combined the response categories
to obtain three degrees of effectiveness--low (ratings 0 through and
including 3), medium (4 through and including 6), and high (ratings
7 through and including 10). Analysis of the, public's estimates
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of United States' defense capability will be based on these three
groups--low, medium, and high effectiveness.

Although as previously mentioned, the majority of respondents
found our defenses effective no matter what the type of attack, we
find in Table 12 that, wnile more than eight in ten Americans con-
sider enemy bomber defense to be quite effective, fewer people con-
sider missile and submarine defenses to be as good (65 percent and
69 percent, respectively). Also, missile defense was considered
ineffective by more people (10 percent) than bomber defense (3 per-
cent) and submarine defense (7 percent).

By employing certain demographic characteristics such as size of
residence, geographic location, race, age, marital status, polit-
ical party affiliation and others, we shall try to identify that
portion of the public who feel our defenses are poor. This will,
at the same time, make possible the identification of the major-
ity of the population who expressed confidence i our defense
system. Due to the unspecified nature of the qu stion about
enemy submarines, we shall treat that data only marginally and
not submit it to detailed analysis.

Few significant subgroup differences exist in the estimates of
effectiveness of our defense against enemy bombers and missiles.
And, those that do,occur in relation to the defense against enemy
guided missiles. This could be a function of the public's confu-
sion regarding the issue of anti-missile missiles. There has been
effective publicity about enemy bomber attacks and defenses
against them which has resulted in a crystallization of public
opinion on the topic of bomber defense. This is not the case with
the missile defense issue.

Size of community makes little difference in the respondents'
estimates of effectiveness of bomber defense. The percentage of
respondents ranking bomber defense low in effectiveness for each
community size is quite small in number; and, conversely, in each
of the city breakdowns, more than 80 percent of the residents feel
that this defense is quite good (Table 13).

The respondent-' estimates of effectiveness of the defense against
enemy missiles differ, but only slightly. Of all those people residing
in the largest of the metropolitan areas such as N w York rity,
Philadelphia, Chicago, St. Louis, Los Angeles, and others, 12 per-
cent feel that missile lefense is rather poor while 10 perceiit of
those residing in other metropolitan cities, 9 percent in areas
with a city of 10,000 or more and 10 percent in areas with no city
of 10,000 feel that way. Also, fewer residents in these largest
metropolitan areas rate missile defense as being highly effective--
61 percent (Table 13).
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When we consider where these people live, slight differences do
occur. Table 14 provides the geographical distribution of the
respondents relative to their estimates of effectiveness of
missile and bomber defenses. More people residing in Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont, Mhssachusetts, Rhode Island and Connect-
icut (the New England states) rate bomber defense low in cap&-
bility than in any other section of the country (7 percent).
But, in all except the East South Central states, more than 80
percent of the residents feel that the bomber defense is quite
good.

More people living in the couth Atlantic states (Delaware,
Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia and Florida) and the New England
states consider the defense against enemy missiles to be poor than
do those residing in other areas of the country (14 percent and 12
percent, respectively). Similarly, fewer people in these
two areas of the country think missile defense is highly effective
(70 percent of the respondents in each of the two areas). Once
again, people in the Ebst South Central section of the country do
not consider this type of defense as effective as do the rest of
the respondents. Fifty-eicht percent of these people say that
missile defense is highly effective; this is 7 percentage points
below the national figure of 65 percent (Table 12).

There are sharp racial differences among estimates of bomber
defense effectiveness. The percentage of Negroes that give a 0
through 3 rating to this defense is more than double the propor-
tion of whites (7 percent as opposed to 3 percent). And, 14 per-
cent of the Negroes sampled said that missile defense was low in
effectiveness as compared to 10 percent of whites sampled.

Little difference exists when bomber defense capability is
characterized by sex; but, the percentage of men that rate the
missile defense low on the scale is double the proportion of women
(14 percent compared to 7 percent). Also, the percentage of women
that consider this defense highly effective is 15 percentage
points more than the proportion of men who think sn (71 percent as
opposed to 56 percent).

No sharp pattern emerges when we examine effectiveness by age
group. However, Table 15 points out the fact that there is some
relation between age and estimates of effectiveness both for
bomber and missile defense. More people from 20-29 years of age
find the bomber defense highly effective (87 percent) as compared
to 74 percent of those 70 years of age and older. Similarly, con-
fidence in the missile defense declines as age increases. (Eighty-twc
percent of the 10-19 age group and 69 percent of the 20-29 year
olds rate this defense highly effective as opposed to 60 percent
of the 60-69 year olds and 63 percent of respondents who are 70
yesrs o! age and older.)
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People who are married find bomber defense more effective than
do people never married, divorced, widowed, and separated. Eighty-
four percent of the married respondents ranked the bomber defense
capability high as opposed to 78 percent of those never married,
78 percent divorced, 81 percent of the widowed, and 83 percent of
people separated. However, the differences are rather small.
More of the people who are separated rank missile defense as highly
effective than those with other marital status (Table 16).

Confidence in missile defense is inversely related to amount of
education (Table 17). As the amount of education increases,
estimates of missile defense capability decline. Twenty-three
percent of people having higher than a college education feel that
United States' missile defense is rither ineffective as compared
to 10 percent of the people with no schooling or just grammar
school, 8 percent with some high school, and 8 percent of those
who have completed high school. No clear pattern emerges when we
examine bomber defense by education. However, as stated previously,
this could be a result of a greater degree of public knowledge-
ability on the topic of defense against enemy bombers.

Two variables which are closely related to education are income and
occupation. The inverse relationship between education and esti-
mates of missile defense capability is replicated when we examine
missile defense by occupation (Table 18). More people in the pro-
fessional, sales, and managerial occupation classifications (14
percent, 17 percent and 14 percent, respectively) estimate a low
degree of effectiveness of the U.S. missile defense than people in
the other categories. This, also, seems to hold true for bomber
defense although the differences between occupation classes are
somewhat smaller.

Similarly, more people at the upper end of the income range, i.e.,
$10,000 a year and over, rank missile defense at the low end of
the effectiveness scale and, conversely, fewer of these people
show up at the upper end of this scale. Table 19 sumrizes
these results.

We have found, therefore, that low estimates of missile defense
capability tend to be associated with:

- higher levels of education

- higher status occupations such as professional, sales, and
managerial

- older age levels

- and, slightly related to the Northeast and South Atlantic
areas of the country.
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For reasons already discuqsed, estimates of bomber defense are
not as discretely defined by these descriptive variables as are
estimates of missile defense capability.

From the discussion of the University of Pittsburgh's 1964 study,
we have a very general concept of the kinds of people, small in
number, who view the U.S. bomber and missile defense programs as
lacking in effectiveness. Their place in the social structure
has been vaguely defined. But, obviously we have not been able
to discover any reasons with which we can explain their opinions.
Are these few people in our society anxious about the prospect of
a nuclear attack on the United States? Do they feel that world
War III will be a reality in the near future? Because of their
plac.e of residence, are they fearful of being a target for the
enemy? Could these be reasons for questioning the effectiveness
of our active defense system?

We might expect that people who lack confidence in our active
defense system are those who perceive an extremely tense world
situation. That is, people who objectively assess world affairs
as being tense might feel that our active defenses could not off-
set the armed conflict they anticipate. On the other hand,
people assessing the world situation as being low in tensions
might feel that our defenses would be quite effective because an
armed conflict is quite improbable.

Table 20 presents the results when we examine perceived tension
levels by estimates of bomber and missile defense effectiveness,
as measured by the 1964 University of Pittsburgh National Survey.
Our speculation holds true when we look at confidence in bomber
defense. That is, more people with a low degree of confidence
in bomber defense feel that the level of world tensions is high
(74 percent) as opposed to 54 percent of those with a medium
degree of confidence in bomber defense and 59 percent with a
high degree of confidence. However, the pattern of responses
for missiles is not as clear. There are more people of the low
effectiveness group who assess the world situation as being
highly tense (57 percent) than there are of the medium effective-
ness category (53 percent). But, more of those who assign a high
degree of confidence in our missile defense assess the world situa-
tion as being highly tense (61 percent) than either of these two
groups.

In the same study, when asked how much they worried about the
possibility of a nuclear attack on the United States, more people
who expressed little confidence in our bomber defense said they
worried just a little or not at all than did people having more
confidence. Conversely, less of them worried some or a great
deal than those having more confidence (Table 21). Table 21 also
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shows that 47 percent of the respondents who said our missile
defense was good worried at least some about nuclear war as
compared to 39 percent of people who felt it was only fair and
40 percent who said it was poor.

No matter how effective the public feels our bomber and missile
defenses are, the majority of the people feel that another World
War is unlikely (Table 22). However, it is interesting to note
that in trying to identify people who feel it is likely, we find
more people who assess missile defense capability as bei-i1 good
who feel this way than others.

Differences do exist when we examine perceived local danger by
estimates of defense effectiveness. Table 23 shows that of all those?
people who assess the effectiveness of bomber defense as low, 59
percent say that there is certain or great danger that their area
would be a target. This is compared to 47 percent of the people
who have a fair degree of confidence in our bomber defense and 55
percent expressing a high degree of confidence. Similarly, more
of those lacking confidence in our missile defense say that there
is certain or great danger that their area would be hit than of
those with medium or high confidence levels (Table 23).

Not only do more people lacking confidence in the active defense
system feel that their area is likely to be hit, they, also, have
a pessimistic view about the chances for survival in their local
communities (Table 24). Seventy-three percent of people having a
low degree of confidence in bomber defense feel that chances for
survival in their area would be fairly bad, very bad or none at
all as compared to 65 percent having a fair amount of confidence
and 62 percent having a great deal of confidence. The difference
is not as dramatic for missile defense (67 percent, 64 percent,
and 62 percent, respectively).

A third factor should be introduced into the analysis to see if
it does serve an explanatory function. Size of residence stems
to operate directly upon the perceived degree of local danger in
case of a nuclear attack. Table 25 shows that of all people
residing in the largest metropolitan areas and other metropolitan
areas, 74 percent and 62 percent respectively feel that there is,
at least, a great danger that their city would be a target. Note
that in the two smaller places of residence, the proportion of
people who feel this way is substantially less (32 percent in
each).

Size of residence seems to operate upon chances for survival,
also. More urban residents see their chances for surviving
nuclear attack as bad or nonexistent than do rural people (76
percent in the largest metropolitan areas, 65 percent in other
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metropolitan areas, 51 percent in areas with a city of 10,000 or
more, and 52 percent in areas without a city of 10,000). Table
26 presents this data.

Tf we look again at Table 13, we see that people's estimates of
effectiveness did not vary significantly according to size of
residence. Even though more people with a lack of confidence in
our active defense system feel that their city would be a target
and that chances for survival would be bad; and in examining the
demographic characteristics of the people in our sample who
answered that their city would be a likely target and chances
for survival would be bad, we find that they reside in the
largest metropolitan areas and other metropolitan areas, we can-
not conclude that, therefore, people who lack confidence in our
military defense system reside in these areas. Table 13 does
not support this. Further investigation of this seems warranted.

The respondents were asked to rank four different objectives an
enemy might have when planning an attack. The four purposes were
destroying our military bases, destroying our factories and trans-
portation centers, destroying our cities, and destroying our
people. Most people rank destruction of military bases and
destruction of factories and transportation centers as most impor-
tant or next most-importsat enemy targets, no matter what the
level of effectiveness attributpd to bomber and missile defense,

Most people ranked the destruction of cities as third in impor-
tance to the enemy (Table 27). But, if we loo', more closely, we
see that more of those with little confidence in our missile
defense (28 percent) rank the destruction of cities as either
most important or next most important to the enemy than those
with a fair amount of confidence or those with a great deal of
confidence in our missile defense. This same relationship holds
when we consider defense against enemy bombers. However, the
differences are not as great.

Table 28 shows that the difference among levels of confidence is
quite striking. Fourtev.s percent of those respondents with a low
degree of confidence in bomber dafense feel that destroyirg our
people is the most important objective to the enemy. Moreover,
the number of people lacking confidence in missile defense who
rank this as the most important objective is double that of
either those with a fair amount of confidence or a great deal of
confidence (10 percent compared to 5 percent and 6 percent,
respectively).

One last variable should be employed here to see if further dif-
fetrences can be identified. All respondents were asked to agree
or disagree with the following statement: "Such missiles will
cost too much money to be worthwhile." Missiles, here, refer
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to the United States' anti-missile missile program. Table 29
shows that for both bomber defense and missile defense, more L.
those lacking confidence either strorgly agree or agree with the
statement than in the other two levels of confidence. In all
cases, however, the majority of people tend to disagree with the
statement.

C. Relation of Civil Defense to Active Defense Systems

The preceding discussion of active defenses is valuable, in and
of itself. However, for purposes of this report and in light of
our objectives stated in the Introduction, we are most interested
in active defenses in relation to civil defense measures. We have
found that, over the past fourteen years, people have generally
considered active defense measures to be quite effective. In the
early 5s3, people placed their confidence in active defenses and
saw very little need for civil defense measures. However, we
think it should follow that as the nature of the threat has
changed, i.e., changes in the types of weapons from bombs to
guided missiles, people have realized that total reliance upon
active defense measures is foolhardy and havo begun to feel more
of a need for certain of the civil defennse measures.

In the 1964 University of Pittsburgh study, some measures of the
public's feelings about active defenses in relation to civil
defense were obtained. Table 30 shows that when asked to agree
or disagree with the statement, "If we have anti-missile missiles
around our cities, there will be less need for fallout shelters,"
42 percent agreed and 46 percent disagreed. Twelve percent of
the respondents were undecided. The respondents were then asked:
"If we have anti-missile missiles around our cities, we will need
fallout shelters even more than we need them now." The response pattern
was almost identical to the previous statement. Forty-one per-
cent agreed with the statement; 46 percent disagreed and 13 per-
cent were undecided (Table 31).

When asked to agree or disagree w'.th the statement, "If we have
such missiles around our cities, we should have shelters to pro-
tec-t people against fallout because some enemy weapons will get
through the defense anyway," 84 percent of the respondents
agreed (Table 32). And, when presented with, "Even if cities
are defended, enemy attacks on them would produce lots of fallout
so anti-missile missiles make sense only if w-'j have fallout shel-
ters for everyone," 64 percent either agreed or agreed strongly
(Table 33).

We find, then, that when conditions are spelled out, that is, when
it is explained why there would be fallout around our cities, even
with anti-missile missiles installed, most people agreed that
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there is a definite need for shelters as a companion to anti-
missile missiles. This seems to reflect some confusion about
anti-missile missiles. If the public knew what they were, how
they worked, etc., they would have responded differently when
asked initially about them and fallout shelters. (It was
already pointed out that the public thinks an anti-missile
missile program is operational when, in fact, it is not).

In summary, then, there is evidence that tht American public
consistently has had confidence in this country's active
defense system. However, there is a question as to whether
they are indeed evaluating defenses in an ongoing attack or
whether they are expressing confidence in our retaliatory and
deterrent strategy.

Under close examination, when defenses against specific type
of enemy measures were evaluated, we found little significant
sub-group differences. The majority of people, no matter wdt
their place in the social structure, consider our missile a
bomber defense to be quite effective.

in an attempt to identify those Feople who did express a lack
of confidence in missile and bomber defense, we found that low
estimates of effectiveness tend to be associated with: higher
levels of education; higher status occupations such as profes-
sional, sales, and managerial; older age levels; higher levels
of perceived world tensions; and a pessimistic view about
chances for survival. It is important to remember, however,
that these uifferences are only a matter of degree rather than
direction of opinion.

In the early'50s, people who felt that active defenses could
give fairly good protection from attacks on cities were less
likely than others to express a need for civil defense. Recent
data, however, show that the public feel there is a definiteý
need for certain civil defense measures as companions to an
effective active defense system.
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Table 1

Table 23

"All in all, would you say the Army and Air Forces could
protect our cities completely, protect them from heavy
damage, or wouldn't be able to prevent heavy damage?"

Protect completely 9%
Prevent heavy damage 39

It depends 4

Not prevent heavy damage 21
No protection at all 2

Don't Irnow 11
Not ascerta, ned 14

Public Thinking About Ato7.ic Warfare and Ci'vil 5i.fense,
Public Affairz GroupSurvey Research Center, Ir.ntitute
for bocial hesearch,University of Michigan, January,
1951P p. 49.
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Table 2

Table 24

Reasons for Belief and Lack of Belief

in Protective Ability of Armed Forces

Reasons for belief in defense

Our defenses -- Ara~y, Air Force -- are good; they have shown
they' re good; confidence in then 304

United States well prepared; enough and good equipment, planes 23
Averican manpower good, adequate; trained, high calibre
Radar will detect the enep-

Reasons for lack of belief •n defense

American defenses not developed enough yet; not enough equip-
ment, radar 14

United States hasn't enough men for this job 2
American military Inefficiency 2
Russia well prepared; fast, many, good planes 4
Russia would strike without warning; sneak attack 2
Sabotage; Russia will sneak in bombs 1

No complete defense possible 10

Don't know 8
Not ascertained 14

* The total is more than 100 percent because some respondents gave more
than one reason.

Public Thinking About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defense, Public Affairs
Group, rvey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University
of Michigan, January, 1951. p. 50.
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rable 3

Table 26

Relation between Expectation of Bomblng
and Belief in Armed Forces' Protection

"Do you think our cities ar. likely
to be hit with atmc bonbs?

In case of war, our Arwy and Certain, Depends,
Air Force could: very likely i unlikely

Protect cities completely
or prevent heavy damage 47% 56% 63

got prevent heavy damage or
give no protection at all 39 30 17

)on't know; not ascertained;
it depends 14 14 20

2ereent of total sample 15 46 31

'ublic Thinkinx About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defense, Public Affairs
iroup, Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research. Universitty
)f Michigan, January, 1951. p. 53.
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Table 4

Table 69

Relation between Expectations of Protection
and Feelings of Need for Civil Defense

To what extent could our armed forces pro-
tect our cities from air attack damMe?

Moderately Poorly
Feeling of need for (prevent (not prevent Don't
civil defense Completely hea damae) heavy damage) kno

Strong 11% 224 30% 13%
Moderate 70 69 55 62
Weak 13 6 11 13

Don't know 3 1 . 6
Not ascertained 2 4 6

Percent of total sample 9 39 27 11

* Less than half of one percent.

Public ThinkInA About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defense, Public Affairs Group,
Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan,
January, 1951, p. 109.
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Table S

Table 131

Relation between Willingness to Participate in
Civil Defense and Belief in Protection from Air Attacks

"To what extent could our armed forces protect
our cities from air attack daaoe?"

Willingness to give Moderately Poorly
time for civil (prevent (not prevent Don't
defense work Completely heavy damage) heavy damge) know

Willing LI1% 45S% 52% 314%
Mixed feelings 19 26 24 17
Unvlfling 30 22 20 38

Don't know - -- 1 2
Not ascertained 10 7 9

Public Thinking About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defense, Public Affairs
Qroup, Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University
of Michigan, January, 1951, p. 200.
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Table 6

Table 11

"All in all, would you say the Azmy, Navyp and Air Forcee
could give our cities complete protection, protect them
from heavy damage, or wouldn't be able to prevent heavy
damage?"

September 1950- Auust 195L

Complete protection 9% 16%
Prevent heavy damage 39 52
Depends 4 1
Not prevent heavy damage 21 20
No protection at all 2 1

Don't know 11 4
Not ascertained H4

1006 10006

The Public aYJd Civil Defense: A Report Based on Two Sample Surveys
in Eleven Major Cities, Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, March, 1952, p. 12.

Table 7

Table 39

Relation Betwewn Confidence in Air Rid Protection and
Importance Accorded Civil Defense

Importance accorded
Civil Defense as a
Community problem Expectations of Air Raid Protection

Complete Prevent Heavy Not Prevent
Protection .Dasmae Hea DqM

Rated First 17) 28) 31)
Rated Second 12) 2)S3 12)
Rated Third or Fourth

(not mentioned) 49 32 35
Rated LAst 132 _11_

100l 100l lOQ1

No. of cases 157 Soo 205

The Public and Civil Defense: A Report Based on Two Sample Surveys
in Eleven Major Cities, Survey Research Center, Univwrsity of
Michigan, March, 1952, p. 31.
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Table 8

Confidence in Pil!tary Dfense

Table 4-9 j
Q.s Suppose that nemwy planes tried to make a surprise

attack on the U.S. How many of the memy plane* do
you think would get through and bomb our cities?
Would you think most of them would get through, only
a few would get through, or what?

Aprji-1923 Pbrch 19.4

Most or many or all US 12
(2/3 or more)

About half (between 1/3 and 2/3) 3 14

Few or not many (1/3 or less) 60 SO

None or one or two S 10

DonIt know 14 14

Not ascertained -A-L!
lO~m 10016

*Loss toan one percent

Survey of Public Knowledge-and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defense,
Survey Research Center. Institute for Social Research, University
of Michigan, September, 1954, p. 60.
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Table 9

Table 4-10

CONFIDENCE IN MILITARY DEFESE Br URBAN-RtL DIFFERLNCES

Metro Over Under
Metro sub. 50,0 50000 Rural

Most 13% 18% 11 11% 11%

i.iAf 15 16 14 13 12

Few 140 43 49 55 57

None 15 13 10 8 8

Don't know 16 10 16 13 12

Not ascertained 1 I * *

* Less than one per cent

Survey of Public Knowledge and. Attitudes Concerning Civil Defenst,
Survey lResearch Center, Institute for Social Research, University of
Michigan, September, 1954, p. 60.
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Table 10

Q. 34 As far as you know, can the United States
stuccessfully defend itself against a nuclear Cross
idsaile attack? (What's your best guess?) Section

I -Col. 66; (a.p.)

0 - No answer 2 XU

1 - yen 983 71

2 - No 266 19

3 - Don't know 131 10

(1380)

Q. 34-A. Now? Cross

Section

V - Col. 47 (May be m.p. 1-6 only) io. N

1 - Mentions active defense systems that will
prewent enemy weapons from reachi"g U.S.
targets 245 25

2 - Mentions our retaliatory or deterrent
forces 464 48

3 - Mentions warning devices (DIW line, radar,
NORAID, etc.) 2114 22

4 - Mentions nonmilitary mans (e.g. political
or diplomatic) 17 2

7 - Gsneral expression of faith or confidence
in our ability to defend ourselves-.but
mentions nothing specific 344 35

8 - Doesn't know, can't say 38 14
9 - Other, unclassifiable 5 U
I - Not asked 6U
Y - Does not apply U

(972)

Fallout Shelter Study, Codebook Number Five,,Survzy of Publics in Nine
Corrmni~ties, Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia Univvrsity,
August, 1963, pp. 82-83.
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Table 11

ISMTDIAT OF ACTIVE DEFENSE CAPABILITT*

In Percent
UTry Almost
Bad Perfect

0' o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N
Defense

Bombers 0.7 0.5 0.8 1.5 1.4 6.9 5.0 9.0 21.1 18.1 35.1 1429

missiles 2.4 1.5 2.9 3.4 3.5 11.9 9.9 13.0 18.7 13.0 19.9 1420

Subm-aines 1.5 1.0 1.6 3.1 3.7 12.6 7.3 12.4 19.5 13.4 24.1 1419

* Notes In this report, all stated percents and related calculations are based
on the actual number answering each item or set of itemis. The N given is
the basic one for each table.

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1964 National Proba-
bility Sample Study, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology,
University of Pittsburgh, December, 1964, pp. 53-55.
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Table 12

ESTIMATES OF ACTIVE DEFENSE CAPABILITY

In Percent*

Low Medium High
Defense Against: (0-3) (14-6) (110

Bombers 3.14 13. 83.2 1i&29

Missiles 10.1 25.3 614.6 1420

Submarines 7.2 23.6 69.4 1W19

SNotet Categories were combined for purposes of this report.

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 196L National
Probability Sample StudM, Research Office of Sociology, Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, December, 1964, pp. 53-55.
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Table 20

PERCEIVED WQOTRI TENSIONS
BY ESTIMATE OF DKFENSE CAPBILITY

In Percent

Lavel of World Tensions Now

Low Ybd4 .¶m High
(0-3) (4-6) (7-10) N

Bomber Effectiveness, .

Low (0-3) 2.0 214.0 74.0 50
Medium (4-6) 4.2 141.9 53.9 191
High (7-10) 5.0 36.3 58.7 US64

Missile Effectiveness:

LOW (0-3) 2.1 141..4 56.6 1hS
Medium (4-6) 4.2 43.0 52.8 358
High (7-10) 5.6 33.3 61.1 913

Unpublished data from the 1964 Survey of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Office of Sociclogy, Department of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh,
Pittsburgh, PEnnsylvania, Sv r, 1964.

i'
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Table 21

WORRY ABIJOUT NUCIFR AT2ACK

BY ESTIX&T&Z OF DEFENSE ZEFECTIVMLS

In Percent

Worry About Nuclear Attack

(heat Not
deal Sam A little at an N

Bomber Effectiveness:

LOW 14.0 26.0 32.0 28.0 50
Medium 1i.7 30.5 23.7 31.1 190
High 15.7 28 .4 26.k 29.5 n85

Missile Effectiveness:

LOW 16.6 23.4 25.5 34.5 145
Medium 11.5 27.1 29.3 32.1 358
High 16.9 29.7 25.3 28.1 913

Unpublished data from the 1964 Survey of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Svmmer, 19 64.
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Table 22

LIKELHOOD OF WORLD WAR IIn
BY E•UST TES OF DEFENSE EFFECTIVENESS

In Percent

Likelihood of World War InI

Very Fairly Fairly Very
likely likely unlikl unlikely 9

Defense Against Ensuy Bombers,

Low effectiveness 12.8 25.5 34.O 27.7 47
Medium effectiveness 17.1 28.7 28.2 26.0 181
High effectiveness 13.4 26.9 31.5 28.2 1159

Defense Against Enemy Missileas

Low effectiveness 12.9 21.4 35.7 30.0 lijO
Medium Effectiveness 10.7 27.1 37.8 2h.5 347
High effectiveness 14.9 27.9 27.9 29.2 891

Unpublished data from the 196 4 Survey of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh,, Pennsylvania, Su r, 1964.
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Table 27

IMPORTACEC OF DESTRU1TION OF C'TINI ~ BY 93TIMATES OF rWWlNE CA.PABLLI7t;

IJmortance of Cities as a Tartet

Most Least
important importantS 2 _..± ..._.

Daegnse Agginst &E2m Bomberst

Low Effectiveness 8.0 22.0 52.0 18.0 50

Medium Effectiveness 7.1 22.1 53.7 16.8 190

High Effectivess 5.5 12.8 67.1 1.6 1170

Defense Atainst 2= aissiles:

Low Effectiwvrz-- 9.1 18.9 55.9 16.1 1.3

Medium Effectiveness 6.2 15.3 65.7 12.7 355

High Effectiveress 4.9 13.2 66.2 131? 906

Unpuolished data frm the 1961 Surva of Civil Defense and Cold War Attit cdes,
Resemroh Offioe of Sociology, Departent of Sociolol, Univwrsit' of Pitt,&-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pesnsylvania, Sum', 196.
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Table 28

M!C.TANCZ OF ]OSTRtETION OF flOPLE
Y ESTDA7•E OF DEF?•SE CAPAD.rTf

I ~In N~rcent

I.WOitpano Of NM1e AS a TUArfe

Most Least
important important1 _2 A I

Defense AraLiat EnMY Bawbert:

Low Effective.uss 14.3 6.1 12.2 67.3 149

Medium Effectiveness 9.6 3-3 16.0 69.0 187

High Effectiveness 5.0 5.5 13.0 76.5 1151

Defense Against Eng Mis~l~qj:

Lev Effectiveness 10.0 5.0 13.6 71.4 140

Medium Effectiveness 5.2 4.6 12.4 77.9 348

High Effectiveness 5.5 5.7 13.8 75.0 391

Unpublished data from the 1964 Survey of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti.
tudr,,, "-%.arch Office e Soeiolog', Penertment ,.' 3ocloaio , Z-'-versity

7 ittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 3 umir, 1964.
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Table 29

ITAWATION OF COST OF MISSILES BY
DSTILATES OF AEFENSE CAPABILITY

In Percent

Missiles Win Cost Too Much to be Worthwhile

Strongly Strongly
agree j Disagree disagree Undecided

Defense Against Enemy Bombers:

Low Effectiveness 6.1 16.3 59.2 8.2 10.2

Medium Effectiveness 1.6 12.2 50.3 8.5 27.5 1

High Effectiveness 2.4 10.8 60.7 10.8 15.3 11i

Defense Against Sna Missiles:

Low Effectiveness 4.2  12.6 53.1 13.3 16.8 11

Medium 3ffeetiveness 3.1 n.7 57.1 10.6 17.5 3!

High Effectiveness 1.9 1.1.0 61.1 10.0 16.0 93

Unpuiblished data from the 1964 Survey of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Office of Sociology, Departsent of Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Sinwr, 1964.
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Table 30

Quen. 531 Var. 94 - If we have anti-missile missiles around our cities,

there will be less need for fallout shelters.

Card 3: Col. 11 N %

Strongly agree 98 6.8

Agree 5O6 34.9

Undecided 177 12.2

Disagree 559 38.6

Strongly disagree 108 7.5

No answer 16 x

TOTAL 1464 1]48

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudest Data Book for the 1964 National
Probability Sample Study, Research Office of Sociol.ogy, Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, December,
1964, p. 63.
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Table 31

Ques. 54t: Var. 95 - If we have anti-missile missiles around our
cities, we will need fallout shelters g=e
I=. than we need then now.

Card 1: Col. 12 N

Strongly agree 154 10*7

Agree ~830.3

Undecided 186 12.9

Disagree. 615 42.5

Strongly disagree 53 3.7

No answer 18 XX

Total 1464 1446

Civil Def2nse and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1964 National
Probabil.tv Sauvle St Research Office of Sociology, Department of
Sociology, Uniwersity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, December,
1964, p. 63.
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Table 32

F Qmes. 56: Var. 97 If we have swh mlssiles around our Cities, we
should have shelters to protect people against
fallout because sor enom weepons wil get
through the defense ayw'I.

Card 3: Col. .. N14

Strongly agree 256 17.8

Agree 953 66.1

Undecided n749

Disagree 102 ?.1

Strongly disagree 17 1.2

No a.Lswr 22 xx

Total 1"46 142

11 DAe ,pses and Cld War Attitm-: Dal& book the I National
Prob-.&bLi&'-Sn-- -- Stud•y Research Off to of SocioloU, Deparment of
.•wb4 #soloCU, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pnnsylvania, Deoe r,
1964, p. 6'..
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Table 33

Quoe. 57: Var. 9 - Even if cities are defended, eneiV attacks on
them would produce lots of fallout, so anti-
missile missiles make sense only if we have
fallout shelters for everyone.

Card 3: Col. 15 N

Strongly agree 17t 12.1

Agre 746 51.7

Undecided 209 14.5

Disagree 289 20.0

Strongly disagree 24 1.7

No anawr 22 XX

Total 1164 1142

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes? Deta Book for the 1964 National.
PfobMility Saumle Stuiv, Research Office of Sociology. Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, December,
1964, p. 65.
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I11. PASSIVE DEFENSES

The nature of the threat that an enemy poses to our country has
effected a change in our passive defense system as well as active
defenses. Recalling our definition of a total defense system, it
is that which operates to hinder the efficacy of .n attack and/or
mitira tes the uonspquences of that attack. Passive defenses
attempt to satisfy, almost entirely, the second part of our defi-
nition, i.e., mitigating the ccnseluences of an enemy attack.
During the early 1950s, any civil defense planning wA* done with
enemy bombers in mind. However, the advances made in methods of
delivc:ing modern weapons necessitated more realistic thinking
in civil defense planning. Shelters were originally designed as
protection from blast and fire, warning time was much less of a
problem, and the issue of cost differed in the 1950s. The advent
of the hydrogen bomb and the new methods of delivering & weapon
to its ta:get resulted in the planning of s'helters as protection
against fallout as well as blast and fire, and as protection
against chemical, bacteriological, and rAdiolcical warfare.

".. Effectiveness of Evacuation Programs

One civil defense pr ;ra- mentioned rather frequently during the
l95Qoý was evacuation. In case of an eremy attack, target areas
would be emptied with the residents evacuating to outlying area.;
where provisions had been made to house them in private homes
and/or in large storage units. The feasibility of an evacuation
program has declined because of the decrease in available warning
time' for the most commonly expected modes of attack. Evacuation
has become heavily dependent on warning time with the ,dvent of
intercontinental missiles. Because of this modern method of
delivery, warning time has been drastically compressed over the
past six years; and, as a result, the evacuation program has
decreased in importance. It is, therefore, a program only suit-.to
for certain types of threat, i.e., a nuclear war only in Europe, a
limited war of some type, or an,, other situation in which the Amer-
ican public %...uld save a substantial amount oa time in which to
leave their .,wes and their cities.

In the 1954 University of Michigan national study, the respondents
were asked questions about their behavior in case of an attack on
the U.S. Mtst people sail they would remain in town (Table 34).
The proportion who said they woulJ evacuate was only eight percent
of Lhe population. We see in Tahle 35 that the proportion leaving
town is slightly higher in metropolitan cities (11 percent) than in
the suburbs of the metropolitan cities and towns with 50000 people
and more. There were some people (5 percent) who, even though they



lived in rural areas, planned to evacuate in case of an attack.
Of the eight percent of the sample who said they would evacuate
in case of an attack, one-fourth of them resided in metropolitan
areas even though the proportion of the sample drawn from metro-
politan areas was only 15 percent (Table 36).

It is quite probable that even in 1954, these responses were
influenced by the warning time problem. When the people were
asked how much time they thought they would have from an initial
warning until actual attack, the most frequent figure given was
under ten minutes for metropolitan residents, those living in the
suburbs of large cities and in towns with a population of over
50,000 (Table 37). As Table 38 shows, warning time did influence
the evacuation choice. As the amount of warning time increased,
there was an increase in the number of people who said they would
evacuate. Even when two or more hours of warning time was expected,
however, a relatively small proportion of the respondents chose
evacuation (18 percent).

It should be mentioned here that there seem to be two aspects of
perceived effectiveness, one of which has not been mentioned and
should not be overlooked. We have, thus far, examined various
programs from the public's point of view of whether or not they
would work. But one variable which seems to us to be a pre-
requisite for any defense planning whatsoever is whether or not
the public will cooperate with the program. It does little good
to have a system which operationally "works," but is ineffective
due to a lack of public cooperation. In an interview situation,
however, interviewees tend to say they will cooperate with most
anything, especially something sponsored by the Federal or local
government. To some, not cooperating would be "un-American."

Evacuation did not meet with too much resistance with respondents
living in metropolitan areas when it was presented in terms of a
trial or practice evacuation. As seen in Table 39, 53 percent of
city-dwellers sampled in the University of Michigan study said
they would take part without hesitation, and an additional 9 per-
cent would with some hesitation.

In a study conducted by the American Institute of Public Opinion
in 1954, the respondents were asked what they would do if, in a
war with Russia, there was an air raid alert in their city, know-
ing that there was a strong chance that an atomic or hydrogen
bomb would be dropped. Of those who answered, only 10 percent
mentioned leaving the city if possible (Table 40). Remaining at
home, in the basement or a similar part of the house, was the
course of action most frequently stated.

In the 1956 University of Michigan study, the respondents were
asked the following question:
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"Say an attack had hit some town near here but no damage
had occurred around here. If you were asked to house, foz
awhile, some people who had children, or older people, or
people of another race or religion, or very poor people,
or fairly rich people--how . Ald you feel about having
your home open to some of tVese kinds of people?"

Approximately 90 percent of the respondents who gave an answer
said that they would have no objections to anyone, all people
would be welcome (Table 41). However, Table 42 gives us a
slightly changed measure of cooperation. In the previous ques-
tion, the town had been hit and the people leaving the city were
in need of immediate attention. However, Question 27 states that
there was only a warning of attack, not an actual strike, and
people would be evacuated as a safety precaution. The respondents
were less cooperative in this situation. Of those answering the
question, most of them still said that they would have no objec-
tions to housing anyone but the proportion expressing this view
was smaller, 81 percent, than in the previous question, 90 percent.
Also, more people said that they would have some objections and
a greater percentage of them said they would object to housing
anyone at all than in response to the previous question (12 percent
and 7 percent as opposed to 8 percent and 2 percentrespectively).
In other words, the public said that if the city was attacked,
people leaving the area of disaster could find shelter in their
homes. But, if there was only a warning of an impending attack and
people were not homeless, and in need of immediate attention, the
public was less enthusiastic about housing them for a period of
time.

More than half of the respondents said they favored a program of
evacuation of people out of a city during an attack without
reservations (52 percent of those who gave an answer). Table 43
summarizes this finding. However, as previously stated, respond-
ents tend to say that they favor most anything which is "for the
good of the country." The findings of the 1954 University of
Michigan study and the 1954 study done by the American Institute
of Public Opinion, both just discussed, lend support to this. In
both, only a very small proportion of the respondents mentioned
leaving the city when they were asked specifically what they would
do in the event of an attack. Also, when the 1956 University of
Michigan respondents were asked what could be done to save lives
in case of an attack, of thosi who answered, only two percent
mentioned evacuation plans and practice and, when probed for any
other ways, only an additional two percent said evacuation (Table
44).

It appears, then, that in a forced choice situation, i.e., when
the respondents were presented with evacuation and asked to eval-
uate it as to its merits, the public responded favorably. How-
ever, in an open-end situation, when they had to suggest their
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own Solutions to the problem they were rather negative in their
estimates of the value of evacuation programs. In other words,
the issue of evacuation seemed to lack saliency for the public.
To them, evacuation was not one of the more seriously considered
civil defense programs, even during its era of relative popu-
larity.

B. Effectiveness of Shelter Systems

1. Chronology of Opinion

Examination of available public opinion data on shelter systems
reveals recurrent inquiries as to the public's positive and
negative feelings about shelters--do people favor shelters, do
they like t em or do they dislike them. Little data exist, how-
ever, on wh ther people think shelters would be effective in saving
lives in ca of an attack. There is no reason to assume that,
because a person likes shelters, he would also think they would
save his life in an attack situation. These are two totally
different variables. In only those instances where we lack suffi-
cient data on the effectiveness of shelters will we use data on
the public's feelings about them.

The 1956 University of Michigan study included several questions
which pertain to shelter effectiveness. In Table 44, we found
that evacuation plans and practices were mentioned by only a small
proportion of the respondents as valuable in saving lives in case
of an attack. However, many more people felt that shelter plan-
ning and construction at that time could aid survival in case of
attack. Thirty-two percent mentioned shelters initially; and, when
probed for anything else that might help, an additional 5 percent
mentioned them (Table 44).

These respondents were then asked what sorts of things might be
done that would be a waste of time and money. The results of this
question are presented in Table 45. Of those who gave an answer
(70 percent of the total sample did not answer the question), the
most frequent response was that nothing would be a waste of time
and money (70 percent). However, we also find that 16 percent of
the people felt that shelters would be a waste and only 6 percent
of them felt this way about evacuation plans. This appears to be
contradictory in view of the fact that in the previous question,
many more people said that shelters would save lives than did
those who mentioned evacuation plans. This could be explained,
perhaps, by a point Just discussed in the section on evacuation.
We mentioned there that even though programs of evacuation were
at their highest peak of popularity during the time of the survey,
they seemed to lack saliency. Therefore, when asked what would be
a waste of time and money, it is quite natural that the respondents
mentioned shelters more than they did evacuation programs.
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In a 1961 nation-wide survey done by the American Institute of
Public Opinion, an attempt was made to obtain the public's views
on a nation-wide shelter program (Table 46). We see that of those
who answered, although more people said that such a shelter pro-
gram was not a waste of time and money than did those *ho agreed
with the statement, the difference between the two groups was not
substantial (45 percent as opposed to 36 percent).

In a 1961 University of Michigan study on the Cold War, the
respondents were asked what could be done to make an attack on the
U.S., if it should come, less damaging. As seen in Table 47t 37
percent of the interviewees spontaneously mentioned shelters. The
remaining 63 percent of the sample responded in other terms. How-
ever, this sizeable portion was then asked specifically about the
protection factor of shelters, i.e., would shelters help to pro-
tect from rays, fallout, radiation, etc., that would come after an
atomic explosion. More than half of the people who had answered
originally in other terms did feel that shelters would be of help
in the protection of people from these secondary effects. Four-
teen percent of the sample said that shelters would be of no help.

We see in Table 48 that two out of three persons felt that a pro-
gram of fixing shelter areas in buildings would save lives and
help survival; and, only a very small proportion felt there were
no advantages to such a program (six percent). Undoubtedly, ref-
ence was being made to large public shelters. The most frequently
mentioned disadvantage was shelter characteristics--overcrowding,
confinement, etc. Forty-seven percent of the sample felt this to
be an important drawback of the program. Only 12 percent felt
that shelters in buildings would not save lives. And, 19 percent
said that there were no disadvantages in such a program.

The 1963 Fallout Shelter Study done by the Bureau of Applied Social
Research at Columbia University contained several questions perti-
nent to our area of inquiry in this paper. We see in Table 49 that
only 23 percent of the public felt that the chances of survival in
their neighborhood were good. More than half of the respondents,
59 percent, said that chances of survivsl would be bad or non-
existent. A major shift in the answers occurred, however, when the
respondents were asked what the chances of survival would be if
people in the neighborhood were in fallout shelters. More than half
of them thought chances would be good if people were housed in shel-
ters (53 percent). And, only 27 percent felt that chances would be
bad or that there would be no chance at all for .ep-uivak.

Two out of every three persons responding said that they were either
strongly in favor or somewhat in favor of fallout shelters (Table SO).
Although this is not a measure of effectiveness, it does reflect the
public's sentiment on the subject. Also, we find that m&re than half

I
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of the interviewees (56 percent) had both commusity shelters
and private family shelters in mind when answering this question
(Table 50). Twenty-five percent ot the people in opposition to
shelters gave structural inadequacies as their reason (Table 51).
They felt that shelters were useless, they would never work wid
ould not provide protection due to inherent structural inade-

quacies.

From the data cited so far, there is evidence to suggest that,
over the years, increased numbers of Americans seem to believe
that shelters would provide reasonable chances to survive.

2. Descriptive Analysis of Perceived Effectiveness

The 1963 University of Pittsburgh study on Civil Defense and Cold
Aar Attitudes provides us with additional data on shelter effec-
tiveness. In this study, the 1434 respondents were asked to agree
or disagree with several statements related to fallout shelters.
(Note: Throughout the discussion of these statements, when we
speak of disagreement we are referring to people who either dis-
agreed or disagreed strongly with the statement.)

More than nine in ten persons sampled agreed that fallout shelters
provide some chance of living through a nuclear war (Table 52).
Only nine percent of the respondents voiced disagreement with the
statement, We cannot make any assumption as to the degree of
effectiveness implied in the responses because there was no quali-
fication as to how much or what kind of chance for survival the
fallout shelter provides. we can only say that the majority of the
public felt there was some chance. Examination of that portion of
the public who disagreed with the statement, small as it is, does
reflect some subgroup differences which deserve mention in this
discussion.

From Table 53, we can readily see that more of the people residing
in the large standard metropolitan statistical areas (11 percent)
and in other metropolitan areas (11 percent) did not agree with the
statement than those living in non-metropolitan areas. These per-
centages are higher than the national figure (Table 52), and well
above those for the non-metropolitan areas. (Six percent of those
living in non-metropolitan areas with a city of 10,000 or more and
7 percent in non-metropolitan areas with no city of 10,000 popula-
tioon disagreed).

It is quite reasonable, therefore, to get the results we do in
Table 54. When we examine agreement with the statement by geograph-
ical location, we find that more of the residents of the New England
states (Connecticut, Mine, Mssachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, and Vermont), the Middle Atlantic states (New Jersey, New
York, and Pennsylvania) and the states of the Last North Central
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(Tndiana, fwlinois, Michigan, Ohio and Winconsin) disagreed with
the Ktatoment than did people living in the other parts of the
country (1 percent, 12 percent, and 11 percent, respectively).
Each of the regionA just enumerated contain standard metropolitan
qtatistical areas within their borders. This diqsgreement could
be 3 functimn of two related variables--differential threat per-
ception and pessimism. People residing in the large population
center- n.a, feel that if an attack cores, their city would be a
certain target. And, blast shelter%, not fallout shelters, would
bp the only type of structure that would provide some chance of
living through the attack. Or. secondly, if urbanites feel their
city would be a certain #nemy target, they may feel that nothing,
wont blast nor fallout shelters, would aid survival.

No significant subgroup differences occur when we examine agree-
ment with the statement by sex or by race. Iasponses of males
and females and %hites and Negroes are quite similar for all
categories.

In Table 55 we find that older people tend to be a bit mor*
reluctant to agree with the statement than are younger people.
Ninp percent of respondents between the ages of 20 and 29 as
opposed to 15 percent of people 60 years of age and older did not
feel that fallout shelters provided some chance of living through
an attack.

More people who have education beyond the bachelor's degree dis-
agreed with the statement than did those at any of the other levels
of education. In table 56 we find that 16 percent of those with
education higher than college said that they did not feel that
fallout shelters provided some chance for living through an attack. I
more people in the professional, managerial, and the craftsmen
occupation categories said that they disagreed with the statement
than in the other job classes. We see in Table 57 that 10 percent
of the tf.-vessionals, 12 percent of the managerial, and 10 percent
of the craftsmen categories disagreed. However, the differences
between these categories and the others are rather small.

Income lends little help in our effort to Identify that portion
of the public who felt that fallout shelters offered no chance of
survival. Table 58 illuotrates this fact. Nore people in the
income bracket of $15,000 to $24,999 a year disareed with the
statement than those in other income categories. However, dif-
ferences among other income levels are quite smll.

More people who said they had no political preference and more of
those who preferred a party other than the two major cnes said
that they disagreed with the statement that fallout shelters
provide some chance for survival. Fifteen percent of respondents
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in the "tother" category and 11 percent of those with no political
party preference disagreed as opposed to eight percent of the
Republicans and nine percent of the Democrats who felt this way
(Table 59).

It should be noted here, once again, that even though some sub-
group differences exist when we closely examine disagreement with

*'statement, the mi'i.L ýf ivpe nu mDatticL ia%.w 0Lhy are
classified, agreed that fallout shelters do provide some chance of
living through a nuclear war.

In the same study, the respondents were asked to express their
agreement or disagreement with the statement that people in fallout
shelters may not have an easy time of it, but at least they will be
alive and able to rebuild after a nuclear war. More than eight out
of ten respondents agreed that people in fallout shelters would be
alive after a nuclear war (Table 60). Only 17 percent disagreed
with the statement. In attempting to identify any subgroup dif-
ferences among the respondents who disagreed with the statement,
we find that they are very similar to thQse existing among the
respondents who disagreed with the previous statement about fallout
shelters providing some chance for survival in case of a nuclear
attack. Any explanations cited above for the existing differences
should, therefore, hold for the following analysis of the statement
in question and will not be repeated.

More of the residents, 19 percent, of the largest metropolitan areas
such as Philadelphia, Oiicage, New York City, Los Angeles, etc., dis-
agreed with the statement than residents of other size communities.
However, the differences between the groups are rather small
(Table 61).

Similarly, the geographical locations of New England, Middle Atlan-
tic, Pacific, and the East North Central have more residents who
say that people in fallout shelters will not be alive after a
nuclear attack than other locations in the country (20 percent, 20
percent, 20 percent, and 19 percent respectively). Table 62 summa-
rizes this data.

More whites than Negroes disagreed with the statement (Table 63).
Eighteen percent of all white respondents said that they either
disagreed or disagreed strongly with the statement while only ten
percent of the Negroes expressed the same feeling.

And, more females said that fallout shelters would not keep people
alive in the event of an attack than did males (Table 64). Nine-
teen percent of the women in the sample disagreed with the state-
ment as opposed to 14 percent of all men.

More people in the 50-59 age categoryt and more of the 60-69 group
disagreed than did those in the other age classification (19 percent



and 24 percent, respectively.) The differences between the amount
of disagreement in the other age groups were rather small (Table 65).

More people with education higher than college felt that people in
fallout shelters would not survive an attack than those at other
levels of education (Table 66). Twenty-seven percent of all those
with an education beyond college disagreed with the statement.

Since occupational class is more or less determined by level of
education, we would expect that, in this instance, the professional
and the managerial categories would have more people in disagreement
with this statement than the other job categories. We find, in
Table 67, however, that this does not hold true. Ihe category of
managers, officials and proprietors does have more members in dis-
agreement with the statement (22 percent). However, more people in
the farmers and farm managers and clerical job classifications said
that they did not feel that people in fallout shelters would survive
a nuclear attack than did those classified as professional, (1 per-
cent and 20 percent as opposed tc 17 percent).

More Jews (27 percent) said that people in fallout shelters would not
survive an attack than did Protestants, Roman Catholics. agnostics,
other religions, and peoplP who claimed no reiigion. (Note: Only
two people identified themselves as atheists, thus making projection
impossible). But, once again, no matter what the subgroup, the ma3or-
ity agreed with the statement (Table 68).

As shown in Table 69, 22 percent of the respondents claiming no
political party preference disagreed with the statement. This is
greater than the number of Republicans, Democrats and other minor
parties voicing the same feeling.

Expressions of shelter ineffectiveness, as measured in the 1963
University of Pittsburgh study, tended to be associated with: higher
levels of education, no political party preference, older age levels,
large metropolitan areas; and, the New England and Middle Atlantic
states.

In the 1964 University of Pittsburgh study, two questions were
included which were quite similar to the questions discussed earlier

in this section from the 1963 Fallout Shelter Study done by the
Bureau of Applied Social Research at Columbia Univers.ty. It is
clear from Table 70 that the majority of Americans felt that surviv-

al chances would be fairly to very bad in their neighborhood if a
nuclear war suddenly began. The 56 percent finding of this study
is comparable to the reported finding of the 1963 Columbia Universi-
ty stud:, (Table 49). Only 26 percent of the people saw chances for
survival as very good or fairly good. No population segment can be
singled out as being drastically at variance with this underlying
view. The majority of people clustered around two responses--chances
would be fairly bad or very bad.
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We see a significant shift, however, in these people's attitudes
about survivability when the notion of fallout shelters is intro-
duced. "Me majority of people (66 percent) felt that chances for

survival would be, with the mention of fallout shelters, at least
fairly good (Table 71). Only 19 percent say that people in their

neighborhood would have a poor chance for survival and two p,rcert
replied that there would be no chance at all.

Before attempting any analysis on the data, however, we would like

to comment upon the wording of these questions and what influence
I! this ma, havc had on the respond.,nts' answers. Repeating the

second question--'What if they were in fallout shelters? How good

would the chan~es be then that people in this area would survive?,,-

we note that the first half of the question assures the respondent
that: 1) there would be fallout shelters available in their local
area, 2) people would have nough warning time to get to them, and
3) there would be available space in the shelters for them. This

is an optimum shelter situation. It removes all these problem's
from the respondents' minds. In this situation, then, it is quite

reasonable that we should get the kind of response we do--66 per-

cent of the population see chances for survival as good.

4 In an attempt to first descriptively identify these people, we find

that some differences do exist within that portion of the population

who feel that even if people were housed in fallout shelters durinn

an attack, chances for survival would be bad. Table 72 shows that

the highest proportion of people feeling this way reside in the

largest metropolitan areas with population of 2,000,000 and over.

Twenty-seven percent of these urbanites see chances for su.-vival as

being bad or nonexistent, even when protected by fallout shelters.

More of them reside in the New England, middle Atlantic and the

Pacific states than in other regions of the country (TUble 73).

Thirty percent of residents in New England, 24 percent in Middle

Atlantic, uand 22 percent in the Pacific arva say that survival

chances would be bad or nonexistent even if housed in shelters.

As Table 74 points out, more older people in the society feel that chanc.

of survival wuld be bad even with shelters than do younger persons.

Twenty-five percent of people 50-59 years of age, 30 percent of 70-79

year-olds, and 23 percent of those over eighty said that survival

chances would be bad or nonexistent.

More "college" people, i.e., attended, completed or schooling beyond

college, expressed doubts about surviving a nuclear attack even if

housed in a fallout shelter than did people at other levels of edu-

cation (Table 75).

Level of income varies with amount of education Table 76 shows

that more of the people with salaries over $10,000 a year said that

chances for survival would be bad even if people were housed in fall-

out shelters than those with lower incomes.
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The sales and managerial occupational categories had more people
who expressed a low degree of shelter effectiveness than any other
occupational field. Twenty-eig•ht percent of the managerial group
and 28 percent of the sal es people said that chances for survival,
when in a fallout shelter, would be bad or there would be no
chances at all (Table 77).

Jews, Roman Catholics, and people who have no religious preference
are more likely to feel that chances for survival in an attack
wuut, be bad or nonexistent even if in shelters than are people
with other religious preferences. In Table 78, we find that 35
percent of the Jews in the population, 23 percent of the Roman
Catholics, and 23 percent of people with no religious preference
expressed this feeling..

If we wish to project to the poptlation, using these descriptive
variables, we could say that those persons who are rather pessi-
mistic about survival chances even if housed in fallout shelters
tend to be: older; urban residents; from the Northeastern and
Pacific regions of the country; members of religious m'nority
groups: more educated; and from high income brackets.

It is interenting to note these descriptive characteristics; but,
we feel that this specific group of respondents, i.e., those who
feel that chances for survival would be bad even when housed in
fallout shelters, should be examined by more analytic variables
included in this University of Pittsburgh study.

Table 79 shows that of those who feel survival would be bad, less
of them said they worried at least some about nuclear war than did
those who felt the probability of survival was greater. HoweveL,
the differences in the responses are not substantial.

Vhen asked how likely they felt another big World War was' in which
nuclear bombs would be used, more of the people who said survival
would be very bad or there would be no chance at all in fallout
shelters saw another World War unlikely than did the other respond-
ents (Table 80). Sixty-seven percent of those who saw practically
no probability for survival in fallout shelters felt that another
World t.ar was unlikely as compared to 58 percent who said survival
chances were very good, 58 percent saying fairly good, 60 nercent
who felt chances would be fifty-fifty, and 60 percent who said
chances for survival would be fairly bad.

If another World War should occur, however, the respondents who
felt that the probability of survival in fallout shelters was very
bad or zero mentioned, most often, that all nuclear weapons would
be used at once in response to the question "Which is the most
likely way a world war would be fought?" (Table 81). Thirty-six
percent of these people gave this response. in comparison, the
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most frequent response of people who felt that chances for survival
in fallout shelters were quite good was that many nuclear weapons
would be used but some would be kept in reserve. If some people
feel that the enemy will use all nuclear weapons at once, it is not
surprising that they would be rather pessimistic about survival.

When asked how much warning time we would have in the event of an
attack, few people replied th:it we would have none at all, However,
more of those who felt chances for survival in fallout shelters
would be very bad or nonexistent gave this answer than did other
respondents (Table 82). Almost one-half, 48 percent, of those who
view survival as being very bad expect less than fifteen minutes
warning time or none at all. This compares to 40 percent of people
who felt survival would be very good, 34 percent of those who said
chances for survival would be fairly good, 41 percent of the "50-50"
group, and 40 percent of the "fairly bad" group.

An inverse relation exists between Lhances for survival in fallout
shelters and degree of loc•l danger in case of a nuclear war. As
probability for survival in fallout shelters decreases from very
good to very bad, there is a corresponding increase in the propor-
tion of people who view local dangers as either certain or great,
i.e., that their area would be a target. We find these propor-
tions increasing rather dramaticalty from 40 percent to 78 percentas we go from kigh probability to low probability of surviving in

fallout shelters (Table 83).

An discussed earlier in this chapter, the resrondents of the 1964
University of Pittsburgh study were first asked what the chances
were for survival in their local area if a nuclear war started the
next week. Then, they were asked what !'he chances for survival
would be if local people were housed in shelters. Table 84 presents
the results obtained when estimates of shelter effectiveness are
examined by estimates of survivability without fallout shelters.

We can summarize from the table that people's estimates of surviv-
al improved significantly when fallout shelters were introduced.
Of all the people who saw survival, generally, as being very bad
or not existing at all, more than half (55 percent) said that sur-
vival would be, at least, fairly good if people were in fallout
shelters--a rather impressive improvement. Also, of those who ini-
tially said that survival would be fairly bad, twn-thirds of them
said it would be, at least, fairly good if in shelters. The men-
tion of fallout shelters did not seem to make much difference, how-
ever, to a Qertain group of people. Eighteen percent of those who
initially said survival would be very bad concluded that shelters
would iake no difference at all.

People wh) said chances for survival in fallout shelters were bad
felt tha, there would be a greater amount of local fallout danger,
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if their area was not destroyed in an attack, than did others
(Table 85). Ninety-five percent of those who felt chances for
survival would be very bad and 88 percent who felt they would
be fairly bad said that there would be, at least, great danger
of fallout as compared to 66 percent of people who felt sur-
vival chances would be very good and 80 percent who said they
would be fairly good.

"When we examine favorability of shelter4 by survival chances if
in them during an attack, we find that people who rated survival
in fallout shelters as very bad differ rather (,ramatically fron those
who felt shelters would be more effective. Table 86 shows that
37 percent of all people in the "very bad or no chance at all"
category were opposed either strongly or somewhat to shelters
as compared to seven percent in the "very good," eight percent
in the "fairly good," four percent in the "50-50," and 24 per-
cent in the "fairly bad" categories.

Fewer people who rated chAnces for survival in fallout shelters
as bad (fairly bad, very bad or no chance at all) said they had
thought of using a public fallout shelter as compared to the other
respondents (Table 87). A direct relationship exists between
these two variables. As estimates of survivability in fallout
shelters decline from very good to none at all, there is a de-
crease in the proportion of people who said that they had
thought about using a public shelter (from 62 percent in the
"very good" category to 41 percent in the "very bad or no chance
at all" classification).

The majority of respondents, no matter how they rated chances for
survival, said they would try to use a public shelter in case
there was an attack (Table 88). However, many more of those who
felt survival chances in shelters would be bad said they would
not try to use one than others. Twenty-two percent of people
who said survival would be fairly bad and 26 percent who said
chancei would be very bad or nonexistent replied that they would
not use a public shelter if there were one available.

An additional summary statement can now be made about that por-
tion of the population who think survival chances, even if
housed in fallout shelters, would be bad. Low estiaate3 of shel-
ter effectiveness tend to correlate with: less worry about nu-
clear war; unlikelihood of another World war; enemy use of all
nuclear weapons at once, if another World var should come;
expectation of little warning time; expectations that local area
would boo a target; feeling that there would be certain or great
local fallout danger; unfavorable opinions about fallout shel-
terq; little thought about using a shelter; and, less inclina-
tion to use one in the event of an attack.
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C. Warning Time Considerations

Up to thin point in our report, we have discussed two different
modes of protectinn in case of an enemy attack on this country--
leaving the city (evacuation) and shelter systems. Both of these
programs are based upon the assumption that there would be suffi-
cient warning time for the population to select their course of
action as to whether they will leave the city, go to an estab-
lished shelter, or remain in their homes and to carry through
their plans. We see, then, that warning time is an extremely
important consideration and could be a determining factor in how
successful either the evacuation or the shelter programs would
be in the event of an attack. That is, no matter how well con-
structed the shelters would be or how well stocked they would
be with supplies, if there was insufficient warning of an attack
for the population to get to them the shelter program might be a
failure.

"Varning time, in fact, could be considered as an important
reason why less emphasis is currently being placed on evacuation
programs. The feasibility of tactical evacuation programs has
declined because of the decrease in available warning time for the
most commonly expected modes of attack--such as intercontinental
ballistic missiles. Because of thin modern method of delivery,
warning time has been drastically compressed; and, as a result, the
evacuation program has decreased in importance.

.Warninog time, therefore, has been an important consideration in
overall civil defense planning. And, public opinion studies about
civil defense have made specific inquiries about what the public
knows and thinks about warning time.

Several issues pertain to possible ineffectiveness of the national
warning system. These are:

1. People do not know the signals so they could not
respond to them.

2. They may know the warning signals, but they may
not be able to hear them.

Information questions about warnirng time and warning sigmals have
been included in many public opinion surveys, some of which will
be reported here. In the 1954 nation-wide survey done by the
Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan, the follow-
ing question was asked of all respondents:
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"Do you knoA what the warning signal is which tells
people that *nwmy planes are headed for your city
(town)? What is it? Do you know the signal that
says the danger has passed? What is it?"

Table 89 provides the national distribution relative to the total
sample to this question. The 1954 data reveal that some 41 per-
cent of the respondents lived in communities without an available
warning system. In the nation, 9 percent knew both the alert and
the all-clear signal correctly; an additional 7 percent knew only
the warning signal; and, 4 percent knew only the all-clear.
Thirty-nine percent of the public either did not know the signals
or reported them incirrectly to the interviewer.

In the 1956 University of Michigan study, about 18 percent of the
interviewees who answered the question knew the alert signal;
about as many said that they knew the signal but were wrong
although their area did have an operational warning system.
More than one in two subjects in this research did not know the
signal (Table 90).

In 1961, the University of Michigan again questioned respondents
on their knowledge of warning signals. About one in four knew
either the alert, the take cover, or both signals; about two out
of every ten respondents were aware of the sources of warning
(sirens), but did not know the signals. Fifty-three percent of the
population were not aware of the signals at all (Table 91).

W*e can say, then, that Americans have not~generally, known the
warning signals which would provide them with initial informa-
tion about an impending attack. We cannot measure these find-
ings against the actual state of the warning system throughout
the country because we do not have this data. The findings,
however, do point up an important consideration which should be
taken into account in future civil defense planning--education
of the public.

In a study of civil defense drills in Austin, Texas, more than
half of the respondents said they were able to hear the warning
signals in their homes. Four in ten respondents said they could
hear them even with the windows closed; but, the modal reaction
to the question of whether the warnings would wake them from
their sleep was that they would not (Table 92).

Of those respondents who could identify the warning signal in
the 1954 University of Michigan survey, most thought it meant
an attack in less than ten minutes. Once sain, however, many
just did not know the warning signal (Table 93).

In their 1956 study, the Michigan people found that of people
who answered, the most frequent response was that they expecsd
less than ten minutes (Table 94).
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By 1964, the American public was expecting more warning time.
In the University of Pittsburgh's 1964 national civil defenso
survey, the respondents were asked how much time they thought
they would have to know about an enemy attack on this country.
Table 95 sumnarizes the responses to this question. The
median response occurred about 15 minutes. Although some of
the response categories had more people in them, the numbe~r of
people in the 15 minute category is particularly meani, f'1
when we realize that the rest of the categories ranged in size
anywhere from four minutes to 48 hours whereas the 15 minute
category is quite specific--one minute. In order to be in-
cluded in this category, the respondent had to be exact in his
estimate. We could consider those individuals who did give
this estimate of warning time more knowledgeable on the subject.
For several years, the 15 minute warning time has been aired
publicly as being a rather reasonable amount of time between
warning and actual attack.

When asked About warning time by 1970, more respondents felt
that there would be more, rather than less, time (40 percent as
opposed to 24 percent). Thirty-six percent felt that there
would be about as much time then as there is now (Table 96).
It is not all that unreasonable for people to expect more
warning time in 1970. Improvements in detection devices and
the use of such systems as satellites could add extra minutes
to our warning time.

In late 1963, the University of Pittsburgh conducted a survey
to measure the American public's receptivity to a home alert-
ing device--the NEAR system. Since it was thought that will-
ingness to acquire a home alerting system should relate to the
respondents' views on the present alerting systems the re-
searchers asked the respondents to evaluate the present alert-
ing system. More people felt that the prazant system fcr
alerting the public to an enemy attack was poor (20 percent)
than believed it to be very good (17 percent). However, the
responses are rather evenly split along the scale. A little
more than half (53 percent) felt that the system was fair or
poor whereas 46 percent thought it was good to very good
(Table 97).

In summary, then, our examination of the warning time expected
by the public has revealed that, over the years, people have
increased their estimatis of time. In the mid-5Os, the public
expected less than ten minutes warning; in 1964, the median
response was about fifteen minutes, and people expect more, not
less, time by 1970. An evaluation of the present warning sys-
tem, however, did not yield anything that could be considered
conclusive. About as many people said the system was poor as
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said it was good. Most Americans clearly do not know the warning
signals which would alert them to an impending attack.

D. Cost Effectiveness of Civil Defense Systems

People may consider civil defense objectives to be quite impor-
tant. And, they may feel that the various programs within the
system are effective. But, they may object to the cost of these
programs. Their objections could be either that costs are too
high irrespective of effectiveness or that for the level of
effectiveness implicit in the system, the costs are too high. It
would be quite difficult to use the available public opinion
data to show that civil defense sysIems are considered too expen-
sive on either of these two counts.

A 1953 AIPO sample was asked whethrr they would be likely to
build a shelter if they could do so for approximately $200, the
figure which civil defense officials had stated. Only two percent
of the sample said they would within the next year (Table 98).
Ninety-four percent of the respondents stated that they would not.
It appears from the data, then, that at that time, $200 was too
costly for a family shelter to a vast majority of Americans.

By 1960, however, we find a substantial difference in the opinion
of the public. In April of 1960, AIPO conducted another survey in
which they asked the respondents whether or not they would be
interested in paying to have a home "bomb" shelter built for their
family if it could be built for under $500. About 40 percent of
them said they would be interested and 47 percent said definitely
no (Table 99). Many more people, then, were interested in having
one built at this price than at the $200 level in 1953. Several
factors could enter into the explanation of this result. It my
be that with the advent of modern weaponry such as thermonuclear
rather than nuclear weapons, etc., people felt more of a need for
shelters than they did in 1953, regardless of price. Also, they
my have concluded that in order to obtain adequate protection
from such modern weaponry, it would cost more than $200.

In the 1961 Austin, Texas, study, 26 percent of all respondents
interviewed said that they did not build fallout shelters because
it would cost too much. This is the dominant reply among those who
gave any reasons at all (Table 100). There is no indication, how-
ever, that these people felt it would cost too much for the amount
of protection they would receive from it.

6. Civil Defense and Society.by Jiri Nehnevajsa et al.. Research
Office of Sociol06gy, bepartmemit of Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania# July, 1964, Part Three, IV,
pp. 292-299.
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Tn the 1963 Columbia University study of nine Northeastern com-
munities, about one-third of the respondents were opposed to
shelters, or had reservations about them. Of these people, 11
percent gave cost as their reason for their opposition (Table 101).
This is lower than the 1961 findinn discussed above. These samples,
however, are not directly comparable.

In the same study, people were asked whether they had ever thought
seriously about setting up a fallout shelter. More than eight in
ten persons said no. 'Ihen asked why they had not thought seriously
about it, 37 percent gave opposition to shelters as their reply.
Other reasons were mentioned by 62 percent or 675 persons (Table
102). Of these 675 persons, 404 of them or 60 percent mentioned
cost as the reason they had not thought about setting up a shelter.
Fallout shelters were seen as too expensive to construct (Table
102).

The data presented above are only for home or private shelter
costs, and cover a time span comparable to that in which private
shelters were most popular. There is some evidence that people
were reluctant to spend the money, necessary for an adequate shelter.
The issues of public shelters and estimates of Federal spending
have not been included in this paper as two recent putlications
from this Office have covered both topics adequately./

a. Evaluation of Local Civil Defense Programs

Concern with the public's attitudes regarding local civil defense
efforts is a critical consideration in the planning of any national
effort. In the event of an enemy attack, the local areas consti-
tute survival units for large numbers of people. These units could
easily become isolated in crisis periods; they must, therefore, be
well organized nrior to the emergency so that such problems as lack
of communications with the rest of the country could be handled
without endangering the possibilities of physical and social recov-
ery. If the residents within these local areas feel that the
efforts of their civil defense organization would be ineffective
during crises, their criticisms should be taken into account by the
planners of the nation-wide system.

In 1950, peoples reactions about the present state of civil
defense were investigated by the University of Michigan. There was
considerable disagreement about the present capacity of cities to
handle the effects of an atomic attack. People who believed in

7. Civil Defpnse and Society by Jiri Nehnevajsa et 81., Research
Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 1964, and Jiri Nehnevajsa, "Cost
of Civil Defense: A Study of Public Views9" in Some Public Views
on Civil Defense Programs, by Jiri Nehnevajsa et al., Research
office of Sociology, Depertment of Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 1964.
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their city's ability to take care of people in an atomic attack
vere far outnumbered by those who die not believe in community
ability to meet an attack (Table 103).

Table 104 shows that poor organization, plans, information, and
lack of training, communication, and dissemination of information
were cited more frequently as reasons why the city would be unable
to do a good Job of taking care of its people than any other
single reason. Only three percent mentioned inadequate shelters.

There was, also, considerable disagreement as to how well the
cities were doing in preparing for attacks. Table 105 shows that
while there was more favorable opinion than unfavorable, approxi-
mately one-half of the respondents felt that there was nothing
being done. It should be mentioned that although there was some
civil defense preparation going on at the time of this study
(fall, 1950), it was on a very small scale.

When we examine the public's evaluations of their cities' current
civil defense efficiency by their expectations of atomic attack,
we find that no matter how likely they felt it was that cities
would be bombed, most people said that their city could not do a
good civil defense job (Table 106). However, more people (66 per-
cent) who said it was very likely that cities would be bombed and
more (64 percent) who felt it was likely said that their city
could not do a good civil defense job than those who said it was
not likely that cities would be bombed (53 percent).

People who felt that the Armed Fnrcea -. uld give protection suffi-
cient to minimize danger were, relative to people lacking such
belief, more likely to be satisfied with the current ability of
their cities to do a good civil defense job (Table 107). We find
that 54 percent of those who felt that the Armed Forces could
give complete protection and 28 percent of people who felt that
heavy damage would be prevented felt that cities rould do a good
job. (This is opposed to 17 percent of people who felt that the
Armed Forces could give only poor protection).

Satisfaction with current civil defense conditions was affected
by the geographical location of the respondents. Mid-westerners
more frequently showed satisfaction with programs (31 percent)
people living along the East Coast were next (28 percent), and
West Coast residents were the least satisfied (15 percent).
Table 108 summarizes this data.

In the 1951 University of Michigan survey, sooe of the same ques-
tions were repeated with the intent if establishing a trena over
time. It was found that in 1951, there was less disagreement
about the present capacity of cities to handle the effects of an
atomic attack. Whereas in 1950, more than half of the respond-
ents felt that their city could not do a good job, only 38 per-
cent of then felt this way in 1951 (Table 109).
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We see in Table 110 that education ard evaluation of the city's
civil defense program were related. Sixty percent of those having
a college education said that their city could not do a good job
whereas 49 percent of high school graduates, 41 percent of grade
school graduates and 27 percent of those who did not complete
grade school felt this way.

An index of atomic bomb information was constructed by Michig-on,
using data from information questions related to knowledge About
the atomic bomb and its effects, and about protection against
these effects. The more informed the interviewees were of the
effects of the atomic bomb, the less they were inclined to evalu-
ate their city's civil defense program favorably. Of all those
people who scored high on the information index, only 27 percent
of them said that their city could do a good job. This compares
to 42 percent of those people on the low end of the scale. Con-
versely, more of the well informed (60 percent) said that their
city could not do a good job as opposed to 23 percent of the
uninformed (Table 111).

When isked to evaluate the progress of their city's civil defense
program, the respondents' opinions were about evenly divided
between favorable (27 percent) and unfavorable (29 percent).
Table 112 summarizes this data.

V.hen the respondents' evaluations of civil defense progress was
examined with regard to the amount of knowledge they had about
atomic bombs, a relationship occurred. More of the well informed
people (those on the upper end of the atomic bomb information
index) responded favorably to the progress being made on civil
defense programs than did those in the uninformed categories.
The bulk of those who were uninformed fell into the "don't know"
and "not ascertained" categories. In other words, people who did
not know much about the atomic bomb and its ettects also did not
know what was going on in local civil defense programs (Table
113).

In a 1961 study by the American Institute of Public Opinion, the
respondents were asked about how civil defense was being handled
in their local areas. Twenty-two percent of the respondents felt
that civil defense was being handled well. However, more than'
half of the interviewees, 59 percent, had little or no knowledge
about local civil defense programs (Table 114).

In 1956, the University of tchigan conducted a national survey
in which they asked people to assess civil defense, generally.
In Table 115, we see that of those who gave an answer, almost
eight in ten respondents felt that there definitely should be
more civil defense preparation. Only 16 percent felt that the
current civil defense status was alright. Between the time of
the earlier Michigan studies reported and this survey, much hap-
pened on the international scene which could have accounted for
the drastic change in people's opinions about civil defense.
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Moscow announced the explosion of a hydrogen bomb in 1953, the
first aerial H-bomb was tested in M1y of 1956, and the Hungarian
revolt began in October of the same year. In other words, the
Cold War atmosphere was a great deal more tense than in 1951.

The results from another question included in the 1956 Michigan
survey suggest the area in which these respondents feel that the
civil defense effort could be expanded. Table 116 shows that
more than eig•ht out of every ten persons answering the question
felt that shelters for people who live in areas that might be
attacked was a worthwhile endeavor. Only five percent of the
sample did not favor this proposal.

There is some evidence to suggest that a sizeable portion of the
public has not been satisfied with the civil defense efforts in
their local communities. It is difficult to determine whether
this is a result of a lack of civil defense activity or whether
it stems from ineffective cocaunication between local civil
defense officials and the residents of the community.

F. Effectiveness of Civil Defense Systems
for Tyres of Ivea-_ons Effects

The Office of Civil Defense has been charged with the responsi-
bility to produce a system to protect life and property in the
U.S. in the event of an enemy attack. Civil defense programs
operate to minimize damage resulting from successful weapons
penetrations. A major consideration in the planning of these
programs has to do wJ h the kinds of weapons effects against
which the public should be protected. The two kinds with which
we shall concern ourselves in this report are:

1. Primary effects

2. Fallout or secondary effects

The Government has placed most of the emphasis, in the post, on
protection against fallout rather than the primary effects of an
attack such as heat and blast. Shelters have been planned with
fallout in mind. Perhaps, the Government and the public do not
believe that anything really effective can be done for the pro-
tection of those communities under direct attack. A recent
publication from this Office disclosed -hat fallout has been
recognized as a major source of casualties in an attack situa-
tion. 8 Most people do not feel that much can be done to pro-
tect against blast and heat effects of nuclear weapons.

8. Nehnevajsat uri et al., Civil Defense and Society, Research
Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University of
Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, July, 1964, Part Three, 1I.
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Therefora, most of them think that a concern with fallout is
more realistic than programs to cope with the primary effects
of weapons. But, nonetheless, the public has no major opposi-
tion to programs which attempt to protect them against all
effects of weapons.

In the 1956 University of Michigan study, the respondents were
asked if they had heard of fallout or atomic dust, or radio-
activity or something like that in connection with the bomb.
Of those who had heard something, five in ten said that by
taking cover in shelters, one could protect himself from these
things (Table 117). Only three percent mentioned protection of
distance or evacuation.

In the same study, when asked if they knew of anything that
could be done to protect oneself against the blast and heat
(primary effects), the dominant reply was, once again, shelters.
Fifty-four percent of the respondents felt that shelters could
protect them from the blast and heat of an H-bomb explosion.

Thirty-seven percent of the respondents in the University of
Michigan's 1961 research mentioned shelters spontaneously in
answer to a question of whether they could think of anything
that might be done to make an attack against the United States
less damaging than it otherwise might be (Table 119). People
who answered in other terms were asked how good shelters would
be in protecting people from rays, fallout, radiation or
atomic dust dangers that come after an atomic explosion. Most
of them answered that shelters would be of some help. Only 14
percent of the total sample said that shelters would be of no
help.

In the 1961 Michigan State survey, estimates of the effectiveness
of shelters in escaping radiation sickness were obtained. More
than three in four saw at least some chance f)r people to avoid
radiation sickness by being housed in fallout shelters far
enough away to escape the bomb blast (Table 120).

Columbia University's fallout shelter study, done in 1963,Sprobed for reasons why some people opposed shelters. Fifteen
percent of the respondents said they opposed shelters because
the type that was availabl, would not provide protection under
direct hit, i.e., would not withstand primaw:y effects (Table 121).
An additional 25 percent ;aid shelters "wili never work," and
"won't provide protection."

About six percent of the respondents in the 1963 University of
Pittsburgh nation-wide study disagreed with the notion that

1*
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fallout shelters far enough away from the blast would give people

a very good chance of surviving (Table 122). More than nine in
ten agreed or agreed strongly with the statement. Once again,
however, the emphasis is on secondary effects.

The puhlic feel% that something can be done to protect against the
secondary effects of thermonuclear warfare. Mst people consider
rallout shelters to be the answer, as long as they are far enough
away to escape the blast effects. It appears to be widely held
that nothing much can be donp to protect against blast and heat.
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Table 34

TABLE 7-1

COWWWECT D! BEHAVIOR IN 217 Y(T
OF AN ATTACS ON THE U.S.7

Q.s If you heard some Sunday that an A-bomb attack had started on the
U.S., what would you do? Stay where you are or go somewhere else?

If rnededs Well, what do you think you might do?
- or - What would you do if there were no orders?

Leave town 8% of the population

Remain in town 88

Don't know 3

Not ascertained 1

(5.5% would try to leave town by car)

Survey of Public Knovledso and Attitudes Concernino Civil Defenses A
Report ofa -National Stud, in March1 195h, Stephen a. Withey, sorvey
Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 1954, p. 110.
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Table 3

TABLE 7-2
CONJETURED BEDATOR IN THE METWIPOLITAH CITIS

& E-WHE CONTRASTED

Metro 50,000 Under Rural
_ehavor Metro Suburb or over 50.000 only

Leavetown 1i% 10% 10% % 5%
Reimin town 86 98 86 89 90

Don't know 2 1 3 3 3

Not ascertained 2J, *.,Z ..
Ioo 1~ 10% o% o%

*Less than one per cent

SmW= gf Public KnoWlom and Alttitude6 gonmyrntnr Civil Defenwez A

Reserch Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, September,1954, p. 1.1.
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Tabl 
7-3

CONJEMTWRE BML&VIOR IN TO NCTROILITAN CIT'
& ELOM CORMA3D•

Metro 50,000 T~~

lbhaVi._ Metro aurb mw r 50.000

Levetwn ~ 2% 1% 2% 3

Rosin 13 12 20 43

DoO know - - 1 2

N ot aso ortai nedI-0

So f p n ' ,, l ,,,, m e a n d A t • t l 44 m C i v i .l a g l o w..,,,.. __
cm -Std An m• 129Sepe . witey Su,

h Center, Institute for Sl a rO4, Univrwet- of Kehio,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, Septame, 19%, p. 111.
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Table 37

Table 7-5

MEANING OF THE AIR RAT! 5IGNAL

Q.: If you heard the warning signal# how much time do you
think you might have before planes reached here?

Over Under For

Expected Time Metro Suburbs 50,000 50,000 Nation

Less than 10 minutes 31% W 2 7 Mr

Ten up to 20 minutes 14 19 12 4 9

Twenty minutes up to
one-half hour 7 3 4 1 3

Se-half hour up to

Sihour 10 6 9 1 5

One hour up to 2 hours 7 5 4 1 3

Two hours or over 1 2 3 1 2

Don't know 25 15 22 8 14

Not "certained 5 3 6 2 3

Does not know )
warning signal -i)-0 -1a Ah -10OL

Survey of Public Knowledr and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defenset
AReor= of a Jatiognal S udy in March, 1•5L, Stephen a. Withey,
Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University
of Michigan# Amn Arbor, Michigan, September, 1954, p. 112.

I

II



-76-

fable 38

Table 7-6

CHOIZC OP IVACATIOJN BY PERSONS MAKING SOW8
CHOzcU ACCORDING TO R]CT3 TIM CO WAJNfl0

Among those expecting Percent
a period of: of each group

Lees than 10 minutes 73 Ch so evacuation
10 to 20 minutes as chose evacuation
20 to 30 minutes 113 ebose evacuation
Is to I hour 12S chosu evacuation
I to 2 hours 160 chose evacuation
2 hours or over 163 ehoh. evacuatiom

S os f Public Knwled anI Attitudes Coewernia Civil
Defenses A Repr of a National StudZ n Mach, 195, Stepbs

Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, Septembes
1954# p& 113.

'1
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Table 39

Table 7-19

P3TRACTICS 9%04ATION

I.g How about if they bad a practice evacuation; would you
take part in it?

Would take part without hesitation 533 of metro
population

Would take part with hesitation 9

Would take part with reluctance 1

Would not take part 13

Depeads and don't know 6

Not ascertained 2

Could not walk 16

1004

Survey of Public Knomledg and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defense:
- A R02 of a National StY in March, 51•, Stephen B. Withey,
Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 1954, p. 128.

A



-78-

Table 40

Suppose ve get into a war with Russia. lat's imgine there is an
air raid alert in this city (town, commity), and ve have been
warned there's a strong chanee they might drop an atom or Ibdrogen
bomb here. What would you do?

I i

Air raid shelter 62 5.0

Cellar-basement, hole, low down I31 33.0

Stay indoors, first floor, hall 68 3.3

Find cover or shelter, safe place 273 22.1

raave city if possible 128 10.1,

Oet in open, baokjard 14 1.1

Follow instruetions of Civil
Defense Wardens 93 7.5

Report for civil defense duty,

help public 60 4.9

Cover head, eyes, protect self 36 2.9

Stay Ome I was, do nothing 82 6.6

An other 234 79.0

No answer, don't know -

Total 1418 123?

*The peroents total to are than 100% as saw respondents gave

mre the one ansvr.

A.I.P.0., 331v May, 1951,, (U3npublished).
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Table 41

Q. 26 Say an attack had hit sa town near heo but no daaags had
occurred around here. If you wers asked to house, for awhile,
same people who had children, or old people, or people of
another race or religion, or very poor people, or fairly rich
people-how would you feel about having your how open to saw
of the" kinds of people?

I I
No objections to anyone, 1435 89.6
all welome

Sam objections, object 134 8.4
to sam people

Would object to housing 33 2.1
anyone

Don't knows, no answers 41 ... _

Total 1613 1602

UnIversitv of MichLan, Stu=y 418, 1956, (Unpublished).

Table 4,

Q. 27 Say there was only a warning of an attack and they moved people
out ý'.f places that might be hit. How would you feel about
taking some people like this into your hc for awhile in that
case?

No objections to anyone, 1301 81.2
all welcom

Some ob.Jections, object 187 11.7
to s people

Would object to housing 114 7.1
anyone

Don't knows, no answers -

Total 1613 1602

Oniversitt of Michifn. Study 418, 1956, (Unpublished).



W80-

Table 43

Q. 28 BEk do you fool about the of planning or tryinto
mows most of tho people out ofa oelt in order to try
to save lives &drng an attack?

I

Favors it without reservations,
thinka it worthwhile 813 52.o

Favors it with reservations 299 19.1

Pro-eon 5.4

Does not favor thin, doss not
think it worthwhile 36 23.4

Don't kvs, no answers --

TOtal 1&~3 l%62

Unv Aiti of Me-an. Stufr 4i18, 1936, (Unpublished).



Table --

Q. 19p 19a. Do you think that things can be done now, so that in case of
attack more people would survive?

First mentions -

Too# things can be done - general inform-
tion, learning 526 38.1

Yoe, thing. can be done - planning specific
procedures 69 5.0

Evacuation plan and practice 27 2.0
Shelters 437 31.6
Stock-piling 28 2.0
Military actions 10 0.7
Warning system. 24 1.7
Yes, no answer to what could be done l13 10.3
No, nothing can be done, no second mention 118 8.5
Don't knows, no answers 261

Total i63 1382

Second mentions

Yes, things can be done - general informa-
tion, learning 94 6.1

YeT, things can be done - planning specific
procedures 56 3.6

Evacuation plan and practice 26 1.7
Shelters 72 4.7
Stock-piling 56 3.6
Military actions 4 0.3
Warning systems 1 0.7
Yes, no answer to what could be done 6 0.4
No, nothing can be done, no second mention 1212 78.8
Don't knows, no answers 105 -

Total 1643 1537

University of iuhigan1 Study 1418, 1956, (Unpublished)
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rable 45

l. 20. What aorta of things might be done that would be m asts of timI

Anythin or everything would 18 3.6
be mated effort

Evacuation plato 28 5.6

Shelter 78 15.7

World War II type Civilian 4 0.O
Defense
Several things mentioned 22 4.4

Nothing, none 348 69.9

Don't Knows, No Ansers

Total 1613 496

Iniversity of Michian., Stud 11,2 1956 (Unpublished).

able 46

n general, how do you feel aboat a nationwide shelter program? Do you

hink it would be a wate of tim and money, or not?

IN

Tee 960 35.7

No 1246 45.3

No opinion 522 19.0

Don't knowp no answr, other 17-

Total 2765 2748

.I.P.0.. 652,p November, 1961, (Unpublished).
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Table 47

Q. "If a big war and an atomic attack on the United States should come,
is there anything you can think of that could have been done to make
the attack on the U.S. less damaging to us?

Shelters 37%

People answering in other terms were then
asked the following question:

"How about shelters to protect people from
rays, fallout, radiation, or atomic dust
dangers that come after an atomic explosion?
Would that help?"

Shelters would help 24
Shelters of some help 18
Shelters of no help 14
Don't know

The U.S. and the U.S.S.R.: A Report of the Public's Perspectives on United
States-Russian Relations in Late 1961, Stephen B. Withey, Survey Research
Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor,
Michigan, March, 1962, p. 39.
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Table 48

Q. When jou think about the idea of buildirg shelters in the United
States, or fi.uing shelter areas in buildings, what do you think
of as the good and bad things about such a program? First, what
good things or advantages do you think of? What bad things or dis-
advantages do you think of?"

Advantages

End result - save lives, help survival 60i
Shelter characteristics - large group shelters,

staffing, accessibility, in urban areas 17
Current factors - morale, stimulus to econa,

deterrence, coimon action 1U
Miscellaneous 7

Don't know 12
No advantages 6

Ed result - not save lives, life not worth Living
in post-attack conditions 1•

Shelter characteristics - overcrowding, accessi-
bility, supplies, staff, confinenent, etc. 47

Current factors - low morale, expense, provocative,
wste, graft, etc. 26

Miscellaneous 11
Don't know 12
No disadvantages 19

WMore than one itse could be mentioned, so total exceeds 100%

The U.S. "_d the U.S.S.R. : A ageg of the Publilc's Perspeot•ire on

United States--Rxissn Relations L Late 1•16, Stephen B. Withey, Survey
Research Center, Institute for Social Research# University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor,, Michigan, ?brch, 1962, p. 41.
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Table 49

Q.29 If a nuclear war started next wek, how
COd ar the chanoes that people in this
nrighborhood would survive -- very good, Cross
fairly good, fairly bad. or very bad? Section

_ col. 99 (u.p.) No. "

0 - Not asked ................. U............ .... 3° X
1 I Very good 3................................ 0 2
2 Fairly good 2 21............ ........... .... 2 1
3 50-50 chance ................................ 136 10
4 so Fairly bad ,26 19

* 5 -~~s Very bad .................. ,...... . 1474~ 34
6 s No chance at all ... ....... ... 78 6
7 - Don't know ......... 14 8

(1379)

Q.30 What if they were in fallout sbolters?
t- How good would the chances be then that
* people in this neighborhood would sur-

vive -- very good, fairly good, fairly
bad, or very bad?

1- Col. 60 (s.p.)

0 - No answer ..... "'...... "'""'"'"""" 3 xx
1 - Very good .............................. .. 241 17
2 - Fairly good ...................... ....... 96 36
3 50-50 chance so. 161 12
S4 Fairly bad ............... o......*.o*...o.,.. 192 14
5 Very bad ..................................... 150 11
6 Nc chance at all ............... ...... 33 2
7 Don't k• eeeee*eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ee ee 106 8

(1379)

Fallout Shelter StudZy. Cdebook Number Five, Survy of Publics
in Nie Cowunities, Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia
Univer,-ity. August, 1963, pp. 75-76.



Table 50

Q. W& In general, how do you yourself feel about fallout
shelters - are you strongly in favor of them, am-
what in favw,, somwhat opposed, or strongly opposed Cross
to them? Section

I - Col. 22 (,.p.) No. %
0-lNot asked 2 11
1 - Strongly favor 322 23
2 - Smewhat favor 596 43
3 - Somewhat opposed 244 18
4 - Strongly opposed 147 1
5-Don't know, no opinion 72 5

Q. �A . When you answered the previous qmstion, did
you have in mind private family shelters,
ecow•ity shelters, or both kinds?

n - Col. 24 (s.p.)

0-lNot asked 51 11
1 -Family 216 17
2- Cmnity 316 25
3-Both 710 56
4 - DbIt kn 16 2
1 - Does not apply 11

(1258)

Fallout Shelter Study Codebook Rhmber Five, S-rvey of Public@ in line
C`imities, Bureau of Applied Social Resosrcn, Gol.ba UnIversity,
August9 " pp. 1n0-111.
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Cross
Fallout Shelter Study section

Q. 44-" (Continued) Reasons for opposing,
having reservations about shelters. No. 0

y Col. 38 (m.p.)

0 - Inherent struc :ural Inadequaciest
they are "useless," "will never work."
"*on't provide protection," etc. 110 25

1 - Present structural Inadequacies,
types of shelters now available won~t
provide protection under direct hit 66 13

2 - Cost (too expensive) 47 11
3 - There would be insufficient warning

time to make use of then 46 11
4 - There would be insufficient supplies,

stocks within shelters 24 6
S - Difficulties of shelter living: panic,

conflict among occupants, "stir crasy,"
claustrophobia 16 4

6 - Dangers upon energing from shelters
(contamination, fallout, devastation) 135 36

7 - Pre-attack psychological effects: pub-
lic will think war inevitable, un-
avoidable problem, closer, more of a
possibility 6 2

8 - Pro-attack psychological effects: pub-
lic (or government) would be more willing
to risk war, would be less eager to press
for disarmament 7 2

9 - Shelters are unnecessary because there
won't be a war N 9

X - Mi OF TIS AWW:B 6 $1 XX
T - Does Not Apply 67 XX

1362 a
(432)

Fallout Shelter Stvdy, Godebook Nuimber Five, S§v= of Publics
Ln -Jm Coaunities, Bureau of Applied Social Research,
CO11,bia University, Augst, 1963, p. h14.



0009t, 248 Var. 104 Pallout 01elters pZOVide em hMe
of living throuh a umlear (atomic)
war,

Card 31 Coto 27 x

I Agree stronigly 289 20.8

2 Agree 976 69.9

3 Disagree 106 1

4 DIsagre stiongly 22 1.8

5 Nowe of thea. 3 s
X Missing data 34 x

1434 IMOO

Ctivi Dafsrms acd Cold War Attitudtes: Data Book for the 1963
S~ulPMLr mpsDprmn of 3ocro"SU"# Uversity of

FM-s~r7, Pi~baghsFe~awan~jJMu, 19&9a p. 80.
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Table 53

ITAIATION OF SVIVAL CHANCES

DN SHELTRS BY SIZE OF RESIDENCE

In Percent

Fallout Shelters Provide Sa. Chance of Living
Through a Nuclear •Atouic) War

Agree Disagree None of
Size of Residence: stronly Agree Disagree strongly these N

Largest metropolitan
(2,000,000 and over) 21.3 66.8 8.1 2.9 1.0 310

Large m etropolitan 19.2 69.8 8.9 1.8 o.4 562

County with large
city of 10,000 and
over 20.5 73.6 5.5 0.5 -- 220

County with no city
over 10,000 22.7 70.5 6.2 0.6 -- 308

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Department of Socioloes, Univmrsity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, Smr, 1963.
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Table 54

3TALVAaTI OF SURVIVAL CHAJC&S IN SKML•S
3r (BO3APHICAL WCATION

In Percnt

Fallout Shelters Provide Some Chance of Living
WelarWar

-ggaIcAr Disagree None of
t',q j Di 3t Those T

New zbgl:w. 19.0 69.0 10.3 1.7 --

Middl. Atlanti•s 20.7 66.5 9.2 3.2 0.4 231

2. No. centra 19.6 68.6 9.4 2.0 0., 255

W. so. cetral 22.2 72.2 2.5 1.9 1.2 162

South Atlaznic 27.8 61.1 9.1 1.1 0.6 176

I.s South CWAtz1 18.3 73.2 8.5 -7 1- 71

W. South Central 19.1 75.3 4.8 0.5 - 186

YoItain 11.6 79.1 9.3 - -

Pacific 18.7 73.2 7.1 1.0 - 198

•Qmpbimhed data fr the 1963 Sta of Civil Dotfne and Coad War Attitu.e,
Department of -Sociolca, riversity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PsnnAylvanua,
sme... 1963.
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j Table 55

ETA WATION OF SURVIVAL CHANCS
IN SHELTDS BY AM

In Percent

Fallout Shelters Provide Scme Chance of Living Througth a Nuclear

War
Agree Disagree None of

StMMr An iam ML hs
10-19 27.3 63.6 9.1 --- -- f1
20.29 23.7 66.9 7.2 1.4 0.7 278

30-39 23.7 68.1 6.3 1.6 0.3 367

40-49 18.2 72.4 8.5 0.6 0.3 341

50-59 17.8 72.5 6.8 2.5 0.4 236

60 and
over 18.1 67.4 11.6 2.9 --- 138

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defnsae and Cold War Attitudes,
Department of Sociolog., University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PehwAylvania,
Strer. 1963.
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Table 58

hVAWATIOK 0f SURVIVAL IANCE IN SIHLTES
By LEVEL OF INCOME

In Percen

hanout Shelters Provide Some Chance of Living Throuh
a Nuclear War

Agee Disagree lone of
Incos stro jAgre Disagree stronly these I

Under $3,000 21.7 69.9 7.1 0.9 0.4 226

$3,000 to $4,999 19.7 72.5 6.3 1.5 - 269

$5,000 to $7,9499 23.3 67.0 8.0 1.3 0.5 400

$1,500 to $9,999 18.6 70.8 9.3 0.9 o.4 226

$10,000 to $14,999 20.7 71.3 6.1 1.8 - 164

$15,000 to $24,999 15.3 67.8 8.5 6.8 1.7 59

$25,000 and over 26.7 66.7 6.7 -- 15

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudee,
Pepartiment of Sociology, r.nivervity of Pittsbwgh, Pittsburgh, Pennylvania,
Ssr, 1963.
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Table 59

IVALUATION OF SURVIVAL QWIZS IN SHELTRS BY

POLITICAL PARTY PRhFVNCI

In Percent

Fallout Shelter, Provide Sm Chance of Living Through
a kclear War.

Political Agree Disagree None of
Partt Stongl Acrs Di StrnglyThe-se -

73.3 0.9 0.2 0.2

Deworatio 21.8 68.7 7.3 1.8 0.4 735

Other 22.1 63.2 31.8 2.9 68

NOWe 20.3 67.8 9.1 2.1 0.7 143

Urkpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold 'Nar
Attitudes, Departmnt of Sociology, Uiversity of Pittsbw-hg
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Sumer, 1963.



Table 60

Q. 2? : Tar, 107 - People in fallout 6i.3lter, ma not have an easy
time of it, but at least tbe will be alive and
able to rebuild after a nuclear (atdo) war.@

Cazrd 3: Col. 30.

1 Agreg atzrngl~y 215 15.8

2 Aese "k 65o.6

3 DiSpre 195 14.3

4 NAspes ftrwe 36 2.6

5 w o the" 22 1.6

X Nss" data 72 11

TOTAL 143b 1362

C.yil e/fne amd Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1963
National Probability Svtple * partMnt Rf So~iOLo, UiVeity
of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh,, Pominlvania, Jwm, 1461&. p. 81.
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Table 63

EVALUATI N OF SURVIVAL CHANCES IN SHELTERS HY RACE

In Percent

People in Fallout Shelters vill be Alive and Able to
Rebuild After a Nuclear War

Agree Disapree None of
Strongly Agre Disagree Strongly These N

Race:

White 15.7 64.9 15.2 2.7 1.6 1198

Ne-ro 16.8 71.0 7.7 2.6 1.9 155

Unpublished data fromt the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Department of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylv:wnia, Sjwmier, 1963.

Table 64

zVALUATIUN OF SURVIVAL CHANCES IN SHELTERS BY SEX

In Percent

Peeople in Fallout Shelters will be Alive and Able to
Rebuild After a ftclear War

Agree Disagree None of
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly These N

Sex:

Male 16.4 67.2 12.1 2.9 1.4 629

Fwale 15.3 64.3 16.2 2.5 1.8 733

Unpublished dati from the 1963 Stud! of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes. Department of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1963.
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Table 65

EVALU!.'T, IN OF SURVIVAL CHANCLS IN SHLLTEhI bY AGE

In Percent

People in Fallout Shelters will be Alive and Able to
Rebuild After a Nuclear War

Agree Disagree None of
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly These I

10-19 18.2 81.8 - - - 11 -

20-29 21.4 60.1 14.1 2.9 1.4 276

30-39 16.9 66.4 12.7 2.3 1.7 354

40-49 13.1 69.1 14.4 1.8 1.5 327

50-59 15.0 64.8 15.5 3.0 1.7 23J

60-69 11.2 62.7 20.1 3.7 2.2 134

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Deoartment of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pit*3-
burgh, Pennsylvania, Sumer, 1963.
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Table 66

LVAJUATI,..I. OF SURVIVAL CH4NCE.S IV. SHi! Th.S aY EDUCATi, N

In Percent

Peopl. in Fallout Shelters will be Alive &M Able
to Rebuild After a Nuclear Wa -

Agree Disa,,ree None of
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Tn ese N

,tes,)ondent' s EMu=.-tion:

No Schoolirg - 75.0 25.0 - - k

Gr-mmer School (1-8 yrs.) 16.6 68.2 12.1 2.4 0.7 289

Some High School
(9-11 yrs.) 19.7 61.6 14.3 2.9 1.6 315

Con leted High School
(12 yrs.) 13.6 66.7 15.5 2.7 1.5 412

Co. le e, Incomplete 15.3 64.4 13.0 2.8 4.5 177

Col-ege Griduate 17.6 67.6 11.8 2.0 1.U 102

Higher than College 6.5 66.1 24.2 3.2 - 62

Unrublished data from the 1963 Stijdy of Civil Defense ind Cold War Atti-
tudes, Department of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, S•iier, 1963.
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Table 67

EVALUATION OF SURVIVAL CHANCES IN SHELTERS BY OCCUPATION

?,21e in Falout hetbuers iLl be Alive and Able toRebuild After a Nulear ".ma

Agree Disagree Wone of

Strogly cretVisn:g Strongly ' r!&..ese NOceupation t-

Professional 12.7 69.1 1.4.4 2.2 1.7 181

Farmers and farm
managers 15.7 65.2 14.6 3.4 1.1 89

Managers, officials and
proprietors 15.2 59.4 19.4 3.0 3.0 165

Clerical 19.8 60.4 17.8 2.0 - 101

Sales 14,7 68.0 10.7 4.0 2.7 75

Craftsmen, form-en,
and kindred workers 19.7 61.3 13.4 3.3 2.2 269

Operatives and
kindred workers 13.7 69.0 15.0 1.3 0.9 226

Service yorkers 16.2 71.4 9.5 1.9 1.0 105

Farm laborers and
foreman 11.1 88.9 - - - 9

Laboer, s14.1 68.3 12.7 3.5 1.4 142

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Departaent of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Plttsburgh, Penneylvania,
Summr, 1963.
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Table 68

EVALUATIcN OF SUM.IVAL CHAiC.,,S IR. SHELzItS ty ltLlGluLS

In Percent

aopl9,, in Fallout Shelters will be Alive and Able
to Rq~buird After a Nuclear 'War

Agree Disapree None of
• g Agre Disagree Strongly These N

Sneligion:

Promestant 14.8 67.0 13.4 2.7 2.0 931

Rorian Catholic 19.3 63.1 15.5 1.8 0.3 336

Jewish 8.1 62.2 18.9 8.1 2.7 37

Agnostic - 83.3 16.7 - - 6

Atheist - 50.0 50.0 - 2

Other 14.3 67'.9 17.9 - 3.6 28

None 22.7 5O., 18.2 4.5 9.1 22

Unpuolished d ita from. the 1963 Stud, of Civil Defense and Cold W'trAttitudes, Department of Sociolo,y, University of Pitt.-burghh, Pittsourgh,
I enrsylvania, S&mier, 1,63.
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Table 69

EVALUATION• OF SURVIVAL CHANCE.S E, SHELTihS dY POLITICAL PARTY PiE-E&MCE

In Percent

people in Fallout Shelters will be Alive and Able to
Rebuild After a Nuclear War

Agree Disagree None of
Strogly Agree Disagree Strongly These N

Political Party:

Re-nublican 12.7 67.6 14.6 2.8 2.3 426

Democrat 18.0 65.4 13.2 2.4 1.1 713

Other 17.9 58.2 19.4 1.5 3.0 67

None 14.0 62.5 17.6 4.4 1.5 136

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Dentrtment of Sociologyp Universit,• of Pittsburgh, Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1963.
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Table 7/(,

.;uest. 12: Var. 32 - If a nclear wtr started next week how good are
the chances that peonple around here would sur-
vive?

c-,rd 1: Col. 54s N

Never will happen 3 0.2

Very G,'od 67 4.7

F'irly Good 303 21.2

50-5C Chance 161 11.3

Fairly bad 301 21.0

Very dd 49',' 34.7

No Cha:xce at all 99 6.9

Mlissing Data 33 XX

TO £A L 1461 1431

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data nook fcr I., 1i64 N,,tional
Pro. auijity Sam: ie Study- Research Gffice of iociology, De artrent of
Sociolo,-y, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsuurkh, Pennsylvania, D*ecem.Oer,
1964, p. 28.
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Table 71

Quest. 14: Var. 34 - What if they were in fallout shelters? How good
would the chances be then that people in this
area would survive?

Card 1: Col. 56 N

Never will hanpen 2 0.1

Ver-y Good 262 18.4

Fairly Good 674 47.4

50-50 193 13.6

Fairly dad 151 10.6

Very 8ad 114 8.0

No Chir.ce at all 26 1.8

Missing Data 42 XI

'TTAL 1,464 1422

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data dook for the 12&4 National
Probability Samplo Study, Resc-'rchC Office of Soc.ology, Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Decen.oer,
1964, p. 29.
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Table 72

ESTIMATES OF SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS BY SIZE OF RESIDMIE

Chances for Survival in Local Area if People Were in
Fallout Shelters

Very Fairly 50-50 Fairly Very No
Never Good Good Chance Bad Bad Chance

By Size of Community:

Largest metropolitan
areas (2,000,000 and
over) 0.3 12.9 43.9 16.3 9.6 13.7 3.5 344

Large metropolitan 0.2 17.' 51.3 12.1 10.6 6.R 1.6 556

Non-aetropolitan areas
with city of 10,000
or over - 19.6 43.8 18.3 11.0 5.5 1.8 219

Non-metropolitan areas
with no city of
10,000 - 25.7 46.9 9.9 11.6 5.6 0.3 303

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study 41f Civil Defense and Cold '4ar Attitudes,
research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Smmer, 1964.
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Table 73

ESTIDMTFS 0F SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS BY (EOI•PHICAL LOCATION

In Percent

Chances for Survival in Local Area if People Were in
Fallout Shelters

Very Fairly 50-50 Fairly Ver7 No
Never good od Chance bad bad Chance N

Geographical Location:

New England - 11.9 43.2 12.2 13.5 9.5 6.8 74

Middle Atlantic 0.4 15.9 44.6 1U.7 8.0 13.5 2.8 251

East North Central - 15.6 50.4 I,.: LI.5 7.0 0.4 244

West North Central - jy.u 52.8 8.6 -. 6.1 0.6 163

South Atlantic - 2L, .6 I5.1 12.1 9.4 7.1 1.8 224

East South Central 1.h 21.7 36.2 n.i 1 'aX % 1. 1.4 69

West Smith Central " 19.1 4AJ I1.,./ 13.6 2.5 1.2 162

Mountain -f 174 . ..' 8.7 4.3 8.7 2.2 46

Par f.c - 17.5 16.6 14.) 10.1 9.5 2.1 189

Unpublished data from the 196L- Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Otfiee of Sciology, Depa.rtmwnt of Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsg*Agh, Pennsylvania, Sumer, 1964.
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Table 74

ESTIMATES OF S!CLT"R -F"CTIVEJE33 BY AGE

In Percent

Chances ftr 3urvival i, Local Area if People were in Fallout Shelters

* ever will Very Fairly 50- 50 Fairly Very .7o

h a ve Z 2S r-o ZI cha n ce l a - a c a c

10-1 - 29.4 47.1 5.9 5.9 11.3 - 17

20-29 - 19.1 53.6 10.6 9.q 6.o 0.9 235

30-39 0.3 22.4 43.6 11.2 9.7 6.5 1.2 321

40-4?9 - 17.9 42.9 19.6 12.6 7.3 0.7 301

50-5o 0.4 15.9 4R.0 10.7 11.9 11.1 2.0 252

- 14.4 50.9 16.2 7.2 1.4 3.0 167

7n-79 - 1J.3 34.4 16.7 13.5 9.3 9.3 96

- 9.1 54.5 13.6 4.5 13.2 22

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tdes, Research Office of 3ociology, Department of Sociologr, University
of Pitt3burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Suxlruer, 1964.
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ETIMATE OF SHELTER EFFECTIVOIESS BY EDUCATION

In Percent

Chanc.s for Survival in Local Area if Peotle Were in
Fallout Shelters

Never
will Very Fairly 50-50 Fairly Very No chance

happen gt oo chance bad bad at all NRespondent 's
Educationt

No schooling - 29.4 Ul.2 23.5 - - 5.9 17

Grder school
(1-8 yrM.) 0.6 20.3 40.9 17.l 10.7 8.4 1.7 345

Some high school
(9-11 yrs.) - 19.1 49.8 13.7 8.9 6.1 2.4 293

Completed high

school (12 yrs.) - 18.3 49.8 12.2 10.8 7.5 1.4 426

Collegeincomplete - 17.3 45.0 13.1 11.0 12.0 1.6 191

College raduate - 10.5 57.0 8.1 16.3 5.8 2.3 86

Higher than
college - 18.0 50.3 6.6 11.5 n1.5 1.6 61

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Dofense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Office of Sociology, Depart wnt of Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Sumir, 1964.
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Table 76

ESTIMATES OF SHELTk7 EFFECTIVENESS BY INCOME

In Percent

Chances for Survival in Local Area if People Were in
Fallout Shelters

Never
will Very Fairly 5C-50 Fairly Very No chance

I hapoen good &ood ch:ance bad bad :it,_ rll N

Income:

Under $3,'U0 0.7 20.2 41.5 16.2 10.1 7.2 4.0 277

$3,UOO to
.,4,999 - 18.5 47.5 13.2 10.9 7.9 1.9 265

>;5,OCO to
- 20.2 50.0 12.6 9.6 .1 0.5 366

$7,5(' to
'9,9 9 - 13.4 53.9 15.7 9.7 6.9 0.5 21t

- 20.0 44.8 8.5 15 .8 9.7 1.2 i1,

$15,LU to
$24,999 - 16.1 44.6 14.3 10.7 10.7 3.6 56

.32 5 p k..uG -ind

over - 16.7 44.4 11.1 16.7 5.6 5.6 18

Unpubiished dita from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Research Office of oociology, Depirtment of jocioloy, Unive.rsity
of Pittsobrgh, Pittsburgh, Penns:.Ivania, Si,:mer, 1964.
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Table 77

r.S', T.A'i OF SHL1'1th 4.-FbC'f'IVkLN&9.
dl 0C(.1L A'IION

In Percent

Chances for Survivai in local -Area
if people were in fallout shelters

Never
will Very Fairly 5(.-50 Fairly Very No Chanre
haprpeni Good Good Chance B~ad Sad at all N

Occupation:

Professional - .3.7 56.8 11.5 9.; 7.7 1.1 183

Farmers and
ftrm managers - 20.6 50.0 8.8 17.6 2.9 - 34

Mlanagers, offi-
cials and pro-
prietors - 19.1 39..h 13.8 14.4 12.2 1.1 188

Clerical - 17.6 50.9 13.0 10.2 1.4 0.9 108

,;les - 15.6 46.9 ý.4 14.1 10.9 3.1 64

Craftsn en, fore-
men, und kindred
workers - 17.2 48.1 14.1 11.8 6.9 1.9 262

Operatives and
i indred workers - 22.7 .65.5 13.6 10.0 6.8 1.4 220

Service
workers 0.8 20.2 47.3 16.3 4.7 8.5 2.3 129

Farm laborers
and forenren - 1d.9 43.3 13.1 12.2 6.7 5.6 90

Laborers 0.7 18.8 47.2 16.0 7.6 7.6 2.1 144

Unpuolished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsuurgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylv nia, Summer, 1964.
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Table 78

k.STiIKATh; ,F bM~LL A',' ..iFF='I'IVEI3SS

by MIJGIo-.I zIk j

In Percent

Chances for Survival in local irea
if peoole were in fallout shelters

Never
will Very Fairly 10-50 Fairly Very No Chance
har, en GCod Good Chance Mad Liad at all N

Religion:

Protestant 0.1 19.7 48.0 13.2 10.4 6.6 1.9 978

Rom-in
Catholic - 17.3 47.2 12.8 11.3 9.9 1.5 335

Jewish 2.2 8.7 37.0 17.4 10.9 19.6 4.3 46

Other - 4.5 68.2 9.1 9.1 9.1 - 22

None - 15.4 35.9 25.6 10.3 12.8 - 39

Unnuolished data fron the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Researcn Office of Sociology, Denartment of Sociology, University
of Pittsuurgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvnia, 6un mer, 1964.



-114-

Table 79

,0R'tY A:O zTCI z W.'.R

Y :,SijAig.AIz. F S3HLraA' Firkt~

In Percent

Worry About Nuclear War

Great
Chances for Survival Deal Som:_e A Little Not at all IN
in fallout shelters:

Very Good 18.8 24.9 26.8 29.5 261

Fairi. Good 14.7 29.7 27.6 27.9 673

50-50 18.2 30.2 23.4 28.1 192

Fairly: ad 9.3 31.8 27.8 31.1 151

Very b id or
No chance ,t all* 17.8 21;.3 19.3 38.6 140

*Two c tegories, "very bad" and "no chance at all," were combined into
or*.

Unpuclisned data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense :ind Cold War Atti-
t1,('es, iteserch Office of Socioiory, Depirtment of Sociology, University
of Pittsourgh, Pittsburgh, ennsylvania, -umner, 1964.
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?able 80

PROBABILITY OF WORLD WAR III BY ESTIMATES

OF SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS

In Percent

Likelihood of WW III

Chances for Survival in Very Fairly Fairly Very
Fallout Shelters: e Like Unlikey Unlike N
Very Good 19.2 22.7 30.6 27,5 255

Fairly Good 12.3 30.0 32.3 25,1. 660

50-50 Chance 11.9 28.6 31.4 28.1 185

Fairly Bad 10.3 29.7 34.5 25.5 145

Very Bad or no
Chance at all * 16.2 17.0 25.9 40.7 135

Tvo categories, very badw and *no chance at all' wers combined into one.

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of SoQioology,
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Siuer, 1961.
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Table 84

ESTIATES OF S",.T• T. EFFECTIVE ES BY SURVIVAL
CVANCES WITHOUT FAILOUT SHELTERS

In Percent

Chances for Local Survival in Fallout Shelters

Chances for LoWrl
Survival without Very Fairly Fairly Very Bad or
fallout shelter*: 0o0d Good 50-) Bad None at all* N
Very Gcod 56.1 22.7 9.1 4.5 7.6 66

Fairly Good 26.4 59.9 7.0 3.7 3.0 299

5o-5 22.4 38.5 30.1 8.3 0.6 156

Fairly Bad 10.1 56.8 13.8 13.5 5.7 296

Very Bad or None
at all* 13.8 41.4 12.2 14.1 18.4 581

"Two categories, Overy bad" and "no chance at all' were combined into one.

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Dr,fense and Cold War
Attitudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology,
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennmylvania, Swumer, 1964.
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Table 85

AMOUNT OF FALLXUT DANCER BY ESTIMATES

OF SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS

In Percent

Extent of Local Fallout Danger if Area was not
Destroed in Nuclear War

Chances for Never
Survival in will Very Fairly Little No
Fallout Shelterst 'hpe great great danger danger N

Never will happen 100.0 .. .... .. 2

Very good - 27.6 38.1 29.6 4.7 257

Fairly good -- 29.1 51.0 19.0 0.9 657

50-50 chance -- 37.4 44.5 17.0 1.1 182

Fairly bad -- 36.1 52.4 10.2 1.4 1h7

Very bad or
no chance at all* -- 68.2 26.5 5.3 -- 132

* Two categories, "very bad" and "no chance at all", were combined into
one.

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Researcn Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Suinr, 1961.
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Table 86

Fk~i 1'.U,; ALCUT FAW 1101'
BY k.5T]r,..t'ir. OF SkiL..°1zi h FEC', "2.SS

In Percent

Feelings About Fallout Shelters

Strongly Somewhat Screwhat Strongly
Fwyor !avor O•Tused Opposed N

Chances for Survival

in Fdlout Shelters:

Never Will Hanpen - R1O.0 - - 1

Very Good 62.0 31.0 4.7 2.3 258

Fairly Good 47.4 45.0 6.3 1.2 664

50-5U Ch-nce 44.9 51.4 2.7 1.1 185

Fairly dad 24.5 51.0 17.7 6.8 1.,'i

Very Bad or No
Chance At All* 37.0 25.9 17.8 19.3 135

*Two categories, "very bad" and "no chance at all" were con.bined into

orn.

Un-ublished data frcs the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold ,War
Attitudes, .'esearcn Office of Sociology, Department of 6ociology,
University of Pittsburgn, Pittsburgh, Pennsyiv nia, Summer, 1964.
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Table 87

FEELINGM ABOUT USE OF FALLOUT SHELTE
BY ESTIMATES OF SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS

In Percent

Have yo ever thoutht of uing a public
fallout shelter-in case of nuclear attack?

Chances for Survival

U fallout shelter: Ye.s N N

Never will happen - 100.0 2

Vezy good 62.2 37.8 262

Fairly good 59.7 4o. 673

503.0 58.0 42.0 195

Fairly bad 41.7 58.3 151

Very bad or no chance

at all * 41.63.6 140O

*Two categories, 'very bad' and 'no chance at all*, were combined Into one.

U)published data frot the 1964 Stucd of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Research Offtoe of Sociololoy Department of Sociology
Vniversity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh. Pewisylvania, Smmr, o6I.
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AC%'UAL, IJ.-tL cF F,,L•I i SHLLL.'k1h jy" J ,,., I ;
OF LAfLTh ft

In Percent

Would you try to use a shelter in case of attack?

Definitely Prouaoiy ProbotbL:, Definitely
L,, ', Try Not Not N

Chances for Survival
in Fillo'.t Shelters:

Never 'ill Hapnen - 100.0 - - 2

Very Good 61.5 31.9 3.1 3.5 257

Fairly Good 51.5 34.6 6.3 3.6 66-b

" -5U 52.1 36.7 5.9 5.3 188

Fairly Jad 41.6 36.2 15.4 6.7 149

Very- jad or No
Chance At All 41.6 32.1 10.9 15.3 137

4'*Two ca-egories, "ver:y od" and "no cnance :-t ill"*were comnvined ir.to

Unnubi.shed data frog the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold ;LIr Atti-
tudes, Research Office mf oociol Uv, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburph, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Samer, l64.



Ill. PASSIVE DEFENSES I

C. Warning Time Considerations
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Table 89

Table 5-10

KNOWLEDGE OF WARNING SIGNALS

Q.: Do you know what the warning signal is which tells people
that enenm planes are heided for your city (town)? What
is it? Do you know the signal that says the danger has
passed? What is it?

Over Under
Metro Suburbs 50, 000 00 Nation

Correct on both signals 16% 16% -"% 3% 9%
Correct on warning only 18 13 7 2 7
Correct on all-clear only 5 4 6 1 4

Don't know or wrong on both 61 64 56 18 39

No air raid signals in area - - 1

As a comparison, a question asked in April, 1952 asked for
knowledge of just the "warning signal." It was not checked
against local availability of signals or against the local
report of what the signal was, both of which were done for the
table above.

From Study in April, 1952

Correct knowledge of warning signal 10o

Know there is some sort of signal 33

Don't know 55

Not ascertained

Surmey of Public Inowledge and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defense,
A Report National Study in March, 1954, Stephen B. Witbey,
Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 1954, p. 87.
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Table 90

Q. 15, 15&. Do you know what the warning signal is which tells
people that oneaW planes are headed for your city,
(town) or area?

Yes - right 269 18.3

Toe - wrong 256 17.4i

Yes there is a signal but
respondent thinks there is
none 13 0.9

No, I don't know 833 56.8

There is no signal, and
respondent thinks there is
one 440 2.7

There is no signal and

respondent knows so 56 3.8

No answers and missing data -

Total 1643 1*67

University of Michigan, Study 418, 1956, (Unpublished).

Table 91

Q. "Do you know w~hat the warning signals are which tell people

that an attack is coming? What are they?

Alert, Take Cover, or both known 2$

Source, (e.g., siren) known but signal
not known or interpreted incorrectly 22

Don't know (source may have been known) 53

Sure there is no local warning 100

The Anerigan Public and Internatigoal Tensions: 02lta On Sheltera,"
Survey Research Center, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan,
December, 1961, p. 15.
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Table 92

TABLE 15
Item 25a

ABILITY TO IHEAR W;4P1ING SIMNALS IN HOME
aResose RSLDIR DD

No answer 4 1.3 3 15 ? 1,4
yes 168 56.0 87 43.5 235 51.0
so 71 23.7 72 36.0 113 28.6
Don't Know 57 19.0 38 19.0 95 19.0

TABLE 16
Item 25b

ABILITY TO HEAR *4ARN tI WITH WINW.JS CLOSE*
RepneRS % R 1 oh

No answer 67 22.3 37 18.5 104 20.8
yes 126 42.0 72 36.0 198 39.6
so 4? 15.7 53 26.5 100 20.0
Don't kn)om 60 20.0 38 19.0 98 19.6

TABLE 17
Ite. 25c

WARMNIIE WOULD WA KE FROM SLFP'
response RS 5 LDR Bt
No anwer 12 4.0 12 6.0 24 14.8
Yes 98 32.7 47 23.5 115 29.0
No 135 15.0 99 49.5 231 46.8
Don't know 55 18.3 42 21.0 97 19.4

* Nbers have been converted to nercenta for purposes of this report.

Atti, es and ,nowled!e Concer.ir g Fallout Shelters in Austin, Texas, by
Hary Eatill Moore, January, 1962, pp. X2-33.
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Table 93

TAMLE 7-5

MQANING OF THE AIR RAID SIGNAL

Q.: If you heard the warning signal, how much time do you think you
might have before planes reached here?

Over Under For
Expected Time. Metro Suburbs 50,000 30,000 Nation

Less thanl10 inutes 31% 414 214% 7% 20%

Ten up to 20 minutes 14 19 12 4 9

Twnty minutes up to
one-half hour 7 3 4 1 3

One-half hour up to
1 hour 10 6 9 1 5

One hour up to 2
hours 7 5 4 1 3

Two hours or over 1 2 3 1 2

Don't know 25 15 22 8 14

Not ascertained 5 3 6 2 3

Does not know ) - 3 16 75 41
warning signal )

100% 100% i55% Y5RC TO

Survey of Pdblic KnowledIM and Attitude Concerning Civil Defense:".. A
Peixwt of a Nation~al Study_ in March. 192i, Stephen B. Withey, Survey

Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 1954, p. 112.
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Table 94

Q. 17 If you heard £ warning signal, how much time do you think you
might have before planes reach here?

Loss than 10 minutes 355 24.9

10 up to 20 minutes 2"9 17.0

20 minutes up to I hour 94 6.4

½ hoar up to 1 heur 202 13.8

1 hour up to 2 hours 137 9.4

2 hours up to 3 hours 58 4.0

3 hours or mor 48 3.3

Don't know 322 22.0

No answers "n missing data 178

TOWa 1643 1"35

Uni•ersity of Mchigan. Stuc" 418, 1956., (Unpublished).
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Table 95

Q- 35: Var. 68 - The way things stand right now, how much time do
you think we would have to know about an enemy
attack on our country?

Card 2: Cols. 32, 31 N

No warning 177 12.8

Less than 5 minutes 122 8.8

5 - 9 minutes 117 8.5

10 - 14 minutes 114 8.2

15 minutes 171 12.4

16 - 19 minutes 29 2.1

20 - 29 minutes 117 8.5

30 - 59 minutes 192 13.9

1 - 2 hours 198 14.3

2 - 12 oaurs 79 5.7

12 hours - 1 day 29 2.1

1 - 2 days 20 1.4

More than 2 days 19 1.4

Missing data 80 XX

Total 1464 1384

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1964 National
Projabilitv Saple Study, Research Office of Sociology, Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, December,
1964, p. 49.
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Table 96

Q. 36: Var. 69 -ow much warning do y4 think we would have in
about 1970?

Card 2: Col. 3. %

More waming time 558 39.8

About the sap* 500 35.7

Less warning time 344 24.5

Missing data 62 XX

Total 1464 1402

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1964 Natio~a
frobi:Li 'ty Sample Study. Research Office of Sociology, Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Deeomber,
19640, p. 50.
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Table 97

Quest. 181 Var. 39 - How good do you believe the present system for

alerting people to enee7 attack is around here?

Card 1: Cil. 66 V

1 Very good 223 16.9

? Good 386 29.2

3 Fair 44 33.6

I Poor 268 20.3

X Missing data 81 XX

TOTAL l4O2 1321
Mean - 2.573

Near Sjstem Study Data Book, Research Office of Sociology, Department
of Sociology, University oh ltsourgh, Pittsburgh, P~nnsylvania,
February, 1964., p. 27.



1I1. PASSIVE DEFENSES

D. Cost Effectiveness of Civil Defense Systems
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Table 98

CD officials say that it would cost about $200 for a family
to build a reasonably safe air raid shelter. Do you think
you are likely to build a shelter within, say, the next year?

_N j

Yes, likely 37 2.4

No 1456 94.2

No opinion 49 3.2

Other 3 0.2..
1545 100.0

A.I.P.O.. 517, July, 1953, (Unpublished).

Table 99

Suppose a home bomb shelter could be built for under $50,
would you be interested in paying to have one built for you
and your family, or not?

N

Yes 1013 39.9

No 1195 47.1

No opinion 310 12.2

Other 20 o.0

2538 100.0

A.I.P.O., 627, April, 1960, (Unpublished).

I
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Table 100

Table 38

Item 51

*REASONS FOR NOT BUILDING FALLOUT SHELTER

Responses RS . LDR S oth

No ans., no opinion 151 50.3 63 31.5 214 42.8
Lack of concern 24 8.0 27 13.5 51 10.2
Too expensive to build 75 25.0 57 28.5 132 26.4
Too expensive after built 2 0.7 0 0.0 2 0.4
Wants comunity shelter 2 0.7 10 5.0 12 2.4
They are useless. Not adequate

protection, won't do any goodt
Family might not be together
or won't withstand attack. 20 6.6 21 10.5 41 8.2

Don't want to live after attack
of A" bombe 2 0.7 5 2.5 7 1.4

Move about too much 8 2.7 4 2.0 12 2.4
Bomb will not come, no ways

wouldn't be used, not necessary 6 2.0 .0 5.0 16 3.2
Too vague 10 3 1 .5 1

300 100.0 200 100.0 5C0 100.0

SNumbers converted to percents for purposes of this report.

Attitudes and Knowledge Concerning Fallout Shelters in Austin, Texas,
Harry Estill Moore, Januazy, 1962, p. 62.
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Table 101

Fallout Shelter Study

Q. 44 - B (Continued) Reasons for opposing, having
reservations about shelters.

Uross

V - Col. 58 (M.p.) Section

0 - Inherent structural inadequacies: they are No. %
UuselessO "will never work," "won't provide
protection," etc. 110 25

1 - Present structural inadequacies: types of
shelters now available won't provide pro-
tection under direct hit 66 15

2 - Cost (too expensive) 47 11
3 - There would be insufficient warning time to

make use of them 46 11
4 - There would be insufficient supplies, stocks

within shelters 24 6
5 - Difficulties o2 shelter living: panic, con-

flict among occupants, "stir crazy," claus-
trophobia 16 4

6 - Dangers upon emerging from shelters (contami-
nation, fallout, devastation) 155 36

7 - Pro-attack psychological effects: public wil
think war inevitable, unavoidable problem,
closer, more of a possibility 8 2

8 - Pre-attack psychological effects: public (or
government) would be more willing to risk war,
would be less eager to press for disarmament 7 2

9 - Shelters are unnecessary because there won't
be a war 38 9

1 - NONE OF THE ABOVE: 81 xx
1 - Does not apply X1 x

13�2 a
(432)

Fallout Shelter Study, Codebook Number Five, Survey of Publics in
Nine Conmunities, Bureau of Applied Social Research, Colubia
University, New York, August, 1963, p. ll.
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Table 102

Q. 773 What is the main reason you haven't?

Opposdtion vat other reasons
Cross

111 . Col& 41 (m.p. 1.2) Section

1 - Opposed to shelters ........................... 397 37
2 - Other reasons 0.......................e...00 .. 6 62
9 - Trgw- and irrelevant replies *00*000000000000 3.. 3
I - ot asked -- but should have been ............ 7 XX
Y - Does not apply; Shelter Builders 287.. ..

(I088)

Other reasons

Sl- Col. 42 (m.p. 0.8)

0 - Cost (not enough money, too

1 -Oms house but has no space on
ezsting property, or apartment
dweller ,.............................,..... 166 25

2 - Doesn't on house or property ................. 86 13
3 Believes existing part of structure

would provide adequate protection (e.g.cellar). 25 4
4 . Has available other facilities(e.g.,

eowwnity shelter, neighbors' or
relatives' shelter) ..... 0..0..........o...... 5 1

5 - Doesn't have enough information,
technical knowledge about how to build *....... 17 3

6 N No immdiate danger, no need for
it right Dw *...,.eeeeeeeeee ...eeoeeee *eoeeee e 113 17

7 - Too old; has lived lfe alrea ............. ,- 16 2
8 - No am else has **................ *..........* 6 1
X - Other Reasons *......e.....e..o......e..o..... 19 3
Y - Does not apply *............0...........00...... 707

1382 a
(675)

Fallout Shelter Study. Codebook Number Five. Survey of Publics in
Nine COaMnItes, Bureau of Applied Social Research. Co1,ia University,
New York, August, 1963, pp. 155-156.



III. PASSIVE DEFENSES

E. Evaluation of Local Civil Defense Programs
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Table 103

Table 53

"How about the way your city is set up now? Do you think it would
be able to do a good job of taking care of people after an atomic
attack if it were to happen right now?"

City able to do very good job; yes, definitely 1%
City able to do good job; yes 26

Pro-con, neutral 2

Could do only a poor job; no
Could do only a very poor job; no, definitely 7
There isn't anything set up for civil defense 2

No defense against atomic bomb I

Don't know 13
Not ascertained

Public inkinA About Atomie W&arfare and Civil Defense: A sO v
Bused Upon an Intensive IntervIew SaSmle Surve, of People ir. _AIM
Malor Cities. Se2te~er -October. 1950, Survey Research Center,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, January, 1951, p. 94.

S
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Table 104

Table 56

Reasons for Belief or Lack of Belief in
City's Capacity to Handle Post-Raid Conditions

Reasons why city abl to do a good job
of taking care of Deople after attack

Good organization, pl3ns, information 7%
Good hospitals, medical facilities, first aid 7
Good training, comiunicition, dissemination of

information; people prepared 3
Faith, confidence in people 3
Good shelters, fire equipment, transportation
facilities 1

Other *
Adequate (good) facilities -- nothing else
specified 5

Reasons why city unable to do a good job
of taking care of neople after attack

Lack of, poor organization, plans, information;
no set-up 22

Lack of, poor training, communication, dissemina-
tion of information; people aren't prepared 21

Inadequate hospitals, medical facilities, doctors,
etc. 9

Inadequate shelters, fire equipmsert 3
Other 2
Inadequate (bad) facilities - nothing else
specified 8

No defense against atomic bomb 1

D-'t know 5
T! evaluation of city's ability given 9
Not ascertained 2

*The total is more than 100 percent because some respondents gave more
than one reason for their opinion.

Public Thinkini- About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defense: A Study %ased
Upon an Intensive Interview SaRle Survey of Peoole in iaevgc- Major
Cities Seotember-October. 1950, Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, January, 1951, p. 95.
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Table 105

Table 57

"g'How do you feel about the things theyfre doing no- to prepare?'

Favcrable 22%
Pro-con, neutral 3
Unfavorable 9

Just planning, just talk, no action yet
(no affect expressed) 10

Nothing being done (no affect expressed) 39

Don't know 10
Not ascertained

Public Thinkin, About Atomic Jarfare and Civil Defense: A StmNv BaNd
Uon Ai. Intensive Interview Sample Surr of People in Eleven Major
Cities Setamber-October. 1950, Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, January, 1951, p. 96.

Table 106

Table 73

Relation Between Evaluations of Cities'
Current Civil Defense Efficiency and
Expectations of Atomic Attacks

As city is set u, now, could it Are our cities likely to be hit
do a road Job in event of bombirw-? with atomic bogbs?

'Yes . vry 7*es Not it

yes 2r , 0
No0 66 64~ 53
Don't know 10 9 15
Not ascertained .. & 23

Percent of total sample 15 46 31

Public ThInkanx About Atomic dArfarl an~d Civil ;gfene A Btxrhasd
VQan ne~~ ngye SaS1SW jemg-n a Wo

Cities Segtmber-October. 1950, S-rvey Researnh Center, versity of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, January, 1951, p. 114.
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Table 107

Table 74

Relation Between Evaluations of Cities' Current
Ci,•'. Defense Efficiency and Expectation of Armed Forces Protection

To what extent could our armed forces pro-
&act our cities f air attack damage?

As city is set up Poorly
now, could it do a Moderately (not prevent
good job in event (prevent heavy heavy dam- Don't
of bombinr? C d~ame) a"e" depends) kno

Yes 54 28 1.7 25
Ho 32 60 73 50

Ion't know 11 11 10 20
!lot ascertained -2

1064" 100% 100 100,h

Percent of total
sample 9 39 27 11

Public Tinking About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defense: A Study 1ased
Upon an Intensive Interview[ Sa<nle Surevr of People in Eleven Major Cities
SeDtember-October, 1950, Survey Research Center, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, January, 1951, p. 115.
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Table 108

Table 77&

Relation Between Region (Now York and Chicago Included in their
Areas) and Evaluation of City's Current Civil Defense Efficiency

As city is set up now, Ra....
could it do a good job Mid- East West
in event of bombing? mi m C2

yes 31% 284 15%
No 49 59 59

Don't know 15 9 20
Not ascertained 9% 4% A

Percent of total weighted sample 35 51 1l

Public Thinkint About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defens: A Study Based
Upon an Intensive Sa1e Survey of Peoule in Elevn Major Citing Sen-mber-

. , Survey Research Center, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor,
1ich.Lgan, January, 1951o p. 120.
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Table 109

11aluation of Own City's Civil Defense Prorram

Table 54

"*Hov about the way your city is set up now? Do you think it
would be able to do a good job of taking care of people after
an atomic attack if it were to happen right now?"

September August1950 19,

Yes, definitely 1% 1%
Yes 26 32
Pro-con 2 3
No 46 35
No, definitely 7 3
There's no defense against the A-bomb 1 ,
There isn't any set-up 2 1

Don't know 13 17
Not ascertalned 2 8

*less than one-half of one percent

The Public and Civil Defense: A Rgeort Based on Two Sarm.e Surveys
in Eleven Ma ier American Cities, Survey Research Center, University
of Michigan, Ann Arbort Michigan, March, 1952, p.40.
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Table 110

Table 5

Relation betveen Education and Evaluation
of Own City's Civil Defeww Program

Could city do a
good Civil Defense
lob? Eucaion

Orade School
not Grade School High School College

.2gaPete QMkradtas -ba~j -Gnmdua
Yes 33% 41% 30% 28%
Pro-con 4 2 a, 3
No 27 41 49 60

Don't knov 30 14 14 9

No. of cases 194 368 31 68

ThePUblic and Civil Defense: A Revart Based on Two Sai.1e SurvvM
in Elewn Major A•erican Cities, Survey Research Center, University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, March, 952, p. 41.
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Table 111

Table 134

Relation between Atomic Bomb Information Index
and Evaluation of Own City's CD Program

Could City Do a Good

Civil Defense Job? Atomic Bomb Information Index

(Uninfomd Wll informed)

I &2 1 j 7
To$ 42% 4i3% 38% 33% 33% 27%
Pro-con 2 2 2 5 5 2
No 23 33 45 46 53 60

Don~tknow 31 22 13 13 8 7
Not ascertained 1 & 4

No. of cases 129 109 170 181 167 81

The Public and CIYlU Defense: A Report Based on Two lample Surveys in
Pleven Maior American Cities, Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, Anm Arbor, Michigan, March, 1952, p. 88.
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Table 112

Evaluation of Progress on Own City's Civil .Dfene PrftM

Table 64

"Row do you feel about the progress that's being made
now?"

Favorable 27%
Pro.-con 5
Unfavorable 21
No affect ("nothing is being done*) 8

Don't know 26
Not ascertairnd Af

The Public and Civil Defense: A Renort Based on Two Sarmae -Suryme in
Elevin alor American Cities, Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, March, 1952, p. 47.

Table 113

Table 135

Relation between Atomic Bowb Information Index
and Evaluation of Progress on Civil Defense

Evaluation of Civil

Defense ProIrnso At e rmi3 Infomation- Ind=

(Uninformed Vell informed)

ImL A 2 A 2
Favorable 22% 2$% 27% 33% 28% 32%
Pro-con 2 4 3 a 8 3
Unfavorable 7 14 21 26 214 33
"There is no set-u-t.0 9 8 12 6 13 6

Don't know 39 37 25 16 18 20
Not ascertained & A &% 9 -9

10 10 ioo lo0% 100 00%

No. of cases 129 109 170 181 167 81

oDf Michian, 4 f Nm A bord cn Mar ch, 195S2.9ina = - Ameia ,ii Sorvey Research Center, Univesitr
ofMihia , Am Arbor, MUi•.gan, arh 1952, p. 89.
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Table ll1

What is your feeling about the way CD is being handled in this local
area - do you think it is being handledwellor poorly, or do you have
little or no knowledge about this?

Well 769 21.7

Poorly 67m 19.0

Little or no knowledge 59.0

Total 35R5 100.0%

ALJP .•, 4 May, 1961, (Unpublished).

Table 115

Q. 22. How would you say you felt in general about where we stand on
Civil Defense and Civil Defense preparations? Are we OK, should
we do more, less, or what?

We should do more CD preparation 1221 78.5

doe should do more, but we're not
too baWly off, considering 65 4.6

Current CD status OK 222 15.6

We should do less CD preparation,

with excepticns 2 0.1

CD is a wst. of time 17 1.2

Don't knows, no answ1rs

Total 1643 1427

U iversity f Miuhinn, Study 418, 1956, (Unpublished).
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Table 116

Q. 29. Hou do you fe1 about the idea of shelters for people wo live
in areas that might be attacked in order to tr7 and protect them
against attack?

R favors it without reservations; thinks
it worthwhile 1249 78.3

R favors thisn with reerwations 232 14.5

Pro-con 32 2.0

R does not favor thisn does not
think it worthwhilo 81 5.1

Don't kno., no anmmrs .1-

Total 1&,3 1"914

Uniymlstv 2t Miohitn. Studyv 418, 1956, (Unpublished).



III. PASSIVE DEFENSES

F. Effectiveness of Civil Defense Systems for
Types of Weapons Effects
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Table 117

Q. l1b. Do you know of anything that can be done to protect oneself fros
these things?

Yes - nothing furtlwr 0.7

Yes - shelter, cover 621 52.5

Yes - clothing, masks, goggles, and
such devices s0 k.2

Protection of distance, evacuatioto;
"get away" 34 2.9

No 274 2#.*

No, and there Is no protection 28 2.4

Don't knim and no answer 167

Total 1182 100.0%

University of Michigan, Study 418, 1956, (Unpublished).
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Table 118

Q. 11 Do you know of anyqthing that can be done to protect oneself against
the blast and heat of an H-bomb explosion?

N
Yen - nothing further 5 0.3

Yes - shelter, cover 685 53.9

Teo - clothing, masks, goggles, and
seich device a 22 1.3

Protection by distance; evacuation
"*gt away" 25 1.5

No 511 31.1

No and there is no protection 51 3.1

Don't kIows an no answers 24 8.8

1643 100.0%

Univoruti of NichiMu, StLd 4.8, 1956, (Inpublished).
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Table 119

Q. "If a big war and an atomic attack on the United States should comn,
is there anything you can think of that could have been lone to make
the attack on the U.S. less damaging to us?"

Shelters 37%

People answering in other terms were
then asked the following questiont

"wHoa about shelters to protect people
from rays, fallOut, radiation, or
atomic dust dangers that corn after
an atomic explosion? Would that help?"

Shelters would help 24
Shelters of sorm help 18
Shelters of no help

Don't know 7

The American Public and International Tensionsi "Data on Shelters,"
Survey Rsearch Center, University of Michigan, Am Arbor, Michigan,
December, 1961, p. 11.
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Table 120

Table 7. Estimates of the utility of shelters in escaping radiation
sickness.

"Let's think for a moment about people who live far enough
away t, escape the bomb blast. If these people had fallout
shelters, what do you think their chances are for escaping
serious radiation sickness from fallout? Do you think they
would have a very good chance of avoiding radiation sickness,
some chance, very little chance, or no chance of avoiding
radiation sickness?"

Responses Percentages

Very good chance 43%
Some chance 33
Very little chance 16
No chance 6
No answer 2

The FaUlout Protection Booklet: (1) A Report of Public Attitudes Toward
and Information About Civil Defense, David K. Berlo tj.Aj., Department
of Communication, College of Coum;nication Arts, Michigan State Unive'-
sity, East Lansing, Michigan, April, 1963, p. 10.
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4. U - B (Continu-'-1) Reasons for opposing, having reser-
vations about shelters. Cross Section

S- Col. 58 (m.p.) No. %

0 - Inherent structural inadequacies: they are "useless,*
"will never work,," "won't provide protection,* etc. 110 25

1 - Present structural inadequacies: types of snelters
now available won't provide protection under direct
hit I66 15

2- Cost (too expensive) 47 'n
3 - There would be insufficien warning time to make use

of them 46 11
4 - There would be insufficient supplies, stocks within

shelters 24 6
5 - Difficulties of shelter living: panic, conflict

among occupants, "stir crazy," claustrophobia 16 4
6 - Dangers upon emergi from shelters (contamination,

fallout, devastation) 155 36
7 - Pre-attack psychological effects: public will think

war inevitable, unavoidable problem, closer, more of
a possibility 8 2

8 - Pre-attack psychological effects: Public (or govern-
ment) would be more willing to risk war, would be
loss eager to press for disarmament 7 2

9 - Shelters are unnecessary because there won't be a war 38 9
I - NONE OF THE ABOVE: 81 1X
Y - Does Not Apply 870 XX

Me a
(1432)

lallout Shelter Study, Codebook Number Five, Survey of Publics in Nine Comni-
;ies, Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University, Now York, August,

ESp. 1114.
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Table 122

Quest. 30: Var. 110 - Provided a fallout shelter is far enough away
from the blast to avoid blast effect, the people
in it have a very good chance of surviving.

Card 3: Col. 33 .

1 Agree strongly 294 21.2

2 Agree 1016 73.1

3 Disagree 68 4.9

4 Disagree strongly 11 .8

5 None of these 1 .1

X Missing data 1S Ix

TOTIL 14134 1390

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudest Data Book for the 1963 National
Probabiliu Samips, Department of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh,
Pittsburgh, lennsylvania, June, 1964, p. 83.
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IV. CONCLIJS!ONS

The purpose of this report was the examination of levelA of con-
fidence in Ame-Lca's defense system. The specific programs which
attempt to satisfy the goals of the system were considpred in the
analysis. These included the public's estimate of effectiveness
of active and passive defenses. Examination of the confidence in
passive defenses involved the evaluation of evacuation programs,
shelter proorams, problems of warning time, local civil defense
efforts, cost effectiveness of the systems, and evaluation of
civil defense programs in relation to various types of weapons
effects.

All available empirical evidence on these topics, drawn from the
11niversity of Pittsburgh's data bank, was reviewed. An attempt
was made to specify the topics by pertinent cross-tabulations.
Whenever feasible, the sam.le populations were discretely identi-
fied into demographic sub-groups and other pertinent indicators.
The data was drawn from various instruments and various samples.
dithin limitations of the data, a trend analysis establishing the
basic cronoLogy of public opinion on the major issues was pro-
vided. From our analysis, we can state some general conclusions.

Active Defenses

1. r,.ere is no doubt that most Americans are convinced that
active defense measures are reasonably effective. Year by
year and study by study, the respondents indicate their con-
viction that the United States, by employing various active
defense measures, could sufficiently hinder the efficacy of
an enemy attack. There is evidence to suggest, however, that
the public perceives a more sophisticated mode of defense to
be operational than what actually exists.

2. We have found evidence to suggest that the public, in its con-
ception of defense has incorporated the sum total of all our
forces, resulting in some level of confidence in the over-all
defense strategy rather than in term, of defense measures in
an ongoing attack, which was the object of this examination.
The population is not thinking of defense in the event of an
attack; they are thinking that an atta,k will not even get
started. This is to say, they have confidence in deterrence
strategy. We cannot, therefore, say this particular effec-
tiveness evaluation is solely in terms of defense measures
in an ongoing attack. There is a tendency for confidence in
a deterrent measure such as the Strategic Air Comand to
carry over to the total defense system.
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3. As measured by the 1964 University of Pittsburgh study, the
majority of the population thought our defenses against an
attack, no matter which of the three mentioned (enemy missile,
bomber or submarine attack), were quite effective. This could
be a carry-over from the confidence expressed in deterrence
strategy as mentioned above.

4. Keeping in mind the fact that the majority of the population
express confidence in our defenses against these types of
enemy attack, we can make a general summary statement about
those individuals in our society who voice a Lesser amount of
crnfidence. The following segments of the population seem to
register more pessimism about our active defense system than
do others: male rather than female members of the society;
older rather than younger people; the more educated in our
society; and, subsequently, higher status job-holders with
substantial salaries; residents of the Northeast and South
Atlantic sections of the country; individuals seeing world
tensions as being higher than others in the society; those
with little worry about a nuclear attack; those who fear that
there is certain or great danger that their local area would
be a target; and, people i .o have a rather pessimistic view
about chances for survival in the event of an attack. It is
important to mention, once again, that these differences are
only a matter of degree rather than direction of opinion.

S. During the early 1950s, people who felt active defenses could
give fairly good protection from attacks on cities were less
likely than others to express a need for civil defense. Recent
data, however, show that the public feel there is a definite
need for certain civil defense measures as companions to an
effective active defense system.

Passive Defenses

Evacuation Programs

1. The American people are not convinced of the effectiveness of
dispersion measures. Most people do not consider the possi-
bility of leaving the city when asked what they would do in the
event of an attack.

2. However, when specifically asked to evaluate such measures as
to their merits, the puLlic responds favorably. This, of
course, does not mean that people would cooperate with such a
program in an attack situation.
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Shelter Programs

1. Most Americans are convinced that shelters would have a
reasonable degree of effectiveness. There is evidence to
suggest that year by yeart there is an increase in the num-
bers of Americans who believe that shelters would provide
reasonable chances to survive an enemy attack.

2. As measured by the 1964 University of Pittsburgh study, most
people feel the chances for survival, in the event of an
attack, would be at least fairly good if people in their area
were in fallout shelters. No segment of the population can
be singled out as being drastically at variance with this
opinion.

3. But, the following segments of our society do seem to reg-
ister less confidence in the protective ability of fallout
shelters: residents of large metropolitan areas; those
residing in the New England, Middle Atlantic and Pacific
areas of the country; older rather than younger people; the

ore educated; those with high incomes; members of the
religious minority groups; those with little worry about a
nuclear war; people who see another World War as unlikely;
those expecting the enemy to use all nuclear weapons at
once, if another lorld War should come; persons who expect
little warning of an attack; those who fear that there is
certain or great danger that their local area would be a
target; people who fear that there would be certain or
great local fallout danger if an attack came; people having
unfavorable opinions about fallout shelters; those with
little thought about using a shelter; and, people who would
be less inclined to use a shelter in the event of an attack.

4. In many respects, the populace is a bit confused about the
relevance of warning time to the effective utilization of
fallout shelters. As stated above, people expressing less
confidence in the protective ability of llout shelters tend
to feel that there would be less than fifteen minutes warning
of an impending attack, we can tentatively infer from this
that these persons feel that they must get to the shelter
before an attack comes in order to be protected from fallout.

warning Time

1. There is evidence to suggest that Americans are not familiar
with the warning signals which would provide them with ini-
tial information about an impending attack.

2. Over the years, people have increased their estimates of the
warning time they expect in the event of an enemy attack.
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Evaluation of Local Civil Defense Programs

1. There is some evidence to suggest that a sizeable portion of
the public has not been satisfied with the civil defense
efforts in their local communities. It is difficult to deter-
mine whether this is a result of a lack of civil defense
activity or whether it stems from ineffective communication
between local civil defense officials and the residents of the
community.

Effectiveness of Civil Defense Systems for Types of Weapons Effects

1. Americans feel that something can be done to protect against
the secondary effects of thermonuclear warfare. Most people
consider fallout shelters to be the answer, as long as they are
far enough away to escape the blast effects.

2. It appears to be widely held that nothing much can be done to
protect against blast and heat.

From the foregoing discussion, we can say that there is public con-
fusion about what the status of our operational active defense sys-
tem is; and in their expressions of confidence, the public seems to
make no distinction between defense measures in an ongoing attack
and those measures which would preclude an attack, i.e., deterrence
strategy. This distinction should be specified so that an appro-
priate definition of an attack environment and suitable responses
to it can be made by the public.

It is reasonable tc say that the public is confused as to what a
fallout shelter is supposed to do and there is concern about what
they don't do. Some of the criticisms of existing shelters refer
to the fact that they do not protect one from primary effects.
Of course, the existing shelters were not constructed for this
purpose. It should be specified that existing shelters are
designed primarily as protection from fallout.

In many respects, the populace is a little canfused about the
relevance of warning time to the effective utilization of fallout
shelters. That is, warning time consideration is different for
using a shelter as defense against fallout than it is if using a
shelter as defense against primary effects. It appears that the
populace does not realize that fallout shelters can be an effec-
tive mode of protection after the initial blast. This is to say,
the survivors of initial blast can go to shelters and receive
protection from fallout. If this could be explained to the public,
their willingness to use shelters and their feelings about them
mircht improve.

It would seem, then, that a public information program designed to
clarify these ambiguities would enhance receptivity to civil
defense measures.
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The American Institute of Public Opinion has provided
data from a number of their national samples. Each
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ology at the University of Pittsburgh.

'he American Public and International Tensions: "Data on Shelters",
Survey Research Center, The University of Michigan, December, 1961.

National probability sample of 1474 respondents.
Data collected September-October, 1961.
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October on public acceptance of shelters, anxiety over
the Cold War and various possible solutions to the
problems associated with it. This is a preliminary
report.

ttitudes and Knowledgye Concerning Fallout Shelters in Austin, Texas,
by Harry Estill Moore, January, 1962.

Purposive community panel of 500 respondents.
Data collected late 1961.

Panels of 200 persons in leaeership roles in recognized
institutions and of 300 persons chosen by random
samplinc methods as representative of the total
population of the city were interviewed in autumn, 1961.

ivil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1963 National
Probability Sample, Research Office of Sociology, Department
of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsyl-
vania, June, 1964.

National probability sample of 1434 respondents.
Data collected in summer, 1963.
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This data book contains the study desi ,n and marginal
tabulations from the mid-1963 Foreign A•fairs and Civil
Defense national survey for ths Office of Civil Defense.
The outcomes methodology was applied to desirabilities
and expectations of alternative civil defense postures
as well rs to Cold War outcomes. A variety of scales
and items from other civil defense inquiries were
replicated.

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1964 National
Probability Sample Study, Research Office of Sociology, Depart-
ment of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, December, 1964.

National probability sample of 1464 respondents.
Data collected in summer, 1964.

This data book contains tne study design and marginal
tabulations from the mid-1964 Foreign Affairs and Civil
Defense national survey for the Office of Civil Defense.
The outcomes methodology was applied to desirabilities
and expectations of alternative civil defense postures
as well as to Cold War outcomes. A variety of scales
and items from other civil defense inquiries were
replicated.

The Fallout Protection Booklet: (I) A Report of Public Attitudes
Toward and Infornation About Civil Defense, by David K. Berlo
et al., Department 0f C-,tiwin'cat4 ,CX'-;
Arts, Michigan State University, April, 1063.

Telephone intervfews in eight cities, 3514 respondents.
Data collected Decembert 1961.

Eight cities within the United States selected on
the criteria of size and geographical location:
Minneapolis; Boston; Oklahoma City; Santa Monica,
California; Lansing; Manhattan, Kansas; Chapel Hill,
North Carolina; and Seattle.
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Fallout Shelter Study, Codebook Numhor Five, Survey of Publics in

Nine Communities, Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia
11niversity. Auoust, 1963.

A total of 1929 •wrsonal interviews were conducted in
nine northeastern communities; 110 of theae interviews

were with-community leaders, the rest 11718) of the

interviews were with the general public. The sample
was heavily weighted with shelter owners and their

neiahbors.

The nine communities un~xer study wore Harlem, New York;
Chicopee, Massachusetts; West Orange, New Jersey; Union
Zity, New Jersey; Greenwich, Connecticut; Stamfordq

Connecticut: Lan:aster, Pennsylvania; York, Pennsylvania;

Port Jervis, New York.

Interviews were contncted in January, February and March,

1963.

Study analyzes tho beliefs, opinions, and behavior of

the general public and of community leaders regarding
international affairs and the Cold War, with a particu-
lar focus upon their views on the fallout shelter issue,

i.e., are reactions of communities that are potential
targets in a nuclear war different from those in less
vulnerable towns? who favor and who oppose fallout shel-
ters?, etc.

NEAR System Study Data Book, NORC SRS--30, Research Office of

Sociology, 'iniversity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburg?) Pennsylvania,
February, 1964.

Natiunai prouauility block sample of 1402 respondents.

Data collected December, 1963.

This is the code-data book for the Research Office
of Sociology study of public attitudes towards the
Cold War and civil defense, in general, and the

NEAR attack warning system for households, in par-

ticular. The outcomes methodology of specifying
desirability and probability expectations was used.

The Public and Civil Defense: A Report Based on Two Sample Surveys
in Eleven Major American Cities, Survey Research Center,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, March, 1952.

Probability block sample of 813 households.

Data collected in August, 1951.
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4 813 persons interviewed are a representative cross-

section of the adult population living in private
households in the following eleven metropolitan arc-as:
Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Cleveland, netroit, Los
Angeles, New York, "hiladelphias Pittsburgh, San
Francisco# and St. Louis.

The research is focused on the factors in public think-
ing which affect the development of civil defense organ-
izations in A erican cities and states. It is also
concerned with the psychological factors considered
important for constructive or adaptive social handling
of crises or disasters.

Public Thinking About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defense: A Study
Rased to2n an Intensive Interview Sample Survey of People in
Eleven Major Cities, Se2tenber-October, 1950, Survey Research
Center, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, January, 1951.

Probability sample of 614 people in eleven cities.
Data collected September-October, 1950.

614 people interviewed wert selected to be a represen-
tative cross-section of the adult population of the
eleven largest cities in the United States. Suburbs
were not included.

City Number of Interviews

New York 122
Boston 26
Philadelphia 78
Baltimore 27
Chicago 127
Detroit 51
Pittsburgh 23
Cleveland 26
St. Louis 34
Los Angeles 72
San Francisco-Oakland 28

614

Open-ended interviews of one-half to an hour or more
in length were administered, using pre-tested questions
asked by trained interviewers.
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Survey of Public Knowledge and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defense:
A R-port of a National Study in March, 1954, Stephen B. Withey,

Sur~ey Research Center, Inbtitute for Soclai Research, Uni-
versity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 1954.

This is a reporz of a national study conducted in March,
1954. It also includes material from a number of other
studies (three in number) also conducted by the Survey
Research Center on the problems of civil defense.

The first study, done in 1950, covered the population
in the metropolitan areas of the eleven largest cities

in the United States. Sample size was &pproximately
600 persons.

The second study, done in 1951, extended the above sample
to include the suburban area surrounding these eleven

largest citiss. Sample size=800 persons.

The third study, donp in 1952, extended the sample to

the nation as a whole but did not sample the rural areas
at the sane rate as the urban areas, due to available
financing. Sample sizeaiCO0 pqrsons.

The fourth study, done in 1954, for the first time in
this series took a straight unweighted sample of the

national adult population but included persons aged 16
to 20 years old in addition to the adults usually inter-
viewed. Sample size=1600 persons.

Each of the studies made use of personal interviewing
as a means of obtaining the necessary data.

University of Michigan. Study 418, unpublished data.

National survey, 1643 respondents.
Data collected in 1956.

The Uiiversity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, has
proviced data from their national survey of 1956. Each

table included from their study number 418 has been

derived from processing at the Research Office of Soci-
ology at the University of Pittsburgh.
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The U.S. and the U.S.S.R.: A Report of the Public's Perspectives
on United States-Russian Relations in Late 1961, Stephen
B. Withey, Survey Research Center, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, March, 1962.

National probability sample of 1474 respondents.
Data collected September-October 1961.

Based on interviews conducted during a period of
international crisis, this study examines public
attitudes and conceptions of the U.S.-U.S.S.R.
power struggle.

t


