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

charged with the responsiblility of provision of a system “o protect life

P TR e LI

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

an era where such an attack may assume the form of a massive nuclear striic
at the American homeland, the technological and organizational require-
ments levied upon such a protective system are unprecedented. The vast
scope of both the threat and the nation's response to that threat raises
two fundamental questions concerning the irmpact of the threat on the
American social system and posszidble respoases to that threat, These can

be summarily expressed as:

l. What are the possidble 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
would be introduced? What are the nature and dynamics of pudblic
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 may 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,
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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 delow,

1.

3.

5.

7.

What is the nature of the public controversy centered aicund
Civil Defense and related Cold War issues?

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.

What is the rresent perception of the American public of the
consequences of Civil Defesnse for certain basic personal and
social values?

What are the social institutions and custams 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 & check list?

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?

Are there ecological and socio=structural differences in American
society with regard to Civil Defanse and Cold War issues?
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 METHODOLOGY 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

aprroaches have been drawn from system design, sccioclogy, economics and

support technologies including statistical and computer applications,
vThe 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., Tiri Nehnevaisa's

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

and Society provides an extensive overview of impacts methodology.

Same specific techniques and their applications are listed below,
In addition tc the social-science oriented modes of data collection and
analysis which comprise the co;e of impacts research, reference has also
been 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 Defense 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
‘ongéing compilation of news and editorial éontent of a number of
American newspapers ic being conducted on all aspects of Civil
Defense, the Cold War, and military technology.

Survey Research, The Data Bank of the Research Office of Soéiolbgy

- contains some Lo0 study references and approximately 300,000 IBM
punch cards from surveys containing material of inierest to irpacts
research. In addition to OCD sponsored studies,‘this file includes
material dating back to the niﬁetegn-forties from survéys coﬁduéted
by the American Tastitute of Public Opinion, the National Opinibn
Research Center, the University of Minnesota and others. This
material is essentialbfor assessment of the direct impact of issues,
events and programs on the American putlic. The range and scope of
the ¢ate availabie permit a wide range of analysis both over_time
and topic. |

Historilography. 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 istance into the future, with regard to the
relevant stress elements that may pertain to the innovation’of alterns-
tive CD éystems. Once identified, a variety of techniques will be applied
to specify the consequences of proposal, adoption and implementaticn of

CD alternatives into such system environments.




EFFECTIVENESS. The report on Threat Perception specifies the

acceptatility of the initial system goals of possible CD systems,

Perceived Effectiveness of America's lefenses examines the effective-

ness attributed by Americans tc past, present and future defense cystems,
Once consensus has been established on the nature of the overall objectives
of a proposed system, the next critical issue for its adoption and
implementation is its capability *o gttain these objectives, The very
nature of Civil Defense systems necescarily requires any judgement of
their effectiveness to be estimates, By the time any CD system would be
cperationally tested, it would be far too late to modify it. Ir such

a context, the effectiveness perceived by those the system is to cervice
assumes greater than usual importance. Not only are people uniikely %o
sipport a system they think ineffective, regardless of the "realities”

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

cystem, thus rendering it ineffective no matier what its assumed tech-

nological capability.

Fortunately, Americans have, over time, had confidence ir the defer:ce:
provic *d them by their goverrment. There appear to be no major schismeo
in ..e American social structure with regard to such estimates of effec-ive-
ness. There also emerges a rather high level of realism in recent! publ:c
assessments of the nature of the threat and of what camprises an effect:ive
response to that *“reat, Pallout is seen as thg prime threat posed ty
the possibility of nuclear war and fallout shelters are seen as a viahble,
if not total, response to that threat,

Successful ipplementation of an innovative system must occure in a
context where it 1s felt not only that "something should be dene” but also

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

The public's opinicns ahout the effectiveness of America's
defen<e. have considerahle impact on the implementation of an
effective civil defense system., Attributed effectiveness was
examired, therefore, for effects it may have on public accept-
ance of civi) defense proorans,

The analysis of defense effectiveness included the public's
estimates of America's active defense capability; their esti-
mates of passive defense capability, entailing the considera-
tion of evacuation proorams, shelters, warning time problems,
evaluation of local civil defense programs, consideration of
the cost effectiveness question, and estimates of effective-
ness of civil defense prograns against types of weapons'
e(fects, Hecause of the crowing importance in rational pol-
icy plannino 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 opiricn on the above issues was specified for
various sample populations, This dats wes drawn from the Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh's data bank which contains a collection
nf ermpirical studies on attitudes concernino civil defense.
The ~cre of the analysis was the discrete identification of
these populations alonc such social and personal attritutes
such as educoation, neographical location, religion, age,
socic-ecopomic status, etc. Within limitations of the data,

a trend analysis establishing the basic chronology of public
opinion on the major issues was provided,

The research supports the fact that the American public bas,
over the years, had confidence in the country's active
defense system and that it would be effective against enemy
2ttack, Under cloce examiration, when defenses against
specific types of enemy messures were evaluated, we found
little sicnificant sub-grou; differences. The majority of
people, no matter what their place in the social structure,
consider our nissile and bomter 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
coul® say that they tend to be associated with: higher
levels of education, hicher s3taius 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'sg local communi.ies,.

I
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Jt should be rememhered that any differences found are only a
mratter of decree rather than direction of opinion, The majority
of people consicder our missile and bomber defense to be very
effective, ' ¢

In early studies, in the'SUs, the public expressed little need
for civil defense when they thought an effective active defense
program 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,

Only a small proportion of the nation considered evacuation seri-
ously  even during its era of relative popularity in the 1950s,
An important factor, obviocusly, is the reluctance of people to
favor any progran which entails leaving one's home, family and
familiar surroundings.

There is 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
Enaland and tMiddle Atlantic states,

By employina 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 suogest that a sizeable portion of the
public has not been satisfied with the civil defense efforts in
their local conmrunities., It is difficult to determine 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,

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 enouch away to escape the blast effects. It appears to be
widely held that nothing much can be done to protect against
blas<. and heat.




I. INTRODUCTION

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 hoseland., How much confidence does the
public have in the total defense system? Do they consider the sys-
ten effective? The answers to these and a numsber of related ques-
tions must be examined closely in the decision-making process asso-
ciaced 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-
grans 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 systenm
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 sttitudes 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 progranms
actually have been costing. The  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., 1963, 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, We have no recent data on hand that would lead us
tc conclude that the public's estimates are any different now than
they were in 1963; therefore, we conclude that the population, as a
whele, 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
sgainst 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 Stidy of Public
Views,” in Nehnevajsa, Jiri et al., Some Public Views on Civil
Defense Proarams, 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 report, we shall use the public's
estimates of effectiveness to examine the following questions:

1. How good are our active 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

L
¢. consideration of warning time problens

d. evaluation of local civil defense prog ms
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 systens,
the need for an analysis of these two in combinstion 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 variables; whenever they seem pertinent. Alsoc, 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
tniversity 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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11, ACTTVE DEFEN-ES

The nature of the threat that an enemy nnses to our country has
chanaced since ''neld yar 1I. During the 1950s, our active defense
svgstem was desi~ned to hinder the efficacy of an enemy bomber
attack, :Anti-airecraft inctallations and interceptor aircraft were
the operatinnal components of the system, Defense against bombers
is still an important consideration; but, since 1960, there has
bean 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 operattnnal parts
of the current systenm,

Therefore, during the past 10-15 years, the active defense system
being assessed by Amerizans in public opinion studies has changed
according tn the change in the nature of the threat, But, this
.nange has not been as drastic as some peonle perceive it to have
been. In the University of Pittsburgh's 1964 nation-wide study of
attitudes toward the Cold war and civil defense, the respondents
were asked the following question: "As far as you know, does the
United States already have these anti-missile missiles ready for
action?" Eiahty-seven percent nf the ;nterviewees who answered the
question resnonded 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 defen<ive systems has now rezched the
point at which serious decisions have to be made. It is
nnot enough to repeat the slogan fthere is no defense' and
leave it at that, The engincers now offer us systems which
have a definite, although limited, military effectiveness,
Until now, all the work on anti-missile missiles has been
develonmental; that is, desian and construction of proto=«
type models only, The question which nowv faces us is
whether to deploy; that is, whether to build an operational
system for the actual defense of our cities,”

Therefore, even though an operational anti-missile missile system
is non-existent, a substantially large proportion ot 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 Derense and Cold war Attitudes: Data Book for the 1964
Natinnal Probability Sample, Research Office of Sociology, Department
of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh .Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
December, 1964, p. 57,

3, Dyson, Freeman J, '"Defense Against Ballistic Missiles", Bulletin
of the Atomic Scientists, June, 1964, quoted in Public Opinion and
Ballistic Missile Defense, TEMPO, 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 Septemdber 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 Jaasge in cities (Table 1). 1In
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 atoaic bombing of cities was seen as being more unlikely, con-
fidence in the protective ability of the Armed Forces becanme
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 coapared 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 decresse 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 time for civil
defense work was examined by confidence in the Armed Forces (Table
S). Fifty-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 wher@as only 41 percent of those who
felt they would have complete protection said they would give time
for h a cause. Table 5 summarizes these findings.

In summary, then, of this 1950 study, it was found that 48 percent
of the total sample felt that the Armed Forces could give complete




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 systen,

In 8 subsequent study conducted during the summer of 1951 in the
sane eleven largest cities of the U.S., with the sanple 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 sasple 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 probles (Table 7). And, similar
to the findings of the 1950 study, the proportion of those people
who felt that the Armed Forces =ould 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 would 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 the
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-ocut atom bomb attack?" Note here
that this question is somewhat different from the qQuestion 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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More than seven out of every ten persgns answering this question
expressed confidence in our defenses,

In March, 1954, the University of Michigan conducted their fourth
civil defense stucy, this time on s 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.) 1In 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? Wwould you think
most of them would get through, only a few would get
throuch 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 SO percent in 1954 felt that one-third or less of
the bombers wculd get thrcuch, This confidence in our military
defense is » widespread feeling occurring among both metropolitan
and rural residents (Table 9),

Those who lacked confidence in our military defense, i.e., who felt
that one-half to mcre than two-thirds of the enemy planes would get
through in case of an sttack, were, generally, people with higher
education {past hich school) and, related to this, in the profes-
sional and managerial occupation classes. As would be expected,
there was a steady incresse in the number of people with this
opinion as one moved up the income scale, 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,>

In March, 1963, the Bureau of Applied Social Research at Colombia
University conducted a study in nine northeastern comaunities in
wnich they asked the following questions:

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

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

S. Survey of Public Knowledce and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defense,
Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University of
Michigan, September, 1954, pp. 146-148.




It can be seen in Table 10 that 71 percent of the 1380 respondents
who answered the question expressed 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 summer 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 enesy attack--bombers,
quided missiles and submarines. Table 1] 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
considered, to be quite effective (Table 11).

For clarity in our analysis, we have combined the response categories
to obtain three degrees of effectiveness--low (ratings O through and
including 3), medium (4 through and including 6), and high (ratings

7 through and including 10)., Analysis of the public's estimates




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 delense 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 r. This will,
at the same time, make possible the identification of the major-
ity of ihe population who expressed confidence in our defense
system, Due to the unspecified nature of the question about
enemy submarines, we shall treat that data only marginally and
not submit it to detailed analysis,

Few significant subgroup difterences 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 enenay
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 B0 percent of the resicdents feel
that this defense is quite good (Table 13).

The respondent-' estimates of effectiveness of the Jdefense against
enemy missiles differ, but only slightly, Of all those people residing
in the largest of the metropolitan areas such as Nw York City,
Philadelphia, Chicago, St, Louis, Los Angeles, and others, 12 per-
cent feel that missile lefense is rather poor while 10 percent of

those residing in other metropolitan cities, 9 percent in areas

with 8 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).




Awmﬂ o

10-

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, Massachusetts, Rhode Island and Connect-
icut (the New England states) rate bomber defense low in capa-
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 Suth 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 cnemy 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 East Scuth 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 O
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
pmissile 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 so (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 hiohly 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-two
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 50-69 year olds and 63 percent of respondents who are 70
years of 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 »s 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' nissile 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 closeiy related to education are income and
occupation. The inverse relationship between education and esti-
mates of missile Cefense capability is replicated when we examine
missile defense by occupation (Table 18), More people in the pro-
fessional, sales, and managerial occupation classifications (14
percert, 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 nissile defense at the low end of
the effectiveness scale and, conversely, fewer of these pecple
show up at the upper end of this scale. Table 19 summarizes

these results.

We have found, therefore, that low estimates of missile defense
capsbility 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 discussed, 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
nuasber, 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
place 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 tha’ 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 pecple of the low
effectiveness group who assess the world situation as being
highly tense (57 percent) than there are of the mediuam 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 &tiack 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 yreat
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 beirg 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 S5S
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 seems
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 chences for surviwval,
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

g o,

i




-14-

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,

If 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
eneny 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 peonle rank destruction of military bases and
destruction of factories and transportation centers as most impor-
tant or next most-importaat enemy targets, no matter what the
level of effectiveness attributed 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 or confidence is
quite striking, Fourteen jercent of those respondents with a low
degree of confidence in bomber dzfense feel that destroying 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 & percent,
respectively).

One last variable should be employed here to see if further dif-
ferences 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 .’
those lacking confidence either strongly agree or agree with the
statement than in the other two levels of confidence. 1In 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 valuadble, 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 'SOs, 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 nissiles, people have realized that total reliance upon
active defense measures is foolhardy and have begun to feel more
of a need for certain of the civil defense 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 vur 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 agrae or disagree w’th the statenent, "If we have
such missiles around our cities, we should have shelters to pro-
tect 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
80 anti-missile missiles make sense only if w. have fallout shel-
ters for sveryone," 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 nissiles installed, most people agreed that




there is a definite need for shelters as a companion to anti-
missile missiles. This seems to reflect some confusion about
anti-missile missiles. 1If 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
alresdy 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 the 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 significan
sub-group differences. The majority of people, no matter what
their place in the social structure, consider our missile and
bomber defense to be quite effective.

In an attempt to identify those people 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 differences 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 definite:
need for certain civil defense measures as companions to an
effective active defense systen.
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Table 1

Table 23

"Al1l 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 74
Prevent heavy damage 39
It depends L
Not prevent heavy damage 21
No protection at all 2
Don't lnow 11

Not ascertuined

Public Thinking atout Atcmic Warfare and Civil Lafense,
Public Affairc Group, Survey Research Center, irstitute
for Social Hesearch,University of Michigan, Jamuary,

1951’ P. h9o
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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 -- Army, Air Force -- are good; they have showm

they're good; confidence in them 30%
United States well prepared; enough and good equipment, planes 23
American manpower good, adequate; trained, high calibre u
Radar will detect the enemy 5

Reasons for lack of belief in defense
American defenses not developed enough yet; not enough equip-

ment, radar 14
United States hasn't enough men for thnis 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 1l

No complete defense possible : 10
Don't know 8
Not ascertained 14

L ]

* The total is more than 100 percent because some respordents 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.




Table 3

Table 26

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

"Do you think our cities are likely
to be hit with atomic bombs?*®

In case of war, our Army and Certain, Depends,
Alr Force could: verv likely Likely wunlikely

Protect cities completely

or prevent heavy damage 474 564 63

Yot prevent heavy damage or

give no protection at all 39 b 1?7

Jon't know; not ascertained:

it depends 14 14 20

Jook Toot 1003
dercent of total sample 15 bé N

2ublic Thinking About Atomic Warfars and

Civil Defense, Public Affairs

iroup, Survey Research Center, Institute
sf Michigan, January, 1951, p. 53.

for Social Research, University
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Table &
Table 69
Relation between Expactations of Protection
and Feelings of Need for Civil Dotgnao
To what extent could our armed forces pro-
tect our cities from air attick damage?
Moderately Poorly

Feeling of need for ' (orevent (not prevent Don't
civil defense Completely heavy damggaz heavy danagez know
Strong . 11% 221 308 1%
Moderate 70 69 55 62
Weak 13 6 11 13
Don't know 3 1l ;. g
Not ascertained 2

o R 8 TR
Percent of total sample 9 39 27 1

* Less than half of one percent.

Public Thinking About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defense, Public Affalrs 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 attick damage?”
Willingness to give Moderately Poorly
time for civil (prevent (not prevent Don't
defense work Completely heavy dann‘!! heavy danqggl know
Willing L1g L5% seg 3ug
Mixed feelings 19 26 2l 17
Unvilling 30 22 20 38
Don't know - - 1 2
Not ascertained 10 7 & 9
hLe; 4 2 1 100X

Phblic Thinkiqg,About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defeanse, Public Affairs
Troup, Survey Hesearch Center, Institute for Soclal Hesearch, University
of Michigan, Janunry, 1951, p. 200.
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Table 6

Tadble 11

- AP 9 |, s

®"All in all, would you say the Army, Mavy, and Air Forces
could give our cities complete protection, protect thea
from heavy damage, or wouldn't be able to prevent heavy

damage?"
September 1930  August 19351

Complete protection % 16%
Prevent heavy damage . 3 s2
Depends 4 1

Not prevent heavy damage 21 20

No protection at all 3 1
Don't know 11 4

Not ascertained 14

-2
1008 100m%

L

The Public and Civil Defense: A Report Based on Two Sample Surveys
in Eleven Major Cities, Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, March, 1952, p. 1l2.

Table 7
Table 39
Relation Between Confidence in Air Raid Protection and
Importance Accorded Civil Defense
Isportance accorded
Civil Defense as a
Comsmunity problem Expectations of Aix Raid Protectiop
Comsplete Prevent Heavy Not Prevent
Brotection ____Demage _  Heavy Damage
Rated First 17) 28) 31)
Rated Second 12) 29% 2s)33% 17) 30%
Rated Third or Fourth
(not mentioned) 49 32 3s
Rated Last 22 13 13
100% 1008 1008
No. of cases 157 508 208

The Public and Civil Defense: A Report Based on Two Sample Surveys
in Eleven Major Cities, Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, March, 1952, p. 31.
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Table 8
nfid in 1 fen
Table 4-9
Q.3 Suppose that enemsy planes tried to make a surprise
attack on the U.S. How many of the enemy planes do
you think would get through and bocb our cities?
Would you think most of them would get through, only
a few would get through, or what?
Apri] 1932 Mapch 1934
Most or many or all 1% 12%
(2/3 or more)
About half (between 1/3 and 2/3) 3 J4
Few or not many (1/3 or less) 60 S0
None or one or two ] 10
Don't know 14 le
Not ascertained 3 bt
1008 1008
Less 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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Tadble 9
Table L-10
CONFIDENCE IN &ILI‘!AR! DEFENSE BY URBAN-RURAL DIFFERENCES
Metro Over Under
Metro sub. 50,000 50,000 Rural
Most 13% 18% 1% 1% ng
R.1f 15 16 U 13 12
Fev Lo L3 L9 55 57
None 15 13 10 8 8
Don't know 16 10 16 13 12
Not ascertained 1

» - » »
pLoe; 4 bLoe; 4 1508 bl 4 0%

# Less than one per cent

gmg Pablic Knowledge and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defense,
urvey Hesearch Center, lnstitute for Social Research, University of

Michigan, September, 195L, p. 60.
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Tadble 10

Q. i As far as you knov, can the United States
muccessfully defend itself against a nuclear Cross

nissile attack? (What's your best guess?) Section
l - CO].. “; (.opo) ' ‘
0 - No answer 2 X
1l - Yes 983 N
2 - No 266 19
3 - Don't know v 131 10
87 I
(1380)
Q. 34 - A, How? Cross
Section
¥V - Col. L7 (May be m.p. 1-6 only) Ne. %

1 - Mentions active defense systems that will
prevent enemy weapons Irom reaching U.S.

targets aas 25
2 - Mentions our retaliatory or deterrent

forces L6 L8
3 - Mentions varning devices (DEN line, radar,

NORAD, etc.) 1y 22
L - Mentions nonmilitary means (e.g. political

or diplomatic) 17 2

7 - General expression of faith or confidence
in our ability to defend ocurselvesy-but

mentions nothing specific s 35

8 - Doesn't know, can't say 38 L
9 - Other, unclassifiadble s
I - Not asked 6 X
Y - Does not apply Iﬁ P e
a

(972)

Fallout Shelter Study, Codebook Number Five, ,Sur%_vi of Publics in Nine

Torrmunities, Bureau of Applied Soclal Research, Co a Unlversity,
Xugust, 1563, pp. 82-83.
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ESTIMATES OF ACTIVE nxmrsz CAPABILITI#
In Percent
Vury _ : Almost
} Bad Perfect
. o 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 N

Defense
Againsts
Bombers 0.7 0.5 0.8 1.5 1.k 6.9 5.0 9.0 21.1 18.1 35.1 1L29
Missiles 2.h 1.5 2.9 3.4 3.5 1.9 9.9 13.0 18.7 13.0 19.9_ 1420

Submacines 1.5 1.0 1.6 3.1 3.7 12.6 7.3 12.4 19.5 13.L 2L.1 119

# Notet

In this report,all stated percents and related calculations are based

on the actual number answering each item or set of items. The N given is
the basic one for each table. ,

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1964 National Proba-

bility S

1e Study, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology,

University of Pittsburgh, December, 196k, pp. 53-55.




Table 12
ESTIMATES OF ACTIVE DEFENSE CAPABILITY
In Percents
Defense Againat: jg_‘:gl z;iéz Sg_-i-g_gl ]
Bonbers 3.L 13.4 83.2 1L29
Missiles 10.1 25.3 6.6 1420
Submarines 7.2 23.6 69.4 139

# Note: Categories were combined for purposes of this report.

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 196l National

Probability Sample Study, Research Office of Sociclogy, Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, December, 1964, pp. 53-55.
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Table 20

PERCEIVED WORLD TENSIONS
BY ESTIMATES OF DEFENSE CAPABILITY

In Peroent
level of World Tensions Now

Low Yod‘um Righ
(0-3) (4-6) (7-10) |
Bomber Effectivenesst - — D -
Low (0-3) 2.0 2L4.0 7L.0 50
High (7-10) g.0 3.3 8.7 1184
Missile Effectiveness:
Low (0-3) 2.1 L.k 56.6 1S
Medium (L4-6) L.2 L3.0 52.8 358
Bigh (7-10) 5.6 33.3 61.1 913

Unpublished dats from the 1964 Survey of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Office of Sociclogy, Department of Seciology, University of Pittsburgh,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 196..
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Tanie 21

WORRY ABOUT NUCLEAR ATTACK
BY ESTIMATES OF DEFENSE EFFECTIVENESS

In Percent
\!gﬂ About Nuclesr Attack

Great : Yot
deal Some A little at all X
Bomber Effectiveness:
Low 14.0 26.0 3.0 28.0 50
Medium 1L.7 30.5 23.7 31 190
High 15.7 28.4 26.4 29.5 1185
Missile Effectivenesst
Low 16.6 23.4 25.5 34.5 145
Medium 11.5 27.1 29.3 3.1 358
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 Socioclogy, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Susmer, 1964L.




Tadble 22

LIXELIHOOD OF WORLD WAR III

BY ESTIMATES OF DEFENSE EFFECTIVENESS

Defense Against Ensmy Bombers:

Low effectivensss
Medium effectiveness
High effectivsness

Defense Against Enemy Missiles:

In Percent
Likelihood of World War III

Very JFairly Pairly
likely likely unlikely wunlikely

Low effectiveness
Medium Effectiveness
High effectiveness

Eae
wmnNn o

5.7
37.8
27.9

Unpublished data from the 196} Survey of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University

of Pittsburgh, Pittsburg®, Pennsylvania, Sumer, 1964.
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Table 27
IMPORTANCE OF DESTRUCTION OF CITIIS
BY ESTIMATES OF NEFENSE CAPABILITY
in_Parcent
Iaportance of Ciiles as s Target
Most Least
important important
i 2 — b |
Dafenze Against Enemy Bombers:
Low Effectiveness 8.0 22,0 2.0 18.0 S0
Medium Effectiveness 7.‘5 22,1 5307 1608 190
High Effectivensss S5e¢5 12.8 67.1 14,6 4170
Defenge Against Enemy Missiles:
low Effectivrsne 9.1 18.9 559 15.1 13
Medium Effectiveness 6.2 1%.3 65.7 12,7 353
High Effectivensss 4,9 13.2 66.2 15.7 966

e - - = m——— e me ey —————————— — e v -

Unpuolished cdata from the 1964 Survey of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitades,
Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University of Pitts.
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Swmer, 196k,
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Tabls 28
IMPCRTANCZ OF DESTRUCTION OF PEOPLE
BY ESTIMATES OF DEFENSE CAPABILITY
in Percoent
Zaporiance of Peoplo ap 3 Iarget
Most least
important important
—1l_ 2 3 __s_ _ ¥
Defenss Againet Snemy Bombers:
Low Effectiveness 14.3 6,1 12.2 67.3 )
Mim Effectivensss 9.6 503 16.0 69.0 18?
High Effectivensss Set 5.5 13.0 7.5 15
Defense Against Enemy MisellaZ:
Low Effectiveness 10.0 5.0 1306 710. 150
Medium Effectivensss Se2 b6 12, 77,9 8
High Effextiveness 5.5 507 13.8 7500 m

Unpublished data from the 1964 Survey of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tud.s, P~«march Office o” Sociology, Nepartment ~+ Joslology, University
wa iittsdurgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1964,




Tadble 29

~ Defense Against Enemy Bombers:

. EVALUATION OF COST OF MISSILES BY
. ESTIMALTES OF LEFENSE CAPABILITY

In Percent

“Missiles Will Cost Too Much to be Worthwhile

Strongly Strongly
_agree  Agree Disagree disagree Undecided

Low Effectiveness 6..1 16.3 | 9.2 8.2 10.2
Medium Effectiveneas 1.6 12.2 50.3 8.5 27.5 1l
High Effectiveness 2., 10.8 60.7 10.8  15.3 11

Defense Against Enemy Missiles:

Low Effectiveness L.2 12.6 53.1 13.3  16.8 I}
Medium Effactiveness 3.1 1.7 57.1 10.6 17.5 3
High Effectiveness 1.9 11.0 61.1 10.0 16.0 9]

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

Quer. 533 Var, 94 - If we have anti-missile missiles arocund our cities,
there will be less need for fallout shelters.

Card 3: Col. 11 N ]
Strongly agree 98 6.8
Agree 506 3.9
Undecided n 12.2
Disagree £59 38.6
Strongly disagree 108 7.5
No answer 16 x
TOTAL 164 1L48

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 196l National
Probability Sampie otudy, Hesearch Office of Sociology, Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, December,
196L, p. €3.
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i Table 31

; Ques, Skt Var, 95 - If we have anti-missile missiles around our
cities, we will need fallout shelters gyen
e Bore than we need them now.
Card 3: _Col, 12 N %
| Strongly agree | 15 10.7
Agres ' B 30
Undecided | 186 12,9
Disagree | 615 h2,5
Strongly disagi-ee 53 3.7
No answer | 18 XX
Total 1464 1446
C Wa~ s Na

Sa Study, Research Office of Sociology, Depsartment of
S;oéi;ologé University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, December,
1 s Po 3
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Table 32

p——

Ques. 56t Var. 97 = If we have such missiles around our cities, we
should have shelters to protect people against
fallout because some ens=xy weapons will get
through the defense anyway.

Capd 33 Col, 14 X $

Strongly agree ‘256 S 17.8
Agree 953 66.1
Undecided 14 7.9
Disagree 102 7.1
Strongly disagree 1?7 1.2
No answer 22 x

Total pL 1hb2

Cixil Defense MEWW
S S » Research Offioce of Sociology, rtaent of

S;z.;clogéa'hiversity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, December,
1l s Po .
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| Table 33
Ques, 57: Vu'. 98 - Even if cities are defended, enemy 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 ' 1 3
 Strongly agree ) 1N 12,1
. Agree , , 76 S1.7
Undecided - 209 14,5
Disagree o 289 20.0
Strongly disagree ‘ 2h 1.7
: No answer : 22 _xx
- Total 1464 1442
c £ and C War A 3 Na
: S , Research Office of Sociology, Departaent of
S?e”kiologz University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Permsylvania, December,
; 1 9 Pe 50
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111, PASSIVE DEFENSES

The nature of the threat that an enemy poses to our country has
effected a change in our passive defense system ay well as active
defenses. Recalling our definition of a total defense system, it
is that which opersates to hinder the efficacy of .n attack and/or
mitigates the consequences of that attack. Passive defenses
attempt to satisfy, almost entirely, the second part of our defi-
nition, i.e., mitigating the ccrnsequences of an enemy attack,
During the early 1950s, any civil defense planning wae done with
eneny 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, sarning time was msuch 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 a weapon
to its ta.get resulted in the planning of shelters as protection
against fallout as well as blast and fire, and as protection
against chemical, bacteriological, and radiclcgical warfare.

o

.. Effectiveness of Evacuation Programs

One (ivil defense pr jranw mentioned rather frequently during the
1950: was evacuation, 1In 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
prst six years; and, as a result, the evacuation prograsm has
decressed in importance. It is, therefore, a program only suitille
for certain types of threat, i.e., a nuclear war only in Europe, a
limited war of some type, or an’ other s.ituation in which the Amer-
ican public vuuld n.ave a substantial amount of time in which to
leave their Mnwes and their cities.

In the 1954 Universi:y of Michigan national study, the respondents
ware asked questions about their behavior in case of an attack on
the U.S. Most people saii they would resain in town (TaLle 34).
The proportion whn said they would evacuate was only eight percent
of (he population, We see in Tahle 35 that the proportion leaving
town is slightly highe: in metropolitan cities (11 percent) than in
the suburbs of the metropolitan cities and towns with 50,000 people
and more, There were some peop.e (5 percent) who, even though they
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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, Wwhen 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 metrcpolitan 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 chcice. 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 menticned 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 Michigen study, the respondents were
asked the following question:




8le

"Say an attack had hit some town near here but no damage
had occurred around here. If you were asked to house, for
swhile, some people who had children, or older people, or
people of another race or religion, or very poor people,
or fairly rich people--how w uld you feel about having
your home open to some of t! ese 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 cocperation. 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 cbject to housing
anyone at all than in response to the previous question (12 percent
and 7 percent as opposed to 8 percent and 2 percent, respectively).
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
sunnarizes 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 thos» 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
“).

It appears, then, that in a forced choice situation, i.e., when
the respondents were presented with evacuation and asked to ewvel-
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

givil defense programs, even during its era of relative popu-
arity.

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 shel ters, do
they like them or do they dislike them., Little data exist, how-.
ever, on wh’gher people think shelters would be effective in saving
lives in case 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. 1In 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 shel ter 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 S percent
mentioned them (Table 44).

. !
These respoddents 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 fregquent 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,
sany 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 evacustion 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 mation-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 who 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 mak¢ an attack on the
U.S., if it should come, less damaging. As seen in Table 47, 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 abou: 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 sanple said that shel ters would be of no help.

Ve 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 larce 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 Shel ter 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 ses in Table 49 that
only 23 percent of the public felt that the chances of survival in
thelir neighborhood were good. More than half of the respondents,

59 percent, said that chances of survivel 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 perceni felt that chances would be
bad or that these would be no chance at all for svu-vival,

Two out of every three persons responding said that they were either
strongly in favor or somewhat in favor of fallout shelters (Table 30),
Although this is not a measure of effectiveness, it does reflect the
public's sentiment on the subject. Also, we find that s >re than half
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of the interviewees (56 percent) had both commuuity shelters

and private fanmily shelters in mind when answering this question
(Table 30). Twenty-five percent of the people in opposition to
shelters gave structural inadequacies as their reason (Table 51).
They felt that shel'ers were useless, they would never work and
would 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 sees 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
War 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 assunption as to the dagree 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 thi
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-nmetropolitan 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-
tiom disagreed).

It is quite reasonable, therefore, to get the results we do in
Table 54, Wwhen we examine agreement with the statement by geograph-
ical location, we find that more of the residents of the New England
states (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, and Vermont), the Middle Atlantic states (New Jersey, New
York, and Pennsylvania) and the states of the East North Central
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(Tndiana, Nlinois, Michigan, Ohino and Wisconsin) disagreed with
the statement than did penple living in the other parts of the
country (12 percent, 12 percent, and 11 percent, respectively).
Each of the regions just enumerated contain standard metropolitan
statistical areas within their borders. This disagreement could
be 3 functinn of two related variables--differential threat per-
cention and pessimism. People residing in the large population
centers mav feel that if an attack cores, their city would be »
certain tsrget, And, blast shelters, not fallnut shelters, would
be 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 enemy target, they may feel that nothing,
not 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. Responses of males
and females and whites and Negroes are quite similar for all
categories.

In Table 55 we find that older people tend to be a bit more
reluctant to agree with the statement than are younger people.
Nine percent of respcndents 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 thrse with
education higher than college said that they did not feel that
fallout shelters provided some chance for living through an attack.

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 Tadble 57 that 1U percent
of the rrcfessionals, 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 illuetrates this fact., More people in the
income bracket of 515,000 to $24,999 a year disajreed with the
statement than those in other income categories. However, dif-
ferences among other income levels are quite small.

More people who said they had no political preference and more of
those who preferred a psrty other than the twoc major ones 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 "other" 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 mij...i, of peuple, DO Mattes uuw they 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 fellout
shel ters may not have an easy time of it, but at least they will be
alive and adble 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 anong the respondents who disagreed with the statement,

we find that they are very similar to those 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, Chicage, 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 QCentral 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 sen.

More people in the 50-59 age category, and more of the 60-69 group
disagreed than did those in the other age classification (19 percent
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and 24 percent, respectively.) The differences between the amount
-of disagreement in the other age groups were rather swall (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 deterained 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. Wwe find, in
Table 67, however, that this does not hold true. The 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, (185 per-
cent and 20 percent as opposed tc .7 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 people 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 major-
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 Pittsburch study, tended to be associated with: higher
levels of educstion, 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 Socisl Research at Columbis Univers.ty. It is
clear from Table 70 that the majority of Americans felt that surviv-
al chances would be fairiy 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 studr (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. The 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 percent
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
this may have had on the respondants' answers. Repeating thre
second question--'"What if they were in fallout shelters? How good
would the chances 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 availatle space in the shelters for thenm. This
is an optimum shelter situation, It removes all these problems
from the respondents' minds., In this situation, then, it is quite
reasonsble that we should get the kind of response we do--66 per-
cent of the population see chances for survival as good.

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

More of them reside in the New England, Middle Atlantic and tre
Pacific states than in other regions of the country (Table 73).
Thirty percent of residents in New England, 24 percent in Middle
Atlantic, and 22 percent in the Pacific areca 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 chance
of survival would be bad even with shelters than do younger persons.
Twenty-five percent of people 50-39 years of age, 30 percent of 70-79
year-olds, and 23 percent of those over eighty said that survival
chences would be bad or nonexistent.

More "college" people, i.e., attended, conpleted 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 $10,600 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-ei¢cht percent of the managerial group
and 28 percent of the sal es people said that chances for survival,
when in 8 fallout shelter, would be bad or there would be no
chances at all (Table 77).

Jews, Roman Catholics, and people who have no religiocus preference
are more likely to feel that chances for survival in an attack
wwuid be bad or nonexistent even if in shelters than are people
with other re'igious 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. -

Jf we wish to project to tha popvlation, 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 religicus minority
Ggroups; more educated; and from high income brackets.

It is interesting 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 bty more analytic variables
included in this University of Pittsbvrgh 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. However,

the differences in the responses are not substantial,

vhen asked how likely they felt another big World wWar was in which
nuclear bombs would be used, more of the people who said survivai
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 tar 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 mer.itioned, most often, that all nutlear weapons would
be used at once in response to the question "which is the most
likely way » world war would be fought?" (Table 81). Thirty-six
percent of these people gave this response. 1In comparison, the




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. I1f 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 that 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 thar fifteen minutes
warning time or none at all. This compares tc 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 '"S0-S50"
group, and 40 percent of the 'fairly bad" group.

An inverse relation exists between chances for survival in fallout
shelters and degree of local 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 dramaticaliy from 40 percent to 75 percent
as we go from kigh probability to low probability of surviving in
fallout shelters (Table 83),

As discussed earlier in this chapter, the respondents 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 *the chances for survival
would be if local people were housad in shelters, Table 84 presents
the results obtained when estimates of shelter 2ffectiveness 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 thcse 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 certain group of people. Eighteen percent of those who
initially said survival would be very bad concluded that shelters
would make 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 wnuld
be fairly bad said that there would be, at least, great danger
of fallout as compared to 66 perceat 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 shelters by survival chances if

in them during an attack, we find that people who rated survival

in fallout shelters as very bad differ rather curamatically fron thnse
who felt shelters wnuld 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 gocod to none at all, there is a de-
crease in the proportion of people who said that they had

thought about using » 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., TIwenty-two percent of people
who said survival would be fairly bad and 26 percent who said
chances 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 estimates 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 'ar should come;
expectation of little warning time; expectations that local area
would br a target; feeling that there would be certain or great
local fallout danger; unfavorable opinions about fallout shel-
ters; 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 this 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 extrenrely
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 »
failure,

Warning 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 this modern method of delivery,
warning time has been drastically compressed; and, as a result, the
evacuation program has decreased in importance.

-Warnino 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 natiomal
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 thenm,

Information questions about warning time and warning signals have
been included in meny 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:




=63~

"Do you know what the warning signal is which tells
people that enemy planes are headed for your city
(town)? what is it? Do you know the signal that
says the danger has passed? what is {t™

Table 89 provides the national distribution relative to the total
sample to this question., The 1954 dats 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 sll-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 signsls
or reported them incorrectly 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 systea.

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).

We 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 & 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 then even with the windows closed; but, the modal reaction
to the question of whether the warnings would wake theam 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 acain, 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 expected
less than ten minutes (Table 94).




By 1964, the American public was expecting more warning time.
In the University of Pittsburgh's 1964 national civil defense
survey, the respondents were asked how much time they thought
they would have to know about an enemy attack on this country.
Table 95 sumnmarizes the responses to this question. The
median response occurred about 15 minutes. Although some of
the response categories had more people in them, the number of
people in the 15 minute category is particularly meaningful
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 dbe 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. :
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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 3 home alerting system should relate to the
respondents' views on the present alerting system, the re-
searchers asked the respondents to evaluate the present alert-
ing system., More people felt that the present system for
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 estimatos of time., In the mid-50s, the public
expected less than ten minutes warning; in 1964, the median
response was about fifteen aminutes, 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 clesrly 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 msv feel that the various programs within the
system are effective. But, they may object to the cost of these
prograss. 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
dsta to show that civil defense sysgens are considered too expen-
sive on either of these two counts,

A 1953 AIPO sanple wss asked whether 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 “or a family shelter to a vast majority of Americans.

By 1960, however, we find a substantial difference in the opinion
of the public., 1In 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 may
be that with the advent of modern weaponry such as therwonuclear
rather than nuclear weapons, etc., people felt more of » need for
shelters than they did in 1953, regardless of price. Also, they
mey 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 ressons 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 Sociol33;, 3;pnrtn‘nt of Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, July, 1964, Psrt Three, IV,

pp. 292-299.
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Tn the 1963 Columbia University study of nine Northeastern com-
munities, alout 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 finding discussed above. These samples,
however, are not directly comparable.

In the same study, people were asked vhether they had ever thought
seriously about setting up 2 fallout shelter. More than eight in
ten persons said no., i/hen 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 settina 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 2 time span comparatle to that in which private
shelters were most popular. There is some evidence that people )
were reluctint to spend the money necessary for an sdequate shelter.
The issues of public shelters and estimates of Federal spending
have not been inciuded in this paper as two recent puglications
from this Office have covered both topics adequately.

E. 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
ezsily become isolated in crisis periods; they must, therefore, be
well organized pnrior to the emergency so that such problems as lack
of communicstions with the rest of the country could be handled
vithout endangering the possibilities of physical and socia2l 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 systenm.

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

7. Civil Defense and Society by Jiri Nehnevajsa et al., Research
Office of Sociology, Department of Socioclogy, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 1964, and Jiri Nehnevajsa, "Cost
of Civil Defense: A Study of Public Views," in Some Public Views
on Civil Defense Programs, by Jiri Nehnevajsa et al., Research

Of fice of Sociology, Depertment of Sociology, University of Pitts-
buragh, 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 dic not believe in community
ability to meet an attack (Table 103).

Table 104 shows that poor organizatinn, 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 10S 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 exanine 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).

Penple who felt that the Armed Porcee ~ould 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
hesvy dsmage would be prevented felt that cities ~ould 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 Cnast residents were the least satisfied (1S percent).
Table 108 summarizes this data.

In the 1951 University of Michigan survey, some of the same ques-
tions were repesated with the intent ~f establishing a trend 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 them felt this way in 1951 (Table 109).

.-
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We see in Table 110 that education and evaluation of the city's
civil defense program were related. Sixty percent of those having
8 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 Michigen,
vsing data from informeation questions related to knowledge about
the atomic homb and its effects, and about protection aaainst
these effects, The more informed the interviewees were of the
effects of the atomic bomh, 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 1l11).

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.

“hen the respondents' evaluations of civil defense progress was
examined with regard to the amount of knowledge they had about
stomic 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 a2 1961 study by the American Institute of Public Opinion, the
respondents were asked ahout 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 Michigan conducted a national survey
in which they asked people to assess civil defense, crenerally.
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 boab in 1953, the
first aerial H-bomb was tested in May of 1956, and the Hungarian
revolt began in October of the same year, In other words, the
Cold Wsr 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 eight out of every ten persons answering the question
felt that shelters for people who live in areas that might be
attacked was a3 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 deteraine whether
this ie 3 result of » lack of civil defense activity or whether
it stems from ineffective communication between local civil
defense officials and the residents of the community.

F. Effectiveness of Civil Defense Systems
for Tymes of Wea=mons Effects

The Office of Civil Defense has been charged with the responsi-
bilJity to produce a system to protect life and property in the
U.S. in the event of an enemy attack. Civil defense programs
nperate to minimize damage resulting from successful weapons
penetrations., A major consideration in the planning of these
programs has to do wi'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. Primsry effects
2. Fallout or secondary effects

The Government has placed most of the emphasis, in the pest, 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 ss a msjor scurce of casuslties in an attack situa-
tion.® Most people do not feel that much can be done to pro-
tect against blast and heat effects of nuclear weapons,

8. Nehnevajsa, Jiri et al., Civil Defense and Society, Research
Ooffice of Sociology, Department of SocIoloqy, University of
Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennaylvania, July, 1964, Part Three, II.
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Therefore, 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

3 atomic dust dangers that come after an atomic explosion., Most
) of them answered that shelters would be of some help. Only 14
A percent of the total sample said that shelters would be of no
¢ htlp.

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 thz bomb blast (Table 120).

Columbia University's fallout shelter study, done in 1963,

probed for ressons 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 prima.y effects (Table 121).
An additional 25 percent said shelters 'wili never work," and
"won't provide protection,"

About six percent of the respondents in the 1963 University of
Pittsturgh nation-wide study disagreed with the notion that
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€allout shelters far enough away from the blast would give people
a very good chance of surviving (Table 122), More than nine in
ten aoreed or agreed strongly with the statement. Once again,
however, the emphasis is on secondary effects.

The public feels 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, It appears to be widely held
that nothing nuch can be done to protect against blast and heat.
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Tadle 34

TABLE 7-1

CONJECTURED BEWAVIOR IN THE T
OF AN ATTACKX ON THE U.S.

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

If needed: 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
Mot ascertained 1
1508

(5.5% would try to leave town by car)

S of Public Knowledge and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defense: A
l'o! ori of a Natlionsl 5{'65 Tn Warch, 1054, Stephen B, Withey, Survey

search Center, Institute Icr Soclal Research, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 1954, p. 110.
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Table 35
TABLE 7.2
CONJECTURED BEHAVIOR IN THE METROPOLITAN CITIES
& BLSEWHERE CONTRASTED
_ Metro 50,000 Under Rurel
Behavior Metro Svburd or gver 50,000 only _
" Leave town 114 ‘10¢ 10% 6% 5%
Remain in town 86 88 86 89 90
Don't know | 2 1 3 J J
Not ascertained .
T Toof To% oo ook

*Less than one per cent

Resurch Center, In.stituto tor Socul Research, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 1954, p. 111.
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Table %%
TABLE 7-3
CORJECTURED BERAVIOR IN THE METROPOLITAN CITIES
& ELSEWHERE CONTRASTED
Metro 50,000 Under

Bebaviar JHetro Subwd _or over 50,000
Leave town Fo 1% 2 ¥
Remain 13 12 20 8
Don?t lmow - - 1 2
Fot ascertained i _1_-.’ 1_;‘ 'éﬁ - 1008

, Res nh, Unimitr et lﬂ.chﬂ.pn
‘m ‘M. Hiahim, W’ 19”. Pe 1.




78«

Table 37

Table 7-5
MEANING OF THE AIR RAID SIGWAL

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

| Over Under Por

Expected Time Metro Suburbe 50,000 50,000 Nation
“Less than 10 minutes T4 Lis 23 T 208
Ten up to 20 minutes 1 19 12 X 9
Mnty 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 b 1 3
; Two hours or over 1 2 3 1 2
¢ Don't know 25 15 22 8 L
Not ascertained 5 3 6 2 3

Doe kn ) - 16
e al] TR TR TR TR

Survey of Public Knowlsdge and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defenses
T Weport of a Natlional 3;:? %n !arcg; 22?1_, S'EpEn B. Withey,
Survey Research Center, titute for Social Research, University

of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 195L, p. 112.
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Table 7-6

CHOICE OF BVACUATION

BY PERSONS MAKING SOMB

CHOICB, ACCORDING TO BXPECTED TIME OF WARNING

Among those expecting
a period of:

Percent
of each group

Less t an 10 sinutes

7% chose evacuation
o8 chose evacuation
118 chose evacuation
128 ochoeu evacuation
168 choee evacuation
108 cho' ¢ evacuation

A 7
luurch, Unimuty of )uch:lm, Ann Arbdbor, !1ch1nn, September,

195", |- 13.
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Table 39

Table 7-19
PRACTICER BVACUATION

¥ Q.3 How about if they had a practice evacuation; would you
y take part in it? '

Would take part without hesitation S3% of metro
i populatioa
% Would take part with hesitation ®
" Would take part with reluctance S
. Would not take part 13

Depends and don't know ‘ é

Not ascertained 3

Could not walk A 16

: 1008

Survey of Public Knowledge and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defense:
my in March, I§5I.“5toph-‘n Wiihey,
Survey Hesearch Center, Institute for Socisl Research , University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 19514. p. 128.
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Tadble 40

Suppose we get into a war with Russia. let's imagine there is an
air raid alert in this city (town, community), and we have been

varned there's a strong chance they might drop an atom or hydrogen
" bomb here. What would you do?

.| 4
Alr raid shelter v 62 5.0 .
Cellar-bessement, hole, low down L 511 35.0
Stay indoors, first floor, hall 68 5.5
Find cover or shelter, safe place 273 22,1
Leave city if possible 128 10.h
Get in open, bacikyard 1 1.1
Follow instructions of Civil
Defense Wardens 9 745
Report for civil defense duty,
help publie 60 59
Cover head, eyes, protect self % 2.9
Stay where I was, do nothing 82 6.6
A1l others 256 19.0
No answer, don't know 133 —
Total 1.8 1233

*The pervents total to more than 100 as somr respondents gave
more than one answer.

AJI.P.0., S, May, 1954, (Unpublished).
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Table 41

Qe 26 Say an attack had hit some town near heve but no damage had
ococurred around here. If you were asked to house, for awhile,
some people who had children, or old psople, or people of
another race or religion, or very poor pesopie, or fairly rich
people~-how would you feel about having your home open to some
of these kinds of people?

.| £

No objections to anyone, 1435 89.6
all welcome
Some objections, object 134 8.4
to some people
Would object to housing 33 2.1
anyone '
Don't knows, no answers 4] -

Total 1643 1602

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

Table 42

Qe 27 Say there was only a warning of an attack and they moved psople
out ¢ places that might be hit, How would yon feel sbout
taking some people like this into your hcme for awhile in that

case?
X 4

No objections to anyone, 1301 .2
21l welcome '
Scome objections, object 187 11.7
to some people :
Would object to housing 11b 7.1
anyone
Don’t knows, no answers > § —_—

Total 1643 1602

Upiversity of Michigan, Study 418, 1956, (Unpublished).
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Q. 28 How do you feel about the idea of planning or trying to
move most of the people out of a oity in order to try
to ssve lives daring an attack!?

Favors it without reservations,
thirks it wortlwhile

Favors it with resorvations
Pro-econ

Does not favor this, does not
think it wortmhile

Don®t knows, no answers
Total

| $
813 52,0
299 19.1
8% S
%6 234
-1} —
1683 1362

Doiversity of Michigan, Study 418, 1956, (Unpublished).
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Q. 19, 19a.

Do you think that things can be done now, so that in case of
attack more peopls would survive?

] £
First mention: = =
Yes, things can be done - general informa-
tion, learning 526 38.1
Yes, things can be done - planning specific
procedures ‘ 69 5.0
Evacuation plan and practice 27 2.0
Shelters h37 3106
Stock-piling 28 2.0
Military actions 10 0.7
Warning systems 2L 1.7
Yes, no answer to what could be done 13 10.3
No, nothing can be done, no second mention 118 8.5
Don't knows, no answers 261
Total 1643 1382
Second mention:
Yes, things can be done - general informa-
tion, lsarning oL 6.1
Yes, things can be dons - planning specific '
procedures 56 3.6
Evacuation plan and practice 26 1.7
Shelters : 72 L.7
Stock-piling 56 3.6
Military sctions " 0.3
Warning systems 1n 0.7
Yes, no answer to what could be done 6 0.4
Mo, nothing can be done, no second mention 1212 78.8
Don't knows, no answers 105
Total 1643 1537

University of Michigan, Study L18, 1956, (Unpublished)
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Jo 20, What sorts of things might be done that would be a waste of time

and money?
X 2
Anything or everything would 18 3.6
be wasted effort
Bvacuation plans 28 5.6
Shelters 78 15.7
World War II type Civilian h 0.8
Defense
Several things mentioned 2 bob
Nothing, none 3.8 | 69.9
Don't Knows, No Answers 45 —_—
Total 1643 498

iversity of Mjchigan, Study 418, 1956 (Unpublished).

able 46

n general, how do you feel about a mnatiowride shelter program? Do you
hink it would be a waste of time and money, or not?

Yeos
No
No opinion

Don't know, no answer, other

Total

X z
980 35.7
1246 45.3
522 19.0
—d —
2765 2748

J.P.0., 652, 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 E17 9

! 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
Shelters of some help
Shelters of no help
Dont't know

T R e Ry vy R

grsp

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

Qe "When ou think about the ides of building shelters in the United
States, or fixing shelter areas in buildings, what do you think
of as the good and bad things about such a program? PFirst, what
good things or advantages do you think of? What bad things or dis-
advantages do you think of 7"

Advantages

End result -~ save lives, help survival
Shelter characteristics -= large group shelters,
staffing, accessibility, in urban areas
Current factors -~ morale, stimulus to economy,
deterrence, common action
Miscellaneous
Don't know
No advantages

k<t 5 &

Disadvantages

End result — not save lives, life not worth living

in post-attack conditions 1%
Shelter characteristics - overcrowding, acceesi-

bility, supplies, staff, confinement, etc. 7
Current factors -~ low morale, expense, provocative,

vaste, graft, etc, 26
Miscellaneous 1

Don't know 1

No disadvantages A9

#More than one itam could be mentioned, so total exceeds 100%

Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, March, 1962, p. 4l.
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Q.29 If a nuclear war started next week, how
good are the chanoes that people in this
neighborhood would survive -- very good,
fairly good, fairly bad, or very bad?

1l =Col, ¥ (s.p.)

O « Hot a8ked ..cvccccccocossocssccacescccsccsccns
la v.ry €00d cocceccrcecrsocccocrccsecccoctoccace
2 - rmb ‘M G0 0000000000000 80000000600000080000s
3 - 50-50 ChanCe .cccccocsscessccssceccosssssssnee
b o F‘i!'l’ DAA cecececcccccsccscccccsocceccsccccase
S - Vory - T L P
6 M cm ‘t ‘11 '......‘................‘Fi

7 mﬂ't m ooooooco.00000000.0000000.000000

0..

Q.30 What if they were in fallout sbslters?
How good would the chances be then that
people in this neighborhood would sur-
vive -. very good, fairly good, fairly
bad, or very bad?

l - CO].. 60 (’.po)

0 - NO IMVCI' 000080 0000000040000000000000000000800
la. V.ry gw 000000000000 000000000000cs0csc0c0s0s0e
2 -ley SM .0000000000-..0.0000..0.00000.0...
3 50-50 ChaNCe cecccecscccccceasconcessessesnone
4 . leym 9000000000060 00000000000000008000000
5 - v.ﬂ DO ceeseccscosesscosccssersssceccscscccne
6 = Nc chance at 81l seeeccsccccsccecsonssaccnnces
7 - DOn't KNOW .eccecccccecccoscccccoscnsscrceccne

Cross |
Section

No.

3
30
282
1%
265
b7t
78
114

3
241
4o¢
161
192
150

33
106

382

-

3

XX

2
21
10
13
»

6

1ok~
(1379)

Lo
S
3

g’wz;msn

~

Fallout Shelter Study, Codebook Number Five, Survey of Publics

In Nine Communities, Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia

Oniverzity, August, 1963, pp. 75-76.
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Table 50

Q. ki In general, how do you yourself feel about fallout
shelters -~ are you strongly in favor of them, some-
what in favor, somewhat opposed, or strongly opposed Cross

to them? Section

11 - Col. 22 (s.p.) No. %
0 - Not asked b x

1l - Strongly favor 322 23

2 - Somewhat favor 596 L3

3 - Somevhat opposed 2Lk 18

L - Strongly opposed L7 1

S = Don't know, no opinion 72 A

82 I
(LA

Q. Lk A. When you answered the previcus question, did
you have in mind private family shelters,
cosmunity shelters, cr dboth kinds?

II = Col. 24 (s.p.)

O = Not asked Sl x
l <~ PFamily 216 17
2 - Community 36 s
3 - Both 710 56
L = Den't Inow 16 2
X - Does not apply X
(1258)

Fallout Shelter St Codebook Fumber Five, Survey of Publice in Fine
Cossunitles, Buresu of Applied Soclal Hesearch, Coi’ﬁ!a Unlversity,

Xugust, 1953, pp. 110-111.
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Table S1
Cross
Fallout Shelter Study Section
Q. 44-8 (Continued) Reasons for opposing,
having reservations about shel ters. No, %

Y __Col, S8 (m.p.)

w & W -

X - NON8 OF THE ABOVE:
Y - Does Not Apply

Inherent structural inadequacies:

they are “useless,” "will never work,"

"won't provide protection," etc. 110 28
Present structural inadequacies:

types of shelters now available wom't

provide protection under direct hit 6 13

« Cost (too expensive) 47 11

There would be insufficient warning
time to make use of them

There would be insufficient supplies,
stocks within shelters

Difficulties of shelter living: paniec,
conflict among occupants, "stir crasy,”
claustrophobia 16 4
Dangers upon emerging from shelters
(contamination, fallout, devastation) 158
Pre-attack psychological effects: pub-
lic will think war inevitable, un-
avoidable problem, closer, more of a
possibility

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

Shel ters are unnecessary because there
won't be a war

3

11

<
o

..
f3ee .
Brluze o

Fallout Shelter Study, Codebook Number Five, Survey of Publics

1es, Bureau of Applied Social Research,

Tolumbla University, August, 1963, p. 1llL.




Table 52

Quest, 343 Var, 104 - Fallout shelters provide some chamce
of living through a mwolear (atomie)
war,

Card 3; Col, 37 N s

1 Agree strongly 289 20,6

3 Agzee 78 .9

3 Disagree 106 7.6

4 Disagree stiongly 22 1.6

S None of these S v

X Missing data M x

TOTAL 1434 31400

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 196
YalTonal Probabllily Sanple, Departasnt of Soclology, vnliversity of
s R , Pennsylvania, June, 1964, p. 80.
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Table S3
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EVALUATION OF SURVIVAL CHANCES
IN SHELTERS BY SIZE OF RESIDENCE

In Percent

Pallout Shelters Provide Some Chance of Liring

Agree

Through a Nuclear {Atomic) War

Disagree None of

Size of Residence: strongly Agree Disagree strongly _these N

largest metropolitan -
(2,000,000 and over) 21.3

Large metropolitan 19.2
County with large

city of 10,000 and

over 20.5

County with no city
over 10,000 22.7

66.8 8.1 2.9 1.0 310
69.8 8.9 1.8 o.h 562
7306 505 005 - 220
7005 602 016 - 3“

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Department of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsbturgh,

Pennsylvania, Swwer, 1963.
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Tabls Sk
EVAIUATION OF SURVIVAL CHANCES IN SHELTERS
BY GEOGRAFHICAL LOCATION
In Psrcent |
Fallout Shelters Provide Some Chance of lLiving
Through a Wuclear War T
Seographic lag'iism: g& Agree Disagree Strongly 'T:_:'_Of.t L]
Bew Engl:m 19,0 9.0 10.3 1.7 - 58
Middle Atlantic . 20,7 66.5 9.2 3.2 0.t 282
B, No. Central 19,6 68.6 9.4 2.0 0 283
W, Bo, Central 2.2 72.2 2.5 1.9 1.2 162
South Atlantic 27.8 6.4 9.1 1.1 0.6 176
E. South Certral 18.3 7.2 8.5 —— - n
W. South Central 19.4 75.3 4.8 0.5 — 186
¥ountain 1.6 79.1 9.3 - - 43
Pacific 18,7 732 74 1.0 -~ 198

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,

Department of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
Summer, 1963.
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Table S5
EVALUATION OF SURVIVAL CHANCES
IN SHELTERS BY »GB
In Percent
Fallout Shelters Provide Some Chance of lLiving Through a Nuclsar
War
Agree i Disagree None of
Age:  Strongly  Agres  Disagree  Strorgly These X
10'19 ) 27 .3 63 ° 6 9 . 1 Lt d hataand 11
20-29 23.7 66.9 7.2 1.4 0.7 278
30-39 2307 6801 6.3 106 003 %7
4049 18.2 2.4 8.5 0.6 0.3 Wl
- 50-59 17.8 .5 6.8 2.5 0.4 236
60 and
over 18.1 674 1.6 2.9 —- 138

Unpublished data fron the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold war Attitudes,
D.part.unt%of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
Summer, 1963.
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Table 58
EVALUATION OF SURVIVAL CHANCES IN SHELTERS
BY IEVEL OF INCOME
In Percent

Fallout Shelters Prov:%:rcwh::co of Living Through

Agree Disagree lNone of
Incomes strongly Agree Disagree strongly _these N
Under $3,000 21.7 6.9 7.1 0.9 0.4 226
$3,000 to $L,999 19.7 72.5 6.3 1.5 - 269
$5,000 to $7,L99 23.3 67.0 8.0 1.3 0.5 Loo
$7,500 to $9,999 18.6 70.8 9.3 0.9 0.L 226
$10,000 to $14,999 20.7 71.3 6.1 1.8 - 164
$15,000 to $2L,999 15.3  67.8 8.5 6.8 .7 5
$25,000 and over 26.7  66.7 6.7 -- - 15

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Department of Sociology, "niversity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
Sumer, 1563.
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Table 59

EVAIUATION OF SURVIVAL CHANCES IN SHELTERS BY
POLITICAL PARTY PREFERENCE

In Percent

Fallout Shelters Provide Sume Chance of Living ‘rhrwgg
a Juclear war,

Political = Agree Disagree Nons of

Democratic 2108 &07 703 108 00“ 735
Other 22,1 6.2 1.8 2.9 - 68
" Hone 20,3 67.8 9.1 2,1 0.7 143

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold war
Attitudes, Department of Soclolegy, University of Pittsburgh,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1963,




Tadle &0

Q. 27 : Var, 107 = People in fallout caelters may not have an easy
time of it, but at least they will be alive and
able to reduild after a muclear (atomic) war.

Card 3: Col, 0 . | i |
1 Agree strongly 215 15.8
2 Agree 9k 65.6
3 Dissgres 195 14,3
& Dissgree strongly 7% 2,6
5 [Hone of these 2 1.6
I Missing dats 72 x
TOTAL 18% 1362

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1
fational Probabllity Sampie, Department of 350010 R versity
of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Peansylvania, June, 1964, p. 81,
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Table 63
. EVALUATICN OF SURVIVAL CHANCES IN SHELTERS BY RACE
In Percent
People in Fallout Shelters will be Alive and Able to
bulld Alter a Nuclsar War
Agree Disagree None of
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly These N
Race:
White 15.7 64.9 15.2 2.7 1.6 1198
Neiro 16.8 71.0 7.7 2.6 1.9 155

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Department of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylv:inia, Sumer, 1963.

Table 64
EVALUATIUN OF SURVIVAL CHANCES Il SHELTERS BY SEX
In Percent
Peopls in Fallout Shelters will be Alive and Able to
Rebulld After a Muclear War
Agree Disagree None of
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly These N
_S_:x_:
Male 16.4 67.2 12.1 2.9 l.a 629
Female 15.3 64.3 16.2 2.5 1.8 733

Unpublished dat.. from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
ttitudes, Department of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pitts-

burgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1963,
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Table 65

EVALUATI: )\ OF SURVIVAL CHANCoS IN SHELTER. U AGE

In Percent

Peoplr in Fallout Shelters will be Alive and Able to
Hebulld After a Nuclear War

Agree Disagree None of
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly  These ¥

Age:

10-19 18.2 8l1.8 - - - 1
20-29 2.4 60,1 14.1 2.9 1.4 276
30-39 16.9 66.4 12.7 2.3 1.7 354
LO-49 13.1 69.1 1h.4 1.8 1.5 327
50-59 15.0 6L.8  15.5 3.0 .7 232
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, Devartment of Sociology, University of Pittsvurgh, Pit*a-
burgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1963,
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Table 66

EVALUATIUL OF SURVIVAL CHANCES IM SHR!TE..S 8Y EDUCATI N

In Pbrcqg&

Peopls in Fallovt Shelters will be Alive and Able
to Hebuild After a Wuclsar War

Agree Disa,ree None of

Strongly sgree Disagree Strongly _inese !

resvondent's Edus~tion:

No Schoolirg - 75.0 25,0 - - h
Grammer School (1-8 yrs.) 16.6 68,2 12.1 2.4 0.7 289
Son.e High School
(9-11 yrs.) 19.7 61.6 1..3 2.9 1.6 315
Cor leted High School
(12 yrs.y 13.6 - 66.7 15.5 2.7 1.5 412
Co.le; e, Incomplere 15.3 64.4 13.0 2,8 4.5 177
Col.ege Graduate 17.6 67.6 il.8 2.0 1.C 102
Hieher than Coilege 6.5 | 66,1 24.2 3.2 - 62

Unruolished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense :ind Cold War Atti-
tudes, Department of Sociology, University of P'ittsburgh, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, Simmer, 1963.
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Tatle 67
EVALUATION OF SURVIVAL CHANCES IN SHELTERS BY OCCUPATION
20 _Percent
3 A
Rabulld After a Nuclear #ar
Agree Disagree Nooe of
Strongly Agree Dissgzrees Strongly These N

Occupation:

| Profsssional 12.7 69.1 14,4 2,2 1.7 181
Farmers and farm
“mm’ 150? 65.2 1“.6 30“ 1.1 89
Managers, officisls and
proprietors 15.2 9.4 19.4 3.0 3.0 165
Clerical 19,8 60.4 17.8 2,0 - 101
Sales 14,7 68.0 10.7 5.0 2.7 75
Craftsmen, foremen,
and kindred workers 19.7 61.3 13.4 3¢3 2,2 269
Operatives and
kindred workers 13.7 69.0 1500 103 009 226
Service sorksrs 16.2 1.5 9.5 1,9 1.0 105
Farm laborers and
foremon 1.1 88.9 - - - 9
Laborers 16,1 68.3 1207 305 1.5 142

B AR . ORI et W S ST I S S I D A

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,

Departaent of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Penngylvauia,
Swmer, 1963.
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EVALUATICN OF SUWVIVAL CHANCRS I SHELTLAS BY HellGIUUS ~ weFLhRE.CE

In Percent

Peopla in Pallout Sheltsrs will be Alive and Able

"o Rebulld AR

Agree  Disagree

Agree
Strongly
neligion:
Froiestant 14.8

Rornan (Catholic 19.3

Jewish 8.1
Agnostic -
Atheist

Other 14L.3
None 22.7

er a Nuclear War

67.0
63.1
62.2
83.3
6749

50.u

13.4
15.5
18.9
16.7
50.0
17.9
18.2

Disarree None of
Strongly

2.7
1.8
8.1

50.0

bed

'Lhese
m

2.0
0.3
2.7

3.6
9.1

X

931
336
37
)

>
28
22

Unpuclished dita fror the 1963 Stud of C
Attitudes, Department of Socioloyy,

Ferrsylvania, Summer, 1,63.

ivil Defense and Cold W.r
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsourgh,




«104-

Table 69

EVALUATION OF SURVIVAL CHANCLS Il SHELTErS 8Y FOLITICAL PARTY PHoFEHRELCE

In Percent
People in Fallout Shelters will be Alive and Able to
Rebuild After a Nuclsar War

Agree Disagree None of

Strongly Agree Disagree Sirongly These N
Political Party:
Renublican 12.7 67.6 1.6 2.8 2,3 L26
Democrat 18.C 65.4 13.2 2.4 1.1 713
Other 17.9 58.2 19.4 1.5 3.0 67
None 1.0 62.5 17.6 L.4 1.5 136

Unpublished data from the 1963 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Den.rtment of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1963.
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Table 7/

~uest, 12: Var., 3z - If a niclear wir started next week how food are
the chances that peonle around here would sur-

vive?

Curd 1@ Col. Sk N %

Never will happen 3 0.2
Very Good | 67 L7
F.irly Good | - 303 21,2
£0=-50 Chance 161 11.3
Fairly sad 301 21.0
Very Bad L9 ; 4.7
No Cha:ce at all 99 6.9
issing Data 33 XX
TOJAL 1464 1431

Civil Defense and vold War Attitudes: Data pook fer th. 1464 Nitional
Pro aviiity Sam: ie Study, Research (fiice of Suciology, De artrent of
Sociolo,7y, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsuuryh, Pennsylvania, Decenoer,
1964, p. 28,




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 J X
Never will hanpen 2 }' 0.1
Very Good 262 | 18.4
Fairly Good 674 L7.4
50-50 193 13.6
Fairly dad 151 10.6
Very Bad 114 8.0
No Crarce at all 26 | 1.8
Missing Data V] x
TOTAL Lubk | 122

vil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 196i National
Probavility Sample Study, Rescirch Cffice of Soc'ology, Department of
Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Decenver,
1964, p. 29.
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ESTIMATES OF SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS BY SIZE OF RESIDENCE
In Percent

Never
By Size of Community:
Largest metropolitan
areas (2,000,000 and
over) 0.3
Large metropolitan 0.2

Non-metropoclitan areas
with city of 10,000
or over -

Non-metropolitan areas
with no city of
10,000 -

Very
Good

12.8
17.4

19.6

25.7

Fairly 50-50

43.9 16.3
513 12.1
43,8 18,3
4.9 9.9

al A
Fallout Shelters

Fairly Very

9.6
10.6

11.0

11.6

13.7
6.9

55

5.6

a Here

No

Good Chance _Bad Bad Chance

1.8

0.3

¥

219

303

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Desearch Office of Sociology, Department of ‘Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1964,
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ESTIMATES OF SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS BY (EOGRAPHICAL LOCATION

Geographical Location:

New England

Middle Atlantiic
East North Central
West North Central
South Atlantic
East South Central
West Sovwth Central
Mountain

Par ?.c

In Percent

Chances for Survival in Local Area if People Were in

Yalloul Shellers

Very Fairly 50-50 PFairly Very No
Never good good Chance bad bad  Chance

- W9 L3.2 12,2 135 9.5 6.8
Ok 15.9 LL.6 1.7 8.0 13.5 2.8
- 15.6 50.4 8.2 12.¢ 7.0 0.4
- 1. 5.8 8.6 .o 6.1 0.6
- u.6 US.] 12,1 Y 7.1 1.8
1.0 21,17 3.2 b W) 1 1 1.
- i9.1  Le.y 1.2 13.6 2.5 1.2
- 17.L  <§.° 8.7 L.3 8.7 2.2
- 17.5 L6.6 1.) 10.1 9.5 2.1

N

7L
251
2Ly
163
2L
69
162
L6
189

Unpublished data from the 196L Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,

Research Otfice of Soclology, Department of Sociology, University of Pitts-

burgh, Pittshurgh, Permsylvania, Susmer, 156L.
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Table 74
SSTIMATES OF SIELTEIR SFFECTIVENESS BY AGE
In Percent
Chances f£5r 3 va ? al Area P e were in Fallout Shelte

“ever will . Very Fairly 50-50 Fairly Very o
~happen = good _good ghance _bad = bad ghapce i

Apes

10-17 - 29,4 47,1 5.9 569 118 - 17
20-29 - - 191 53.6 10.6 9.8 6.0 0.9 235
30-39 0.3 22,4 48,6  1l1.2 9.7 6.5 1.2 21
LOL9 - 17,9 42.9  18.6 12,6 7.3 0.7 301
50-57 0.l 15.9 48,0 10,7 11,9 11,1 2,0 252
50249 - Wb 50,9 15,2 7.2 3L 3.0 167
7079 - 13,8 340 16,7 13.5 9.3 8.3 96
n-27 - 9.1 S4.5 1346 4.5 172 - 22

Unpublished data from the 1944 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1964,




«110-

Table 75
ESTIMATES OF SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS BY EDUCATION
' In Percent
Chances for Survival in Local Area if Peonle Wore in
allou lters
Never
will Very Fairly 50-50 PFairly Very No chance
happen good good chance bad bad at all N
Respondent's -
Education:
No schooling - 29.h 1.2 23.5 - - 5.9 17
Ckauir school
(1-8 yrs.) 0.6 20.3 Lo.9 17.4 10.7 8.4 1.7 3u5
Some high school
(9‘11 yr.c) - 1901 l‘908 1307 8.9 6.1 2.!‘ 293
Completed high
school (12 yrs.) - 18.3 L9.8 12.2 10.8 7.5 1.L L26
College, incomplete - 17.3 kS.0 13.1 11.0 12,0 1.6 191
College graduate - 10.5 57.0 8.1 16.3 5.8 2.3 86
Highor than
college - 18.0 50.% 6.6 1. 1.5 1.6 61

Unpublished data from the 1564 Study of Civil Dufense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Office of Sociology, Departmsnt of Ssciology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 196i.
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Table 76
ESTIMATES OF SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS BY INCOME
In Percent
Chances for Survival in Local Area if People Were in
Fallout Shelters
Never
will Very Fairly 5(-50 Fairly Very No chance

L hapoen good good chance _bad bad  at all N

i
Income:
Under $3, 00 0.7 20.2 41.5 16.2 10,1 7.2 4.0 277
33,000 to
'?'L’999 - lfgos Z‘?-S 13‘2 1009 7~9 109 265
15,00 to
'i‘?,l&(/" - 20.2 50.0 1216 9.6 'I ol . 005 366
57,500 to
1;()’9 9 - 13-“ 53-9 15.7 9.7 6.9 0.5 217
10,LL o
by 9 - 20,0  44u.8 8.5 1.8 9.7 1.2 le.

|
$15,LL0 to
$24,999 - 16.1  4i.6 143 10,7 10.7 3.6 56
325,.LL +nd
over - 16.7 44.4 11,1 16.7 5.6 5.6 18

Unpuciished duta from the 1964 Study of Civil Defanse and Cold War ~tti-
tudes, Hesearch Office of >ociology, Dep:rtment of Jociolo,y, Universiiy
of Pittsb.rgh, Pittsburgh, Fenns:lvania, Surmer, 1964.
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S iMALLS UF SHEI eh b:-FRECTIVENRSS

8Y OCCUFATION

In Percent

Chances for dSurvivali in local area

if peonle were in fallout shelters

Never
wiil Very Fairly 50-50 Fairly Very No Chance
hiopen Good Good Chance  iad Bad at all
Occupation:
Professi nal - 3.7 56.8 11.5 9. 7.7 1.1
Farmers and
firm managers - 20,6 50,0 8.8 17.6 2.9 -
Managers, offi-
cials and pro-
orietors - 19.1  3%9.b 13.8 4.4 12,2 1.1
Clerical - 1706 50.9 1300 1002 '/ olb 009
sales - 15.6 i6.9 Yely 14.1 16,9 3.1
Cruftsnen, fore-
men, and kindred
workers - 1702 kB.l 11‘01 11.8 6.9 109
Operatives and
rindred workers - 22,7  .5.5 13.6 10.0 6.8 1.4
Service
workers 0.8 20.2 4L7.3 16.3 Le7 8.5 2.3
Farm laborers
"ind forenlen - 1609 “303 13.1 1202 637 506
Laborers 0.7 18.8 47.2 16.0 746 7.6 2.1

183

34

188
108

220
129

90
144

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

ESTIMATLS (F SHRELVEX obFoCTIVENESS
BY ALIGL. ¢ & " whhik CE

In Percent

Chances for Survival in local arez
if people were in fallout shelters

Never
will Very Fairly 40-50 Fairly Very No Chance
har-en Gcod Good Chance  Bad vpad at all N

Religion:

Protestant C.l 19,7 48.0 13,2 10,4 6.6 1.9 978
Rom:n

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 L6
Other - 4.5 68.2 @ 9.1 9.1 9.1 - 22
None - 15.4  35.9 25.6 lQ.B 12.8 - 39

Unnublished data fron the 1964 Study of Civil Lefense and Cold War Attie-
tudes, Hesearcn Office of Sociology, Derartment of Socivlogy, University
of Pittsourgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylv:nia, Surmer, 1964.
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Taple 79
WORAY ABOUT  LUuiR WAR
8Y =811iAles - F SHelisl BFFeCTiVeNLSES
In Percent
Worry About Nuclear War
Great
Chances for Survival Deal Sone A Little Not at all N
an fallout shelte:s:
Very Good 18.8 24.9 26.8 29.5 261
Fairi: Good 4.7 29,7 27.6 27.9 673
50-50 18.2 30.2 23.4 28.1 192
Fairl; 3ad 9.3 31.8 27.8 1.1 151
Very biud or
No chance .t all# 17.8 2.3 19.3 38.6 140

#Iwo ¢ tegories, "very bad" and "no chance at all," were conbined into
one,

Unpuclished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense :nd Cold War Atti-
tut.es, hese.rch Office of Socioiofy, Dep«rtment of Sociology, University
of Pittsourgh, Pittsburgh, ' ennsylvania, “ummer, 1964.
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Table 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: Likely Likely Unlikely Unlikely
Very Good 19.2 22,7 30.6 27.5
Plirly Good 1203 30.0 32.3 250“
50-50 Chance 11,9 28.6 3.4 28,1
Fairly Bad 10,3  29.7 4.5 25,5
Very Bad or No

Chance at all ¢ 16.2 1700 25.9 “007

LE
255
660
185
145

135

*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
Attitudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology,

University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Susmmer,195%,
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Table 84

ESTIMATES OF SHELTSR EFFECTIVENESS BY SURVIVAL
CUANCES WITHOUT FAILOUT SHELTERS

In Percent

Chances for Local Survival in Fallout Shelters

Chances for Loeal

Survival without Very Fairly Fairly Very Bad or
fallout shelters: Good Good 50-50 Bad None at all® N
Very Geod 56,1 22,7 9.1 L.s 7.6 66
Fairly Good 26,4  59.9 7.0 3.7 3.0 299
50-50 2.6 38,5 30.1 8.3 0.6 156
Fairly Bad 10.1 5.8 13.8 13.5 5.7 266
Very Bad or Nonse

at all» 13.8 Ll.h 12,2 .1 18.4 581

* 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
Attitudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology,
University cf Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Swwrer, 1964,
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Table 85
AMOUNT OF FALLOUT DANGER BY ESTIMATES
OF SHELTER EFFECTiIVENESS
In Percent
Extent of local Fsllout Danger if Area was not
‘Destroyed in Nuclear War

Chances for Never
Survival in will Very Fairly Little No

Fallout Shelters: happen great great danger  danger N
Never will happen 100.0 - - -~ -- 2
Very good - 27.6 38.1 29.6 L.7 257
Very bad or

no chance at all® -- 68,2 26.5 5.3 - 132

# Two categories, "very bad" and "no chance at all", were comdbired into
one.

Unpublished data from the 196L Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Researcn Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 196L.
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Table 86

FEEL "G5 ABCUT FALLOULT OLHELTRAS
BY ESTLealnS OF Shilich eFFECT VLeSS

In Percent

Feelinggﬁkbout Fallout Shelters

Strorgly Somewhat Scmewhat Strongly

Favor Favor Onrused  Opposed N

Chances for Survival

in _F-llont Shelters:

Never Will Happen - 10,0 - - 1l
Very Good 62.0 31.0 L7 2.3 28
Fairly Good L7en 45.0 6.3 1.2 664
50-5U Chance Wb 9 s1.4 2.7 1.1 185
Fairlv dad 24.5 51.0 17.7 6.8 ) A
Very 3ad or No

Chance At All¥* 37.0 25.9 17.8 19.3 135

#Two categories, "very bad" and "no chance at all" were conbined into
one,

Un-ublished data fram the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and <old War
Attitudes, .tesearch Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology,
University of Pittsburgn, Pittsburgh, Pennsylv nia, Summer, 1%éL.
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Table 67

FEELINGS ABOUT USE OP FALLOUT SHELTER
BY ESTIMATES OF SHELTER EFFECTIVENESS

- In Percent

Have you ever thought of using a public

faﬁan* shelter in case of rmcEnr attack?
Chances for Survival
in fallout shelter: Yos 3] ]
Never will happen - 100.0 2
Very good 62,2 7.8 262
Fairly good 59.7 %0.3 673
5050 58.0 2,0 193
Fairly bad b1.7 58.3 151
Very dad or no chance
ot alls bl.b 58.6 10

*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
Attitudes, Research Offioce of Soclology, Department of Soclology,
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1964,
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’ Tavi. -8

i

ACYUAL Uik UF FaLLO' | SHELVER oV koot dr.. ik

OF SHaLTER LFrall.Venbkss
: In Percent
Would you try to use a shelter in case of attack?

§ Definitely ~Provaoiy Prob:ubl;: Defiritely

# IY ry Not Not N

; chances for Survival

¢ in F1llo.t Shelters:

p Never 7ill Hapren : - 100,0 - - 2
Very Good 6l1.5 31.y 3.1 3.5 057
Fairly Good £.5 3.6 6.3 3.6 66¢
"‘* '5(1 5201 3607 5-9 5-3 188
Fairly Zad 41.6 | 36.2 15.4 6.7 149
Very sad or No
Chance At All- L1.6 32.1 10.9 15.3 137

#Two caivegories, "verr oud" and "nu cnance :t :11", were comoined irto

Unnublished data from the 1904 Study of Civil Defense and Cold wWar Atti-
tudes, research Office nf Lociol gv, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburpgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Summer, 1964,
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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 enemy planes are headed 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 50,000 Nation
Correct on both signals 168 168 - L% X X
Correct on warning only 18 13 7 2 7
Correct on all-clear only 5 4 6 b b
Don't know or wrong on both 61 64 56 18 39

No air raid signals in area T(-ﬁ ﬁ l—é& 'f% i%

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 10%
Know there is some sort of signal kX
Don't know 55
Not ascertained

i

Sm'voy of Public Knowledge and Attitudes Concerning Civil Defense:
T Report of a Natlonal st.?ﬁ In March, 1954, SfopEn B. Withey,
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, 15a. Do you know what the warning signal is which tells
ople that enemy planes are headed for your clty,

town) or area?
.} % ]
Yes - right 269 18.3
Yes - wrong 256 17.4
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 2,7
There is no signal and
respondent knows so 56 3.8
No answers and missing data 126
Total 1643 1467

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

Table 91

Q. "Do you know what the warning signals are which tell people
that an attack is coming? What are they?

Alert, Take Cover, or both knoom 244
Source, (e.g., siren) known but signal

net known or interpreted incorrectly 22
Don't know (source may have been known) 53

Sure there is no local warning 23
100%

F a T 3 "Da S

The American Public and Internati
Survey Ressarch Center, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan,

December, 1961, p. 15.
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Table 92
TABLE 15
Item 2%
ABILITY TO HEAR WARNING SIGNALS IN HOMZ
Response I ITR % Both
~ No answer 1.3 3 1.5 7 .
Yeos 168 56,0 87 43.5 255 51.0
Fo 71 23,7 72 3.0 1) 28,6
Don't Know 57 19,0 38 19.0 9s 19.0
TABLE 16
Item 25b
ABILITY TO HEAR VARNING WITH WINDOWS CLOSED+
Response RS IDR h
answer 7 3 3 o5 .
Yos 126 42,0 72 3.0 198 9.6
.5 4 15.7 83 26,5 100 20,0
Don't know 60 20,0 38 19,0 98 19,6
TABLE 17
Item 2%¢
: WARNINGS WOULD WAKE FROM SLEEP e
TResponse RS % ILDR % Both &
No answer 12 4,0 12 6.0 2h 5.8
Yes 98 3R,7 4 23.5 15 29,0
No 135 45.0 99 9.5 2% 5.8
Don't know 55 1803 b2 21,0 97 190“

" Numbers have been converted to percents for purposes of this report,

Atti. . .e8 and Knowl Conce Fallout Shelters in Austin, Texas, by
Harry Estill Moore, gtmm:v. 1 PP. )2=33.
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Table 93

TABLE ?7-5
MEANING OF THE AIR RAID SIGNAL

Qe: 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 HNation
Less than 10 minutes % v 4 244 7% 20%
Ten up to 20 minutes 14 19 12 4 9
Twenty minutes up to

one=half hour 7 3 4 1l 3
One-half hour up to

1 hour 10 é 9 1 5
One hour up to 2

hours 7 5 b 1 3
Two hours or over 1l 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 5]

warning signal )

Rosearch Center, Instituto for Social Research, University of Hichigan, ’
Ann Arbvor, Michigan, September, 1954, p. 112,
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Table 94

Q. 17 1If you heard a warning signal, how much time do you think you
might have before planes reach here?

) | %

Less than 10 minutes 355 2h.9
19 up to 20 minutes b9 17.0
20 minutes up to % hour ol 6.0
4 hour up to 1 heur 202 13.8
1 hour up to 2 hours % 14 9.k
2 hours up to 3 hours 58 4,0
3 hours or more 48 3.3
Don't know | 22 22,0
No answers and missing data 178

Total 1643 lhés

University of Michigan, Study 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 lmow about an enemy
attack on our country?
Caxd 2: Cols, 12, 13 N 4
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 rours ” 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 ¢
c Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data B e 1964 National
Probability Sample Study, Research Office of Sociology, Department of

Sociology, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, December,
19&" p. ug.
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Table 96
I

Q. 36t Var. €9 - How much warning do me think we would have in

about 1970? \
Card 2: Col. 34 N y
More waming time 558 9.8
Aboul the same 500 35.7
less warning time by 24,5
Missing data 62 ) o 4
Total a4 1402

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Book for the 1964 National
ProbabIITty Sample Study, Research Office o iology, Department of
%io ogygo niversity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Dscember,
1964, p. .
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Table 97

Quest., 18: Var. 39 - How good do you believe the present system for
alerting people to enemy attack is around here?

Card 1: Col, 66 N .
1 Very good 223 16.9
2 Qood 386 29.2
3 Fair Lk 33.6 |
L Poor 268 20.3
X Missing data 81 x
TOTAL 1402 1321
Mean = 2,573

Near S7stem Study Dota Book, Research Office of Sociology, Department
of Sociology, Uﬁvarsﬂy o’ Pittsourgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
February, 1964, p. 27. .




D.

III. PASSIVE DEFENSES

Cost Effectiveness of Civil Defense Systems




«132-

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?

X 3
!co; likely 37 2.4
No 1456 .2
No opinion N 3.2
Other | 0.2
1545 100.0

A.1.P.0., 517, July, 1953, (Unpublished).

Table 99

Suppose a home bomb shelter could be built for under $500,
would you be interested in paying to have one built for you
and your family, or not?

.5 Z
Yes 1013 39.9
No 1195 47.1
No opinion 310 12.2
Other -2 0.8
2538 100.0

A.I.P.0,, 627, April, 1960, (Unpublished).
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Table 100

Table 38
Item 51

#REASONS FOR NOT BUILDING FALLOUT SHELTER

Responses RS ;4 LDR_ i Both Z

No ans., no opinion 151 50.3 63 31.5 214 A42.8
Lack of concern 2 8.0 27 13.5 51 0.2
‘oo expensive to build 75 25.0 57 28.5 132 26.h4
Too expensive after built 2 0.7 0 0.0 2 O
Wants community shelter 2 0.7 10 5.0 12 2.4

They are useless. Not adequate
protection, won't do any good!
Family might not be together

or won't withstand attack. 20 6,6 214 10.5 41 8.2
Don't want to live after attack
of "A" bombs 2 007 5 205 7 lok
Move about too much 8 2.7 ‘b 2.0 12 20A
Bomt will not come, no way,
wouldn't be used, not necessary é 20 0 5.0 16 3.2
Too vague 10 3,3 _3 _LS 13 _2.6
: 300 100,0 200 100.0 5CO0 100.0

# Numbers converted to percents for purposes of this report.

Attitudes and Knowledge Concerning Fallout Shelters in Austin, Texas,
Marry Estil] Moore, January, 1962, P. 0.




Table 101

Fallout Shelter Study

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

reservations about shelters.

V - Col. 58 (m.p.)

O‘

9 -~

x-
Y-

Inherent structural inadequacies: they are
"useless,” "will never work,"” "won't provide
protection,® etc.

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

Cost (too expensive)

There would be insufficient warning time to
make use of them

There would be insufficient supplies, stocks
within shelters

Difficulties ol shelter living: panic, con-
flict among occupants, "stir crazy,” claus-
trophobia

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

Pre-attack psychological effects: public will
think war inevitable, unavoidable problea,
closer, more of a possibility

Pre-attack psychological effects: public (or
government) would be more willing to risk war,
would be less eager to press for disarmament
Shelters are unnecessary because there won't
be a war :

NONE OF THE ABOVE:

Does not apply

Cross
Section
Bo. %

10 25
66 15
&7 1
k6 1n
24 )
16 &

155

#ew
N -T- P

Fallout Shelter Study, Codebook Number Pive, Survey of Publics in

fne Cosmunitles, Bureau of Applied Social §330arcE, Colusbia

University, Wew York, August, 1963, p. 1ll.
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Table 102

Q. 778 What is the main reason you haven‘t?
Opposition vs, other reasons

Cross
111 - Col, 41 (m.p. 1,2) Section

<
la Opposed to shelters ...ceceeccecscosccssccsccne 397 n
2 = OLhOr Iressons .ccceccsccscscscccscsscccssscssee 6‘? 62
9 - a“m and irrelevant !'O‘plies ee0cccccsvsovncees 3
I = Not asked -- but should have been .eesecsccccce ? X
Y =« Does not lpply; Shelter Bullders ..cceseccceces zgs XX

Other reasons
111 - Col, 42 (m.p. 0-8)

0 - Cost (not enough money, too
mu")o.ooooaoooo‘ooooooaooocouoto.ooooooooo 404
1 - Owns house but has no space on

existing property, or apartment

“u.r GO OO OCOSNECIEDOEENOOY! 00000002 0000000000000 1“
2 - Doesn't oom house or prop‘l'ty 000sc0000s0000000
3 - Believes existing part of structure

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

community shelter, neighbors' or

relatives! .h.lt.r) 0000000¢ 0000000000000 00000 5
S « Doesn't have enough information,

technical knowledge about how to bulld eeeeceee 17
6 - No immediate dangder, no need for

it mht NDOW 4000000000000 000000000000000000000
7 « Too old; has lived life M eeeccscoossccee
8 - b ” .1“ m 9000 0000000800006 06000 8000080000
x - .mw Mu. ....."...'.......‘H..‘.........
!_- M mt ‘m 000000000000 0000880308000002000000

Y

= N
WAn

[
0

3z
|nu-s “ » &

a
(675)

Fallout Shelter St Codebook Number Five, S of Publics in
W¥ine Commanites, Bureau of Applied Goocial R':;:Fi"f. Columbla University,

Tow ioiis AW. 1963, pp. 155-156.
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Table 103

Table 55

"How about the way your city is set up now? Do you think it would
be able to do a good job of taking ca2re of people after an atomic
attack 4if it were to happen right now?™

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

Pro-con, neutral 2
Could do only a poor jobs no &
Could do only a very poor jobs no, definitely ?
There isn't anything set up for civil defense 2

l

No defense against atomic bomb

Don't know 13
Not ascertained -2
100%
A At Warfa C t A

:“_ S8 x - - - N IR 'y () 'A' L) . ‘
Major Citles, September -October, 1950, Survey Research Center,
University of Michigan, Amn Arbor, Michigan, Jamary, 1951, p. 9.
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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 able to do a good job
of taking care of people after gtiack

Good organization, plans, information

Good hospitals, medical facilities, first aid
Good training, communication, dissemination of
information; people prepared

Faith, confidence in people

Good shelters, fire equimment, transportation
facilities

Other

Adequate (good) facilities -. nothing else
specified

® WW \lﬁ

\n

Reasons why city ypable to do a good job
a e after a

Lack of, poor organization, plans, informations
no set-up
Lack of, poor training, commnication, dissemina-
tion of information; people aren't prepared
Inadequate hospitals, medical facilities, doctors,
etec.
Inadequate shelters, fire equipment
Other
Inadequate (bad) facilities -- nothing else
specified

N N
= N

No defense against atomic bomb

Dentt know
K- evaluation of city's ability given
Not ascertained

#+NOWR = W NWO

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

Pyblic Thinking About Atomic Warfare and Civil p_g{gnge:_ A_Study Based
b -~

ap I In 3 S P Ma
Cities Septegber-October, 1930, Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, Jamuary, 1951, p. 95.
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Table 105

Table 57

*How do you feel about the things they're doing gow to prepare?®™

Favcrable 22%
Pro-con, neutral 3
Unfavorshle 9
Just planning, just talk, no action yet
(no affect expressed) 10
Nothing being done (no affect expressed) 9
Don't know 10
Not ascertained -2
100%
A A Aarfa Sivid t A S Ba
1 S e S El Ma
Citles September-October, 1990, Survsy Research Center, University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, Jamary, 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 up now, could it . Are our cities 11);:11 to be hit
do a_good lob in event of bombin: a

Yes, very Yes, Nosg it
Yes 2% 2§ %
No 66 6h 53
Don't know —12 g _]..2
Not ascertained -4

1004 1004 1004

Percent of total sample 18 7.3 n

Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, January, 1951, p. 1llb.
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Table 107
Table 74
Relation Between Evaluations of Cities' Current
' Civil Defense Efficiency and Expectation of Armed Forces Protection
To what extent could our armed forces pro-
lect our cities from 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 bomding?  Completely dam age; depends) know
Yes s4 28 17 25
No 32 60 73 50
Don't know 1 1n 10 20
Not ascertained 3 1 - . ]
1007 100% 100% 100%
Percent of total
sample 9 39 27 11
A A Warfare and Civ et A S Baged
Upon an Intensive Intsryiew Sample S f P C) Ma j 3

September-October, 1950, Survey Research Center, University of Michigan,

Ann Arbor, Michigan, January, 1951, p. 115.
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Table 108

Table 77a

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

could it do a good jodb Mid- East

in event of bombing? st Sasat Qm&
Yes n4g 284 15%
No b9 59 59
Don't know 15 9 20
Not ascertained -5 ) 5

100% 100% 100%
Percent of total weighted sample 35 51 1

About A cW are a :AS
San v J

w Survey Research Ccntor, Uninraityot Hichipn, '-
Michigan, Jamuary, 1951, p. 120.
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Tadble 109

alua 0 City's C -]
Table 54
*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?"

Scptbmbor August

_195% 299
Yes, definitely 14 1%
Yes 26 32
Pro-con 2 3
No 46 35
No, definitely 7 3
There's no defense against the A-bomb 1l *
There isn't any set-up 2 1l
Don*t know 12 1;
Not ascertained -2

100% 1004
*Less than one-half of one percent
a ense: A R Ba S S

in Eleven Major American Citjes, Survey Research Center, dnivorsity
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, March, 1952, p.40.
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Table 110

Table %6

Relation between Education and Evaluation
of Own City*s Civil Defense Prograa

Could city do a
good Civil Defense
Job? Kduoation
Orade School
not Grade School High School College
—Completed _GCradustes _ Oradustes Gradustss

Yes 55, ] »ng 0% 28¢
Pro-con ] 2 Y 3
No 27 51 » 60
Don't know -32 1% i; j
Not ascertained

100% 1‘620% 100% 100%
No. of cases 19 %68 3 68

blic and € D t A BRa Two S S

A can C , Survey Research Center, University
of Michigan, Aan Arbor, Michigan, March, 1952, p. 41.




=143~

Table 111

Table 13

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

Could City Do a Good

Siyi] Defense Job? Atgmdc Boeb Information Index
(Uninformed ' Well informed)
1s2 3 4 3 [ 2
Yos 2% byt 388 334 33% 27
Pro-con , 2 2 2 5 2
No 23 33 45 b6 53 60
go:'t know u 3; 22 12 13 8 7
ot ascertain 2 -0 2 -3, L
1004 1004 10084 100% 1ooz 100%
No. of cases 129 109 170 181 167 81
b and C De : A Re sed Two S S
Ma jor can Cities, Survey Rasearch Center, University of

Michigan, Anmn Arbor, Michigan, March, 1952, p. 98.
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Evaluation of Progress on Own City's Civil Defense Program
Table &4

"How do you feel about the progress that's being made

now ™
Favorable 274
Pro-con b)
Unfavorable 21
No affect ("nothing is being done®) 8
Don't know 26
Not ascertaired 23
1004
[ L plonse 0 UYeYE
Snrm Romreh Centor. Uniwrsitv of

Michigan, Ann Arbor, Hichipn, March, 1952, p. 47

Table 113

Table 135

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

Evaluation of Civil

Defanse Progress Atomio Bomb Informstion Index
(Uninformed Well informed)
idzg 3 % 3 [] 2

Favorable 224 28 27 351 28‘ 32‘

Pro-con 2 ' 3

Unfavorable 7 14 21 26 24 33

*There is no set_u;" 9 8 12 é 13

Don't know 9 37 _2 16 18 :;

Not rtained

hose 1%%% i%’os 100% '1'6%‘ To'g't 100%
No. of cases 129 109 170 181 167 81

0 ul’, C
m Arbor, Hiohipn, March, 1952, p. 89,

of Hichd.gtn,
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Table 114

What is your feeling about the way CD is being handled in this local
aret - do you think it is being handled well or poorly, or do yuu have

1ittle or no knowledge about this?

Well
Poorly
Little or no knowledge
Other
Total

p 8

769 21.7
672 19.0
ﬁ 59.0
2 03
I5h5 100.0%

A I, P.0,, &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

Ae should do more, but we're not
too badly off, considering

" Current CD status OK

We should do less CD preparation,
with excepticns

CD is a wvaste of time
Don't knows, no answers
Total

|

K ¢
1121 78.5
65 b6
222 15.6
2 0.1
17 1.2
1643 1427

Undversity of Michigan, Study 418, 1956, (Unpublished).
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Table 116

Q. 29, How do you feel about the ides of shelters for people who
in areas that might be attacked in order to try and pro

against attack?

.|
R favors it without reservations; thinks
it worthwhile 1269
R favors this, with reservations 23
Pro-con R
R does not favor thisj doss not
think it worthwhile a1
Don't lnmows, no answers »n
Total 1683

78.3
15.5
2,0

Sel

155%

live
tect them
$

Univsraity of Michigan, Study ¥18, 1956, (Unpublished).
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Tadle 117

Q. 10b. Do you know of anything that can be done to protect oneself from

these things?
. 5
Yes - nothing furtier 8 0.7
Yes - shelter, cover 621 52.5
Yes - clothing, masks, goggles, and
such devices 50 L.2
Protection of distance, evacuation;
nget sway" 3 2.9
No 3 23.2
No, and there is no protection 28 2.k
Don't know and no ansver _161 .1
Total 1182 100.0%

University of Michigan, Study L18, 1956, (Tnpudlished).




-148-

Table 118

Q. 11 Do you kmow of anything that can be dome to protect oneself against
the blast and heat of an H-bomb explosion?

x 8
Yes - nothing further ] 0.3
Yes - shelter, cover 88s * 53.9
Yes - clothing, masks, goggles, and
such devices 22 1.3
Protection by distance; evacuation
"get avay" | 25 1.5
¥o sul 1.1
No and there is no protection Sl 3.l
Don't knows and no answers b _8.8
1643 100.0%

University of Michi St 8, 1956, (Unpublished).
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Tadle 119

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 Acne to make
the attack on the U.S. less damaging to us?"

Shelters 37%

Peopls ansvering in cther terms were
then asked the following questiont

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

Shelters would help 2L
Shelters of some help 18
Shelters of no help 1
Don't know 7
155%

The Americsn Public and International Tensions: "Data on Shelters,"
Survey Research Center, Unlversity of Michigsn, Ann Arbor, Michigan,
December, 1961, p. 1ll.
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Table 7.

Estimates of the utility of shelters in escaping radiation
sickness.

"let's think for a moment about people who live far enough
svay o escape the bomb blast. If these people had fallout
ghelters, what do you think their chances are for escapirng
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
radistion sickness?"

Responses Percentages
Very good chance L3g
Soms chance 33
Very little chance 16
No chance é
No answer 2

The Fa)llout Protection Booklet: (I) A Report of Public Attitudes Toward

and Ynformation About Civil Defense, David K. Berio @i al., Department

of Communication, College of Communication Arts, Michigan State Univer-
sity, East Lansing, Michigan, April, 1963, p. 10.
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Table 121

aohl&-

B (Contimi21) Reasons for opposing, having reser-
vations sbout shelters.

V - Col. 58 (m.p.)

0 -
1 -
2 -
3 -
L -
S .
6 -
7 -

8 -

9-
x-
!-

Inherent structural inadequacies: they are ™useless,®
*will never work," ™won't provide protection,™ etc.
Present structural inadequacies: types of snelters
now available won't provide protection under direct
hit

Cost (too expensive) &

There would be insufficient warning time to make use
of them ‘ _

There would be insufficient supplies, stocks within
shelters

Difficulties of shelter living: panic, eonflict
among occupants, "stir crazy," claustrophobia

Dangers upon emerging from shelters (contamination,
fallout, devastation

Pre-attack psychological effects: public will think
war inevitable, unavoidatle problem, closer, more of
a possibility

Pre-attack psychological eZfects: Public {or govern-
ment) would be more willing to risk war, would be
less eager to press for disarmament

Shelters are unnecessary because there won't bs a war
NONE OF THE ABOVE:
Does Not Apply

Cross Section

No. £
210 25
6 15
L7 1
L 1
2k 6
16 L
155 36
8 2

2
o
& lton

‘allout

Jies,

m) p. 1l.

Shelter Study, Codebook Number Five, Survey of Publics in Nine Cosmuni-
Bureau of AppIiea Soclal Research, Tolumbla Enivtroiiy,‘ﬂiu York, August,
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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 peoplse

in it have a very good chance of surviving.

Card 3: Col. 33 N 3
1 Agree strongly 9L 21.2
2 Agree 1016 73.1
3 Disagree 68 L.9
L Disagree strongly 11 .8
S None of these 1l ol
X Missing data Ll x
TOTAL 143k 1390

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes:

Data Book for the 1963 National

partment of Sociology, University of Pittsburgh,

Probability Sample, De
Ht?aﬁ?gﬁ, FSnnsylnnia, June, 1564, p. 83.
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IV, CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this report was the examination of levels of con-
fidence in America's defense system, The specific programs which
attempt to satisfy the goals of the sysiem were considered 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 programs, 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
University of Pittsburgh's data bank, was reviewed. An attempt
was made to specify the topics by pertinent cross-tabulations,
whenever feasible, the samnle 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 chironology of public opinion on the major issues was pro-
vided. From our analysis, we can state some general conclusions,

Active Defenses

1. Trere 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, cculd sufficiently hinder the efficacy of
an eneny 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 terms 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 attack 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 teras of defense measures
in an ongcing attack. There is a tendency for confidence in
3 deterrent measure such as the Strategic Air Command to
csrry over to the total defense systenm,




3.

4.

«]1S4~

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 wmissile,
bomber or submarine attack), were quite effective. This could
be a carry-over from the confidence expressed in deterrence
strategy as mentioned above.

Keeping ia mind the fact that the majority of the population
express confidence in our defenses against these types of
enemy attack, we can make a2 general susmary statement about
those individuals in our society who voice a iesser amount of
cenfidence. 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 » .0 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.

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 3 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

Bvacuation 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.

However, when specifically asked to evaluate such measures as
to their merits, the publiic responds favorably. This, of
course, does not mean that people would cooperste with such »
prograa in an attack situation.




=155~

Shelter Programs

1.

2,

Most Americans are convinced that shelters would have a
reasonable degree of effectiveness. There is evidence to
sugaest that year by year, there is an increase in the num-
bers of Americans who believe that shelters would provide
reasonable chances to survive an enemy attack.

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,

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 torld wWar 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,

In many respects, the populace is a bit confused about the
relevance of warning time to the effective utilization of
fallout shelters. As state? above, people expressing less
confidence in the protective ability of allout 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 sttack.

Over the years, people have increased their estimates of the
warning time they expect in the event of an z2nemy 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.

Tt 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 confused 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 Le 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 thenm
micht improve.

It would seem, then, that a public information program designed to
clarify these ambiguities would enhance receptivity to civil
defense messures.
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BIBL IOGRAPHY

\IPO, Unpublished data.

The American Institute of Public Opinion has provided
data from a number of their national samples, Each
table included from the various AIPO studies is iden-
tified by the pertinent study number and the date of
data collection, The processing of the raw data into
tabular form was done at he Research Office of Socie
olugy at the University of Pittsburgh,

‘he American Public and laternational Tensions: "Data on Shelters",
Survey Research Center, The University of Michigan, December, 1961.

National probability sample of 1474 respondents.
Data collected September-October, 1961.

Interviewing was conducted from late September to late
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 Knowledge 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 leacdership roles in recognized
institutions and of 300 persons chosen by random
sampling 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, Pennsyle
vania, June, 1964,

National probability sample of 1434 respondants.
Data collected in summer, 1963,
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This data book contains the study desi .» and marginal
tabulations from the »id=1963 Foreign A:7airs and Civil
Defense national survey for the Office of Civil Defense,
The outcomes methodolngy was applied to desirabilities
and expectations of alternative civil defense postures
as well as to Cold war outcomes, A variety of scales
and iteas 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 Sociolngy, 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 Nefense.

* 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 Fublic Attitudes
Toward and Information About Civil Defense, by David K, Berlo
et al., Department of Curnmuntcat..n, T..%c352 .. T~mmnicatinng
Arts, Michigan State University, April, 19063,

Telephone interviews in eight cities, 3514 respondents.
Data collected December, 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, Kansasj Chapel Hill,
North Carolinaj and Seattle,
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Fallout Shelter Study, Codebook Number Five, Survey of Publics in
Nine Comnunities, Hureau of Applied Social Research, Coluambia
Imiversity, Auqust, 19613,

A total of 1828 nersonal interviews were conducted in
nine northeastern communities; 11N of these interviews
were with community leaders, the rest /1718) of the
interviews were with the general public. The sample
was heavily weighted with shelter owners and their
neighbors.,

The nine communities under study were Harlem, New York;
Chicopee, Massachusetts; West Orange, New Jersey; Union
City, New Jersey; Greenwich, Connecticut; Stamford,
Connecticut: Lancaster, Pennsylvania; York, Pennsylvaniaj
Port Jervis, New York,

Interviews were conaucted in January, February and March,
1963,

Study anaiyzes the beliels, opinions, and behavior of
the general public and of community leaders regarding
international affairs and the Cold War, with a particu-
lar focus vpon 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
vulnerabie towns? who favor and who oppose fallout shel-
ters?, etc.

NEAR System Study Data Book, NORC SRS--30, Research Office of

Socinlogy, 'Iniversity of Pittsburgh, Pittsbural, Pennsylvania,
February, 1964,

Natiounai prouvawvility block sample of 1402 rcspendents,
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
Adesirability 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 nouseholds,
Data collected in August, 1951,
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813 persons interviewed are a representat.ve cross-
section of the adult population living in private
households in the following eleven metropolitan arcast
Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los
Angeles, New York, "hiladelphia, Pittsburgh, San
Francisco, and St. Louis,

The research is focuscd on the factors in public think-
ing which affect the development of civil defensc organ-
izations in A-erican cities and states, It is also
concerned with the psychological factors considered
important for comstructive or adaptive social har-ling
of crises or disasters,

Public Thinking About Atomic Warfare and Civil Defense: A Study

Rased Upon an Intensive Interview Sample Survey of People in
Eleven Major Cities, September-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 were 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
Les Angeles 72
San Francisco-0Oakland 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,
* Survey Research Center, Institute tor Sociai Research, Uni-
versity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 1954,

This is a report 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 approximately
600 persons,

The second study, done in 1951, extended the above sample
to include the suburban area surrounding these eleven
largest citics, Sample size=800 persons.

The third study, done 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. Sanple s$izeail00 porsons.

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 collectced in 1956,

The Uaiversity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, has
proviued 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.S5.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,
fata 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, -




