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

charged with the responsibllity of provision of s system te protect life
and property in the United States in the event of an enemy attack. In
an era where such an attack may sssume the form of & masgsive nuclear strike
&t the American homeland, the technological and orgenizstiopal veguire.
ments levied upon such a protective system wre unprecedented. The vast
geope of both the threst and the nation’: response o thal threst ralges
two furdsmental guestions concerning the impmct of the threat om the
Aperican social system and possible responses to that threat. These can
be susmarily expressed asz;

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

alternative civil defense systems for the American as sn indl-
vidual and for his social structure and its values, institutions,
and functions?

2. What is the societal context into which alternative CD systess
would be introduced? Whet are the nature and dynamics of public é
and institutione’ support, opinion, and information?

Research on the impact of {livil Defense om soclety must sddress itselfl

to the specification of these fundamenisl questions snd to provisiom of
regponsible answers within the constraints of available inforwation snd
methodologies. Where present information and methodologies are not adequate
this must be spelled out and criteria established for the development of future

studies az may be required. An imnovation of the msgnitude of & compre-
hensive Civil Defense program will have definite and pervasive conseguences
for the individual as well as the larger soclety, as, indesd, 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 zystems

with existing sccial science techniques and methodologles, But, within

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

ignoreance delinedated,

in addition to evolution of methodologies for present and future

appiiention, i¥pedis ressbach haE boen concerned with o wariety of sube

stantive inguiries. Bome of thess are listed below,

1.

3a

5.

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

Provision of a genersal Frame of reference for the gpecification
of the accepisnce process of any major gystem innovation and
the application of this paradigm to Civil Defense.

What is the present percepiion of the American public of the
consequences of Clvil Defensze for certain basic personal and
social values?

What are the social institutions and customs upon which any
innovating federal program might hsve an igpact of consequence?
What might be the impact of a variety of slternative CD programs
be on each component of such & check iist?

wWhat is the flow and dynamic of informmtion and opinion cone-
cerning Civil Defensze and Cold War issues? Who are the opinion
influentisls that may determine acceptance and supporti of a
progrant

Are there ecological and socio-structural differences in American
society with regard to Civil Defense and Cold War issues?®

Have there been any trands over time with regard to selected

CD and Cold War issues?




8. ¥hat has been the American perception of the threst snd the
response 1o it to date?

THE METHODOLOGY OF TMPACTE RESEARCH. As comprehensive an endeavor

2z the examination of present and future umpacts of existing and _&sgibla

inpovations for & complex social structure necessarily entalls a wide
renge and variety of methodology and associsted techwigues. Concsepis aad
approdches have been drawn from system design, sociclegy, econtmics and

political science and Bwve been oy

lemented via & number of gpecific
support technologies including statistical and compuiter applications.
The integration of this diversity has been effected in temms >f the

relationship among elemsnts of system desipgn criteris with siructural

sociolagical theory, especislly in terma of Dr. Jiri Behnevajsu'’s
Qutcomes methodology. Part Ome of the 1963 final report, Civil Defense
and Society provides an extensive overview of impscts methodology.

Same specific technigues and their appliestionz are listed delow,
In addition to the social~science oriented modes of date collaction and
analysis which comprise the core of impacts research, reference has aleo
been made where necassary to "haxd™ data that comprise the "reality” of

nucliear war and Civil Defense programs.

Content Analysiz., For & five year publi~ation period, an extensive

litersture search was made in professional and lay journals, bocks,
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 oppositiocn-

acceptance paradigm of the final report, Civil Defense and Society.
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In afdition to the exmmination of the sveilable litersture, an
soagoing compilation of news and editorisl zoantent of & pumber of
American newspapers 15 being condlucted on all agpects of Civil
Tefense, the Culd War, and silitary technology.

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

contains some 400 study refersnces and spproximately 300,000 IBM
punch cards from surveys containing saterial of intersst to impactsa
research, In addition to (CD sponsored studies, this file includes
material dating back to the ninotesn~forties from surveys conducied
by the American Imgtitute of Public Opinien, the Nalional Opinion
Ressarch Jenter, the University of Minnesots and others. This
material iz essentisl for assessment of the direct lwpeci of issues,
events and programs on the American public, 7The range end scope of
the date avsilable permit a wide renge of analyels boih over time
arnd topin,
Historiography. The Research Office staff includes an historian who
spplies the special techniques of his disciplire in a variety of
applications, including the tracing of American value patierns and
the investipation of archival materials.
The final result of the application of the above methodolopfes is
to be a mapping of the American value gystem and socisl stiructure, for
the present and to sume distance into the future, with regard to the
relevant stress elements that may pertain to the innovation of alterna~-
tive CD systems. Once identified, a variety of techniques will be spplied
to specify the consequences of proposal, adoption and implementation of

D alternatives into such system enviromments,




This report, whichk focusses on the nstion's

pereeption of the threet posed, is one of two that specify in datall the
mejor elements of the sceeptance~opposition paradignm that comprised the
frame of reference for the {ivil Defense snd Society report, July, 1964,

The nature of the perception of threst held by the public has considerable
conseqguences for the actions and stiitudingl strustures that, iz large
measure, determine ihe immediate receptive snviromment into which inno~
vaLion Zay be insw~duesed  Shnast perooption waz sslecied e & major report

foeus becsuse it wap oen 45 & Prime deteminant of the termin

i objectives
and related aystem goals of any (D gystem, The level of anxiety, the
nature of the actual possible conseguences of an atiack, the weapons %o
be uszed and their effects all contribute to the degree to which there is
a "felt need” for CD and s predicate for broud~base suppoert of specific
O prograns.

In addition to its substantive interest, an analysisz of perception
of threat provided an opportunity to examine the structural ccoponents of
American gociety %o determine if, in fwet, differences of perception do
arise among collectivities differentially located in the structure and
ecology of American society. Such differences may have relevaunce for
fragmentation and lack of consensus. They may alsc simply reflsct the
realities of the situstionm and indicate a given level of "objectivity”
on the part of the public, The analysis provided in this report of the
chronoclogy of threat perception comprises a statement of the impact of
the threat itself upon the social system and individusl Americans. Over
time, Amaricans have evolved an essentially realistic estimate of the
level and content of the threat posed by the possidility of global war,
They are concerned but not panicked. Despite the furor in the press and

other media, they do not seem to be particularly fragmented in opiniom,
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Analysis of their threat perception indicates that they have faced up to
the threat they must live with and are ready for szatigfactory responses

0o that threat.
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ABSTRACT

Threat pevception has considerable psychological consequences
for actions and attitudinal structures., As such, 1t was looked
int as one of the bases for differentisl publie receptivity to
civil defense progrsas,

The analysis of the nation's perception of threat included

anxiz2ty about war; the nature of the threst nerceived; nemely:

what are the perceived torgets and what wespons will be used;
estinates of mgspons effects; the conseguences of threst percens
tion of varying degrees and type for action; and the conse-

auences of threat perception of varyving degrees and type on the
respondent's feeling abour civil defense and/or falliout shel ters.

The sbowve topics were specified by all pertinent cross-tabula-
tions we now have in the dats bank at the Iniversity of Pittsburgh,
The dszta bank is 8 collectinn of eapirical studies on attitudes
concerning civil defense. The variouv sample populations were
{iscretely specified intn sub-oraoups along such varisbles asg age,
sex, religien, geographic lacation, soclo-economic ststus, and
other relevant demographic variables., Civen the dats limitations,
there was also an attempt to provide s “trend analysis’™ extablishe-
ing the basic chronology of public opinion with regard o this
topic.,

The resmarch supports the fact that 8 little undexr half of the
population say they are apprehensive over the possihility of
nuclesr war, The findings indicate that the wider horizoms of the
young, the greater respoasibilities of the married, especially
nparents, and the emotionslity of women aggravate fear of war,

The less educsted and those of lower socio-economic ftatus worry
the most,

Americans expect the nation's cities to be bombed and generally
their own city. They alsoc expect some cities in their imnediate
vitinity or in their nart of the country to be subject to an
attack, They also expect people to get kilied in an attack :
although population per se is not perceived as a high priority ;
target. Six out nf every ten Americans estimste their chances

of survival as bad,

The worse people rate our defenses the more pessimistic they are
about their chances of survival. Pegople generally consider that
their survivability would be enhanced in a fallout shelter, g

The percentages of people who mention nuclear, or thermonuclear
weapons spontaneously as the weapons of war have been increasing

T
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throughout the years. Chemical and biological weapons refrrences
are less frequent., However, there are as many people who do
anticips te their deployment as there are those who do not. Of
gourse, two out of three Americans claim to know nothing or very
little about then,

without any cquestion, systems to protect lives and property are
viewed chiefly as those which must deal with thermonuclear
wea pons .

PROople have Lecome more aware of the secondary wespons effects
over the vesrs since about 1950, By 1964, fallout is viewed as
more of a danger to more people than are primary effects. People
are also not very optimistic that they could do anything to pro-
tect themselves. If they are directly attacked, pecple do not
helieve that much can be done at sll,

There is no doubt that the worried tend to think about and
volunteer for civil defense more than those who express no worry,
There is alsc no doubt that people who have & realistic notion of :
weapons effects and who do believe their city to be & target tend '

to have 8 more constructive response to the threat, They alsco :
tend to volunteer more readily than those with exaggerated esti-~ !
mates of bomb effects. It is also clear that the more worried '
the citizen, the more likely he is to favor shelters. However,
the nuclear threst, except for the above~mentioned tendencies has
little or no effect on people‘s plans for the future. This way
be because it is too abstract a notion for most., When the threat
becomes more specific, such as during the Cuban crisis, there is
the expected, but siight, increase in protective behavior. How-
ever, the general tendency is to feel that there is very little
one can do in the face of nuclear threat.

The public has a reasonable estimate of threat. However, the dis-
crete threat aspects have not been related to the civil defense
system by the populace., The public is not informed as to what a
fallout shelter is supposed to do and there is concern about what
they don't do. It would seem that the public would be receptive

to specific definition of an attack threat in terms of radio-
sctive fallout and the role that can be played by fallout shelters.
Specification of the threat in terms of a feasible response may
help to win public support and acceptance of the fallout shelter d
program, A consistent and coherent public informetion program,
thus, may tap the public's ressonable estim:te of threat.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Since the inception of World War II, the American public has been
aware of the possibility of enemy attack, With the advent of the
possibility of global nuclear warfare, this threat perception,
whick has congsiderable psychological conseguences for actions and
attitudinal structures, has become an increasingly important cone
sideration for government policy and sctiom. It is reasonable to
expect, for example, that anxiety about war is highly related to
opinions on the fallout sheliter issue snd may be one of th& h&sss
for differential publis receptivity %o the programs -

Analysis of the nation's perception of threat must consider not
only anxiety about war per se but a nuaber of relzted areass as
well, Therefore, in this paper we consider the following:

1. 1Is there anxiety about war?

2., What is the nature of the threat perceived? What are
the perceived targets? What weapons will be used?

3. What are the estimates of weaApons effects?

4. What are the consequences of threat perception of vary-
ing degrees and type for action?

5. What are the consequenses of threat perception of vary=
ing degrees and type on the respondent's feeling about
civil defense and/or fallout shelters?

It is not only interesting to find cut if people think nuclear
war is possible, but also if they think it probable, However, an
analysis of the estimations of the probability of war will not
be considered in this paper, as it will be treated in a report
presently planned based on the 1963 and 1964 national surveys.

Thus, this report will be a preliminary imvestigation of the above
listed queries., The topic will be specified by all the pertinent
cross~tabulations we now have in the data bank at the University
of Pittsburgh. 7The data bank is a collection of empirical studies
on attitudes concerning civil defense and the data utilized in
this study ranges from 1946 to 1964,

The various sample populations will be discretely specified into
sub-groups along such variables as age, sex, religiom, geographic
location, socioeconomic status, etc. There will alsc be some at-
tempt, given data limitations, to provide a "trend analysis®
establishir 1 the basic chronology of public opinion with regard
to this topic. It muat be kept in mind that the data comes from
a varjety of studies using different size sauple and whose ques~
tions were designed to tap different dimensions.
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11, ANXIETY AROUT WAR

In January, February, and March of 1963 a study was conducted in
pine communities by the Bureas of Applisd Sscisl Rescarch of
Columbia University in which the respondents wore asked the fol-
lowing yuestion:

. 23 {uestions of war and peace are on people’s minds
a lot these davs, How nuch doe you ypourself serry —

about the possibility of a nuclear attack on the
tnited States?

It appeared that several months after the Cuban crisis had subsided,
a majority of the respondents were apprehensive about the possi-
bility of s nuclear war., It was found that 20 percent worried

"a great deal', 31 percent worried “some", 21 percent worried “a
little”, anmd 28 percent were not worried at ail {Table 1}.

Whern askud if any of their children had ever talked about the
possibility of a nuclear war, it was found that 43 percent said
yes, 55 percent sadd no, and 2 percent didn't recall {Table 2}.

A«

When asked if they worried about living in or close by a place
that nmight be a tarcet in a nuclear war, it maz found that 35

pexcent said y~s, they were worried while 55 percent explicitly .
denied being worried (Table 3j). P

The characteristics of the worried were analyzed in a subseguent i
study by Columbia University and it was foundthat there waz a i
strong relationship between age and anxiety about war., The older ;
a person was, the less worried he was likely to be about the P
possibility of a nuclear attack {Table 4). It was also found -
that those with greater responsibilities--the married, and espe- :
cially parents of minor children, were more worried about war v
than the single. Youth, marriage, and parenthood combined to ;
intensify anxiety (Table 5).

It was also found that women were more likely to be anxious about
the possibility of war than men, Sixty-cne percent of the women L
but only 41 percent of the men said they worried "a great deal® e
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or "some"™ about a ruclear attack.l The tmiversity of Michigan
study af 196) found similar results, as did the Michigan S5State
study of 1963,2

During the sumser of 1964, the University of FPittsburgh conducted
a national survey which asked the respondents the following ques-
tion:

Ques. B: How much do you worry about the possibility
of a nuclear sitack on ithe U.5.7

It appeared that a year amd & half after the Columbia study was
conducted respondents were & litile less apprehensive about the
posaibility of a nuclear war but anxiety was still running high,
Table % provides the mational distribution relative to the total
sanple exciuding those people who either didn't know or were
unwilling to answer the question, It is clear from Table 6 that
a little more than Ffour cut of ten Americans answered that they
were worried a "great deal® or “some". One in four respondents
said they wmorried “a little"™ and about 1 in 3 respondents answered
that they do not worry at all. Thus, a little under half (44.2
percent) of the population said they were apprehensive over the
possibility of nuclear war.

A, Aonxiety about War--Demographic Factors

Geographical factors aseen to operate directly upon anxiety about
war. However, the operative factor in bringing about differential
local levels of worry about war is not size of the community but
rather where it is situated geographically. Tadble 7 indicates
clearly that except for a slight tendency for people of metro-
politan areas to worry more, people in rural as well as urban
centers tend to worry equally about war.

Howegver, when looking at the worried by geographical loca-
tion & pattern dces emerge. We find that people are more
likely to worry if they are from the Pacific region than if
they are from thae West North Central or West South Central
states. About 48 percent of Pacific respondents (which

1. The American Public and the Fallout Shelter lssue, A Nine
Community Survey, Voi. IIX, Perspectives and Opinions on the
Fallout Shelter Issue,by Gene N. Levine and Jonathan Cole, Bureau
of Applied Social Research, Coluambia University, March, 1964,

p. 44.

2, See Stephen B. wWithey, The U.S, and the U.$.S.R.: A Report
on the Public's Perspectives on United States-Russian Relations
in Late 1961, Ann Arbor: Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, March, 1962, p. 13; and also David K. Berlo, gt al.,

The Fallout Protection Booklet: (I) A Report of Public Attitudes
Toward and Information about Civil Defense, East Lansing: Depart-

went of Communication, College of Communication Arts, Michigan
State University, April, 1963, p. 23.




includes the states of Alaska, California, Hawaii, Washington &
and Oregon) said they worried “a great deal" or "some® about

wAr as compared with 38.8 percent of the West North Central
states {(which include Iowa, Kansas, and Minnesota) and 39.§
percent of the West South Central states {which include Arkansas,
Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas), In general, people in the
eastern part of the United States tend to be more worried about
nuclear attack than people in the western part, with t he striking
exception of the Pacific states {Table 8).

There is a clear relationship between race and worry about nuclear
attack on the United States. Negroes tend to worry wore than
whites with 20.0 percent sayving they worry a Ygreat deal”® as com-
pared with 14.7 percent of the white respondents who say so;

23.2 pexcent of the Negro respondents say they do not worsy at
all as sompared witr 21.2 percent of the white respondents who
say they do not worry at all, This can prohably be accounted

for by the divergence of socioeconomic positions which Negroes
and whites hold in the United States. Also, as wili be sewn
later, there is a direct relationship between education and
anxiety about war--the less educated tend to be more worried--

and this may well bear directly on the racial relationship men-
tioned above as Negroes are less educated than whites in the
United States.

Women worry more than do men about the possibility of nuclear
attack. Seventeen and five-tenths percent of the women said

they worried "a great deal® and 33.7 percent said they worried
"some" as compared with 13,6 percent of the men who said they
worried "a great deal" and 22.1 percent who worried "some™, It
has been suggested in a working pxper, "General Anxiety and wWar
Anxiety," by John Modell of Columbia University that women are
nore ready than men to admit to worrying about war, even when

tne salience of the dangers of war is held constant. For sxample,
55 percent of men who said that the danger of a world war is the
wost important issue facing the United States also said that they
were very or somewhat worried about war while 75 percemt of like-
ninded women did. It was also found that 36 percent of aen as
compared with 52 percent of women who did not fee¢l war a prise
problem worried much or some about it. It was pointed ocut,
however, that a somewhat higher proportion of women than of men
{33 percent as against 28 percent)} felt war was a first rank
problem.l It may also be assumed that it is wore socially
acceptable for women rather than men to express anxieties.

1. The Threat of War and American Public gsinion by Gene N.
Levine and John Modell, "General Anxietya War Anxiety” A
Working Paper No. 6 by John Modell, Bureau of Applied Social
Research, Columbia University, September, 1964, p. 4 footnote,
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Consistent with Columbia University's findings in 1963, the 1964
University of Pittsburgh dats indicates that there continues to
be a strong relationship between sge and anxiety about war, Thoss
peopls 49 years old and younger tend tc be wore anxious sbout

war thas older peopls {(Table 9). Perhaps the youryg feel they

have » grester stake in the future snd thus would tend to be

more saxious sbout war.

Marriage also secms to intenaify anxiety about war somewhat,
About 44 percent of married people claimed they worried about
suclear attack “a great deal" and "sone” compared with 39.5
percent of single people who say so. Table 10 presents the
respondents accerding to their marital status,

It slso follows that those people with children regardiess of the
age of the children worry more sbout war than do childless couples.
However, those parents with four children or more worry sore than
do the smaller families (Tables 11 and 12)}. The fiandings thus
confirm that the wider horizons of the young, the greater respon-
sibilities of the married, especially parents, and the emction-
ality of women aggravate fesr of war,

Religious affiliation seems to have some effect upon anxiety
about war as sell. Of the Jewish respondents, 20.4 percent say
they worry Ya great deal¥ and 32.7 percent say they worry “some®,
Of those respondents who are Roman Catholics, 19.1 percent say
they worry “a great deal” and 30.2 percent say they worry “some™.
This compares with the 14.1 percent of Protestiznts who say they
worry "a great deal" and 28.1 percent who say they worry "some"
{Table 13). This may be explained by Jewish historical and
perhaps recent wor experience which has been so devastating.
Also, Jews and Catholics tend to live in large urban aress which
are objectively greater risk aress. 7To be cunsidered also is

the inequable strain and pressure placed upon these groups by

the sheer fact of being minorities,

There appears to be a negative association between education and
anxiety about nuclear attack although a2s csn be seen from Table
14 the trend is not clear. The higher the education of the
respondents the smaller are the percentages of those people who
say they worry "a great deal” with the exception of an increise
in percentage of those people with an education higher than
college. However, the groups with the largest percentages of
those who say they worry "some" are those with an incomplete
college education (36.8 percent), college graduates (44.2 per-
cent) and those with no schooling at all, (31.6 percent) (Table
14). Therefore, the trend is not as clear as that reported in
the Columbia study where it was reported frow 1946, 1961, and
1963 data that the particular locus of war anxiety had switched
from the educated to the uneducated {Table 15).
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All we can say is that the less educated tend to be more intense

worriers about the possibility of nuclear attack than the more
highly educated.

We find, as is expected, that the tendency to worry a great deal
about war is also linked to low status, with 23 percent of those
identifying with the lower class and 17.6 percent identifying
with the working class saving they worry *a great deal" as com-
pared with 12.7 percent of the upper class group and 12.9 percent

of the middle class group who say sc. The data is presented in
Table 16.

It then follows that those in the lowest incose group worry the
Bost, as well as those in the lower ststus cooubations, This
is clear from Tables 17 and 18.
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Table 1

Qe 23 Questions of war and peace are on pecpla‘’s minds a
lot these days. How much do you yourself sorry
about the posaibility of a wuclear attack on the

United Statas--a great deal, sawe, only s iitile, Cross
or not at all? Section
E - Gul. LB (aip;} 39; ’
0 - No answar 16 b4 4
1 = {(reat deal 2713 20
2 -~ Some o 2
3 -4 little 293 21
L - Net at all 387 28
5 « Don't know 3
1608
(1363)

Fallout Shclt«er St' iy

Godnbook_smhur !‘iu ey &t Publica in Hine

Table 2
Q. 23 (b) (Has your chiid) (Have any of your children)
sver talked to you about the possibility of a Croas
nuclear wvar? Section
-I- had COli 50 (‘op:) xﬂ- g
0 - No answer 1 b 9
1« Yos 274 L3
2 -« No 36 55
3 = Don't recall 11 112
X - Does not apply
wx
(6l1)

Fallout Shelter St Codebook Number FMve, Survey of Publics in Nins
Communities, Bureau of Applied Social Nesearch, &Eﬁﬁ mmaﬂy,

sta EEB: p. 63.

e
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Tabls 3

Q. 26 - B. How do you fesl about living in or close by

& place that might b2 & target in s nuclear Cross
war? '

®irs you worried?®
i - ch}i ?l (‘ipﬁ)

O ~ No answer: Impossible to determines whather or

not respondent is worried; amxious, or con-

cerned sbout living where hs doss g6k XX
1 - Yes: Respondent states that he is worried,

anxious, or concernsd about living where he

does 31 33

¢ - Hot Respondent explicitly denies that he is A

& uarried sbout living uh;re he does sk 58

& gue, irre v : 98 10

% 3 ed , wt shouvld ns haa lgx; g

5 Y - Toes not apply

i (985)

i X of Publics in Kine

3;2 mannities s Fure g
ma, Pe 72. f

R s s iiiim! !’!"““"“" . 7 . - 7 N , -
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Table L

Tabls III-17
Age; by Degrec of Worry about Nuclear Attack

Por cent who worrisd
s grest desl® or "somet

Raspondent 1ai

Under 30 years old 608
Total number (225)
Pr ) T s
*‘%;Jigm °1d mtzm)
. Sgl';tgg mram | m(%)
. O ey Mo

)

' h, calm mmw, m-eh, 196&, P kz.
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Table %
Table IY1.18
Age, Marital Status, and Parenmthood, by Degree of Worry
about Nuclssr Attack
Far cent shown who worried *a great desl® or
ﬂiﬁ’
, Bvar Burried Never Married
Parents  Childieas -
Under LD years old s s528 L%
Potal sader {Lé5) € 63} { 28}
40 years old wr more 43 4 IR, 4 178
Total mamder {263) {L85) ( 36)

The American Pdalie and the Fallout Shelter Issus. A Nine Community Survey,
vol, 111, Pa l"‘ﬂ on the Falioul Shelter lesue by
¥ Yovise Ran Cols, Bureau of Ipplied Joclal Hessarch, Colusbis

Table 6

Quest. 8: Var. 28 - How mmch do you vorry about the possibility of &
nuclear sttack on the U.8.7

Card 1t Col. 50 , — ¥ h.J
Groat desl 229 15.7
Scme k15 28.5
A litile 375 25.7
Not at all 438 30.1
Missing data 7 xx

TOTAL 1457 L6l

o W AT TREO T wsmryernd - a

iy ) TS P DY AR O
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Table 7
WORRY ABOUT NUCLEAR ATTACK BY RRSID I
m:.t s little mg_f |
By Size of Comsunity: — o ] =
largast metropolitan areas
(2,000,000 and over) 17.0 29.5 21.3 2.1

iarge metropolitan 15.6 29.6 26,8 28.2

352
570

Non-metropolitan areas
with city of 10,000 or over 12.5 25.h 3.3 30.8 &
m

Non-metropolitan aress vith
no city of 10,000 16.7 21.3 8% 0.8

Unpublished data mm%%@amﬁzmmmm
Attitudes, Research Office of Sociclogy, Departmmnt of Sociology,
University of Pittsbwrgh, Susmer, 1964,

-
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Tebls 8
WORRY ABOUT WOCIRAR ATTACK BY GEGGRAPHICAL ;
LOCATION

In Percant
i grest ¥ot at
, deal Sems 1 little all .4
Osographical locitions ' :
Now England 16,0 29.3 26.7 28.0 7%

Middls Atlantic 20.8 23.8 20.0 B.L 260
Sast Nortk Central 13.5 2.3 27.0 27.4

ook
ity
3t
Y
p
£
75
=5,
o]
Kyt
I
i
R
]
‘ 3
s
==
al
&
2
=2
=
E
3
Y
E
S
]
=
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' 252
‘ West Nerth Centrel $.1 21 29. 2.1 165 i
South Atlantic 181 28.0 25,9 28,0 2% :
Esst South Cemtral 22.9 32.9 28.6 5.7 10 ‘
% West South Central 13.2 26.3 0.5 29.9 167 -
2 Mountain 19.6 21.7 21.7 3.0 k46
2 Pacitic 6.3 3.6 2.2 219 150
% Unpablished data from the 196; Study of Civil Defense snd Cold War

Attitudes, Ressarch Office of Secio » Departmsnt of Sociology,

University of Pittsburgh, Swmer, .




Table 9
WORRY ABOUT NOUCLEZAR ATTACK BY AR
In Percent

Graat fot at

desl Some 4 Little 5t S S
Ages
10-19 Ll.2 29.4 23.5 5.9 17
20-29 6.4 3.0 1.9 171.6 238
30-3% 13.8 33.6 29.1 23.% 327
Lo-L9 17.8 2.9 23.0 26.3 30k
50-59 13.9 25.9 25.5 34.7 255
60-69 16.7 15.5 20.1 k1.7 it
70-79 13.7 18.6 11.6 %0.0 102
8o-8¢ 16.0 16.0 24.0 k.0 25

Unpublished data froam the mwﬁﬁiﬁlm and Cold War
Attitudes, Research Office of B ,W&Wg
University of Pittsburgh, Susmer,
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Table 10 :
WORRY ABOUT WUCLEAR ATTACK BY MARITAL STATUS
In Percant
Great ¥ot at
desl Some A little all X

Marital Statuss '
Singla -~ never :
married 0.7 2.8 30.3 30.3 109
Married 15.2 29.3 26.3 29.2 1108
Widowed 17.4 26.8 18.8 3%.9 L9
Separated 27.0 21.0 3.3 10.8 37
1

Unpublished dats from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Research Offios of Soci + Dopartasssst of Sceiology,
University of Pittsburgh, Suwar, .
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Table 11
WORRY ABOUT NUCLEAR ATTACX BY NUMBER OF CHILDDEN
12 YEARS AND UNDER
In Fercant
deeat Wt at
Childven 12 snd Gaders dead, Soms A Jitpis A3 2
None 1.1 282  23.8 .5 s |
One 1.9 3.3 31.8 21.9 201
Tvo 17.8 3.4 29.8 20.9 11
Three 13.k 37.8 2h.h Zh.di 1§
Four 25.h 31.3 18.6 18.6 5%
Five 3.3 18.8 3.3 18.8 %
Six - 28,6 28.6 k2.5 1
Seven or more 16.7 50.0 3.3 - 6

Unpuiblished aummm&swsya&c&mmwww
Attitudes, Ressarch Office of 3oel » Departapnt of Socicle
Uniwmrsity of Pittsburgh, Sumer, jo
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Teble 12
21 AND UNDER
In Fercent

Oreat Not at

deal Some A littls a1} ¥
Children 13 to 21:
None 15.2 25.9 26.7 Ra 1002
Ons 1.9 33.0 25.3 26.7 221
Two 19.2 36.7 22.3 21.6 139
Three k.8 na 21.3 32.8 &
Four 31.3 3.5 25.0 6.3 16
Five 33.3 5.0 - 16.7 é
Six - 100.0 - - 1
Seven or more - - - - o

Unpublished dats from the 196L Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Research Office of Sociology, Departmsnt of Sociology,
University of Pittsburgh, Swesr, 196i.
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Table 13
WORRY ABOUT NUCIEAR ATTACK BY RELIGION
In Rercest = i

Oreat Not at

deal Scowe A 1itilis all .
Religion:
Protestant 1.l 28.1 26.4 3.4 100k
Roman Catholic 15.1 30.2 23.5 27.3 k1
Jewish 20.k 3.7 16.3 30.6 be
Other 27.3 18,2 36.4 18.2 a2
None 12,8 5.6 3.9 25.6 »

Unpuhlished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Ressarch Office of Sociclogy, Departmsnt of Sociolegy,
University of Pittsburgh, Swswer, 196h.
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Table 1i
WORRY ABOUT WUCLEAR ATTACK BY EDUCATION ﬁ
In Percent
Great Not &t :
deal Some A little _all N
Rs t's Education:
No schooling 52,6 31.6 10.5 5.3 19
Grammar school (1-8 yrs.) 21.9 23.2 21.0 33.9 366
Some high school (9-11 yrs.) 18.2 25.3 25.0 31.h 296
Completed high mschool (12 yrs.) 1k.8 29.0 3. 25.1 L3l
College, inccamplete 7.3 36.8 2Lk 31.6 193
College graduate 1.2 Lk.2 20.9 33.7 86 ‘
Highsr than college 9.5 22.2 3.y 33.3 63 -

Unpublished dats from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War
Attitudes, Ressarch Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology,
University of Pittsburgh, Sumer, 196k,
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Table 15
Table 13
WAR WORRIES BY EDUCATION AND DATE OF INTERVISN
Date

Education 1946 1961 1963
Not high achool o

graduate 32¢ 59% s2e
High school graduste 33% 58% b3 ]
Soms collegs ' 508 618 %

L1946 qusstions "How about yourself? (How worrisd are you sbout the
bomb?) "

1961 question: 'ﬁavmiﬁmmmmmﬁs;mmm
bresking out in which atom bombs snd hydrogen Dombs would be used--
very vorried, fairly worrisd, or not worried at all?

1963 question: '"Questicas of war and pssce are on psople’s minds a
lot thesc days. How muoh do you yourself worry sbout the poswibility
of a nuclesar attack on the United States--& great deal, some, only s
little, or not at 2ll?" Sources: lecnard S. Cottrell, ed., ?ﬁhlis
nuction te tha nuic Bomb and 'Horld Atfiira, gﬁ%iﬁmry N

‘ . Y 5 HArcl 1 m@‘m »
p!!‘t II, Pp. 159’1&0 g.“l m Mﬁﬂ,'ﬁl m:
Weapons and Nuclssr Energy.® Mna : _ rieri

P. 156. Columbis University's

i ;: 3 b g y ®
by John Hodoll, Durnu of Appliod Social Rnum. Columbis Univarsity,

September, 1964, p. 1.

For




Tablis 16
WORRY ABOUT NUCLEAR ATTACK BY SOCIAL CIASS
In Parcent

Great Hot at

deal Scome A little all .
Sovial Class:
Middle 12.9 29.3 27.2 30.6 618
Working 17.6 29.0 25.5 28.0 683
Lower 25.0 30.0 15.0 30,0 4o
There are no classes 16,7 13.3 23.3 Lu6.17 30
Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense snd Cold War
Attitudes, Ressarch Office of Sccio]y.gzy, Departasnt of Sociclogy,
University of Pittsburgh, Swmer, 196i.
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Table 17
WORRY ABOUT WUCIEAR ATTACK BY INCOME
In Percent | , )

Great ¥ot st

deal Sows 4 Littls A ¥
Income s
Under $3,000 22.0 20.3 22.3 B.h 291
$3.000 to $4,999 13.7 31.7 25.1 29.5 2Zn
$5,000 to $7,499 13.6 29.5 29.0 21.9 368
$7,500 to 39,999 1.9 32.h 25,2 21.5 222
$10,000 to $1k4,999 .5 32.5 26.5 26.5 166
$15,000 to $24,999 5.3 26.3 28.1 Lo.4 57
$25,000 and over 5.6 27.8 33.3 33.3 ie

Unpublished data from the 196h Study of Civil Defenme and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Hevearch Office of Scclolegy, Depsrtment of Seciology, Uniwersity
of Pittsburgh, Summer, 1SGi.
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E WORRY ABOUT NUCLEAR ATTACK BY OCCUPATION ;
iz Peroant
rest Not at
deal Somes A littls all ] f
. Occupaticns ‘
Professional 9.2 35.3 29.9 25.5 184 ’
FParmers and farm managers 8.6 1h.3 20.0 57.1 35
Mansgers, officials and |
proprietors 13.8 29.2 2L.6 3.3 195 ;
Clerical 10.0 26.4 30.9 32.7 110 oo
Sales 1.7 32.4 20.6 32.4 68
Craftsmen, foremsn, and .
kindred workers 13.7  27.k 23.0 3.9 270
Operatives and kindred {
workers 20.2 32.3 2.2 23.3 223 i
Service workers 19.9 35.0 25.7 29.h 1%
Farm laborers and forsmen 18.3 30.1 21.5 30.1 93
. Laborers 2L.5 20.3 32,2 23.1 143
| |
g Unpublished dats from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Hessarch Office of Soclology, Department of Socioclogy, University
of Pittaburgh, Summer, 1964,
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Iil. NATURE OF THE ATTACK

There is ample evidence that Asericans are convinced that the
nation's cities would not be spared in am attack and that thelr
own particular city or community sight be among tbose subject
to attack,

in a study conducted by Roper iv 1946, 22 percent thought it
likely that & large American city would be atom-bonbed in the =
next ten yesrs, while 56,3 percént thought It unlikely {Table 19]).

In 1546, NORC alsc conducted » study which found that 33.1 percent
of the respondents thought that there was & resl danger that an
atomic bomb would be dropped in their community if war ware to
occur and 28,8 percent felt there was a slight danger {Table 20}.

In NORC's 1949 study, it was found that 76,9 percent thought that
if there was another war, atowmic boabs would be dropped on the
United States and 48.3 percent of these respondents thought that
an atomic bosb would be dropped on their community (Table 21).

In the 1950 University of Michigan sample from eleven cities, some
61 percent of the respondents were convinced that cities would

be attacked; and 65 percent believed so in 1951 {Table 22}, In

the same studies, 71 percent in 1950 and 63 percent in 1951 thought
that their own city would be included as an ensmy target {Tsbhle 233).

The American Institute of Public Opinion Research alsc asked in
1951 about expectation that U.S, cities would be bosbed., Seventy-
five percent thought thst they would be {Table 24). On the whole,
there is a tendéncy to expect one's own city to be & target more
than other cities (Table 25).

The most frequent reasons given for the belief that United States §
cities would be hit with atomic bombs in the esvent of war wers h
that "Russia would stop a2t nothing™ (13 percent), that the "enemy i
would want to wipe out supply centers, industry, war plants and b
population centers” (13 percent), and that "Russia has the atomic i
bomb" (12 percent). The most frequent reasons given for the -
belief that cities won't ba bombed were that “American defanses g
are good enough" (B percent), and a cluster of ressons such as i
Russia doesn't hrve the bomb or doesn't intend to use it, or P
neither side would dsre use it (5 percent respectively). Table
26 makes this clear.

As can be seen in Table 27, the reasons given for believing one's
own city to be a likely target most cften referred to the exist-
ence of industries {especially war industries) snd transportation 4
faciiities there {350 percent). Geographical insccessidbility or
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distance from Hussia was the mest frequent feason given fox
feeling that & city was not a high-priority target (12 percentj.

This accounts for the faet that people did differ from region to
region in their feelings about the relative likelihood of atomic
boabisng of thelr ows cities. People livipg in large West Coast
cities were more likely than others to feel that their cities
are top-priority atomic bomb targets. New York inhabitants were
next in this respect, with Midwesterners ieast likely to believe
that their cities were probable targets (Table 28}.

 In the 1953 University of Michigan national sample, 886 percent
of the respondents were convinced that people in the United States
would be in danger from an eneny attack if war were to break out
and B4 percent thought so in 19534 {Table 29). In the same
saaples, 46 percent in 1952 and 56 percent in 1954 helieved that
their own community would be in danger {Table 30}, In 1956, the
University of Michigan study indicates that the interviewees
were again convimced that their city would be a target. Some 63
percent gavethis r esponse either in an unqualified or somewhat
qualified manner (Table 31). At that time, industrial strength .
of the community and its population were singled out more fre-
quently as reasons for the city being attacked than were military :
installations as such, or specifically defense related industry o
of the community {Table 32).

B R O N B RSy e vy

The eight-city study of Michigan State University (1961} shows
that about seven inten respomdents thought that their city

would be bombed; and some 18 percent in addition to this were
convinced that their part of the country would be subject to
attack (Table 33). Alsc in 1961, the American Institute of
Public Opinion study found that 52.6 percent of the respondents
thought that their locality would bhe one of the ones the Russians
would particularly want to bomb {(Table 34). In the 1963 Columbia
University community cross-section, some 68 percent of the respon-
dents believed their community was at least in some danger of
being a target; and 45 percent were convinced that this danger
was quite considerable (Table 35). At the same time, almost
eight in ten Americans thought that there were cities nearby that
would definitely be bombed (Table 36). Considering realistic
targets in the New York-New Jersey megalopolitan complex, the
Columbia study showed that people could identify differential
risk: respondents in "objectively" more vulnerable areas thought
also that their communities were more vulnerable (Table 37).

This seems toc show up, also, in the 1961 Michigan State study.

The overall percentage results from sveraging as high an expec- .
tation as that revealed in Boston and Seattle {90 percent re:pec-
tively) and as low a percentage As that in Chapel Hill, North
Caroclina (20 percent expecting Chapel Hill to be attacked; yet, .
an additional 48 percent think the area will be attacked) and
Manhattan, Kansas (47 percentj. (See Tablie 33.)
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In the University of Pittsburgh 15464 siudy, #6.0 parcent of the
respendents thought that it was most important or importiat to

the enesy to destroy our cities (Table 38), amd 11.3 percent
thought that it was most important or important to ths enemy to
destroy our people (Table 39}, About Bl percent of the respone-
dents theueht that there was danger that their locality would

be a target in case of a auclear war and 53.8 percent thought

that the danger was considerabie (Table 40}. About 63 percent in
the same sample thought that their chances for survival if &
nuclear war started nex: seek were bad, withk 34.7 percant esti-
mating their chances as very bad and 6.9 percent giving thesselves
no chance at all {(Table 41}.

We have drawn from a variety of instruments a variety of ques«
tions all of which were designed to tap diffarent dimansions.
However, the available informpation permits us to draw soms overall
conclusions. When no opportunity to discriminate among types

of attacks or targets was offered, we can infer that psopls gene
erally expect the nation's cities to be bombed as well as their
own city. Secondly, people generally sxpect some citias in
their immediate vicinity, or in their part of ths coudbtry to be
subject to an attack. Finally, fron the relatively diffcse Gques~
tions asked, Ampricans expect people to get kilied in an attsek,
However, it cannot be assuwed from this that peopls regerd cities
and population per se as highepriority targets. As a matter of
fact they don't, as can be seen in Tables 38 and 39.

What accounts for the varyiang perceptions of the aature of a
miclear attack? Who are the people who feel sore or less directly
threatened? A numbsr of findings stand out and they are impor-
tant for an understanding of differential local levels of worry
about war and the perceived nature of attack. This in turn
should give us some understanding of the differestial public
acceptance level of a civil defense progras,
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Table 19

Ques, 13, Mﬂmmﬁixm}y@mmkmtam
Amsrican ity will be stos-bowbed in the pewi ten yosrs?

£ ]
Likaly 22,0 786
Und thely 4 0
Dontt know 17.9 6%
Missing dats omitted ,
Roper~Fortune $56, Col. 37, Ques. 13, 9/46.

Table 20

- e

Ques. 15. Suppose the United States shonld fight in another war
within 25 years, bow much daager do you think there would
be of an atomic domb being dropped in the place whare you
live~ws vory real danger, a slight danger, or no danger at

all?
£
Real danger 53.1 én
Slight danger 28.8 6k
No danger 14.0 177

Missing data omitted

NORC #55/144, Col. 32, Ques. 15, 9/45.




D

: WN’

st
‘}Z‘N

ks

R L e o Bl

TR 10

I o

Q. 18, If we have anoiber war, do you think that atomic bowbs will
e 4 m%&%ﬁﬁ&hﬁw?
% 18k, If *Yes* or “Don't know". How about around here--Do you

Yo - - - 12.3 12,3 158

SORC #92/270, 10/12/4%.

Table 22

Table 15

*If the United States is attacked, do you think our cities are likely to
be hit with atomic bombal®

Saptesber 1950 Augast 1931
Very likely or certain 1% 106
lakely 55
Pro-con 9 6
Unlikely 15 19
Very unlikely or certainly not
D't know

?
6
Bot ascertained Té%‘ T%

&
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Table 23

"What about your city? Do you think it would be bombed? {Follows
gusstion: "If the Unitad States is attacked, do you think our cities
are likely to be hit with atomic bombs™)

Yoz, gquaiified

Pro-con

No, qualified 14
Ho, definitely | 3
Don't know 2
Not ascertained ﬁ‘

YTas, detinitely 224
&
i

Table 24

If the United States should get into another world war, do you think
any U.3. eities would be bombed!?

£ i
Yoo 75.0 1007
Ko nof 155

No opinion 13.2 177

Missing data omitted

AIPO §455 TPS, Col. 31, Ques. 8A, 5/2/%.

i
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Table 19

*Do you think your city is more likely or less likely to be attacked
than the other big cities?™

It will be the top United States target 5%
Much more likely 15
More likely 38
About the same, pro-con 8
Less likely 20
Mach less likely 1
Cities won't be bombed 3
Don*t know S
Not ascertained To’&
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Table 26

Table 16

Reasons For and Against Belief that Unitad States Cities
hve Idkely to Be Hit with Atomic Bombs, in Event of War

Russia's aims; Russia would stop at sothing

Russia has (probably has) the atomic howb

If we could use the atomic bomb, or sines ws already have,
Russia can, or will

Russis would want tc strike first-.preventive aciion

Russia has planes, equipment, for attacks

W o ?«Qg“

Amsrican defenses not good enoughy United States doesn't have
enough radar

Eney would want to (have to) wipe out supply centers,
industry, war plants, population centers

It's an effective weapon

No complets defenses possiblej next war will be an
all-cut war

Sneak attacks effectiwve; bomb can be sneaked in

Accessibility: world small, polar routess

Psychological effects of atomic bambing

(%]
e ik il A AT SERIRANS b i e R A
!

Russia (probably) dossn't have the atomic bowb, or
enough bombs , 3
Russia doesn't intond to, wouldn't {(dare) use atomis bomd

American defensea good snough; United States has radar

(¢ ]

Neither side will dare use it or want to use it; stomie
boub will be outlawed

Too far to come; United States iraccessible

Other ressons

Depends on whether thay have the bomd

Don't know of any reasons
Reasons not ascertained

GEO’ &£ e\
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Table 27

Table Z0
"Wy do you say thet {about relabive priority of own city)i

Industry in city

War materials made hers

Transportation, shipping center

Population density

Psycheological effect, sffect of hitting our largest
¢ity {New York)

Geographical acceasibility, city close to Rusasia

Military installations

Net enough aerial defenses, not ac much as other cities

H\
W ~I B mﬁuﬁ

Reasons for believ own gity does have priorit

Geographical inasccessibility: city too far from Ruszia,
too far inland

Wouldn't be gond target: no industry, no military
installations

Population not dense, city spreed out

Other

All large citlies are equslly good targets
Cities won't be bombed

PDon't know
t ascertained

:LN [+ S CEN SRR K;

* Less than half of cne percent.

##% The total is more than 100 percent becauss scme respondents
gave more than one reason,

Public Thinki About Atomic Warfare and Givﬂ Defenses A Stud
Bassd Upon an iiﬁem!w n

Terview Sam of Yeople 18 Rleven

ufnier Citles, september=Unlober, 10 urvav sasnroh Center,
U verszty 0% Mhhiga.n, Ann Arbor, Janmry, 1951. P 46
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Table 28

Table 26
Distrivution of Expectations of Urban Bosmbing br Zsglon®

Felt their city more likely or much

more likely than others to be bombed 688 &3%  55% 51% 51%
Falt their city about the same as

others, as far as likelihood of bomb-

ing was concerned i3 5 1o 9 8
Felt their city less or much less like-

1y to be bombed than other large citiss 12 21 2k 19 26
Felt United States cities will not be

bombed at all 2 4 3 3 2
Don't know; not ascertained g g % % %
Percent of total sample j¥A 33 17 1 8

# Tabple 1, Chapter 1, gives the major cities included in sach region.
The percents of total sample reported hare; as iv the case of al
tables, are percentages of the total weighted sample. In this
tabls, “East soast® and "Midwest" do not include New Yark and
Chicago, respectively,

Public Thinking About Atomic Warfare snd Civil Defense: A Study Based
on an Intensive Interview SAmDIE Dur of Psonie in Eleven Walor
e e I Sy s e, ety o

nn r 1851, p. 56.
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Table 29

TABLE 4.7
DANGER OF ENEMY ATTACK ON THE UNITED STATES

Qs If war were i~ Ureak out, do you think pecple in the United
Statss would bo in danger of ensmy sttack?

Appild 3952 ¥areh 1954
4%
10

Yos

No

\" ]

86%
8
Don*t know or depsnds 5
Not ascertained 1

195#, Pe ﬁgo

w1 eem

R
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TABLE 48
DANER OF ENEMY ATTACK ON RESPONDEN!

Qes Would you SAY DOOPLE DEY® iNececocscechin in W’

Yes 37
Yos, qualified (less than big cities) 9
Pro~con 1
Ho, qualified (not as much as big cities)lh
o 21 15
Don*t know 2 2

Noi ascertained & &

* This question was asked ouly of those peopls who thought that the
nation as s whols was in danger of enemy attsck.

3
|
%
|
|
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Table 31
Q. 12 Would you say pecple hewe in (use name of town in which R lives)
are in danger from any of the type of things that might be used
dgainst us in an attack?
¥ $
Tes 931 £6.7
Yes, qualifisd {less than big
cities, etec.) 112 6.8
Frowcon 57 3.5
No, qualified (not &s much as
big cities, etc.) 137 8.3
¥o 32z 19.6
DK, NA, and other 84 5.1
1643 100.0

L C I L R

University of Michigan, # L18, 1956, (Unpublished).
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2 Table 32
£l Q. 12 Would you say people here in (use name of town in which R lives)
are in danger from any of the type of things that might be used
5 against us in &n attack? Ressons, if sffered in Q. 12.
s
| £
; Military base 13 L.k
L Industry-general 168 10.2
§ Dafense wirk bl 2.7
% Port, port facilities, shipping 28 1.7
Size of city«-popmlation con-
gestion 131 8.0
No reasons mentioned 1011 61.5
m’ m 188 110!‘
1643 100.0

University of Michigan, # L18, 1956, (Uspublished),
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ﬁ %
Qe 26, If we should happen to get into an all-out muclear war, do L :
you think this locality would be one of the ones the Russisns :
would partisgliarly want to bowbd?
£ E
= Tes 52.6 1666
E No 38.0 1204

Missing data omitted

AIPO #SU9K, Col. 20, Ques. 26, 8f22/é1.

.

- Table 35

%; Qs 26 In case of muclear war, how grest a danger do you

3 think there is that (TOWN) itself would be a

§; target -2 certain danger, great dauger, soms dan- Cross

& ger, littls danger, or no danger at all? Section

I - Col. Sk (s.p.) ¥o. % -.
0 - No ar-wer : 1 XX
1 - Certain 189 1y i
2 - Great danger 435 31 )
3 - Soms danger 319 23
L - Little danger 213 15 :
g « No danger 185 1}
6 - Den't o

(1381)

‘ 9 of Publics in Nine

; e o University,

Tugust, 1583, p. 71,

ey




Table 36

SR

IF “LITTLE® OR_"NO DANGER® OR “DON'T KNGW," ASK A

Q. 26 - A. Ars thwre any places msarty that vould probe-
ably be targets in s nuclear war?

I - Col, 55 (s.p.)

¢ « No snswer
1~ Yes

2 - Jo

3 - Don't know

X - Does not apply
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Talle 37
Tabie III-39
Chieative Blak of Nuclear Attack, by Percsived Dangsr that
Town Would be a Target
Belisysd Town is ins
Certuin Littie
or Great Some or No Total Total

High Bisk: anger  Dapger Mo Danger Percent Number

Chicopee 89% 9 2 100% (146)

Hariem 60% 18 2z 100% {130)

Union City 678 15 18 100% (143)

West Orange 358 19 L6 1008 (148)
Medium Risk:

Greenwich 38% FA i8 100% {154)

Stanford L6% 30 24 100% (1.8)

Lancastar 43% 34 23 100% (142)

York 39% 38 23 100% (181)
Low Risk:

Port Jervis 16% 33 51 1008 (149)
Thc imr‘im Public and the Fallout Shelter Isaswe l Nine Comxxtt

Ol o mm“- he Fallout She

'm Jens Lavime omathan Vole, Dureau of App 2k re) Qc

Emh Columbia University, March, 196h. p. 81,
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Tabls 38

ues. 3801 Vtr.ﬁ-ﬁuwwmwhdutmmgm
cities

Sand 23 Cole 38 X 5
1 « Most important 83 5.8
2 200 W2
3 - 933 65.1
% ~ Least inportant ek} 1%.9

. " _‘

;i._e “"&
1904, p.

Table 39

Quest. 38.D: Var A 1:;;&:@&

Gapd 21 Cgle . - '3
1 - Most important 8 5.9
2. 7 S
3 - 185 13.1

b . Least important 1063 75.6
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Ques, 11t Var. 3 « In case of nuclesr war, how great & dangsr do you
think there is that the ares around here woulsd be
a targst?

X £

8 Deb

3z 21.6

) 2.2

389 26,9

Littls danger 198 13.7

¥o danger st all &2 k.3
Everywhare would be hii, no local

difference 12 0.8

Hissing data 17 ) $ 4

Total T ues w7

oy bor | = ﬁ'_ x P 33:? "
Sood clog !iainrsity of Pi%tsbnrgh, W, 196k, p. 23.
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Tabls 41
Quest. 12: Var., 32 ~ If a muclekr war started next week how are
the chiknces for looal peonis to survive
Card 1s Col, S X 4
Never will happen 3 a2
Vary good &7 4,7
Fairly good 303 21.2
50-50 shance 161 11.3
Fairly bad 301 21,0
Vary bad 7 %.7
No chance at all 99 6.9
Missing data 3 b 4 4
Total ’ T 1kée | B3

FEobabAlisy Samals SLIRY. eisiocy, Deparimat of
Socialcy, ﬁniuﬂity of P:.ttabnrﬂx, m, 1964, p. 28.
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A, Perceived Priority Targets--Desographic Factors

Again, geographical factors seesm to sperate directliy upon the
kind of target people perceive a3 isportant to the enesy. Layge
metropol itan areas have the largest number of peaple who thiok
that the destruction of our cities {7.3 percent} and our pecpis
{7.4 percent! is “most important™ to the enemy. However the
rural aress have large percentages of people who think that it

is "important® but 5ot neceszarily “most important® that the
sneny destroy our cities and population {17.6, 12.4 percent for
cities and 6.7, 5.4 percent for population respectivelyl. Tables
42 and 43 make this clear.

People living in heavily populated coastal areas such as the
Pacific states {Alaska, California, Hawali, washington and Oregon),
the Middie and South Atlantic states (New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Delaware, Flerida, Georgia, Maryland, North Carclina,
South Carelina, Virgiaeia, Digtrict of Columhia and West Virginia)
tend to attribute the destruction of cities as the "most important?
or "“important® obiestive of the enemy {Table 449,

Howewver, the southern pa.t of the United 3tates {(Alabama, Mississippi,
Kentucky, Tennessee, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas, Delaware,

Florida, Geurgia, Maryland, North Carolinsg, South Carclina, Virginia,
District of Coluambia and West Virginia) has the largest percentages

of people who think destruction of the population is the "most impor- N
tant™ or "iamportant objective”™ of the enemy {Table 15}.

As in the case with anxisty about war, there is a clear relatione “
ship between race and targets attributed as important to the enemy.

Negroes tend to feel that cities and population are important

targets to the enemy more than do white people. About 30 percent

of Megroes thought that it was "most important” or "important®

tos the onemy to destroy our cities as compsared with 18.5 percent

of whites who thought so. About 18 percent of Negroes thought

it was "most important™ or “important” to the emamy to destroy

our population as compared with 10.4 percent of whites who

thousht 30. This again can probably be accounted for by the

divergence of education and sociceconomic posiitions which Negroes

and whites hold in the United States which as one saw earlier

affected anxiety abouy war, '

There is a slight tendency for women to feel that cities and popu~

lation are high priority destruciive abiectives of the enemy more .
than do men; but, this tendency can be accounted for by the .act

that wonen are morea anxious or at least are more willing to admit

their anxiety about nuclear war.

Unlike age and anxiety about war, there seams to be no clear asso-
clation batween age and how important people think it is to the

WW‘“ ; e e s aaam . -
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ereny to desiroy our cities. KRegardless of age; people feel thar
cities are nui tspoertant tazgets { Table 48} However, when it
comes Yo Peroeptions aboul population ss & priority target, thare
there is a tendency for people in their twentles and peoplie 80
yesrs and over to view it 23 a more ieportant target than other
age groups {TYable 47).

Marriage seess to affoct how important pecple think it is o the
enamy to destroy oar cities and population, About il percent of
married people thought that {t waz “most laportant” er “laportant®
1o the eneasy to destroy our populiation as coapared to 6.7 perceat
of the sinple people who thought so {Table 48}, Hoewsver, whea
asked how important they thought it was o the a2neay i destrey
our cities, 27.4 percent of the sinole people thought it was

"most important™ or “important® as compared with 19.3% perzcent of
the married people whe thought so {Table 498}, However, most people,
regardless of marital status, do not believe population or cities
to be high priority targets. The same seeans to be true regarding
parenthood and age of the children in the household, Regardiess
of number of crildren or their age, people do not feel thenselves
or thelr cities to be targets of high priority.

Religious affiliation seems to have some effect upon how important
penple think it is to the enemy to destreoy our cities and popu-
lation. About 33 percent of the Jewish respondents thought it
*"most importanty or "iamportant” to the enemy to desiroy our cities,
while 17.2 percent of the Catholics and 20,0 percent of the
Protestants thought so {Table 503, However, only 6.5 percent of
the Jewish respondents thought it important to the snemy to
destroy our povbulation, while 12.7 percent of the Protestant
respondents and 7.4 percent of the Catholic respondents thought

so {Table 51}, The explanation for this is not altogether clear
and it would seem that there are other variables determining

this relationship, It may be said, however, that regardiess of
religious affiliation, people do not think either cities or popu-~
lations are hinh priority eneay targets.

Feople with no schocling or a grammar school education and people
with education higher than coliege have the highest percentsges of
those whe think cities have priority with the enemy as a target
{33.4, 25.7, and 33.v percent respectively). Those respondents
with only s grammar achool education have the highest percentage

of pecple who think population is a priority target (18.7 parcent]}.
Again, those with no educstion and those with the highest education
are coupled by having the smallest percentages of people who think
population is a priority target (there was no one of the no school-
ing group who thought so and only 6.8 percent of the highly edu-
cated thought o). This may be seen in Table 52 and 53. The lower
status occupations and clericels have the highest percentages of
those respondents who think cities have priority as a target {(Table
$4). This is true regarding population a= a target only among tue
very lowsst status occupations such as laborers (Table 55).
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it then follows that 1hose with ithe lowest incowne {wnger $3,0300)
have the highest percentage {24.7 peroent) of those whoe think
cities are a priority target, However, the reistionship to the
ether incose groups i1s wncliear {(Table 38). TIhis iz not the csse
regarding population ss a target. There is an inverse rela-
tionship between incowe and how important paople thiak it is to
the enemy i Jestroy our population. The less income people
have the zore they tend to see population as & priority target
{Table %7), As for class identification, people identifying
with the upper class and the lower class have the highese? per~
centaces of those whe think cities and population are priority
targels {Tables %8 and %93,

It iz falrliy evident from the above that gives a chance o dig-
criminate between targeis a very smail percentage of the pops-
lation perceives cities and population as high prierity targets.
They see military bases [88.4 percent) and factories and trans-
portation centers {80.7 percent) as having auch higher priority
{Tables 60 and 61). Alse, in spite of the few findings reported
above in the demogranhic analevsisg, it is evident that the majority
of the American population regardless of demographic character~
igtice does not find cities and population high on the eneny's
target iist., However, it wos reported garlier that four out of
ten Auericans {44.2 percent) were anxious about nuclear

attack ang H0.7 percent of the respondents thought that there
wae danger that their locality would be a farget in case of a
auciear war, It is fruitful at this point to examine the demo-
graphic characteristics of those prople who feel that there is
danger that their jocality would be hit,
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Teble 42 é
i
2
DPCRTAMCE ATTHIBUTED 10 THE ENSY OF !
DESTHOTING QUR CITIES 8Y Siie OF o0 sUNITY 3
In Percent
Host Least
lmportant important P
ny Size of Community: & £ 3 Y .} ?
largest Hetropolitan Areas
(2,000,000 and over} T3 i5.5 &4, 5% 12.9 342
Large Metropoiitsan L6 13.2 £5.8 FE T 562
Non-metropolitan areas
‘ with gity of 10,000 or »
: Ron-metropolitan areas _ ,
with no city of 10,000 6.5 12.4 7.1 5.8 307
; Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War AtSi~
i tudes, Research (ffice of Sociology, Department of Soclology, University
: of Pittsburgh, Sumer, 1964.
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Table 43

INPORTALCE ATTRIBUTED T THE EREMY OF

DESTROYING OUN POPULATION BY SIZE OF COMMUNITY

tost least
imporiant important

By Size of Compuniiy i 2 3 ... X
Llargest #Metropolitan Asreas

(2,000,000 ard over) Teds 3,2 11.8 7.6 340
Large Fetropolitan 5.1 &.0 Yok T&e5 348
Non-metropolitan areas
witn city of 18,000 or
over Sk Sk 14.G 75.2 222
on-petpronolitan areas
with no city of 13,000 6.1 8.7 1,8 75 ks 297

Unpublished dats Trom the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti~
tudes, Research Office of Sociclogy, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburgh, Swmer, 1964,
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Table &

«:ﬂt&s

_ IMPGRTANCE ATTRIBUTED TO THE EMEMY

New Englerd
Middle Atlantic
East North Central
Vest North Central

South stlantic
Eaxt South Central
West South Central
Mountain

Paeific

5.9
.5
6.7
7.8
5.7
4.3
2.2
7.0

iz.3
17.3

9.4
10.4

8l
15.7
16.5

&.3
15.7

7l.2
57.3
47.1
59.8
78.3
67.4

2.5
1i.4
11,7
16.8
..
19.5
15.2

9.7

255
245
163
2%

£ % 3

i85

Dnpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defenss and Cold War Attitudes,
Ressarch Office of Sociology, Departmsnt of Sociology, University of Pitts.

burgk, Susmer, 1964,
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Table 4%
DAPORTANCE ATTRIBUTFD TO THE EXEMY OF
NESTROYZING OUR POPULATION BY GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION
In Percent
Mozt least
important important
Seographical location: 3 2 3 i ).
New England 5+5 2.7 17.8 4.0 73
Middle Atlantic 8.7 36 13.0 47.6 253
East Rorth Central 3.8 4.6 1C.5 81.2 239
west North Central 3.1 4,3 10.6 8.0 161
South Atlantice 7.0 7.0 16,3 69.6 227
East South Central 9.1 13.6 24,2 53.0 66
West South Central 8.8 6.3 12,6 72.3 159
Mountalin 2,2 4.3 15.2 76.3 46
Pacific 6.0 5.5 9.3 79.2 183

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Research (ffice of Sccioclogy, Department cf Socliology, University
of Pittsburgh, Summer, 1964,
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Table 46

IMPORTANCE ATTRIBUTED TO THE ENEMY OF

DESTROYING OUR CITIES BY AGE
¥ost laast

important tmportant
Age: — 2 - .. X
1019 5.9 5.9 58.8 29.4 17
20.29 b7 17.1 62 .4 15.8 2%
3039 b0 14.6 £5,1 16.2 321
LA 7.7 13.8 6,1 14,4 298
50-59 LR 2.4 71.0 11.2 2549
6069 6.4 12,2 66.9 4.5 172
7079 é.1 18.4 56.1 19.4 98
80-89 16.7 2.5 58.3 12,5 24

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti.
tudes, Research Office of Socioclogy, Department of Sceloleogy, Mmiversity
of Pittsburgh, Summer, 1964,
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Table 47

TMECRTAKCE ATTRIBUTED TC THE EMNEMY CF

DESTROYING OUR POPULATION BY AGE
Most Least

isportant important
Age: & £ < —_— .
m‘lg - 1215 25:(} oY 35 16
§049 5.% 3.1 18,1 773 2491
5059 5.6 b b 10.0 80,1 251
6059 7.7 8.3 G.5 7% 4 168
T0w?Y 8.3 5.2 19.8 €4.7 9¢
£0uBG 8.3 §,2 14,7 0,8 24

Unpublished data from the 1984 Studv of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti.
tudes, Resesrch Office of Soclclogr, Department of Socliclogy, University
of Pitisburgh, Summer, 1964,
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Table 48

IMPORTANCE ATTRIBUTED 70 TEE ENEMY OF
DRSTROYING OUF POBULATION BY MARITAL STATUS
Ig Pergent
Myst Least
important important
Marital Status: 1 2 a4 — ) |
Single - never
. Married &.2 5.2 i%.1 754 073
Divorsed 5«5 ?-3 ?i3 m.ﬁ 55
Widowed 6.5 5.8 15.2 72.5 138
Separated 8.3 5.5 15 o £5.,7 36

Unpublished data frow the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold ¥War Attl.
tudes, Research Uffice of Soelology, Department of Soxiclagy, University
of Pittsburgh. ouwmer, 1964,
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Table 4%
HPORTANCE ATTRIBUTSL 70 TUE TREY! ¥ 0
DECTRCVIFS JUR CITIES BY MARITAL STATUS
Meat Least
inportant iwportant

Marital Status 1 z 3 & B
Single - nover

marrind 5.7 21.7 L4 8.5 106
Married 6,1 13.4 £5,3 i5.3 10593
Divorced 3.6 10.9 72.7 2.7 5=
Widowed 4.9 4.7 4.3 1.3 1+3
Separated 2.8 19.4 2.8 25.0 35

Unpublished data from the 1564 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti.
tudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburgh, Surmer, 1964,
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Table 50
IMPORTANCE ATTRIBUTED TO THE E¥RMY OF _
CESTROYING OF CITIES RELATYD 10 RPLIGIONS AFFILIATION
Most Laaat
Beligion: —t. 2 R ]
Protestant 5.8 4.2 63,3 18.6 o2
Roman Catholie 4.5 12.7 0.9 1.8 1o
- Other .5 i8.2 68.2 9.3 22
Eone 5:1 ﬁas ﬁol 1&»3 ﬁ

WuMMﬁmmindciﬁMmmﬂmﬂnhm
tudes, Research (ffice of Soclology, Depurtment of Seticlogy, University
of Pittsburgh, Summer, 196k,
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Table 51

IMPORTANCE ATTRIBUTED T0 THE ENEMY OF
CESTROYING OUR POPULATION FELATED TO RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION

Mos Least
imporiant important
Religion: - £ i %, i
Protestant £.8 6.2 14,4 TG 971
Romar Zatholie 4.3 3.1 1.3 Bl.3 327
Jewish 4,3 2,2 13.0 Bo.b 46
Other 4.5 9.1 - 86 .4 22
Xone 747 7.7 5.1 79.5 39

Unpubliished data from the 1064 Study of Civil Defenze and Cold War Atti.
tudes, Eesearch (fice of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University
of Pitteburgh, Summer, 1964,
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Table 32
IMPCRTANCE ATIRIBUTED TO THE BNypwy v
DESTROTING OUR CITINS RELATED T0 ENUCATION
leasti

, z 3 k.. B
¥o &hﬁﬁlm éi? 2&0? %b? 2&-‘& 15
Grammar School (1.8 yrs.} b.b 18,3 3. 7% 19.0 as7
Some High School (9.11 yrs.) 4.1 7.8 71.3 16,7 293
Completed Figh School ) .
(12 y’.!‘s:r} ﬁ't.ﬁ 1551 6?85 12,9 @5
College, Incomplets 7.3 1.5 66,7 14,6 %2
College Graduate 5.8 1.6 7.7 5.8 8é
Higher than College 14,5 19.4 59.7 €.5 62

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Ciwil Defense and Cold War Atti.
tudes, Ressareh Office of Socislogy, Departmsnt of Sociology, University
of Pattsburgh, Susmer, 1964,
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Tsble 33

IMPORTARCT

ATTRIBUTED TO THC ENEMY OF

DESTROYIEG OUR OPULATION RFLATTD TO EDUCATION

Bo Schooling
Grammar School {1-8 yrs.)

Some High School {911 yrs.}

Completed High Sehool
{12 yra.}

College, Incowmplete
College Graduste
Higher than Collegs

In Percent
Most isast
important important
i 2 a4 o b}
- - <0.C 80.0 1%
1.2 7e5 16.7 64,6 367
4,1 5.8 14,7 75.8 293
3.4 &6 il.d 81.0 418
5.8 5.3 13.2 75.8 190
4,7 b.7 3.5 87.1 85
£ 1.7 10,2 83.1 59

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Clvil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Resesrch Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University

of Pittsburgh, Summer, 1964,
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Table 54
DHPORTARCE ATTRIBUTED TO THE BNEMY OF
DESTROYING OUR CITIRS BELATED 10 OOCUPATION
In Percent
Most least
important Lsportant ,
Secupstion: 3 2 3 .. .
Professional 7ol 1.5 £9,2 i2.1 i ¥. -4
Farmers and - rm mansgers 5.9 8,8 87.6 17.6 3
Managers, officisls and
prooristors 5.2 11.% 74,0 G.b 192
Clericsl 73 16,8 é5.1 11,0 109
Sules 2.9 10.1 79.7 7ol &9 %
Craftsamen, foremen, and -
Xindred workers 6;6 B.? 660& 18'9 265
Operatives and kindred 7 |
workers 6.4 17.¢ 61.5 15.1 218 :
Service workers 5.3 18.0 62,4 14,3 133
Farm laborers and foremen 3.3 19,8 57.1 19.8 9
Laborers 5.9 22,1 50.7  2.b 140

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense amd Cold Var Atti.
tudes, Research Office of Socioclogy, Department of Sociology, University
of Pittsburgh, Summer, 1964,
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Tabls 55
IMPORTANCE ATTRIBUTED TO THE ENEMY OF
LESTROYING OUR POPULATION REIATED TO OCCUPATION
In Percsnt
- Most Least
important important
Ogqupetions —e. 2 b SR S X
Profeasional 3.4 8.7 15.3 805 i
Farmers snd farm managers - 3.0 21.2 75.8 3
Managears, officials and
mw&stﬂra Si g - } g1 B2 «9 18?
Cierical 3&? é.ﬁ ?55 82&2 10?
Sales 2-9 2»9 8.7 8595 69
Craftsmen, foremen, and 7
kindred workers 6.8 7e2 13.3 ?2.6 263
Operatives and kindred
workers 3.7 6.5 16.1 73.7 217
Sarvice worker: 8.5 2,1 18,0 s R 128
Farm laborers and foremen 13.2 77 14,3 64,2 91
laborers 10.9 3.8 16.7 66.7 138

———

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

of Pittshurgh, Swmmsr, 1564,
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Table 56
IMPORTANCE ATTRIBUTED TO THE ENEMY OF
In Pepoent
Most Least
important important

Zncoms: —3i . 2 3 b X
tnder $3,000 743 17.4 §7.1 18.1 zgr
$3,000 to $4,999 ' 4,5 16.2 64,7 14,7 266
$5,000 to $7,499 52 12.7 65.2 6.9 362
$7.500 to 9,999 4,1 16.3 68,8 16.9 221
$10,000 to $14,999 6.7 8.5 7.7 14,0 164
$15,000 to $24,999 10,7 8.9 714 8.9 56
$25,000 and over 5.6 1l.1 83.3 - 18

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civii Dsfense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Research Office uf Sociclogy, Departmert of Sociclogy, University
of Pittsburgh, Summer, 1964,
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Table 57
DMPORTANCE ATTRIBUTED TO THE EXEMY OF
DESTROYING OUR POPILATION RELATED TO INCOME
Most Least

Ancoms: i@ai'tant 2 2 WF& .|
Under §3,000 9.3 £.1 16.5 68,1 279
$3,000 to $4,999 £.2 6.6 12,0 752 258
$5,000 to $7,499 2,5 7.0 14,6 75.9 357
$7,.500 to $9,999 6.0 4,1 9.6 80.3 218
$10,000 to $14,999 6.1 340 12.8 78.0 164
$15,000 to $24,959 3.6 3.6 7.3 85.5 55
$25,000 and over 5.9 - 5.9 88.2 7

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War iAtti-
tudes, Research (ffice of Sociology, Department of Soclology, University
of Pittsburgh, Swwssr, 1964,
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Table 58

IMPORTANCE ATIRIBUTED TQ THE ENEMY OF
DESTROVING OUR CITINS RELATVYD PO SOCIAL CliSSH

o Percent
Most Least
important faportant
—_— £ 4 . . |
111 25.9 53.7 9.3 Sk
Middle 5.5 12.5 £8.1 12.8 615
Working &6 13.7 65.0 15,7 671
Lowes 5.3 211 52,6 2.1 38
There are no classes 10.3 10.3 65,5 13.8 29

Urnpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defenss and Cold “ar Atti.
tudes, Research Office of Sociclogy, Departmsat 6f Sociclogy, University
of Pittsburgh, Sumwer, 196k,
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Table 59

DESTROYING OOR POPTLATION RRIATED TO SOCIAL CLASS

in Percent
Mot Least
important important _
Sogia) Clasa: I S SR, SO
Upper 745 G4 11.3 7.7 3

Middia 5.5 5.0 11.9 77.6 603
Working 5.6 5.6 13.2 75.6 €59
Lewer 18.4 2.6 18.4 0.5 38

There are no classes - 3.4 20,7 75.9 29

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti.
tudes, Research Offise of Sociology, Department of Sociclogy, University
of Pittsburgh, Sumeer, 1964,
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Table &0
west, WAt Var, 71 - How important is destroying our military bases?
Cari 73 Col, 36 N 7 j4

1 = Mpst important T £9,%

2 %20 29.1

3 120 8,3

b « lenst important 58 3.3

Missing data 19 ¥ 4

Total 1564 1445

ohability 15 St ,vzlﬁmmh S¥Fice ology
mi@}.egg, ﬂnimsity of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, B&mmr, 19654, p.Sl. '

Table Al
Quest., 38.B: Var. 7 « How imporitant to the anauy 1o destreying owr
factories and transportation centers?
Card 2t Col. 12 i b4
1 = Most important &21 29.2
2 e Sl.5
3 196 13.6
4 « Least important a3 5.8
Hissing data 22 XX

oY
.:ocio}.agy, ihiveruity ot‘ Pittsbwgb, Pemsylmia, Soeaibnr. 196%, p. %1,
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B, Denger of Local %ttagﬁuubgmﬁgggghig Factors

Genraphical factors seem to operste directly upon how much dan-
ger people think there is that thelr syes would Ge & targer in
the event of nuclear attsck. People who live in metropolitan
aress perceive much more danger about local attack {(91.4 and 83,1
percent} than do people who live in rursl arsss (66.6 and 63,1
peccent }, This may be sccounted for by the fact that people
geveralily think that cities will be hit, The dates is presented
in Tahie &2.

w2 alsc find that more people fecl there is danger that their
axea will be a target if they live anywhere bui in the southern
part of the United States although sven there a large percentage
feel directly threatened. Some 85 percent of the New England
respondents, 88.7 percent of the respondents from the Middie
Atlantic states, 87.1 percent of the raspondents from the East
North Central states, 81.9 percent of the respondents from the
West North Central states, 79.8 percent of the respondents from
the Pacific states and 78.3 pexcent of the respondents from the
Mountain states felt that there was danger that their area would
be attacked as compsred to 76.2 pexcent of the respondents from
the South Atlantic states, 6CG.0 percent of the respondents from
the EBast South Centval states and 71.7 percent of the respondents
from the West South Central states {Table 63). This sewms related
to the earlier finding that when given a chance to discriminate
between targets respondents from the scuthern part of the United
States thought that cities were high priority enemy targets. The
inference here is that the cities referred to are cities in the
more highly populated and industrialized parts of the United
States.

Race does not seem to operate directly on this variable. Both
Negroes {(77.2 percent) and whites {8l.1 percent} tend to perceive
danger that their zres will be attacked equally, This is true
regarding sex as weil, Both men and women perceive danger that
their area will be attacked equaily.

More pecple 49 or younger feel that there is danger that their
area will be attacked than do people over 50 (Table 64). This
correlates with the earlier finding that young pecple tend to
be more anxiocus about the possibility of nuclear attsck than
are the older members of our society.

More single people feel that there is danger that their area
will be attacked than do married people {Table 45}, Also,
parenthcod regardless of the age of the children or number of
children in the household doesn't seem to affect perceptions
of local danger. The exception to this is those families with
three or four children 12 years old or under who experience




-1

anxiety about local attack more than 4o others. For the main,
the figures are uniformly high {Tables &6 and &7},

Feligious afrfiliation seems to have some effect upon people's
perception of local danger of a nuclear attack. Some 90 percent
of the Jewish respondents and 88.3 percent of the Catholic
respondants thought there was danger that their area would be
attacked as compared with 77.1 percent of ihe Protestant resposne
dents who thought so (Table 68). This agsin corzelates with the
finding regarding anxiety about war and religics.

There is a positive assncistion between education and pexceptions
of local danger. The higher the education of the respondents

the irioher are the percentages of those people wheo feel thelx
area is in danger of zttack. There is a slight falling off of
people with education higher than ¢ollgge but the percentsge is
substentially higher (90.4 percent) than those with less eduga~
tien such as those who have completed high school {82.1 percent}).
The data is presented in Table &9,

It is realistic to posit that educated people are more likely

to be logcated in aveas which are objective targets and which

are recognized by them as such., It must be kept in mind that
the lack of association between anxiety sbout nuclear atitsck and
education and perceptions of local danger and education is due
trs the nature of the questions., The first question simply asks
how worried are you by the possibility of attack. The second
question posits the attack and then asks if you think your srea
will be a target, The tendency to perceive local danger in the
event of » nuclear attack is 3lsc linked to high status, Highty-
six percent of those respondents identifyving with the niddle
class thought that their ares would be in danger in the event

af an atteck as compared with 76,8 percent of those respondents
identifying with the working class and 78.9 percent of those
identitying with the lower class {Table 70},

There is also a positive association between income and perceived
iocal danger in the event of attack. The higher the income the
higher the percentage of people who perceive locsl danger {Table
71). It follows that this is true of occupstion as well. Those
who have the higher status occupations also tend to perceive
local danger in the event of an attack more than those in the
lower status occupations {Table 72}.
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C. Chances of Survival - -~Dema hic Faetors

In investigating threat perception; it ix not only important to
fook st how snxious people are sbout the possibility of sttasck
ard whether or not they percelive themseives or their area as a
target but 3lso how they estimate thelr chances of survival in
the event of an sttack,

A5 vaporvied in an A.T.P.0. study conduoted ifn May of 1951, 15.¢ :
percent of the nationnl sample thought that snother world war '

woald mean an end to wankind {Table 73}, In June of 19586,

AlJdaP 0, found that 38.6 percent of the national samplie thought

that it wes not likely that they and thelr fasmilies would live

through 2n atomic war {Table 74}. In another study conducied .

by A,I,P.0. in August of 1961, 42.9 percent estimated their . y
ehances of survival as poor in the event of an all-~out nuclear :

war amd 39 .6 percent estimsted their chances as fifty-fifey

{Tavie 75},

ve have reported earlier that 62.6 percent of the respondents
in the 1964 University of Pittsburgh study thought that their
chances for survival were "airly bad®, “very bad” or that they S
hat Yno chance at all? {Table 41}, It may incresse our under-
standing of thresi perception to know who ave these people who
hWauve such & pessimistic evalustion of their ghances of survival,

Although the percentages of people who see thely chances of

survival as bad are high regardless of size of their community,

it is the lavroest metropolitan areas which hzve the highest per- .
centage (76.4 percent) as compared with 51.8 and 50,9 percent

from the rural sreas [Table 76&),

Those people from the New HEngland (V1.7 percent}, East North

Central (70,1 percent), Middle Atlantic {63.6 percent), and

Pacific {62.9 percent) states tend to feel that their chances

for survival are bad or that they hsve no chance at all as

compared with respondents from the Esst South Central (46.3

percent), Mountain (52.2 percent), or West Scuth Central (60,1

percent ) states who feel that way. This is sccountable by the

fact that the people who are most pessimistic about their chances

for survival tend to come from highly industrialized urban areas : .
that are objectively targets and perceived as such (Table 77).

ot At

There is no direct relationship of race and estimates of chances
of survival when the pessimistic response range is grouped; 62.7 :
percent of the whites and 62.8 percent of the Negroes feel that
their chances of survival are ‘'fairly bad®", "wvery bad" or that
they have "no chance at all', However, more whites (35,3 percent)
rate their chances as "very bad"'" as compared with 30.9 percent

of the Negroes who say so, BEight percent of the Negroes say

e R AR RTTO T tbern 80
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that they have "no chance at ali™ as compared with 6.7 percent
of the whites whn say se {Table TR,

Women also tend to feel that their chances of survival are

worse than do men. Some 66 percent of the wounen estimate

their chances as "fairly bad"™, {(23.9 perceat), "smexry bad" (34.5
percent}, or “no chance at all" (7.4 percent}) as compared with
56.9 percent of the men who said their chances were "fairly bad®
{17.6 percent}, “very bad" {3%.0 percent) or 'no chance at all”
{$.2 percent}. Table 79 contains the data.

There is a relaticnship between age and estimates of charnces of
survival, The young tend to feal thely chsnces zre “Ealrly badw
or Ywvery bad" more than do older people with the exception of

the &0 to 69 age group which also has 8 high percentage. However,
it iz the older age groups which hawe the highest percentzges

of thuse people who feel they would have no chance at all (Teble
3{3)-

Consistent with the findings regarding the relationship of
marital status and feelings that the respondent's local area
would be a target is the fact that single people tend to pare
ceive their chances of survival as worse than do married people.
About 70 percent of the single people fell into the pessimistic
response category as compared with 61.5 perxtent of the married
people who felt that way (Tabile 81}. People also tend to esti-
mate their chances of survival as bad regardless of whether
they have chil 'en and regardless of the age of the ehiidren
{Tables 82 and 83).

religious affiliation seems to have some effect, however, Jews
and Cathnlics perceive theiy chances as worst than Proiestants,

Of the Jewish respondents 63.2 percent rate their chances as
"fairly bad' and "very bad" and 14.3 percent feel they have "no
chaace &t all®” and 52.0 percent of the Catholic respondents who
rate their chances as "Tairly bad” and “very bad™ and 10.9 percent
who feel they have '"no chance st all” compared with 56,3 percant
of the Protestant respondents who fesl their chances are “fairly
bad' and “very bad" and 3.4 percent who feel they have “no

chance at all" (Table 84},

Except for those people with no schooling almost 9 out of 10
of which rate their chances as bad or non-existent and those
people with education higher than college who perceive their
chances more positively than the other educsted groups, the
association between education and the tendency to rate survival
chances as bad is positive. The higher the education the more
likely people are to perceive their chances as bad, Table 85
makes this clear, This can certainly be related to the fact
that the higher educated anticipate local attack more than the
less educated, and that given a2 direct attack feel there is
little that can be done.
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How socioeconumic status affects people’s estimates of their

chances of surviwvwal in the event of nuclear attack is not

clear. Since this is the case, it will have to be sufficient s
here to point to some findinos without necessarily being able i
to offer a satisfactory explanation at present. ,

Those people who identify with the amiddle class have the highest
pereentage of those who perceive thelr chances pessimisticslly

{66.1 percent}, as compared with thase people of the working

class {60.7 percent) and those people of the upper clasg (63,56
percent}. This is understandable given the pravious data. _
Howeaver, when looking at the degree of pessimisza more people :
identifving with the lower class rate their chances as "very
bad® {(41.0 percent} as compared with those people identifyving
with the upper class {23.6 percent)] or even the aiddle class
{36.2 percent) who feel that way {Table 86).

wWith the exception of a drop in the high income group of 315,000
to 524,999, there is a positive association between income and
pessimism about chances of survival., The higher the income the
more people tend to view their chances of survival as bad.
However, more people of the lowest income group perceive that
they have no chance at all {(19.7 percent) as compared with the
hicher income groups all of which yange from 5.5 to 6.1 percent
on this perception {(Table 87}, Those in the higher status
occupationsg tend to be more pessimistie as well, This is clear
from Table 88,

It is also interesting to note that as might be expected there
is a positive association between how people rate their chances
of survival in the event of nuglear attack and their estimates
of the effectiveness of our defenses. The worse people rate
our defenses the more pezsimistic they are about their chances
of survival. The data is presented in Table 89,




TABLI
III. NATURE OF THE ATTACK

C. Chances of Survivel--Demographic Factors




s LarpcBY apsgiDme e T

Ty R RS e S

el

v B

2]

Table 73

Some people say that if ancther world war comes, it would mean an snd to
mankind, Do you agree or disagres?

k. ]
Agres 15.% 213
Disagres 69.0 927
Nc cpinion 1.6 156
Qualified agree 2.3 3
Qualified disagree 0,2 3
Qualified no opinion C.h 5

Missing data omitted

ATPO #L55 TPS, Cel. 3L, Question §, 5/2/51.

Tabls 74

Do you think you and your family would be likely to live through an
atomic war?

P X
Yas 28.6 505
No 38.6 801
Don't lnow 2.4 67k

Kissing data omitted

AIPO #566, Col. 30, Question 21, 6/13/56.

e TN S it 1k,




Table 75

If we should happen to get into an all-out nuclear wan what do you think
your own chances would be of living through it--very good, poor, or just

5050 chance?
s ]
Very good B.L 266
Foor k2.9 1358
50-50 chance 39.6 1255

Missing data omitied

AIPO #645 K, Col. 19, Question 25, 8/22/61.

Table 76

CHANCES OF SURVIVAL IN THE EVENT OF NUCLEAR ATTACK
RELATED TO COMMUNITY SIZE

In Parcent

Very Fairly 50-50 Fairly Very Ho
Never good good Chance bsd bad Chance N

By size of community:

Largsst metropolitan areas
(2,000,000 and over) 0.3 4.3 11.85 7.5 20.2 k3.2 13.0 347

Large metropoclitan 0L 3.2 20,2 11.8 22,2 37.8 5.0 G563

Non-metropolitan areas
with city of 10,000 or over - 531 250 19.0 15.7 30.1 5.1 216

Non-metropolitan areas with
no city of 10,000 - 7.5 31.1 9.5 23.6 23.3 L.9 305

e e

Unpublished data from the 196L Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University of Pitis-
burgh, Summer, 196L.
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Tabls 77

CHANCES OF SURVIVAL IN THE EVENT OF NUCIEAR ATTRACK ?
HELATED 7O GEOGRAPHIGAL LOCATION '

In Percent

Very Fairly 50-50 Fairly Very No
Never good good Chance bad bud Chance XN

Geographical Locatiom:

New England - - 2.6 6.8 17.6 36.5 17.6 T
Middle Atlantic 0.k 5.9 18.8 gk 20.3 35.9 9.4 256
East North Central - 3.2 16.9 9.7 2Lk k3.1 5.6 248
West North Central - 3.2 29.1 6.1 27.2  25.3 5.1 158
South Atlantic - 5.2 21.7  13.0 22.% 3.0 5.6 =21
East South Central 2, 101 20.3 203 13.0 30.k 2.9 &
West South Central - Lo 21,5  13.5 209 33.7 5.5 163
Mountain - 6.5 28.3 13.0 19.6 30.h 2.2 U6 1
Pucific - LB 21,5 w8 188 3%.0 8.1 186 |
|

Unpublished data from the 196, Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Researcn Office of Sociology, Department of Sociclogy, University of Pitts.-
burgh, Swaser, 196L.
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Table 78
3 OF SURVIVAL I¥ THE EVENT OF NUCLEAR ATTACE
BELATED TG RACE
Iz Percent
Naver ¥o

will Vory Pairly 6§0-%5C Fairly Very chance

happen good good  chance  bad bad st all L]
Race: -
White 0.2 Y 22.1 10.4 20.7 3%.3 6.7 1225
Negro 0.5 5.3 1.9 16.5 23.9 30.9 8.0 188

Unpublishsd data from 196L Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Ressarch Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University of
Pittsburgh, Summer, 1964,

Tabls 79
CHANCES OF SURVIVAL IN THE EVENT OF NUCLEAR ATTACK
RELATED 10 SEX
In Percent

Yever No

will Very Fairly ©S50-50 VFairly Vary chance

happen goed _good ~— chamce bad bad at all K
Sax3
Male 0.5 6.3 22,2 i2.0 17.6 3.0 6.3 648
Femole - 3.3 20.3 10.6 23.9 34.5 7.4 783

Unpublished dats from the 1984 Study of Civil Defsnse and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Research Office of Sociology, Departmant of Soclology, University
of Pittsburgh, Summer, 196k,
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Tabls 80
CBANCES OF SURVIVAL IN THE EVENT OF NUCIEAR ATTACE
REIATED T0 AGE
In Fercent ‘ E

Never

wiil Very Fairly 6SC~50 PFairly Very o

happen good  good chance bad bad chance ]
Age:
10“19 - 5-9 1103 2305 3563 1?t& §§9 1?
30-39 906 6.2 22¢h 9.3 2&&8 36:3 2103 ﬁ?
530—&9 - Bi? 16'16 l&.G 22.1 36'8 7:9 2?9
50-59  O.h L7 23.1 12,9 21.6  2%.4 7.8 255
&;"69 - 3-5 20t5 9-& 21.1 35!7 9i9 1?1
?G"?? - é;3 26&0 1265 12:5 321'3 19-24 %
80"89 - 8-3 29‘3 8&3 16‘7 2?02 8&3 2&

Unpublished data from the 196} Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti.
tudes, Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University
of Pitteburgh, Summsr, 196L.




Tabls 81

CHANCES CF SURVIVAL IN THE EVENT OF A4 NUCLEAR ATTACK
RETATED TO FARITAL STaTes

In Percent

Heover e
will Very Fairly 50-%0 Fairly Very chance

Marital Statuss good _good chance bad bad at all K

ied ™ L 3 8 9.3 21 Wb s 10w
Msrried 8.3 kb 229 12,0 20.6 3.5 6.4 109L
Divorced - 9.1  23.6 7.3 27.3 271.3 5.5 55
Widowed - 5.7  17.9 9.3 18,6 37.9 10.7 1o
Separated - 8.7  17.1 8.6 17.1 k2.9 8.6 35

Unpublished data from the 156L Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti
tudes, Research 0ffice of Sociology, Departmsnt of Sociology, Universily
of Pittsburgh, Summer, 1964.
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Table 82

CHARCES OF SURVIVAL IN THE EVENT OF NUCLEAR ATTASK

RELATED 0 MUMBER OF CRILIREN 12 YEBARS OILD OR UNDER
Never , No
will VYery Fairly 5050 Fairly Very chance
bappen good good chance bad bad st all N

B

Children 12 and Under:

None - k.9 19.4 1.9 22.1 33.6 8.0 833 .
One 1.0 .1 20.2 321 22,2 3% 3 5.0 158 ?
Tuo 0.5 2.6 26,8 10,0 184 3.3 5.3 190 '
Three - 6.1 21.7 8.7 is1 383 61 uUS
Pour - 3.4 25.9 0.3 1.0 362 5.2 3B
Five - 12.5  371.5 6.3 12.5 313 - 16 | @
Six - - 28.6 - .3 k2.9 1.3 7
Seven or more - - - - 16.7 83.3 - é

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Ressarch Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University of Pitis-
burgh, Summer, 196L.
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CHANCES OF SURVIVAL IN THE EVENT OF NUCLEAR ATTACK
RRIATED TO NUMBER OF CHILDREX 13 70 21

will Very Fairly 50-50 Fairly Very chance
happen good good chance bad bad st all N

Children 13 to 21:

None 6.2 5.1 21,5 1.3 22,2 33.1 T.6 982 o,
One 0.5 2.3 19.8 13k 189 ko6 kb6 217 |
Tvo - 5.0 18,0 13.7 18.0 37k 7.9 139 ’
Thres - L9 3.1 131 2.3 29.5 - &

Four ~ 1.5 6.3 6.3 6.3 56.3 12,5 16

Five - - 33.3 - 16.7 50.0 - é

Six - - «  100,0 - - . 1

Seven or more - - - - - - - 0

Unpublished data from the 156l Study of Civil Defenss and Cold War Attitudes,
Ressarch Office of Sociology, Department of Sociclogy, University of Pitts-

burgh, Summer, 196kL.
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Tabla 8j Eé

CHANCES OF SURVIVAL IN THE EVENT OF NOCLEAR ATTACK {

REIATED TO RELIGION '

In Percant :

Never e

will Very Fairly 50«50 Fairly Very chance .

happen good _good chamce bed bad st all . _

Religions 5

Protestant 0.2  L.9 21.7  11.6  23.6 33.3 5.k 988
Roman Catholic - h.? 21-5 11¢5 15:? %-3 lﬁ.? 331
Jewish 2.0 ’4:1 12103 2.0 22&& hﬁ‘s 12;«:3 &9

Other . - 13.6 18.2 221 k8.5 - 22 %
None - 767 20.5 ?-7 ls.h h3i6 5-1 39

Unpublished data from the 196 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-
tudes, Rezearch Office of Sociology, Depaxtment of Secioclogy, University
of Pittsburgh, Sumwwr, 156i.
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Table 86
CHANCES OF SURVIVAL IN THE EZVENT OF SUCLEAR ATEACE
REIATED 0 SOCIAL ClASS

§:§§§ Very Fairly 50«50 Fairly Very eﬁigﬁa _
Social Class: happen  good _g@gd shapee .Dad Bod el X
Upper - 5.5 16,k 1.5 29.1 23.6 1.9 55
Middlie - 5.1 19.6 9.2 22.1 3.2 7.2 611
Working O.b 3.9 22.8 12.1 20.1 3.6 6.0 670
Lower - 2.8 110.3 12,8 15,k W1.0 7.7 3¢9
There are no classes - - 32.1 21.k 7.1  28.6 10.7 28

Unpublished data from the 196L Study of Civil Defenss and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociclogy, University of Pitts-
burgh, Summer, 1964.
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Table 87 e

CHANCES OF SURVIVAL IN THE EVEXT OF NUCLEAR ATTAKX

Rovar Ne

wiil Very Fairly 50-50 Fairly Very chance
happen geod good Chance bad bad at all KX

income:

Under $3,000 0.7 7. 2.9 il.k 17.5 2B.% 10.7 280

$3,000 to $4,999 - 2,2 22.8 13,1 19.9 36.3 5.6 267

65,000 to $7,k%9 0.3 3.6 2.9 10.5 25.1 3.2 5.5 363

$7,500 to 89,999 - LS 1.8 1.3 18.0 k.5 59 222 ’
$10,000 to $14,999 - ks 171 0.k 22,0 3%.6 6.1 16k

$15,000 to $2L,9%9 - 3.8 17.5  10.5  2k.6  36.8 - 57

$25,000 and over - 5.6 1.1 5.6 38.9 36.¢9 - 18

Unpublished data from the 1564 Study of Civil Dafense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research 0ffice of Sociology, Department of Socioclogy, University of Pitts-
ourgh, Summer, 156L.
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D. Kinds of Weapons

In the early 1950 University of Michigan study, 61 percent
thought it wvery likely, likely or certain that our cities would
be hit with atomic bombs {Tahle 22). In the sase study when
asked if they porceived danger from any other kind of eneay
activities or attack, 37 percent cited sabotage as a source of
danger, 3 percent cited biological warfare and no one at 211
thought there was danger from chemical warfare. Twenty-four
percent thought that there was not other danger (Table 60},
when asked specifically about some of these dangers other than
atomic bombings, sabotage was still mentioned most frequently
as a danger with biological warfare mentioned less often, and
chenical warfare least often {Table 91},

Although atomic bombing was seen by the majority of the urban
people as the most likely possible wartime danger and the

most terrible, there were some who considered it the most ter-
rible weapon who did not think it the most likely weapon,
However, of the approximate three in ten who saw sabotage as
rost likely, only three in a hundred considered it most terrible
in its consequences. The reverse is essentially true of bio-
logical warfare as can be seen in Table 92.

In the 1951 University of Michigan study, 40 percent thought
that people in the United States would be in real danger from
either biological warfare, chemical warfare or both, However,
31 percent did not expect this (Tabiec 93). Yet, people have
admitted limited knowledge about such weapons: &5 percent
heard nething ahout bislogical weapons, and 78 percent could
recall nothing specific about chemical weapons {Table $4),

In 1954, some 62 percent of the respondents cited that nuclear
weapoens would be used in the event of a war; and an additional
19 percent referred to bombs in general without identifying
whether these would be conventional or nucleayr devices. Germ
warfare is mentioned by 7 percent; and gas (chemical) warfare
by 6 percent {(Tirble 95', Among the people who did not mention
biological weapons to begin with, 28 percent thought that they
are more likely to be used than not upon further probing and
an added 9 percent said there was a 50-50 chance {Table 96).
Twenty-eight percent believed that chemical weapons would be
used with 9 percent tellieving there was a $50-50 chance {Table

97).

In January of 1955, NORC conducted a study and it was found
that 61.7 percent oxpected that in any future war with Russias,
atomic and hydrogen bombs would be used. About 27 percent
thought that both sides would avoid using weapons (Table 98).
By 1956, 62.6 percent, as reported in a study by A.1.P.O.,
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thought that in another world war hydrogen bombs would be used
against the U.5. About 18 percent thought that they wouldn't

be used (Table 99), Hy 1961, a University of Michigan study
reports that 65 percent thought that it was uniikely or that
there was no chance at all that theve would be a war with Russia
without rockets or atomic bombs being used (Table 100;,

In the 1961-1962 Austin, Texas study, over 80 percent of the
respondents singled out thermonucleaxr weapons as means of

enemy attack; and an additional 21 percent referred to guided
missiles and rockeis. Chemical warfare was mentioned only by

2 percent and biological warfare by only 1.6 percent although

5 percent of the subjects simply stated that we would be
attacked with "everything they have" {Table 101}. In 73 percent
of the imstances, the community sample in the Columbia University
research answered that hydrogen bombs specifically would be used
{Table 102},

In the mid-1963 University of Pittsburgh study, exiremely few
respondents thought that thermonuclear weapons would not be used
in the conduct of a central war. Only 3.6 percent thought that
nec nuclear weapons would be used at all and the war would be
fought by conventional wmeans {Table 103). Furthermore, some

3% percent of the respondents considered the use of chemical and
bioclogical agents somewhat likely or very likely; and an overall
percentage of 58 percent bhelieved the use of such weapons to
have chances of at least fifty-fifty {Table 104). In the 1964
University of Pittsburgh study, again extremely few réespondents
{5.1 percent} thought that thermonuclear weapons would not be
used in the conduct of a central war {Table 103).

in open-ended probes regarding probable weapons to be used :n
an attack, Americans do not display a tendency to mention
gpysterious new weapons, or some possible weapons of the fature.
In the studies in which information on the problem appe2%s at
zll, no answers of this kind are found. Other than citiag
nuclear weapons, and occasionally chemical and biolesgical devices,
the respondents mention "sabotage®, “invasion" or "incendiary
bombs" and soc on. But there is no evidence to suggest that the
public is convinced that some other weapons than those already
referred to might be ia existence or under dewvelcpment., There
is also no evidence of concern with such possibilities,

Percentages of peusle who mention nuclear, or thermonuclear,
weapons spontaneocusly has been increasing throughout the years.
This is to be expected., Spontanevus references to chemical

and Liological agents are less frequent, and represent a distinct
minority concern. Nonetheless, when people are asked explicitly
about such weapona, they think that such agents might indeed e

L b
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used, However, there have been as many people who do not antici-
pate their deployment as there are those who do, At the sane
time, when asked about their knowledge of chemical and biological
weapoens, the data suggest that some two out of three Americans
know either nothing or very little about then.

There is svidence of public concern with thermonuclear weapons;
the evidence on concern with chemical and biological devices is
not as clear-cut. Without any guestion, systess to protect lives

and property are viewed chiefly as those which must deal with
thermonucliear weapons.
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| Danger from sea attacks

N n e FAERIS e TR vewmes | omw - g, e .- e e SRl S e L R R G AN SRR ST - s e
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Table 90¢
Table 29

nln case we have another world war, do you
think (your ecity) will be in danger from

any other kind of enemy activities or attacks?®
“What kinds7v

Danger fram sabotage

Danger from biological warfere

Danger from land invasion

Danger from internal Communist revolt

Danger from rockeis, guilded miasilea, non-
conventional aircraft or aerial weapons

Danger from chemical warfare

* wwum§

Yes, there would be danger from other
{unspecified) attack

No other danger

Don't know of any cther dangsrs
Not ascertained

guﬁ 4 4 

¥ Less than half of one percent.

Public Thinking About Atomic Werfare and Civil Defense: A
ﬁfuu& h an Yntensive Interview Sa -
In Bt‘g:oﬁ or Cities oF "
urvey Researc T, varsity chigan, Amn Arbor,
Jenuary, 1951, p. S8.

|
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Tsbla 91
Table 30
Perception of Poesibls Dangers Other than Bambing (in
Case of War), when Specifically Asked about sach Danger
Biological Chemical
Sabotage Warfare Warfars
There would be danger 8&% u3g 3LE
It depends 2 5 &
There wouldn't be danger a s L8
Dontt know 3 13 9
Kot ascertained 1 3
K Blve 4

Table 92
Tabls 31
n0f all of these {germs, atomic bombs, poison gas, sabotage):
which
which do you think ia do you think would
most likely to be used?" be wost terrible’”
Atomic bomb L7 62%
Sabotage 21
Biclogical warfare s 15
Chemical warfare L 6
Name more than one as equally
likely or terrible 6 : 8
Don't inow 7 3

Not ascertained I%l I&

'ﬂ!'"?' ;
ur, mury, 51, p. 59.
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Table 93

s e

Danger of Bielogica) and Chemical Warfare

Table 19

#In case thers isa war, do you think psople
in this country will be in real danger from
either of these?® (biological or chemisal
warfare,) Which one?®

Biclogical warfare 12%)
Chemical warfare 12 i{&
Both i6-}
Depends 1
Neither 51

Dont't know
Not ascertained

gm

The Public and Civil Defense: A Report Based on Two Sample
Surve “Research

: Walior American Cities, Survey
T, versity o chigan, s March, 19%2, p. 16,

Table 9i;

Table 13

*Have you heard or read anything in the last few
months about biological or germ warfare? Have
you heard or read anything about peison gas or
chemical warfare? What have you heard or read?

Biological Chemical

Heard something definite 25% X
Heard something, not specific “what® 8 7
Heard nothing 65

Not ascertained % %

Defense of Cur Cities: A 5t of Public Attitudes on Civil

BDeTense, Survey Nesearch )
cember, 1951, p. 17.
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Tavle 9%

Table L-13

SPECIFIC TYPES OF =¥md¥ ATTACK EIPECTED .
Qt What sort of things ¢o you think wwuld be used sgainst .

us in &n attack?

Atomis bombs, H-bombs &%
Sombs {unspecified), planes 1%
Rockets, gulded missiles s
Sea sttack, submarines, warships g .

Germ warfare 7
Gas warfare é
Sabotugs, subversion, Sth column b
Land invasion, parsiroopers, troops 3
High explosive and/or incendiary bombas 2
Cther 2
9

a2

R B T AR S35 4000 58NS

Dontt know or not ascertained
o danger of attack

¥ Tgrals Lo more than 100¥ since ssveral pecpls menticasd more
than ene iype.

and Attitudes Concerning Civil

Survey of Public Knowiad
oDk n 3 sphen

Delenset L Repori of &

B, Withey, Survey Reaearch Lerter, Universily g,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 195k, p. 63. .
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Tablie 76
TABLE L3k
EXFECTATION OF BICIOGITAL WARFARE
G.1 Peopie who did not mention germ warfzre spuntepscnsly vers asked

the following: “How about germ warfare that spreads disenses?
Do you think this is likely?®

Mentioned spontsnecusly and listed in previous tsble ¥4
Yeu, garm warfzre likely 28
Maybe, possibly, 50-50 chance 4
No 30
Don't know &
Not ascertained i
No danger of attack %

.‘.

. of & Kati
Kessarch Center,

1954, p. 3.
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Table 7

Tabls L~15

ZZPECTION OF CHEMICAL WARFARE

Q.3 People who did not mention gas wurfare ap@ﬂt&swazly were
asked the following: “How alout gas warfare that spread
peisons? Do you think that iz likely?®

Mentioned aspontanecualy and listed in

pre nus table &%
Yes &7
Maybe, posaibly, 50-50 chance 10
No 3z
Don't know 8
¥ot ascertained 1
No danger of attack _{%

Surﬂ of belic Kraeﬁhd and Attitudes Concarnirg Civil Defenset
e tephen B. Wi .tihey,
§nrwy Eemhwcmr N g%msity m;:::, Ann Arbor, Michigen,

Septamber, 1954, p. HiL.




=304

RTINS D s A BN o

i

Table 98

In any future war with Russis, do yoo thisk stomic and hydrogen bombs
would be used, or would both sides avoid using thess waapons?

£ 5
Would be ased 63.7 736
Boih would aveld 26.7 s
Don't o ii.h 136

Missing datx omitied

NORC, 142/3%56, Col. 1k, Ques. B, 1/21/55.

m‘"@mw;mwmw R B S e LT TR B noos.

-y

1,

Table 99

RS TSR

If thers shouid be ancther Worid War, do you think the hydrogen bomb
will be used against ua?

. 1
Yes 62.6 i3 ;
No 17.5 363 |
Don't know 1%.6 Lot

Missing data omitted

AIPO #566, Col. 27, Ques. 18, 6/13/56.
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Tabls 10C

Q. *ilf we do get intc & war with Russis, how likely do you think it is
that it could be an ordinary kind of war without rocimts or stomic
bombs being waedl®

Certelin, wery likely &5
Probabla, likely 5
Even chances &
Tanlikely, probably not pE
Very unliksly, no chance 53

Domit know 18

ie U,5, end the U.3.5.8.1 & Report of (e Fublic's Perepsctives om
fulted SLates - Busslan Relations in LaLle 1561, Stephen B, Withey,

Survey Ressarch Canter, Univeraity of Michigan, Aan Arbor, Michigan,
March, 1962, p. 35.




Table 25
item 32
S SO - S 2

%o answer 5 5.¢ < 1.0 17 3.4
A-bombe, Hebombs, Kuslear

WRADOnE ] A2 ThaO LEX 1.0 LU, B0.2
Bombe {uespecifisd) plames 35 18.0 38 9.0 72 bk
Hockets, geided misailes $ 18,7 4F &.s ¥ 3.0
Ses atisck 3 1.0 i @xﬁ & 5.8
Cerm warfsre, blelogical

warfars 3 1.0 £ 2.5 g 18

. Szbotage, subversisn & 2.8 £ 2% % 2ad

Invasion 3 LG 3 1.3 i.2
Explosives 4 1.4 § 2.0 T 1.4
Conventional weapons g 3.¢ & 3,0 1% 3.0
g‘wmﬁiﬁg tﬁﬁ?‘ have ik &7 i3 5.5 25 ﬁ*ﬁ
Gas warfars, chesical

warfare & 2.0 s 2,8 1 2.2
* Numbers have besn converisd to puresnts for purposes of

this report.

Attitudes and Knowisdge Concérning Fallout Shelters in dustin,
Yoxas, Harry Teiill Woore, <ROGALY, J902; Pe Lie

Tablie 102

3. If a world war should oome, do you think H-bosbs sould
be used?

Col, 22 (s.p.)

G ~ Yeos 1Sh 73
1 - No 53 3;
. # 2 - Don't now
7 TR (230)

# Starred categoriss {except, of course, for “lo Answer®)
vere not part of the checklist presented respondents.

Fallout Shelter Stud
¢ 3! » Bereaan o L
versity, New York, Nay

, S O
» 1963, p. 1.
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Table 103
<usst, i2: Var, 36 - Whieh 45 wmost likely way in whish you think
& World War will be fought 4 it should come’
¢ There rever will be & World War., i3 «F
LB, AL nuclear weapens would be used
Just sboul at ovoe. 330 £3.%
2 B, Yoy muolsar weapons would e used 349 4.7
but eash sids would try 1o kesp
plertty in redearve 1o be abls to use
thew in later attasks,
3 €. Few nuclear weapens would be used and 229 16.2
theve only sgainst carefully selssted
military tarpgetis.
& D. Feu nuclear weapons would be ussd but 33 2.3
primarily against civilians in cities,
5 E. No ruclisir weapons would be used at 398 28,2
first, but they might be used later on
depending on how Lhe war want,
£ F, ¥No nuclear weapons would be used at 51 1.6
all and the war would be fought by
cenventional means,
7 Other {Specify) 10 .7
3
: X Missing data 21 Xz
TOtaL 1430 1413

P e A ekt ks,

TR M g L ERRmD b i e
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Quest., iy: Var, 38 - ipart from what you think aboud maclsar weapoos,

how likely 42 it thal chewical and bhectericiogissl

{germ) weaponz would o% UseS L7 & War ﬁwﬁ%&ﬁ
Card 1: Lol, &2 ) 4
‘ 0 There will mever be & World War 8 b
1 Very likely Dhids 17.6
2 Sowewhst liksly 251 17.h
3 Filhy-fifty 3k 27 .8
i Scewwhat urdikely 23% 7.3
. § Very unliksly k<3 23.4
7 Depends (Specify) 13 ¥
I ¥issing dats H I
TOTAL i3 1385

Civil Defenss and Cold War Attitudes: Dsata Book For the 1963 Natiomal

T Departmant of S00LuLOEY, WAWRrsity of T

Probabliity W
burgh, June, 195N, p. W,

g
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Tuble 105

Quss. 373 Var, 70 « Which do you think iy ths most 1ikels way & world
war would e fought if it should coms?

i B
There will nevar be & world wav 1.2 17
All-out nuclear war 23.7 ax
Nucleer weapons used, but sowe kaot
in reserve 24,1 33
Nuclear weapons - militsry targets 16.¢ 240
Nuclear weapons - population targets 1.1 16
Ho ruclear weapons used at first,
but used later 27.1 386
Conventional 5.1 73
Cther 0.8 iz
Missing data xx 40
TOTAL 1424 bl

PN CERARY 41 s m e o g
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Iv. ESTIMATES OF VHAPUNS EFFECTS

At with the kinds of weapons peoplée think would e used against
them in the event of another wazx, %0 it is important in anaiyvzing
what people feel threatened by to look at thelr estimates of
weaponsg eIifedis.

We had yxeported in tke previcus chapter that stomic bosbine was
seen by the Kajority of the urban people as the adst terrible
weapon in 1t3 consequences. Of the pecple who s&w sabotage as et
1ikely, very réw saw il as wost terribie. The reverse was
found to be true of biological warfare [Table 923,

In the early University of Michigan studies, the respongents
cited “explosion, flash® more fregquently as causes of aost
deaths in a nuclear attack than they mentioned "radiation®™,

In 1950, the percentages were 29 and 21 respectiwvely; asd 16351,
30 and 20 {Table 106).

The percentage of subjects who fairly realistizally estimated
the radius "within which almost everybody would be killed® [(at
that time, considered to be between one quarter of a =mils to
one mile) increoased from 17 to 29 percent between 1950 and 1981i;
estimates viewed as highly exaggerated declined from 23 to 19
percent (Table 107).

In the 1950 Michigan study, when asked ts give the treasons for
their feelings that a particular weapon would be wost dRngerous,
24 percent said they considered the atounic bomb most terrible
pecause of greater {complete) death and destruction, 11 percent
said biological warfare was sost terrible because of the asguant
of death and iliness, and 4 percent said chesical warfare was
the worst because of amount of death and illness {Table 108}.

when asked specifically what they thought would happen to _peapla
{in case of an atomic bomb attack), the majority responded pr:
cipally in terms of the number of deaths and injuries which ﬂbﬁlé
be caused. About half as many talked about specific kinds of
effects {mental strain, insanity, radiation effects, burns).
Social disorganization and panic were mentioned about one third
as often as extent of death and injury (Table 109).

In the same study, the cause of most deaths from an atomic bomb
expiosion was related to estimates of how far from where the
bomb exploded would evervone be killed, Sixty percent of those
who thought radiation would cause most deaths estimated that
everyone would be killed at least five niles or less from whare
the bomb exploded. Sixty-three percent wmno thought most desths

DRI
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would be cauvsed by blast also estimated that everyvone would be
kitled at least five miles or less from where ihe bomb explodad
{Table 110,

f those who estimated that most deaths would be caused by
radiation, 73 peroent thought that the effect of an atomic
explosion e & eity's ability to operate would be serious as
compalied with 68 percgent who thought that blast waz the wmost
dangerous factor whe estimated sexrious effect on the city's
ability to operate. There wes no difference between those
whe thought radiation or blast the most dangercus when estima~
ting the effect on the cityis ability to operate as coapletely
disastrous {Table 11i}.

In a Michigan study conducted in 19%2, when asked what causes
most of the deaths {n an atomic attack, 1% percent of the respon-
dents cited radistion and 20 pexrcent cited blast. Iwenty-one
percent thought that heat and fire would cause most of the
deaths. In the Michigan 1934 study, 37 percent <f the respon-
dents cited radiation as causing most of the deaths, 29 percent
cited blast, and 19 percent thought that heat and fivre were

the most dangerous {Tahle 1123,

In the same 1954 Michigan study, the respondents were alsc

asked what other dangers they thought there might be. In response
to this question, fire and dburns received major mention, One in
four realized that fire would be a dancer, following the dangers
accempanying the atomic attack itself, Oneg in ten mentioned the
dangers of food and water contamination and a similar percent
wentioned dangers of "hot" areas. Radiation underx various guises
comes up as a continuing danger following atowmic attack {Talle
113}, By 1956, more respondents referred to radiation {some

30,7 percent) as the major cause of deaths than cited blast

{13.4 percent} or heat (&.3 percent] effects (Table 114}.

The estimates of near-complete mortality radius reflect also a
major shift, Omly about 1 percent of the University of Michigan
sample assess the radius below one mile; and a little over 17
percent place it at between 10 to 20 miles. In fact, an addi«
tional 18.9 percent consider it to be 50 miles or more (Table
118).

This shift from stressing hlast as a source of most casualties
was already noticeable in the previously reported 1954 University
of Michigan research, However, in thos¢ early Michigan studies
all combined primary effects of a nuclear attack still exceeded
estimates of fallout casuvalties. The clear shift does not really
take place until 1956.

By 1961, in the Austin, Texas study of S00 respondents, blast
and heat effects jointly are singled out by 30 percent of the
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interviswees asz primary agents of death; whereas fallout is
2 anplicitly sentionad by 53.% percent of thess subjecis {(Teble
o iis;.

GERTIR ..wmm«mmmm%

If their own community were not directly hit in an attack,

many ruspondants $till consider {t very likely that they would
be killed, The eight-city sanple of Michigan State University's
inguiry of 1961-1952 shows that 48 percent expect to bLe kiiled
{or injured) by blast effects anyway; some 39 percent by fire
effects; and 77 percesy by Tfaliout (Tabie 117}). The differences
in expeciation that their own city would be attacked were con-
sigerable {Table 33}, But the differences in anticipated casuale
ties i¥ their city were spared by the bonbing of some other
nearhy targets do net vary anywhers near ss much {Table 1173.

RO SR Bt SRR sheme>

Some impressions of the longer range effects were studied in
the Michigan State University's research of the early 60s. It
was found that 27 percent of the eight-city respondents (with
15 percent claiming lack of knowledge in this study) agreed
with the proposition that an atomic war would contaminate the
water supply so that almost everyone would dise before the wates
was fit to drink anyway {(Table 1li8). Thirty-nine percent agreed
with the proposition that all food and ways of preducing food
would be destroyed in an attack--30 that people would die seon
{Table 119¢}. Although 21 percent claimed lack of knowledge,

48 percent of the total sample also agreed that the sarth, or
major areas at least, would remain uninhabitable for vears~-

or even centuries {Table 120},

By 1964, the University of Pittsburgh study reveals that 80.0

percent of the respondents felt that the danger from fallout 3
would be great even if their own area wers not destroyed {Table T
121). i

On the whole, the results suggest that pecple have bacome WoOrs !
aware of the secondary weapons Ifects over the years since 37
about 1950, Indeed, by 1964, it is safe to conclude that fall- :
out is viewed as more of a danger to more people than are : i
primary effects, ®ither blast oxr heat or both {as weil a&s subd-
sidiary primary effects having to do with casualties due to i
debris, falling buildings, flying objects, ete.).

The 1961 Michigan State University research laads to tiw conclu-~

sion that people are not very optimistic as to whethsr anything ?é
could be done to protect themselves now against weapons effects g
if their own community were attacked: soxe 27 percent claim that .

something might be feasible by way of protaction against blast
while 73 percent do not think »0 or do not know, With regard to
heat and fire effects, 32 percent beliesve some protection would
be possible while 68 percent either think so or doa't know,
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b Thirty-six percent think that some protection would be possible
g against fallout even if bombs were Jdropped on or close to theirs
2 eommanities while 64 parcgnt either didn’t think so or didn't i
i know {Table 122}, ‘
& At the =ame time, when asked about casualties, provided their 5
& own city or community were not directly under attack, most ;
§ respandents mention fallout as 2z danger, and substantialliy
i fewer anticipate direst danger from biast and heat effects

from adiacent tarcets {Table 117}. If they are directly
attacked, pecple do not belisve that such can ba done {Tahle
122},

SRR TR N e TG bt
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Table 106

i | e ol GO RIS D e i &

EZ 88

Yy

*From what youtvs hesrd, what wouid osuse most of Lo deathe ™ |
{7f an atomic bomdb struck) '

Explosion, flash 295
Radiation 21
Falling bm.d:mg, flying ks 3
objects
The bt Tt e specifie) §
Gas, fuses, smoll 6
Fire 3
Panic, fright 3
Other 9
o

- “WWWWWW%WW%%WW 2

L
B

Don®t know
Hot ascertained
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Takle 107

Estimpton of Ftom o Bowd Destructiveness
Table 87
217 an atomic bomb hit in the center of a

large city, how far away from vhare it fall
do you think almost sverybody would be killed?”

REealistic estimate (2 mile tc 1 mile) 17%
Exaggerated estimats (1 toc 5 miles) 29
Highly sxaggerated sstimats (over S

298
7
miles) 23 19
Don't know 23 1y
¥ot ascertsined 8 6
gt 4

B o Sy,
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Tsble 108

Table 32

Wihy 4o you fesl that way {sbovt which
weapon would be most tarrible)?®

mm, mmm; m of @Wi&n, dandge , e
:
Amopnt, extent of death, inhwy, saiming e
Hereditary effects c ’;
Paychologioal offects a
Raiistion 3
Odd sr anvaual effects 3
Semething heard or read :
xemwwwmmmmg 7 y
of doctors, madicines % :
Horrible sffects on pespie 5

ﬂj " oz 2
Ec defense or remedy agaliost it P
Horrible effects on peopls i

R

No defense or remedy against it
Amcant of death, other effects o peopla

All squally bad: all kill you, all 4o squal dumage

Don't inow any reason -- just feel it
Don't know which moat terribile

1
1l
i
3
2
3
fsason not ascertained ' 8
Choice not sscertained .%_

P

Public Thinking About Atomic wm d Civi) Defense: A Study Based
vitien O
Hchigan,
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Tatls J0F

Table 35
*hat do you think would happen to the people?™

ture and sxlecatysnpes o 7 RS

Sxtent of kiliing, m kil‘lingg m My

Extent of injuriss.maiming, blindness, deafness
{osuse ix due neither to radiation nor meat, o
‘Gause iy unspecified)

Hental strain, insaniiy, sulcide

Radiation effects {realistie)}--burms, blood, ete.
Thermal effecta: blindness, burns

Dgration of effects on pecnis

Radiation effects (unrealistis’

Disrupt organization panic
Hore msople homslessi dependency

Talked about agliy
aﬁtioﬁs

liore horrible, worse, more terrible--in ways
not specified

Odd or unusual responaes

Don't know

Rot ascertained

. ?mtnuliamttnnmomm::nm
respordents gave more than one item,

urvey I ' »
January, 1951, P 69-

R N I A b 100 -

g oty 117
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Appendix Table 10

Relation betsesen Conceplions of Cause of Modl Deatla
and Mortality Raedius of an Atemic Boud BEoplseion

A R S e S D SN e W SN [P
BRI

How far from where an In s stowmic bomb

atomic bomb exploded xpliosion, nogt ziaaﬁ‘as

would sveryons de wonld be caused ¥

¥{1lad 7 dtatlon Niaat

1 mils or less 308 23% pl.. 1

15 miles 3 7] k -4

£-20 milsa 16 i2 18

Over 20 milass 7 10 7

Not sscertained é ;

% m

Percent of é

totsl sanpied 19 21 28 ?

&% "Other" msans fire, falling buildings, psnic, Tuwss, gas, and
*the bomb”,

# This table includes ounly thoss pecpls who had hasrd of rsdiation.
Others were sxcluded in order to removs the sffect of penpls
mantioning blast as the sain souree of desth, oct because Lhy
thought it more dangerous than radistion, but Decsuse thay bad
pever hesrd of dangers other than blast. This was not a cresial
stsp, however, since the shove figurss differ only very alightly
when the total sempls is examinad.

P\\blic m king sbout Atuie Htrfm amd 1 Defense: A Study Based
. > jeeraity of
.n AN 5 y r') p‘ 2&3.

R R PSB!

B - B
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Appendix Table 11

Relation between Conception of Cavse of Most
Deaths and Estimates of Effects on City

The effect of an What would cause most
atomic explosion eﬁg@at&w in m ;tomic
ou a city’s tbility palh expl osion

73 66 70

Completely
disastrous 3 3 3
Don't know - & 3
Not ascertained -t 3 -l
1604 608 1604

Percent of
total sample 19 21 28

-

Public Thinking about Atomic Warfare and Civil Defenu:
ned n mjnunairo nterview Sam
or Citles, Seplemb

3%%0&.&6& Tonhr nlversity of Wict gen, an drbor,

Jamuary, 1951, p. 2Lk.
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Teble 112
Qt From what you've heard, what causes most of the ]
deatha in atomic attack?

Radistion, rays 19% 37
Bilast, concussion, the

sxplosion 20 29
Faliing buildings, debris,

flying objects 5 26
Gas fumes, smell, chemicals 15 18
Hest, the flash ; ” 12

Fire 7
Panic 3 9
*The bomb" 1 1l
Othey 1l 11
Don*t know 12 13
Not aszcartained —

1007 # 1&
Comentst 728 of those who mentionsd ons otuss mentionad
& GAuse,

l{houbhmﬁimmmtee&dmkbm
so the two columns should not be
1nume£thmﬁur£tnqmm

K, 'r:q:‘ -;,;"- N m‘ - 1:!‘, ““
Michigsn, Ann Arbor, September, 195L, p. 70.
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Table 113

TABIE 4-26
UHER DANCGERS FROM AN ATOMIC ATTACK

Q. What Mﬁ:&r dangers would there be do you think? (in an atomic
attachk

Burna, fires {non-radiation)

(or burns unspecified) 2k% of the population

Other miscellantous dangers 23
Food and water contamination 11
Hot areas, burns (radiation) 10
Shock 7
Radiation sickness 5
Dissases (oot radistion caused) I
Shortages, food, drugs, medical

services, stc. 2
Don't know 20
Not ascertained 21

Commsuts: 778 of thoss who meuntioned one cause mentioned a second ceuse.
24% of the total population menticned two causes.

A

farch

s Concerning Civil Defense:

Attitude
H . . - l 4

L e

N Gt oy s .
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Table 11k
4.9y 98, From what you've heard, what onuses woet 60 tiw
deaths in sn stomic aitask?
E B TR I

Fire s 8.0 i
Blast, concussion, the “sxplosion® 220 134
Radiation - rays, "hot" areas 08 3.7
Heat, the "{lagh® 10% - &3
Panic, fright 3 57 i
Falling building, debris, flying

objects ’ ’ 29 1.6 i
The bomb - low priority 2 1.3
a:?, fumss, smell Mgg '

probably synonywous

radistion) and vther 18 9.0
X, HA - 284

1643

University of Michigen, Wo. 418, 1956 (Vapublished).

P S TR RTER
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Table 115
QU Iftan mb hit & large city, how far awey from
where it fell do you think almost everybody would
be kilied? :
A ¢
. z .
B Less than 1 mile up to 1 mile 26 1.2
= %
i 1 ap to § miles 209 12,7
PN 1
‘%g S up to 10 niles 193 11,7 -
i 10 miles up to 20 290 17,7 o
? 20 wiles up Lo 50 218 13.3
: 50 miles up to 100 13 8.0 %
. 100 miles or over 180 10.9 |
DK and HA 42 25 -
§ 1843 100,0 |

University of Michigan, No. 41B, 1956 (Unpublished).

s opastre ooy RIS 13 AL G e

Table 116
TABLE 30
Iten 37
§
: Don®t know 29 _9.7 9.8
%0 100.0 E%g 1¥.o % 100.0
§
*Hhumbers have been converted to percents for purposes of this report.

Rl

Attitudes and Knowledge Concerning Fallout Shelters in Austin, Texas,
Harry Estill Woore, January, 1952, p. LJ. S
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Table 118

Table B-5., {1t "An stomic¢ war wonld conlaminate ths weter supply and
slmust sveryone would die befors the vater was fit to

Don't koow 12 1k 13 15 16 17 18 17 iz
The Fallout Protection Booklet: of Public Attitudes Toward and
T ormatlion about Civii Delanze ‘bx %m ~s Depariment

Somsnnication, ColLiegs ﬂmiutian Arts, Michigen an State University,
April, 1983, p. 6, Appendix A,

Table 119

Table 8-6. @ “ikn atemic war would destroy all food and ways of pro-
ducing food,; #0 you would die soon-~even if you were
protected by a shelter, Do you agree or disagree?

Responsss  WImmiy Boston D Uiy Tia Wor Dirstog WamX T NI Sosttls YoraT
agree WE W k2 3% W 3% 3 32 398
Dissgree 55 S0 51 38 41 s S5 60 5l
GDon 't know 5 é 7 8 7 é 6 8 7

The Fallout Protection Booklet: (I) A Report of Public Attitudes Toward and
ormation a snse Oy D& Tio & , Department of
Toamunicstion, Lollage of Comsmnication Arts, Mi gan State University,

April, 1963, p. 7, Aprzudix A,
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Table 120

k: - . e e L —

Tabls 8-10. Qi *Phe radicsctivity after an attack swould seke the aardh,

OF SUMR arass eti!:u ippesadibls to live in Zor years or
sveni centories . ™

Table 121

Ques. 13: Var. 33 ~ If a muclsar sar occurred mad thds ares iteslf was
not destroyed, how grest & denger 4o you think

there would be from fsllout arownd bers?
Card 1: Col. 55 £ | , B
Never will happen .1 2
Very great 3.5 hll
Fairly great us.$ 53
Little danger 8.4 258
No danger 1.5 21

Missing data b+ ¢ 61
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Table 122

Table L-i. Qr *lat's suppose that H-bomba or missiles were dropped on or
close to (name of community). Do you feel that you cogld
de schething now to protect yoursel!l from the blast of the

bombs ?*
Finesp Doaton J% Clly Dia ¥or Danalng: TN T
iy | a7 36 &k 29 2 &7 21 2%

7i 83 =71 76 71 &8 13 19 73
o ¢

L&
[
<
£
o]
o

No answer ]

Table Lh-2. §¢ "Could you do something noe to protect yourself from firs
caused by bomba?®

Citins
Responsss WIvbeap Loston Uk Uity Sta WMon LaBSIng ¥
Yos 323 25 39 25 3
No, Don't
know 68 75 &1 75 &6 és &7 67 68

Table 4-3. G ®Could you do something now ito protect yourself from radio~
activs fallout?®

Citles
Responses Minmeap Bosion UK Gity Sia Mon Lansing Man.K. Uh Bill Seatlis Total
Yes Lo% 28 L2 29 31 Ll ki3 37 368
No, Don't
knom 60 72 58 71 £9 59 65 63 &l

The Fallout Preotection Booklet: (I} A Report »f Public Attitudes Towsrd and
Ynlormation about Civil Delense by Uavid E. Baric gl _a1,, Jepartment of
cation, College of Communication Arts, Michigan State University,

April, 1963, p. 3, Appendix 4.




«128«

V. 'THRBEAT PERCEPTION AND CONSEQUENCES FOR ACTION

The nature of the threat perceived, its intensity, and vhethor
or not the perceived threat is zealistic has Behavieral conde~
quences. Conceptiens of danger are, of course, intimately
related to predicted actions, since predictions are responses
chiefly to these conceptions.

In 1980, the University of Mishigan incioded as pavrt of thedy
study an analysis of people's anticipatad behavior in the event
of bombing. When asked what they thought they would de if

they heazd that there was aboutl (o Do an atomic aAttack on thels
oity, the bulk of the responses tended 40 be constructive ox
non-flight resnnnees {Tahle 1233, The niversity of Mchdagan
study found o indication of a comnection between non-construiitivs
anticipated behavior and pessimism about the likelidwod of wax

and atomic bombings on our cities in general or on the TEDOTE~
dent's own city. Howsver, Michigan did look into whather oz
not non-constructive reactions were relatively BOTE CONNOD KNOIG
the people who had unrealistic ideas about the effects of atomic
bombs and it was found that people who had ©aggerated idess

about the effects of stomic bombs were more likely than others

1o have non-constructive anticipations of thely emsrgancy behavior
(Tables 124},

Thus, although people’s predicted reactions to a bowbing crisis
were not related to their expectations of war sud Dombiags {a
more abstract notion), whan their perceptions of what such
crisis would be like wers sonsidered, it was foutrd that thuse
were significantly related to anticipated bahavioer., It was
alss found that feelings of need for civil defanss were APPHRT»
ently related, but inconclusively so, to anticipated actions {
under bombing. Pecple who axpressed a strong feeling of pewd
for civil defense activity were mme likely than thoss o
either moderately or weakly recognized need for such activity P
to give constructive responses to quastions about bow they fo
would act in a bombing. The other two latter groups {thoee
modsrately or weakly recognizing need for civil dedense} did
not differ in predictad bahavior {Teble 125).

[R——

Michigan also looked at the relationsbip batween sxpectations
of bombing and willingness to work in c.vil defense. It was
found that among the people who balieved thelir city would
definitely be an atomic attack target, thers wars almsost three
times as many respondents who said they were willing to partici.
pate as compared with those indicating uowillingness. In the
group who doubt that their city would be bosbed tha ratio of
willing to unwilling respondents was less than two to one

(Table 126}.
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Alse, people who exapgerated the effects of an atomic boab tended
te be less willing to work., Of the people who concelved the
complete mortality radius of an atamic boab to be within a nmile
from air or ground zero, about halfl were clearly willing to give
time and not gquite a £ifth were unwilling., Of the people who
gstimated the radius at five mlles or greater, under half were
willing and about a third unwilling to give time {Table 127}.

In another of Michigan's early studies {1951}, expectation of
regpondentis own city being boubed was linked to volunteering
for civil defense work. It uwxs found that sore peopls who
belisved that their own city would be bombed had thought about
or had actually volunteered than had those who dide't think
thely city wwould be vowbed (Table 128). Also, more peuple who
thought that ¢ither hislogical or chemical warfare or both
would be used in the event of war had thouoht about uslunteering
or rad actually wolunteered than had those who didn’t expect
such warfare {Table 129}. Also, more pesple who aduitted being
worried about war and bosbing had thought about volunteering

or had actually velunteered than had those who sald they were
not very worried or were not worried at all {Table 130,

Michigan again looked into conjectured benavior in the event of
an attack on the U.5. in 1954, when asked what they might do

if they heard that an A-bomb attack had started on the U.5., 8
percent said they would leave town while BB percent said they
would remain inm town {Table 131}, Thus, if extrapolated to

the total population, 12 to 13 miliion persons would be moving
out of town, The proportion was slightly higher {11 percent}

in the metropolitan cities, The number who suggested evacuation
had increased since 1952, In metropolitan areas the pumber had
risen, in two years, from two to 11 percent (Table 132).

In Michigan'’s 196] study, the respondents whe had no shelter
were asked what would have to happen to make them have a shelter
in the next year or two. Forty-three percent replied that war
would have to be unavoidable or very likely, il percent stated
personal conditions amd 10 percent said more money or financial
aid (Table 133}. 1In a study conducted by A.I.P.0O., in 1961, B4.3
percent of the respondents said that their fears about nuclear
war or falilout had no effect on their lives or their plans for
the future {Table 134).

In Columbia's nine comaunity study conducted in 1963, the respon-
dents were asked if they as individuals could do anything about
the threat of wmar. Fifty-three percent answered “"nothirng at
all", 26 percent answered "hardly anything", and 15 percent
thought they could do a moderate amount {Table 135). However,
when asked if they could do anything in a group, 14 percent
answered "a great deal", 31 percent "a moderate aaount”, 17

R L R P A NN

R R PR AR A BB,

ey

bt

v




percent "hardly anything® and 34 percent Ynothing at all™ {Table
1363, Of the 62 percent who replied that at least something
might be done, more than thres out of four (78 percent) gave
*threat-of~war" replies in response to the probe as to what they
might do {Table 137)}. Threat-~of-war replies are & list of
responzes given to the open-~ended gquestion of what can people
do about the threat of war., The variety of responses are listed
in Table 138. Forty-six percent of those who gave threat-of-war
yeplies znswered that they thought they would communicate with
public officials, 3¢ percent thoucht they sight influence the
opinions of peoples, or Jein a peace group. Only 4 percent said
they wouid build Ffallout shelters or do civil defense work oo
otherwise preépare for war {Table 138},

The 1963 University of Pittshurgh study explored some of the
action responses to a crisis situstion. Wwhen the respondents
werz asked if they had bought morve food and drugs than usual
because of the Cuban crisis, B.3 percent replied “"yes® while

¢1.5 percent said "no® {Tabkle 139}. wWhen asked if they had
thouoht of building a fallout shelter, or actually had started
preparing a shelter space, 13.7 percent replied “yes™ while

86,3 percent said no® {Table 140). They were then asked if

theyv had gotten in touch with local Civil Defense for information
or advice either during the Cuban crisis ot in counection with
it., Five percent replied in the affirmative {Table 141). About
% percent also adwmitted that they had thought of leaving their
place of residence, or had actually done so {Table 142). Approxi-
mately 30 percent said they had discussed with theiy fawmiliecs
what might be done in case of separation in the event of warx
{Table 143}, And, some 15 percent said they had sade some proe
visions as to where they might go to find shelter if there were
a war {Table 144}.

In the 1964 Iniversity of Pittaburgh study, it was found that
when the question of whether people had thought about pablic
shelter usage was related to their anxiety about nuclear war,
aire people who admitted thinking about shelter usage expressed
anxiety about nuclear attack than had those who said they had
not thought about using a shelter {Table 145). Also, people
who said they had talked with t heixr families about using a
public fallout sheiter also tended to bhe more worried about
nuclear war than those who said they hadn't done so (Table 146).
This holds true regarding the question of whether or not they
had talked with anyone pgt in their househeld about using a
fallout shelter {(Table 147). There is alsc a very clear rela-
tionship between whether or not people would try {o use a
shelter in case of attack and anxiety about nuclear war. As

to be expected, those people who said they would try tend to

be more anxiocus than those who would not try (Table 148),

|
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There is no doubt that the worried tend to think about and
volunteer for civil defense more than those who expbress no
worzy. There is also no doubt, based on the early Michigan
studies, that those poople who have a realistic notion of
weapons effects and whoe do belisve their city to be & target
tend o have 4 @merw consivuctive rosponse to threat. They
also tend to volunteer wore readily than those with exaggerated
egtinmates of homb effects.

However, the nuclear threat, oxcept for the above-mentioned
tendencies, nes 1ittle or no effect on peoplie’s plane far the
future. This may be because it is too abstract a notion for
most. When the threat becomes more specific, such as during
the Cuban ¢risis, there is the expected, but slight, increase
in protective behavior. However, the general tendency is to
feel that there is very little one can do in the face of
nuclear threat.
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Table 123

Table 95

*dhat do you think you'd do if you heard
over the radio that your city was in
imediate danger of an atotic bomb stiack?™

8o into bosemant, cellar, hole, commenity shelter

et official instructions

Take shelisr or cover: pget under table, sy from windows,
next to walls ] o )
i4e face down, on ground; Tall flat, bhe atill

Help others; do what could for them

Help family

Look for family

Try to warn others

Turn off gas, heat, lights

Keep clean, wash clothes, self; cover expossd skin
Already ir organized wnit . would report for duty

Flee the sity; physical escape

b

Pray; go to church

Would be shocked, confused, panicky, stummed, frightened
Nothing you can do ¥
Follow others, do what othars du

Qtber responses

Hemain where are, remain at home

Get home, get to family

Try to adjust

Look around to see what happened, try to find out what is
ocourring

ok 2§73

Odd or unusual responses
Don't know
Not ascertained

! .t-"mm i Hw&

*Tctal is more than 100 percent hecause some respondents rescted in
than one way to this question.

N 00 MBS i W%
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Arbor, mnry 1951, p. 151.
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Table 124

Table 102

Ralation between Estimates of Hortality
Radins and Antisipatsd Basavier

Farcent
] ef total

EZstimate of atomis
bomd mortality
Iadiug:
Realistic 172 77 6 100% 174
Exaggerated 258 72 3 1008 29
Highly sxaggerated 304 60 10 1004 23
Estimate of atomic bomb
effoct on commmity's
abddity to function:
Slight 20% " 6 100% 1504
Serious 251, 6% é 1004 68
Completely disastrous 394 5? 5 100% 6

# The percentages in this section of the table total 69 peroent.
Distributions for respondents in the following categories of response
to the question about mortality radius have been aaitted from the
table: *don't know" and "not ascertained”.

## The psrcentages in this section total 89 percent, The 11 percent of
the total weighted sample not represented by data in this table
conprises the “don't mow™ and *"not ascertained™ groups for the question
about effects on the city.

Septexbe :
Arbor, Janmry 1951, p. 158-
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Table 1295

Apperdix Table 21
* Eslation betwsen Fesling of Need for Civil Defense
. Activitiss and Anticipsisd Beaclions {o én Aloede Bembing
. Anticipated behavior
uoder atomic stiack
Flight
Non-flight

Don't know and
not ascertalined

R )
o ’

Percent of total
sanple § 23 & 10 ;

# These percentages total 1o 9% percent, Rseponsss for the five paroant
of the total weighted sample omitted fram tids tabls on need for clvil
defense ware not asosrtaimed.
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Table 126

Table 130

Ralation tetwesn Willingness to Work and
Fasling that Cne's Own City Would 3o Bombed

ot G . | - 4t MRS RN

[

erupg

[P

0% 50
Mixed feeling 13 13 16
Unwilling 20 20 29
e 34 4
t ascartained
100% To0% 1008
Percent of total sample # a2 Ly 21

## The eight percent of the people who either had no opinion on the subject
of one's own city being bombed or whoss answers to it were not ascertained|
were excluded from the table.
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Table 127

Tabie 132

wmm&musatmmm
and Wllingwes to Work in Civili Defenm

k&m:mtm mm; m

Willingness to glive
“4am for ¢ivil defense
razk.
W.iling

Hixed feelings
Unwilling

Donte knov

: =
gy i 4 s
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Table 173
Rslatisn betwsan Expectation of Owyn City's Being Bosbed
and Volunteering

ity kg o o W1t YGRS B AT 0 e

et
it
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o arch, 1952, p. 109.
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Table 129

Tabls 1%
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Table 130

Table 177

Relatior between Worry about War and Bowbing
{ow Interviewsr Rating) & Volantessing

Very worrisd or Somswhat Not very Not at all

guite worrind = worried worxied wsried

Had voluntssred 104 o8
voluntsaring 19 20
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Tabtle 131

TABLE 7.3

CORJRCTURED BEMAVIOR IN THE EVENT
OF AN ATTACK ON THE U.S.

Qs If you beard some Sunday that an A-bomb attack had started on the
U.S., what would you do? Stay whers you are or go somwwhere else?

If oweded: Well, what do you think you might do?
- o « What would you do if there were no orders?

Leave town 8% of ths population
Hemain in town 88
Don't know 3
Bot ascertained ﬁ‘

{5.5% would try tc leave town by oar)
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Table 132
TABLE 7.2
195k
CORJECTURED BEAAVIOR IN THE METROBVEJITAN CITIES
& EL.SEWHERE CONTRASTED
::%stre 50,300 Undey Rural
Leave towm 114 108 10% 54 5% .
Remain in town 3£ 88 86 89 @0
Don't kuow 2 1 3 3 3
Hot ascertained =1 . — — —
1004 1 1004 100% 100¢
*Lesz than one per cent
TABLE 7.3
1952
CONJECTURED HEHAVIOR IN THE METROPOLITAN CITIES
& EISEWHBRE CONTRASTED
Matro 50,000 Under
Bahavior Hotre Subwrb grover 50,000
Leave town 2% pL 4 2% 3%
Remain 13 12 20 43
Don't know - - 1 2
Not ascertained = - - %‘
15% 1 2 = 100%
L33 wevky Fd “ * - A

p Kational 954, Stephen B. Withey, Surt
enter, Ins Resesrch, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigen, Sepiamber 1954, p. 1l11.
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Table 133

. Ge "You don't have a shalter o go to now. Say within the next yesr or
two you have ons. What do you think would have bad to happen to
naks you have a shesiter?®

Huve oue or plan to &
Hothing could make me get &
sheltes
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Table 1%
Qe 2 Have your fears sbout muclser wor or falleat had an effect on your
1ife or your plans for the future? If yes in what ways?

£ 2
Yes, no anewer 0.3 8
Yea, shelter plans 2.5 &9
Yeos, thinking about moving 045 15
Yes, nc plans now 1.5 42
Yea, fear of children's future gensrations 1.3 37
Yes, fear of bringing children into the world 0.3 9
Yes, general fear, dread 4.5 124
Yes, pessimistic outlook 1.6 &
Yss, live life to fullest each day 1.2 23
Yos, will not live out my full life 0.2 5
Yos, other 0.5 15
Yes, don*t know 0.5 15
No 84,3 2331
Missing data omitted

AIPO #652, Col. 28/29, Ques. 32, 11/15/61.
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Teble 135

Fallout Sheliter Stady

3. 9 In general, do you think that you as aa individual

can do & grest deal, a moderate smount, or hardly Croas
anything about the threat of war? Saciian
T .Cole X (8.pe) ¥o, 4
0 = Not asked 1 I
1 - Oreat deal 53 4
2 - Moderate amount 212

3 - Hardly anything 364
§ - Nothing at all 729
5 - No opinion &

Table 136

Fallout Shalter Study

Qe 10 How sbout groupe of people liks you. Do
you feel that together you oan do a preat

deal, a moderates smount, or hardly aurthing Crows
about the threat of war! Smtian
- Cola 33 (s.p.) Yo. §
0 - Not asked 5 x
1 = Great deal 198 1is
2 = Moderats amount el b+ |
3 = Hardly anything 2% 1?7
b - Nothing at all 462

»
5 = No opinion 1‘£ ﬁ
17




Table 137
7 2
z Qe 10 {a) As & group, what can people like you Cross ;
4 do about the threat of war? Section
% 1 - Cola 58 (s.p.) No. %
El ¢ « No actions mentioned, "Don't know
| what I could do." "Individuals can
] do 1ittles or vothing." 103 12
%ﬁ 1 « *Threat-of.war® reply given 679 M
2 - Inwcase<of-war repliss: {"Follow ¥ b
directions on the radio and TV. Uoen't
b get panicky, that's sll.%)
3 - Vague, unclassifiable replies 39 g
X ~ Not asked 6 -i
Y - Does not apply
i% 100%
(861)

Fallout Shelter Study, Codebook Numbsr Five, Survey of Publics in Nine
: n of dpciied Socisl Ressarch, Columbia University,

Tegust, 1963, p. 3h.
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Table 1748

Fallout Shelter Study
Q. 10 {2} {continued) Sesiicn

Y1 -~ Sol. 49 (m.p.) Threai-of-we

0 « Build fallout sheliters, help cthers tc
build them, do oivil defense work,
prepares for war

1‘&1&”, m,bllmm&m

2 « Communicate with public officials, try
to influence public officials, wive
Congress, President

3 = Vote, be politically active, contrilute
time, money to palitical party.

4 - Influenoe opinion of people (other than
publie officials), talk with others
about danger of war or comsnism, voice

’ your opinion, join a peace group

5 - Hope, prey

6 - Support gowernment policiss, pay tazes,

by govermment
7 - Halp developing sountries or their peopls
by personal contributions of tias or money
{ Corps, CARE) 7
8 « Join armed forces, reserves;, Natisnsl Oward,
9 - Improve hnman relations, living up to
' nristien e s PG

a good
X - Other (list)
Y -~ Doss not apply
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Table 1%
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Qoest. 39t Var, 119 -~ Because of ths Cuban crisis, did you buy more food
and drugs for your housshold than you usually buy?

Sard 33 _Cal, 52 | &
1 Yas i 8.5
2 No 1307 9Nn.5
X Missing data 5 X
TOML W43 1429

Table 10

Quest. 403 Var. 120

-~ Cgbat Did you thiak of building a fallout shelter,

or actually start preparing a shelter space at youwr

residence?
Card 3: Cal, 43 N %
1 Yes 196 13.7
2 Yo 1235 86.3
I Missing dats 3 o
TOTAL 6% 1431




Table 141

Qumst. 41t Var. wlﬁmmatwtmwmﬁmm, ar in
sormsction with it, ptintmwsam&a&m
defense for inforwation or sdvioe?

Sard 3: Cole #k , X
1 Yes 7
2 ¥o

dyil Dafense and Ygld ¥ar Atéitudan: Deta Baok for the 196% Natioamal

Table 142

Yar. 122 « Cubet Did you think of leaving ¥
residence at that time, or

Quest., 42:
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Table 143

Qoest. 4%3: Var. 123 . Cuba: Did you discuss with your family what you
all might do 4L & war wers to start while you were
ssparated from each other?

gzt v R DR R R R e R

P

Quest, 442 Var, 124 - Cuba: Did you malke any provisions at all, sither at
home or with friends and neighbors, as to whare you
and your family would go to find shelter if there were

B L R s i e Wl o L e ear e

a2 war?
Capd 31 Col, 47 X. 3
1 Yes 211 14,8
2 Neo 1218 85,2
X Missing data 5 e s

TOTAL 183 1429
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Table 1L5

THOUGHT ABDOUT PUBLIC CHELTER USAGE BY WORRY ABOUY
NUCLEAR ATTACK

Great A Bot
deal Som | liitls 2kl X
19.6 33.7 254 2.2

So 10.7 21.8 26,3 5.2

nwumaummz%&smateim meﬁaﬁﬁvm’
M§9§§M of Sociology, Soeiology, Uaiveruity of Pittsburgh,
Sumwr, .

Table 146

TALKED WITH FAMILY ABOUT USING A FUBLIC FALLOUT SHELTIR
BY WORRY ABOUT NUULEAR ATTACK

Great A ¥ot

sl Some s 3 3
Yes 22,3 35.7 26,7 170 s
No 18.1 RS9 26.8 2.2 &b

Unpublished da fre- the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
gommrch 92{!'1“ Sociology, Department of Sesiology, University of Pittsburgh,
b
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Table 157

TALXED WITH ANYONE NOT IX YOUR HOUSEROLD ABOUT USING
A FALLOUT SHELTER WORRY ABOUT NUCLEAR ATTACK?

A b A AR B e e W - B it SR

Great A Kot
deal Some  Qiflls atall X

15.0 3.9 27.1 17.1 39
Ro 20,3 31.1 24,2 24,5 438

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Office of Soclology, Department of Sociclogy, University of Pitts-

burgh, Summer, 1564.
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Table 148
WOULD YOU TRY T0 0USE A SHELTER IN CASE OF ATTACK
BY WORFY ABOUT NUCLEAR ATTACK?
4o Parcent

s Yorzy about Ruglear Attagk
z Grest A Not
; ; deal. Som aitle atall X
_, Definitely try 18,9 30.9 23.6 26.6 763

Probably try 12.7 27.8 30.0 29,6 490

Unpublished data from the 1964 Study of Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes,
Research Office of Sociology, Department of Sociology, University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburgh, Summer, 196k,




YI. THREAT PERUAPTION AND PRELINGE ARGUT CIVIL DEFERSE

In the precading chapter, we have reported on the relationship
of threat perception and its consequences for action such as
volunteering for givil defense or anticipated crisis behavior.
In this chapter, we observe threat percepticn as one basis of
the public's acceptance or rejection of the fallout shelter
pProgram.

SRR “"WWWWMW~W@ !
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] In the University of Michigas 1430 study, several guestions about
§ threat were related to feelings of need for civil defense, 1t
was found that more people who thought it very likely that our
citivs would be kit with atomic bombs feit stromg feeiiogs of %
need for civil defense than did those who didn't thiank cities %f

s34

would be bombed {Table 149). Also, more pecple who thought
that their own city would definitely be a target felt strong
feelings of need for civil defense than did those who Jdidn®t
think their own city would be a target {Table 150}.

Related to the previcusly reported Michigan finding regarding
the tendency of people who exagoerated the effects of zn atomic
bomb to be less willing to work in civil defense, is the fact
that people who had exaggerated ideas of the extent of atomie

. bomb killing were also slightly less likely than others to feel
the need for civil defense work “at the present tise” {Table
151). This indicates that respect for the bosb is not always &
sufficient condition for a feeling of need for civil defense.
From this table, it would seem that the best condition ferx
constructive response to war and bombing is for a person to
have realistic but not exaggerated ideas about threat and
protection,

e T R

R I

The University of Mighigan 1951 study relates anticipation of
U.5. cities being bombred with isportance sccorded civil defense
as well as anticipation ¢f own city's being bombed with ispore
tance accorded civil defense. It was found once again that
more people who thought it likely or very likely that U.8.
cities would be bombed rated civil defense first or second as
a community problem than did those who considered city bombing
unlikely (Table 152). Expectation of one's own city being
bombed tends to increase the importance accorded civil defense
to a greater degree than does expectation of the bombing of
U.S. cities in general {Table 153).

é
%
|

Columbia's 1963 nine~community sStudy related degree of worrsy
about nuclear attack to opinion about fallout shelters. As to
be expected, the more anxious the respondent, the more likely
he was to have favored shelters {Table 154). When locking at

P
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what part age, sex and family life played in shaping ocutlocoks

on the issge, younger respondents were aore likely to favor
shelters than the clder--particularly so if theyv were also
fearful of a nuclear atiack, Three-fourths of the worried
younger but about half of the relatively unconcerned older
raspondents favored the program {Table 155). when the sex
factor was introduced it was found that women tended to approve
of shelters more than men. In fact, seven in iten apprehenslve
women, whatever their age, favored them., Only the worried

men under 40 years old gave the program so much approval (Table
1563, 1t would sees from this data that the fallout shelter
progran would have found greater support among the married than among
the single. This was not the case, Regardless of worry, those
not now married (the single and the divorced, ceparated, and
widowed) tended to favor Ffaliout shelters more than the now
marxried {Table 157), Aad parents tended to favor shelters less
thaa the childless (Table 158). It appeared that age, sex, and
worry aside, the more ties and obligations a2 person had, the
less likely he was to favor shelters, Worry, thus, did not
create the greatest support for shelters where it was mOst expected:
among those with the createst responsibilities--the parents.

The study concludes that anticipations of annihilation appar-~
ently plague the most those who have the more persons to consider
in an emergency. This apparently is related to misgivings about
structural adequacy of shelters, about gaining entry to shelters,
about shelter living, about separation frur parents, and about
survival later in a hostile environment.} Columbia's data also
showed that lower status respondents and the worried {and espe-
cially iow status and worried respondents) were more likely to
favor shalters than higher status respondents and those who
worried less. Thp results also revealed that, regardless of
status level or degree of worry, the younger were more likely
than the older to accept the shelter program. The exception

to this was that among the worried, low socioceconomic status
respondents, the younger and the older favored sheltexs to the
same high decree {75 percent). The data is presented in Table
159,

The 2963 University of Pittsburgh study repcrted changes in
attitude about civil defense as a result of the Cuban crisis.
About 35 percant of the respondents said that their attitudes
had become more Tavcrable while 63.2 percent said they had
rewained the same (Table 160). The 1963 Columbia study asked
if the respondent's feelings about nuclear war had changed

1. The Amerijic.n Public and the Fallout Shelter Issue, A Nine
Community Survey, Val. ITIJ, Perspectives and Opinions on the

Failout Sheitex Issue by Gene N, Levine with Jonathan Cole,

Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University, March,
1v64, p. 51
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in any way now that he had s shelter, Eighty-three percent said
Yagt, 17 percent said 'yes® ([Table 161). Of course, this is
based on the very small percentage who did have shelters, approxi-
mately two percent of the total sanmple,

The 1964 University of Pittsburgh study asked 7 Fallout sheltewrs
make people worty more or less about the possibility of war.
Thirty-soven and one-tenth  percent thought that it made people
worry more, 20.1 percent thought it made them worry less and

42.8 percent didn't think it sade any difference {Tuble 163].

We had reporied earlier {Table 41} that 62.8 percent of the
respondents in the 1964 University of Pittsburgh study thought
that their chances for survival were Yfairly badh, "wery bad"

or that they had "no chance at all®". They were then asked

what they thought their chances for survival might be if they
were in fallout shelters, Some 56 percent thought that they
wers at least fairly good with some 19 percent still rating
their chances as 'fairly bad" or “very bad" (Table 1%3}. when
estimates of chances of survival in a shelter were related

to estimates of chances for survival generally, it was found
that 55.2 percent of those people who rate thelr general chances
of survival as very bad or as having no chance at all see their
chances in a fallout shelter a2t least as Yfairly gooed® {Table
164}. However, as is expected, more people who see their
chances of survival generally as good also sge their chances

in a shelter as good as compared with those who are more pessis
mistic about their survival generally and then see their chances
in a shelter as good. However, *he ioprovement in estimates

of chancves of sarvival in a shelter by people who are very
pessimistic about their general survival is dramatic.

Consistent with Columbiats findings inm 1963 is the fact that
anxiety about wa:x is directly related to opinions about fallcut
shelters in 1964, The more worried the citizen, the more
likely he was to favor shelters., As Table 161 ghows, 71.32
percent of the respondents who reported worrying ™a great deal"
about the possibility of nuclear attack favored shelters as
compared with 37,5 percent who said they were not worried at
all or 40.2 percent who said they worried "a little* (Takle
165}.
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Table 149

Tahle 68

Relation betwsen Feelings of Need for Civil Defsnss
and Expectations of Assricen Cities Being Bombmd

"Do you think cur cities are likely
to be hit with atdwdc bombe?TEE

Fesling of need Yoa, very Yoo %o, 1T
. for Civil Dafennew likely ngg depands
Strong L1z -y 183
Moderate 52 65 63
. Wesk L 8 1Y
Don't imow 1 [+ 2
Not aacertainsd 2 ,
o8 T e
Percent of total sample # 15 Lué k]
+ What we are calling "fesling of need for civil defenss™ is

derived from responses to the question "Do you think they
should begin a campaign now to get peopls to work in civil
defense?® The category *strong® in this table is the sams
as the catsgory "“yes, definitely should® in m 53,
*moderate” here is ihs same as "yes, should”, in Tabls 53,
and "weak® in this table inciuies *pro-con®; "no, shouldn'e,*
*no, definitely shouldnn*and "depends" in Tsble 53.

#  The category “yes, very likely" includes the %wery likely®
snd *certain they will be hit" categories of Table 1§,
Chapter 3. The 'no" category here inclades the following
from Table 15t *unlikely", "wery unliimly* and “oartain they
won't be hit”, The nipe perosnt of ihe total
whe gave squivocal responses sre also included in the "no"

category for preasnt purposes.

# Excliuded from this tabls are the data for the eight percemt
of the total weighted sample who had no opinion on the
probability of stomic attack on our cities, or whove opin-
i{ons were not sscertained. Ses Teble 15, Chepter 3.
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Table 150 :
-
- Avpendix Tabls 1% :
= Relation between Expectation of Atomic Bombing :
Z and Feeling of Need for Civii Defense Activities 3
'!‘:’—f ¥
g 1s your own city likoly to é
o Feeling of need , : hat

g for civil defense ]

¢ Strong

Moderate

; Heak

j '
+ Don't know; :
pot ascertained Z

1068 1
5 ~ %
: Percent of total ‘
i sample # 22 nel 21 ?
- # People who said "don't know* or whose responses were not

, ascertained on the gquestion of one's swn city being bombed

were oxcluded from this table,

Saanesin, T

mchigln Arey Aroor, Jenuary, 1951. p. 248,
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Tabie 151

Fables 70

Relation betwesn Estimates of Nortality Radius
and Fealings of Need for Civil Delense

# Excluded from this table are the data for thwe eight percent of the
total weighted sampls whose estimates of wortality radius were not
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Table 152

N e

Table kO

FEalation between Antlcipation of U,5. Citiea’ Being
Atom Bombed and fmportance Accorded Civil Defanse

Inportance accorded Cirvil
Defense as a Cormunity Lilwlihood f Atomic Bombings of
Rroblem UsSy g;,g._gg

Yery
Iiwely likely M
Rated First 22) 29
Rated Second 23552’ 15)3"‘
Rated THird or Fourth

{(not mentioned) 35 34 47
Rated Last 1i¢ 14 19

No, of cases 91 535 207

2 ""'% ‘ ""1952. Pe 31.
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Table 153

Table 41
Relation between Anticipation of Owm City's Being
Bombed and Importances Ascorded Oivil Defenee

Isportanss acoerded
Civil Defense as s
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Table I1I.12

Dagroe of Worry about Nuclear Attack, hw Opinign about Fallout Shelters®
Nine-Community Sample

4o
(334)

& This and succeeding tables in this Volume are based un ths responses
of the cross.sectional sample of 1382 respondents in the nine study com-
munitiss., {In some tables, comparisons are made with the 1482 nation.
wide respondents.) The totals in any table never equal 1382, however.
Respondents who were rnot asked or did not answer one or more of the quese
tions involved in any table are regularly sxcluded., In addition, when
opinions on the fallout-shelter issue are presented, respondents who
expressed no opinion are laft out. Usually, but not always, respondents
who had no opinion on other items ars also excluded. The pressnt table,
for example, contains the vesponses of 1239 of the 1382 cross-sectionel

ts. Left out arw: 126 respondents who had no opinion about
fallout shelters, six who were not asked the guestion, one more who had
no opinion on the worry guestion, and ten (not already excluded) who
vere not asited the worry guestion.

b Most of the tables in this Volums are based on the nine.community,
cross-dectionsl sample of 1382 respondents (before the excluslions noted
above in footnote 2). In some tables, comparative data are presented
separately for the 1482 national respondents. When the results for both
samples ars presented, it is always clearly noted.
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Table 1558

Table IILZ2

Age and Degres of Worry about Nuclear idttack, by Opinioen
about Fallout Shelters

Age:

Onder 30 years old 754 57
Total number (127) (8%)

30 - 39 years old 71% 598
Total number (377} {138)

40 - 49 years old ' v
Tata?l nmﬁbe: m(lﬁ) (126)
~ 59 years old 68t s

* 2@2&1 number (104) {108)

0 old 65% %
Total masber (88) (48)

Mha 1%“ 'y pi %O




Tabis 1%6

Tabis 11123

ige, Sex, snd Degree of Worry sbout Nuclesr Attask, by Opinion
abogt Fellowt Shelters

Par cent showrn who favored shelters

e OO . ‘
Uoder W0 40 or wore  Onder KO

“j great deal® or "some* 738 724 734 Ly
Total number {215} {165} {100} {157}
s{ittle” or "not at all* 59¢

Yorried :

52% 588 a2%
(101} {152) (134) (205)

ey, s g . ggrﬁ , by Gau m wltfhdohathm
C;éz. Bureau of Appii ted Social Fesearch, Columblz University, March,
196k, p. 48,




~i& 3~

Table 157

Worried:

Table 1324

Maritel Status and Degree of Worry about Nuclear Adtack,
by Opinion about Fallout Shelters

Par cent shown who favored sheliers

Beyer Marzied Formerly Merried HNow Married

*i great deal® or "some” 75% 784 3 4
Total number {36} (59) {5u8)

®14ttle* or "not at all” 7% 574 514

.'v ¥
19&2&' pl &9!
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Table 138

Table III-2%

The Ever Married Only: Sex, ige, Farenthood, snd Degree of
Worry sbout Buclsar kttack, by Opinien about Fallout Sheliers

Per cent shown who favored shelitsers

Parents Childiess
wWonan
Tnder Lo JFesrs oid:
- worrisd:
¥l great deal' or “some” 71% 1%
Total number {187) ( 22}

*Little" or *not at alif 5%% 7% 3
Totsl number { 87} { 11;

LD ymars old or  xre:
Worrisdi
¥l groat deal” ur “"scme" 69% 763
Total number { &1} { 98}

"Little” or "not at all* 563 sok
Total number { us) { 98)

Mex
Under LO years old:
wWorried:
WL rext desl® or “some® 72% 76%
Totzl number { 78} { 21)

“Little™ or "not at a11” 563 60% ,
Total number ( sL) { 30)

4O ysara cld or moret
wWorried:
great desl® or “some® 65% 518
Total number { 80}

A5
C?

"Little® or ®"not at ail”® L6% s0%
Total number { 65) {171)

The Amorican Public and ths Falleut Shelter Issus, i Nine Community Survey,
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Table 159

Table IT1.31

Socliceconomic Status, Age, and Degree of Worry aboul Muclear Attack,
by Upinion abeut Pallout Sheliters

Far cert shown who favored sheliers

Worried: %’%%wﬁm %’%%m

A grext deal®

or *Some* 758 754 748 654 85
Total nuasber (77} {126) {181} (161} (66} {60}
ket st e 1*70% 508 ¥ 50% 568

*Hot at all® ; 5
Total number {56) {130) {97} (113) (52) (97)
Ih srican Pubiic and the Fallout Sh Izaye, A Rine Community Sur.
o7 ﬁ‘}. 1il, Ferapectl :nd iniesns by Gene Levine with Jonathan
Cole, Bunau of App. iu: c‘alaahh University. &mh,

1964, p. 58.
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Table 160 ,
Ques, 4%: Var., 125 - How has wvour attitude about Civil Defense shanged “
a8 & resull of the Cubssn crisis?
Card 3: Col, 48 N % '
1 Much more favorable 106 7.5
2 More favorable 385 27.1
3 Remained the same 898 63.3 |
4 More unfavorable 26 1.8
$ Much wore unfavorable 4 3 L,
I Missing data 15 XX
TOTAL 153 lﬂl? )

— o R R,

_mmmms Data_Book for the 1963 Nationa} S
1ity dy, Hesearch 0ffice of oclology, Department of
3&1&10@?. Emiversit’ of Pitisburgh, June, 1964, p. 90,
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3
Q. 56-B., Have your feelings about nuclear war
eharged in any way now that you hive Cross
& sheliler? {Can you think of any Section

Ways?)
2 = Col, 12 {s,p,}

l - Yﬁsi’;ieﬁlisssat;attc&utndi#!i*i#i!ciilcit
=5
&

&
- %cvisasvsasasoazaass:aataoquaen;s*;ﬁac:

L]
WA,
RO P AR A "R 100 o § o,
)

h]
if1'-mmr.c-eczf:e:canaec&itsoiioéiﬁsiﬂ %

Fallowt Shelter Study, Codebook Number Five, Survey of Publics
Tine Communitiss, m of Appiied Soclal Research, Coinmb)
Tniversily, hugust, 1963, p. 133.

Table 162

%
.

Ques. 32: Var, % . In yow ospiluion, do faliout shelters make peopls
WOrry more or worry leas gbout the posaibility
of war, or dossn't it saiee any Aifferwnce?

5 X

oy

Leas 2001 23?
No Difference 42,8 610
i - Missing data XX 38
TOTAL 1426 164




Table 183
e : o
Tues, 14: Var, 3 - Whgt if thev were in fallsoul shelisral Fiew good
would the chances be then that people in this
area would survive?
£ s -
5 Never Will Happen 0.1 4
Very Good 18,4 262
Fairly Good 47 .4 &7
56 ~ 50C 13.6 193
Fairly Bad 10.6 151 Cs
Vary Bad 8.0 114
No Chance At All 1.8 26 “
Missing data X 42 h
TOTAL 22 pL

4w 3 old W 3 3 300 frmlﬁ National
mb&bhitz :;m% Ramarch Gffice of bociﬁloga. Department of
Soelology, Iniversity of Pittaburgh, December, 1564, p. 29.
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Table 164 §
ESTIMATES OF CAARCES OF SUSWIVAL IS A SEELTER 3Y
ESTIMATES OF CHANURS FOR SURVIVAL OPMERALLY

Very Fairly Fairly ?c:ty M &r no g

Very Oood 861 264 224 1041 13.8 f
Fairly Cood 22,7  59.9 38.8  %.8 L4 |
50-50 9.1 7.0 301 13.8 12.2 i
Fairly Bad 4.5 3.7 8.3  13.% 4,1 ;
Yery Bad or no ’%
Mo il 26 0 o6 sz 1 é
6 299 1% 29 561

Unpublished dats from the 1964 Study of Civil Defecse and Cold War Attie
tudea, Ressarch Office of Soclology, Dapsrtment of Scecioclogy, University
of Pittsburgh, Summer, 196,.
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WOHRY ABOUT SUCLEAR ATTACK BY FEELINGS ABOUT FALLOUT SHELTERS

Worry about

huclear sttack X
Great deal 71.3 21.1 3.6 k.0 223
Some 48.8 b2.5 .1 2.7 412
A little 4,2 5C.8 7.1 1.9 366
Not at all 37.5 83,9 12,2 6. 410

D T VI
s

Unpublished data from the 196L Stwdy of Civil Defense and Cold War Atti-~
tudes, Rasearch Office of Sociclogy, Department of Soclelogy, University
of Pittaburgh, Sumer, 1964i.
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VI, CORQUSIONG

For purposes of this report, the apalvsis of the nation's percep-
tion of threat has centered upon public opinion regarding anxisty
absout war, the nature of the thrsat pezceived; ihe copseguences
ef threat perception for action, and the conseguences of threat
pergeption on feelings about civil defense,

A1) available empirical evidence on these topics was reviewaed,
and, given the available data, an attempt was made to specify
the topics by pertinent sross-tabulations. The varicus sasple
populations, where feasible, were discretely specified into sub-
groups along demoyraphic characteristics. There was also an
attempt to provide & "tremd apalysis®™ establishing the bagic
chronology of public opinion with regard to the various topics
under consideration. We have drawn from & variety of instru~
ments a varilety of questions all of which were designed to tap
different dimensions. However, the available information per-
®its us to draw some over-all conclusions,

1. A littie under half of the population say they are worried
about nuclear attack. People in the eastern part of the United
States and on the Pacific Coast worry more, People with greater
responsibilities--young parents--worry more. The leoss educated
and those having low sociceconomic status tend to worry mxe.

2. WwWhen no upportunity to discriminate among types of attacks
or targets was offered, we can infer that people generally
expect the nation's cities to bhe bombed as well as their own
city., Also, pecple generally expect some cities ia their
immediate vicinity or in their part of the country to be sub-
ject to an attack. Finally, from the relative diffuse questions
asked, Americans expect people to get killed in an attack,

However, given a chance to discriminate betwsen targets, the
large majority of the population does not perceive cities and
population as high priority targets. They see military bases,
factories, and transportation centers as having much higher
priority. This is true regardless of demographic characteristics.

Although people generally expect their owm city or community to
be a target, it was found that people can identify differential
risk. Thus, people who live in setropolitan areas perceive more
dancer than do those im rural aress. Also, once the attack is
posited, it is the higher educated and thase of high socioeco-
nomic status who perceive the greater locsl danger.




3., More than six out of every ten Americans estimate their chances
for susrvival in the event of nuclesr attack as basd. Paople who
live in highly industrislized urban sress esiimeate their chsnces as
worse than do others. Again, it is the educstied respondent having
high socio-economic status who has the most pessimistic estimate of
kis survival chances. Ihe worse people fste our Jdefenses the more
pessisistic they are aboul their chances of survival, as well.

4. Percentages of people who sention nuglear, or thersonuclesr
werpons spontangtusly has been incresszing throughout the yegars,
This is to bLe expected. Spontanecus references to chemical an
bielogicasl agents sre less frequent and represent &8 distinct minor-
ity concern. Nonetheless, when people are asked explicitily about
such wespons, they think that such sgents might indeed be used.
However, there have been as many people who do not antilcipate
their deploymwent as there are those who do. At the sams time,
when asked about theilr knowledge of chemical and biclugical weap~
ons, the dsta suggest that some two out of three Americans know
either nothing or very little about them. Thus, there is evi-
dence of public concern with thersonuclear weapons; the evidence
on concern witn cheasical and biologicsl devices is net as clear-
cut. wWithout sny guestion, systems to protect lives and property
are viewed chiefly as those which must deal with thermonuclear
wWEIPOoNS .

5. People have become more aware of secondary weapons effects
ovey the years since about 1350, By 1964, it is safe to conclude
that fallout is viewed as more of a danger tc more pesple than are
primary effects.

However, although fallout is seen s the greatest danger, partic-
ularly if their own city or community were not directly under
attack, people do not think that much can be done to protect them
from it. More than six out of ten Americans say they could do
nothing or don't know what they could do agzinst fallout even if
boabs were dropped on or close to their communities. If directly
attacked, people do not believe that much can be done in the way
of protection at all.

6. There is no doubt that the worried tend to think about and
volunteer for civil defense wmore than those who e~ ress no worry.
There is also no doubt, based on the early Michigan studies, that
those people who have s realistic notion of weapuns effects and who
do believe their city to be s target tend to have a more construc-
tive response to threat, 7They also tend to volunteer more readiiy
than those with exaggerated estimates of bomb effects.

However, the nuclear threst per se, except for the above-mentioned
tendencies, has little or no effect on people's plans for the future.
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This may be becsuse 1t is too abstract & notion for most. wWhen
the threat becomes more specific, such se during the Cuban ciisis,
there is the expected, but slight, incresse in protective behavior.
However, the genersl tandency is to feel that there is very iittle
one can do in the face of puclear threat.

7. Generaily, the worried tend to faver fallout shel ters sore than
those who express 8o worry. Alse, people who thought U.8. ¢itiss
and their own community would be targets tended to feel a greater
reed for civil defense and to give civil defonse high pricrity as

a community probies more than those who didn*t see their community
8% a target.

Howgver, worry did not create the grestest suppert for shelters
where it was most expected--omong those with the greatest respon-
sibilities~~the parents. It seems that the more ties and obliga-
tions a person had the less likely he was to favor shelters. Thus,
although parents sre the sost anxious about nucleasr wasr, sheliers
offer thes little relief from that anxiety. This is appsreatiy
relsted to misgivings about the adeguacy of sheltsrs, procedures

in the event of attack, and about survival laster ie 2 hostile
environment.

It was alsc found that respect for the bomb is net always a suf-
ficient condition for a feeling of need for civil defense. People
with exaggerated ideas of bomb effects felt less nesd. It would
seen that the best condition for & constructive response to the
threat of war is for a» person to hsve reslistic but not exagger-
ated ideas about threat and protectiosn.

It was found that an increase in threat, such as during » crisis,
tends tc make attitudes towards shelters more favorsble.

Also, although a large majority had s very pessimistic estimste of
their chances of survival in the event of an attack, more than one
out of two saw their chances as enhanced in a fallout shelter.

We can infer from the above that the public has a reasonsble esti-
mate of threat. They do not think ap attack is aimed st them. How-
ever, the discrete threst aspects have not been relsted to the civil
defense system by the populace. The public is not informed as to
what a fallout shelter is supposed to do and there is concern sbout
what they don't do. There is confusion and legitimste confusiom,
probably due to the plethors of programss over time and the ambiguity
resulting from the diverse press and literature on the subject.
People do not realize that fallout shelters csn be an effective mode
of protection after the initial blast; namely, that survivors can go
to shelters after blast as defense against fallout. It wuld seem
that the public would be receptive to specific definition of an
attack threst in terms of rsdiocsctive fallout und the role that can
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be played by fallout shelters. Specificatiom of the threat in
tezms of 5 fessible response mey help to win public support and

scceptance of the fallout shelter prograsm. A consistent and
coherent public information progysm, thus, may tap the public’'s i
rezsonablie estimate of threat.
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A1.P.0,, Unpublished data.

The Amarican Imstitute of Public Opinion has provided
data from a sumber of their national samples. Each
table included froa the various A .P.O. studies is
idontificd by the pertisent study ousber and the date
of data collection. The processing of the raw data
inte tabular form was done at the Ressarch Office of
Sociology at the University of Pittsburgh.

Surﬂ-z, angg 111, nga- “and O e _on the b
Sheltexr lssus, by Gene N. Levine -ith Jnmtkm “ole, Bu
of Applied Social Research, Columbia University, March, 1964.

Nine community sampie of 1382 respondents.
Data collected January~-March, 1963,

These tables are from a "croas~ssctiion® of an elab~-

borate community sample design in nine communities

within a 150 sile radius of New York City. The Comau~
nities varied in socioeconomic characteristics and
objective "target” vulnerability. This codebook consists
primarily of marginal response tables rather than analysis.

by Harry Ett. 11 Hoorc. Jmuny,

Purposive community panel of 500 respondents.
Data collected late 1961,

Panels of 30U persons in leadership roles in recogniszed
institutions and of 300 persons chosen by random s&m~
pling methods as representative of tha total population
of the city ware interviewed in Ausumn, 1961.

ttsbu:gh, Pittshurgh, Pennsylvania, June, l!‘l
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National probability sample of 1434 respondents.
Data collected in summer, 1963,

This data book contains the study design and marxginal
tabulations from the wid«1963 Foreign Affairs and Civil
Defense national survey for the Office of Civil Defense,
The cutcomes methodology was aspplied to desirebilicies
and expeciztions of alternative civil defarse posturas
as well as to Coid wWar outcomes., A variety of scales
and items from other civil defense ingquiries were vepli-
cated.,

Civil Defense and Cold War Attitudes: Data Bock for the 1964
National Probability Sample Study, Research Cffice of Soci-
ology, Department of Socioslogy, University of Pittsburgh,
Pittsburgh,Pennsylvania, December, 1964.

National probability sample of 1464 respondents.
Data collected in Summer, 1964,

This data book contains the study design and marginal
tabulations from the mid-1964 Foreign Affairs and Civil
Defense national survey for the Office of Civil Defense.
The ocutcones methodology was applied to desirabilities
and expectations of alternative civil defense postuyes as
well as to Cold Waxr ocutcomes. A varisty of scales and
items from other civil defense inQuiries were replicated.

Defense of Qux Cities: A Study of Public Attitudes on Civil Defense,
Survey Ressarch Center, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor,

Decenber, 1951,

Frobability block sample of 614 people in eleven metropolitan

areas.
Data collected August-September, 1951.

A cross-section of the adult population of the 11 lar-
gest metropolitan areas of the United States: New York,
Chicago, Philadelphia, Los Angeles, Detroit, Boston,
Pittshurgh, Baltimore, St. Louis, Cleveland, and San
Francisco and their suburbs.

In 1950 a prior study was done using a cross-section of
the adult population of the atove cities without the
suburbs, Both studies are based on open-ended inter-~
views administered to a probability block sample in

each metropolitan area.
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et a'., Department of Communication,
Arts, Michigan State University, April, 1963,

Telephone interviews in eight cities, 3514 respondents.
Data collected December 1961.

anoge of Communication

Ur versity, August, 1963,

Bight ecitias within the United Btatas selecies ¢on the
criteria of zize and geographical location: Minneapolis;
Boston; Oklahoma City; Santa Monica,; Califorria; Lansing;
Manhaitan, Kansas; Chapel Hill, Nerth Carolina; snd
Seattle.

" Data, Buresu afﬁppnaﬂ Gocial Ruut rch, Columbis TREversity,
New York, May, 19563,

Two mail surveys; one of 727 respondents ia early 1962 and
one of 210 in July, 1962,

In early 1962, a Civil Defense official, S5gt. Michels
in Haworth, New Jersey mailed a queastionnxire to sath
of the some 900 families resident in tha towm, He
received 727 replies.

The BASR tabulated the data and sent a farther Quads
tionnaire to the original respondents who had eritien
their nases and addresses. With one mailing in Maly,
1962, 210 persons responded.

Buresu of Ap [al Ressarch, Columbia

A total of 1828 perscnal interviews were conducted in
nine northeastern communities; 110 of these interviews
were with comsunity leaders, the rest (1718) of the
interviews were with the general public. The sample
was heavily weighted with shel ter owmers sand their
neighbora.

The nine communities under study were Haxlem, New York;
Chicopee, Massachusetts; West Orange, New Jarsay; Uaion
City, New Jarsey; Greenwich, Connecticut; Stamford,
Connecticut; Lancaster, Pennsylvania; York, Pennsylvania;
Port Jervis, New York,

R
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Interviews were zonducted in January, Februsry and
March, 1963,

S5tudy analyzes the beiiefs, opinions, and behavior of

the genaral public and of comsunity leaders regarding o

internatioual affairs and the Cold War, with a par~

ticular focusx upon thelr views on the fallout shelter

issue, {.e., are reactions of communities that are ¥
tential targets in a suclaar way different from those

in less valnerable towns? who fsvor and who oppose

faliout zheltars? etc.

"General Anxisty and War Anxiety” Working Paper No. 6, John Modell,
Bureau of Applied Social Pesearch, Tolumbia University, Septewm-
bey, 1964 {(Unpublished].

Il . A YT T T

This working paper is one in a series to be submitted

to the Office of Civil Defense. It anticipates materials
that will be included in the firnal report (The Threat

of War and Amevican Public Opinicn by Gene N, Levine

and John Mogzll,

NORC - Unpubilished data.

The National Opinion Research Center has provided data
from a number of their national samples. Each table
included from the various NORC studies is identified

by the pertinent study number and the date of the data
collection. The processing of the raw data into tabular
form was done at the Research (ffice of Socicloegy at

the University of Pittshurgh.

The Puolic and Civil Defense: A Report Based on Two Sample Surveys
in Eleven Major American Cities, Survey Research Center,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, March, 1%52,

Probability block sample of 8132 households.
Data collected in August, 1951.

813 persons interviewed are a representative cross-
section of the adult population living in private house-
holds in the foilowing eleven metropolitan areas: Balti-
more, Bosion, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles,
New York, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, and
St. Louis.
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The rgsearch is fecused on the facteors in public
thinking which affect the development of civil
defense vrganizations in Aserican cities and states,
It is alsc concerned with the Psychelogical factors
censidered important for constructive or adaptive
social handling of crises or disasters.

Saged upor
Eleven Mad eyt ambhe v Li G5e%
genter. ﬁnavnrsity of Hi@higanf &na &rber, January,l?ﬁi_

Probabillity ssnple of 614 pespie in sleven cities.
Data collected September-October 1950,

614 people interviewed were selected to be a represens
tative crossssection of the adult pepulation of the
eleven largest cities in the United States. Suburbs
were not included.

City Intexryiews
New York 122
Boston 5
Philadeliphia 78
Baltimore 27
Chicago 137
Detroit 51
Pittsburgh 23
Cleveland 26
St. Louis 34
Los Angeles R
San Francisco--Oakland 258

Roper - Unpublished data.

Approximately 3600,
National cross-section of adults.

Survty'Rtscatch onict, Institnte for Social abaaa:eh. ﬂnivcraity
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, September, 1934,
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This is a report of a notional study conducted in March,
1984, It alsc includes material from a number of other
studies {3 in number} also conducted by the Survey
Hesearch Ceonter 98 the problems of civil defense.

R

The first srudy, done ‘n 1950, covered the population :
in the metropoliitan areas of the eleven largest cities .8

in the United States, Sample size was approximately
500 persons.

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

The third study, done in 1982, extended the sampie to
the nation as a shole but did not sample the rural areas
at the same rate as the urban areas due to available
firancing. Sample size=lf00 persons.
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The fourth study, done in 1954, for the first time in ;
this series tock a straight unweighted sample of the :
national adult population but included persons aged 16 i
to 20 vears old in addition to the adults usually inter- ‘
viewed, Sample sizezl€O0 persons.

Each of the studies made use of personal interviewing
as a2 means of obtaining the necessary data,

The fourth study, that was done in March, 1954, receives i
most of the emphasis in this report.

.__‘(gﬂ%?ﬁmv!m'-meﬁﬁpif‘nl'}wm%\ﬁ@qm@E:' I R

University of Michigan, Study 418, Unpublished data.

PR

National survey, 1643 respondents.
Data collected in 1956, ¢

The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan has
provided 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 Socioclogy at the University of Pittsburgh.

The U,S, and

o $.5,kR,: AR rt of Public's Pers tives \
i on Uni-ed §§a§e§--§§s§i§§ n§§.§§§n§ §§ Eate 1§§§ by Stephen
; 8, Wit'.ey, Survey Research Center, The University of Michigan,
: Ann Arpor, Michigan, March, 1962,
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Kational probability sample of 1474 respondents.
Data coiiected September-October 1961,

Based on interviews conducted during & period of inter- :
national crisis, this study exemines pubdbliic attitudes H
and conceptions of the U, . 5.=«,5,.5,R, power struggle.




