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THE NEVELOPMENT OF VALUES AND BELIEFS
IN YOUIG AMERICANS
TOWARD FALLOUT SHELTERS AND CIVIL DEFENSE

(An Abstract)

This report represents our initial study of a special Civil

~ Defense audicncc--American youngsters. This is an audience whose

entire 1ife has been spent in the atomic era. But, in contrast
with their elders, they know of atomic devastation only through
history books and movies. They do not personally know of World

War II, nor of the means by which Japan was brought to surrender.

" . Korea also occurred before most of them were born.

Their views toward civil defense countermeasures are of

' special importance for two reasons: (1) At this age, they are

foniing attitudes toward many public issues, including civil a'
defense, which may remain relafively stable for the rcmainder‘
of their lives; and (2) By comparing the views they hold with

those of adults OCD ought to be able to gain inszghts as to the

| fhasability and acceptance of future programs. |
~The eventual objective of'the'rcSecrch”iQ’fchﬁiovidclcdgéccfichci o
-~ on how the public may best be informed aﬁout civil defense programc.

‘Here, it is;a special public, a futurc'public, which 15 the focus.

Yet, it must be emphasized that these future adults represent an

immense audience, growing larger each year. The young pecple we

study today will in a few years constitute the majority of adult

Americans.




Do youngsters in their pre-teens and tecnsge years have
atbtimdes toward fallout shelters and toward civil defense:

How do these attitudes form?

How firm are these attitudes?

How does the background of the youngster affect these
attitudes? | '.’

It is the answers to these questions which we begin to seek
in this report. We ask these questions for four main reasoné:

(1) Previous research has shown that youngsters deielop
attitudes toward a host of public issues by the time they are in
their eariy teens. Thus, tﬁere is reason to believe that attitudes
toward civil defense programs will have formed early;

(2) These early attitudes become the youngster's baseline
against which he evaldates sub;equent information. If the early
attitude is a negative omne, it will be all 'the more resistant to
change; | |

(3) Social attitudes are generaliy a functi'on of the

individual's personal and social environaent. If different

.. attitudes foni‘:ln different segments of Amwerican society, this

has obvious policy implications; and

(4) These teen-age youngsters will become active citizens
in a few short years. Long-term public programs must take into

account the constant merging of new, young adults with older,

‘already active ones. Such programs must be prepared o inform and

obtain support from citizens at every age level. The young

adult in his 20's is not far from either the 12-year-olds or the

(ii)




18-year-olds described in this first repoit.

o We asked 327 cighth graders and twelfth graders to write
extempo. anecus essays on 'What I know About Fallout Sheiters, '
providing only minimal guidance for the nature of their diséunion. |

- The youngsters cane from achooi districts representing high and | '

f - low socio-economic conditions; from schools which were either

phponderantly white or non-white; and from classes of above
averege or below average abil!.fy. Similar proportions of boys

- and girls wece glven this fask, - oo

Treined coders analyzed the essays without any information
about the person who wrote it. The coders assessed the degree

of favorability (from 'very favorable'! to 'very unfavorable')
' expressed by the writer toward four issues: (1) his favorability

tmxd fallout shelters in general; (2) toward private, family
shelters in particular; (3) toward publie, cannunity sheltcn'
and (4) toward civil defense in general.

Each of these attitudes was then assessed according to the

sg‘_, sex, race, social class and personal ability of the young-

sters.

Results - -

| ?beu results should be cmidered as tentative findings.
The mnber of young people we studied was relatively small and -
confined to one geographic zrea. The results may not be gencrulizid
to the population of American youngsters; however, they prov:l&
significant clues as to what we may expect to find in subsequcnt,

hvoadcr research of this special Civil Defense audience.
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The attitudes theaselves, without regard to the background
characteristics of the young people, are all relatively favorable.

For general attitudes toward fallout shelters, two-tlirds

made responses which ranged from slightly favorable to very

favorable. Most interesting is the fact that the attitudes

cluster in the extreme categories, both in the positive and

négative ends of the attitude mezszure. These young pecple do not

make ambivalent or weak resnonses for the most part -- they are

-intense in the attitudes they hold, ei‘her in support of or in

opposition to the fallout shclter program.

Individral attitudes toward bcth publie and private shelter

programs are also predominantly positive, 7 in 10 were positive

 toward publié sheltzrs and » in 10 for the private shelter idea.

With both these attitude arcas, the respondents' attitudes
also clustced in the 2xtrene categories of both favorable and
unfavorable dispositions.

Among those young#ters wiio axprezsed some attitude toward
civil defense, the ge Jral concept rccéived the largest shave of
favorable attitudes. Gre than 80 percant could be categorized as
being more pcsitive thra negative toward the general notion of
civil defense.

As interesting cs these overall attitudes may be, it is far
more enlightening to examine the sub-group differences which were
obtained by'cross-classifying the attitude of the respondent in
terns of the social and demographic characteristics that were

identified. It is here that the significance of this study lies.
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: ehort years later.

&e differences. The‘ attitudes of the 8th graders were compared

 with those of the 12th greders. In all comparisons, the younger

| eet of people were far more favorable toward the attitude areas

etudied. .

‘When we look at ettitudee toward fallout shelters in general

e ;"f 71 i .nt Of the yomger, but Oﬂly ug Pemnt Of the 01&1. wup
o .e:ipreeeed favorable attlitudes. |

hong thoee respondents nho epoke of private and/or public |

. ehelters in particular, rather than shelters in general, we find
L thet 85 percent of the 6th graders, but only 48 percent of the
R ‘l2th greders were positive toward public ehelters, for private

'_‘eheltere, the comparable proportione vwere 79 and 40 percent. ’

. Age was equally discriminating in identifying the supporters

" of civil defenae.- No less than 93% of the younger group, compared
with 68 percent of the older, were more favora.ble than unfevoreble

~ toward civil defense.

Further study is required to determine why the preponderent
support found among the 12 and 13-year-olds is dissipated four

Sex differences. In most comparisons, the reeponeee of boys

and girle were quite einilar on the attitude measures. On the
'generel aeeeesnent of fallout shelter attitudee, the proportione
of boys and girls who were favorable were virtually identicel.

' The same was 80 in terms of the boy-girl attitudes toward civil

defense -- minor and insignificant differencee.
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Hhat.difference was found bétween the boys and girls came
from their attitudes toward specific fallout shelter concepts.
Among those who talked in particular about public and private
shelters, the girls were consistently more positive than the young
men. For example, 60 percent of th; boys and 7% percent of the
girls were favorable toward publi; shelters; 52 percent of the boys

and 71 percent of the giris were Favorable toward private shelters.

Race differences. We compared the responses of students who .
came from all or predominantly white schools with those who _
attended schools where the student body was at least 85 percent
non;white. The Lillillles expressed toward the sielter concepts:
were strikinglf different -- in all instances, the non-whife
youngsters were far more frequent among the proponents.

The general shelter attitud§ measure showed that 72 percent
of the non-white respondents were favorable, compared with 56
percent of the remaining respondents.

" The same pattern emerges with respect to public and private
shelters, but perticularly so for the personally-financed shelters.
81 percent of the non-white youngsters were favorable toward both
' kinds;rsslpercénf of the whita chiidreh were f#vdrabieﬂgg;gééhf'-r““_m
public sheltefa, while 55 percent of them favorea'privatc ones.

When the cbject of discussion was civ!l deferse in general,
the non-white respondents showed substantially more support;

92 percent ;nre favorable ccmpared with 78 perzent of the other

children.

The experiences associated with membership in mincrity racial

(vi)
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, groupsvhave led to widespread accebtance of 2ivil defense programs

- and goals. Or is it that exberiences cbtained through majority

f;add.tional study is required to do that. Race is a sharp dis-

group membership have reduced an originally wider level of support?

The present data cannot trace the source of dissension;

NJcrininant of pro-and anti-shelter beliefs among these young -

_ Americans.

Social class differcnces. The present study provides very

little evider.e thaf attitudes toward fallout shelters or toward

civil dafense are related to the social class background of these

kyoung pedpie;” However, we were able to make class comparisons
',only between white childven from middle-class homes and those
g ,from aonewhat upper-cla,s homes; all the Negro chzldren came

 from lauer socio-econom1c backgrounds. Within these ccmparisons,

the attitudes of the mlddle-class children were only . slightly
more favarable tcvard shelters and civil defense. Subsequcnt&y;

it will be‘necessary to examine a wider variety of social class

- backgrounds. At present, social class is apparently of less

Ihport thaa is the age of the ind ual, and his racial group, in )

locating groups who do not favor the notion of shelters.

Perscnal ability difierences. Herz is a third clear distin-
guishing feature between those youngsters who strongly support
and strongly oppose the shelter idea. The more able students, in

terms of classroom aﬁility, are less favcrable'than the poorer

students toward fallout shelters and tovard civil defense.

In terms of general shelter attitudes, there are two opponents
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among the better students for each opponent foundAamong the less
able youngsters. Fully 77 percent of the weaker students favor
shelters, but only 38 percent of the better students do so.

‘The same holds:, although not to the same extent, among the
students who talk about particular shelter types. For public
shelters, 79 percent of the below-éverage students are favorable
compared with 67 percent of the above average ones; for private
shelters, the diffeience is larger -- 76 and 54 percent resﬁectively.

Th§ paftern repeats itself when the attitude area is civil
defense. Aﬁong the weaker students, 89.percent are féyorable;

" among the better studen%s, 73 percent are favorable.

Personal ability is a‘significant correlate bf fallout shelter
attitudes. It remains to be defermined just why the better,
brighter voungsters -- those who are more likely to be active in
public affairs as adults -~ offer far more in the way of negative
comments and opinions. |

This has beep én exploratory study to determine the natﬁre
" of young people's aftitudes toward fallout shelters and civil

defen;e.A UsingAessentiglly a nonfdlrective approach, we have
: attehpted to proSe among varying groups of young people for the
direction of their attitudes, the content of those attitudes,
and some assessment of their strergth.

This study has examined only a small sub-set of the social
and demographic characteristics which would be examined in 2 more
elaborate, formal study of the values of young Americans.

Also, more sensitive measures of the individual's attitudes must

(viii)
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ho dnveloped. - ‘ ‘
Poliqy implications. He'will conclude this abstract with

| some suggestions we believe these data have for OCD policy |
planning. These suggestions are entiroly owr conception, without s

knowledge'of éXisting or probable or practical policies of the

agency toward young people. H!;mw;ﬂwwwfwwwu.zvm«ew~'
' 1.; Young people constitute a significant OCD audience. Host?
will be working adults and parents within a few years; hence they '
hould be the focus of almost any long-range program or set of
jectives. ’

Young people form attitudes toward civil defense programs
at an early age. The manner in which these attitudes have been |
korned.willynredisposevthe youngsters' intorpretation of any OCD
.fnfonnation}they may receive later. | |

3. Generally, these attitudes toward civil defense programs

are quite favorable ones. However, there are specific, large,
identifzable pockets of discontent which become apparent at an
early age. ' '
| k 4, It appears that too little information is directed
specifically at. this audience; at any rate they generally
” pepceive receipt of very llttle in the way of information.

“S, Within the population of young Americans, sub-audiences

exist. It is not likely, for example, that the same kind of'
mes%age would have the same or even similar kinds of effects on
nore and less able youngsters, on those who belong to racial

minority and majority groups. Specific messages ought to be
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tailored for specific audiences, within the young people as well
as witﬁin their adult countérparts.

6. The reasons why sub-groups of youngsters develop more
or less favorable perceptions of civil defense programs must
be examined. .Sex, race, or age are seldom causes in and of
themselves. They reflect the fact that certain behaviors or _
experiences are associated with these sub-groupings which lead to
more oﬁ less f#vorable perceptions. It is these behaviors and
B exPerien?es, ag’critical_aspéctg of the youngster's beliefs,
which must be isolated, identified, and treated in order to obtain

maximal understanding of the general program of civil defense.

(x)
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SECTION I

Introduction and Purpose of the Study
| Why should we be concerned with these attitudes of young people?
An obvious answer comeé fromrdefining-a young»pgfsqn. Half of those we
studied were seniors in high school; they are adults minus 3 years. éhortly,
they will form a substantial part of the target audience of civil defensgl
_____ messages. They do not become adults with a blank mind on social issues
and current events. Rgsearch evidence indicates quite consistently tﬁatA
adult attitudes form early in iife. For example, political‘attitudés
of parents are known and learned by nine and ten-year-olds; by mid-
teens, these political attitudes are firmly fixed and very resistant to '
change. |
It seems reascnabie thatkattifudes toward such concepts as civil
‘defense and fallout shelters also deveiop and become stable during av
child's formative years. It is then that children are most susceptible to
information from credible government sources an& ‘her sources, some less‘
- | ~ credible. 'if is then that communication would most likely be successful.
~ _Waiting until these young people are in their 20's béfdre'focusing

intensive communication efforts on them completely neglects their earlier
learning experiences. Waitirg until then to present information and ideas
requires a communication strategy that must focus on converting negative

attitudes or en overcoming ignorance and apathy.

Disseminating information to young peonle during their teens, in

- }..q.w———w . TR — ey




key receivers of civil defense information.

and outside of the formal classroom, through teachers
and parents seemingly would yield a long-term basis o
defense programs. This suppo.t would not become appa

with a background of information and ideas, not now p

substantial body of adult Americans, the future adult

‘intensive efforts to give them more understanding of

The other half of the youngsters we studied we
They were another four years'away from an active role

Yet, the

I
[

‘ [ I o"1 ]
some notions and information about shelters in partic

in general._'They too have begun to develop social at

stands, to believe in something, and to be socially aWare.
) : |

be led to support, or at least be informed about civi

It seems reasonable that the sooner such young

information and ideas approgriate to progressive civi

, religious leaders,
f support for civil
rent right away. But

pssessed by any

t would require less

ivil defense goals.
all eighth graders.

as citizens and as

se children also have

ular and civil defense

ritudes, to take

They also may

1 defense matters.
eters can be given the

1 defense programs:

(a) the wider will be the base of public knowledge about civil defense

protective measures; (b) the less effort will be needed to educate people
who may have 1deas, and (cb the higher will be the level of public support
for civil defense. Understandlng the attitudes of young and very young
Americans appears to be critical for the conduct of an effective and com-
prehensive information program. As we shall see by cpmparing the eighth
graders with the 12th graders, sharp differences in a&titude occur in that
four-year span. | |

Therefore, we wish to know how young Americans acquire their attitudes

toward fallout shelters and toward civil defense in géneral. This first

!
{ i
'




“An 8th grade Negro girl s&ys?

1n general 1s ‘nusel ess."

report will be descriptive for the most part. V2 wish the reader to better

- understand the temperament of these young people, to regain some empathy

with them. Lack of sensitivity to their nature and their beliefs would

hinder Civil Defense in informing them of civil defense measures by all

- available meaﬁs.'

- To give you_scmelfceling‘at <his point for the kinds of responses

ve dealt with, the following essays have been extracted:

"I thin% fallout shelters are a great necessity To the American
way of life. For no one knows when there could be an atomic war. And 1
think we should have fallsut shelters in every home, every building, and in
every public place. . 1 think the government should play an even more active
part in this. And I think they should try and enforce that every place

- should have a fallout shelter."

A 12th grade student of middle-class parents writes:

M...if it {a Lcb) hits the ground where a shelter is under you
would be buricdq alive. ) myself would rather be hit by a bomb than be
buried alive by one. These shelters seem useless to me. I can see only
the expense and cost they would run scmeone. Ve are all taught what to dc
and how tec do it in the case of nuclear attack. But do you mean to tell me
that if the time should arise when ycu would need to use this knowledge that
you could remember what to do. I doubt it. If such a case would arise, the-
whole of the pconle weuld be in a pandemonium. They would panic and forget
everything they were taught abovt vhat to do in order to survive. In other
words, I feel that (1.) fallout shelters are useless and (2.) ClVll Defense

A youngster whose parcnts are economically weak says:

"I think every rfamily sLould have a fallout shelter because it is a
wonderful means of stayirg rlive.!

Two classmztes in an accelersi:zd nlass believe:

"Fallout shelter is man's answer to a plush grave...Il believe that
I would rather die suddenly ir a nuclear attack than starve to death in a
very expensive grcve." : :




“A fallout shelter is man's way of saving nimself from his own gross
stupidity. It is the direct result of a brainstorm that has reaped mass
hysteria and fear over the entire world. Man has carried a dream of super-
energy too far and instead of admitting his mistake, he has cowardly burrowed
underground to escape a possible holocaust that would devastate the highly
sophisticated culture that exists."

Another student in the same school, but in a slow-learner class says:

"The fallout shelter in my own opinion is safer than anything else
...No place can be proven to be entirely safe, everything has its
faults and failures..I feel there isn't a safer place thar. a fallout
shelter. At least none have been invented as of today."

A 12fh grade white boy comments: .. . . _ .o -
"The fallout shelter has these characteristics which make it
useless. It most likely could not survive a direct nuclear attack,
but if it could, it would only provide temnorary shelter until the
survivors starved. The fallout shélters are a wasteful exercise in

futility, a failing attempt to appecse man's need for a crutch in the
" face of danger "

A bright young lady replies:

"The disaster of nuclear attack need not be a total disaster.
Proper shelter in areas not hit directly by bombs can save lives.
Knowledge of shelter provision is a major personal step toward preventing
disaster...every family can provide adequate protection for its members
within the home. Location of public shelters and knowledge of self-
protective procedures in any situation are also vital... Shelters can
provide adequate protection against illness and death if procedures are
followed carefully and calmly. The con.ept of not wanting to survive
an enemy attack is ridiculous; disaster can be avoided."

P ———

These are excerpts from the responses of young people to questlons

“about fallout sheifers and c1vil defense. They indicate that youngsters have
attitudes about these issues. The youngsters express them willingly and
capably. But, their attitudes are not uniform. They differ in direction.
Some favor the construction and use of fallout shelters and some oppose them.
They differ in intensity, 'Sohe very strongly advocate and some very strongly
detest the idea of shelters. Thay differ in substance. Some focus on the

physical characteristics of shelters and others speak of the spiritual or




Opiniori on the Vsubject at alle e e

- political significance of shelters. They differ in their depth of argument.

Some have long, discursive ideas and others make rather brief comments. They
differ in quality. Some are well-expressed, organized commentaries, and some
are virtually unintelligible. Still others express no information or no

Here we have focused on the following questions:

1. Do young people have attitudes toward fillout shelters which they

can express?
2. What is the»diréctlon aﬁd intensity of these attitudes?

3. Do youﬁg peoplé differentiate between public falléut shelters and
private falloutvshelters? What are their attitudes toward each kind?

4. What attitudes do young people have about civil defense in general?

One more question: what kind of young person has what kinds of

attitudes? That is, what are the background factors that may predispose

‘a yohng person to like or dislike civil defense, to favor or oppose

fallout shelters? If we‘aré to suggest how a program may reach these
youngsters with more information or certain kinds 6f.infornation, then we
mugtrkqoy and understand the differences in attitudes Qithin the younger
set. How do the attitudes of boys compare with those of girls? What of
younger and older teen-agers? Or éhildren from poor backgrounds in contrast
with thosewfrom well-to-do families? Are thete differepces between the
attitudes of white and Negro children? Do able youngvpedple express the
same or different ideas than less able ones? In other words: what kinds
of audiences exist for civil defense messages among young people? This

report will describe the nature of some differences within the audience




Sa

of young Americans.

This first study has been specifically designed to articulate the
nature of attitudes which arz spontzneously expressed by young people toward
fallout shelters and toward civil defecnse. This is an analysis of a
special Civil Defense audience. It is an aﬁdience whose entire life has
been spent in an atomic era, but who were unborn during World War II and
stili unborn du;ing Korea. 1In a few years, they will constitute the
majority of adult Americans. By analyzing and understanding their current
attitudes, we hope to suggest improved methoas of informing them about

civil defense countermeasures.
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SECTION II

Mothod and Procedures

/

We chose methode which permitted us to explore the full range of shelter

""ﬁttitUdé§7émOhgméémé”éroﬁp5’ofwibﬁnéwﬁéoﬁle}m'wembeiieoed"thet”é structured quest-

ionnaire would not be as valueble‘as n’more flerible pr. edure for obtaining infor-
nation. Given the éaucity ol oocial acttitude vosearch among children and the specifi
lack of research among youngsters with regard to fallout shelters and civil defense
practices, it was difficult to coneeive what a structured questionnaire should contai_
In other words, had we prepered a formal questionnaire, it would have consisted of -
qnestions imoosing an adult franexof referenee. Such a frane of reference would not
only have been unfair; it would also ccem to lack validity We wanted to find out
Now young people thought abou* this subject -- not how they responded to our own
freme of refercnce. lNormal pre-testing procedurns to deveiop a useful instrument
also eould have been inadequate. The auestions deviaed by the research team might
bear little.resemblancevto the cogniitive cet of the respondents. This is espect ally
o0 when the respondents are markedly different inds oi'people from the investigators
Ta 2gsence, we nished to develop some meaas of obtaining attitudinal information

from young Americans withoutlbiesing theix own reeponeeﬁset.‘ ro'féfaiirehé’yénggQ
sters to develo;‘their thonghts in as free and ag varied a nanner as possible, wc
acked them to spontanecusly create written ecseys about fallout shelters. They.nere
-given some‘guideiine cbout the kinds of thin*s to discuss but no specific instructic
abcut length content. or attitudinal direction They also werc given no forewarning

about this tack, no opportunity to bone up on information or to decide what the




{nvestigators would like to hear.

Then, we did two things with the material obtained by this procedure.
First, youngsters' attitudes tovard fallout shelters and civil defense were
coded. An analysis of these attitudes is the majér focus of this first report.
Second, we extracted'from the essays common subject matter areas and some
uncommon ones. For example, several students talked about the relationships
between their religious beliefs and the concept of fallout shelters. In

subsequent study of ioung péople's attitudes, we shall wish to explore this

... relationship more thoroughly. These second-order analyses gave us unanticipated

items and topic areas. They constitute a set of questionnaire items, as
spontaneously generated by this study population, for use in later studies.

The items represent the francsof reference or response sets actually used by

young people and not artificially created by the research team.

Sample. The young people were all 8th and 12th graders. Interviewing
was done in six junior and senior high schools in the Denver, Colorado, public
school district. The schools were chosen in order to maximize differences in
school composition.- Then, within each school used, differences in student ability
. was the ériterion in choice of classes. All students were in English classes
when the studiiwas conducted so that the essay writing wpuid be a reasonable
__assignment, _In all, 14 different classes were used. They ranged in size
from 12 to 35 students; a total of 327 young people were inéerviewed.

Heterogeneity among the schools was obtained by identifying the school's

- socio-economic composition and racial mixture. Ve chose:

a. 1 senior and 1 junior higﬁ in an all-white neighborhood of

upper-middle-class homes.

b. 1 senior and 1 junior high in a predominantly white neighbor-

‘-wm'zmm.x-‘ T e -~ o
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hood of middle-class and lower middle-class homes. The 1
racial composition wvas approximately 90-93 percemnt white, with
the remainder primarily Spanish-American.

o c. 1 senior and 1 junior high in a prcdominéntly non-vhite

“'“%Wnélghbdrhood of lower class homes. Here, the racial
composition was approximately 65-75 percent Negro, 10-20

percent Spanish-Amé:ican, and th2 remainder were Caucasian.

"ﬁgggkbééﬁéii;m;iéﬁiﬁ tﬁémﬁéhééls ﬁa. obtained by systcmatically
, - | - ,

choosing classes of differeng student abil tb.groupings. In each school, i

students were already grouped'into Modified (Below average), Regular (Average)

and Accelerated (Above average) classes. In each of the six junior and senior

: high schools, we coaducted our study with at least one of the Modified and one

of the Accelerated classes; in two schools, these were supplemented with the

i

Regular grouping. Talle 1 summarizes the basic composition of the study
sample. '

_Background Varizbles. Table 1 also specifies four of the five backgrqpnd or

independent variables -~ (1) age; (2) race;L(B) social class of neighborhood;

and (4) individual ability. ﬁe aiso decermined the student's sex.

" Tn summary of that table, the sample contained:
1. 187 eighth graderr and 140 twelfth gradérs in séven'classeé;of‘:‘

each;

2. 105 students examined in five predominantly non-white classfs and
212 students in nire all-vhite classes; J
3. 124 students of upper--lass parents in five classes, 98 stuﬂents

of middle-class background in four classes,{and 105 students of lower-¢1ass_

;,‘




rackgrounds in five classes;

4. 138 students of above-average ability in six classes, 43 students
:f'average abilify In two classes, and 146 students of below-average ability
In six classes. |

The sex composition of the 14 classes divided equally between boys and

girls. | ‘
“ wAWm'fl'nre‘tabrle aiso sh&ws that it‘was not possible in this community --
nor perhaps in any community -- to obtain a large number qf middle or upper
“,P144}¢'¢133; young, non-whites in one school. When we compare the attitude§
among different social class grdﬁéiugs, the principal coﬁpa;igéﬁrﬁiii be
between class groupings of white youngsters.
festing procedures. In each class, students were asked to.coppergte
in a study being done to determine what young Americans thought about various
social matters. The} were told that they would be asked to write'an.essay |
using as much of the 50-minute class period as they w;shed. They were told to
_express themselves as completely as possible and to express their honest
reactions. Three-page booklets were then distributed.‘ The top of the first
page contained the following information:
"You are to write an essay on this topic:
WHAT X KNQ ABOUT FALLOUT SHELTERS
(Here are some of the thinés.you might write-abbut:
What do you think fallovt shelters are?
Vhat do you know about them?
What do you think of fallout shelters?:
Why do you think the way you do?

How do you feel about civil defense in general?

Write the essay the way you want to and discuss tﬁe things you want to.
You should discuss the topic as much and as well as you can.)"

The remainder of that page was blank as were the other two pages.




Table I

‘COHPOSITION OF STUDY SAMPLE*

SOCIAL CLASS
High __Middle Low

Grade: 8th  12th  8ch  12th  8th  12th

RACE -
White: v v v/ v
. High: ] | | o
Non-White: S - R V4 \/
STUDENT White: | ' \V
ABILITY  Medium: , | .
"Non-White s : ‘ ' o v \/,
| White: IRV VAR VAR v
Low: o _ v“/ , ' .
Non-White: ' : v v
* Cellentries (V') describe the classes studied
in terms of grade, race, social class and student
ability.
o rm e 7 I —— R -y
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The students were asked if they understood their task and any questions
’were answered. - 316 usable essays were obtained from the 327 students.
Eleven were discarded for.reasons of illegibility, non-cocperation, or failure
to understand the assignment.'

Attitude variables. Two trained coders analyzed the essays. They
- evaluated the writer's overall attitude toward fallout shelters, his attitude
toward private family shelters, his attitude towvard public community shelters,
and his overall attitude toward civil defense. The coder training continued
until agreement between.them and the principaliinvestigator exceeded 80 percent
of the codings. Then, the coders contiﬁued their analysis on separate samples
bf the essays. Coders had no information about the age, race, social class or
ability of the respondents as they worked with the essays.

From these codings, we constructed five attitude measures as dependent

variables:

1. In those essays vhere the writer did not distinguish public from
private shelters, his overall attitude foward shelters was rated on a seven-
point scale, ranging from very favorable (7) té.véry unfavorable (1). This

is the Getieral Attitude tcward TFallout Shelters variable.

2,3. If the writer-did distinguish public from private shelters, the
- above measure was inapplicable. In that case, the writer's attitudes toward
public and toward érivate shelters were rated separately froﬁ very favorable
to very unfavorable. The former will be referred to as Attitude toward Public

Shelters, and the latter as Attitude toward Private Shelters.

4. The coders also determined whether the respondent expressed his
attitude toward civil defense in general -- statements without specific reference
to fallout shelters. If the writer did this, his attitude toward civil defense

was also rated from very favorable to very unfavorable. This is labeled the
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General Attitude toward Civil Defense.

5. Ue also constructed a composite index of attitudes toward fallout
shelters. This index was identical to the general attitude index for those who
did not differentiate puolic from private shelters; for those‘who did
differentiate, this index was an aperage of their attitudes toward those two
different kinds of shelters. The justification for taking the aﬁeraée of
those two separate'attitudinal measures stems from the substantial correlation
between them (.70). This index is cited as the Composite Attitude toward
Fallout Shelters. ’ '; c 3 o o

In addition to these five primarp attitude measures, the coders
examined 26 other content categoriee; as empirically derived'from the essays.
These categories will provide questionnaire items in subsequent studies. As
examples, some dealt with government involvement in shelter construction,
aggressor perceptions of active U.S. shelter programs, the anticipated existence
inside a shelter, sources of shelter information, and the perceived utility o
of surviving a nuclear war.

In this report, we shall look at the relationships between five independent
varisbles -- sex, age, race, social class, and mental ability -- and tke five

dependent attitude measures -- general and composite attitudes toward fallout

_déﬁéltefb}‘attitﬁdes"tbwéfd"public‘and”privaté“SheIterég and general attitudes

toward civil defense.




"SECTION III

Results: Overall Distribution of Attitudes

First, let us look at the overall distribution of attitudes found

L. . - - /' ‘
in this group of youngsters. As we discuss these, bear in mind that the

data do not come from a random sample of American youth; the} come from
avpurposive sampling procedure in one school system. Thé findings may not
be:interpreted as the distribution of attitudes among American youth in
general, fhis group obviougly includes more non-white youngsters than would
fall into a random sample; it also purposely uses extreme social class and
mental ability groupings. The significance of these data lies in our |
later comparisons amoné these egtreme groupings, and not in any significance
attached to the overall distribﬁtion of attitudes.

General Attitude toward Fallout Shelters. The distribution of this

i

attitude is in Table 2. Two-thirds of the young people who did not distinguish

public from private shelters expressed favorable attitudes toward shelters

.in their essays. Even more intriguing than this high degree of favorability

is the relative intensity of the attitudes. Their attitudes are not mildly

favorable nor mildly unfavprable; they are stréngly positive and strongly
negative expressions. A majority of’the youngsters ha§e fairly intense
attitudes. This is quite different from a normal curve distribution of
attitﬁdes. This type of distribution'would show a huép in the middle of

the attitﬁdinal scale, with most individuals being only slightly favorable
or slightly unfavorable in their feelings. This is not the case here and we

shall see that it is not the general pattern found on any of the measures. The

M’W‘*mﬁ‘?mw ——cmrrvm sren s g i s s e
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general pattern is as in Table 2, a distribution that peaks at the intense ends
of the attitude scale -- on both the favorable and unfavorable ends.

Attitude toward Public Shelters. In examining attitudes toward public
shelters, we are now dealing with a different group of young people than are
found in Table 2. These individuals indicate separate attitudes toward |
public or private shelters or toward both. Some talked only about one of the

two kinds of shelters, and they specifically indicated the type to which they

referred. The distribution of attitudes coward public shelters is in Table 3.

Seven in ten expressed a favorable stance about ‘the use and need for public or I

community shelters. There is the same distributional pattern of attitudes as

in Table 2: 34 percent are intensely positive about the benefits of public

.ghelters and 14 percent are intensely negative. These are the two largest

proportions on each si‘e of the scale's midpoint.

Attitudps toward Private Shelters. The distribution of attitudes

B e N e e e e e et

toward private shelters 1is still heavily weighted on the favorable side ~- 6

of 10 are favorable. There is also considerably more opposition as a comparison

between Tables 3 and 4.shows. Overall, there is 8 percent less favorability
toward private shelters, -all of which is found on the unfavorable side of

the scsle. Although these youngsters perceive private shelters favorably,

they fare less well than do public shelters.
The youngsters' attitudes toward private shelters are correlated with

their attitudes toward public shelters. However, there are many young people

who maintsin very different attitudes toward the two.

The distribution of private shelter attitudes is virtually identical

to the distribution of general shelter attitudes we saw in Table 2. The

PN A mga————
m " -
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Table 2
GENERAL AHITUDE TOWARD FALLOUT SHELTERS
Aftitude Rating Percentage
Very Favorable 31%
Quite Favorable 22
Slightly Pavorable 9
Total Favorable. 0 0 0 0 8 0 0P OO OCO NP 0SS OE SO L0 0oL Sl m
Total Neutral‘ ® 6 0 & 0 09 00 508 0P PO P O OE S S e e . ® o0 600000 ﬂ
L Slightly Unfavorable o - 7
- " Quite Unfavorable - 10
Very Unfavorable 19
Total mfavorable. ,. ® 9 08 608008 00T 0 e P08 OO O PO PPN ﬂ
1007
(n=171)
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Table 3
ATTITUDE TOWARD PUBLIC SHELTERS

Attitude Rating Percentage

Very Favorable o ' 34%
e ~__ Quite Favorable . ... .. ... 26
Slightly Favorable ‘10
Total Favorable ''''' ® 5 9808080 ¢ et 0t ‘ 8 009000 M
Tot.l Neucral ... .’C LI B N L N I . - ® 6 00 00 ® 600 * 60 Lz
Slightly Unfavorable 6
Quite Unfavorable 8
Very Unfavorable .14

Total Unfavorable....

® 0 PO s P EEEBOORLOIGRISIOEOLELOILBOEOSESETSLS 287.
—

100%

(nz100)
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Table 4

ATTITUDE TOWARD PRIVATE SHELTERS

Attitude Rating

Very Favorable
Quite Favorable
Slightly Favorable

Total Favorable

ooooooo

Total Neutral

Slightiy Unfavorable
Quite Unfavorable
Very Unfavorable

Total Unfavorable.........

17

Percentage
307

23

s &
NN
EL

36%

100%

(n=122)
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pe%centage differences between the two never exceeds one percent. Yet, the

data were obtained from different sets of respondents. Ome is inclined to
infer from the comparisons among the three tables that attitudes towa:d private
shelters Ate a reflection of attitudes toward shelters in general; attitudes

toward public shelters may exist on a somewhat different and higher plane.

—m e =e—--— Composite Attitude touvard Fallout Shelters. With this measure, we can — - --

examine the attitudes of allthé youngsters, without éegardbto whether they
differentiate& publicvfrom private shelters. Ue_bbtain results in Table 5
which could bde anticipatéd from the previous data. Acf;tudes are heavily

‘ positi?e and distribute themselves in what can bevcalled a J-shaped curve. Most
of.the individuals are on one or the other énd of the scale, rather than near |
the middle. Throughout, only trivial proportions express no attitude at all.

General Attitudes toward Civil Defense. Attitudes toward civil defense

were assessed 1ndependent1y‘of the respondent's attiﬁudes toward fallout |
shelters. Coders looked for specific statements about civil defense befqre;
rating the respondeﬁt‘s opinion on that tobic. fohe-half expressed codable
attitudeé toward civil defense. The distribution of these attitudes is in
Table 6. The youngsters ar¢é significantly more favorable ta&a:d civil défensé
in general thanvtoward shelters. More than 4 in 5 are favorable ﬁo civil

- defense, compared with 2 in 3 toward shelters. Over 40 percent are located in
‘the 'véry favorable' qategéry with respect to civil defense. Also, civil defen
attitudes distribute themselves into one intensity group, not two. Very smailv
percentage# are found in the three unfavorable categories or in the n;u:ral
category. On the positive side of the'sqale, there are increasing percentages

of young people -- 13 percent are slightly favorable, 28 percent are quite
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Table S

COMPOSITE ATTITUDE TOVARD FALLOUT SHELTERS

Attitude Ratiﬁg Percentage
Very Favorable - 30%
Quite Favorable 23
Slightly Favorable 9

To:al Favorableoao‘ootolaonn.o.toooolccco'c.loo... m

rotal Neutral...’..;.....l..Q.....O.‘...I.Q...O.. Lz '
Slightly Unfavorable 6.
Quite Unfavorable 10
- Very Unfavorable 17
‘Total Unfavorable....... vesssseess ..» ............. 3372
100%
(n=316)

Y e (PO SIS
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Table 6
GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD CIVIL DEFENSE

Attitude Ratings ' Percentage

Very Favorable . 417
Quite Favorable 28

Slightly Favorable 13

Toc‘l Favorable l.oo,.t‘oo..oco.o;oooooocooltoDoco §_2_Z

20

rotal Neutral ‘...’........Q......‘I..‘....v..ﬁ'>.“;r."WLZV‘.VV

' Slightly Unfavorable 4
Quite Unfavorable : : 4
Very Unfavorable ' 8

Total Unfavorab_le‘,..............;....a ooooooooooo _l_gz_

100%
(n=161)
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favorable, and 41 percent are extremely favorable. In essence, attitudes
toward civil defense are very favorable, more so than toward fallout shelters
. in particular. |
_ Summary. In summary of this se;tion, we have found within‘this particular
group of young people:
a. Quite favorable attitudes toward fallout shelters, whefe no
,distinﬁtion is made between public and private shelters;
b.. Puite favorable attitudes toward public, community sheiters, among
those who do spe;ificﬁilf talk about that kiﬁd ﬁf Qheifét; | .
¢. Quite favorable attitudes toward private shelters, but somewhat less

favorable than toward public ones;

d. Very favorable attitudes toward civil defense.

s A T T _T e e -2 L g VA A e e ——
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- SECTION IV

.Results: General Attitude Toward Fallout Shelters Among Young Peoply by
Social and Demographic Characteristics

In this and the next three seetions, we shall examine the distribution

on each of the five attitude measures in terms of certain of the respondents'’

social and demegrauhic-characteristics. For each measure of attitude toward

fallout shelters and civil defense, we shall flnd whether any differences

wlllll_____l.A__lex:i.st between age groups,- sexes, races, soclal classes and personal ability

. vgroupings. First, we shall examine the youngsters' generalvattltudes toward
fallout shelters, their attitudes toward public and privete shelters, and
then the composite attitude toward shelters. Finally we shall determine
whether attitudes toward c1v11 defense are affected by the sub-group char-
aeteristics of the respondents.

_3e Differences in General Attltude Toward Fallout Shelters. The

attitudes of our different age groups -- the eighth and twelftﬁ gradersl-
-are compared ianable 7. Major differences are epparent.: The mean attitude
of all eighth graaers is u.97;>the %an ettitude of the elder youngsters

is 4.09. | | | |

From the means alone we wouldiinfer that the younger chlldren are

scmewhat favorable toward fallout shelters, and the older ones are essen-
tially ambivalent, The means mask the pattern of the attltudes in each age
ub-group.m There 1s a J-shaped distribution in each, with very few people

falling near  the mlddle of the distribution. The attitudes cluster at the

extremes for both groups. Among the older ones, the attitudes cluster

more so at the negative pole; fully 38 percent of the 12th graders are quite

or very negative toward fallout shelters in general. This contrasts with 23

percent of the 8th graders. At the positive end of the scale, 60 percent of the

B - ’— —— e e
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ounger grouping are quite or very favorable, compared to 42 percent of the
lder ones.

Among very young Americans, a base of shelter support is found which
ends to deteriorate as these youngsters mature. In only four years, there
s a sharp line in that support. This re-emphasizes the need to determine
ust what happens to this initial good will -- what internal and external
- nfluences lead to this drop in favorability. An alternative explanation would
e that this particular group of 12th graders underwent some fairly common
xperience with respect to fallout shelters,'in their extfa four years, that
esulted in less favorable perceptions. There is no hint of what such
xperiences might have been. This explanation too would require research
eyond the Qcopg of the present report. |

In summary, three-fourths of the eighth graders have favorable attitudes
oward shelters. The same may be said for only one-half of the older ones.

Sex Differences in General Attitude Toward Fallout Shelters. Next, we

xamined whether young men had the same or different attitudes as young women. In
erms of general attitudes toward fallout shelters, no differences were obtained in
he overall average of the attitudes, or in the distributional pattern. Sixty
ercent of the Loys and 62 percent of the girls evxpressed favorable attitudes;

8 percent of the boys and 35 percent of the girls expressed unfavorable ones.

ex did not distinguish among general perceptions of fallout shelters.

Race Differences in General Attitude Toward Fallout Shelters. In any
oderately-sized random sample, too few minority group members would appear
or a meaningful analysis. Inasmuch as we felt that the attitudes of minority

;xoup members would be partiéularly useful information for OCD planning, we

MWWW npem - v~




Table 7

GENERAL ATTITUDE TOUARD FALLOUT SHELTERS BY AGE

GRADE:

Attitude Rating | . 8th
- - Very Favorable : ’ ‘341
Quite Favorable - 26
Slightly Favorable R b &
Total Favorab Ie. L BE BN BN B IR S B A N ) C *® o o850 00 k.. * e ..0 e 0000 . LI 2 .A A?’.
Total Neutral. "..‘ .». %00 oa0 ." L AR B BE B I‘Q L B B N B B B BN B N . Lz :
 Slightly Unfavorable 5
Quite Unfavorable 5
- Very Unfavorable _ 18
Total Uhfavoraﬁle ................ ,....;.......5...‘ 28%
100%
(n=97)

24

12th

-

16

267

7 N

16
22

4 o
b el
lN lN

47%

100%
(n=74)
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obtained sufficiént representation from Negro g;oups in particular, and
Spanish-American groups as well.

Striking differences exist in the general attitudes between the non-
white and white respondent groups. The minority group members are far less
:ﬁegatively inclined toward fallout shelters than the white sub-group. This

7/:1s.in Table 8. One-third.of the white students are at least quite nggative
t&ward fallout shelters; this is so for only 20 percent of the non-white re-
spondenés. At_thg extreme favorgble end of the scale, the frequencies are
identical for both groups. In each of the other two favorable categories,
the non-vhite proﬁortion is'che larger, 12 percent larger in terms of mildly
favorable attitudes.

In ﬁorking'with young people and subsequenﬁly with them as adults some

 years later OCD may anficipate more support or less opposition from racial

minority group members than from majority onmes.

Social Class Differences in General Attitude tovard Fallout Shelters.

The variabie of’social class is partly confounded with that of race because
the low social class backgrounds were obtained exclusively from the non-white
respondents. Comparisons of lcw class respondents with middie and upper class
respondents would merely be a replicaticn of the findings in Table 8. Therefore,
meaningful social class comparisons may be made ;nly between the youngsters
with middle class and upper class backgrounds.

Social class differences in general attitude toward fallout shelters
are in Table 9. There is a linear progression in attitudes from low class
through middle class youngsters to those of high social class background.

As one goes up in soclal class, one goes down in favorability of attitudes.




Table 8

GENERAL ATTITUDE TOVARD FALLOUT SHELTERS BY RACE

RACE
Attitude Rating | Non-White White
Very Favorable o ’ o 30% - 31%
Quite Favorable L ... 25 20
Slightly Favorable 17 -5

Total Favorablenl-.ococooooo.o.t...'.‘.o..t.oo...O 721 050“0 -5_27:

Total Neutral. 2 09 00 50000 L3 B B B I ) ‘0.‘.‘.‘0.. L) .O..; —3Z ..O... L?.
- Siightly Unfavorable . 4 ' 9
Quite Unfavorable o 8 11
Very Unfavorable . ‘ 13 ' 22

Total mfavatabIeO'uoou-oaooooonuooo‘too0‘0.0....‘.‘ Zﬂ-...t é_Zl

100%2  100%
(nz60)  (n=111)
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Barely one-half in the highes* calss grcuping have favorable atfitudés;
in the middle class grouping, we find 60 percent with favorable attitudes.

The differences between upper and middle class respondents are nct so

large as we found between age and race categories. In part, the smaller

number of cases may account for this. Subsejquently, it will be necessary to

.obfain attitude responses from lower class|respondents of majority racial groups.

We wish to point out the continuing|consistency with which attitudes
are digtributedwaf the extremes of the measure and not around the middle.
Evén when breékkné-gﬁe";ﬂéifé sample into three social classes, there are no

|
e;ceptions to tlg trend for neutral attitudes to be least freqﬁent, and for
Qépartures in each directionAfrom neutrality fo increase in frequency as
intensity increases.

: . : i .
Personal Ability Differences in General Attitude toward Fallout Shelters.

The original sample included two groups of students of average ability
but they provida'too few cases for analysiS. Hence, this comparison will
be between those students in accelerated or above average classes and those
|

in modified or below average ones.

f ;
This coAparisoh yields the most marked discrepancies of all the sub-
| :
group comparisons. The mean attitude toward fallout shelters among the very
. . | . .

able students is 3.4l1. This falls on the;negative side of the attitude
scaie. Among the less able students, the;average is 5.42 -- a quite favor-
able perception of fallout shelters. %

These data are ;n Tablevlo. Althoégh the means reflect the large dif-
ference between the two groups, the distributions themselves are even more
telling. Sixty percent of the abler studénts are somewhat negative toward

fallout shelteps, three vimes as many as among the less able students. Further-

i T S s v . T ,-I...-‘ = . A - e o s
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Table 9

GENERAL ATTITUDE TG-.’ARD FALLOUT SHELTERS BY SOCIAL CLASS

SOCIAL CLASS:

Attic tin  High ' Middle Low
' _Very Favorable 32% 297 , 30%
Quite Favorable 16 26 - 25
Slightly Favorable 6 5 17
Total Pavorab le.l S0 & & 0800 0s e s &73 ..... e s 0 % * e ‘. * 0 0 0.0 m
. Total Reutral............cccece ___1_7_3,, cese 2% veennnnn 3% .
Slightly Unfavorable - 10 7 4
Quite Unfavorable 12 10 8
Very Unfavorable 23 21 13
Total Unfavorable..... erereen. . 45% +eienee. 38% eien.... 25%
1007 1002  100%
-~ (n=69) (n=z42) - (n=60)




Table 10
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GENERAL ATTITUDE TOUVARD FALLOUT SHELTERS BY ABILITY

ABILITY:
Attitude Rating High Low
Very Favorable S 177% 417%
Quite Favorable 12 26
Slightly Favorable 9 10
Total “avorable. ® 0 0 065 00 048000 #0680 0569 065000000009 00400 &7’ ® e o0 .A L] m
Total "eutral-oo“‘t-"oo'o“ho-o-oococo‘oocoulla..ooccoll‘ __Zl s v e __3_Z
Slightly Unfavorable 10 5
Quite Unfavorable 17 S
Very Unfavorable 33 10
Total Unfavorable......... tescessscessseseasnennns 60% ...... 20%
1007 100%
(n=58) (n=103)
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more, one-third of the brighter youngsters are 'very unfavorﬁble,' and only

17 percent are 'very favorable.' Fully 41 percent of the less abie students
express 'very favorablg' attitudes.

| AHete is further cause for more sensitive study of the reasons why thé

brighter students turn against falioﬁt shelters or why they originally form

will come the greater shgre of adults who are active in public affairs.
Continuance of this base of opposition can only lead to future difficulties
in gaining publicvaccgptancewqf>guchﬁprogramg.:W“A_m'm_mwwgﬂm_“
Summary. 'Thé concept of general attitudes toward fallout shelters
was assessed among those yéung peoéle who made no distiugtion betweenvpﬁblic
and private shelters and talked only of shelters, per se. From An analysis
4of sub-groups in fhis audience, we found that:'>
~ 1. Young Americans in their pfe and.eaily Eeens are more favorable
toward fallout shelters than those in the mid or late teens.
‘2. The attitﬁdés‘qf young mén_grgrgssgntially”no:differen; than the
| attitudes of youﬂg women.
| 3. Members of raciai minority groups are significantly more favorable
toward fallout shelters in general than members of racial majority groups.
4. Small, but consistent, differences appear between youngsters with
different socio-economic background; the stronger the background, the weaker
the attitudes toward fallout éhelters.

5. The student's individual school ability is a significﬁnt correlate

‘of his attitude toward shelters. The less able students offer significantly

moxe suppert for fallaue ochaltara

negative perceptions. It seems reasonable to assume that from among this group
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Again, we caution against over-generalizing these findings, or those

in aﬁy subsequent sections, from this one relatively small grouping of young-

sters. Nevertheless, the magnitude of the obtained relationships provides

significant implications for subsequent work with his special Civil Defense

audience.
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SECTION V /'

Results: Attitudes toward Public and Private Shelters Among Young People
' By Social and Demographic Characteristics

Here; we turn to another group of youngsters -- those who did differentiat

between public and private shelters.l They are not the same people as in Section

N‘IV, and wé’shall determine whether there exist similar or different relation-
~ships with the same set of social and demographic characteristics. Because
. the obtained relationships with attitudes toward public and private shelters are

very similar, we shall examine the results with both attitude meaeures‘at the

same time. First,'let us give some of tha flavor of these distinctions be-

 tween public and private shelters with the follawing-

,_A senior boy writes'

", ..you will not always be close enough to your shelter to
use it in case disaster strikes. If some enemy ever dropped a bomb
or exploded one close enough so a shelter vas necessary, the user of
the shelter would have to be close enough to his shelter to get to
it in a few seconds. True enough, there are public fallout shelters
in buildings, but how many people know where the closest one is? How
many people live close enough to reach it in time?"

A genior girl adds:

» "It now seems to me that family fal lout shelters are not the

best type of civil defense. The cost and the specifications make

home shelters almost prohibitive for most families. .I feel community

or block shelters are the “est plan. Americans should have equal

chances for survival. Communities should meet and discuss civil

-~ _ defense in plural terms. Finances for these shelters should come
from both the government and the individual."

A very able 12th grader says:

"There remains the fundamental fact that if there is a war,
people must Lave some means of survival. I feel that the best and
most logical method of supplying this shelter is the construction,
stocking maintenance of public shelters... The pub11c shelter, while

<‘*
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not supplying as universal protection as if each family had its owm
shelter, would overcome the problems inherent in a family shelter
program."

An eighth grader with weak school ability comments:

"Fallout shelters are good and bad. T don't care much for
private fallout shelters because if we had a nuclear war, we wouldn't
be able to survive for more than two weeks in them. Ve would be
separated from our parents and we can't afford one. I like public
fallout shelters. I think a mass of people could survive better than
one and I think there would be more of a chance for the whole family
to be safe and be together again."

_ A classmate of the student above writes:

- "I think they (fallout shelters) are OK but I think we should
improve our fallout shelter system. I thinkthe way I do because the
ones we have, have everything they need, but they're no good to the
people who live on the outskirts and suburbs of the city because by
the time they get therec they would be killed."

A vhite student from middle-class parents says:

"I think that shelters are good, but I think they're impractical
for private uses. I think that the government should provide more

public shelters not only in the cities but in the suburbs, along with
wvarning systems.'

Now, a high ability student from middle-class parents comments:

"Personally, I feel the establishment of public shelters is one
of the best defensive plans ever begun by the government and man.
Trained personnel are continuously devising better ways to react to
and overcome disasters through these shelters. The question arises
next as to whether or not private shelters in one's own backyard are
necessary. Debate has becen going on constantly concerning this topic,
but no resolution has becen reached. On the average, I can see no need

- for private shelters."

An eighth grader at the same level of ability adds:

"I myself am for the large shelters downtown, perhaps for a
small raid. But I think small ones at home are useless. You may be
able to use them at some time, but for the money you spend to build
it, it would be worthless."

These comments capture the differences expressed by some of the students.

The present analysis examines relationships betteen attitudes toward each concept

‘»
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Lo

and each of the sccial and demographic characteristics. For example, what
is the relationship between age and‘ettitndes toward public sthtere, and
subsequently between age and attitudes toward private shelters’ Further, does
age relate to the attitudes touvard one concept to the same extJnt as it

relates to attitudes toward the other concept?

Age Differences in Atti tudes toward Public and Private Shelters. The

younger group consistently exhibits more favorable perceptions of both public,
community shelters and private, family shelters than the older group. These

~data are in Table 11. In terms ofvpbb;igmgyegtegg, an overvhelming 85 percent

of the eighth graders.express posit e notions. This compares with 48 percent
. ) t i .
of the high school seniors. The corresponding proportions for favorable private

shelter attitudes are 79 percent among the younger respondents and 40 percent

emong the older ones.
The strength of the relationship‘ﬁetﬁeen age and attitude toward each
concept 1is also the same, Tnis is evident by noting thatbthe proportionete
difference in unfavorable attitudes‘tbward public shelters between the younger
(50%) and older grouﬁs (13%) is 37 percent. The proportionate difference in

unfavorable attitudes toward private shelters is an identical 37 bercent
. ‘I-’ . .
it

(56%-197%).

_ Thus, age is significant!in determining attitudinal differences'toward
both public and private shelters. It is equally sensitive to b%th attitudinal

objects. As with general attitudes toward fallout shelters, so>ﬁith attitudes

toward public and private shelters: Our hypothesis is that as the youngster
matures, influences beur on him which undermine his earlier, hithy positive
stance toward shelters. 1t may also be that the lack of sufficient reinforce-

f
'
|
v
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Table 11

ATTITUDES TOWARD PUBLIC AND PRIVA’i‘E SHELTERS BY AGE

Public Shelters: ?rivate Shelters:

Attitude Rating 8th 12th 8th 12th
Very Favorable 35% 3272 35% 22%
- Quite Favorable 38 9 34 11
Slightly Favorable 12 7 10 7
Total Favorable. * o8 0 00 08N O ad oo &7‘ >0 LN ] ._873 e o0 00 m LN ] 4;.7.
 Total Neutral......eeeeee.n. ceeee D% eee 2% eeees 2% ... 4%
Slightly Unfavorable 2 14 6 8
Quite Unfavorable , 4 13 3 17
Very Unfavorable , 7

23 10 31
Total mfavorable.......'l..l‘l'. 137‘ .l.m bo e b, 17...._5_6_7..

100% 100% " -100% 1007

(n=66) (n=44) (n=68) (n=54)

- ‘-Ww‘_,- g el g
ral
I .




. ments for his earlier position destroy the tenability of that position in

the face of cohnter-arguments. Both hypotheses warrant further study.

Sex Differences in Attitudes toward Public and Private Shelters. Among

youngsters who failed to differentiate public from private shelters in Section

| I1I, we found no attitude differences between young men and women. Here,
the attitudes are more segmented, and more%focused:‘“Moremapparenc‘sex-ralated""‘
differences in attitude emerge. Young men tend to have consistently less

favorablé opinions of both private and public shelters than do young women.

"Theae'daté"ireléhmmérizéd"lﬁ"Téble 12.
Nine percent more girls than boys are 'very favorable', and 7 peréent
more are 'quite favorable' toward public’shelte;s. At the opposite end of the
attitude continuum, 5 percent more boys than girls‘are 'very unfavorable'

toward public shelters and 11 percent more boys than girls'are"quite unfavorable,'

'Ovérall, four in five young‘ladiesJare favorable in compafison with three in

e

- five boys. _“J L

With regard to private»shelters, similar differences éxist. Half the

béys are at least slightly favorable toward private shélﬁers, whereas 70 per-
cent of the girls are so disposed. -

Again, the strength of the rélationship of sex with the two kinds of

Py

shgl;eré‘ls 16ehti€31. For public shelters, there are 15 percent mecre 5oys
than girls who have unfavorable predi#positions; for private Shelters, there
are 14 percent more boys than girls wifh ﬁhat inclinatioﬁ. On fhe favorable
side, there are 19 percent more girls than boys on both the public shelter and
private shelter items. | |

Race Differences in Attitudes toward Public and Private Shelters. Race
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Table 12
ATTITUD;S TOWARD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SHELTERS BY SEX
. Public Shelters: Private Shelters:
\ttitude Rating . Boys Girls Boys Girls
Very Favorable 29% 38% 25% 33%
Quite Favorable 23 30 20 27
Slightly Favosable 8 11 B 11

Total Favorable..........c.. 60% +evv 79% vovevvnece 52% .ou. 71%

_Oonhﬂono.oloooo._s.zool._gl

Total Neutral ..l.l....'.‘... 47.

Slightly Unfavorable 6

7 6 8
Quite Unfavorable 14 3 14 5
Very Unfavorable 16 11 23 16

TOtal lmfavorablea'ovooooool. -3_6.-7:-0002_]&0500.0.000 431 LR I 2gz

1007 1002 100% 100%
(n=49) (n=61) (n=56) (n=66)
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was a critical determinant of éeneral attitude§ toward fallout shelters. In
" Table 13, we observe that it is equally eritical in determining the locus of
favorability about both public and private shelters. Non-whitss are more
favofabl? toward béth kinds, .Also enlightening are the distributions in the
two hilves;of the table. Auwong non-whites, we find the samé overall diécribution
of attitudes toward both kinds of shelters; 18 percent of the non-&hiteé are
unfavorable énd 81 perceht are favorable, |

This is also tke only instance throughout this coﬁparison of public aﬁd_
private shelter attitudes that more members of a éub-group arériﬁteﬁselyﬂw
favorable toward private than”towéfd public shelters; 32 percent of the non-
whites are 'very favorable' tbﬁard public sheiters, ana 42 percent of the same
- group are 'very favorable' Eéward private ones.

It is differences among thé white respondents wﬁich account>for the
overall difference in favorabilify toward public and privacébéhelters. Ten
pefcent mdre of :he white respondenté favor public than ptivate shelte;s;

Pace differentiates well with ;egard to both public agdvprivate shelter
attitudes.. It is superior as a discriminént among privéte shelter attitudes.

Social Class Differences in Attitudes_toward Public and Private Shelters.

The social 2l~35 background of these respondents does not relate to the attitudes

"”fﬁé§$éi§fé§§é&MEE§5fawﬁdbiic and private shelters. All obtained differenc;;fmm
~_are minor and insignificant. Here; class was determined in terms of the general
socio-economic composition of the neighborhood. Subsequently, we ;hduldf
ptefe? to identify the socialbﬁackground of the individual respondent or his
family. |

Personal Ability Differences in Attitudes toward Public and Private

Shelters. The individual aptitude of the youngsters 1s a sensitive determinant
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' Table 13
ATTITUDES TOWARP PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SHELTERS BY RACE
Public Shelters: Private Shelters:
Attitude Rating Non-vhite White Non-t/hite White
Very Favorable 321 347 427 25%
Quite Favorable 39 22 36 - 20
Slightly Favorable 10 10 3 11
v Total Favorable'.OC“Oﬁ‘OOCO &_’;00-.6_6]:-.-:.0&10-0'.’ 29_7_.-
Neutfal FaVO;l.’ab].e-'o---v--oo _2&"'!_174000|.--_31...0 ‘__z_z—
Slightly Unfavorable 3 8 0 9
"Quite Unfavorable 13 6 - 13 8
Very Unfavorable : 0 19 3 25
Tocal mfavorable...'-.'.“' & LN 2 2 ) m e o 8 000 167‘ e * &
. 100Z 100% 100% 1007%

| (n=31) (n=79) (n=31) (n=91)

[ W;&mmmx:~mmmw-.” eramm e B
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of their attitude toward shelters -- but more so with respect to private thgn
public shelters. The morec able youngsters consistently aré less favorable
toward any kind of shelter than less able ones. This is most evident when
the topic is private, family sﬁelters.

Our data on pérsonal ability and attitudes tow:.d shelters are sum- :
marized in Table 14. On ﬁublic shelters, the mean attitude of the mére
able students is 4.83; for the less able, it is 5.40. With respect to

private shelters, éhe mean attitude of the better students 137§3?§5mf9g th?w,‘nw

poorer ones, it is 5.24.

On_the public shelter concept; there is a 9.percent difference be-

‘tween the high and low ability groups in terms of unfavorability, and a 12

fercent difference between them in terms of favorability. On the private

ahelte: concept; these differences exiét‘in the same direction, but iﬁ |

eveh gieatér magnitude. There, thé average differgncé bét&een the high and

low ability respondents is 22 percent. Ope-fifth more of tﬁe\law ability thon high
' ability students ére more favorable toward private shelters. Further, this
~ difference cannot be a function of the‘earlier differences between racial

- groups.: The same proportion of non-whites is in the high ability’éroup

‘Personal ability 15 related to fallout shelter atﬁitudes,.particularly.to
attitudes toward private, family-style shelters. Able, bfighé ybungsters‘
seriously doubt the usefulness of thét kind of protection. |
Summary. These analyses of attitudes toward public and priv&te fall-
"~ out shelters, and the :elationship of certain socio;demographic characteristics

with those attitudes have disclosed that:

as in the low ability group, and the same is’§;ue_fogwthevyp}ggggg§pgg§gp;§1mwmWMWW”“”ww”

B . - s —— AR g—p
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Table 14

ATTITUDES TOWARD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SHELTERS BY ABILITY

Public Shelters: Private Shelters:
Attityde Rating High Low High Low
Very Favorable 30% k}:yA 25% 5%
~ Quite Favorable 27 - 29 21 29
Slightly Favorable 10 12 8 12
Total Favorable ............ 67%.......79% .... 54%........ 16%

Total Neuttalo...........-o 3%-..0'00__% e s 00 __%oa.uonc-__o_z. !

Slightly Unfavorable 5

7 6 6
Quite Unfavorable 9 7 12 . 6
Very Unfavorable 16 ’ 7 24 12
Total Unfavorable.......... 30%....... 21% ... Q_Z._ ...... 247
100% 100%  100%  100%
(n=63) (n=42) (n=67) (n=51)

AR AR T T T IR YT g POy, . W (o
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1. Younger Americans in juni « %t;®» < n-.]1 are more favorably in-
clined toward all kinds of shelter, .. public and private, than are

youngsters four years older.

P

f 2. Young men are somewhat more negative toward both kinds of shelters

than are young women. e

3. Non-whites are favorably inclined tcward both public and private
shelters to the same extent. Furthermore, non-vhites are more favorably

inclined than are white respondents. The difference between the two grbups

is particularly evident with respect to private shelters.

4. Social class is unrelated to public and private shelter attitudes.

5. More able students are more 1ikely than less able students to

react negatively toward both public and private sheltets, but especially so

with regard to private shelters.
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STCTION VI

Results: Composite Attit 1de touard Fallout Shelters Amohg Young People
by Social and Demographic Characteristics

For each youngster we constructed a composite index of his shélter
attitudes as described in Cection II. From previous findings, the reader may
well anticipate what relaticnships exist bgtween'social charactefistics and this
-- index. - The 1nde¥ itself is a means for examining the attitudes of all the young
people at one time, rather than segmenting them as in Section IV and V.‘ We'shall
supplement the data with what we think are illustrative passages from the essays.

Statistical results will be presentead here parenthetically to -inform readers as

to the reliabili:v ¢ che zreas discussed.

Age Differences in Composite Attitude Toward Fallout Shelters. Without
exception, all previous snalyses have demonst;ated marked differences in the
favorability of shelter attitudes between the younger and older groups studied.
These differences take the follcwing form:

A vhite student in a 12th.grade, accelérated class says:

""Personally, I think fallout shelters are fairly useless, unless
one mercoly wants to preserve his lifc for another two weeks and then grad-
uvally starve to death. On coming out of the shelier, overything would be
dead and nothing neir would grew sornn-enough to hbe of help. I would hate to see
my ferlly aud [-fendr e -7 | assonfzing etavr st u, .~ 1'd vatker, 2l-
though it sounds heartless, have us all die at the tirst blast...Fallout
shelters sound nice for children's ciubhousecs, but their real purpose doesn't
achieve a worthwhile end." '

A white student in an 8th grade, accelerated class counter with:

"The need for a follout shelter has become greater as each year
rolls on. With our kncwledge of science and world affiars, we krow that some
kind of shelter is a necessity. With the atom bomb beceming more of a
threar to man every day, I feecl it only fair to try to preserve humanity with
something that may seem small, but would be great indeed -- the fallout shelter'"

R I e 3 Y TP E TR P B e KT S I TITT AT T ey e pme st o s o




the younger group says:

at the

- upon the necessity of such protection. With |the ever increasing magnitude

- would probably be useless. Man is merely at

Another 8th grader writes merely:

Similar differences occur between younger and older non-white~students

same ability level. The 12th grader writes:

"1 believe that man should not decide that fallout shelters
are a reliable means of survival or place anﬁ importance whatscever -

of man's destructive paver....such inspiratiﬂns as fallout shelters
t

that there is a chance for his preservation vhen the possibility is
unlikely." : ‘

The 8th grader answers:

‘ “””"’"I think| that the fallout shelters are wonderful. I think
this because they |save lives that couldn't be saved without the shelters.
Althcugh some peoplé do not survive in the shelters, I would say that
a great deal of people do survive... o

. "People are developing these shelte&s to f1t our needs tcoday.
They are also making them more codifortable for us. I think that we
should thank God every day because we are blessed with these fallout
shelters "

Among lower ability levels, similar differences appear. A member of

b

"My opin1on on fallout shelters is a good one. I think they
should have more because if we didn't have fallout shelters, our lives
could really be in danger anytime we have a wér. Today we are getting
real close to a world war III, and we would be helpless if we didn't
have any fallout s eltere because they take care of you....and I will
feel safe if a war'ever does come cause I will know where I can go for’
help if I ever need ir."

"Fallout shelters are 0.K."
A high school senior in the remedial class says:

"My opinion of fallout shelters is that they are unpractical
as far as having your owvn and in my eyes are useless for protection.
I feel that when the time comes to start throwing 'megatons' at each
other, there would be no sense in trying to survive. The impact
of the blast would be enough to kill every liﬁing thing, animal or
man over the face of the earth. We would cither die by the mere blast
of the bomb, the radioactivity or be crushed to death by our fellow
man. ! |

empting to assure himself




These reflect the results obtained by cross-classifying the composite
attitude toward shelter by the grade level of the respondents. fhese results
are in Table 15. 1Individuals cluster toward the extremes of the attitude
scale in both age groups, but in significantly different patterns. Three-
fourths of the 8th gradefs expressed favorable perceptidns of“fallout shelters,
whereas less than one-half of the 12th graders were on the favoraﬂle side of
the attitude measvre ag all.’ Neutral respondents are infrequent and those rated
as neutral tend to have no opinion at all, rather than stipulating a neutral
attitude on the basis of reasoncd arguments.1

The attitudes of the high school seniors form alm&st a symmetric dis-
tribution. Twenty-four percent of them are 'very favorable' and 'very unfavor-
able'; 13 percent are 'quite favorable' and 18 percent are 'quite unfavorable'
and so on.

Age.consistently différentiates among those who hold favorable and un-

favorable fallout shelter attitudes.

Sex Differences in Composite Attitude toward Fallout Shelters. Thus

far, we have located only minor differences betuveen boys and girls in their
attitudes toward fallout shelters. Among those who did not distinguish public
shelters from private ohes, no differences were obtained. Then, among those

who J.d differentiate among the kinds of sheiters, we found thot young women

Iseatistical analysis: The frequency distribution in Table 15 was
submitted to a Chi-Square analysis. Chi-Square z 37.511, degrees of freedom - 6,
p { .001.




Table 15

COMPOSITE ATTITUDE TOWARD FALLOUT SHELTERS BY AGE

45

Attitude Rating

Very Favorable
Quite Favorable

GRADE: —
8th  12th
347 247,
30 13
11 7

Slightly Favorable

Total 'il?avorab le  iiiivnnnnan.

Total Neutral,,
Slightly Unfavorable
- Quite Unfavorable
Very Unfavorable

Total Uhfavorable,..,..

480000000

LY
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100%
 (n=181) (n=135)

- 100%
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were slightly more favorably disposed to the notion of shelters than the young

men.

Let us illustrate this difference among t'o eighth graders from upper

class backgrounds: - |

the bay writes: S S

"In summary, I wish to stress my feeling that fallout shelters
are a senseless hindrance to society. It seems quite -obvious to me that
this so-called defense is truly an offense to society. For it also
seems to follow that civil defense is a direct bvproduct of the threat of

nuclear war, and I can see no good in the byproduct of such an evil
thing.” .

The girl says:

"I feel a fallout shelter is necessary for complete family pro-
tection. Although I hope we won't have .o use one for its specific means,
it's always good to be on the safe side... I treasure my life znd intend
to live as long as I can. Since there is 2 chance of a nuclear war, I
intend to be safe and sound when it comes.”

These extreme comments were not the prevalent trend in the comparison of

attitudes by sex. Table 16 summarizes the.rélationship of sex with the composite

shelter attitudes. Eleven percent more of the girls than boys hold favorable

attitudes; 8 percent more of the boys than girls describe unfavorable ones.

These differences are minor.2

The analysis indicates that the slight difference between the responses

of boys and girls is not a very reliable one. Sex is not likely to be a

critical determinant of the attitudes of young persons toward fallout shelters.

25eatistical analysis: The frequency distribution in Table 16 was sub-

mitted to a Chi-Square analysis. Chi-Square = 6.713, degrees of freedom = 6,

502 p > .30. The frequency distribution in the summary figures was also

analyzed by the Chi-Square procedure, deleting the low frequencics in the

neutral cells. Chi-Square z 3.72, degrees of freedom = 1, .10, p ) .05.
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Table 16

COMPOSITE ATTITUDE TGWARD FALLOUT SHELTERS BY SEX

: ' o SEX: o
Attitude Rating Boys Girls
Very Favorable | 29% 30%
Quite Favorable : - 20 : 26
Slightly Favorable 8 12

Total'Favo:able.;....}...........}. 57% «.... 68%

Total. Neuttal...-.-...'.....-'..uc... ;6_2-0..._310_

Slightly Unfavorable 5 6
Quite Unfavorable o 12 8
Very Unfavorable . 20 15

Total Unfavorable.................. 31& ceees 29%

100% 100%

" (n=158) (ﬁ§158)
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Race Differences in Composite Attitude toward Fallout Shelters. Ve

have seen previously that non-whites consistently are more favorable to

; fallout shelters in general and to both public and private shelters than are

¢ their white counterparts. Unusual support for the fallout shelter program stems

i from these minority group members. Let us first look at the responses of two

__._twelfth graders;

The non-white student writes: . '

"Fallout shelters are necessary in the preservation of life in
this age of nuclear warfare. Just as stone walls were used centuries
age to protect cities against armed forces, the fallout shelter today is
an excellent wall of dafense....Where there is iaith in the preservation
of mankind, there will always be a defense against the thredt of destroy-
ing mankind. The fallout shelter is the answer to one such threat.”

The white student says:

. "1 am not convinced that fallout shelters are worthy of the
money spent on them. They represent a pessimistic approach to the probiem
of war....The fallout shelter has these characteristics which make it
useless. It most likely could not survive a direct nuclear attzck, but
if it could, it would only provide temporary shelter until the survivors
starved. e fzllout shelters are a wasteful exercise in futility, a !
failing attempt to appease man's need for a crutch in the face of dangLr.”

7‘Tw° eighth grade : provide similar contrasts in attitude toward shelters.
'_MNT_Agw“ AThéAnén?Q‘ité’stddentiﬁelieves:
e | "I think fallout shciters are a good thing to have because in
" ‘case of war, they will protect us against air raid attacks. I think therc
should be something more said about how important fallout shelters are."

The white student responds:

"In my opinion, formed from my present nmowledge, I think
fallout shelters are perfectly useless! The expense to own one is not
exactly cheap, but more important than that, they have no purpose. True,
they may be able to protect a family from harm during a war. But what
about after the war? At this day and age, if a war occurred, what good
would survival do, anyway.... I think fallout shelters are useless and
just something to waste money on. If we are going to be involved in a
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vwar, let's all die for our country together. Besides God could save us
from a nuclear war anyvay, if only we would have half as much faith in
him as we have in those cursed shelters.

These are representative examples of the discrepangy between white and
non-white youngsters. The ﬁases for these differences have yet to be uncovered:
What is it about ;aciai éxperiences and backgrouﬁdé that predisposé one group

- to be so substanﬁially'différent in its beliefé'aboutmshelféfé?lﬁmem”dw'N'

Table 17 contains the cross-cléssification‘of compos;te shelter attitudes
by race. It is clear that the differences in essay composition are prevalent
throughout the two suﬁ-groups. Fully three-fourths of the non-white group have
favorable attitudes toward shelters, while tbebsame position is maintained by
barely half the white students; 22 percent of the whites'exbress 'very un-
favorable' attitudes in comparison with 8 percent of thé non-whités. The mean
attitude of the non-whites is 5.23, and the mean attitude of the white students
is 4.42.3

Fof”the planning of fallout shelter information programs, OCD must be

-

mindful of the potential differences in attitude between minority and majority

T rae ial groups.”

Social Class Differences in Composite Attitude toward Fallout Shelters.

The distinction we were able to make with regard to social class background was

3Statistica1 analysis: The frequency distribution in Table 17 was sub-

mitted to a Chi-Square analysis. Chi-Square =z 17.949, degrees of freedom - 0,

p <4 .01,




Table 17

COMPOSITE ATTITUDE TO\'ARD FALLOUT SHELTERS BY RACE

. RACE:
Attitude Rating Non-t/hite White
Very Favorable . 33% - 28%
" Quite Favorable 29 - 20
Slightly Favorable 14 7

Total Favorable.......ecvvevsveeevanes 26% ouv... 55%

Total Neutral-co-o.oa'ooo--ovootolt‘-n' _3_7_0--.¢-n-n 670

Slightly Unfavorable 27, 8%
Quite Unfavorable 11 9
Very Unfavorable 8 22
Total Unfavorable........... Cheeiieens ZLZ ceeess 39%
1007 1007

(n=100) (n=216)




“this point, we have no consistent evidence of a relationship between the sc tal
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found to be unrelated to composite fallout shelter attitudes. No consistent

or reliable differences were‘obtained between young people from the upper class
and middle class groups. Ve believe that this hay be attributed partly to |
the lack of sufficient differentiation between the upper and ﬁiddle class groups

in this study. At best, we obtained groups from lower-upper-class backgrounds

__for comparison with groups from upper-middle-class or middlé-middle-class

backgroundé. - Subsequently, we would wish to make sharper distinctions in social

class composition among both white and non-white groupé of young Americans: At

class background of young Americans and their attitudes toward fallout shelters.

Personal Ability Differences in Composite Attitude Toward Fallout

Shelters. These differences can also be emphasized well by example. A weak

eighth grade student writes:

: "1 think a failout shelter is good. It should be undergrouhd
air tight. Strong and big. Have enough in it to last a family a month.
It is good to have one." : :

A 12th grader in the modified class says:

"We as Americans go about our daily lives, eating, sleeping,
talking and have very little worries. What if all of a sudden all the
above was cut off....Being in a fallout shelter you ~an feel safe."

Two other weak eighth graders offer:

- "A fallout shelter is a place where you stay in case of an
attack. I know that a fallout shelter is a safe place to stay...I
think a fallout shelter is a good thing, and a safe place in case of an
attack.," o

“A fallout shelter is like a big house underground. They are
only used when we are in war. They keep us safe from getting hurt."

The better students provide these kinds of comments:

"'"To me, fallout shelters are completely worthless. I would
rather be sitting on the bomb when it explodes instead of being in a
fallout shelter. If people want to buy fallout shelters I think they're
being gyped. I think buying a fallout shelter in a war is like buying a
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wheat mill in a drough....Even if you survived the blast, life wouldn't
be worth living if you knew you would be certain to die in a year or less."
"If there were to be a nuclear war, it would destroy and
contaminate everything, such as the air. If the people who were in

one of these fallout shelters ever came out, wvhere would they get

food, clothing and how could they get air to breathe? There would be

nothing. I think I'd rather die quick than come out of a fallout shelter

and find everything destroyed and what once was America the beautiful

is now a mass of nothing. By nothing I mean where could man start to

build another world similar to the oae previous? Fallout shelters aren't

and won't be any good in a nuclear war." :

These large verbal discrepancies accurately reflect the magnitude of the
~ differences in the study findings. The data in Table 18 compare the composite
~attitudes of the high ability and low ability groups.

Two-thirds of the less able students are favorable toward shelters, with a
preponderént proportion at rather intense levels of favorability. Less than
half the more able young people are favorable toward the shelter program, al-
though those that are favorable are strongly favorable. On the other hand,
nearly half the able ones are negative toward shelters, whereas less than one-
third of the less able youngsters are negative. These are large, consistent,
and reliable differences.’

The brighter youngsters in junior and senior high school have developed
a set of dispositions toward shelters that would seem to require new and/or

__better information. They provide as much in the way of opposition to protective

shelters as they do of support. The less able youngsters are among the strongest

4statistical analysis: The frequency distribution in Table 19 was sub-

‘mitted to a Chi-Square analysis. Chi-Square = 28.093, degrees of freedom = 6,
p ¢ -001.
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Table 18
.éOMPOSIIE ATTITUDE TOWARD FALLOUT SHELTERS BY ABILITY

ABILITY:

Attitude Rating High Low
oo ... Nery Favorable .. ,M mﬁ\”wwHw”,ﬁ21z — - 39% - r»wml~~w~~w‘m~-M~mw~
: - Quite Favorable 19 27
Slightly Favorable s 8 11

TOtal. Favorable......'.....‘...-.-.-co- &_&_7: ot 777‘

Total Neutra_l....-..-¢....---o..-..o.. _ﬂc_ *ae 4.

Slightly Unfavorable 8 4

Quice Unfavorable 14 6

Very Unfavorable 24 19
Total Unfavorable..... teeecenann eeves 4L6% ... _9%

1007  100%

(n=136) (n=164)
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supporters of the shelter program.

. Summary. In this analysis of the relationship between composite
attitudeé towvard fallout chelters and the s2t of social and demographic cli::--
acteristics,’we found that: |

1. Young Americans-in the 12- and 13-year-old age category are decidedly
more favorable toward fallout sholters thar are young peﬁple four to five ycars
| , older.
' 2. The attitudes of young men and young women ar2 not particularly
““M’Mwm;i£2;¥éﬁt;Qi£ﬁ ¥egaré to fgllout shelters. There isra tendenc},,which is not
statistically significant, for young wouwen to be more favorable than the young
. men.
3. Raciczl differences in attitudes are large: Minority group memhcrs
&i:play far more positive notions, with greater frequeﬂcy, than do members of
pradominantly white groups.
4. There is no evidence that social class is a significant factor ir
fallout shelter attitudes.

5. Youngsters with superior classroom ability are pockets of disconten:

~oward shelters; the less alle youngsters are.preponderantly favorable toward

cheltars.
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SECTION VII

Results: eneral Attitude Toward Civil Defense Among Young,People By
Social and Demographic Characteristics

‘f’

In the original distributions of attitudes in Section III civil defense
was perceived much more favorably than any of the fallout shelter concepts. Of
the tespondents, 161 or 51 percent included statements about civil defense which

could be coded in terms of attitude. Here, we shall examine the favorability of

attitudes toward civil defense in terms of age, sex, race, social class and personal

ability.

First, it seems worthwhile to exemplify the comments of the respondents.
The following passages convey some of their ideas:

A 12th grade girl says:

"Civil defense to me should be practiced more in the schools. I
do not think people really know the full meaning of civil defense. Adults
should realize what it really is. - They should explain it to their children.
The generation of today should know what we are in for if we have a war."

A low ability 8th grade girl writes:

"I feel that the civil defense is a very good organization and

- I believe it should go on for years of service to the United States or
any other place it is needed."

A boyrfromrubpericlass background is equivocél:

"As for Civil Defense, I think that the people involved are ded-
icated to their work and are very serious in their attempts to save lives,
. I also think that much money has been spent on Civil Defense measures and
‘that not enough good will come out of it in a time of need to make it worth-
while. Civil Defense is a wonderful organization but it gives more psycho-
logical assurance to society right now than it will when disaster strikes.

An able 8th grade boy says:

"I think that civil defense in general is a good plan. It helps
people that have been made homeless by a disaster. It informs the
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people of what and how to do in an emergency. They send out pamphlets
to tell people what their services are and hows to use them. Civil
defense has fine, trained people who know what's going on. When

there is an emergency, the civil defense is there. In case of an
attack, the civil defense can be many places at once, to help. "Civil
defense works with the government to guard the nation and the people.
They have workers in every part of the country. CD helps teach the

young people of the nation to help their country in time of disaster.
The country needs civil defense."

An able 12;h grade girl says much the same thing:

"...this (civil defense) is, in my opinion, one of the
greatest and most beneficial steps undertaken by society. In today's
day and age, there is a constant threat from foreign and opposing
factors -- and nature is still as unpredictable as she was during the
glory of Rome. What better way ig there to fight these elements than
to have man unite under trained men and vomen in insuring for his
life -- or at least dying after fighting with his brains, knowledge
and skills."

The opponents have their beliefs also:

"...when I know that there is no practical system of civil
defense drills at my otm school nor has there been any well-publicized
plan for the protection of my city which I know to be surrounded by
several militarily important sites, I become apt to consider civil
defense in gencral a rather sickly hope for survival. Thus I find
upon reflection that my personal relation to civil defense is only
slightly more perilous than that of the cartoon character hoping
to catch a willov sappling to his plunge down a 5,000 foot cliff.
Vanting rather fervently to live. I will gladly clutch, and scramble,
but somehow the cause seems a trifle hopeless.”

An 8th grade girl writes:

"I don't think civil défense is as hot as most people
play it up to be, either.”

A senior girl believes:

"Civil defensec...has seemed illogical to me. At school,
we meticulously return cards filled out by our parents, instructing
the school where to send us if an attack should occur. Yet the red
tape is s entangled at this institution of learning that'it takes
45 minutes to take attendance -- if we should receive a 15 minute

warning on impending attack, how would they know what to do with
each of us."
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Another adds: ;

"I feel that civil defense is ludicrous -- as is its
consideration in modern society or ancient culture. Rome was
destroyed -- despite the Ciceros, and the society that can propose
destruction cannot thwart its threats through concrete walls or
lonely existence in a virtual coffin -- often, of course, known as

- shelters.—I think civil-defense is ridiculous." - - -

One final example:

"Since thc Soviet Union obta-ned a nuclear weapons-system,
various propagandists in lashington have attempted to assure the

- “American people that ‘'thére is no danger.' They have emphatically
stated that 'there will never be a war' =-- and they have established
the Civil Defense program which, apart from providing for some, if
any, eventualities, appears to be at least a contradiction in terms,
if not worse...The entire civil defense program is based upon the
myth that there is scme sort of protection attempt made in the event
of nuclear war.'"

»Let us now look at civil defense attitudes in our sub-grdups.

| Age Differences in General Attitude toward Civil Defense. Attitudes
toward civil defense are more favorable among the younger respondents than the
older ones. Table 19 summarizes the data.’

Thgre are only a negligible number of youngsteré in the eighth

grade-category who haJe anything negative to say about civil defense at all --

i : »
93 percent of them make primarily favorable comments; fully half of them make

only-‘very favorable"dépictions of civil defense.

In the older grouping, tuo in three are favorable, and as the scale

moves to greater favorability, the percentages in each category increase

5Statistical analysis: The frequency distribution in Table 19 was
submitted to a Chi-Square analysis. Chi-Square = 23.564, degrees of freedom =

6, p{ .001.
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substantially. Among 12th graders with negative perceptions of civil

defense, the laréest cluster is in the 'very unfavorable' category. The

mean attiltude of the eighth graders is 6.05; the mezn attitude of the high

school seniors is 4.¢1 -- bcoth vell along che favorable side of the continuum.
.Zuch as with aﬁtitﬁdes tovard fallont sheltéfs, wve finé thét the

younger respondents contribute more *o the nveponderaace of favorable

attitudes than the older ones. |

L

Sex Tiffererces 17 Ceneral .ttituds Loward Tivil Defense. The

differences in attitudec bztw2en bov:s and gicls are minor and insignificant;
Although 10 pefcent more of tke girls than boys‘express favorable pef-
ceptiéns, this difference is not a rclicoble one. This 10 percent difference
is distributed along'the attitude continuum, rather than being found in any
one category. Ior exampla, 42 percan: of the.girls ard 40 perceant of the bovs
are 'very favorable'; 21 pcocont of the girls and 25 perceat of the boys are
‘quite faﬁg}ablc’; and j4 pevc=wnt of %“u2 girls and 12 percent of the boys
are 'slightly favoratle'.
e suspect thut sex is 2 teak, perhups insignificant corralate of
attitudes toward both fgllout shelters or civil defensc, as we have asscssed
those attitﬁdes.

Race TMitfercnces 7 Tenesal ittitudz jnqard fivil refense. Table 20

presents the distribution of civil dedense attitudes among the white and non-
white sub-groups.

Race distinguishec here in the cam2 manner as with attitudes toward
fallout shelters. N?n-uhi:es ar2 porr fzvorable -- in fact, 92 percent of thenm

are fovorable -- toirard civii dcfensc progrums. TFoth groupes are predominantly




Table 19

GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD CIVIL DEFENSE BY AGE

GRADE:

. Attitude Rating . 8th . 12th
Very Favorable © 47% 33%
Quite Favorable _ 31 - 25 - .
- Slightly Favorable 15 10 B
TOtal Favorable . . .,. * 9 6080 s e LR N ] ..I - m *® 8 e 6-8l |
TOtal N’eu:ral‘-'o‘oooco.lo;oo‘-ouoa‘oo U._Q?ﬂ ¢see -—4—7=

Slightly Unfavorable 4 v
Quite Unfavorable K
Very Unfavorable ' 0

Total Unfavorable.,............... I% ... 28%
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favorable, but the variable of race'continues to differentiate the level
of favorability. |
In the extreme categories of favorability, there are similar pro-
portions from both recial groups. However,| 23 percent of the non-whites
‘express attitudes which are 'slightly favorable' whereas only 9 percent of
the white respondents are in that category.| Further, iO percent of the whites

"are extremely unfavorable, in contrast with 2 percent of the non-whites.®

| . .
* Attitudes! toward civil defense are almost unanimously positive among

members of these minority groups, i.e., Negroes and Spanish-Americans. They
are largely favorable among members of the ajority group, i.e., young white
Americans, but less so than among the former

Sacial _Class Differences In_General Artitude tovard Civil Defense.

There are no differences Letuecen the high-class and the middle-class groups
» )

in attitudes toward civil defense, although we note an earlier tendency:

75 percent of the high-class youngsters havi favorable attitudes, and 82

percent of the m%idle-class youngsters are in these positive attitude
categories. This difference is not statistically significant.

However, we are as yet uncertain whether our measure of social class
is inadequate, or whether there is no partiﬁularly important relationship be-
~ tween that variable and the attitudes we ar% et:empting to assess.

{
|
‘.

1
'

. i .
6Statistical analysis: The frequency distribution in Table 20 was
[ t

submitted to a Chi-Square analysis. Chi-Square = 10.158, degrees of freedom =
6, p { .10. . !
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GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD CIVIL DEFENSE BY RACE

RACE: :
Attitude Rating Non-White White
' Very Favorable 437% 407
Quite Favorable 26 29
s 23 9

777 Slightly Favorable

- Total Favorable.....vevevevineseess 92%
Total Neutral...vovveenenennannnn,s . _0%

Slightly Unfavorable
Quite Unfavorable
Very Unfavorable’

Total Unfavorable

e s s e e

ZLls s ees 000 _@l

3%

4
5
10

— % e seee _]ln_gl

1007

(n=114)




Personal Ability Differences In General Attitude toward Civil Defense.

those in modified classes. This analysis is in Table 21..7
There is a considerable distinction between the attifudes of these two
" —eclusters of young people.-- Ine less ab1e Have more favorable inclinations toward = = 7
civil defense; it may also be that they ﬁavé feuver negative perceptiovns. Vhich-
ever interpretation is given the data, the brighter students do present a less
favorable posture toward civil defense, as they diq toward fallout shelters.
Summary. In this section, we examined civii defense attitudes in terms
of the social and demographié charactéristi;s used in examining attitudes toward
fallout shelters. The present results indicate:
1. Eighth graders have more favorable perceptions of civil defensg
than twélfth graders.
2. Although boys are slightly less favorable toward civil defense 'than

i
girls, the differences are minor. ‘

3.— Negroes and Spanish-Americans are more favorable toward civil Hefense

than #re white Americans.

4. Social class differences in general attitudes toward civil defense

are insignificant.

S. The less able students are more receptive to civil defense ideas.

7Statistical analysis: The frequency distribution in the summary portion
of Table 21 was submitted to a Chi-Square analysis, deleting the low frequency

neutral cells. Chi-Square ; 6.483, degrees of freedom = 1, p / .02.

o ' i

The final analysis compéred the attitudes of the accelerated. students with - - oo o




Attitude Rating

Very'Favorable
» . Quite Favorable
. ~---- 8lightly Favorable

Quite Unfavorable
Very Unfavorable

Total Favorable.,...........

s 400 na s s

o _ Slightly Unfavorable

Total Uhfa#orable ,,,,,,,, oo

TABLE 21

GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD CIVIL DEFENSE BY ABILITY

63
- ABILITY:

High Low
39% 427,
24 31
10 16

73% .... 89%

s 9 v

TOtaI Neutral‘oo;‘-uboo-n.oo.oouooooooono.ﬂv.- ZZ o.;o 21

1007

(n:88)
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SECTION VIII

Summary and Discussion

We thave explored the perameters and boundarics of young people's
attitudes toyard fallout shelters and civil defense. With a non-directive
approach, we g:ve probed into different groups of young people for the direction
of their attitudes, the content of those attitudes, and some assessment of their
strength. More than 30C students were asked to write essays about these topics.
The youngsters weré deliberately chosen for their ﬁetérogeneous.composition.
They included approximately equal size groups of boys and girls, 8th and
12th grédere, accelerated and below-avérage students, from different social
class backgrounds, and from different racial and ethnic groups. Traiﬁed
coders rated the attitudes expressed in the essays. |

This was not 2 random sample of young people; it was’selected because'
of the sub-grocup comparisons we wished to make. ye found quite
favorable attitudes toward all the topics assessgd across the entire group.
~The.youngsters made quite positive statements about fallout shelters, about.
public shelters in particular, and about civil dgfense in'general. They were
somewhat more reticent in their favorability to private shelters, but a
—...majority were positve..

He'related each of the attitude measures to the social and demographic
data. These included the‘individual's sex, school grade, race, personal
ability, and the social class composition of the échool he attended. 1In
previous sections, we summarized the findings for each in the attitude measures

in terms of the relationships obtained in the sub-group comparisons. Here,
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it would seem most useful to summarize the data in terms of the findings
obtained with each social and demographic characteristic:

1. By age, we found ~--

a. the younger group (the eighth graders) more favorable
~to féllout shelters than the older group (the twelfth

kwww,,dmwmwmwwﬂgraders),,émong those youngsters who wrote only about

shelters in general.

b. the younger group more favorable to public shelters and to

- private shelters, among the youngsters who differentiated

~ between those two kinds of shelters.

c. the eighth graders more favorable to shelters than the
older respondents, bn the compdsite assessﬁent of shelter
attitudes. |

d. the éighch g;adersvmore favorabié to civil defense as an
attitudinal oﬁject than the twelfth graders.

2. By sex, we found -- |
a; the young men to have essentially the same attitudes as
' young women‘toward failout shelters in generél; where no
distinction ﬁas‘made between public and private shelters.
-b. the boys to be less favorable‘towérd both ﬁublic"énd‘private
shelters than the young women, among thosé ybungsters who
:élked about specific kinds of shelters.

c. the young men ten&ed to express-mofe negative comments than

the youhg women in terms éf the compoﬁite assessment of

shelter attitudes. This was a minor difference.
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d. minor differences between the scxes in terms of civil
defense #ttitudes, although again the slight tendency was
as with shelter at;itudcs -- the girls were more positive.
3. By race, we found --
a. that mexbers of racial minority grbups were significantly
mofe favorable toward fallout shelters in general than
éhe white studeat-~.
b. that the primerily non-ﬁhite group of reépondents'reacted
" more favoratly to boﬁh public and privéte chelters. Further,
the non-vhites wvore ecualiy favorable toward both public
and private shelters, whercas the white group tended to.
favor the public shelters more than the p;ivate ones.
¢. the same discrepancy between the racial groups on the
composite shelter index -- non-whites were far more favorable.
d. that the same racc differcnce existed in judging civil defense;
the non-white group was more favorable.
4. By social class, we found -~
a. no suﬁstantial evidence thot social class was related to
any of the shclter attitudes excmined.
“'b. insignificant diffzarerces amdpg the social classes with
 regard to attiﬁudes toward éivil defense.
S. By the youngster's individu:l ability level, we found --
a. that the more ablec tha student, the more be deprecated
fallout shelters in géneral.

b. that the more able the studen:, the less he favored either
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public or‘ptivate shelters, but this was particnlarly
evident with respect to private shalters.
€. that the more able the student, the less he favored fallout
- ) . shelters on the composite shelter attitude index.
' | vg,;”that the more eoie the student, the Iess he rnacted favorablj ;
to the general noLLOu oF civil defense. |
Much of the substance of these results wes dtsrussed in the sections
where the results oere originiliy oresentej. Mew an attempt will be made
’vto provide an ove—view for the results, th° manner ir which they were cb-
tained, andqwhat they are likety to lead to. |
We uncovered many relatxonships between single social attributes
‘and the various attitudes'~todicd. this :epott hes focused nnly on those
single relationships..-ln'thls kind of cor:zla*ionel approatn, however,
there remains the serious problem of date*mtntng whetae: any one of these’
telationships Jnay be oar*ly or entirely attributed Lo one of the other
'telationships. That is, what is the rnlatzonshlp between age and attitudes
toward fallout shelters, when we nold race constant? Or between personal
F; fj k ability and.attitudes toward civil defe-:e, when we hold sox‘constant? Thie
more conplex type of anaivsis is rneded o thet we n2y s2e whether each of
the variables we labeled as 1ndep°n4e1t ie Lnleed indep z2nden t, or one which
'1ntervenes between some other independent variabl-: zud shelter attitudes,
or one which interacts with another of the indepcnden* variables. We
anticipate that there are sevelal re11tionships of an interactxve nature;
e.g., the white youngster of ext~vemz2ly higl ability moy be even more un-'

favorably disposed then white‘youngster: or zble ones. Such information would
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se most useful for planning information strategies. This type of analysis
will be accommodated in our second report
We examined only a small sub-set of those social and demographic
characteristics which would be included in a more elaborate study of the
‘wgggigligg;ion of young Americans. Sensitive in&ices of the relationships of

background characteristics with fallout shelter attitudes and attitudes toward

civil defense will be obtained when we can include measures of such additional

variables as: e

religibn, church membership, and church attendance

place of residence, e.g., metropolis, large city, small
city, towns and villages, and fa;m areas

family income

wider age dispersion

school activities, club memberships, offices held
number and life-cycle of siblings
family discussion of public issues

mass media activity, time spent with newspapers, news
magazines, television, radio

_use of library facilities, or time spent reading books
peer group activity

personality characteristics, e.g., open- and closed-
mindedness, low and high self-esteem,

By including a far broader set of personal and social characteristics,
we may better determine which are of major, which of minor and which are of

no Import in the development and formation of the relevant attitudes.
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Just as we must develop more sensitive)indices of background char- -
acteristics, 8o must we develop more sensitive measures of the individual's
attitudes. In the present stud&, we focused on the global or macro aspects

-of attitudes toward shelters. The only distinction we could make was be-

777777 tween private and public shelter attitudes. Mbreméffig;ent'1nfbrmacioﬁ“ﬁili"WWW””””’”W

come from some of these sub-attitudinal areas

General attitude themes:

e e e e D

the protective nature of shelters

41 the amount of effort, energy or cost that the shelter
. program merits : : S

the futility or h:ility_of survival in the aftermath
of a'nuclear war o B

. the desire to avoid ény dlscussion of shelters, or
- the possibility of nuclear war

Specific attitude themes:
Ty government involvement in providing shelters
‘the likelihood of a nuclear conflict

i the distinction between rural and urban shelter
: [l benefits «

how some aggressor would perceive an active U.S. shelter
] program ’ . : S

General information topics:

the ability to use sheltérs in natural disaster
‘gituations or general peace-time use

‘conditions that will prevail within shelters

the youngster s perceived level of information about
shelters |

physical proparties of shelter protéction

'1
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Specific information topics:
shelter expenses or costs
the various effects of nuclear war

sources of information about shelters and civil
defense

civil defense drills
she}ter stocking
Tﬁege tap a few of the afeas found in young people's z#says. On a
spontaneous basis, some af the afeas in the above listing appeared on one to
a dozen essays. They specify.interest areas of the youngéter§ which re-

quire more extensive probing in our subsequent research effort.
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