T Offet Ue Ly

CIVIL DEFENSE
IN THE
UNITED STATES

1952

SURVEY RESEARCH CENTER

ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN

3¢,

266



CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE UNITED STATES

1952

A NATTIOWAL STUDY OF PUBLIC
INFORMATION AND ATTITUDES

ABOUT CIVIL DEFENSE

SURVEY RESEARCH CENTER
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN

OCTOBER 1952



W M W AR En St ww e @ Mr e e Em wm Em Em e ee M e e wm e R e me G e mm e e Ee ae we = e

- e mm M SE SR AR e A A ER B EN EE ER W= G e e R W e e ae m oammm e ap e Ap am ae @ e ow

Page

Introduction 1

Summary of Findings : L

Chapter 1 7
CIVIL DEFENSE: PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING OF THE PRCOBLEM

Chapter 2 19
INFORMATION ON DANGERS OF MODERN WARFARE

Chapter 3 26
KNOWLEDGE OF PERSONAL FROTECTIVE MEASURES

UNDER ENEMY ATTACK
7

Chapter L 35
COMMUNITY ASPECTS OF CIVIL DEFENSE

Chapter 5 ‘ L2
ATTITUDES TOWARD VOLUNTEERING

Chapter 6 . 55
CITY DIFFERENCES

Chapter 7 . . 66
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RURAL PCPULATION

APPENDIX A 73
Demographic Data : ’

APPENDIX B 78

Sampling Errors for Cities



This report gives factual answers to three kinds of important questions
about public reactions to civil defense.

1. What do people know about civil defense matters?
2. How do people feel about civil defense problems?

3. What have people done, and what are they ready to do, about civil
defense preparedness?

For the first time it is possible to report the total national situvation
on attitudes toward civil defense and on information about civil defense
activities, ' ’

For the first time it is possible to study the differences in these
attitudes among people living in different population-size areas of the
country.

Three annual studies have now been made in the major metropelitan areas,

It is now possible to begin to see the direction in which civil defense atti-
tudes are moving and scme of the factors that influence those directions,

The Scope of the Study

In April of 1952, the Survey Research Center of the University of
Michigan conducted its first nationsl study of public attitudes toward civil
defense for the Federal Civil Defense hdministration, In this study the
scientific sample was enlarged to represent the total adult population of
the United States - metropolitan, urban, town, and rural. Computations based
on the Bureau of the Census reports indicate that about 97 million people in
these areas are adult -~ 21 years of age and older,

Two previous studies in September of 1950 and in August of 1951 had been
limited to the adult population of eleven major American cities., Some of the
information from these previous studies has been used here to indicate trends.

The people interviewed in this national study represent an accurate
cross-section of the 97 million mentioned above, Each of these millions of
people in the adult popuiation had a known chance of being chosen for inter-
view, The method of choosing people in a scientific way, so that they
-accurately represent the total population, is called probability sampling, a
method which has been developed and refined by the cooperation of certain
government agencies and universities,
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Each of the people chosen in the sample is interviewed at home, The
interview, lasting usually from an hour 1o an hour and a half, is conducted
by a Survey Research Center staff member trained in the use of 'ree-answer!
or 'open-end! questicning, A standard schedule of questions was asked for
all respondents. -

Purposes of the Survey

The tables and discussion presented here are intended to give guidance
to ¢civil defense leaders at the state, national, and local levels. Some of
the tables represent the way people respond to such civil defense activities
as recruitment and public information campaigns. Other tables show the
extent of public knowledge about self-protective measures. Still other %ables
provide understanding of problems which have influence on future civil defense
operations. For example, how do people feel about the dangers from enemy
attack? What needs to be done to give them a clearer understanding of these
dangers and thereby stimulate them to take some preventive action now? Public
thinking about such matters has been found in past studies to have a clear
relationship with their acceptance of civil defense activities. A better
understanding of public thinking will enable civil defense administrators to
explain their operatiens in such a way as to gain maximum public acceptance
of them. By knowing gaps in civil defense knowledge, programs and program
priorities can be developed more efficiently,

Organization of this Report

Each chapter in this report deals with a major civil defense problem
area, A brief discussion of major findings is presented to explain and
interpret the tables which are included in the text. Following this, there
is appended to each chapter a series of tables which serve to support the
interpretations and to provide additienal information about public reactions
to related problems. These additional tables will be of interest to those
readers who want te get a more complete picture of public thinking than is
contained in the main body of the text.

The tables fall in the following categories:

1) WNational Tables and Tables Comparing Population Groups:
Four categories are used in these tables as follows:

Approximate

Categories Definition Adult Population
Metropolitan The 11 largest cities (%) .. 15,000,000
exclusive of Washington, D.C,
Urban Other cities over 50,000
' plus metropolitan suburbs 32,000,000
Small City '~ Cities from 2,500 to 50,000 18,000, 000
Rural Open country and towns undexr
2,500 : 32,000,000
Total Estimated National Adult Population 97,000,000

* Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, New York,
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, St, Louis, and San Francisco-Oakland.
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2) Trend Tables: In these there are figures from earlier studies
which can be compared to figures for the 1952 study. Since the samples of the
earlier studies were of the eleven major cities only, the trend tables will
include only percentages for the population of these major metropelitan areas.

3) Tables Comparing Metropolitan Areas: The numbers of interviews
taken in the eight largest American cities (New York, bhlcago, Philadelphia,
Los Angeles, Detroit, San Francisco, St. Lou1s, and Cleveland; wére large
enough to allow superficial comparison of the populations of those cities
separately. Some mention will be made of smalier metropolitan areas when the
differences between them are large enough to warrant it.

A civil defense leader whose locale is not a city mentioned in the city
tables, can get useful information by examining the tables comparing the
four population groups on various tonics and adapting them to the situation
where he works, For example, a civil defense director in a state which is
largely rural should study ithe characteristics of rural people in the United
States generally. For a state where there is a large rural population and
also a large city (or cities), it is important to know both the characteristics
of rural people and those of people living in cities of a size similar to those
of the state in question.,

The three civil defense surveys were conducted by the Public Affairs
Program of the Survey Research Center and were directed by Dr. George Belknap.
Collaborators in the recent 1952 study were William Scott and David F, Miller.
Dr. Stephen B, Withey is the Public Affairs Program Director and supervisor
of all program studies



Results from the third annual survey of public reactions to civil defense
and related problems indicate, first of all, a decrease in war expectancy and
a continued over-optimism about the extent of protection which could be
expected from the armed forces in time of war. In spite of this relative
feeling of security, the American public remsl ns generally well-informed on
measures for personal protection in case of enemy attack. The concept of
"eivil defense" is reasonably well understood by about half of the people,
and realization of the need for such a community organization is high. While
there have been no gains over the past year in the proporticns of persons
who are informéd about personal protective measures and zbout civil defense
matters, people are hearing about these things from more sources, and there
is evidence that the more sources heard from, the more effective is the infor-

‘mation.

Residents of metropolitan areas, where civil defense campaigns have been
more-intense, tend to be better informed about these factual matters than
other people, and the proportion of informed respondents decreases steadily
from urban to rural areas. There are wide differences among the eleven
largest cities in level of information and attitude toward the local civil
defense set~up. There is evidence that active programs in some of the cities --
including air raid drills -~ have had definite effects in teaching people what
the warning signal is and in evoking favorable public reaction toward them.

However, the percentage of volunteers has not increased at all, and there
has apparently been a decrease in public willingness to take part in civil
defense activity, Willingness to volunteer is lowest in the largest cities
and highest in the rural areas. People who are willing to get into civil
defense work are those who tend to express greater concern about the likeli-
hood of war and zbout dangers eof enemy attack, and who tend to feel that
their cities could not at present do an adequate job of taking care of people
in case of an attack.

The rurai population evidences a surprising degree of concern about
problems of civil defense and an overwhelmirigly favorable attitude toward
offering necessary aid to people in bombed cities. But they have evidently
not given much thought to the nature of the problem that would be created by
mass evacuation of wurban areas. .
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HIGHLIGHTS OF SPECIFIC FIIDINGS
REGARDING PUBLIC INFORIATIOW,
ATTITUDES, AWD BEHAVIORS

Meaning of Civil Defense - Approximately half of American adults have
a generally accurate knowledge of the meaning of Civil Defense. The propor-
tion of people who understand the term is higher in the major cities (3 out
of 5) than in rural areas (2 out of 5), and this figure for the cities has
not changed appreciably in the past year..

Information on Personal Protection ~ Two-thirds of all adults have heard
or read something about how to protect themselves in case of an atomic bomb
attack. The number of people in the major cities who have this kind of infor-
mation is about the same as it was a year ago. However, there is some evidence
that the amount of useful information they have iz somewhat greater. The
greatest proportion of the behaviors mentioned had to do with taking shelter;
also, a substantial number of people mentioned such measures as storing or
covering food and water, turning off utilitiles, closing windows and doors,
or having a medical kit and bandages handy. In response to a guestion about
the frequency of receiving information of this kind, only one out of five
people reported that they heard about protective measures fairly often; the
rest had heard about them only occasionally or not at all,

Protection against Biological Warfare - Half the people interviewed said
that they had heard something about biological warfare recently, but most of
the "information" had to do with the Communist charge that the United Nations
troops were using germ warfare in Korea, Only one out of five respondents
had any general idea as to how germ warfare might be used against us and only
one in ten had heard anything about measures to protect themselves against
germ warfare.

Protection against Chemical Warfare - Only 9% of American adults had
heard anything about gas warfare. Only 8% had any idea as to how it might
be used azainst us and only 12% had heard anything about any kind of protec-
tive measure -- usually gas masks.

Mortality Radius of Atomic Bombs - One out of five persons has a fairly
realistic idea as to how far away from where a bomb fell almost everybody
would be killed. However, nearly three out of ten think the mortality radius
would be five miles or more. .

Knowledge of the Air-raid Warnin-~ Signal - While 68% of the people have
some information about personal protective measures, only L3% have even a
vague general idea of what the air-raid warning signal is. Only 15% know
the warning signal clearly enough to distinguish it from sirens, horns, or
whistles in general. Even in the mEJOT cities, only 64% have a general
knowledge of the warning signal and 27% a clear, specific knowledge.
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Actions After an Atomic Bomb Attack - Only 36% of all people reported
they had heard or read anything about what a person ought to do after an
atomic bomb attack, In the major cities, the proportion of informed respen-
dents was somewhat higher -~ L6%. One person in ten reported that he would
stay where he was and follow instructions.

Knowledge of Local Civil Defense Activities - Nationally, only 18% of the
people reported that they had heard or read anything about what civil defense
was planning to do to protect their communities. This figure was slightly
higher in the major cities, but even here it was only 27%. The nation-wide
proportion of people who had actually seen signs of civil defense activity
around their communities was 15%, and in the major cities the proportion was

32%

Civil Defense Activity in Schools - Over the entire country 29% of the
people have heard that the schools are doing something in civil defense. In
the metropolitan areas this figure jumps to L2% as compared with 20% in small
towns.

Civil Defense Activity at Work - Only lé% of the respondents could report
any civil defense aclivity at their own or other family member's place of
work; even in the larger cities, only 19% knew of any such activity.

Ability of City to Take Care of People after an Attack - Twenty-seven
percent of all respondents (3L% in the eleven metropolifan areas) felt their
cities or towns could do a good job of taking care of people after an enemy
attack. Their reasons for feeling either optimistic or pessimistic covered
the same categories: status of hospitals, medical facilities, and shelters;
quality of leadership, organizations, plans, training, communications, and
information; degree of public interest.

Civil Defense Measures already Taken at Home « People were asked which
of the following four things they had done: (a) Put together a first aid
kit, (b) stored food for an emergency, (c¢) put up a civil defense alert card,
(d) fixed up a shelter area. Only one person in five had done any of these
things; 13% had put together first aid kits; 10% had stored food for an
emergency; 6% had put up civil defense alert cards; 3% had fixed up shelter
areas.,

Anticipated Behavior under Air Attack - Eighty~four percent of the people
are able to give some specific indication of what they would do if they got
the signal that there was going to be an enemy attack. Most of the behaviors
are in line with the kind of instructions that civil defense has been giving
out, However, 11% say "get home, get to family, look out for family"; 7%
think they would get panicky -em=emass. or act in some other irrational manner,
and 5% indicate that they would flee or get out of ‘owm,




Chapter 1

CIVIL DEFENSE ~ PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING OF THE PROBLEM .

World War Not the Major Concern

At the time of the most recent survey, the UN forces had been fighting
in Korea for nearly two years. While there had been a good deal of public
apprehension at first about the possibility of its spreading into a global
war, by April, 1952, war expectations had decreased substantially, consider-
ably less than half of the people expected a world war at all, and less than
a third of them looked for war within two years, A large proportion of the
population had apparently learned to '"live with' the present tense world
sitvation, without fear of an immediate, direct threat to this country.

When respondents were asked what sorts of problems their friends and neigh-
bors were most concerned about these days, less than half of them mentioned
problems related to war; they mentioned general economic problems almost
three times as frequently as they did war problems, War is evidently, then,
not the major concern of most people.

Optimism on Military Defense

That the realities of war danger are quite remote from public thinking
has been consistently indicated in all three studies by the tendency of most
people to give extremely optimistic appraisals of the extent of protection
from air attack that could be afforded by the armed forces., Well over half
of the people believe that their cities could be saved from heavy air raid
damage, It is very likely that this stems partly from an unrealistic notion
of how well the U.S. air force could prevent enemy planes from reaching
their targets. Table 1 gives.an idea of this extent of unrealism. It
should be evaluated in the light of persistent statements by top military
officials that "seven out of ten enemy planes couvld get through."
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Table 1

"Well, suppose thet enemy planes tried to make a surprise
attack on cities like Chicago, Philadelphia, and Washington:
how many do you think would get through and bomb owr cities?
Would you think most of them would get through, only a few
would get through, or what?"

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural Netional
Most, many would get
through 11% 13% 12% 15% 13%
About half would get )
through L L 2 3 3
Few (or not many) ' -
would get through 57 62 65 57 60
None would get
throvgh 11 L 3 4 5
Don't know 12 13 12 15 1,
Not ascertained 5 - Y 6 6 5
1005 10035  100% 100% 100%

Tdea of '"Civil Defense! is Accepted

Since the people do not generally have strong fears of enemy attack,
one might expect that they would not take civil defense seriously, This
is not the case, however, Two statements were presented to the people inter-
viewed. One idea suggests that civil defense is not an urgent problem, while
the other suggests that it 1s futile., The public tended to reject both of
them. '

Table 2

'Here are two statements that people have made. I'm inter-
ested in.how. you: feel about- them. 'The first is;.!'There's
hot much need.for civil defense now because there's no
real emergency yet.! How do you feel about this?"

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural ‘National
Agree definitely 3% 1% 17 1% 1%
Agree 7 7 10 1l 11
Pro-con, depends 1 2 1 2 2
Disagree 58 &2 6l 61 61
Disagree definitely 25 21 19 16 19
Don't know - I L l 5 L
Not ascertained 2 3 1 1 2

100% 100% 100% - 1004 100
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Table 3
"“nother statement you hear made is 'Atomic bombs .are so-
destructive that oivil defense couldn't réally-do very
muech if there were -an attack!,: How do you feel about this?!

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural National
Agree definitely 2% 3% 2% - A
Agree 9 12 1) 18% i
Pro-con, depends L 3 1 3 e
Disagree 57 s 60 sh sh
Disagree definitely 20 22 16 11 A7
Don't know 6 7 6 11 8
Not ascertained 2 L 1 3 3

100% 100% 100% . 1o0% . 100%

Half know Meaning of '"Civil Defense"

Just because people are unwilling to agree openly with such negative
statements does not necessarily mean that they are ready to support a civil
defense program actively. In the first place they may have completely inade-
quate or wrong notions of what civil defense is all about, Or secondly, even
if they know what civil defense work involves, they may be quite content to
let someone else do the job, without getting seriously involved themselves.
The latter problem of willingness to participate in civil defense is discussed
later in Chapter 5, For the present it is worthwhile to consider just how
well people understand the meaning of "civil defense”, Table 5 shows that
slightly over half of them know what the words mean,”

Criteria for "accurate understanding" were 1) knowledge of the purpose

of civil defense (e.g., "protect the people in case of war or disasters™")
and 2) knowledge of the agency (e.g., "the city"” or "he people them-
selves "),



"You hear a lot about 'civil defense" these days.
it, what does the term "civil defense" mean?

= 10 -

Table |,

As you understand
(If not already men-

tioned) Well, what do you think the purpose of civil defense is?""

Sm 1l Small Town

' Hetro Urban City and Rural

Had generally accurate

understanding of civil

defense 59% 57% 55% Lo%
Had inaccurate or vague

understanding of

civil defense 26 26 2L 2L
Did mot.-know what civil

defense was 13 15 20 3
Not ascgrtained 2 2 1 2

1004 1002 100% 100%

National

51%

25

22
2

100%
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ADDITIONAL TABLES
Table 5
"What kinds of problems would you say that your friends,

neighbors, or others you know are most concerned about
these days? What other things are they concerned about?" '

. % Mentioning
4 Mentioning First

Economic Problems

High prices, cost of living 68 3
Taxes '
Unemployment, jobs

Wages

Farm, agriculture problems
Strikes, labor unrest
Production problems, costs
Other eccnomic problems

"y
N AL ONND
N KW DWW N =

Political Problems

[
Q W n

Presidential election
Corruption, graft, waste
Government spending
Foreign spending

Other political problems

Wk kW

International Problems

War (unspecified) 2l 1
War in Korea 1
Draft, U.M.T., Arming

Unsettled world conditions

Possible bombings

Communism

Other international problems

Local Problems

M- NNEN
N W W

Housing

Schools

Crime, immorality
Other local

o oW
N H

Personal Problems

Immediate family situvation
Health problems

Children

Religious

Other personal

Don't know
Not ascertained

wHHH

HE

e

ﬁLw—rmwmw

100%
3t

Totals more than 100% because some respondent's mentioned more than one problem
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Table 6

Proportions of Respondents in Different Population

Density Areas Who Mentioned Variocus
Kinds of Problems

Problem Population Size
Category™ ‘Category
Small Small Town
Metro Urban City and Rural Netional

Economic 82 82 85 77 81
International 38 )l LY 39 39
Political 2l 34 29 21 27
Local 13 15 12 15 b
Personal 18 11 11 8 11

e it 3t s T

Only the peclitical and personal problem categories show significant differ-
ences among the various population areas.

The guestion asked was: 'What kinds of problems would you say that your
friends, neighbors, or others you know are most concerned about these days?"

*# Totals more than 100% because some respondents mentioned more than one
problem,
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Table 7

'"Which of these (problems) would you say
is causing them the most concern?

Prices, cost of living
War

Taxes

War in Korea

Farm, agriculture problems
Unemployment, jobs
Political conditions (general)
Presidental Election
Wages

Corruption in government,
Unsettled world conditicns
Draft, U.M.T., arming
Housing .
Immediate family situation
Bealth

Strikes, labor unrest
Production problems
Foreign spending
Communism

Relations with Russia
Schools

Crime

Other

No problems

Don't know
Not ascertained

Nationgl

38%
10

HHHFRBPRFRNRDDWILO

",
I~

Iess than one-half of one percent,
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Table 8

'"Now speaking for yourself, how likely do you think
it is that we're in for another world war?"

Smail  Small Town

Likelihood Metro Urban City and Rural National
Very likely 122 18%  15% 15% 15%
Likely 30 30 30 L6 36
Maybe, pro-con 10 9 10 ‘ 8 9
Unlikely 30 20 26 1} 21
Very unlikely 3 * 3 * 1
Already in another

world war 1 I 3 #* 2
Expresses only

wishes or hopes 2 1 1 2 1
Don't know 10 16 10 12 12
Not ascertained 2 2 2 __2“ | __2_

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Tess than one-half of one percent,
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Table 9

"Why do you feel this way (that it is likely or
unlikely that we are in for another world war)?"

(National Sample)

Reasods why we will be in another world war

¢ Bentioning

% Mentioning

Firet

Rusi;a's (communists') behavior -
aggressive; uncooperative; uncon-
trollable; will take over countries;
force us to fight; instigate incidents;
U.S. will have to stop, fight Russia 11

Redundant - you read it in the papers; hear
it on the radio; people talk about it;
etc.; no causal reasons given, 8

World conditions - Korean war won't stop, will
spread; other trouble spots (Iran, etc.)
will mushroom into war, 7

Fatalism - Religious, historical, or economic;
Tt can't be helped"; "There have always
been wars." 7

Countries irreconcilable - Two different ways
of life - can't pget along. 6

Symptoms - defense work stepping up; boys
being called into service; military
goods being shipped abroad, 6

Peace Talks - not successful; haven't

{or can't) solved problems by

discussion., 6

Armament race - will bring more tension,
war; both sides are preparing,
building up. 3

U.S, Policy - too aggressive; leading
to war. ' 1

U.S. Policy - blundering; inconsistent;
weak; vacillating; no policy 1

Cther Reasons - 6
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Table 9 cont'd.

Reasons why we won't be in another world war

% Mentioning

4 Mentioning
First

Neither . side wants war (or is prepared
for it); people have had enough
of war, nobody wants war, no one
wants to fight L

U.S., Policy - We've shown Russia we mean
usiness (by our policy in general,
our Korean action, our rearming);
Russia won't dare L

Russia:doesn't 'want war - wen't go to war
(for awhile) - no reference to not
being prepared >

Russia not (yet) prepared for war - not
able to attack (yet); doesn't want
war because not prepared 2

Korean peace talks - negotiations under
way; expecting peace in Korea 2

Fatalism; religious reasons 2
e p—————

U.S. does not want war . 2

Countries will be able to iron out their
difficulties, scitle them by con-
ference or other peaceful means 2

Presidential clecction - Republican adminis-
tration will kecp us out; confidence
in new leaders who will get in after
election 1

Absence of symptoms - don't hcar about it;
people say we won't 1

Confidence ih present administration;
lecaders wonft get us into war . 1

Other countrics don't want war, not
prepared for it (no specific
mention of Russia) 1

Other reasons 6
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Teble 9 cont'd,

Depends -
% Mentioning
# Fontioning First
On U.S. clection 2 2
On Korean situation ’ 1 1
On what U.S. does. 1 1
On whnt Russia, Stalin does '1 5
Don't know ’ 3 3
Not ascertained 6 6
Inapplicable - don't know whether
or not we re in for another
war 15 15
T 100%

Less than one-half of onc per cent.

o Totels more then 100% because some roespondents mentioncd more than one
reason.
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Table 10

"If a world war does come, do you think it's likely to happen
in the next six months, the next ycar or two, or when?'

Small

Metro Urban City Rural  Netional
Less then six months 2% 1% 3% 2% oA
Six months to a yeor 6 7 6 10 8
1 to 2 years 12 19 17 23 - 19
2 to 5 years 25 20 26 20 22
5 to 10 years 6 7 10 L 7
10 years or over 7 8 1 2 L
Already in another war 2 L 3 * 2
Soon; necar future 1 1 - 1 1
Not soon, not for sevceral

years 5 6 5 6 5

Never, not at 2ll L 2 3 2 2
Don't know, depends 19 16 U 25 19
Mot ascertained 11 9 12 5 9

1005 1004  100%  100% 100%

Less than one~half of one percent.



Chapter 2

INFORMATION ON DANGERS OF MODERN WARFARE

Threat of Bombing Considered Greatest Danger

While the public has a strong positive attitude toward the need
for civil defense, and a reasomably good general grasp of what it involves,
it has less recognition of dangers to the United States (in eveént of war)
other than bombings.

Talle 11

"If war were to break out, do you think people in
the United States would be in danger of enemy
attack? (If 'yes!) In what ways do you think an
enemy would attack us, that is, what sort of
things would be used against us?"

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural National

Bombs (unspecified),

" planes 62% 59% 70% 69% 66%
Atomic bombs, H-bombs L1 Ll 30 28 35
Sea attack, subs, warships 22 10 20 11 1L
Sabotage, subversion 17 16 13 11 14
Biclogical warfare 8 13 B g 10
Rockets, missiles 10 10 5 8 8
Land invasion 5 3 3 3 3
Ordinary bombs Ly 2 3 1 2
Chemical warfare L 6 L 3 N
Other methods of attack H 5 ly 6 5
No danger anticipated 11 10 6 6 8
Don't know L S 3 S 5
Not ascertained 1 1 1 2 1

ran e e ok e

#% Totals more than 1004 because some people mentioned more than one danger.
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The above table gave people!s ideas on the déngers which war would
bring to Americans generally. Table 12 indicates the dangers which pecple
feel their 6wn communities would face in the event of war.

Table 12
"Would you say people right around here are
in danger from any of these things? (If
'Yes!) Which things?®

Small Small Town

" Metro Urban City and Rural National

Bombs (unspecified, .

planes 26% 26% 199 11% 19%
Atomic bombs, H-bomb 12 11 5 1 6
Sabotage, subversion 2 2 2 1 2
Biological warfare * 1 1 3 1
Ordinary bombs 1 * # - 1
Other 2 2 - * 1
No specific danger 21 26 21 13 19
No dangers at all "around

here! 36 32 52 71 51

100% 100% 100% 100% 1007

* Tess than one-half of one percent.

Exaggeration of Atomic Destruction

The public's ideas of the devastation which can be caused by atomic
bombs tend to be exaggerated, and there has been a slight increase in the
proportlon of these exaggerated estimates over the past year, following an
increase in "realism" which had taken place during the previous period.
Only a porticn of this change can be explained by published information
about larger and more deadly atomic weapons.
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Table 13

(Metropolitan sample only)
"If an atomic bomb hit in the center of a large
city, how far away from where it fell do you
think almost everybody would be killed?"

Sept. August April

1950 1951 1952
Realistic estimate (% mile to 1 mile) 17% 29% 15%
Exaggerated estimate (1 to 5 miles) 29 27 32
Highly exaggerated edtimate
(over 5 miles) ' .23 19 25
Don't know 23 19 20

8 3 A
160 Io0Z  Too%

Not ascertained

Rural people are only slightly more inaccurate than urban people in
their estimates of the atomic bomb mortality radius,

Table 1L
"If an atomic bomb hit in the center of a large
c¢ity, how far away from where it fell do you
think almost everybody would be killed?

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural National
Realistic estimate
(3 mile to 1 mile) 19% 16% 21% 15% - 18%
Exaggerated estimate
(1 to 5 miles) 32 32 26 21 27
Highly exaggerated es~- .
timate (over 5 miles): 25 33 23 32 29
Don't know 20 15 27 26 22
Not ascertained L L 3 : 6 Y
100% 100% 1007 1607 100%

Ignorance of BW and CW Dangers

Peoplé have been receiving relatively little information about bio-
logical and chemical warfare., The only point that has made any sizeable
impression is the Communist propaganda about the use of germ warfare in
Korea.
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Table 15

"Have you heard anything in the last few months about
(If 'Yes') What have you

biological or germ warfare
heard or read?"

?

Small Small Town
Metro Urban (City and Rural National

Communist report of UN

use in Korea 37% 32% L% 33% 36%
Plans for use or develop- :

ment 7 5 8 5 6
Nature and effects 3 1 3 2 2
Other 2 2 1 3 2
Heard something, don't '

remember what kL S 9 2 5
Heard nothing L7 sL 35 53 L8
Not ascertained - 1 - 2 1

: 1002 100  100% 1603 1008

Fewer than one persen in ten had any information about protective
Fewer than one person in ten had

received any:information at all (development, protection against, etc.)

measures against biological warfare,

about chemical warfare.

ADDITIONAL TABLES

Table 16

"Would you say people right around here are in danger
from any of these things (ways in which an enemy

might attack us)?"

Metro Urban

Yes 51% 56%
Yes, qualified 9 9
Pro-con 2 ¥*
No, qualified 8 10
No 17 13
Donft know 3 3
Not ascertained 3 2
Inaprlicable - doesn't

think U,S. is in .

danger of attack in

event of war 7 1

100% 100%

Small
City

36%
9

16
29
2

Rural

184
8

Nationzal

37%
9

1
16
27

2
2

100

# Less than one-~half of one percent,
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Table 17

"Would you say that you personally get at all con-
cerned or bothered about any of these dangers?n

Metro Urban Small City ' Rural National

Very much

concerned 6% 10% 9% 7% 8%
Concerned, a

little concerned 35 32 29 25 30
Not concerned L3 L1 4s 55 L8
Definitely uncon-

cerned; complete

lack of concern 7 6 9 3 5
Don't know #* - #* 1 #
Not ascertained 2 3 3 3 3

Inapplicable - doesn't
know whether U.S.
would be in danger

of enemy attack 7 8 -5 6 6
1003  100% 100 100 - 1C0%

% Less than one-half of one percent.

Table 18

"From what you've heard, what would cause most of
the deaths (in an atomic bomb attack)?"

Metro Urban Small ity Rural National
Fire, heat, burns 21% 23% 2L% 18% 21%
Blast, explosions 16 20 23 19 20
Radiation, rays 2l 18 18 19 19
Gas, fumes, chemicals 9 16 1L 16 15
Falling buildings,

debris 8 5 5 3 5

Panic, fright 8 3 1 3 3
"The bomb" 1 2 1 1 1
Disease #* 1 - - ¥*
Other 2 1 1 2 1
Don't know 9 9 12 15 12
Not ascertained 2 2 1 N 3

100% 100% 100% 100 100%

% Legs than one-half of one percent.
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Table 19

"Have you heard or read anything about how an enemy
might use it (biological warfare) against us?"

(National Samplé’)

Carried by airplane 1%
Contamination of food, water L
Spread by Sth column, saboteurs 1
Killing of plants, aninals 1
Other 3
Heard something, DK what L
Heard nothing _ 80

100%

Table 20

"Have you heard or read anything about what can be done
to protect against these things (biological warfare)?"

Small
HMetro Urban City Rural National
Keep clean ' * 1% - - "
. Store food or water 2% 1 1 - 1
Use masks 1 - - - s
Avoid contaminated food
or water - 1 % -
Other measures 8 L 7% 6
Nothing can be done * - - - 3
Heard something, DK what 2 3 L 2 3
Heard nothing 85 87 87 88 87
Not ascertained 2 2 3 3 3
100% 100% 100% 100% 1004

less than one-half of one percent.
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Mhat about ﬁoison gas -- chemical warfare, that is.
Have yon read or heard enything about this in the
last few months? What have you read or heard?"

Small Small Towm
Hetro Urban City and Rural National

Communist report of

UN use 1% 1% 3% 1% 1%
Use or plans for use or

development (U.S, or

enemy ) 2 3 3 1 2
Nature and effects 1 1 1 1 1
Protection z2gainst 1 3 1 1 1
Other 2 1 2 2 1
Heard something; DK what 3 L L 2 3
Heerd nothing : 89 90 85 90 90
Not ascertzined 1 - 1 o 1

100% 100% 1005 100% 100%"
Table 22
'"Have you hezrd anything abcout how an enemy
might use it (chemical warfare) against us?"
Small  Smell Town
Hetro Urban City and Rural National
Spread by airplanes, ‘

bombs, guided missiles 7% L% 6% 3% 5%

Cther means 1 2 1 2 1
"Heard somethiug; DKrwhat 2 3 1 2 2
Heard nothing 88 90 91 92 91
Not ascertained 2 1 1 1 1
100% 100% 1009 100% 100%
Table 23

Have you heard or read anything about what can be
done to protect against these things (chemical warfare)?"

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural Netional
Wear gas masks 9% L% 5% 2% 5%
Other preventive measures U4 1 L 3 2
Miscellaneous remedial

measures 3 1 3 * 1

Heard something; DK what 2 6 7 2 b
Heard nothing 80 86 80 89 85
Hot ascertained 2 2 1 L 3

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Less than one-half of one percent,
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KNOWLEDGE CF PERSONWAL PROTECTIVE
MEASURES UMDER ENEMY ATTACK

Cne of the most effective of the civil defense information programs has
been that of telling people how to take care of themselves in case of an air
attack. In the eleven metropvlitan areas an average of BL% of the respondents
knew at least one protective measure they ought to take if their city were
attacked.” The percentage of informed respondents falls off considerably as
one moves from the urban to the rural areas, Table 2l presents this compari-
son of different population size areas.

Table 2l
'"Havé you heard or read -anything about what a person ought to
do for his own safety and his family's safety if there .were
an atom bomb attack? What were. some of these thingsg?"

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural National
Had information BLE - 69% 6% L6% 63%
Had no information 16 30 35 52 36
Not ascertained R 1 i 2 1

100% 1005  100% 1004 ﬁ

This high percentage of informed people in the metropolitan sample
has remained fairly stable over the past year. In August, 1951, about the
same proportion of people had heard information about perscnal protective
measures, Table 25 shows that a substantial increase in the proportion of
informed persons had occurred between the 1950 and 1951 surveys, but that
no further increase occurred by April 1952, It is likely that the remaining
uninformed 15% or so of the population will be extremely difficult to reduce
appreciably for the eleven metropolitan areas as a whole, although there is
room for improvement in a few individual cities, which will result in a
slight rise in the total figure.

* In some cities this proportion was much higher (over 90% in Hew York and

~_ San Francisco). See Chapter 6.
** Less than one-half of one percent.
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Table 25

Proportions of People Who Had Read or Heard about
Personal Protective leasures under Enemy Atlack

(Metropolitan Sample only)

Information Level

September Aﬁgust April

1950 1951 1952
Heard or read something 62% 87% 8L%
No information 37 13 16
Not escertainsd 1 * 3

1008 1007 1002

Iess than one-nalf of one percent.

That this information on personal protective measures has been translated
into 2 readiness-to=-act by the people who heard it is indicated by their res-
ponses to a later question: 'What do you think you'd do if you got the
signal that there was going to be an enemy attack?" Three~-fourths of the
metropolitan respondents mentioned specific protective behaviors, while the
proportions for other population size groups were correspondingly lower,

Table 26

"What do you think you'd do if you got the signal '
that there was going to be an enemy attack?®

National
Small (except open)
Metro Urban City Small Town Country
Mentioned Specific -
Protective Behaviors L3 57% 61% 56% 62%
"Get to home or
" family™" , 9 12 13 8 11
"'Flee!, "get out of
town™ L2 b 7 5 h
Other inappropriate
behavicr 7 9 7 5 7
Don't know 6 17 11 23 15
Not ascertained 2 1 1 ‘ 1

3

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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There is considerably less public knowledge of post-attack safety
measures than of behavior before and during an attack. Table 27 shows that
this kind of information is far less widespread, and, as expected, rural
respondents are less well informed than urban,

Table 27

"Have you heard or read anything about what a person
ought to do to take care of himself or his family after
an atomic bomb attack? What was it you heard?"

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural Mational
Had heard or read ' :
something LoZ 3L% 30% 20% 29%
No information 59 66 69 79 70
Not Ascertzined . 1 3* 1 1 1
1009 100% 1005% - 100% 100%

Encwledge of the Air Reid Warning Signal

How are the people going to know when to do these things they have men-
tioned? Some sort c¢f air raid warning system has been set up in most urban
communities, so thal each person is notified directly that "now is the time
to take those protective measurcs you've ‘been hearing about". Of course, if
there werc an air raid, meny people would hear about it through other means
besides tlie standard signal, but if the alert came at the last minute before
attack, these other means of communication might reach the population too
late to enable them to save their own lives, So it is quite essential that
they know how to interpret the warning signal which reaches them directly
and immediately. ' :

The standard signal used to sound the alert has been designated as either
a wavering blast on horns, sirens, or whistles, or a series of short blasts,
Cnly a very small percentage of the population knows this signal correctly,
However, another sizeable proportion knows that there is some sort of warning
signal, and perhaps these people wovld also react directly with the appro-
priate protective measures, Table 28 shows that there is still a large part
of the population who have no idea what sort of a signal to expect to warn
them of an iwmpending air attack,
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Table 28

"Do you know what the warning signal is which tells people
that enemy planes are headed for youwr city? 'What is it?"

Small
Metro Urban City Small Town National
Correct knowledge of
warning signal 19% 9% 8% 5% 10%
Know there is some
sort of signal LS 36 26 21 33
Don't know 35 52 65 73 55
Not ascertained 1 3 1 1 2
1005 100% 100% 100% 100%

Of course, it is not reasonable to expect .that most people will learn
vhat the signal is Jjust by reading about it in a newspaper or pamphlet, A
far more effective teaching device is to actually sound the alarm and have
them go through the avpropriate behaviors, so that the two will become con-
nected by habit. That this has actually worked better is evident in Table 77
which shows that knowledge of the warning signal is much higher in those
cities which have had major air raid drills,

Sources of Informetion on Personal Protection

If one regards a respondent's memory of having heard some information
through 2 perticular medium as a criterion of the effectiveness of that
mediwn, then it is legitimate to say that most information media have in-
creased in effectiveness during the rast year. A few of them have remained
at their previous levels, and none has decreased significantly. This would
indicate then, that although the percentage of informed people (that is,
informed on measures for personal protection in an air attack) has remained
about the same, they have been getting their information from more sources
than previously. Table 29 presents a comparison of the proportions of res-
pondents recalling information from various media in the three civil defense
surveys conducted so far. Table 30 shows the relative "effectiveness" (or
penetration) of these media for different population size areas in the most
recent study, These resporises were made to an '"open aquestion": 'Where have
you heard or read about these things (personal protection)?" This means that
the respondents had to recall where they had heard the infarmation, rather
than reply "yes" or '"no" to the interviewer's specific question on each
medium, So they may actually have heard about personal protection from more
sources, but were just unable to recall others at the time. Furthermore, it
should not be assumed that all civil defense information reaches people
through the various media in the proportions indicated -~ just that having
to do with personal protective measures under air attack,
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Table 29

Proportions of Respondents Who Had Received Information
About Personal Protection from Various Media
(Metropolitan Sample Only)

Information Source Date of Swrvey
September sugust April
1950 1951 1952
Newspapers L2% 118 524
iagazines 22 11 i
Radio : 7 16 23
Pamphlets, circulars 1 30 27
Television 3 8 15
lotion pictures I 2 L
Formal talks, exhitits 1 3 3
Books 2 2 *
Fosters # * 9
Schools * * 5
Place of work : #* L
Personal contact 3 7 8
Other sources * 3 10
Total media percentages™ 874 120% 18L%
Total percentage of
informed respondents™” 62% T 87% 8L%

A
I

Less than one=half of one percent.

t

The total percentage figures feor the media are greater than the corres-
ponding percentages of informed persons, because some respondents
nmentioned more than one source of information, The ratios of media %
to informed persons % can be taken as indicative of the average rela-~
tive numbers of media through which informed respondents had been
reached,
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Table 30

Proportions of Respondents Who Had Received Information
about Personal Protection Measures from Various Media
(April 1952)

Information Source Population Size Category
- Small Small Town _
Metro Urban City and Rural National

Newspapers 52% WL % 3L 26% 37%
lagazines 1 19 27 17 19
Radio 33 2l 31 22 26 -
Pamphlets, circulars 27 19 9 6 1L
Television 15 16 9 6 11
HMotion pictures i 5 7. 1 3
Formal talks, exhibits 3 L 3 7 5
Books * 1 1 - 1
Posters : 9 2 1 - 2
School 5 2 1 2 2
Plece of work L 2 1 2 2
Personal contact 8 6 9 6 7
Other sources 10 8 6 5 7
Total media percentages 184% 152% 139% 00% 136%
Total percentages of

informed respondents 8L% 69% 6L% L6% 63%

¥ Less than one-half of one percent.‘
*¥ The statement at the bottom of table 29 applles.

Neither of the abowe tables should be interpreted to imply that one
medium should be preferred over others, While previous studies have indi-
cated that the better informed people get more informstion from magazines
and poorly informed people are more apt to have received theirs through
versonal contact, there is better evidence that the more sources through
which a person is reached, the Ireater is the effectiveness of the informa-~
tion presented regardless of the BOUrces
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ATDTTTONAL TABLES
Table 31

Have you heard or read anything about what a person
ought to do for his own safety and his family's safety
if there were an atom bomb attack? What were some of
these things?"

Small
Metro Urban City  Rural National

Go into basement, cellar,

shelter Lég.  38% 294 19% 36%
Take shelter, get under

table, away from windows,

next to walls 39 2l 20 16 23
Lie face down, lie on .
ground, fal1l flat 29 26 31 16 2ly

Cover exposed skin, face,
hands, wear white clothes,

locse clothes 25 28 19 15 21
Stay inside, remain in home 7 7 3 [ 7
Store, cover water, food 10 8 7 L 7
Turn off ges, heat, lights - 13 5 Iy Ly 6
Close windows, doors 8 5 N 2 4
Get official instructions é 2 3 1 3
Don't eat, drink contaminated

food 3 2 L 3 3
Build shelters, prepare home 2 5 2 3 3
Nothing, remain where are 2 3 #* 2 2
Have medicel kit, bardages

handy 3 3 2 1 2
Preventive actions; learn

signals, block warden #* 2 1 2 2
Destroy clothes, wash clothes 1 2 2 1 1
Other preparations (flashlights,

radio) . 3 1 3 1
Try to adjust, get along 2 * 2 * 1.
Other L 5 6 5 5
Heard something, DK what 2 5 L 7 5
Heard nothing 1) 2L 31 L) 31
Not ascertained 1 #* * 2 1

3 e E e 38t

Less than one-half of one percent,

"™ Totals more than 1003 beczuse same respondents méntioned more than one
behavior,
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Table 32

"Would you say you've heard about these things
(protective measures} pretty often or not?"

Metro Urban Small City Rural National
Of ten 7% 26% 23% 12% 21%
Occasionally : 3 1 3 *® 1
Not very often L2 L1 31 36 37
Less now than previously 9 5 7 2 5
Not at all 1 1 1 - 1
Don't know * - 1 - *
Not ascertained’ 3 2 3 L 3
No information 15 2L 31 L6 _ 32

100% 100% 100% lQO% 100%

L3

Iess than one~half of one percent,

Table 33

"Have you heard or read .anything about what a person
ought tc do to take care of himself or his family
after an atomic bomb attack? What was it you heard?"

Metro Urban Small City Rural National

Avoid contamination of -

food, water 12% 179 129 8% 129
Wait for instructions,

stay where are, wait

for clear signal 1, 12 11 8 10
Remove, burn, wash,

clothing, wash self 11 9 6 N 7
Help others, first aid,

medical 3 2 3 3 3
Avoid contaminated

areas, buildings 3 3 2 1 2
Avoid Radio-activity 2 3 1 - 1
Seek CD instructions * 2 # 1 1
Other 9 L 7 5 6
Heard something; D

what ' 6 6 10 7 7
Heerd nothing 53 59 60 72 63
Not ascertained 1 * ' 1 1 1

. 3¢ St 3 et

38 . . ‘
Totals more than 100% because some respondents mentioned more than one
behavior. :
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Takle 34

Mould you look at this card and tell me if you have done any
of these things in your home., What were some of the things?"

National
Put together a first aid kit 13%
Stored food for an emergency 10
Fut up a civil defense card 6
Fixed up a shelter area 3
Wone of these things 80

AL
Ay

.":J ‘L
Totals more than 100% because some respondents had taken more than
one measure, ‘
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COMMUNITY ASPECTS OF CIVIL DEFENSE

Few Know What Local Civil Defense is Doing

Although all the metropolitan areas and a large number of urban and
rural areas have set up active civil defense programs, public knowledge of
their recent activities is extremely low, Approximately four out of five
respondents report that they have not heard or read anything recently about
their community's civil defense protective measures,

Table 35

'"Have you. heard or read anything recently about what
civil defense is doing or planning to do to protect
your community? What did you hear or read?"

: Small Small Towm
Metro Urban City and Rural National

Training people for
first aid, police 5% 8% 8% 3% 6%
Getting organigzed,

appropriating money 6 6 3 2 L
Building shelters 7 3 1 — 2
Getting information

to people 3 L 1 3 2
Recruiting pecple L 3 % * 2
fiir raid drilils,

exercises 3 1 3 2 2
Putting up signs,

highway markers 2 2 - - 1
Other 3 3 2 3 3-
Heard something, don't

know what 2 3 2 2 2
Heard nothing 72 75 83 88 81
HNot ascertained 1 1 1 1 1

# H 3% s #4¢

** Totals more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answver.
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Less than One-third Bzlieve City can How do a Good Job of Civil Defense

Respondents in all but the rural areas were also asked to evaluate
their communities in respect to their ability to care for citiyens in case
of an enemy attack, Evaluation of metropolitan set-ups wes generally higher
than in other areas, 1In all zreas, those who felt their communities could
not do a good job, and those who didn't know how well their communities could
do, outnumbered by a wide margin those who felt that their community set-up
was adequate,

Table 36
"How about the way your city is set up now? Do you
think it would be able to do a good job of taking care

of people after an attack if it were to happen right now?"

Small  Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural National
Yes, .definitely 3% 2% 2% 3% 2%
Yes 31 25 21 21 25
Pro-con 6 7 6 2 : 6
No 31 31 41 L1 . 36
No, definitely L L 11 11 7
Don't know 22 28 17 16 21
Not ascertained 3 3 2 6 3

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

The important criteria of a good community civil defense organization,
according to the respondents in our sample, are adequate facilities, active
leaders, and a well-integrated training programn,
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Table 37

Reasons Why City is Able Te Do A Good Job National

Good hospitals, medical facilities 6%
Adequate (goods conditions, facilities
Good corganization, plans, leaders )
Good training, communication, information
Faith, confidence in pecple

Faith in government, officials

Names particular organization

Other

Ww o H oo

Reasons Why City Is Unable To Do A Good Job

—
(VS

Inadequate (bad) conditions, preparztions, facilities
Lack of orgenigzations, plans

Poor hospitals, wmedical facilities

Pecple aren't prepared, trained

Lack of a core of trained people

Lack of sheliers

People apathetic, uninterested

Other

Not ascertained
Inapplicable (No knowledge of local CD set-up)

EONt wWwWwrpoOh-~a~3

,l .

i

" Totals more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer.

Civil Defense in the Schools

Much of civil defense activity in communities has been directed toward
training school children in the correct measures to take in the event of an
attack. In the nietropolitan sreas over two-fifths of the sample revort
hearing of civil defense activities in the schools, while only about one
person in four reports this in the smaller cities and towns,
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Table 38

"Have you heard of anything that the schools
are doing in civil defense? What was that?"

Small Small Town
Metro Urban City and Rural

Drills 22% 19% 7% 10%
Teaching children
] about protection 13 10 3 9
Sending pamphlets
home 2 3 - -
CD registration 1 - - -
Other activity 2 2 1 1
Some activity, don't
know or not ascertained
what 2 L 1 -
No activity 57 63 85 76
Don't know * 1 AR 2
Not ascertained 1 - 1 2
100% 100% 100% 100%

Civil Defense at Work

National

15%

N 3 N O

1
€9

1
1
100%

Only a very small proportion of respondents report any civil defense

activity at their place  of employment,

Table 39
Small  Small Town

Activity Metro Urban City and Rural
Instruction, training

in CD jobs 5% 5% 1% 2%
Specific preparations

made 7 L. 1 1
Meetings (unspecified) 1 1 1 1
Pamphlets, posters 2 2 1 -

" Recruiting of volunteers  # 1 - 1
Other activities 3 2 - 2 3
Some activities, don't

know or not ascer=-
tained what 1 - 2 1
No activity 76 80 91 82
Don't know Y L L
Not ascertained 1 1 - 5
100% 100% 100% 100%

National

100%

* Less than one-half of one percent.
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Other Civil Defense Activities

People were also asked to name any other civil defense activities which
they may have noticed in their communities.
Table LO

"Have you seen any other signs of civil defense activity
anywhere else around here? What have you seen?"

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural National

Shelter signs 16% 5% - - 5%
Posters, recruiting signs 5 L - 1 2
Air raid drills 5 1 1 1 2
Road signs b 3 - 1 2
Sirens 2 2 1 - 1
"Alert America® convoy * 1 - - 3
Red Cross blood bank * - - - 3
Other 5 5 3 z 3
Has seen other signs;

doesn!t lnow or not

ascertained what

they were 1 1 - - ) 1
Hasn't seen any other

signs 67 80 93 91 . 83
Not ascertained 1 1 1 L 2

33 3t 3t e 3

*  Less than one-half of one percent.
¥ Totals more than 100% because some respondents mentioned more then one
activity.

Civil Defense Drills and Tests

Two percent of the sample mentioned air raid drills spontaneously when
they were asked to name other evidence of civil defense activity. When
asked specifically about drills and tests, however, a much larger propertion
recalled that they had taken place.
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Table h1

"Do you happen to know if there have been any air raid
drills or civil defense tests in (your city or town)?"

Small Small Town

Metre Urban City and Rural National
Yes - had definite drills LL% 27% 14% 13% L%

Yes = had only minor
tests (sounded sirens,

ete. ) 10 5 5 5 ' 6
No Ll 66 80 79 68
Not ascertained 2 2 1 3 2

100% 100% 10C% 100% 100%

Those people who knew of drills or tesis were asked what they thought
of them and what they had learned from them. The following tables list the
responses given b;- members of the metropolitan sample, ‘

Table L2

et did you think of them (drills or tests)?"

Attitude toward Drills and Tests Metropolitan

Favorable Comments

Favorable, (general) 21%
People followed instructions 3

Cther 1

Unfavorable Comments

No good, not worth all the trouble 6
Respondent didn't pay much attention 5
People didn't follow instructions 2
Other 5
Don't know 6
Not ascertained 5
Inapplicable - didn't know therc were any drills or tests L6

100%
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Table }3

Would you say you learned anything about civil
defense from them? What was it you learned?"

Things Learned from Civil Defense Tests Metropolitan
How to follow instructions 8%
How to avoid panic 2

Stay under cover 2
Other specific things 1
Other - general : ' 7
Hothing 29
Don't know 1
Hot ascertained L

Inappliceble - didn't know there were any drills or tests L6
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ATTITUDES TOWARD VOLUNTEERING

Most Have Not Heard That Volunteers Are Needed

An important souwrce of concern to civil defense authorities is the
small proportion of people who are enrolled as volunteers in civil defense
organizations. In the current study only two percent of the nationzal
sample reports that they are now participating in civil defense, This
shows a need for continued emphasis on the recruitment phase of the public
information program,

The initial step in 2 recruiting »rogram is publicity about the need
for volunteers. It is seldom thet an individuel will spontaneously offer
his services to civil defense. He must be made to realige that there is a
civil defense orgenization in his community and that they need more volun-
teers,

Only one person in four indicates any knowledge of a civil defense
recruiting campaign. A higher proportion of people in metropolitan areas
have heard requests for volunteers, but even here the proportion who know
sbout recruiting is less than one-half, Table L5 shows that during the
period between the two most recent surveys the percentage of metropolitan
residents who knew about recruiting actuvelly dropped off significantly.

Table Lk

"Have ycu heard or read anything asking
people to get into civil defense work?™

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural National
Yes 5% 343 18% 15% 25%
Ho, don't know ol 66 80 8L 7
Not ascertained 1 - 2 1 1

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Table L5
Information about Recruitment August 1951  April 1952
Had information 55% Lo%
Had no information L3 ol
Not ascertained 2 - 1

100% 100%

Most Have Not Thought of Volunteering

A large majority of respondents say that they rersonally have not
thought about volunteering. People in rurel areas are less apt to have
thought about this.

Table 46

"Have you ever thought about
signing up for civil defense?™

Small Small Towm

'Metro Urban  City and Rural National
Yes 19% 17% 16% °% . 1%
o 73 73 7h 83 77
Already in CD 2 3 1 1 2
Not ascertained 6 7 9 7 7

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

City People Less Willing to Volunteer

To determine the amount of acceptance of an active recruitment program
respondents were asked, "If yvou were asked to sign up to give 2 or 3 hours
a week for at least six months learning about civil defense, would you do it?"
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Teble L7

Willingness to Small  Small Town
Volunteer Metro Urban City and Rural National
Yes 26% 293 U3% Lé% 38%
Yes, gualified; probably,

think so, suppose so 17 22 2l 19 21
Pro-con, might 2 2 1 1 1
Ho, qualified; probably

not, don't think so 13 8 10 ‘ 7 9
No 37 3k 20 23 27
Depends 3 2 1 1 1
Already in Civil Defense 1 2 - 1 1
Don't know 1 1 1 1 1
ot ascertcined * #* - 1 1

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

A greater proportion of people in rural communities express a willing-
ness to volunteer than do people in more densely populated areas. The
reasons for this difference are not too clesr and require further study.

One likely explanation is that an active civil defense program in the
larger cities gives many people the impression that their city would already
do & good job in case of an attack, so there is no need for them to offer
their services; while in the less prepared areas not so many people have
this sense of security which 1ulls them into passive indifference. On the
other hand it may be that people in the metropolitan areas have given more
thought to the question and have come to a definite decision, positive or
negative, whereas rural pecple, not having thought about the matter, are
more apt to respond positively, in an off-hand manner, just because they
were asked, A third possible reason may be that people in less populated
areas feel a deeper community spirit than do those in the cities; they may
consider worldng in civil defense a matter of "being a good neighbor'.

Table L8 suggests that the proportion of people who express willingness
to volunteer for civil defense job training hes decreased, rather than in-
creased, during the period between the most recent surveys, The drop from
71% willing to LUZ willing may not be so bad as it appears, since in the
1952 survey the question included the phrase M"sign up', and thereby probably
made the criterion for willingness more stringent then it had been previously.
{(In the first two studies respondents were merely asked: "How would you feel
about giving a few hours a2 week for at least six months tc learn this kind
of work?") Nevertheless, =t least part of the difference can probably be
attributed to an increasing public apathy toward the civil defense program
as the war emergency continues with no apparent direct threat to their eities,
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Table 48

(Metropolitan Semple only)

Willingness to September August April
Volunteer for CD . 1950 1951 1952
Willing (or already in CD) 68% 714 g
Pro-con, depends 3 2 - 5
Unwilling ' 21 2l 50
Don't know - - 1
ot ascertained *
100 100% 100%

Reasons For Unwillingness

Those people who did not express unqualified willingness to participate
in civil defense activities were asked their reasons why:

Table L9

Reasons for
Unwillingness to Small - :
Give Time for CD Metro Urban City Rural National
Family responsibilities 11% 15% 8% 9% 114
Wot enovgh time .15 13 8 6 10
Occupation, hours 12 12 10 5 9
Health 10 10 10 6 9
Age 8 8 7 5 7
No emergency, no need

for CD 5 3 1 2 2
Language problem 2 3 - - 1
Distance, location 1 3 1 3 2
DK what work would

involwve 1 1 % 1 1
Other 7 L 5 6 5
Not ascertained 8 10 11 12 10
Inepplicable, (willing

to sign vp or doesn't

know whether willing

to sign wup) . 28 32 Ly L8 Lo

5t % 3% 3t 4

ILess than one=half of one percent.
** DPotals more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Meny Excuses For Not Joining Civil Defense

It is interesting to note that a large number of people express a
willingness to participate in civil defense, but only a small proportion
have actually signed up. Is this because they have never been approached,
or are there other reasons? When respondents who expressed willingness to
sign up were asked why they had not yet done so, more than half indicated
that they did not know of a local organization or of a need for volunteers,

Table 5O

"Many people who are willing to work in civil
defense have not signed uwp. We would like to
know why this is. Couvld you tell me why you
have not volunteered for civil defense yet?"

‘Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural National

Haven't been asked 20% 22% 2Lg 29% 25%
N¥o place to sign up, '

no local CD; didn't

know about CD around

here 11 13 L2 3k 25
Too busy 10 5 5 g 6
Local CD not organized,

no recruiting going
_on _ L 6 7 5 6
No need for CD 6 3 2 6 "5
Job, occupation 7 5 3 L .5
Femily responsibilities 8 5 3 2 N
Health problems 5 L 3 2 3
Apathy, neglect L 5 2 2 3
Too old 3 2 1 3 2
Already doing similar

work 2 L 1 2 2
Lack of ability 1 1 1 2 1
Didn't know where to

sign up 1 7) 3 3 i
Don't know 1 2 1 2 1
Not ascerteined 8 9 3 8 7

LY LYY MM AYA AT
it 35¢ 33 by Pretd

¥ Iess than one=half of one percent,
** Totals less than 100% because some respondents were not asked the question.
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Active Participation in Civil Defense

. Since it is important to know how many volunteers can be depended upon
for active participation in civil defense activities, the following question
was asked of all people who expressed a willingness to give time to civil
defense: ‘How about a really zctive job where you would organize people in
this block (or community or apartment house) for civil defense work and get
things started; would you be willing to do this?®

Table S1
Willingness to take .
active part in civil Small Small Town :
defense = - Metro Urban City and Rurzl National
Yes g 18% 32% L% 229
Yes, cualified: probably
. would, think so, sup- o

pose so 9 11 12 17 13
Pro-con, might 1 1 1 1 1
Ho, qualified: probably

won't, don't think :

I would 6 10 10 8 9
Mo b 13 10 1 13
Depends 1 1 2 1 ‘ 1
Already in civil defense 1 2 -1 - ' 1
Don't know # - 1 1 *
Not ascertained 2 2 3#* 2 2
Inapplicable ~ did not

‘indicate willingness
to sign up for civil
dofense training . 52 . Lk 31 32 38

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Less than one-half of one percent.

Characteristics of People Willing to Participate

The tables presented thus far in this chapter point out the fazct that
there are wide differences cmong people in their willingness to participate
in civil defense activities, Fore than half the sample express unwillingness
to give time to civil defense. VWhat are the characteristics which distinguish
the willing individuvals from the unwilling? _
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Concern sbout wer and willingness

1

People who report thot they are concerned zbout the possibility of
another world wer sre more likely to be willing tc volunteer., Those who
feel that the United States is in danger of enemy attack in the event of
war zre also more likely to express willingness. -

Table 52

Relation Between Wer Concern
and Willingness to Volunteer

(Metropolitan Sample only)

Very Much ' Completely
Willingness Concerned Concerned’ Not Concerned  Unconcerned
Willing to give time 50% Lé6% LLZ% 327
Pro-con, depends 5 5 L
Unwilling to give time L1 Lé 51 60
Already in CD e 2 1 : 1
Don't know 2 1 * 1
Not escertained - *- ¥* 1

100% 100% 100% . 100%

Less thon one-hzlf of one percent.,

¥ iTs the possibility of a world war bresking out bothering or concerning

you much or not?"

Teble 53

Relation. Between Concern About
Attack and Willingnessi*

(Metropolitan Sample only)

_ Very much Completely
Willingness Concerned  Concerned Not Concerned Unconcerned
Willing to give time 53% : LB%- L3% : 31%
Pro-con, depends L 6 3 9
Unwilling to give time L2 L3 52 57
Already in CD - 1 1 2
Don't know ' - 1 1 -
Not ascertained . 1 1 % 1
100% . 100% 100% 100%

# Less than one-=hzlf of one percent.

 wlould you s2y thet you personally get at all concerned or bothered about
any of these dangers (woys in which an enemy might attack us)?"
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Information level and willingness .

People who have an accurate notion of the meaning and purpese of civil
defense are more likely to express willingness to volunteer.
Table S

Relation between Understanding of
"Civil Defense" and Willingness

(ietropolitan Sample only)

Generally aécurate - Inaccurate or Complete Lack

Willingness ' Understanding Vague Understanding of Understanding
Willing to give time 51% 417 h1%
Pro-con, depends 3 6
Unwilling to give time L 51 L9
Already in CD ’ 2 1 T -
Don't know * 1 2
Not ascertained * 1 2

100% 100% . 100%

Less than one-half of one percent.

! There is evidence that people who have heard or read of their community's
civil defense activities are more willing to give their time to civil defense,
Table 55

Relation between Information about Civil Defense
Activity end Willingness™™*

(lietropolitan Sample only)

Has Heard or Has not Heard or

Willingness Read Something Read Anything
Willing to give time 53% h1ig
Pro-con, depends
Unwilling to give time L2 5l
Already in civil defense 1 1
Don't know 3 1
Not ascerteined - ) 1

100% 100%

Less than one~hz1f of one percent.

"Have you heard or read anything recently about what civil defense is
doing or planning to do to protect your community?"

e
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Evaluation of present city set-up end willingness

People who felt their community could do a2 gzood job in the event of
enemy a2ttack were less likely to be willing to volunteer than those who
roted their city set-up as inadequate. It is not irmediately clear why
this relationship exists, It mey be that people who rate their city
set-up high are operating at a level of wishful thinking -- a blind faith
in city officials! ability to protect their citizens without any need for
the citizens to participate actively themselves, If this is the case, it
would indicate a need to convince these people that they have a false sense
of security, that more active cooperation from citizens is necessary for
the achievement of a strong civil defense organization,

Teble 56

Relation between Evaluation of Cityts
Present Set-up and Willingness

(Metropolitan Sample only)

Evaluation: City could do a -=

Willingness Good Job Poor Job Don't Know

Willing to give time L24 6% ‘ 26%
Pro-con, depends L N 9
Unwilling to give time 51 37 63
Already in CD 2 1 -
Don't know 1 1 1
Not ascertained -~ 1 1
10074 1004 100%

The data presented in the preceding tebles provide a clue to the manner
in which the general level of willingness may be raised, This may perhaps
be best accomplished if the civil.defense organizations keep citizens in=
formed zbout their activities and plans, but at the same time emphasize the
fact that the job is far from being done, that the civil defense set-up is
inadequate unless every citizen contributes his share, If people get the
impression that the city is already well prepared, they are apt to think
that their assistance is not needed.

Age and sex composition and willingness

Other characteristics which appear to be related to willingness to parti=-
cipate in civil defense activities are age and sex. lien ere more willing than
women to volunteer; in addition, they express a greater willingness to take
an active part in civil defense. In regard to age, people under U5 are more
likely to express willingness to volunteer. Age is also a determining factor
in willingness to take an active pert in civil defense,
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Table 57

Relation between Sex and
Willingness to Volunteer

(Metropolitan Sample only)

Willingness Men Women
Willing to give time Log 39%
Pro-con, depends 5 5
Unwilling to give time Ll 52
Already in civil defense 2 1
Don't know , %* e
Not ascertained * 1
100% 100%

* Less than one-half of one percent,

Table 58

Relation between Sex and Willingness
to'Take an-Active Job::

(Hetropolitan Sample only)

Willingness Men Women
Willing to take active part 29% 19%
Pro-con, depends 2 1
Umwilling to take active part 65 77
Llready in civil defense 2 1
Don't know 3* *
Not ascertained 2 2
100% 100%

" —
Less than one-half of one percent.
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Table 59

Relation between Age and
Willingness to Volunteer

Age

Willingness - 21-35 36-LL L5-59 60 and over

Willing to give time L8% 53% L2% 28%

Pro-con, depends 3 7 é 3

Unwilling to give time W 38 50 . 68

Already in civil defense 1 1 1 3

Don't know - . 1 1 *

Not ascertained - * - , 1
100% 1005 - 100% 100%

AL

Less than one-half of one percent,

Table 60

Relation between Age -and Willingness
to Take an Active Job

Age

Willingness 21-35 36-1 L5-59 60 and over
Willing to take active part  28% 29% 229 10%
Pro-con, depends 1 1 2 3*
Unwilling to take active part 48 67 73 87
Already in civil defense 1 1 1 *
Don't know - 3 3 -

Not ascertained 4 2 2 3

100% 100% 100% 100%

¥ less than one-half of one percent,
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ADDITIONAL TABIES

Table 61
"Have you signed up for eivil defense
work in the last two years?"

Metro Urban Small City Rural National
Yes 3% 5% 17 2% 3%
No 96 95 99 97 96
Not ascertained - 1 * ‘ * 1 1
1003 1003 100% 100% 100%
3
Less than one-half of one percent,
Table 62
MAre you now in civil defense work of any sort?"
) Metro Urban Small City Rural National
Yes - | 28 - 3% 1% 1% 2%
No 97 95 . 29 98 97
Not ascertgined | - 1 2 - i i
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Table 63
Mo you know anybody doing work in civil defense?"
Metro Urban Small City Rural National
Yes 174 17% 108 % 12%
No | 82 g2 90 92 87
Not ascertained i 1 - : 1 1
1008 1008 1008 1008 100
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"Where did you hear (or read) it (asking
people to get into civil defense work)?"

Yetro Urban Small City  Rural National
Newspapers 18% 17% 10% 8% 12%
Radio 15 8 3 2 6
Television 6 3 1 * 2
Personal contact 5 I 2 1 3
llotices, posters 5 # - - -1
Organized groups 3 3 3 2 2
Booklets, pamphlets 1 2 1 - 1
Dontt know 1 # 2 1 1
Hot ascertained 2 1 1 1 1
Tnapplicable (had
hot heard about
recruitment 55 66 83 85 75
pan T *% ¥k e

¥¥*  Totals more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer,

Table 65

MHere is a list of jébs that people working for civil defense will be
asked to do, Which of these would you be most likely to sign uwp for if
you.were asked to volunteer? What other things would you be willing.to.do?"

Metro Urban Small City Rural National

Firefighting 10% 10% 15% 15% 13¢
Air raid or bloeck werden 12 10 9 6 9
Police work ' 8 5 13 11 9
First aid and care of .

injured 26 27 32 27 28
Getting housing for

people, taking care

of children 31 32 37 S 11 37
Rebuilding, cleaning up 9 8 10 17 12
Transportetion work 16 17 27 : 2l 21
Clerical records, . ‘

office work 18 20 20 10 . 16
Messenger service, "

communication 9 6 8 7 7
Other 2 3 1 2 >
Anything 12 12 2l 13 15
Already in GD 1 2 - # 1
Don't know W* 1 - * *
Unwilling to work Co

in civil defense 17 2L 10 11 15
Not ascertained 2 #* 1 1 ' 1

' m e W% S ™

* TLess than one-half of one percent.
# Dotols more than 100% because some respondsnts gave more than one answer,



Chapter 6

CITY DIFFERENCES

City Differences Striking

The number of interviews obtained from the larger metropolitan soreas
was sufficient to allow approximate comparisons among these cities. So it
is possible to get an indication of the ecities in which the civil defense
program has been more effective. It is cbhvious from the tables that appear
below that striking differences among cities do occur, This suggests that
a well-organized and well publicized civil defenss program can have a decided
effect on people's attitudes and information level, Cities used for compari-
son purposes include Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los _Angeles, New York,
Philadelphia, St. Louis, and San Franclsco-cmkland.

The reader should use considerable caution in judging the relative merits
of a ¢ity's program from the figures given here. MNo percentage figure con=
puted from just a sample of the total population can be a perfectly precise
estimate of the total population figure; even with.a very large sample, the
estimate may be a few percentage p01nts off, one way or the other, and the
smaller the sample becomes (that is, the smaller the number of people inter-
viewed in any one place), the larger this error might be., For example,
there were 211 people interviewed in Hew York, so the figures shown here .
would probably not be off by more than 8%. But for St. Louis, where only 63
people were interviewed, the percentages might be as much as 15% off.
Appendix B shows approximate 'sampling errors" for each of the eight cities.

Understanding of Civil Defense

A substantially higher proportion of New York residents understaﬁd the
meaning of "eivil defense™ than the average proportion for the other cities
listed, '

~

Table 66
Understanding of . - New Chi- Phila- '~ San . Los ' St, -Cleve-
"Civil Defense" " “York cago:délphia Detroit Francisco Angeles Louis- land
Generally accurate 70% 60% 60% 58% 55% sk 51%  LL%
Inaccurate or vague 21 30 25 18 26 28 17 34
Don't know - 8 8 I 19 - 16 15 27 .21
Wot ascertained -1 2 1 5 3 3 5 1.

100¢ 100% *100% 1004 1008 100% 100% 100%

* In the remainder of this chapter, reference is made to "San Francisco', but
this term includes both San Francisco and Oakland,



- 56 ~

Knowledge of Civil Defense Activities

Residents of Chicago are less likely to have heard about the activities
or plans of their civil defense organization. Although a substantial pro-
portion of Chicago residents are familiar with the meaning of "eivil defense
(see Table 66), only a very small percent report any civil defense activity
in their city.

Table 67
Heard about San New St, Cleve- lLos Phila- Chi=-
CD Activity? Francisco York Detroit Louis Jland Angeles delphia cago
Yes 36% 332 328 31% 2u% 19% 188 1%
No N 67 66 €9 76 81 82 92
Not ascertained - ¥ 2 - - - - 1

1004 1009 100% 1007 1003 1004  100% 100%

* 1ess than one-half of one percent,

Information about Personal Safety Measures

One index of the degree to which civil defense organizations are keeping
the public informed is the proportion of people who report hearing about ways
to protect themselves in an atomic bomb attack, Residents of San Franecisco
and New York are more likely to know about means of personal protection than
are people in other large cities,

Table 68
Information cn San New -Phila= Chi- Los Cleve- 35t.
Personal Protection Francisco York delphia Detroit cago Angeles land Louis
Had information 93% 92% 83% 80% 7% T1% 75% 708
Had no information 6 8 17 18 23 22 25 30
Not ascertained 1 - - 2 - 1 - -

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Civil Defense Activities in Schools and Places of Employment

In New York and San Francisco more than half of the respondents mention
civil defense activities which ths schools are conducting, The proportion
is considerably lower in other cities, especially in Chicago and St. Louis.
A similar pattern exists for knowledge of civil defense in places of employ-
ment., :

Table 69

Civil Defense Acti- San New Phila=- Cleve=- Los St. Chi
vities in Schools Francisco York delphia land Detroit Angeles Louis cago
Drills 2u% 35%  26% 16% 168 12% 102 1L%
Teaching children

how to protect

themselves 26 14 13 16 9 17 11 é
Sending pamphlets '

home - - 2 - - 5 1 6 2
Registration,

enrcllment 3 3 - 2 - - - -
Other 3 1 3 L 6 5 - 1
Not ascertained 2 2 2 3 L 3 6 -
Don't know of any

activities L2 h3 56 59 60 62 67 77

100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 70

Civil Defense
Activities at Places Hew San Los Phila- Cleve- St. Chi-
of Employment York Francisco Angeles delphia land Detroit Louis cago
Specific civil defense

- preparations 16% 3% . 3% L% - - 2% 1%
Instructions, training 6 13 N 2 8% 62 3 2
Panphlets, posters h 1 - 2 1 1 2 2
Meetings, unspecified 1 - 1 - 1 - - 1
Recruiting of volun-

teers - - - 1 1 1 - -
Other measures 4 L 3 2 1 L - 3
Some activity, don't

know what 2 1 2 2 1 - 2 -
No activity 60 78 81 81 80 73 87 91
Don't know 6 - L 5 7 11 2 -
Not ascertained 1 - 2 1 - L 2 -

1002 1002 100% 100% 100% 1003 100% 100%
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Knowledge of Reecruiting Program

People in the New York and San Francisco areas are more likely to know
about reauests for volunteers in civil defense. Only about one Chicago resi-
dent in six and one St, Louis resident in five has heard of recrviting
programs.,

Table 71
Heard about New San Cleve- Fhila- Los St. Chi-
Recruiting? York Francisco Detroit land delphia Angeles Louis cago
Yes 68% 62% 53% 50% 38% 32% 19% 163
No 32 37 Lk 50 62 68 81 8k
Not ascertained - 1l 3 - - - - -

1009  100% 100% 1003  100% 100% 100% 100%

Volunteering for Civil Defense

lew York ranks highest in the proportion of people who have thought about
signing uwp for civil defense, while Chicago and St, Louis residents are least
likely to have given thought to this matter, This may possible be explained
by the lack of knowledge of civil defense activities in the two latter cities,

Table 72 -
Thought about New Cleve- Phila- San Los St, Chi-
Volunteering? York land delphia Francisco Detroit Angeles Louis cago
Yes 28% 25% 225 21% 18% 15% 139 7%
No 63 €1 72 70 65 81 83 02
Already volunteered 6 3 3 9 2 - 2 -
Not ascertained "3 11 3 - 15 L 2 1

1004 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1009 100%

It is interesting to note that while New Yorkers are more likely to have
thought about signing up for civil defense, a smaller proportion of them ex-
press willingness to voluntesr than do residents of other large cities., One
may speculate that this is due to the fact that Wew Yorkers, in thinking
about 8igning up, have come to a definite decision, positive or negative,
while residents of other cities are considering the question for the first
time and do not realize what volunteering will demand of them, But there is
insufficient evidence to suppert this speculation at the present time,
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Table 73

Willing to Phila- Cleve- los OChi-  San St, New
Volunteer? delphia land Detroit Angeles cago Francisco Louis York
Yes 56%  55% 51% h7g L7 LR k1% 3h%
Pro-con, might,
_ depends 3 3 9 5 6 10 3 3
Ho L0 Wi 36 L5 L7 L6 54 60
Already in civil ;

defense - - - 74 - 3 2 2
Don't know _ 1 - 1 1 - - - 1
ilot ascertained - 1 3 - - - - *

100%  100% 100% 1008 100%  100% 100% 100%

-

less than one-half of one percent,

Evaluation of Present City Set-up

Residents of Cleveland, Chicago, and Los Angeles are less optimistic
than people in other .cities about their city's ability to take care of citi-
zens after an atomic attack, People in New York, Philadelphia, and San
Francisco express greater than average optimism, but even in these three
cities less than half of the respondents feel tHat their city set-up is
adequate,

One should note the large percentage of people who admit that they don't
know how well their city is set-up. This may be considered another indication
of lack of information sbout civil defense activities.

Table 7L

Rating of . New Phila- San St. Los Chi- Cleve-
City Set-up York delphia Francisce Louis Detroit Angeles cago 1land
Good job b  L1F Log 314 29% 23%  23% 19%
Pro-con 6 6 . 10 11 11 7 6 3
Poor job 31 3L 26 L5 bl L3 37 LS
Don't know 18 16 21 13 15 2L 3 22

* 7

Not ascertained 3 3 3 - L 3
' 1009  100% 1009 - 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Less than one-half of one percent.
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Knowledge of Drills and Tésts

Within the past year, major civil defense drills have been held in Hew
York City and San Francisco.”™ . A small fraction of the people in these two
cities do noct know that the drllls have taken place,

Table 75
Knowledge of
Occurrence of New San Chi- Cleve- Los Phila=- St.
Drills or Tests York Francisco cago land Angeles delphia Detroit Louis

Yes, had definite

drills 7% TWE 328 31%F  17% 15% 12% 117
Yes, had only minor

tests (sounded

sirens, etc,) 6 16 7 26 9 15 22 6
No - 1 10 61 37 71 69 60 76
Don't know 2 - - 3 2 - o 5
Not ascertained 1 - - 3 1 1 L 2

1005 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%  100%

*h major drill was also held in Boston, but there were not enough interviews
taken in Boston to allow comparisons with other cities.

Respondents who reported that drills had taken place in their cities
were asked what they thought of them. In New York the ratio of favorable
comments to unfavorable ones is about three to one. In San Francisco,
there are almost as many wifavorable comments as favorable ones, especially
comments to the effeet that citizens did not pay attention to instructions.

Minor drills held in Cleveland appear to have been regarded unfavorably,
since adverse comments outweigh favorable ones by a ratio of four to one.
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Table 76
Attitude toward New  San Chi- Cleve- Los Phila- St.
Drills and Tests York Francisco cago land Angeles delphia Detroit Louis

Favorable Comments

Favorable (general) L3%  33% L% 9% 9% 10% 152 5%
People followed

instructions 9 L - - - - - -
Others #* 3 1 1 - - 3 -

Unfavorable Comments

No good, not worth :
10 8 31 3 3 1 3

the trouble 3
Respondent didn't
pay much attention 6 6 7 - 2 3 L 5
People didn't follow
instructions L 13 - - 1 - - -
Other 6 7 5 12 6 2 2 2
Don't know 5 7 11 1 L 1 2 3
Mot ascertained 8 7 3 3 2 10 6 -

Inapplicable ~ didn't
know there were any )
drills or tests 16 10 61 L3 73 71 67 82

100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 1005 100% 100%

# Less than one-half of one percent. .

Knowledge of the Air Raid Warning Signal

As one might expect, residents of San Francisco a2nd New York, where
major drills were held recently, are more likely to know what the warning
" signal is than residents of most other cities; although Philadelphia also’
has a sizeable proportion of accurate responses.

Table 77

Nature of ) New San Los Phila- Cleve-= Chi=- St.
Response York Francisco Angeles delphia land cago Detroit Louis
Correct knowledge

of warning signal 32% 2h@ 3% 0% 3% 17% L% 2%
Know there is some

sort of signal 68 61 61 32 L3 32 110 22
Don't know 10 11 33 37 51 51 52 7k
Hot ascertained - L 3 1 3 - 2 -

100%  100% 100% 100% 1004 100% 1004 100%
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Overall Effect of Major Drills _

New York and San Francisce rank above other metropolitan areas in

" several respects. People in these cities are more likely to have heard
about recruiting programs. They are more likely to have information about
personal safety measures in the event of an atomic attack. A larger pro-
portion of these people report civil defense activities at school and work.
They are more likely to rate their city set-up adequate than residents of
other cities.

A greater proportion of New York and San Francisco respondents mention
that major drills have taken place, and their evaluations of the drills are
in general more favorable than those given by respondents in other cities,

A much smaller proportion of New York and San Francisco residents report
that they do not know what the warning signal is, Finally, these people
are less likely to be willing to volunteer for civil defense than the average
city resident. ‘

Are these differences between New York and San Francisco residents,
and residents of the other cities, a consequence of the civil defense drills?
At first glance this would appear to be so, but other data show that some
of these differences existed even before the drills took place, Respondents
from these same cities were asked some of the same questions on the survey
of August, 1951, Results of that study also show that, even then, people
from New York and San Francisco were more likely to assign a good rating to
their city set-up and to be less willing to volunteer for civil defense work,
In other words, with respect to these aquestions people exhibited the same
pattern of attitudes before and after the drills,

So, it is not possible at present to assess the effects of the drills
in ‘anywhere near adequate fashion, They undoubtedly increased public know-
ledge of closely related aspects of civil defense, such as the air raid
warning signal, But whether they had a positive or negative effect - or no
gffect at all - on more complex attitudes, such as extent of concern about
war and bombing, or the perceived urgency of civil defense, cannot be ans-~
wered without more intensive study of the communities both before and after
major drills,
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ADDITIOWAL TABLES
Table 78

"Now, speaking for yourself, how likely do you think
it is that we're in for another world war?"

Chi- Cleve- Los Phila- St, San New

Likelihood of War cago land Detroit Angeles delphia Louis Francisco York
Very likely, no

question about it 138 13% % 11% 22% 1% 19% 9%
Likely, probably 33 28 25 21 28 33 3k 30
Pro-con, maybe, 50-50

chance, depends 3 15 15 18 5 11 13 1
Unlikely, probably

not o 29 25 30 29 25 21 30
Very unlikely, abso~

lutely not 3 1 2 3 3 - ] 3
Already in another

world war 1 - - 2 1 2 3 1
Expresses only

wishes and hopes 1 L. 1 1 1 2 - 1
Don't know 5 10 20 12 11 10 6 9
Not ascertained 1 - 5 2 - 3 3 3

1008 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%

Table 79

"Is the possibility of = world war breaking
out bothering or concerning you much or not?"

Chi=~ Cleve-~ Los Phila- 8+, San New

Amount of Concern cage land Detroit Angeles delphia lLouis Francisco York
Very much concerned 9%  15% 114 8% 163 114 114 9%
Concerned, a little .

concerned 2L i 2L 30 S ITe; he 31 38
Not concerned, not

bothered 50 35 52 L3 32 33 39 Lo
Complete lack of '

concern, definitely

unconcerned 16 3 9 .15 6 1 13 1n
Don't know - - 1 1 1 - - -
Not ascertained - 3 3 3 5 - 6 2

100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Table 80

"How do you feel about the ability of the armny, navy, and
air forces to protect our cities in case they are attacked?"

Extent of Chi- Cleve- Los Phila- St. San Hew
Protection cago land Detroit Angeles delphia Louis Francisco York
Very good hE 13% 8% 13% 16% 8% 23% 167
Good : 55 L6 sl 4o sk 50 L3 L7
Pro-con 3 6 3 3 3 5 3 2
Poor 18 19 15 B 1, 16 1y 13
Very poor - 1 - 1 - 5 - 1
Depends 1 - 1 l 3 5 1 L
Don't know 6 12 12 6 Ll 6 9 7
Not ascertained 3 -3 7 9 6 5 7 10

100% 100% 100% 100% ‘100% 100% 100% 100%

_Table 81

"Well, suppose that enemy planes tried to make a surprise attack on
cities like Chicago, Fhiladelphia, and Washington: How many of
the enemy planes do you think would get through and bomb ocur
cities? Would you think most of them would get through, only a
few would get through or what?"

No, of Planes That Chi- Cleve- Los Phila= St. San New
Could Get Through cago land Detroit Angeles delphia Louis Francisco York
A1 - - - 2% - . 29 - -

Most 108 6% L% i5 8% 9 6% 1%
Many 3 7 3 2 2 5 - 5

Half 6 L 3 1 3 2 3 Lt

Some 6 12 8 5 6 8 6 11

Few S L6 62 hWo- 58 57 61 L7

None 19 6 2 6 12 5 7 12

Don't know, :

depends 6 15 11 23 7T 9 1h 13
Not ascertained N N 7 6 -l 3 3 7

100¢ 1005 100¢ 1005  100% 1004 100§ 100
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Table 82

"How about a really active job where you would organize people in
this block (or community, or apartment house) for civil defense
work and get things started; would you be willing to do this?
(If R says there already is a warden in his block) Well, would

you be willing to help in out him organizing the block?"

Willingness to take

active part in ecivil Chi Cleve- Los Phila- St, San New
defense cago land Detroit Angeles delphia Louis Francisco York
Yes ‘12% 153 1L% 13% Wz 112 13% 16%

Yes, qualified:
probably would,
think so, suppose so L 10 10 7 1, 13 7

9

Pro-con, might - - - 2 - 1 1 #*
Mo, qualified: prob=-

ably won't, don't

think I would 6 15 8 11 5 2 7 3
No 25 10 17 13 22 13 12 7
Depends 1 - 1 1 1 - - *
Already in civil

defense - - - 2 - 1 3 3
Dont't know 1 - 1 1 - - - -
Not ascerteined 2 6 - h 2 1 5 ) -
Inapplicable - did

not indicate will-

ingness to sign up

for civil defense ‘

training 2 18 b3 sk 53 62

1004 10094 100%  100% 100% 100% 1002 100%

Y

Less than one-half of one percent.



Chapter 7

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RURAL POPULATION

The Problem of Rural Civil Defense

For the first time in the series of three surveys on public reactions
to civil defense, it was possible in April, 1952, to expand the scope of
the study beyond the metropolitan population and investigate the charaéter-
istics of people living outside of the eleven largest cities. It would be
profitable to undertake a detailed analysis of the respondents in each of
the three non-metropolitan population groups indicated in the tables of
previous chapters, But for the purposes of this report, we shall concentrate
on the extreme rural group only. '

The reason that the rural group is of particular interest is that the
areas in which ‘these people reside present unique problems for civil defense.
It is highly unlikely that they would be the direct targets of enemy attack
in the event of war, Effects of bombing would be largely secondary: certain
kinds of weapons =~ chemical or bacteriological - might spread from their
primary urban targets to rural areas; residents of bombed or endangered cities
might be evacuated to the country, and thus put a severe strain on transporta-
tion, food, and housing facilities of rural areas,

So a primary civil defense job in the open country might well be that of
conditioning the residents to the idea of a mass overflow frem the cities and
enlisting their help in preparing to take care of evacuess, rather than
teaching them what to do if the air raid alarm sounds,

The Rural Sample

Of the estimated 20 million adults living in open country areas, 150
were interviewed in the present survey. It may seem unwarranted to talk
about the entire rural population from data on only 150 cases, but the
scientific sampling procedure of the Survey Research Center was set up to
enable us to do just that. These interviews were scattered at random
through 16 states, which had been selected at random, so that each of the
open country adult residents had an equal or known chance of being chosen
as a respondent. Therefore, within the limits of "sampling error" - which
have been calculated precisely - it is possible to say that the character-
istics reported here very likely represent accurately those of the entire
rural population. This does not mean that any particular country settle-
ment is represented by these figures - there are wide deviations and many
atypical cases - but, for the dountry as a whole, and on the average, these
results may be regarded as accurate.
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Preliminary Findings from the Survey

Some people have expressed the notion that there exists a wide cleavage
of interest between wrban and rural residents - to the extent of mutual
resentment - which would make rural-people extremely unsympathetic with the
problems of "eity folks" and umwilling to help them out in time of crisis,
This may be true in a very broad sociological sense, but, in the realm of
civil defense, at least, the present study failed to detect such a cleavage.
Rural respondents reacted overwhelmingly in favor of the suggestion that
they be ready to help city residents in time of war disaster, :

Table 83
"I (nearby city) were bonbed there would be a lot of

homeless people. How do you think people farther out here in the
country would feel agout taking care of them in their homes?"

Reaction

Very favorable LO%
Favorable ' L2
Favorable, with qualifications 7

Neutral or unfavorable

Don't know
Not ascertained

1

5

5
1008

Table 84

"nother plan is that people around here would get prepared to
get into other parts of the country after an air raid and help

cities that had been bombed. How would you feel about thig?"

Reaction

Very favorable ' 10%
Favorable . . L6
Favorable, with qualificatioens 20
Neutral or unfavorable ' 13
Don't know 8
Not ascertained ' 3

100%
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Tebles in previous chapters which compzred rural respondents with those
of other population groups showed that the former were considerably less
informed about matters which had been heavily puvblicized in the larger cities
(such as meaning of "Civil Defense," personal protective measures or air raid
warning signals), but that on topics which had received less active publicity
(such as mortslity radius of atomic bombs, extent of protection from air
attack or biological and chemical warfare) the differences were very small
or non-existent,

While less than 10% of the rural people have heard of any civil defense
activity "erovnd here," two-fifths of them think that civil defense is needed,
Table 85

"Well, do you think there really is any neecd to have a
civil defense set-up around here a2t the present time?"

Yes, definitely L%
Yes 35
Pro-con L
No 38
o, definitely ‘ 7
Don't know . 9
ot ascertained . 3
100%

The most frequent reasons for having a civil defense organization had to
do with the 'meed to be prepared®; while nearly 2ll the reasons for not having
one were 'because there's no danger around here,! Few respondents reported
spoatanecusly any concern over urban residents or anticinated a need to take
care of them in the event of enemy attack. Before the specific guestions
reported in tables 83 and 8h, interviewers asked them if they thought it
likely that any place nearby would be bowmbed, and if so, how would it affect
them. 4 negligible proportion volunteered the suggestion that city people
might be evacuated to their areas., So it is probably fair to say that,
while rural people express great willingness to do that kind of a job when
they are asked specificially about it, they haven't yet given the problem
much thought. Whether or net further consideration of the difficulties in-
volved would make them less willing is a qQuestion which can't be answered
at present.
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Talle 86

"How likely do you think it is that any place in this state
or area would be bombed if war were to break out?"

Very likely _ 7%

Likely : 51
Perhaps 8
Unlikely 19

 Very unlikely 1
Don't know 9
ilot ascertained 5

100%

Table 87

"If any of these places were borbed, do you think it
would affect people living right around here?"

Yes, definitely 15%
Yes; yes, qualified o . 29
ilo; no, gualified : 1
No, definitely 2
Don't know 2
Mot ascertained L

Inapplicable - respondent did not mention
places likely to be bombed _ 3h

100%

Table 88
"ow would it affect them?"

Economic effects: food, supplies, Jjobs, prices "around
here'; lose market in the city

Heighten anxiety of people arovnd here

City people would be evacuated; we would take care of them

Effects of weapons used in the city might spread to here -
gas, poisoned water, etc.

Disrupt transportation

Weapons might be used here directly

They might need help in the city

Other effects

Don't know

Not ascertained _

Inapplicable - respondent did not anticipate any effects
or did not mention nlaces lilrely to be bombed 52

it

3

ASa )\

e Totals more thah 100:; because some resﬁondenté mentioned more than one
possible effect,
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ADDITIOAL TEBLES
Table 89
(Rural Only)
"#Tn the last year or so, have you read or heard anything about the

effects of atomic bombs; that is, what happens when an atomic
boub explcdes? What sort of things have you read or heard?"

Physical destructive power 22%
Extent of killing, death, injury 20
Test, experiments 12

Radiation effects 8
Heat effects, burns 6
Protective measures ) 5
Destruction of animal life, vegetation 3
Other i 5
Heard something, DK what 5
Heard nothing 32
Not ascertained L
* fotals more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer,

Table 90

(Rural Only)

Miave you seen or heard of anything going
on in civil defense around here?"

Yes 8%
No 8o
Not ascertained . . 3
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Table 91

"Why (is a civil defense set-up needed -
or not needed - around here)?"

REAS0IIS FCR HAVING CIVIL DEFENSE

Need to be prepared 27%
Need to be educated, or to know what to do - 8
So we can help others (cities) 2
Other reasons 2
Don't know 1
Not ascertained 3
REASOHS FOR NOT HAVING CIVIL DEFENSE
Wo danger (general) 13
No danger - too far out 3
No danger - no emergency 5
No danger - no targets 11
No danger - population not dense 6
Other reasons L
Don't know 1l
Not ascertained 2
Doﬁ*t know or rot ascertained
whether there is need for
civil defense or not 12
100%
Table 92
(Rural Only)
(If respondent mentioned no places that were likely
to be bombed) "If (nearest city) were bombed, do
you think it would affect people living around here?"
Yes definitely 24
Yes , ] 13
No . 7
No, definitely 3
Don't know 6
Not ascertained 7
Inappropriate «- question not asked since
respondent had menticned places likely
to be bombed (see Table 87) &2

100%
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Table 93
(Rural Only)

"How would it affect them?" (If the city
mentioned by interviewer were bombed)

Heighten anxiety of people around here;

they would get excited s
City people would be evacuated; we would

take care of them 3
Other effects 7
Don't know 1
Not ascertained 9
Inappropriate - respondent had mentioned

cities so his response was included in

Table 88, or else effects were not

anticipated 77

3

*¥  Potals more than 1C0% because some people menticned more than one effect.



Appendix A

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
CIVIL DEFENSE STUDY
APRIL 1952

The sample was distributed geographically as follows:

a) 11 major cities: 974 interviews

b) Cities over 50,000 popuiation and metropolitan suburbs: 186

interviews

¢) Cities between 2,500 and 50,000 population: 147 interviews

d) Towns under 2,500 population and rurel (there were 150 rural
interviews): 252 interviews

Demographic percentages for these four population groups are pre-
sented in the following tables, together with the percentages for the total

national sample,

1, SEX
Metro
Male Lhg
Female 56
100%
2, RACE
White 883
Negro 11
Other 1

Not ascertained =

100%

Small Small Town

Urban Gity and Rural
38% L8% 1,8%
62 52 52

1008 1008 lo0%
92% 887 93%

6 9 L

1 1 1

1 2 2
1006 1008 1008

L5%
55

g

100%

89%

1008
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Demographic Data (contianed)

Small Small Town )

3. AGE Metro Urban “City andsRural National
21-25 8% 8% L% 5% ' 8%
26-29 8 9 7 6 7
30-3k 15 12 12 is . 15
35-39 10 12 11 1, 11
LO-Ll 12 12 7 9 11
L5-19 11 10 8 .12 10
50-5L, -8 10 9 1 9
5559 | 8 9 7 6 7
60=6L 7 8 5 7 7
65 & over 12 10 .19 13 | C1L
Hot ascertained 1 #* 1 : 2 1

100¢ 1002 1003 100% 1003
Lo MARITAL STATUS |
Morried s 7% 75% 85% - 73%
Divorced, separated 5 2 3 > b
Wiaowed i i 15 9 12
Single 13 7 7 L 11
Not ascertained ¥* - - - *
| 1002 100 1008 100% 100%
5. NUMBER OP CHILDREN
None 5L% L83 L9% 3L% 51%
One 19 17 17 17 20
Two 16 18 1 21 16
Three 7 11 1. 1 8
Four ' 2 3 5 8 3
Five 1 2 2 3 ' 1
Six or more 1 1 2 6 1



6, AGES OF CHILDREN

2} 0=5 yrs,

b) 6-11 yrs.

c) 12-17 yrs.

d) 18~20 yrs.

e) both 2) and b)
f) both 2) and c)
g) both b) and c)
h) both ¢) and 4)

i) other com=
binations

" No children

Metro

13%

| e I Y & SRS |

N W

)

Sk

aco%

7. NUMBER OF ADULTS

IN HOUSEHOLD

One
Two
Three
Four
Five

Six or more

164
62
14

5
2

1

100%

~ 75 -

Small
Urban City
g . 168
10 3
5. 7
3 A
8 6
e - 1
A 3
1 k
5 7
48 b9
008 1008
13% 12%
67 70
1 1y
g 3
1 1
1004 1008

Small Town
and Rural

12%

13
3L
100%

10%

77

National

1

[W¥] P =~ v =3

pe]

51

——— e

100%

15%
65
13

#*

Iess than one-half of ocre perce_n’c;.
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8. OCCUPATION )
' ) Small Small Town
Metro Urban Citz _and Rural Hgtional

Professional and
semi-professional 8% 12% % 6% 8%

Self -employed busi=-
negsmen and artisans;
managers & officials 13 1 13 8 - 12

Clerical & sales;

buyers agents &

brokers 19 12 14 5 14
Skilled; semiskilled 30 34 26 eh i,

Unskilled; service
workers; farm

laborers 1, i2 12 10 R
Protective service;
armed forces 1 1 1 * 1
Unemployed 2 1 2 o
Farm cperators - 1 7 31 g
Retired 7 9 10 7
Housewives 3 L 7 HY 3
Students 1 - z #* 1
Not ascertained 2 2 1 2 2
lo0f 1008 100% 100% 100%
9., INCOME .
Under $2000 113 11% 184 2u% 13%
. $2000-~2999 16 16 2k 20 17
£$3000-3999 25 22 15 22 23
$1,000-4999 19 23 19 17 19
$5000-7500 18 18 15 9 17
Over $7500 8 9 5 5 7
Don't know 1 1 2 2 2
Not ascertained 2 - 2 1 2

1006 1008 100% 1002 1008
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10, EDUCATION

Small Small Town

Metro Urban City and Rural National
None 3% 3% 1% 3% 2%
Some grade school 16 16 15 25 17
Completed grade
school 17 13 18 ' 21 17
Some high school 19 17 21 17 18
Completed high
schocl 16 19 17 17 17
High school incom-
plete, plus non-
college training 5 N 3 L 5
Completed high
8chool, plus non-
college training 8 9 10 5 8
Some college 9 7 8 N 8
Completed college 7 11 7 3 7
Not ascertained * 1 - 1 1
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
11, RELIGION
Protestant Leg 6L%E 828 89% 53%
Catholic L3 33 13 20 ' 35
Jewish 12 3 1 3* 9
Other 2 #* 2 Co® S 2
No preference 1 * 1 1 1
Not ascertained * 3 1 * 3#
1008 1008 1008 100% 1007

o,

Less than one-half of one percent,
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When percentages  from a gample of .people aré used to estimate .the per=
centages for a total population, there is always a possibility of error,
However, when scientific sampling procedures are used this margin of error
can be calculated. For most of the percentages reported in the various
tables, this error is negligible (not over 5%)., But the smaller the sample
of people, the larger the possible error becomes., So for cities, in which
the numbers of people interviewed were 200 or less, it is necessary to exer-
cise particular caution in interpreting the results from samples, For this
reason the following table of "sampling errors™ is appended. It mey be
read as follows: 'Whenever a figure of around 75% appears for Detroit, it
will probably® not be in error by more than 10%."

City If the Percentage Reported is Around:

508 25% or 755, 108 or 90%

Then the range of "sampling error" is within:

Chicago 11% 107 7%
‘Cleveland 15 13 9
Detroit ‘ 12 10 7
Los Angeles ' 11 10 7
Philadelphia 11 10 7
St. Louis _ 15 13 9
San Francisco-Ozkland 15 13 9l
New York 8 7 5

2%

"Probably " here means that the chances are only 1 in 20 that the figure is
more than 10% off, If one is satisfied with a greater chance of being
wrong - one chance in three, that is - then he can divide the percentages
in .the table by two,



