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INTRODUCTION 

This report gives f a c t u a l answers t o three kinds of important questions 
about p u b l i c reactions to c i v i l defense* 

1. VJhat do people know about c i v i l defense matters? 

2. How do people f e e l about c i v i l defense problems? 

3. VJhat have people done, and what are they ready to do, about c i v i l 
defense preparedness? 

For the f i r s t time i t i s possible to report the t o t a l n a t i o n a l s i t u a t i o n 
on a t t i t u d e s toward c i v i l defense and oh information about c i v i l defense 
a c t i v i t i e s . 

For the f i r s t time i t i s possible to study the differences i n these 
a t t i t u d e s among people l i v i n g i n d i f f e r e n t population-size areas of the 
country. 

Three annual studies have now been made i n the major metropolitan areas. 
I t i s now possible to begin t o see the d i r e c t i o n i n which c i v i l defense a t t i 
tudes are moving and some of the f a c t o r s that influence those d i r e c t i o n s . 

The Scope of the Study 

In A p r i l of 1952, the Survey Research Center of the U n i v e r s i t y of 
Michigan conducted i t s f i r s t n a t i o n a l study of p u b l i c a t t i t u d e s toward c i v i l 
defense f o r the Federal C i v i l Defense Administration. In t h i s study the 
s c i e n t i f i c sample was enlarged to represent the t o t a l adult population of 
the United States - metropolitan, urban, town, and r u r a l . Computations based 
on the Bureau of the Census reports i n d i c a t e that about 97 m i l l i o n people i n 
these areas are adult - 21 years of age and older. 

Two previous studies i n September of 1950 and i n August of 1951 had been 
l i m i t e d to the adult population of eleven major American c i t i e s . Some of the 
information from these previous studies has been used here to i n d i c a t e trends. 

The people interviewed i n t h i s n a t i o n a l study represent an accurate 
cross-section of the 97 m i l l i o n mentioned above. Each of these m i l l i o n s of 
people i n the adult population had a known chance of being chosen f o r i n t e r 
view. The method of choosing people i n a s c i e n t i f i c way, so that they 
accurately represent the t o t a l population, i s c a l l e d p r o b a b i l i t y sampling, a 
method which has been developed and r e f i n e d by the cooperation of c e r t a i n 
government agencies and u n i v e r s i t i e s . 
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Each of the people chosen i n the sample i s interviewed at home. The 
interview, l a s t i n g u s u a l l y from an hour to an hour and a h a l f , i s conducted 
by a Survey Research Center staff member t r a i n e d i n the use of 'tfreeranswer" 
or "open-end" questioning, A standard schedule of questions was asked f o r 
a l l respondents. 

Purposes of the Survey 

The tables and discussion presented here are intended to give guidance 
to c i v i l defense leaders at the s t a t e , n a t i o n a l , and l o c a l l e v e l s . Some of 
the tables represent the way people respond to such c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s 
as recruitment and p u b l i c information campaigns. Other tables show the 
extent of p u b l i c knowledge about s e l f - p r o t e c t i v e measures. S t i l l other tables 
provide understanding of problems which have influence on future c i v i l defense 
operations. For example, how do people f e e l about the dangers from enemy 
attack? What needs to be done to give them a c l e a r e r understanding of these 
dangers and thereby stimulate them t o take some preventive a c t i o n now? P u b l i c 
t h i n k i n g about such matters has been found i n past studies to have a c l e a r 
r e l a t i o n s h i p with t h e i r acceptance of c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s . . A better 
•understanding of p u b l i c t h i n k i n g w i l l enable c i v i l defense administrators to 
explain t h e i r operations i n such a way as to- gain maximum p u b l i c acceptance 
of them. By knowing gaps i n c i v i l defense knowledge, programs and program 
p r i o r i t i e s can be developed more e f f i c i e n t l y . 

Organization of t h i s Report 

Each chapter i n t h i s report deals with a major c i v i l defense problem 
area. A b r i e f discussion of major f i n d i n g s i s presented to explain and 
i n t e r p r e t the tables which are included i n the t e x t . Following t h i s , there 
i s appended to each chapter a s e r i e s of tables which serve to support the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s and to provide a d d i t i o n a l information about p u b l i c reactions 
to r e l a t e d problems. These a d d i t i o n a l tables w i l l be of i n t e r e s t to those 
readers who want to get a more .complete p i c t u r e of p u b l i c t h i n k i n g than i s 
contained i n the main body of the t e x t . 

The tables f a l l i n the f o l l o w i n g categories: 

l ) National Tables and Tables Comparing Population Groups: 
Four categories are used i n these t a b l e s as f o l l o w s : 

Categories D e f i n i t i o n 
Approximate 

Adult Population 

Metropolitan The 11 l a r g e s t c i t i e s . ( * ) 15,000,000 

Urban 
exclusive of Washington, D.C. 

Other c i t i e s over 50,000 

Small C i t y 
Rural 

plus metropolitan suburbs 
C i t i e s from 2,500 to 50,000 
Open country and towns under 

2,500 

32,000;000 
18,000,000 

32,000,000 

T o t a l Estimated National Adult Population 97,000,000 

Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Cleveland, D e t r o i t , Los Angeles, New York, 
P h i l a d e l p h i a , P i t t s b u r g h , '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 f i g u r e s f o r the 1952 study. Since the samples of the 
e a r l i e r studies were of the eleven major c i t i e s only, the trend tables w i l l 
include only percentages f o r the population of these major metropolitan areas. 

3) Tables Comparing Metropolitan Areas: The numbers of interviews 
taken i n the eight l a r g e s t American c i t i e s (New York, Chicago, P h i l a d e l p h i a , 
Los Angeles, D e t r o i t , San Francisco, St. Louis, and Cleveland) were large 
enough to allow s u p e r f i c i a l comparison of the populations of those c i t i e s 
separately. Some mention w i l l be made of smaller metropolitan areas when the 
differences between them are large enough to warrant i t . 

A c i v i l defense leader whose l o c a l e i s not a c i t y mentioned i n the c i t y 
t a b l e s , can get u s e f u l information by examining the tables comparing the 
four population groups on various t o p i c s and adapting them to the s i t u a t i o n 
where he works. For example, a c i v i l defense d i r e c t o r i n a state which i s 
l a r g e l y r u r a l should study the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of r u r a l people i n the United 
States generally. For a state where there i s a large r u r a l population and 
also a large c i t y (or c i t i e s ) , i t i s important to know both the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
of r u r a l people and those"of people l i v i n g i n c i t i e s of a s i z e s i m i l a r to those 
of the state i n question. 

The three c i v i l defense surveys were conducted by the P u b l i c A f f a i r s 
Program of the Survey Research Center and were d i r e c t e d by Dr. -George Belknap. 
Collaborators i n the recent 1952 study were W i l l i a m Scott and David F. M i l l e r . 
Dr. Stephen B. Withey i s the Public A f f a i r s Program D i r e c t o r and supervisor 
of a l l program studies 



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Results from the t h i r d annual survey of p u b l i c reactions to c i v i l defense 
and r e l a t e d problems i n d i c a t e , f i r s t of a l l , a decrease i n war expectancy and 
a continued over-optimism about the extent of p r o t e c t i o n which could be 
expected from the armed forces i n time of war. In s p i t e of t h i s r e l a t i v e 
f e e l i n g of s e c u r i t y , the American p u b l i c remai ns generally well-informed on 
measures f o r personal p r o t e c t i o n i n case- of enemy attack. The concept of 
" c i v i l defense" i s reasonably w e l l understood by about h a l f of the people, 
and r e a l i z a t i o n of the need f o r such a community organization i s high. While 
there have been no gains over the past year i n the proportions of. persons 
who are informed about personal p r o t e c t i v e measures and about c i v i l defense 
matters, people are hearing about these things from more sources, and there 
i s evidence that the more sources heard from, the more e f f e c t i v e i s the i n f o r 
mation. 

Residents of metropolitan areas, where c i v i l defense campaigns have been 
more intense, tend to be better informed about these f a c t u a l matters than 
other people,'and the proportion of informed respondents decreases s t e a d i l y 
from urban to r u r a l areas. There are wide difference's among the eleven 
l a r g e s t c i t i e s i n l e v e l of information and a t t i t u d e toward the l o c a l c i v i l 
defense set-up. There i s evidence that a c t i v e programs i n some of the c i t i e s -
i n c l u d i n g a i r r a i d d r i l l s — have had d e f i n i t e e f f e c t s i n teaching people what 
the warning s i g n a l i s and i n evoking favorable public r e a c t i o n toward them. 

However, the percentage of volunteers has not increased at a l l , and there 
has apparently been a decrease i n p u b l i c w i l l i n g n e s s to take part i n c i v i l 
defense a c t i v i t y . Willingness to volunteer i s lowest i n the l a r g e s t c i t i e s 
and highest i n the r u r a l areas. People who are w i l l i n g to get i n t o c i v i l 
defense work are those who tend to express greater concern about the l i k e l i 
hood of war and about dangers of enemy attack, and who tend to f e e l that 
t h e i r c i t i e s could not at present do an adequate job of taking care of people 
i n case of an attack. 

The r u r a l population evidences a s u r p r i s i n g degree of concern about 
problems of c i v i l defense and an overwhelmingly favorable a t t i t u d e toward 
o f f e r i n g necessary a i d to people i n bombed c i t i e s . But they have e v i d e n t l y 
not given much thought to the nature of the problem that would be created by 
mass evacuation of urban areas. 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF SPECIFIC FIiiDBIGS 
REGARDING PUBLIC INFORJiATION, 

ATTITUDES 3 AND BEHAVIORS 

Meaning of C i v i l Defense - Approximately h a l f of American adults have 
a generally accurate knowledge of the meaning of C i v i l Defense. The propor
t i o n of people who understand the term i s higher i n the major c i t i e s (3 out 
of 5) than i n r u r a l areas (2 out of 5), and t h i s f i g u r e f o r the c i t i e s has 
not changed appreciably i n the past year,. 

Information on Personal P r o t e c t i o n - Two-thirds of a l l adults have heard 
or read something about how to protect themselves i n case of an atomic bomb 
attack. The number of people i n the major c i t i e s who have t h i s kind of i n f o r 
mation i s about the same as i t was a year ago. However, there i s some evidence 
that the amount of useful information they have i s somewhat greater. The 
greatest proportion of the behaviors mentioned had to do with taking s h e l t e r ; 
a l s o , a s u b s t a n t i a l number of people mentioned such measures as s t o r i n g or 
covering food and water, turning o f f u t i l i t i e s , c l o s i n g windows and doors, 
or having a medical k i t and bandages handy. In response t o a question about 
the frequency of r e c e i v i n g information of t h i s kind, only one out of f i v e 
people reported that they heard about p r o t e c t i v e measures f a i r l y often; the 
r e s t had heard about them only o c c a s i o n a l l y or not at a l l . 

P r o t e c t i o n against B i o l o g i c a l Warfare - Half the people interviewed s a i d 
that they had heard something about b i o l o g i c a l warfare r e c e n t l y , but most of 
the "information" had to do with the Communist charge that the United Nations 
troops were using germ warfare i n Korea. Only one out of f i v e respondents 
had any general idea as to how germ warfare might be used against us and only 
one i n ten had heard anything about measures to protect themselves against 
germ warfare. 

P r o t e c t i o n against Chemical Warfare - Only 9% of American adults had 
heard anything about gas warfare. Only 8$ had any idea as to how i t might 
be used against us and only 12$ had heard anything about any kind of protec
t i v e measure — u s u a l l y gas masks. 

M o r t a l i t y Radius of Atomic Bombs - One out of f i v e persons has a f a i r l y 
r e a l i s t i c idea as to how f a r away from where a bomb f e l l almost everybody 
would be k i l l e d . However, nearly three out of ten think the m o r t a l i t y radius 
would be f i v e miles or more. 

Knowledge of the A i r - r a i d Warning Signal - While 6B% of the people have 
some information about personal p r o t e c t i v e measures, only k3% have even a 
vague general idea of what the a i r - r a i d warning s i g n a l i s . Only 1$% know 
the warning s i g n a l c l e a r l y enough to d i s t i n g u i s h i t from s i r e n s , horns, or 
whistles i n general. Even i n the major c i t i e s , only 6h% have a general 
knowledge of the warning s i g n a l and 27% a c l e a r , s p e c i f i c knowledge. 
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Actions A f t e r an Atomic Bomb Attack - Only 36% of a l l people reported 
they had heard or read anything about what a person ought to do a f t e r an 
atomic bomb attack. In "the major c i t i e s , the proportion of informed respon
dents was somewhat higher — \\6%* One person i n ten reported that he would 
stay where he was and f o l l o w i n s t r u c t i o n s . 

Knowledge of Local C i v i l Defense A c t i v i t i e s - N a t i o n a l l y , only 18$ of the 
people reported that they had heard or read anything about what c i v i l defense 
was planning to do to protect t h e i r communities. This f i g u r e was s l i g h t l y 
higher i n the major c i t i e s , but even here i t was only 27%* The nation-wide 
proportion of people who had a c t u a l l y seen signs of c i v i l defense a c t i v i t y 
around t h e i r communities was 15%, and i n the major c i t i e s the proportion was 
32% 

C i v i l D e f e n s e A c t i v i t y i n Schools - Over the e n t i r e country 29% of the 
people have heard that the schools are doing something i n c i v i l defense. In 
the metropolitan areas t h i s f i g u r e jumps to \\2% as compared with 20$ i n small 
towns. 

C i v i l Defense A c t i v i t y at Work - Only 12% of the respondents could report 
any c i v i l defense a c t i v i t y at t h e i r own or other f a m i l y member's place of 
work; even i n the l a r g e r c i t i e s , only 19% knew of any such a c t i v i t y . 

A b i l i t y of C i t y to Take Care of People a f t e r an Attack - Twenty-seven 
percent of a l l respondents {3h% i n the eleven metropolitan areas) f e l t t h e i r 
c i t i e s or towns could do a good job of t a k i n g care of people a f t e r an enemy 
attack. Their reasons f o r f e e l i n g e i t h e r o p t i m i s t i c or p e s s i m i s t i c covered 
the same categories: status of h o s p i t a l s , medical f a c i l i t i e s , and s h e l t e r s ; 
q u a l i t y of leadership, organizations, plans, t r a i n i n g , communications, and 
information; degree of p u b l i c i n t e r e s t . 

C i v i l Defense Measures already Taken at Home - People were asked which 
of the f o l l o w i n g four things they had done: (a) Put together a f i r s t a i d 
k i t , (b) stored food f o r an emergency, (c) put up a c i v i l defense a l e r t card, 
(d) f i x e d up a s h e l t e r area. Only one person i n f i v e had done any of these 
things; 13% had put together f i r s t a i d k i t s ; 10%' had stored food f o r an 
emergency; 6% had put up c i v i l defense a l e r t cards; 3% had f i x e d up s h e l t e r 
areas. 

A n t i c i p a t e d Behavior under A i r Attack - Eighty-four percent of the people 
are able to give some s p e c i f i c i n d i c a t i o n of what they would do i f they got 
the s i g n a l that there was going to be an enemy attack. Most of the behaviors 
are i n l i n e with the kind of i n s t r u c t i o n s that c i v i l defense has been g i v i n g 
out. However, 11$ say "get home, get to f a m i l y , look out f o r f a m i l y " ; 7% 
think they would get panicky -*̂ aaaag*- or act i n some other i r r a t i o n a l manner, 
and $% i n d i c a t e that they would f l e e or get out of town. 



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 f i g h t i n g 
i n Korea f o r nearly two years. While there had been a good deal of p u b l i c 
apprehension at f i r s t about the p o s s i b i l i t y of i t s spreading i n t o a global 
war, by A p r i l , 1952, war expectations had decreased s u b s t a n t i a l l y , consider
ably l e s s than h a l f of the people expected a world war at a l l , and l e s s than 
a t h i r d of them looked f o r war'within two years. A large proportion of the 
population had apparently learned to " l i v e w i t h " the present tense world 
s i t u a t i o n , without fear of an immediate, d i r e c t threat to t h i s country. 
When respondents were asked what sorts of problems t h e i r f r i e n d s and neigh
bors were most concerned about these days, l e s s than h a l f of them mentioned 
problems r e l a t e d to war; they mentioned general economic problems almost 
three times as frequently as they d i d war problems. War i s e v i d e n t l y , then, 
not the major concern of most people. 

Optimism on M i l i t a r y Defense 

That the r e a l i t i e s of war danger are q u i t e remote from p u b l i c t h i n k i n g 
has been c o n s i s t e n t l y i n d i c a t e d i n a l l three studies by the tendency of most 
people to give extremely o p t i m i s t i c appraisals of the extent of p r o t e c t i o n 
from a i r attack that could be afforded by the armed f o r c e s . Well over h a l f 
of the people b e l i e v e that t h e i r c i t i e s could be saved from heavy a i r r a i d 
damage. I t i s very l i k e l y that t h i s stems p a r t l y from an u n r e a l i s t i c notion 
of how w e l l the U.S. a i r force could prevent enemy planes from reaching 
t h e i r t a r g e t s . Table 1 gives .an idea of t h i s extent of unrealism. I t 
should be evaluated i n the l i g h t of p e r s i s t e n t statements by top m i l i t a r y 
o f f i c i a l s that "seven out of ten enemy planes could get through. " 
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Table 1 

'Well, suppose that enemy planes t r i e d to make a surprise 
attack on c i t i e s l i k e Chicago, P h i l a d e l p h i a , and Washington: 
how many do you think would get through and bomb our c i t i e s ? 
Would you think most of them would get through, only a few 
would get through, or what? " 

Metro Urban 

Most, many would get 
-

through 11$ 13$ 
About h a l f would get 

through h h 
Few (or not many) 

would get through 62 
None would get 

through n h 

Don't know 12 13 
Not ascertained 5 - h 

100$ 100$ 

Small Small Town 
C i t y and R u r a l " National 

12$ 15$ 13$ 

2 3 3 

65 57 60 

3 h 5 

12 15 lk 
6 6 5 

100$ 100$ 100$ 

Idea of " C i v i l Defense" i s Accepted 

Since the people do not generally have strong f e a r s of enemy attack, 
one might expect that they would not take c i v i l defense s e r i o u s l y . This 
i s not the case, however. Two statements were presented to the people i n t e r 
viewed. One idea suggests that c i v i l defense i s not an urgent problem, while 
the other suggests that i t i s f u t i l e . The p u b l i c tended to r e j e c t both of 
them. 

Table 2 

'fHere are two statements that people have made. I'm i n t e r 
ested i n . how. you. f e e l about-'them. :'The f i r s t i s y .*There's 
not much need...for c i v i l defense now'because there's-no 
r e a l emergency yet..1 How do'y6u f e e l about t h i s ? " 

Metro Urban 

Agree d e f i n i t e l y 3% 1$ 
Agree 7 7 
Pro-con, depends 1 2 
Disagree 58 62 
Disagree d e f i n i t e l y 25 21 

Don't know h h 
Not ascertained 2 3 

100$ 100$ 

Small Small Town 
C i t y and Rural ^National 

1% 1$ 1$ 
10 I t ' 11 

1 2 2 
6h 61 61 
19 16 19 

h •5 ii 
1 1 2 

100$ 100$ 100$ 



Table' 3 

"Anotiiezv statement you hear made i s 'Atomic bombs are so" 
destructive that c i v i l defense couldn.'t r e a l l y do very 
much i f there were -an attack 1 ..: How do-you f e e l about this?'** 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Agree d e f i n i t e l y 2% 3$ 2% 2$ 
Agree 9 12 lh 18$ 111 
Pro-con, depends h 3 1 3 2 
Disagree 57 1*9 60 5U $k 
Disagree d e f i n i t e l y 20 22 16 l l • 17 

Don't know 6 7 6 l l 8 
Hot ascertained 2 h 1 3 3 

100$ 100$ 100$ . 100$ • 100$ 

Half know Meaning of " C i v i l Defense " 

Just because people are u n w i l l i n g to agree openly w i t h such negative 
statements does not n e c e s s a r i l y mean that they are ready t o support a c i v i l 
defense program a c t i v e l y . In the f i r s t place they may have completely inade
quate or wrong notions of what c i v i l defense i s a l l about. Or secondly, even 
i f they know what c i v i l defense work i n v o l v e s , they may be quite content to 
l e t someone else do the job, without g e t t i n g s e r i o u s l y involved themselves. 
The l a t t e r problem of w i l l i n g n e s s to p a r t i c i p a t e i n c i v i l defense i s discussed 
l a t e r i n Chapter 5. For the present i t i s worthwhile to consider j u s t how 
w e l l people understand the meaning of " c i v i l defense^. Table 5 shows that 
s l i g h t l y over h a l f of them know what the words mean/ 

C r i t e r i a f o r "accurate understanding" were 1) knowledge of the purpose 
of c i v i l defense (e.g., 'protect the people i n case of war or d i s a s t e r s " ) 
and 2) knowledge of the agency (e.g., r*the c i t y " or '̂ the people them
selves " ) . 
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Table h 

"You hear a l o t about " c i v i l defense" these days. As you understand 
i t , what does the term " c i v i l defense" mean? ( i f not already men
tioned) W e l l , what do you think the purpose of c i v i l defense i s ? " ' 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Had generally accurate 
understanding of c i v i l 
defense 

Had inaccurate or vague 
understanding of 
c i v i l defense 

Did :not.-knowvwhat c i v i l 
defense was 

Not ascertained 

59$ 57$ 55$ ho% 51$ 

26 26 2k 2h 25 

13 15 20 3h 22 
2 2 1 2 ?• 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 
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ADDITIONAL TABLES 

Table $ • 

'What kinds of problems would you say that your f r i e n d s , 
neighbors, or others you know are most concerned about 
these days? What other things are they concerned about?" 

$ Mentioning 
$ Mentioning F i r s t 

Economic Problems 

High p r i c e s , cost of l i v i n g 68 37 
Taxes 29 9 
Unemployment, jobs 6 3 
Wages 5 ^ 
Farm, a g r i c u l t u r e problems g 3 
S t r i k e s , labor unrest 1 1 
Production problems, costs 1 * 
Other economic problems 6 2 

P o l i t i c a l Problems 

P r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n ^ 3 
Corruption, g r a f t , waste 3 1 
Government spending * 
Foreign spending # 
Other p o l i t i c a l problems 3 

I n t e r n a t i o n a l Problems 

War (unspecified) 2k 13 
War i n Korea 12 .5 
D r a f t , U.M.T., Arming k 1 
Unsettled world conditions 2 1 
Possible bombings 1 1 
Communism 1 # 
Other i n t e r n a t i o n a l problems 2 2 

Local Problems 

Housing 3 . 1 
Schools 2 1 
Crime, immorality 1 # 
Other l o c a l 8 2 

Personal Problems 

Immediate f a m i l y s i t u a t i o n 3 1 
Health problems 3 1 
Children 3 1 
Religious 2 -<•-
Other personal k 1 

Don't know k k. 
Not ascertained 1 1 

100$ 
JH'r 

Totals more than 100$ because some respondent's mentioned more than one 



Table 6 

Proportions of Respondents i n D i f f e r e n t Population 
Density Areas Who Mentioned Various 

Kinds of Problems 

Problem Population Size 
Category* Category 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural Nstional 

Economic 82 82 85 77 81 
I n t e r n a t i o n a l 38 111 hh 39 39 
P o l i t i c a l 2k 3k 29 21 27 
Local 13 15 12 15 .Hi 
Personal 18 l l 11 8 .11 

•JH;- •jf-if 

Only the p o l i t i c a l and personal problem categories show s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r 
ences among the various population areas. 

The question asked was: "What kinds of problems would you say that your 
f r i e n d s , neighbors, or others you know are most concerned about these days 

"*Hi" 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 
i s causing them the most concern?" 

National 

P r i c e s , cost of l i v i n g * 38$ 
War 10 
Taxes 6 
War i n Korea 5 
Farm, a g r i c u l t u r e problems 3 
Unemployment, j ob s , 2 
P o l i t i c a l conditions (general) 2 
P r e s i d e n t a l E l e c t i o n 2 
Wages 1 
Corruption i n government 1 
Unsettled world conditions 1 
D r a f t , U.M.T., arming 1 
Housing, • 1 
Immediate f a m i l y s i t u a t i o n 1 
Health 1 
S t r i k e s , l a b o r unrest # 
Production problems # 
Foreign spending # 
Communism # 
Relations with Russia # 
Schools 
Crime 
Other 11 
No problems 5 

Don't know 3 
Not ascertained 6 

100$ 

Lees than one-half of one percent. 
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Table 8 

"Now speaking f o r y o u r s e l f , how l i k e l y do you think 
i t i s that we're i n f o r another world war?" 

L i k e l i h o o d Metro Urban 
Small 
C i t y 

Small Town 
and Rural National 

Very l i k e l y 12$ 18$ 15$ 15% 15$ 

L i k e l y 30 30 30 Ii6 36 

Maybe, pro-con 10 9 10 8 9 

U n l i k e l y 30 20 26 l i t 21 

Very u n l i k e l y 3 -X- 3 •if- 1 

Already i n another 
world war 1 k 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 3 3 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 
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Table 9 

'Why do you f e e l t h i s way (that i t i s l i k e l y or 
u n l i k e l y that we are i n f o r another world war)?" 

(National Sample) 

Reasoris why we w i l l be i n another world war 

Russia's (communists 1) behavior -
aggressive; uncooperative; uncon
t r o l l a b l e ; w i l l take over countries; 
force us to f i g h t ; i n s t i g a t e i n c i d e n t s ; 
U.S. w i l l have to stop, f i g h t Russia 

Redundant - you read i t i n the papers; hear 
i t on the r a d i o ; people t a l k about i t ; 
e t c . ; no causal reasons given. 

World conditions - Korean war won't stop, w i l l 
spread; other trouble spots ( I r a n , etc.) 
w i l l mushroom i n t o war. 

Fatalism - R e l i g i o u s , h i s t o r i c a l , or economic; 
r 5 t can't be helped"; "There have always 
been wars." 

Countries' i r r e c o n c i l a b l e - Two d i f f e r e n t ways 
of l i f e - can't get along. 

Symptoms - defense work stepping up; boys 
being c a l l e d i n t o s e r v i c e ; m i l i t a r y 
goods being shipped abroad. 

Peace Talks - not s u c c e s s f u l ; haven't 
(or can't) solved problems by 
d i s c u s s i o n . 

Armament race - w i l l b r i n g more tension, 
war; both sides are preparing, 
b u i l d i n g up. 

U.S. P o l i c y - too aggressive; leading 
to war, 

U.S. P o l i c y - blundering; i n c o n s i s t e n t ; 
weak; v a c i l l a t i n g ; no p o l i c y 

Other Reasons -

% Mentioning 

11 

% Mentioning 
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Table 9 cont'd. 

Reasons why we won't be i n another world war 

Neither side wants war (or i s prepared 
f o r i t ) ; people have had enough 
of war, nobody wants war, no one 
wants to f i g h t 

U.S. P o l i c y - We've shown Russia we mean 
business ^by our p o l i c y i n general, 
our Korean a c t i o n , our rearming); 
Russia won't dare 

Russia'.doesn'-t"want war •* won't go to war 
( f o r awhile) - no reference to not 
being prepared 

Russia not (yet) prepared f o r war - not 
able to attack ( y e t ) ; doesn't want 
war because not prepared 

Korean peace t a l k s - negotiations under 
way; expecting peace i n Korea 

Fatalism; r e l i g i o u s reasons 

U.S. does not want war 

Countries w i l l be able to i r o n out t h e i r 
d i f f i c u l t i e s , s e t t l e them by con-
ference or other peaceful means 

P r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n - Republican adminis
t r a t i o n w i l l keep us out; confidence 
i n new leaders who w i l l get i n a f t e r 
e l e c t i o n 

Absence of symptoms - don't hear about i t ; 
people say we won't 

Confidence i n present administration; 
leaders won't get us i n t o war 

Other countries don't want war, not 
prepared f o r i t ̂ no s p e c i f i c 
mention of Russia) 

Other reasons 

% Mentioning 
Mentioning F i r s t 
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Table 9 cont'd. 

Depends 

$ Mentioning 
$ Mentioning F i r s t 

On U.S. e l e c t i o n 2 2 

On Korean s i t u a t i o n " " 1 1 

On what U;S. does . 1 1 

On what Russia, S t a l i n does 1 & 

Don't know 3 3 

Mot ascertained 6 6 

Inapplicable - don't know whether 
or not we re i n f o r another 
wax 15 15 

100$ 

° Less than one-half of one per cent. 

Totals more than 100$ because some respondents mentioned more than one 
reason. 
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Table 10 

"If a world war does come, do you think i t ' s l i k e l y to happen 
i n the next s i x months, the next year or two, or when?" 

Small 
Metro Urban C i t y Rural ' National 

Less than s i x months 2$ 1$ 3$ 2$ 2$ 
S i x months to a year 6 7 ' 6 10 8 
1 to 2 years 12 19 17 23 • 19 
2 to 5 years 2$ 20 26 20 22 
5 to 10 years 6 7 10 k 7 
10 years or over 7 8 1 2 i i 
Already i n another war 2 i i 3 •it- 2 
Soon; near future 1 1 - 1 1 
Not soon, not f o r sever a l 

years 5 6 5 6 
Never, not at a l l ii 2 3 2 2 

Don't know, depends 19 !6 l U 25 19 
Not ascertained 11 o 

s 

12 5 9 

100$ 100$/ 100$ 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 p o s i t i v e a t t i t u d e toward the need 
f o r c i v i l defense, and a reasonably good general grasp of what i t i n v o l v e s , 
i t has l e s s recognition of dangers t o the United States ( i n event of rrar) 
other than bombings. 

T a l i e 11 

" I f war were to break out, do you think people i n 
the United States would be i n danger of enemy 
attack? ( I f 'yes 1 ) In what ways do you t h i n k an 
enemy would attack us, that i s , what sort of 
things would be used against us?" 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

iombs (unspecified), 
planes 62$ 59% 70% 69% 66% 

Atomic bombs, H-bombs Ul Ul 30 28 35 
Sea attack, subs, warships 22 10 20 11 lU 
Sabotage, subversion 17 16 13 11 lU 
B i o l o g i c a l warfare 8 13 8 9 10 
Rockets, m i s s i l e s 10 10 5 8 8 
Land i n v a s i o n 5 3 3 3 3 
Ordinary bombs h 2 3 '.1 2 
Chemical warfare h 6 k 3 U 
Other methods of attack k 5 'h 6 5 
No danger a n t i c i p a t e d 11 10 6 6 8 

Don't know U 5 3 5 5 
Not ascertained 1 1 1 2 1 

^ -iBf-

•** Totals more than 100$ because some people mentioned more than one danger. 
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The above t a b l e gave people's ideas on the dangers which war would 
b r i n g t o Americans g e n e r a l l y . Table 12 i n d i c a t e s the dangers which people 
f e e l t h e i r own communities would face i n the event of war. 

Table 12 

"Would you say people r i g h t around here are 
i n danger from any of these things? ( I f 
'Yes 1) Which things?" 

Metro Urban 
Small 
C i t y 

Small Town 
and Rural National 

Bombs (unspecified, -

planes 26$ 26$ 19$ 11$ 19$ 
Atomic bombs, H-bomb 12 11 5 1 6 
Sabotage, subversion 
B i o l o g i c a l warfare 

2 2 2 1 2 Sabotage, subversion 
B i o l o g i c a l warfare •* 1 1 3 1 
Ordinary bombs 1 - 1 
Other 2 2 - 1 
No s p e c i f i c danger 21 26 21 13 19 
No dangers a t a l l "around 

here" 36 32 52 71 51 
100? 100? 100$ Too? loo? 

* Less 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 t o be exaggerated, and there has been a s l i g h t increase i n the 
proportion of these' exaggerated estimates over the past year, f o l l o w i n g an 
increase i n "realism" which had taken place during the previous p e r i o d . 
Only a p o r t i o n of t h i s change can be explained by published information 
about l a r g e r and.more deadly atomic weapons. 
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Table 13 

(Metropolitan sample only) 

" I f an atomic bomb h i t i n the center of a large 
c i t y , how f a r away from where i t f e l l do you 
think almost everybody would be k i l l e d ? " 

Sept. August A p r i l 
1950 1951 1952 

R e a l i s t i c estimate (J mile t o 1 mile) 17$ 29$ 19$ 
Exaggerated estimate (1 to 5 miles) 29 27 32 
Highly exaggerated estimate 

(over 5 miles) 23 19 25 

Don't know 23 19 20 
Not ascertained 8 6 l l 

100? 100$ loo$ 

Rural people are only s l i g h t l y more inaccurate than urban people i n 
t h e i r estimates of the atomic bomb m o r t a l i t y r a d i u s . 

Table l l ; 

I f an atomic bomb h i t i n the center of a large 
c i t y , how f a r away from where i t f e l l do you 
think almost everybody would be k i l l e d ? 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

R e a l i s t i c estimate 
(J 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 m i l e s ) - 25 33 23 32 29 

Don't know 20 15 27 26 22 
Not ascertained h li 3 6 h 

100$ 100? 100$- 100$ 155? 

Ignorance of BW and CW Dangers 

People have been r e c e i v i n g r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e information about b i o 
l o g i c a l and chemical warfare. The only point that has made any s i z e a b l e 
impression i s the Communist propaganda about the use of germ warfare i n 
Korea. 
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Table 1$ 

"Have you heard anything i n the l a s t few months about 
b i o l o g i c a l or germ warfare? ( I f 'Yes 1) What have you 
heard or read?" 

Small Small Town 

Communist report of UN 
use i n Korea 

Plans f o r use or develop
ment 

Nature and e f f e c t s 
Other 
Heard something, don't 

remember what 
Heard nothing 

Not ascertained 

Metro Urban C i t v and Rural National 

37% 32$ kh% 33$ 36$ 

7 5 8 5 6 
3 1 3 2 2 
2 2 1 3 2 

a 5 9 2 
1*7 5h 35 53 W 

l _ 2 1 
100? 100$ 100$ 100? 100$ 

Fewer than one person i n ten had any information about p r o t e c t i v e 
measures against b i o l o g i c a l warfare. Fewer than one person i n ten had 
received any•information at a l l (development, p r o t e c t i o n againsty etc.) 
about chemical warfare. 

ADDITIONAL TABLES 

Table 16 

"Would you say people r i g h t around here are i n danger 
from any of these things (ways i n which an enemy 
might attack us)?" 

Small 
Metro Urban C i t y Rural National 

Yes 51$ 56$ 36$ 18$ 37$ 
Yes, q u a l i f i e d 9 9 9 8 9 
Pro-con 2 •* — 2 1 
No, q u a l i f i e d 8 10 16 2h 16 
No 17 13 29 ho 27 

Don't know 3 3 2 1 2 
Not ascertained 3 2 3 1 2 
Inapplicable - doesn' t 

think U.S. i s i n . 
danger of attack i n 
event of war 7 7 5 6 6 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100? 100$ 

* Less than one-half of one percent. 
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Table 17 

"Would you say that you personally get at a l l con
cerned or bothered about any of these dangers?" 

Metro Urban Small C i t y ' Rural National 

Very much 
concerned 6$ 10$ 9% 7% 8% 

Concerned, a 
l i t t l e concerned 35 32 29 25 30 

Not concerned h3 hi h5 55 U8 
D e f i n i t e l y 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 i n danger 
of enemy attack 7 8 --5 6 6 

100? 100? 100? 100? ICO? 

# Less than one-half of one percent. 

Table 18 

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

Metro Urban Small C i t y Rural National 

F i r e , heat, burns 21$ 23$ 2h% 18$ 21$ 
B l a s t , explosions 16 20 23 19 20 
Radiation, rays 2h 18 18 19 19 
Gas, fumes, chemicals 9 16 lh 16 15 
F a l l i n g b u i l d i n g s , 

debris 8 5 5 3 5 
Panic, f r i g h t 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 h 3 

100? 100? 100$ 100$ 100$ 

*• Less than one-half of one percent. 
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Table 19 

"Have you heard or read anything about how an enemy 
might use i t ( b i o l o g i c a l warfare) against us?" 

(National Sampled 

Carried by airplane 7$ 
Contamination of food, water k 
Spread by 5th column, saboteurs 1 
K i l l i n g of p l a n t s , animals 1 
Other 3 

Heard something, DK what k 
Heard nothing 80 

100$ 

Table 20 
"Have you heard or read anything about what can be done 
to protect against these things ( b i o l o g i c a l warfare)?" 

Small 
Metro Urban C i t y Rural National 

Keep clean 1$ - - -"-

Store food or water 2% 1 1 - 1 
Use masks 1 - - -
Avoid contaminated food 

or water - 1 
Other measures 8 6 k 7$ 6 
Nothing can be done - - - •if-

Heard something, DK what 2 3 k 2 3 
Heard nothing 85 87 87 88 87 
Not ascertained 2 2 3 3 3 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 



Table 21 

'What about poison gas — chemical warfare, that i s . 
Have you read or heard anything about t h i s i n the 
l a s t few months? What have you read or heard?" 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Communist report of 

^ . 1$ UN use ^ . 1$ 3$ 1$ I/O 

Use or plans f o r use or 
development (U.S. or 
enemy) 2 3 3 i 2 

Nature and e f f e c t s 1 1 1 i 1 
P r o t e c t i o n against 1 -M. 1 l 1 
Other 2 1 2 2 1 

Heard something; DK what 3 h h 2 3 
Heard nothing 89 90 85 90 90 
Not ascertained 1 - 1 2 1 

1C0J5 100$ ioo;5 100$ 100$ 

Table 22 

"Have you heard anything about how an enemy 
might use i t (chemical warfare) against us?" 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Spread by a i r p l a n e s , 
bombs, guided m i s s i l e s 7$ h% 6$ 3$ 5$ 

Other means 1 2 1 2 l 

Heard some t h i n g ; DKr-what 2 3 1- 2 2 
Heard nothing 88 90 91 92 91 
Not ascertained 2 1 1 1 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 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 C i t y and Rural National 

Wear gas masks 
Other preventive measures 
Miscellaneous remedial 

measures 

Heard something; DK what 
Heard nothing 
Not ascertained 

9$ 
h 

h% 
1 

5$ 
h 

2$ 
3 

5$ 
2 

3 1 3 # 1 

2 
80 

2 

6 
86 

2 

7 
80 

1 

2 
89 
h 

k 
85 
3 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 



Chapter 3 

KNOWLEDGE OF PERSONAL PROTECTIVE 
MEASURES UNDER ENEMY ATTACK 

One of the most e f f e c t i v e of the c i v i l defense information programs has 
been that of t e l l i n g - p e o p l e how to take care of themselves i n case of an a i r 
attack. In the eleven metropolitan areas an average of &k% of the respondents 
knew at l e a s t one p r o t e c t i v e measure they ought to take i f t h e i r c i t y were 
attacked."" The percentage of informed respondents f a l l s o f f considerably as 
one moves from the urban to the r u r a l areas. Table 2h presents t h i s compari
son of d i f f e r e n t population s i z e areas. 

Table 2h 

'Slave you heard or read anything about what a, person ought to 
do f o r h i s own s a f e t y and h i s family's safety i f there.were 
an atom bomb attack? What were, some' of these t h i n g s ? " 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Had information Qh% • 69$ 6h% k6% 63% 
Had no information' 16 30 3$ $2 36 

Not ascertained 1 1 2 1 

100A> 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

This high percentage of informed people i n the metropolitan sample 
has remained f a i r l y stable over the past year. In August, 1951* about the 
same proportion of people had heard information about personal p r o t e c t i v e 
measures. Table 25 shows that a s u b s t a n t i a l increase i n the proportion of 
informed persons had occurred between the 1950 and 1951 surveys, but that 
no f u r t h e r increase occurred by A p r i l 1952. I t i s l i k e l y that the remaining 
uninformed 15$ or so of the population w i l l be extremely d i f f i c u l t to reduce 
appreciably f o r the eleven metropolitan areas as a whole, although there i s 
room f o r improvement i n a few i n d i v i d u a l c i t i e s , which w i l l r e s u l t i n a 
s l i g h t r i s e i n the t o t a l f i g u r e . 

* In some c i t i e s t h i s proportion was much higher (over 90$ i n New York and 
San F r a n c i s c o ) . 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 P r o t e c t i v e Measures under Enemy Attack 

(Metropolitan Sample only) 

Information Level September 
1950 

August 
1951 

A p r i l 
1952 

Heard or read something 
No information 

62$ 
37 

87$ 
13 

8ii$ 
16 

Not ascertained 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 

•if 
Less than one-half of one percent. 

That t h i s information on personal p r o t e c t i v e measures has been t r a n s l a t e d 
i n t o a readiness-to-act by the people who heard i t i s i n d i c a t e d by t h e i r r e s 
ponses to a l a t e r question: 'What do you think you'd do i f you got the 
s i g n a l that there was going t o be an enemy a t t a c k ? " Three-fourths of the 
metropolitan respondents mentioned s p e c i f i c p r o t e c t i v e behaviors, while the 
proportions f o r other population s i z e groups were correspondingly lower. 

Table 26 

'What do you think you'd do i f you got the s i g n a l 
that there was going to be an enemy a t t a c k ? " 

Mentioned S p e c i f i c 
Protective Behaviors 

'Get to home or 
' f a m i l y " 
•Flee", "get out of 

town " 
Other inappropriate 

behavior 

Don't know 
Not ascertained 

Metro Urban 
Small 
C i t y Small Town 

57$ 61$ 56$ 

9 12 13 8 

2 h 7 5 

7 9 7 5 

6 17 11 23 
2 1 1 '• 3 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

National 
(except open) 

Country 

62$ 

11 

h 

7 

15 
1 

100$ 
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There i s considerably l e s s p u b l i c knowledge of post-attack safety 
measures than of behavior before and during an attack. Table .27 shows that 
t h i s kind of information i s f a r l e s s widespread, and, as expected, r u r a l 
respondents are l e s s w e l l informed than urban. 

Table 27 

"Have you heard or read anything about what a person 
ought to do to take care of himself or h i s f a m i l y a f t e r 
an atomic bomb attack? What was i t you heard? " 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural'. National 

Had heard or read 
something h0% 3U$ 30$ 20$ 29$ 

No information $9 66 69 79 70 

Not Ascertained. 1 * 1 1 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ • 100$ 100$ 

Knowledge of the A i r Raid Warning S i g n a l 

How are the people going to know when to do these things they have men
tioned? Some sort of a i r r a i d warning system has been set up i n most urban 
communities, so that each person i s n o t i f i e d d i r e c t l y that "now i s the time 
to take those p r o t e c t i v e measii.res you've been hearing about". Of course, i f 
there were an a i r r a i d , many people would hear about i t through other means 
besides the standard s i g n a l , but i f the a l e r t came at the l a s t minute before 
attack, these other means of communication might reach the population too 
l a t e to enable them to save t h e i r own l i v e s . So i t i s quite e s s e n t i a l that 
they know how to i n t e r p r e t the warning s i g n a l which reaches them d i r e c t l y 
and immediately. 

The standard s i g n a l used t o sound the a l e r t has been designated as e i t h e r 
a wavering b l a s t on horns, s i r e n s , or w h i s t l e s , or a series of short b l a s t s . 
Only a very small percentage of the population knows t h i s s i g n a l c o r r e c t l y . 
However, another sizeable proportion knows that there i s some s o r t of warning 
s i g n a l , and perhaps these people would a l s o react d i r e c t l y with the appro
p r i a t e p r o t e c t i v e measures. Table 28 shows that there i s s t i l l a large part 
of the population who have no idea what sort of a s i g n a l to expect t o warn 
them of an impending a i r attack. 



- 29 -

Table 28 

"Do you know what the warning s i g n a l i s which t e l l s people 
that enemy planes are headed f o r your c i t y ? "What i s i t ? " 

Small 
Metro Urban C i t y Small Town National 

Correct knowledge of 
warning s i g n a l 19$ 9$ 8$ 5$ 10$ 

Know there i s some 
sort of s i g n a l U5 36 26 21 33 

Don't know 35 2̂ 65 73 55 
Not ascertained 1 3 1 1 2 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Of course, i t i s not reasonable to expect .that most people w i l l l e a r n 
what the s i g n a l i s j u s t by reading about i t i n a newspaper or pamphlet. A 
f a r more e f f e c t i v e teaching device i s to a c t u a l l y sound the alarm and have 
them go through the appropriate behaviors, so that the two w i l l become con
nected by habit. That t h i s has a c t u a l l y worked better i s evident i n Table 77 
which shows that knowledge of the warning s i g n a l i s much higher i n those 
c i t i e s which have had major a i r r a i d d r i l l s . 

Sources of Information on Personal P r o t e c t i o n 

I f one regards a respondent's memory of having heard some information 
through a p a r t i c u l a r medium as a c r i t e r i o n of the effectiveness of that 
medium, then i t i s l e g i t i m a t e to say that most information media have i n 
creased i n effectiveness during the past year. A few of them have remained 
at t h e i r previous l e v e l s , and none has decreased s i g n i f i c a n t l y . This would 
i n d i c a t e then, that although the percentage of informed people (that i s , 
informed on measures f o r personal p r o t e c t i o n i n an a i r attack) has remained 
about the same, they have been getting t h e i r information from more sources 
than previously. Table 29 presents a comparison of the proportions of r e s 
pondents r e c a l l i n g information from various media i n the three c i v i l defense 
surveys conducted so f a r . Table 30 shows the r e l a t i v e "effectiveness" (or 
penetration) of these media f o r d i f f e r e n t population s i z e areas i n the most 
recent study. These responses were made to an "open question": "Where have 
you heard or read about these things (personal p r o t e c t i o n ) ? " This means that 
the respondents had to r e c a l l where they had heard the information, rather 
than r e p l y 'yes" or "no" to the interviewer's s p e c i f i c question on each 
medium. So they may a c t u a l l y have heard about personal p r o t e c t i o n from more 
sources, but were j u s t unable to r e c a l l others at the time. Furthermore, i t 
should not b.e assumed that a l l c i v i l defense information reaches people 
through the various media i n the proportions i n d i c a t e d — j u s t that having 
to do with personal p r o t e c t i v e measures under a i r attack. 
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Table 29 

Proportions of Respondents Who Had Received Information 
About Personal P r o t e c t i o n from Various Media 

(Metropolitan Sample Only) 

Information Source Date of Survey 

September August A p r i l 
1950 1951 1952 

Newspapers 1*2$ hl% 52$ 
Magaz i ne s 22 11 l i t 
Radio 7 16 33 
Pamphlets, c i r c u l a r s 1 30 27 
T e l e v i s i o n 3 8 15 
Motion p i c t u r e s 1; 2 k 
Formal t a l k s , e x h i t i t s 1 3 3 
Books 2 2 
Fosters * * Q 
Schools * 5 
Place of work - -* k 
Personal contact 3 7 8 
Other sources # 10 

T o t a l media percentages** 87$ 120$ 18U$ 

T o t a l percentage of 

informed respondents""""" 62$ * 87$ 8U$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

The t o t a l percentage f i g u r e s f o r the media are greater than the corres
ponding percentages of informed persons, because sorce respondents 
mentioned, more than one source of information. The r a t i o s of media $ 
to informed persons % can be taken as i n d i c a t i v e of the average r e l a 
t i v e 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 P r o t e c t i o n Measures from Various Media 

( A p r i l 1952) 

Information Source Population Size Category 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Newspapers $2% kh% 3k% 26$ 37$ 
Magazines 11* 19 21 17 19 
Radio 33 2k 31 22 26 • 
Pamphlets, c i r c u l a r s 27 19 9 6 ' Ik 
T e l e v i s i o n 15 16 9 6 11 
Motion p i c t u r e s k 5 7. 1 3 
Formal t a l k s , e x h i b i t s 3 k 3 7 5 
Books 1 1 - 1 
Posters 9 2 1 - 2 
School 5 2 1 2 2 
Place of work 1* 2 1 2 2 
Personal contact 8 6 9 6 7 
Other sources 10 8 6 5 7 

T o t a l media percentages 181$ 152% 139$ 100% 136$ 

T o t a l percentages of 
informed respondents 69% 6k% k6% 63$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 
The statement at the bottom of table 29 a p p l i e s . 

Neither of the above tables should be i n t e r p r e t e d to imply that one 
medium should be preferred over others. While previous studies have i n d i 
cated that the better informed people get more information from magazines 
and poorly informed people are more apt to have received t h e i r s through 
personal contact, there i s better evidence that the more sources through 
which a person i s reached, the greater i s the' effectiveness of the informa
t i o n presented regardless of the source. 
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ADDITIONAL TABLES 

Table 31 

"Have you heard or read anything about what a person 
ought to do f o r h i s own safety and h i s family's safety 
i f there were an atom bomb attack? What were some of 
these t h i n g s ? " 

Small 
Metro Urban C i t y Rural. Nations 

Go i n t o basement, c e l l a r , 
s h e l t e r 1*6$-', 29% 19$ 36$ 

Take shelter,• get under 
t a b l e , away from windows, 
next to w a l l s 39 2k 20 16 23 

Lie face down, l i e on 
ground, f a l l f l a t 29 26 31 16 •21* 

Cover exposed s k i n , face, 
hands, wear white clothes, 
loose clothes 25 28 19 15 21 

Stay i n s i d e , remain i n home 7 7 8 5 7 
Store, cover water, food 10 8 7 h 7 
Turn o f f gas, heat, l i g h t s 13 5 1* h 6 
Close windows, doors 8 5 h 2 1* 
Get o f f i c i a l i n s t r u c t i o n s 6 2 3 1 3 
Don't eat, drink contaminated 

food 3 2 h 3 3 
B u i l d s h e l t e r s , prepare home 2 2 3 3 
Nothing, remain where are 2 . 3 2 2 
Have medical k i t , bandages 

handy 3 3 2 1 2 
Preventive a c t i o n s ; l e a r n 

s i g n a l s , block warden 2 1 2 2 
Destroy clothes, wash clothes 1 2 2 1 1 
Other preparations ( f l a s h l i g h t s , 

radio) _ 3 1 • 1 
Try to adjust, get along 2 -V. 2 1 * 
Other 1* 5 6 5 5 

Heard something, DK what 2 5 k 7 5 
Heard nothing lU 2k 31 111* 31 
Not ascertained 1 2 l 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

Totals more than 100$ because same respondents mentioned more than one 
behavior. 
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Table 32 

'Would you say you've heard about these things 
(protective measures) p r e t t y often or not?" 

Metro Urban Small C i t y Rural National 

Often 27$ 26$ 23$ 12$ 21$ 
Occasionally 3 ' 1 3 1 
Not very often h2 1*1 31 36 37 
Less now than previously 9 5 7 2 5 
Not at a l l * 1 1 1 - 1 

Don't know - 1 -
Not ascertained" 3 2 3 1* 3 
No information 15 21* 31 U6 32 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100% 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

Table 33 

"Have' you; heard or read-anything about what a person 
ought to do to take care of himself or h i s f a m i l y 
a f t e r an atomic bomb attack? What was i t you heard?" 

Metro Urban Small C i t y Rural National 

Avoid contamination of 
food, water 12$ 17$ 12$ 8$ 12$ 

Wait f o r i n s t r u c t i o n s , 
stay where are, wait 
f o r c l e a r s i g n a l l l * 

Remove, burn, wash, 
c l o t h i n g , wash s e l f 11 

Help others, f i r s t a i d , 
medical 3 

Avoid contaminated 
areas, b u i l d i n g s 3 

Avoid R a d i o - a c t i v i t y 2 
Seek CD i n s t r u c t i o n s * 
Other 9 

12 

9 

2 

3 
-* 
2 
Ix 

11 

6 

3 

2 
1 

10 

7 

3 

2 
1 
1 
6 

Heard something; DK 
what 

Heard nothing 
Not ascertained 

6 
53 

1 

6 
59 

•M-

10 
60 

7 
72 

7 
63 

1 

Totals more than 100$ because some respondents mentioned more than one 
behavior. 
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Table 3k 

"Would you look at t h i s card and t e l l me i f you have done any 
of these things i n your home* What were some of the things? 

National 

Put together a f i r s t a i d k i t 13$ 
Stored food f o r an emergency 10 
Put up a c i v i l defense card 6 
Fixed up a s h e l t e r area 3 
None of these things 80 

Totals more than 100$ because some respondents had taken more than 
one measure. 
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COMMUNITY ASPECTS OF CIVTL DEFENSE 

Few Know What Local C i v i l Defense i s Doing 

Although a l l the metropolitan areas and a large number of urban and 
r u r a l areas have set up a c t i v e c i v i l defense programs, public knowledge of 
t h e i r recent a c t i v i t i e s i s extremely low. Approximately four out of f i v e 
respondents report that they have not heard or read anything r e c e n t l y about 
t h e i r community's c i v i l defense p r o t e c t i v e measures. 

Table 35 

"Have you. heard- or read anything r e c e n t l y about what 
c i v i l defense i s doing or planning to do to protect 
your community? What d i d you hear or read?" 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Training people f o r 
f i r s t a i d , p o l i c e 5$ 8% 8$ 3% 6% 

Getting organized, 
appropriating money 6 6 3 2 k 

B u i l d i n g s h e l t e r s 7 3 1 - 2 
Getting information' 

to people 3 k 1 2 
Recruiting people h 3 2 
A i r r a i d d r i l l s , 

exercises 3 1 -A- 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 
Not ascertained 1 1 1 1 1 

•if-"- ** 

Totals more than 100$ because some respondents gave more than one answer. 
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Less than One-third Believe C i t y can Now do a Good Job of C i v i l Defense 

Respondents i n a l l but the r u r a l areas were also asked to evaluate 
t h e i r communities i n respect to t h e i r a b i l i t y to care f o r c i t i 7 e n s i n case 
of an enemy attack. Evaluation of metropolitan set-ups was generally higher 
than i n other areas. In a l l areas, those who f e l t t h e i r communities could 
not do a good job, and those who didn't know how w e l l t h e i r communities could 
do, outnumbered by a wide margin those who f e l t that t h e i r community set-up 
was adequate. 

Table 36 

"How about the way your c i t y i s set up now? Do you 
think i t would be able to do a good job of taking care 
of people a f t e r an attack i f i t were to happen r i g h t now? " 

Small Small Town 
• Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Y e s , - d e f i n i t e l y 3$ 2% 2$ 3$ 2$ 
Yes 31 25 21 21 25 
Pro-con 6 7 6 2 6 
No 31 31 hi Ul 36 
No, d e f i n i t e l y h l l 11 11 7 

Don't know 22 28 17 16 21 
Hot ascertained . 3 3 2 6 3 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

The important c r i t e r i a of a good community c i v i l defense organization, 
according to the respondents i n our sample, are adequate f a c i l i t i e s , a c t i v e 
leaders, and a w e l l - i n t e g r a t e d t r a i n i n g program. 
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Table 37 

Reasons Why C i t y i s Able To Do A Good Job National 

Good h o s p i t a l s , medical f a c i l i t i e s 6% 
Adequate (good) conditions, f a c i l i t i e s 5 
Good organization, plans, leaders £ 
Good t r a i n i n g , communication, information £ 
F a i t h , confidence i n people 5 
F a i t h i n government, o f f i c i a l s . 1 
Names p a r t i c u l a r organization 2 
Other 3 

Reasons Why C i t y Is Unable To Do A Good Job 

Inadequate (bad) conditions, preparations, f a c i l i t i e s 13 
Lack of organizations, plans 8 
Poor h o s p i t a l s , medical f a c i l i t i e s 7 
People aren't prepared, t r a i n e d 7 
Lack of a core of t r a i n e d people 6 
Lack of shelters 2 
People apathetic, uninterested 3 
Other 3 

Not ascertained 6 
Inapplicable (No knowledge of l o c a l CD set-up) 2i|. 

Totals more than 100$ because some respondents gave more than one answer. 

C i v i l Defense i n the Schools 

Much of c i v i l defense a c t i v i t y i n communities has been d i r e c t e d toward 
t r a i n i n g school c h i l d r e n i n the correct measures to take i n the event of an 
attack. In the metropolitan areas over t w o - f i f t h s of the sample report 
hearing of c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s i n the schools, while only about one 
person i n four reports t h i s i n the smaller c i t i e s and tovms. 



Table 38 

"Have you heard of anything that the schools 
are doing i n c i v i l defense? What was t h a t ? " 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

D r i l l s 22$ 19$ 7$ 10$ 15$ 
Teaching c h i l d r e n 

about p r o t e c t i o n 13 10 3 9 9 
Sending pamphlets 

home 2 3 - - 2 
CD r e g i s t r a t i o n 1 - - -
Other a c t i v i t y 2 2 1 1 2-
Some a c t i v i t y , don't 

know or not ascertained 
what 2 ...1 1 _ 1 

No a c t i v i t y 57 63 85 76 69 

Don't know -2 1 1 * 2 1 
Not ascertained 1 - 1 2 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

C i v i l Defense at Work 

Only a very small proportion of respondents report any c i v i l defense 
a c t i v i t y at t h e i r place- of employment. 

Table 39 

Small Small Town 
A c t i v i t y Metro Urban C i t y and Rural Nation; 

I n s t r u c t i o n , t r a i n i n g 
i n CD jobs 5% $% 1$ 2$ h% 

S p e c i f i c preparations 
made 7 i i . 1 1 3 

Meetings (unspecified) 1 1 ' 1 1 1 
Pamphlets, posters 2 2 1 - 1 
R e c r u i t i n g of volunteers -if 1 - 1 •if 
Other a c t i v i t i e s 3 2 2 3 2 
Some a c t i v i t i e s , don't 

know or not ascer
tained what 1 •* 2 1 1 

No a c t i v i t y 76 80 91 82 83 

Don't know h h 1 h 3 
Not ascertained l 1 - 5 2 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 
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Other C i v i l Defense A c t i v i t i e s 

People were a l s o asked to name any other c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s which 
they may have noticed i n t h e i r communities. 

Table 1|0 

"Have you seen any other signs of c i v i l defense a c t i v i t y 
anywhere else around here? What have you seen?" 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Shelter signs 16$ 5$ — 5$ 
Posters, r e c r u i t i n g signs . h - 1 2 
A i r r a i d d r i l l s l 1 I 2 
Road signs h 3 - 1 2 
Sirens 2 2 1 _ 1 
"Alert America " convoy 1 _ -,!r 

Red Cross blood bank _ 

Other 3 3 
Has seen other signs; 

doesn't know or not 
ascertained what 
they were l 1 _ 1 

Hasn't seen any other 
signs 67 80 93 91 83 

Not ascertained 1 1 1 h 2 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

Totals more than 100$ because some respondents mentioned more than one 
a c t i v i t y . 

C i v i l Defense D r i l l s and Tests 

Two percent of the sample mentioned a i r r a i d d r i l l s spontaneously when 
they were asked to name other evidence of c i v i l defense a c t i v i t y . When 
asked s p e c i f i c a l l y about d r i l l s and t e s t s , however, a much l a r g e r proportion 
r e c a l l e d that they had taken place. 
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Table Ul 

"Do you happen to kno'T i f there have been any a i r r a i d 
d r i l l s or c i v i l defense t e s t s i n (your c i t y or town)?" 

Small Small Town 
Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Yes - had d e f i n i t e d r i l l s hh% 27$ 1U$ 13$ 2h% 
Yes - had only minor 

t e s t s (sounded s i r e n s , 
etc.) 

No 

Not ascertained 

10 5 5 5 6 
UU 66 80 79 68 

2 2 1 3 2 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Those people who knew of d r i l l s or t e s t s were asked what they thought 
of them and what they had learned from them. The f o l l o w i n g tables l i s t the 
responses given by members of the metropolitan sample. 

Table U2 

"What d i d you t h i n k of them ( d r i l l s or t e s t s ) ? " 

A t t i t u d e toward D r i l l s and Tests Metropolitan 

Favorable Comments 

Favorable, (general) 21$ 
People followed i n s t r u c t i o n s 3 
Other 1 

Unf avore.ble Comments 

No good, not worth a l l the trouble 6 
Respondent didn't pay much a t t e n t i o n 5 
People didn't f o l l o w i n s t r u c t i o n s 2 
Other $ 

Don't know 6 
Not ascertained 5 
Inapplicable - didn't know there were any d r i l l s or t e s t s U6 

100$ 



- Ul -

Table U3 

"Would you say you learned anything about c i v i l 
defense from them? What was i t you learned? " 

Things Learned' from C i v i l Defense Tests Metropolitan 

How to f o l l o w i n s t r u c t i o n s 8$ 
How to avoid panic -2 
Stay under cover 2 
Other s p e c i f i c things 1 
Other - general 7 
Nothing 29 
Don't know 1 • 

Not ascertained U 
Inapplicable - didn't know there were any d r i l l s or t e s t s U6 

100$ 



Chapter 5 

ATTITUDES TOWARD VOLUNTEERING 

Most Have Not Heard That Volunteers Are Needed 

An important source of concern to c i v i l defense a u t h o r i t i e s i s the 
small proportion of people who are e n r o l l e d as volunteers i n c i v i l defense 
organizations. In the current study only two percent of the n a t i o n a l 
sample reports that they are now p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n c i v i l defense. This 
shows a need f o r continued emphasis on the recruitment phase of the public 
information program. 

The i n i t i a l step i n a r e c r u i t i n g program i s p u b l i c i t y about the need 
f o r volunteers. I t i s seldom that an i n d i v i d u a l w i l l spontaneously o f f e r 
h i s services to c i v i l defense. He must be made to r e a l i z e that there i s a 
c i v i l defense organization i n h i s community and that they need more volun
t e e r s . 

Only one person i n four i n d i c a t e s any knowledge of a c i v i l defense 
r e c r u i t i n g campaign. A higher proportion of people i n metropolitan areas 
have heard requests f o r volunteers, but even here the proportion who know 
about r e c r u i t i n g i s l e s s than one-half. Table h5 shows that during the 
period between the two most recent surveys the percentage of metropolitan 
residents who knew about r e c r u i t i n g a c t u a l l y dropped off s i g n i f i c a n t l y . 

Table hh 

"Have ycu heard or ree.d anything asking 
people to get i n t o c i v i l defense work?" 

Small 
Metro Urban C i t y 

Small Town 
and Rural National 

Yes 
No, don't know 

h5% 
5h 

3h% 
66 

18$ 
80 

15% 
8U 

25% 
Ih 

Not ascertained 1 - 2 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

1 

100$ 
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Table 1*5 

Information about Recruitment August 1951 A p r i l 1952 

Had information 55$ 1*5$ 
Had no information 1*3 5U 

Hot ascertained 2 1 

100$ 100$ 

Most Have Not Thought of Volunteering 

A large majority of respondents say that they personally have not 
thought about volunteering. People i n r u r a l areas are l e s s apt to have 
thought about t h i s . 

Table Ij6 

"Have you ever thought about 
signing up f o r c i v i l defense? 

Small Small Town 
• Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Xes 19$ 17$ 16$ 9$ . 11*$ 
No 73 73 Ik 83 77 
Already i n CD 2 3 1 1 2 

Not ascertained 6 7 9- 7 7 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

C i t y People Less W i l l i n g to Volunteer 

To determine the, amount of acceptance of an a c t i v e recruitment program 
respondents were asked, "If you were asked to sign up to give 2 or 3 hours 
a week f o r at l e a s t s i x months learning about c i v i l defense, would you do i t ? " 
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Table 1*7 

Willingness to Small Small Town. 
Volunteer Metro Urban C i t y and Rural National 

Yes 26$ 29% 1*3$ 1*6$ 38$ 
Yes, q u a l i f i e d ; probably, 

think so, suppose so 17 22 2U 19 21 
Pro-con, might 2 2 1 1 1 
No, q u a l i f i e d ; probably 

not, don't think so 13 8 10 7 o 
No 37 3h 20 23 27 
Depends 3 2 1 1 1 
Already i n C i v i l Defense 1 2 - 1 1 

Don't know 1 1 1 1 1 
Not ascertained •* - 1 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

A greater proportion of people i n r u r a l communities express a w i l l i n g 
ness to volunteer than do people i n more densely populated areas. The 
reasons f o r t h i s difference are not too c l e a r and require f u r t h e r study. 

One l i k e l y explanation i s that an a c t i v e c i v i l defense program i n the 
l a r g e r c i t i e s gives many people the impression that t h e i r c i t y would already 
do a good job i n case of an attack, so there i s no need f o r them to o f f e r 
t h e i r s e r v i c e s ; while i n the l e s s prepared areas not so many people have 
t h i s sense of s e c u r i t y which l u l l s them i n t o passive i n d i f f e r e n c e . On the 
other hand i t may be that people i n the metropolitan areas have given more 
thought to the question and have come t o a d e f i n i t e d e c i s i o n , p o s i t i v e or 
negative, whereas r u r a l people, not having thought about the matter, are 
more apt to respond p o s i t i v e l y , i n an off-hand manner, j u s t because they 
were asked. A t h i r d possible reason may be that people i n l e s s populated 
areas f e e l a deeper community s p i r i t than do those i n the c i t i e s ; they may 
consider working i n c i v i l defense a matter of "being a good neighbor 

Table 1*8 suggests that the proportion of people who express w i l l i n g n e s s 
to volunteer f o r c i v i l defense job t r a i n i n g has decreased, rather than i n 
creased, during the period between the most recent surveys. The drop from 
71$ w i l l i n g to hh% w i l l i n g may not be so bad as i t appears, since i n the 
1952 survey the question included the phrase "sign up ", and thereby probably 
made the c r i t e r i o n f o r w i l l i n g n e s s more s t r i n g e n t than i t had been previously. 
( I n the f i r s t two studies respondents were merely asked: "How would you f e e l 
about g i v i n g a few hours a week f o r at l e a s t s i x months t c l e a r n t h i s kind 
of work?") Nevertheless, at l e a s t part of the difference can probably be 
a t t r i b u t e d to an increasing p u b l i c apathy toward the c i v i l defense program 
as the war emergency continues with no apparent d i r e c t threat to t h e i r c i t i e s . 
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Table U8 

(Metropolitan Sample only) 

Willingness to 
Volunteer f o r CD 

September 
1950 

August 
1951 

A p r i l 
1952 

• 

W i l l i n g (or already i n CD) 
Pro-con, depends 
Unwilling 

68$ 
3 

21 

71$ 
2 • 

2U 

hh% 
5 

50 

Don't know 
Not ascertained 8 3 

l 
•if 

100$ 100$ 100$ 

Reasons For Unwillingness 

Those people who d i d not express u n q u a l i f i e d w i l l i n g n e s s to p a r t i c i p a t e 
i n c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s were asked t h e i r reasons why: 

Table h9 

Reasons f o r 
Unwillingness to Small 
Give Time f o r CD Metro Urban C i t y R u r a l National 

Family r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 11$ 1$% 8$ 9% 11$ 
Not enough time . i s 13 8 6 10 
Occupation, hours 12 12 10 9 
Health 10 10 10 6 9 
Age 8 8 7 7 
Mo emergency, no need 

f o r CD 5 3 1 2 2 
Language problem 2 3 _ 1 
Distance, l o c a t i o n 1 3 1 3 2 
DK what work would 

involve 1 1 •if 1 1 
Other 7 h $ 6 5 

Not ascertained 8 10 i i 12 10 
Inapplicable, ( w i l l i n g 

to sign up or doesn't 
know whether w i l l i n g 
to s i g n up) 28 32 1*8 Uo 

•ittf -iBf 

Less than one-half of. one percent. 

* Totals more than 100$ because some respondents gave more than one answer. 
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Many Excuses For Not Joining C i v i l Defense 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that a large number of people express a 
w i l l i n g n e s s to p a r t i c i p a t e i n c i v i l defense, but only a small proportion 
have a c t u a l l y signed up. Is t h i s because they have never been approached, 
or are there other reasons? When respondents who expressed w i l l i n g n e s s to 
sign up were asked why they had not yet done so, more than h a l f i n d i c a t e d 
that they d i d not know of a l o c a l organization or of a need f o r volunteers, 

Table 50 

'Many people who are w i l l i n g to work i n c i v i l 
defense have not signed up. We x*ould l i k e to 
know why t h i s i s . Could you t e l l me why you 
have not volunteered f o r c i v i l defense yet? " 

Metro Urban 

Haven't been asked 
No place t o sign up, 

no l o c a l CD; didn't 
know about CD around 
here 

Too busy 
Local CD not organized, 

no r e c r u i t i n g going 
on 

No need f o r CD 
Job, occupation 
Family r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 
Health problems 
Apathy, neglect 
Too old 
Already doing s i m i l a r 

work 
Lack of a b i l i t y 
Didn't know where to 

sign up 

Don't know 
Not ascertained 

20% 

11 
10 

22% 

13 
5 

Small 
C i t y 

2h% 

h2 
5 

Small Town 
and Rural 

29% 

3k 
5 

National 

25% 

25 
6 

k 6 7 5 6 
6 3 2 6 5 
7 5 3 k . 5 
8 5 3 2 k 
5 k 3 2 3 
k 5 2 2 3 
3 2 1 3 2 

2 k 1 2 2 
1 1 1 2 1 

1 2 3 -V. 1 

1 2 1 2 1 
8 9 3 8 7 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

Totals l e s s than 100$ because some respondents were not asked the question, 
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Active Participation i n C i v i l Defense 

. Since i t i s important to know how many volunteers can be depended upon 
for active participation i n c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s , the following question 
was asked of a l l people who expressed a willingness to give time to c i v i l 
defense: "How about a r e a l l y active job where you would organize people i n 
this block (or community or apartment house) f o r c i v i l defense work and get 
tilings started; would you be w i l l i n g to do t h i s ? " 

Table 51 

Willingness to take 
active part i n c i v i l Small Small Town 
defense • Metro Urban City and Rural National 

Yes XU5S 18$ 32% 2h% 22? 
Yes, q u a l i f i e d : probably 
. would, think so, sup

pose so 9 11 12 17 13 
Pro-con, might 1 1 1 1 1 
No, q u a l i f i e d : probably 

won't, don't think 
I would 6 10 10 8 9 

No lU 13 10 lit 13 
Depends 1 1 2 1 1 
Already i n c i v i l defense 1 2 . - 1 - 1 

Don't know 1 ' 1 
Not ascertained 2 2 # 2 2 
Inapplicable - did not 

indicate willingness 
to sign up for c i v i l 
defense' training. . 52 hh 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 i n this chapter point out the fact that 
there are wide differences among people i n their ;ri.llingness to participate 
i n c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s . More than half the sample express unwillingness 
to give time to c i v i l defense. What are the characteristics which distinguish 
the w i l l i n g individuals from the unwilling? 
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Concern about war and willingness 

People who report that th&y are concerned about the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
another world wa.r are more l i k e l y to be w i l l i n g to volunteer. Those who 
f eel that the United States i s i n danger of enemy attack i n the event of 
war are also more likely* to express willingness. . 

Table 52 

Relation Between War Concern, 
and Willingness to Volunteer' 

(Metropolitan Sample only) 

Willingness 
Very Much 
Concerned Concerned" Not Concerned 

Completely 
Unconcerned 

Willing to give time 
Pro-con, depends 
Unwilling to give time 
Already i n CD 

50% 

5 
hi 
2 

h6% 
5 

h6 
2 

hh% 
h 

51 
i 

32$ 
5 

60 
1 

Don't know 
Not ascertained 

2 1 
-* 

* 1 
1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 
I f ls the p o s s i b i l i t y of a world war breaking out bothering or concerning 

you much or not? " 

Table 53 

Relation. Between Concern About 
Attack and Willingness" 1^ 

Willingness 

Willing to give time 
Pro-con, depends 
Unwilling to give time 
Already i n CD 

Don't know 
Not ascertained 

(Metropolitan Sample only) 

Concerned Not Concerned 
Very much 
Concerned 

53$ 
h 

h2 

100$ 

m 
6 

h3 
1 

1 
1 

100$ 

U3$ 
3 

52 
1 

1 

190$ 

Completely 
Unconcerned 

31$ 
9 

57 
2 

100$ 

# Less than one-half of one percent, 

'Would you say that you personally get at a l l concerned or bothered about 
any of these dangers (ways i n which an enemy might attack us)?" 
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Information l e v e l and willingness 

People who have an accurate notion of the meaning and purpose of c i v i l 
defense are more l i k e l y to express willingness to volunteer. 

Table 5U 

Relation between Understanding of 
" C i v i l Defense" and Willingness 

(Metropolitan Sample only) 

Generally accurate " Inaccurate or Complete Lack 
Willingness Understanding Vague Understanding of Understanding 

Willing to give time 
Pro-con, depends 
Unwilling to give time 
Already i n CD 

Don't know 
Mot ascertained 

51$ hl% Ul$ 
3 5 6 

hh 51 h9 
2 l • -

i 2 
• f t l 2 

100$ 100$: 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

! There i s evidence that people who have heard or read of their community's 
c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s are more w i l l i n g to give their time to c i v i l defense. 

Table 55 

Relation between Information about C i v i l Defense 
A c t i v i t y and Willingness"**"* 

(Metropolitan Sample only) 

Has Heard or Has not Heard or 
Willingness Read Something Read Anything 

Willing to give time 53$ kl% 
Pro-con, depends It 5 
Unwilling to give time 1*2 51 
Already i n c i v i l defense 1 1 

Don't know # 1 
Wot ascertained - 1 

100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

"Have you heard or read anything recently about what c i v i l defense i s 
doing or planning to do to protect your community?" 
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Evaluation of present c i t y set-up end willingness 

People who f e l t their community could do a good job i n the event of 
enemy attack were less l i k e l y to be w i l l i n g to volunteer than those who 
rated their c i t y set-up as inadequate. I t i s not immediately clear why 
this relationship exists. I t may.-be that people who rate their c i t y 
set-up high are operating at a l e v e l of wishful thinking — a b l i n d f a i t h 
i n c i t y o f f i c i a l s ' a b i l i t y to protect their citizens without any need for 
the citizens to participate actively themselves. If this i s the case, i t 
would indicate a need to convince these people that they have a f a l s e sense 
of security, that more active cooperation from citizens i s necessary f o r 
the achievement of a strong c i v i l defense organization. 

Table 56 

Relation between Evaluation of City's 
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 
Fro-con, depends 
Unwilling to give, time 
Already i n CD 

U2$ 
h 

51 
2 

56$ 
li 

37 
1 

26$ 
9 

63 
aa 

Don't know 
Hot ascertained 

1 1 
1 

1 
1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 

The data presented i n the preceding tables provide a clue to the manner 
i n which the general level of willingness may be raised. This may perhaps 
be best accomplished i f the civil-defense organizations keep citizens i n 
formed about their a c t i v i t i e s and plans, but at the same time emphasize the 
f a c t that the job i s f a r from being done, that the c i v i l defense set-up i s 
inadequate unless every c i t i z e n contributes his share. If people get the 
impression that the c i t y i s already well prepared, they are apt to think 
that their assistance i s not needed. 

Age and sex composition and willingness 

Other characteristics which appear to be related to willingness to p a r t i 
cipate i n c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s are age and sex. Men are more w i l l i n g than 
women to volunteer; i n addition, they express a greater willingness to take 
an active part i n c i v i l defense. In regard to age, people under hS are more 
l i k e l y to express willingness to volunteer. Age i s also a determining factor 
i n willingness to take an active part i n c i v i l defense. 
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Table 57 

Relation between Sex and 
Willingness to Volunteer 

(Metropolitan Sample only) 

Willingness Men Women 

Willing to give time U9% 39% 
Pro-con, depends 5 5 
Unwilling to give time hh 52 
Already i n c i v i l defense 2 l 

Don't know # 2 
Not ascertained • f t 1 

100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

Table 58 

Relation between Sex and Willingness 
to :Take an Active Job": 

(Metropolitan Sample only) 

Willingness Men Women 

Willing to take active part 29$ 19$ 
Pro-con, depends 2 1 

Unwilling to take active part 65 77 
Already i n c i v i l defense 2 l 

Don't know • f t 

Not ascertained 2 2 

100$ 100$ 

• f t 

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-UJU U5-59 60 and over 

Willing to give time 532 1x2% 28$ 
Pro-con, depends 3 1 6 3 
Unwilling to give time 1*8 38 50 68 
Already i n c i v i l defense 1 1 l -ft 

Don't know 1 l • f t 

Not ascertained - •ft - 1 

100$ 100$ ' 100$ 100$ 

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* W-59 60 and over 

Willing to take active part 28$ 29$ 22$ 10$ 
Pro-con, depends 1 1 2 -ft 

Unwilling to take active part 68 67 73 87 
Already i n c i v i l defense 1 1 1 • f t 

Don't- know • f t 
.?(. 

Not ascertained 2 2 2 3 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 
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ADDITIONAL TABLES 

Table 61 

"Have you signed up for c i v i l defense 
work i n the l a s t two years?'1 

Metro Urban Small City Rural National 

Yes 3$ 5% 1$ 2$ 3$ 
No 96 95 99 97 96 

Not ascertained 1 1 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less "than one-half of one percent. 

Table 62 

"Are you now i n c i v i l defense work of any sort?" 

Metro Urban Small City Rural National 

Yes 2$ 3$ 1$ 1$ 2$ 
No 97 95 99 98 97 

Not ascertained 1 2 - 1 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Table 63 

'!Do you know anybody doing work i n c i v i l defense? " 

Metro Urban Small C i t y Rural National 

Yes 17$ 17$ 10$ 7$ 12$ 
No 82 82 90 92 87 

Not ascertained 1 1 - 1 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 



- 5k -

Table 6h 

'Where did you hear (or read) i t (asking 
people to get into c i v i l defense work)? 

Metro 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 h 2 1 3 
Notices, posters 5 - f t - - • 1 
Organized groups 3 3 • f t 2 2 
Booklets, pamphlets 1 2 1 mm 1 

Don't know 1 • f t 2 1 1 
Not ascertained 2 1 1 1 1 
Inapplicable (had 

hot heard about 
re cruitment 55 66 83 85 75 

*-ft •ft* J/rft 

Totals more than 100$ because some respondents gave more than one answer. 

Table 65 

"Here i s a l i s t of jobs that people working f o r c i v i l defense w i l l be 
asked to do. Which of these would you be most l i k e l y to sign up for i f 
you; were asked to volunteer? What other things would you be willing..to:.do? 

M6tro Urban Small C i t y Rural Nation 

F i r e f i g h t i n g 10$ 10$ 15% 2$%' 13$ 
A i r r a i d or block warden 12 10 9 6 9 
Police work 8 5 13 11 9 
F i r s t aid and care of 

injured 26 27 32 27 28 
Ge t t i n g housing f o r 

people, taking care 
of children 31 32 37 U5 37 

Rebuilding, cleaning up 9 8 10 17 12 
Transportation work 16 17 27 2h . 21 
C l e r i c a l records, 

o f f i c e work 18 20 20 10 16 
Messenger service, 

communication 9 6 8 7 7 
Other 2 . 3 1 2 2 

Anything 12 12 2k 13 15 
Already i n CD 1 2 • f t 1 

Don't know • f t 1 - # • f t 

Unwilling to work i 
i n c i v i l defense 17 2h 10 11 15 

Not ascertained 2 •SI- 1 1 1 
• f t - f t •5H!- •ft* • f t - f t -ft* 

Less than one-half of one percent. 
* Totals more than 100$ because some respondents gave more than one answer. 



Chapter 6 

CITY DIFFERENCES 

City Differences Striking 

The number of interviews obtained from the larger metropolitan areas 
was s u f f i c i e n t to allow approximate comparisons among these c i t i e s . So i t 
i s possible to get an indication of the' c i t i e s i n which the c i v i l defense 
program has been more e f f e c t i v e . I t i s obvious from the tables that appear 
below that s t r i k i n g differences among c i t i e s do occur. This suggests that 
a well-organized and well publicized c i v i l defense program can have a decided 
effect on people's attitudes and information l e v e l . C i t i e s used for compari
son purposes include Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, New York, 
Philadelphia, St. Louis, and San Francisco-Oakland."* 

The reader should use considerable caution i n judging the r e l a t i v e merits 
of a city's program from the figures given here. No percentage figure com
puted from just a sample of the t o t a l population can be a perfectly precise 
estimate of the t o t a l population figure; even with .a very large sample, the 
estimate may be a few percentage points off, one way or the other, and the 
smaller the sample becomes (that i s , the smaller the number of people i n t e r 
viewed i n any one place), the larger this error might be. For example, 
there were 211 people interviewed i n New 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 c i t i e s . 

Understanding of C i v i l Defense 

A substantially higher proportion of New York residents understand the 
meaning of " c i v i l defense " than the average proportion f o r the other c i t i e s 
l i s t e d . * 

Table 66 

Understanding of • New Chi Phila • San . Los '•• St. Cleve 
" C i v i l Defense" York cago delphia Detroit Francisco Angeles Louis- land 

Generally accurate 70$ 60$ 60$ 58$ 55% Sh% 5156 
Inaccurate or vague 21 30 25 18 26 28 17 3h 

Don't know • 8 8 Hi 19 16 15 27 . 21 
Not ascertained 1 2 1 5 3 3 5 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100% 100$ 

In the remainder of this chapter, reference i s made to "San Francisco", but 
this term includes both San Francisco and Oakland. 



Knowledge of C i v i l Defense A c t i v i t i e s 

Residents of Chicago are less l i k e l y to have heard about the a c t i v i t i e s 
or plans of their c i v i l defense organization. Although a substantial pro
portion of Chicago residents are f a m i l i a r with the meaning of " c i v i l defense" 
(see Table 66), only a very small percent report any c i v i l defense a c t i v i t y 
i n their c i t y . 

Table 67 

Heard about San New St. Cleve- Los P h i l a - Chi-
CD A c t i v i t y ? Francisco York Detroit Louis land Angeles delphia cago 

Yes 36% 33% 32% 31% 2h% 19% 18$ 1% 
No 6h 67 66 69 76 81 82 92 

Not ascertained - * 2 -

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

* Less than one-half of one percent.-

Information about Personal Safety Measures 

One index of the degree to which c i v i l defense organizations are keeping 
the public informed i s the proportion of people who report hearing about ways 
to protect themselves i n an atomic bomb attack. Residents of San Francisco 
and New York are more l i k e l y to know about means of personal protection than 
are people i n other large c i t i e s . 

100$ 100$ 

Table 68 

Information on San New P h i l a - Chi- Los Cleve- St. 
Personal Protection Francisco York delphia Detroit cago Angeles land Louis 

Had information 93$ 92$ 83$ 80$ 77$ 77$ 75$ 70$ 
Had no i n f ormation 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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C i v i l Defense A c t i v i t i e s i n Schools and Places of Employment 

In New York and San Francisco more than h a l f of the respondents mention 
c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s which the schools are conducting. The proportion 
i s considerably lower i n other c i t i e s , e s p e c i a l l y i n Chicago and S t , Louis. 
A s i m i l a r pattern e x i s t s f o r knowledge of c i v i l defense i n places of employ
ment. 

Table 69 

C i v i l Defense A c t i  San New P h i l a  Cleve Los St. Chi 
v i t i e s i n Schools Francisco York delphia land D e t r o i t Angeles Louis cago 

D r i l l s 2h% 35% 26$ 16$ 16$ 12$ 10$ Hi$ 
Teaching c h i l d r e n 

how to protect 
themselves 26 Hi 13 16 9 17 11 6 

Sending pamphlets 
home - 2 - - 5 1 6 2 

R e g i s t r a t i o n , 
enrollment 3 3 - 2 - - - -

Other 3 1 3 h 6 . 5 - 1 

Not ascertained 2 2 2 3 h 3 6 _ 

Don't know of any 
a c t i v i t i e s U2 1*3 •56 59 60 62 67 77 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Table 70 

C i v i l Defense 
A c t i v i t i e s at Places New San Los P h i l a  Cleve St. Chi
of Employment Ibrk F r a n c i SCO Angeles delphia land D e t r o i t Louis cago 

S p e c i f i c c i v i l defense 
preparations 1658 3$ 3% h% - 2$ 1$ 

I n s t r u c t i o n s , t r a i n i n g 6 13 h 2 8$ 6$ 3 2 
Pamphlets, posters i i 1 - 2 1 1 2 2 
Meetings, unspecified 1 - 1 - 1 — - 1 
Recruiting of volun

teers - - - 1 1 1 _ 

Other measures h 3 2 1 i i _ 3 
Some a c t i v i t y , don't 

know what 2 i 2 2 1 _ 2 -
No a c t i v i t y 60 78 81 81 80 73 87 91 

Don't know 6 _ h 5 7 11 2 
Not ascertained 1 - 2 1 - h 2 -

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 
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Knowledge of R e c r u i t i n g Program 

People i n the New York and San Francisco areas are more l i k e l y t o know 
about requests f o r volunteers i n c i v i l defense. Only about one Chicago r e s i 
dent i n s i x and one St* Louis resident i n f i v e has heard of r e c r u i t i n g 
programs• 

Table 71 

Heard about 
Recruiting? 

New San 
York Francisco D e t r o i t 

Cleve
land 

P h i l a - Los St. 
delphia Angeles Louis 

Chi
cago 

Yes 68$ 62$ 53$ 50$ 38$ 32$ 19$ 16$ 
No 32 37 UJU 50 62 68 81 m 

Not ascertained - 1 3 - - - - -
100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Volunteering f o r C i v i l Defense 

New York ranks highest i n the proportion of people who have thought about 
signing up f o r c i v i l defense, while Chicago and S t . Louis residents are l e a s t 
l i k e l y to have given thought to t h i s matter. This may possible be explained 
by the- lack of knowledge of c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s i n the two l a t t e r c i t i e s . 

Table 72 

Thought about New Cleve P h i l a  San Los St, Chi
Volunteering? York land delphia Franciscc 5 D e t r o i t Angeles j Lpuis cago 

Yes 28$ 25$ 22$ 21$ 18$ 15$ 13$ 7$ 
No 63 61 72 70 65 81 83 92 
Already volunteered 6 3 3 9 2 - 2 -

Not ascertained •3 11 3 - 15 h 2 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that while New Yorkers are more l i k e l y to have 
thought about signing up f o r c i v i l defense, a smaller proportion of them ex
press w i l l i n g n e s s to volunteer than do residents of other large c i t i e s . One 
may speculate that t h i s i s due to the f a c t that New Yorkers, i n thinking 
about signing up, have come to a d e f i n i t e d e c i s i o n , p o s i t i v e or negative, 
while residents of other c i t i e s are considering the question f o r the f i r s t 
time and do not r e a l i z e what volunteering w i l l demand of them. But there i s 
i n s u f f i c i e n t evidence to support t h i s speculation at the present time. 
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Table 73 

W i l l i n g to P h i l a  Cleve Los Chi San St. New 
Volunteer? delphia land D e t r o i t Angeles cago Francisco Louis York 

Yes 56$ 55% 51$ 1*7$ U7$ hl% 1*1$ 31*$ 
Pro-con, might, 

depends 3 3 9 5 6 10 3 3 
Ho Uo U l 36 1*5 1*7 1*6 51* 60 
Already i n c i v i l 

defense - - - 2 - 3 i 2 

Don't know i _ 1 1 _ _ 1 
Not ascertained - 1 3 - - - -

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

Evaluation of Present C i t y Set-up 

Residents of Cleveland, Chicago, and Los Angeles are l e s s o p t i m i s t i c 
than people i n other - c i t i e s about t h e i r c i t y ' s a b i l i t y to' take care of c i t i 
zens a f t e r an atomic attack. People i n New York, P h i l a d e l p h i a , and San 
Francisco express greater than average optimism, but even i n these three 
c i t i e s l e s s than h a l f of the respondents f e e l t h a t t h e i r c i t y set-up i s 
adequate• 

One should note the large percentage of people who admit that they don't 
know how w e l l t h e i r c i t y i s set-up. This may be considered another i n d i c a t i o n 
of lack of information about c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s . 

Table 71* 

Rating of New P h i l a - San St. Los Chi- Cleve-
C i t y Set-up York delphia Francisco Louis D e t r o i t Angeles cago land 

Good job 
Pro-con 
Poor job 

U2JS 
6 

31 

hl% 
6 

3h 

ho% 
10 

26 

31$ 
11 
h$ 

29$ 
11 
hi 

23$ 
7 

h3 

23$ 19$ 
6 3 

37 1*9 

Don't know 
Not ascertained 

18 
3 

16 
3 

21 
3 

13 
h 

2h 
3 

3h 22 
* 7 

100$ 100$ 100$ - 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent 
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Knowledge of D r i l l s and Tests 

Within the past year, major c i v i l defense d r i l l s have been held i n Hew 
York C i t y and San F r a n c i s c o . * . A small f r a c t i o n of the people i n these two 
c i t i e s do not know that the d r i l l s have taken place. 

Table 75 

Knowledge of 
Occurrence of 
D r i l l s or Tests 

New San 
York Francisco 

C h i 
cago 

Cleve
land 

Los 
Angeles 

P h i l a 
delphia D e t r o i t 

St. 
Louis 

Yes, had d e f i n i t e 
d r i l l s 77$ lh% 32$ 31$ 17$ i$% 12$ 11$ 

Yes, had only minor 
t e s t s (sounded 
s i r e n s , etc.) 6 16 7 26 9 15 22 6 

No 10 61 37 71 69 60 76 

Don !t know 2 _ 3 2 _ 2 5 
Not ascertained 1 - - 3 1 1 1* 2 • 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

"* A major d r i l l was also held i n Boston, but there were not enough interviews 
taken i n Boston to allow comparisons with other c i t i e s . 

Respondents who reported that d r i l l s had taken place i n t h e i r c i t i e s 
were asked what they thought of them. In New York the r a t i o of favorable 
comments to unfavorable ones i s about three to one. In San Francisco, 
there are almost as many unfavorable comments as favorable ones, e s p e c i a l l y 
comments to the e f f e c t that c i t i z e n s d i d not pay a t t e n t i o n to i n s t r u c t i o n s . 
Minor d r i l l s held i n Cleveland appear to have been regarded unfavorably, 
since adverse comments outweigh favorable ones by a r a t i o of four to one. 
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Table 76 

A t t i t u d e toward New San Chi- Cleve- Los P h i l a - St. 
D r i l l s and Tests York Francisco cagq land Angeles delphia D e t r o i t Louis 

Favorable Comments 

Favorable (general) 1*3$ 33% h% 9% 9% 10% 15% 5% 
People followed 

i ns t r uc t i ons 9 1 * - - - - -
Others * 3 1 - 1- - - 3 

Unfavorable Comments 

No good, not worth 
the trouble 3 10 8 31 3 3 1 3 

Respondent didn't 
pay much a t t e n t i o n 6 6 7 - 2 3 l l 5 

People didn't f o l l o w 
i n s t r u c t i o n s 1* 13 - • - 1 - - -

Other 6 7 12 6 2 2 2 

Don't know 5 7 i i 1 h 1 2 3 
Not ascertained 8 7 3 3 2 10 6 -
Inapplicable - didn't 

know there were any 
d r i l l s or t e s t s 16 10 61 h3 73 71 67 82 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 1005 

Less than one-half of one percent. 

Knowledge of the A i r Raid Warning S i g n a l 

As one might expect, residents of San Francisco and New York, where 
major d r i l l s were h e l d r e c e n t l y , are more l i k e l y to know what the warning 
s i g n a l i s than residents of most other c i t i e s ; although P h i l a d e l p h i a a l s o ' 
has a sizeable proportion of accurate responses. 

Table 77 

Nature of New San Los P h i l a - Cleve- C h i - St. 
Response York Francisco Angeles delphia land cago D e t r o i t Louis 

Correct knowledge 
of warning s i g n a l 32$ 2U$ 3$ ."i0$ 3$" 17$ h% 2$ 

Know there i s some 
sort of s i g n a l 58 61 61 32 1*3 32 ho 22 

Don't know 10 11 33 37 51 51 52 7h 
Not ascertained - 1* 3 1 3 - 2 -

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 
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O v e r a l l E f f e c t of Major D r i l l s 

New York and San Francisco rank above other metropolitan areas i n 
several respects. People i n these c i t i e s are more l i k e l y to have heard . 
about r e c r u i t i n g programs. They are more l i k e l y to have information about 
personal safety measures i n the event of an atomic attack. A l a r g e r pro
p o r t i o n of these people report c i v i l defense a c t i v i t i e s at school and work. 
They are more l i k e l y to rate t h e i r c i t y set-up adequate than residents of 
other c i t i e s . 

A greater proportion of New York and San Francisco respondents mention 
that major d r i l l s have taken place, and t h e i r evaluations of the d r i l l s are 
i n general more favorable than those given by respondents i n other c i t i e s . 
A much smaller proportion of New York and San Francisco residents report 
that they do not know what the warning s i g n a l i s . F i n a l l y , these people 
are l e s s l i k e l y to be w i l l i n g to volunteer f o r c i v i l defense than the average 
c i t y r e s i d e n t . 

Are these differences between New York and San Francisco r e s i d e n t s , 
and residents of the other c i t i e s , a consequence of the c i v i l defense d r i l l s ? 
At f i r s t glance t h i s would appear to be so, but other data show that some 
of these differences existed even before the d r i l l s took place. Respondents 
from these same c i t i e s were asked some of the same questions on the survey 
of August, l°5l» Results of that study a l s o show that, even then, people 
from New York and San Francisco were more l i k e l y to assign a good r a t i n g to 
t h e i r c i t y set-up and to be l e s s w i l l i n g to volunteer f o r c i v i l defense work. 
In other words, with respect to these questions people e x h i b i t e d the same 
pattern of a t t i t u d e s before and a f t e r the d r i l l s . 

So, i t i s not possible at present to assess the e f f e c t s of the d r i l l s 
i n "anywhere near adequate fashion. They undoubtedly increased p u b l i c know
ledge of c l o s e l y r e l a t e d aspects of c i v i l defense, such as the a i r r a i d 
warning s i g n a l . But whether they had a p o s i t i v e or negative e f f e c t - or no 
e f f e c t at a l l - on more complex a t t i t u d e s , such as extent of concern about 
war and bombing, or the perceived urgency of c i v i l defense, cannot be ans
wered without more i n t e n s i v e study of the communities both before and a f t e r 
major d r i l l s . 
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Table 78 

"Now, speaking f o r y o u r s e l f , how l i k e l y do you think 
i t i s that we're i n f o r another world war?" 

Chi Cleve Los P h i l a  St. San New 
L i k e l i h o o d of War cago land D e t r o i t Angeles delphia Louis Francisco York 

Very l i k e l y , no 
question about i t 13$ 13$ 7$ 11$ 22$ u*$ 19$ 9$ 

L i k e l y , probably 33 28 25 21 28 33 31* 30 
Pro-con, maybe, 50-50 

chance, depends 3 15 15 18 5 11 13 u* 
U n l i k e l y , probably 

not ho 29 25 30 29 25 21 30 
Very u n l i k e l y , abso

l u t e l y not 3 1 2 3 3 - 1 3 
Already i n another 

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

wishes and hopes 1 h • 1 1 1 2 - 1 

Don't know 5 10 20 12 11 10 6 9 
Not ascertained l - 5 2 - 3 3 3 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Table 79 

"Is the p o s s i b i l i t y of a world war breaking 
out bothering or concerning you much or not? " 

Chi Cleve Los P h i l a  S t . San New 
Amount of Concern cago l a n d D e t r o i t Angeles delphia Louis F r a n c i s c o York 

Very much concerned 9$ 15% 11$ Q% 16$ 11$ 11$ 9$ 
Concerned, a l i t t l e 

concerned 21* hh 2k 30 • U0 k2 31 38 
Not concerned, not 

bothered 51 35 52 13 32 33 39 1*0 
Complete lack of 

concern, d e f i n i t e l y 
unconcerned 16 3 9 . 3.5 6 H i 13 11 

Don't know _ 1 1 1 _ 

Not ascertained - 3 3 3 5 - 6 2 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100% 100$ 100$ 100$ 



Table 80 

"How do you f e e l about the a b i l i t y of the armny, navy, and 
a i r forces to protect our c i t i e s i n case they are attacked?" 

Extent of 
P r o t e c t i o n 

Chi- Cleve-
cago land 

Los P h i l a - St. San New 
D e t r o i t Angeles delphia Louis Francisco York 

Very good 13$ 8$ 13$ 16$ 8$ 23$ ' 16$ 
Good 55 U6 5h Uo 5U h3 hi 
Pro-con 3 6 3 3 3 5 3 2 
Poor 18 19 15 l U Hi 16 1U 13 
Very poor - 1 - 1 - 5 - 1 
Depends 1 - i h 3 5 1 h 

Don ft know 6 12 12 16 hh 6 9 1 
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 t r i e d to make a surprise attack on 
c i t i e s l i k e Chicago, P h i l a d e l p h i a , and Washington: How many of 
the enemy planes do you think would get through and bomb our 
c i t i e s ? Would you think most of them would get through, only a 
few would get through or what? " 

No, of Planes That Chi Cleve Los P h i l a - St. San New 
Could Get Through cago land D e t r o i t Angeles delphia Louis Francisco York 

A l l mm 2$ 2% . 
Most 10% 6% k% 15 8$ 9 6% IS 
Many 3 7 3 2 2 5 - 5 
Half 6 h 3 1 3 2 3 a 
Some 6 12 8 5 6 8 6 i i 
Few h6 U6 62 Uo 58 57 • 61 hi 
None 19 6 2 6 12 5 7 12 

Don't know, 
depends 6 15 11 23 7 9 l U 13 

Not ascertained U U 7 6 U 3 3 7 

100$ ioo$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ loojs 
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Table 82 

"Hoi* about a r e a l l y active job where you would organize people i n 
t h i s block (or community, or apartment house) f o r c i v i l defense 
work and get things s t a r t e d ; would you be w i l l i n g to do t h i s ? 
( I f R says there already i s a warden i n h i s block) W e l l , would 
you be w i l l i n g to help i n out him organizing the b l o c k ? " 

Willingness to take 
a c t i v e part i n c i v i l 
defense 

Chi Cleve- Los P h i l a - St. San New 
cae;o land D e t r o i t Angeles delphia Louis Francisco York 

Yes 12$ 15$ H*$ 13$ 1W •11$ 13$ 16? 
Yes, q u a l i f i e d : 

probably would, 
think so, suppose so h 10 10 7 13 7 9 

Pro-con, might 
Mo, q u a l i f i e d : prob

ably won't, don't 

- - - 2 - 1 1 # Pro-con, might 
Mo, q u a l i f i e d : prob

ably won't, don't 

Pro-con, might 
Mo, q u a l i f i e d : 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 i n c i v i l 

defense - - - 2 - 1 3 3 

Don't know 1 1 1 
Not ascertained 2 6 . h 2 1 5 h -
Inapplicable - d i d 

not i n d i c a t e w i l l 
ingness t o sign up 
f o r c i v i l defense 
t r a i n i n g h9 hh 1*5 1*8 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

1*3 51* 

100$ 100$ 

53 62 

100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 



Chapter 7 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RURAL POPULATION 

The Problem of R u r a l C i v i l Defense 

For the f i r s t time i n the s e r i e s of three surveys on p u b l i c reactions 
to c i v i l defense, i t was possible i n A p r i l , 1°5>2, to expand the scope of 
the study beyond the metropolitan population and i n v e s t i g a t e the character
i s t i c s of people l i v i n g outside of the eleven l a r g e s t c i t i e s . I t would be 
p r o f i t a b l e to undertake a d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s of the respondents i n each of 
the three non-metropolitan population groups i n d i c a t e d i n the tables of 
previous chapters. But f o r the purposes of t h i s report, we s h a l l concentrate 
oh the extreme r u r a l group only* 

The reason that the r u r a l group i s of p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t i s that the 
areas i n which these people reside present unique problems f o r c i v i l defense. 
I t i s h i g h l y u n l i k e l y that they would be the d i r e c t targets of enemy attack 
i n the event of war. E f f e c t s of bombing would be l a r g e l y secondary: c e r t a i n 
kinds of weapons - chemical or b a c t e r i o l o g i c a l - might spread from t h e i r 
primary urban targets to r u r a l areas; residents of bombed or endangered c i t i e s 
might be evacuated to the country, and thus put a severe s t r a i n on transporta
t i o n , food, and housing f a c i l i t i e s of r u r a l areas. 

So a primary c i v i l defense job i n the open country might w e l l be that of 
conditioning the residents to the idea of a mass overflow from the c i t i e s and 
e n l i s t i n g t h e i r help i n preparing to take care of evacuees, rather than 
teaching them what to do i f the a i r r a i d alarm sounds. 

The Rural Sample 

Of the estimated 20 m i l l i o n adults l i v i n g i n open country areas, 1^0 
were interviewed i n the present survey. I t may seem unwarranted to t a l k 
about -the e n t i r e r u r a l population from data on only lf>0 cases, but the 
s c i e n t i f i c sampling procedure of the Survey Research Center was set up to 
enable us to do j u s t that. These interviews were scattered at random 
through 16 s t a t e s , 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, w i t h i n the l i m i t s of "sampling e r r o r " - which 
have been c a l c u l a t e d p r e c i s e l y - i t i s possible to say that the character
i s t i c s reported here very l i k e l y represent accurately those of the e n t i r e 
r u r a l population. This does not mean that any p a r t i c u l a r country s e t t l e 
ment i s represented by these figures - there are wide deviations and many 
a t y p i c a l cases - but, f o r the country as a whole, and on the average, these 
r e s u l t s may be regarded as accurate. 



Preliminary Findings from the Survey 

Some people have expressed the notion that there exists a wide cleavage 
of interest between urban and r u r a l residents - to the extent of mutual 
resentment - which would make rural;people extremely unsympathetic with the 

problems of "city f o l k s " and unwilling to help them out i n time of c r i s i s . 
This may be true i n a very broad sociological sense, but, i n the realm of 
c i v i l defense, at least, the present study f a i l e d to detect such a cleavage. 
Rural respondents reacted overwhelmingly i n favor of the suggestion that 
they be ready to help c i t y residents i n time of war disaster. 

Table 83 

"If (nearby c i t y ) were bombed there would be a l o t of 
homeless people. How do you think people farther out here i n the 
country would f e e l agout taking care of them i n their homes?" 

Reaction 

Very favorable 1*0$ 
Favorable U2 
Favorable, with qualifications 7 
Neutral or unfavorable 1 

Don't know 5 
Not ascertained 5 

100$ 

Table 8U 

"Another plan i s that people around here would get prepared to 
get into other parts of the country after an a i r r a i d and help 
c i t i e s that had been bombed. How would you f e e l about t h i s ? " 

Reaction 

Very favorable 10$ 
Favorable » I4.6 
Favorable, with qualifications 20 
Neutral or unfavorable 13 

Don't know 8 
Not ascertained * 3 

100$ 
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Tables i n previous chapters which compared r u r a l respondents with those 
of other population groups showed that the former were considerably less 
informed about matters which had been heavily publicized i n the larger c i t i e s 
(such as meaning of " C i v i l Defense," personal protective measures or a i r r a i d 
warning signals), but that on topics which had received less active p u b l i c i t y 
(such as mortality radius of atomic bombs, extent of protection from a i r 
attack or b i o l o g i c a l and chemical warfare) the differences were very small 
or non-existent. 

While less than 10$ of the r u r a l people have heard of any c i v i l defense 
a c t i v i t y "around here," two-fifths of them think that c i v i l defense i s needed. 

Table 85 

'Well, do you think there r e a l l y i s any need to have a 
c i v i l defense set-up around here at the present time? 

Yes, d e f i n i t e l y k% 
Yes 35 
Pro-con k 
No 38 
No, d e f i n i t e l y 7 

Don't know 9 
Not ascertained 3 

100$ 

The most frequent reasons for having a c i v i l defense organization had to 
do with the "need to be prepared"; while nearly a l l the reasons for not having 
one were "because there's no danger around here." Few respondents reported 
spontaneously any concern over urban residents or anticipated a need to take 
care of them i n the event of enemy attack. Before the s p e c i f i c questions 
reported i n tables 83 and Bk9 interviewers asked them i f they thought i t 
l i k e l y that any place nearby would be bombed, and i f so, how would i t affect 
them. A negligible proportion volunteered the suggestion that c i t y people 
might be evacuated to t h e i r areas. So i t i s probably f a i r to say that, 
while r u r a l people express great willingness to do that kind of a job when 
they are asked s p e c i f i c i a l l y about i t , they haven't yet given the problem 
much thought. Whether or not further consideration of the d i f f i c u l t i e s i n 
volved would make them less w i l l i n g i s a question which can't be answered 
at present. 
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Table 86 

"How l i k e l y do you think i t i s that any place i n t h i s state 
or area would be bombed i f war were to break out?" 

Very l i k e l y 7$ 
Likely 51 
Perhaps 8 
Unlikely 19 
Very unlikely 1 

Don't know 9 
Not ascertained 5 

100$ 

Table 67 

"If any of these places were bobbed, do you think i t 
would affect people l i v i n g right around here?" 

Yes, d e f i n i t e l y 15$ 
Yes; yes, q u a l i f i e d • 29 
No; no, qualified l l i 
No, d e f i n i t e l y 2 

Don't know 2 
Not ascertained ii 
Inapplicable - respondent did not mention 

places l i k e l y to be bombed 3h 

100$ 

Table 88 

"How would i t a f f e c t them? " 

EconoToic e f f e c t s : food, supplies, jobs, prices "around 
here "; lose market i n the c i t y lit 

Heighten anxiety of people around here 8 
City people would be evacuated; we would take care of them 7 
Effects of weapons used i n the c i t y might spread to here -

gas, poisoned water, etc. 5 
Disrupt transportation k 
Weapons might be used here d i r e c t l y 2 
They might need help i n the c i t y 2 
Other effects k 

Don't know ' 2 
Not ascertained 5 
Inapplicable - respondent did not anticipate any effects 

or did not mention places l i k e l y to be bombed $2 

Totals more than 100$ because some respondents mentioned more than one 
poss.ible e f f e c t . 
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ADDITIONAL T/:BLFS 

Table 89 

(Rural Only) 

"In the l a s t year or so, have you read or heard anything about the 
effects of atomic bombs; that i s , what happens when an atomic 
bomb explodes? What sort of things have you read or heard?" 

Physical destructive power 22$ 
Extent of k i l l i n g , death, injury 20 
Test, experiments 12 

.Radiation effects .8 
Heat effects, burns 6 
Protective measures 5 
Destruction of animal l i f e , vegetation 3 
Other - 5 
Heard something, DK what 5 

Heard nothing 32 
Not ascertained h 

* Totals more than 100$ because some respondents gave more than one answer. 

Table 90 

(Rural Only) 

'"Have you seen or heard of anything going 
on i n c i v i l defense around here?" 

Yes 8$ 
No 69 

Not ascertained > 3 

100$ 
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Table 91 

'Why ( i s a c i v i l defense set-up needed -
or not needed - around here)?" 

REASONS FOR HAVING CIVIL DEFENSE 

Need to be prepared 27$ 
Need to be educated, or to know what to do 8 
So we can help others ( c i t i e s ) 2 
Other reasons 2 

Don't know 1 
Not ascertained 3 

REASONS FOR NOT HAVING CIVIL DEFENSE 

No 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 h 

Don't know 1 
Not ascertained 2 

Don*t know or not ascertained 
whether there i s need for 
c i v i l defense or not 12 

100$ 

Table 92 

(Rural Only) 

(If respondent mentioned no places that were l i k e l y 
to be bombed) "If (nearest c i t y ) were bombed, do 
you think i t would affect people l i v i n g around here? 

Yes d e f i n i t e l y 2$ 
Yes 13 
No ' 7 
No, d e f i n i t e l y 3 

Don't know 6 
Not ascertained 7 
Inappropriate — question not asked since 

respondent had mentioned places l i k e l y 
to be bombed (see Table 87) 62 

100$ 
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Table 93 

(Rural Only) 

"How would i t affect them?" (If the c i t y 
mentioned by interviewer were bombed) 

Heighten anxiety of people around here; 
they would get excited £$ 

City people would be evacuated; we would 
take care of them 3 

Other effects 7• 

Don't know 
Not ascertained 
Inappropriate - respondent had mentioned 

c i t i e s so his response was included i n 
Table 88, or else effects were not 
anticipated 77 

Totals more than 100$ because some people mentioned more than one e f f e c t . 
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DEMOGRAPHICDATA 
CIVIL DEFENSE STUDY 

APRIL 1952 

The sample was distributed geographically as follows: 

a) 11 major c i t i e s : 97l* interviews 

b) C i t i e s over 50,000 population and metropolitan suburbs: 186 
interviews 

c) C i t i e s between 2,500 and 50,000 population: 1U7 interviews 

d) Towns under 2,500 population and r u r a l (there were 150 r u r a l 
interviews): 252 interviews 

Demographic percentages for these four population groups are pre
sented i n the following tables, together with the percentages for the t o t a l 
national sample. 

1. SEX 
Metro Urban 

Small 
City 

Small Town 
and Rural National 

Male kh% 38$ 1*8$ 1*8$ 1*5* 

Female 56 62 .52 52 55 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

2. RACE 
• 

White 88$ 92$ 88$ 93% 89* 

Negro 11 6 9 h 9 

Other 1 1 1 1 1 

Not ascertained - 1 2 2 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 
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Demographic Data (continued) 

3. AGE Metro Urban 

21-25 .8$ 8$ 

26-29 8 9 

30-31* 15 12 

35-39 10 12 

kO-Uk 12 12 

1*5-1*9 11 ' 10 

50-51* 8 10 

55-59 8 9 

60-61* 7 8 

65 & over 12 10 

Not ascertained 1 # 

100$ 100$ 

1*. MARITAL STATUS 

Married 71$ 77$ 

Divorced, separated 5 2 

Widowed 11 11* 

Single 13 7 

Not ascertained •# -

100$ 100$ 

5. NUMBER OP CHILDREN 

None 5W 1*8$ 

One 19 17 

Two 16 18 

Three 7 11 

Four 2 3 

Five 1 2 

Six or more 1 1 

100$ 100$ 

Small 

'•City 
Small Town 

andvRural National 

Il*$ -5$ 8$ 

7 6 7 

12 15 15 

11 H* 11 

7 9 11 

8 12 10 

9 l l 9 

7 6 7 . 

5 7 / • 

19 13 Ik 

1 2 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 

75$ 85$ 73$ 

3 2 1* 

15 9 12 

7 I* 11 

100$ 100$ 100$ 

1*9$ 31*$ 51$ 

17 17 20 

H* . 21 16 

11 11 8 

5 8 • 3 

2 3 1 

2 6 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 
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6. AGES OF CHILDREN 

Metro Urban 
Small 

City 
Small Town 

and Rural National 

a) 0-5 y rs. 135* Hi* . 16$ 12$ 1U$ 

b) 6-11 yrs. 7 10 3 5 7 

c) 12-17 yrs. 5 5- 7 8 5 

d) 18-20 yrs. it 3 U u !, 

e) both a) and b) 7 8 6 12 7 

f ) both a) and c) 1 2 - 1 1 1 

g) both b) and c) 3 it 3 7 ot 

h) both c) and d) 2 1 h k 
e\ 
C 

i ) other com
binations u 5 7 13 6 

No children 51 lt8 h9 3k 51 

1C0$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

7. NUMBER OF ADULTS 
IN HOUSEHOLD 

One 16% 13$ 12$ 10$ 1% 

Two 62 67 70 77 65 

Three lit lit lit 9 13 

Four 5 5 3 2 5 

Five 2 1 1 2 2 

Six or more 1 -
100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ ' 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 
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8. OCCUPATION 

Metro Urban 
Small 

City 
Small Town 

and Rural Nation* 

Professional and 
s emi -prof ess ional 8$ 12$ 7$ 6$ 8$ 

Self-employed busi
nessmen and artisans 
managers & o f f i c i a l s 

• 

13 Hi 13 8 ' 12 

C l e r i c a l & sales; 
buyers agents & 
brokers 19 12 lit 5 ' i f'\ 

S k i l l e d ; semiskilled 30 31* 26 21* 

Unskilled; service 
workers; farm 
laborers U* 12 12 10 

Protective service; 
armed forces 1 1 1 1 

Unemployed 2 2 1 2 ri 
i . 

Farm operators - 1 7 31 5 

Retired 7 9 10 8 7 

Housewives 3 U 7 1* 3 

Students 1 - - 1 

Not ascertained 2 2 1 2 2 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

9. INCOME 

Under $2000 11$ 11$ 18$ 21*$ 13$ 

&2000-2999 16 16 21* 20 17 

$3000-3999 25 22 15 22 23 

$UOOO-U999 19 23 19 17 19 

$5000-7500 18 18 15 9 17 

Over §7500 8 9 5 $ 7 

Don't know 1 •1 2 2 2 

Not ascertained 2 - 2 1 2 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 
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10, EDUCATION 

Metro Urban 
Small 

C i t y 
Small Town 

and Rural Nations 

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 
school 16 19 17 17 17 

High school incom
p l e t e , plus non-
college t r a i n i n g 5 l l 3 l i 5 

Completed high 
school, plus non-
college t r a i n i n g 8 9 10 5 8 

Some college 9 7 8 1* 8 

Completed college 7 11 7 3 7 

Not ascertained 1 - 1 1 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100% 100$ 

11. RELIGION 

Protestant k2% 6u$ 82$ 89$ 53% 

C a t h o l i c h3 33 13 10 35 

Jewish 12 3 1 -fc 9 

Other 2 2 •* ' 2 

No preference 1 1 1 1 

Not ascertained 1 •* •a-

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Less than one-half of one percent. 
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APPENDBC B 

When percentages-from a sample of .people'are used to estimate-the per
centages f o r a t o t a l population, there i s always a p o s s i b i l i t y of e r r o r . 
However, when s c i e n t i f i c sampling procedures are used t h i s margin of error 
can be c a l c u l a t e d . For most of the percentages reported i n the various 
t a b l e s , t h i s error i s n e g l i g i b l e (not over 5$)« But the smaller the sample 
of people, the l a r g e r the p o s s i b l e error becomes. So f o r c i t i e s , i n which 
the numbers of people interviewed were 200 or l e s s , i t i s necessary to exer
c i s e p a r t i c u l a r caution i n i n t e r p r e t i n g the r e s u l t s from samples. For t h i s 
reason the f o l l o w i n g table of "sampling e r r o r s " i s appended. I t may be 
read as f o l l o w s : 'Whenever a f i g u r e of around 75$ appears f o r D e t r o i t , i t 
w i l l probably* not be i n e r r o r by more than 10$." 

C i t y I f the Percentage Reported i s Around: 

50$ 25$ or 75$. 10$ or 90$ 

Then the range of- "sampling e r r o r " i s w i t h i n : 

Chicago 11$ 10$ 7$ 

Cleveland 15 13 9 

D e t r o i t 12 10 7 

Los Angeles 11 10 7 

P h i l a d e l p h i a 11 10 7 

St. Louis 15 13 9 

San Francisco-Oakland 15 13 9 

New York 8 7 5 

"Probably" here means that the chances are only 1 i n 20 that the f i g u r e i s 
more than 10$ o f f . I f one i s s a t i s f i e d with a greater chance of being 
wrong - one chance i n three, that i s - then he can d i v i d e the percentages 
i n .the table by two. 


