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view of public attitudes during the past 25 years. Public attitude findings are summarized
under such topics as the international context, threat perception, general favorability,
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survival resource, response to warning, and training and education impact. Findings are
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~~~~ The credibility and accpetance of crisis relocation programs, home basement sharing,
and blast shelter programs are discussed. The implications of the findings and their
bearing on program development are reviewed.
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PREFACE

In the review and evaluatio n of research reports and findings , we occasionally have
requests to share selected studies with the civil defense operating staffs at the State and local
levels. Recently, we were requested to summarize the result s of studies of public att itu des .
levels of knowledge, and response for a wider audience than we feel it use fu l to provide the
research reports. The author has been m aking periodic presentations at the DCPA Staff Cot-
tege Career Development Program and this summary was undertake n so that part icipants might
have the material for future use. —

The reports used in this paper are indicated in the footnotes. It is not the plan for
DCPA to reproduce and distribute these re ports. Each of the reports have been approved for
public release and sale, and may be purchased from the National Technical Information Service ,
Springfield , Virginia ~2 l 5 l .

The various surveys being reported were undertaken for specific research purposes
in which the measurement of public attitudes were only incidental to the central obje ctives.
The statements reported in this analysi s represent only a few paragraphs fro m lengthy reports.
In general, the natio nal surveys completed by the University of Pittsburgh provide the best
general overview of the statc of public attitudes , levels of knowledge, and behavior. Since some

-; of the studies have attempted to explain in some detail the underlying meanings inherent in the
studies, they may be more detailed and technical than the reader might wish to study.

A number of individuals and research efforts have made this summary possible. These
include Dr. Jiri Nehncvaj sa , Urban Research Center , University of Pittsburg ; Dr. John Christ iansen.
Department of Sociology and Social Work , Brigham Young University; Dr. Vincent Farace. Depart-
ment of Commnuni cation , Michigan State Univers ity ; Dr, Gerald Kionglan, Department of
Sociology and Anthropology . Iowa State University; and Mr. WIllIam Chenault , Human Sciences
Research, Inca Parts of the summary have been taken from various other DCPA-spo nsored
research efforts.

This summary overview is drawn from research reports which have been reviewed by
the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency and approved for public distribution. This approval does
not signify that the contents of the reports necessarily reflect the views and policies of the

• Defense Civil Preparedness Agency. The views and opinions reported in this summary are those
of the author and , likewise, do not represent the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency .
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CIVIL DEFENSE AND THE PUBLIC

An O~ervlew of Public Attitude Studies

The objective of this pape r is to develop a general framework for thinking and dis-
cussing civil preparedness programs and their various implementing audiences; review briefly
the historical development of tne present national civi l preparedness program ; summanze
selected findings about publ ic atutucles, ~eve1s of i nowiedge and response ro civil preparedness
measu~es; and assess their likely meanings for civil preparedness program s in the decade of the
eigh ties.

Some 28 years ago, after several years of discussion in government and with the pas-
sage of the Civil Defense Act , the United States undert ook the development of programs designed
to protect life and property by preparing the United Sta tes population for carrying out non-
military defense functions designed to minimize , repai r, and recover from injury and dartage
resulting from attack. The measure of worth and effectiveness of civil defense programs is their
contribution to litesaving and recovery potential.

In achieving the mission, a wide range of system choices are possible, each having cost
effectiveness rations which must be evaluated on a continuing basis. A part of this evaluation is
an assessmen t of the constrain ts imposed on systems feasibility by social and psychological fac-
tors. These constra in ts are major determinants of effectiveness not only during the operational
phase of the program but , proba bly more important , they limit ability to develop a system for
operations.

During the operational phase, the American people would use the emergency systems
developed to save lives and recover from attack. For this overriding reason, a major factor in
assessing effectiveness is the level of public cooperation in using the countermeasure systems
under conditions of nuclear war. A more “here and now” dimen’ ‘f these same factors is
the requi rement that elements of the public must become active ag~ s in the development of
emergency systems, in the maintenan ce of their continued readiness, and for their proper func-
tioning in the environment for which the systems were designed.

Programs can be designed which require varying levels of cooperition, particularly
during their development phi se. However, ultimately people must accept, be knoi~ledgeable
about , and use the programs to save their own lives. This is such an obvious requirement that
assessments of human behavior factors have been made at all levels of civil preparedness, and
influence program choices and levels of implementation. In fact , the history of the civil defense
program caps be viewed as a senes of cnanges and re-directions resulting not only from changes
in size of nuclear arsenals, weapons effects, and possible levels of damage, but from reassess-
ments of the likely social and psychological feasibility factors. Greater energy nas been applied
to more limited objectives , and some aspects of the program have been d,~ferre d to crisis peiiod~,
when target audiences are expected to be more receptive.
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History

A brief summary of sonic of the past civil defen se ht ’.tory is needed to set a framework
for discussion of publ ic a t t i t udes. In many ways , the history of civil defense funding reflects
cha nges in the public ’s perception of the urgency of the civil defe nse program. (Figure I. )  The
~nuil peak in tundmg in 19 5i foilowed a period of Soviet weapons testing. During this period
the then Federal Civil Defense Administration proposed a large scale shelter program. This
program was not submitted to Congress for fund ing. The big peak in funding occurred at the
Berlin crisis; funding the n declined to the 1950 levels. Also important is the history of Congres-
sional action on Civil Defense budge t requests (Figure II ,) Note tha t during the firs t three years,
appropriations were only tO percent of the President ’s budge t request. During this period ,
Defense appro priations increased steadily and the concept of massive retaliation was the primary
national defense strategy. Decisions regard ing civil defense have been strongly influence d by
st rategic policy. During the 1950’s. the dominance of U.S. ofL nsive power coupled with a
strategic policy of “massive retaliation, ” kept civil defense in a minor rote. It is useful to review
changes occurring in the civil defense program resulting in a changing strategic environment and
a reassessment of the social, psychological, and political feasibility of implementing the protective
n~ asures needed.

l ’hel9SO ’s

The Federa l Civil Defense Act of 1950 was enacted due to concern for civil defense on
the part of both the public and State and local governments. This concern arose from the deto-
nation in 1949 of the firs t Soviet nuclear device and the Korean War. The Act made operational
civil defense the primary responsibility of the State and local governments , with t he Federal
government providing guidance and some matching-fund aid. Lack of suitable protection against
fire and blast e ffects led to plans for rapid (“ ta ctical ”) evacuation of cities during the several
hours anticipated bet ween warning that an attack had been launched and the arrival of enemy
bombers . Such evacuation planning-- as a low-cost substitute for expensive bLast shelters— ras
recommended by the Project East River study in 1952 and was initiated several years later.

The advent of thermonuclear weapons, with a nationwide threat of fallout , and the
prospect of rapid delivery of these weapons by ICBM , led to a major change in concept. By
1956 , there was a consensus tha t ~in “u~ irnate ” civil defense posture must be based on blast-
resistant shelters in major cities and fallout protection elsewhere; such a program was proposed by
the Federal Civil Defense Administration (FCDA).

The proble m of continental defense was studied the following year by the Gaither
Panel 2 The Panel’s 1957 report , “Deterrence and Survival in the Nuclear Age,” recommended
a nationwide progra m for the construction of fallout shelters to be “tied into a broad pattern
of organization for the emergency and its aftermath. ” Construction of blast shelters in cities was
not recommended for the time being, although indepth research on blast protection was recorn-
mended. The Gaithe r report failed to result in a progra m for construction of fallout shelters , hut
two organizational changes did ensue. FCDA and the Office of Defense Mobilization were merged
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into a new agency: the Office of ’ Civil and Defense Mobil ization (OCDM), located in the
E xecutive Office of the President. OCDM was responsible to administer 1950 legislation for
relief following maj I~r peaceti me disasters (as FCDA had done since 1953). Also, the Federal
Civil Defense Act was amended in 1958 to make civil defense a joint responsibility of the
Federal Government, and of the States and their political subdivisions. Matching-fund authori ty
was broadened to include the salaries and expenses of State and local civil defense staffs.

Although Public Law 920 significantly limited the Federal role in civil defense to that
of an advisory and coordinating service with the ope rational responsibility vested in the State
and local governments , the Federal Civil Defense Admin istration nevertheless proposed ambitious
progra m s includin g surveys to identify structures that would provide blast shelters and proposals
for upgrading existing structures on a matchi ng-fund basis. These proposals failed to gain Congres-
sional support . Frustrated in its e ffo rt s to improve protection against blast and fire in targe t cities ,
civil defense turned to evacuation of cities as a low-cost survival alternative.

By 19 5 5, civil defe nse concepts were reconsidere d because of incre asing stockpiles of
large yield nuclear weapons and improved delivery systems. A review of civil defense by the Kefauver
Committee resulted in the development of survival plans funded by the Federal Government. The
plans provided for evacuation and fallout shelter in reception areas: however , the shrinking warning
time , resulting from the development of improved delivery systems, argued against this policy and
it became quite obvious that reliance on both blast and fallout shelters was the only viable base
for the protection of the population. Since a replacement program of blast and fallout shelter was
not available, the concept of evacuation persisted in plannin g and tra ining for many years.

In 1 956, the Holifield Committee held extensive hearings ~n civil defense. The final
report called for a suspension of evacuation planning and the initiation of a Federally financed
progra m of building blast and fallout shelters on the basis of risk. The Federal Civil Defense Ad-
mi nistration proposed such a program to Congress. There were extensive discussions within the
Ad ministration and a number of studies completed inside and outside the government. These
discussions did not result in a shelter building progra m, but did result in organizational changes.
The first was a merger of the Office of Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil Defense Admin-
j stratj on into the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization , and a change in the 1950 Act making
civil defense a joint responsibility of Federal Government and the States and their political sub-
divisions.

The 1960’s

Research during the latter 1950’s disclosed the value , in terms of added survivors , of
fallout protection provided by existing buildings. A practical and low-cost answe r to at least part
of the fallout problem appeared within reach. Af ter considerable discussion , a phased series of
shelte r progra m objectives were proposed. The program had the following characteristics:



I I j c tl ; ‘.f mase s~ ,t ’. to produce an improved c i vi l  defen se postur e that  could be j us t i f ied  in its
o~~~m m r i g h t ;  2 each phase should ha ’. e a natural  t erminal  point  me aning that  a decision to
un de r t a ke  a g m ’ . e im phase did not carry  with i t  a commitment  to undertake subsequent phase s~

-~ I each  i’ha ’.e ‘.lii~uld hasc high kgac~ value for subsequent phases; and 4) each phase would
iim ~ or po r _ itc  the ne st  least ~-os t l v element leadin g to an improved t i ’ .  ml il ef ’ense I sture.

l ime end resu l t  of such a phased program would pro’. ide ( I ) a nat ionwide full fall-
out shelt er progr am , 2 ) blast protect ion for some portion t ’ the urban population , and . f i n a l ly

3) blast protection fo r  most of the urban population completing the u l t imat e  posture .

It was against t l i m ~ background that  President Kenne d~’ , moved b y the l3erlin crisis .
decided i n 1 9t I to in i t i a te  a n a t ionwide , long—range progr am to provide fal lout  shelter to th e
t .S. population. He also decided to transfe r responsibil ity for ci’. il defense to the Secretary of ’
1~~fe n se. The transfe r of ’ civil defense functions carried with it a budget proposa l base d on a
nat ional fallout shelter surs ev . markin g, and stocking program. The budget called for “an
accelerated program in the field of ’ civil defense.” A supplemental appropriation was voted
by (‘ongress and the National Fallout Shelter Survey was init iat ed on a crash basis.

The pr incipal reasons adduced for the trans fer of civil defense funct ions  were tha t
the Secretary of Defense was responsible for the defense of ’ the United States, and that the DOD
represented a large and relevant program capability that  could be drawn upon for civil defense
purposes. It ‘.~- as also noted that  there were strategic requirements for civil defense , and that
development of a civi l  defense posture should go hand-in-hand wi th  development of ’ the strategi c
force structure . In making the transfe r , however , the President made explicit the need f’or the
life -saving potential ot’ civil defense , indep endent of its relationship to strategi c forces or deter-
rence: civil defense ret ’re sented “insurance ,” a lifesaving capability it would be prude-nt to develop,
in case of the failure of deterrence.

The 1 963 budget submitted to Congress as a part of a phased program provided funds
to con tir ,ue the survey, marking, and stocking program for another year , and the beg inning of a
subsidy payment  to educational and health institutions t’or the inclusion of shelter in new construc-
tion. Most of the budget was for the subsidy program which required authorizing legislation before
appropriations could be obtained. Congress cut the funds for the survey, marking, and stocking
progra m and autho rii ing legislation was not heard tha t yea r. In 1 964, the’ House Committee of
the Armed Services considered a bill to authorize the subsidy program. After extensive hearings.
the legislation was passed by the House but was buried in the Senate (‘ommittec .

Ma king Full Use Of Existin g Shelters

In a general budget environment of 1 964- 1 96g . when available funds declined substan-
tially and th e’ prospects of a shelter subsidy receded . ci ’ . i l  defense gave increased at tention to
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ma ximizing the fallout capabilit y inherent in existing buildings . It was originally estimated
that the survey of existing building s would provide 50 million shelter spaces. By 1 970, more
than 226 million spaces were in the inventory. Because most of this shelter space was in
downtown buildings in major cities , shelte rs were not properly located for population use when
the population was in th eir residences. In fact , our st udies showed on ly abou t one-thi rd of
these spaces were located properly for use during a period when the population was at home.

Community Shelter Planning

Research on practical means of planning for maximum use of the limited shelter
capability being generated by the survey began in 1962. A crucial element in this was the pro-
ble m of matching people to shelter within certain time constraints or movements. By 1965 , the
planni ng methods had been field tested and a nationwide community shelter plannin g program
was la unched. Accepting movement limitations , abo ut 30 percent of the population could be
sheltere d.

An inadequate use of basement space resulted from ventilation requirements. Only
about one-half as many people could be sheltere d in basement areas as might be possible ’ if
better systems of ventilation were available. In the total picture , abou t 35 percen t of the shelter
inventory was basement space. A further increase ’ in basement shelter space was possible with
cheap improved ventilation systems. Research developed an inexpensive bicycle-type ventilation
kit which could also be powered by an electric motor. Funds were requested for procurement
and stocking of the kit in 1966 and 1967 , bu t appropriations were not forthcoming.

Home Basement Survey

Another low-cost shelter option was the location of shelter in home basements. After
several years of discussion and the development of shielding survey technology , a pilot test of
home surveys was conducted in 1964 in areas of Pennsylvania , Min nesota , Mississippi, and Florida.
The test involved the distribution of questionnai res, printed on IBM cards , to some 97 ,000 home
owners. Approximately 20 percent were completed and returned. In 1965 , another test was
conducted involving the mailing of a questionnaire to a sample of U.S. householders with a follow-
up by lette r and , finally, telephone calls. This resulted in 85 percent return on the questionnaire.
The study also documen ted that the in format ion provided by householders was reliable.

Using the Bureau of Census to gather the data , OCD then conducted a survey of home
fallout shelters in 26 States. The survey produced 30 million spaces with a Protection Factor (PF)
of 40 or better. Returns averaged 74 percent. The military services conducted a similar survey
for on- and off-milit ary post housing, and located an additio nal 227 ,000 spaces. These home
shel ter spaces are bette r dist rib ut ed tha n are public shel ter spaces. I f plans could be developed
to sha re this space with neighbors and use home shelters like public shelters , this resource might
provide a valuable means of sheltering the population under continued budgetary limitations.

1’

7



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~ —- - ——------ ~~- --

p

Based on this data and the I ‘~70 (‘en sus data , there appear to 1w about 67 ,700,000
single residences in the U.S. of which 53.3 percent have basements. About 10 percent of these
have a Protection Factor of 40 or above , and 78 percent have a Protection Factor of between
20 and 39. This 78 percent could be easily upgraded at moderate cost. in fact , much of ’ this
upgrading might be accomplished during crisis periods which migh t precede a war. If ’ this home-
basement shelter space were occupied on the basis of ’ 10 square feet per person , which has been
dem onstrated to he a feasible occupancy rate , this same fallout shelter space would be more than
adequate to shelter the total populatio n. Such an occupancy rate might result in as many as 60
people occupying a typic al home-basement shelter. This rate of occupancy would he needed only
in areas of severe shelter shortage such as in much of the South and Califo rnia. In most areas of
the Country , even under conditions of crisis relocation , an occupancy rate of two or thr e e families
in a ho me shelter would he suffi cient. The private home basement is a major survival resource
of the Nation , pa rticularly in the rural or reception areas.

In relation to high-risk areas , civil preparedne ss studies have evaluated t h is home base-
mt-nt resource from the sta ndpoint of the Protecti on it provides against the effects of blast , heat,
and fallout; its location in relation to the distribution of the population ; and the degree to which
it supports strategies of crisis relocation of populations from high-risk areas and the sheltering of
the population witho ut movement.

Shelter protection against the blast and heat e ffects of nuclear weapons is a diffe rent
problem from protection from f a l lout. I n blas t protection , the most importa n t f ac tor is how the
structu re responds to overpressures and , finally, fails . In fallou t protectio n , the most im porta n t
factors are the distance f’rom th e source of ’ fallo ut radiation , and the a mount of mass or thickn ess
and density of materials between the survivor and the source of radiation.

Studies of the best available shelter in high-risk areas which might experience blast and
heat effects rate the single- family, below-ground shelte r as providing better protection than most
public fallout shelters. The best available blast shelters are , of course, subway stations, tunnels ,
mines, and caves, followed by basements and sub-basements of large masonry buildings. Below-
ground basement space in wood framed or brick veneer structure s, including single-family residences,
is the next , best protection , In terms of the amount of space available, this is a significant shelter
resource in high-risk areas.

The protection from fallout varies from structure to structure. However , as a generali-
zation, home shelters provide less protection than public fallout shelters in large buildings ; but
because of the location of the latter , they are more accessible to the population and , therefore,
the only shelters available to some people.

The 1970’s

Starting In 197 1-72 , the civil defense program was broadened to consider peacetime
as well as attack hazards and those arising gradually as well as rapidly. This broadening to “full
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spectrum” preparedness was undertaken by new agency leadership partly because of 1972
Presidential direction.

The latter resulted from a study of alternative civil defense policies conducted in
1 969-70. The President decided , based on the study, that the U.S. should maintain the “current
overal l level of effort in its civil defense activities ,” and that there should be increased emphasis
on preparedness activities applicable to peacetime as well as attack emergencies.

The broadening to full-spectru m preparedness was welcomed by State and loca l
civil defense professionals, and by those at the Federal level as well. To the latter , the dual-use
approach was seen as makin g sense on grounds of economy and effectiveness—basically because
the concern of’ State and local governments for peacetime disaster preparedness helped motivate
the m to take actions which were also essen tial fo r attack readiness.

The 1970’s also brought a new stress on operational capability: the ability to make
coordinated use in a major disaster of all assets available to a community from warning systems
to shelters and radiological detection instruments and personnel , to police and fire-fighting force s,
to doctors and hospi tals , to the talents of its key executive officials. The primary vehicle used
to develop these emergency operating capabilities was termed On-Site Assistance. This involved
intensive work with key loca l officials and leaders by a Regional/State team of civil defense profes-
sionals.

The essence of the app roach was to work with local offi cials to define t h e ’  community ’s
emergency readiness needs in light of what had previously been accomplished , and to develop an
Action Plan for making the specific improvements needed. This plan specified local responsibilities
and sched ules, and also committed both State and Regional office s to provide specific assistance to
the locality.

FY 1974 through 1 976 also saw the development of the last major element of full-
spectru m preparedness —contingency planning to relocate (evacuate) population from U.S. metro-
politan areas and other risk areas during a period of severe international crisis. Research work
and prototype projects developed planning techniques and established the basic feasibility of
crisis relocation planning, certainly for parts of the Country other than the Northeast urban
corridor and similar densely urbanized areas.

Novembe r 1975 brought a sudden change of emphasis which resulted in a substantial
shock to the civil defense organization at all levels. Effective with FY 1977 , the program was to
be re-oriented to focus DOD support on those functions related to nuclear disaster preparedness.
Nuclear requirements were to be built upon a “comm on base” to be provided by State and local
governments for natural disasters. In short , the Federal program was to be nuclear oriented and
any non-attack elements of fu ll-spectrum preparedness were to be provided by State and local
governments.
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In addition , the President ’s FY I 977 budget request for DCPA, reflecting the change
in focus, was for $7 I million which , among other things , reduced matching funds requested for
support of State and local civ il defense staf fs from th e FY 1 976 level of about $30 million to
approximately $20 million. Support for training activities was also reduced sharply, but requests
for shelter surveys, crisis relocation planning, and other attack-oriented elements of the progra m
were at levels consistent with those of FY 1976.

These changes in Federal policy stimulated serious Congressional consideration of civil
defense for the first time since 1963. A special civil defense panel of the Subcommittee on inves-
tigations , House Committee on Armed Services, held I I days of hearings in February and March
1976 considering strategic factors, Soviet civil defense, the dual-use issue, funding, and other matters.
The’ Panel’s report of April 1976 stated that “it is clear that the program today is under-funded .”
and recommended , among other things, that ” . . . as a firs t step toward a more adequate civil
defe nse the Administration’s budget request for civil defe nse be increased from $7 1 million to
$ 110 million.”

The narrowing in the focus of the progra m, and the FY 1977 reductions in matching
funds and other areas were not welcomed by State and local governments. At House and Senate
hearings in 1976 , State and local CD directors argued strongly for Congressional recognition of
preparedness for peacetime disasters as, in effect , a secondary but important objective as well as
for restoration of $10 million in matching funds for their agencies. The funding was restored by
Congressional action and an appropriation of $82.5 million enacted.

Discussions between the Department of Defense and the Congress further clarified the
intent of Congress: The major focus of civil preparedness must continue to be preparedness for
an attack on the United States. It is also the intent of Congress to provide assistance to State and
local governments in emergency situations arising from natural disasters, and such assistance may
include preparedness-type act ivities. This allows the application of personnel , facilities, and equip-
ment to be applied to a common base of preparedness for nuclear attack and peacetime disasters.

The Current Status of 1960 Shelter Programs

The low priority and resulting fiscal constraints since the early 1960’s have resulted in
a significant deterioration of sheltering capability near the homes or work places of the Nation ’s
popula tion. Shelter stocks have exceeded their intented shelf life and have deteriorated , and
many have been removed from shelters. Other system capabilities have also deteriorated. The net
result is that the current capabilities of in-place shelter protection are not highly effective. DOD
studies indicate that if a large scale attack occurred after a crisis period of about one or two weeks,
the current system might result in adding on the order of 10 million additional survivors to a basic
survival rate of 80 million without any civil defense program. It would take at least one year of
intensive effort and large scale expenditures during a period of heightened international crisis to
bring the current in-place protective system to fully planned effectiveness. This would probably
increase survival to an estimated 110 million in a larger scale attack.
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Presidental Decision of 1978

In September 1977, President Carter issued a directive relating to U.S. civil defense.
An intera gency task force had anal y zed the current civil defense program , dete rmined the changes
tha t should be made, and offered a range of alternative policy options for the future .

A number of specific questions had been framed for the interagency study. Among
these were: “What is the role of civil defense in strategic policy?” ; “Can civil defense make a
significant difference in the outcome of a nuclear exchange?” ; “Wha t civil defense measures
wou ld be most useful?”; and , fi nally, “I f a role is ide n ti fied , what should it be?” Hence, the
st udy looke I not only at whether or not civil defense would make a difference in nuclear war ,
but also at whether civil defense would play a role in a preatta ck crisis.

The study did not represent a new or sudden interest in the area of civil defense.
Rather , this interagency effort followed from earlier work on similar questions and issues. This
study, therefore, must be viewed as a continuum of discussion and analysis occurring within the
Federa l Government since the Kennedy Administration.

In addition to the policy study, other studies examined in detail the feasibility, costs,
and performance of alternative U.S. civil defense programs. The intelligence community also
prod uced a report on the status of the Soviet civil defense program. These contributed to the
analysi s and conclusions of the intera gency policy study.3

The interagency policy task force worked approximately one year. At the end of that
time, the st udy, whi ch contained a range of options for a future civil defense progra m for the
United States, was presented to the Policy Review Committee of the National Security Council
and then to the President. The options included : (l)e ssent ially no program; (2) the current pro-
gram; (3) a program providing for relocating (evacuating) the population of larger U.S. cities and
other risk areas should time permit during a period of strategi c warning resulting fro m an interna-
tional crisis; and (4) a short warning time , in-place protection program including construction of
blast shelte rs in our cities. The relative lifesaving capabilities found in a heavy mid-I 980’s at tack
on military and urban/ industrial targets would be: (1) no civil defense—some 20 percent total
survivors; (2) the current program—some 30 percent total survivors; (3) effective crisis relocation—
some 80 percent; and (4) a blast shelter system—up to 90 percent. Of course, different at tack
scenarios would result in different levels of survival.

The principal differences between crisis relocation and blast shelter systems have to do
with: ( I )  costs, (2) the time required to protect the population after warning, and (3) the far
greater uncertainties associated with crisis relocation. A system including blast shelters for the
risk population could cost over $60 billion , but urban residents could be sheltered with only min-
utes of warning. A crisis evacuation system would cost much less in peacetime and could perform
nearly as well—provided that there was avai lable the week or more needed to execute evacuation
plans, that a timely decision was made to activate the plans , and that a number of other essential
operations worked well (although not necessarily perfectly). Reasonably effective crisis relocation
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in some circumstances could result in about the same level of survival as that provided by a far
more expensive blast shelter system. Each of the options was presented to the President with
an eva luation of Its potential effectiveness and associated costs.

The President , in Presidential Decision (PD) 4 1 , then di rected tha t a new civil defe nse
policy be implemented along the following guideLines:

• that the United States civil defense program should enhance the survivability
of the American people and its leadership in the event of nuclear war , thereby
i mproving the basis for eventual recovery as well as reducing vulnerabilit y to a
major Soviet attack;

• th at the United States civil defense program should enhance deterrence and
stability, and contribute to perceptions of the overall U. S./Sovict strategic
bala nce and to crisis stability, and also reduce the possibility that the Soviets

- could coerce us in times of increased tension ;

• that the policy not suggest any change in the U.S. policy of relying on strate-
gic nuclear forces as the preponderant factor in maintaining deterrence ; and

• that the progra m include planning for population relocation during times of
international crisis as well as be adaptable to help deal with natural disasters
and other peacetime eme rgencies.

The President ’s decision does not require a new crash program. Rather , the progra m
will require only a modest increase in resource allocations, and will result in a gradual enhance-
ment of U.S. civil defense capability. The policy will also require the dual use of scarce resources
at all levels of government by taking advantage of the commonalities in planning and response
activities to both peace time and attack emergencies.

As a policy statement , PD-4 I did not expressly contain any program details or asso-
ciated budget decisions; however, the underlying study for PD-4 1 outlined program options and
thei r associated costs. One option stressed crisis relocation , the civil defense program alternative
which the Secretary of Defense had decided to implement starting in FY 1980, subject to policy
and budge t review.

The President ’s policy decision supported the Secretary’s program recommendation
which was designed to result ultimately in survival of at least two-thirds of the U.S. population
in a large-scale, mid- 1980’s att ack , given at least a week in which evacuation plans were executed
and other preparations made.

An important point of the President ’s policy decision is that civil defense capabilities
are a factor to be taken into account in assessing the strategic balance. The FY 1980 budget
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request represents a start on developing capabilities consistent with this policy. Thus , this
budge t marks a turn ing point in U.S. civil defense.

Reorganizat ion Plan

In June 1978 . President Carter submitted to Congress a plan to reorganize the Federal
Government ’s emergency preparedness and disaster response programs. This plan is now effective .
and the various agencies and functional elements are being formulated into a new Federal Emer-
gency Manage ment Agency (FEMA). The new agency will replace five existing agencies and
assu me six additional disaster-related responsibilities. This places responsibility in one agency
for all Federal programs involved in prepare d ness, mit igation , and response to national emergencies
ranging from natural and man-made disaster to nuclear attack. The agencies include :

• l’he Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (Defense Department ), which ad m inisters
the National civil defense program.

• The Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (Housing and Urban Development),
which coordinates and funds Federal natural disaster relief operations.

• The Federal Preparedness Agency (General Services Administration), wh ich
coordinates civil planning for National emergencies.

• The Federal Insurance Administration (Housing and Urban Development), which
manages the flood insurance and hazard reduction programs.

• The Nationa l Fire Prevention and Control Administration (Commerce Department ),
which administers the Federal fire prevention program in coordination with State
and local governments.

The six additional responsibilities to be assumed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
are :

• The community preparedness programs for weather emergencies, administered
by the National Weather Service (Commerce Department);

• The Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program, Office of Science and Technology
(Executive Office of the President) ;

• The Dam Safety Coordination Program , Office of Science and Technology (EOP);

• The Federal Emergency Broadcast System for oversight responsibility, Office
of Science and Technology (EOP); and

• Emergency functions not now assigned to any specific Federal agency: coordina-
tion of emergency warning and (2) Federa l response to consequences of terrorist
incidents.
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The reorganization will achieve the following objectives:

• Making a single agency and a single official accountable to the President and
Congress for all Federa l emergency preparedness, mitigation , and response
activities.

• Creating a single point of contact for State and local governments, who have
st rongly urged consolidation of Federal emergency programs. (The Carter
reorganizat ion plan was endorsed unanimously by the National Governors’
Association.)

• Enhancing the dual use of emergency preparedness and response resources
at all levels of Government by taking advantage of the similarities in p la n ning
and response activities fo r peacetime and attack emergencies.

F- The current U.S. program does not include provision for physicial protection of key industrial
installatio ns , ei ther by peaceti me actions or by planning for actions to he t aken durin g a crisis. F

U.S. and European Civil Defense Doctrine and Programs

Civil Defense doctrine and programs of Euro pe and the U.S. have developed along
significantl y dif fe rent lines resulting largely from overall differences in defense strategies. Recog-
ni zing their inability to deter war by a build-up in weapons systems , most Europ ean nations
developed secunt~ systems designed to use the concept of massive resistance to attack. The
objective was to make it as diffi cult and costly as possible for a potential enemy to conquer each
country . Mil ita ry and civil defense became equal partners in the strategy. The sheltering of the
populat ion , therefore, was an i mportant aspect of massive resistance. With the experiences of
World War II st ill fresh , it was clear that the protection of the people in specially designed hard ened
shelters would be needed in resisting attack , a nd in assuring survival and continued resistanc e.
consequently , in many countries legislation was passed which required the construction of shelters
in a ll new buildings. This legislation was strengthen ed over time to create an organization and
ma nagement structure for the civil defense program.

In the U.S., with its greater resources and experience in World War II , the defe nse debate
focused on concepts of developi ng a capability of massive retaliation in the event of an att ack.
Military capability was designed to assure destruction of any enemy starting a war , a nd its mere
existence would effectively deter an atta ck. Civil defense programs were merely a hedge against
fail ure of the primary strategy. The construction of hardened shelters neve r became a part of the
U.S. national defense strategy. The U.S. program focused almost exclusively on the nuclear war
ha zard : and since fallout shelters provided protection against a widespread radiation hazard and
was more manageable in t erm s of costs, the low-cost fallout progra m was developed. Later evacu-
atio n or crisis relocation was planned as a means of protecting those living in high risk areas.
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U.S. Fallout Shelter Program and the European
All-War Effects Shelter Prog ra m

Shelter protection against the combined heat , blast , gas warfare, and radiation effects
of conventional and nuclear weapons is a significantly different problem than pro tection from the
fallout radiation effects of nuclear weapons. The all-war effects shelter must be below ground ,
be harde ned for blast protection , have an airtigh t door to protect from gas, and have an adeq ua te
ventilation system to protect from heat and radiation. Since such a shelter must be specially
constructed , a legislative mandate was necessary including the su bsidizing of its cost. The legis-
lative mandate usually required that the shelter have a peacetime use and utility, and that this
factor not interfe re with its rapid conversion to wartime use. The role of the Government in the
creation and use of the shelter is specified in the legislation and , therefore , clear to all , incl uding
the owner of the building in which the shelter is constructed.

Fallout shelters have virtually none of these characteristics. They are located through
surveys of existing buildings and are seldom created or built. Generally, they provide better pro-
tection if they are below ground ; however, most of the fallout shelter spaces existing in the U.S.
national shelter inventory are above ground space in the interior corridors of large buildings . An
additional resource exists in private home basements. State and local governments make commu-
nity shelter plans for the allocation of this shelter space to the population: but other than periodic
planning, there is little direct contact between the owner of the shelter space and the Government.

The legislation passed in the early 1950’s and improved upon and modified over the years
since has been effective in creating an all-war effects shelter program for some European nations.
In Sweden, for example, it has resulted in 3.8 million shelter spaces or about enough for one-half
of its population. Shelter building is now focused in meeting specific shelter needs of geographic
locations. Peacetime utility and use of shelter space is an integral part of the shelter planning.
Most of the costs of shelter construction are reimbursed generally on a shelter-space-created basis.
Norway, Denmark, Finland , and Switzerland all reported relatively advanced shelter programs.

The U.S. effort has located , marked , and stocked fallout shelter spaces for about one-
third to one-half of its total population . This space can be augmented in a crisis period by home
basement fallout shelter , which is an extensive resource. Virtually no new all-war effects shelter
protection construction has occurred in the U.S.

In the foregoing discussion, an effort was made to map some of the road that civil defense
has had to travel to discharge its responsibility under the law. Regardless of future courses relative
to the choice of more effective protection options, efforts must be directed toward creating an
organization capable of managing and using the protection developed.

While crisis relocation provides a moderate cost approach to civil defense and a larger
lifesaving potential , its effectiveness requires much more than paper plans. As they are developed ,
such plans must be understood by the State and local officials who will exercise them and , to a
lesser degree, by the public who must use them in an emergency.
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Diffe rent approaches to shelterin g and/ or evacuation demonstrate a varying potential
to savi ng lives: however , public behavior just be fore an attack would determine how closely those
potentials were approached during the actual attack. The factors which influence appropriate
public response include :

• The nature, complexity, and difficulty of the required public action. Thus, the
use of blast shelte rs constructed near homes and places of work require relatively
little publi c knowledge or skill , and a simple and straightforward “take shelter”
message. For the public.to construct expedient blast shelters requires greater skill,
time , and eff ort; and the capability to perform this action is differentiall y distri-
buted through various population groups. Crisis relocation requires the most com-
plex public actio n , access to private t ransportation or knowledge of alternative
(p ublic) sources, and ti me to execute the move.

• The need for planning and staffing a CD management effort to implement the
program. The extent of management activity required to implement a progra m
must be assessed against the needs for CD to augment its management capability
fro m the modest precrisis level to the (potentially) much larger organization re-
quired to implement a progra m just before an attack. These personnel must come
from other organizations or citizen volunteers and must be trained in the diverse
skills required to implement , for example , an elaborate crisis relocation operation.

• The amount of public knowledge required to take appropriate, orderly action at
the time of an “execute” or warn ing message? The blast shelter program requires
relatively little public knowledge and allows a simple warning message ; whereas,
the expedient shelter and relocation programs require extensive knowledge and
more elaborate instructions.

Civil preparedness is the element of national security most intimately related to the
citizenry . In many ways, it is the means by which the individual becomes aware of threat to his
personal safety and well-being, and the resulting present war technology. When aroused by inter-
nation al even ts, public opinion is extremely volatile. For example , during the Berlin crisis of the
early six ties , public reaction was marked. All levels of civil defense were inundated with inquiries.
The political structure became immediately involved in managing public reaction. This probably
resulted in the attention of major decision makers being diverted fro m a sensible start on a long-
range civil defense program to issuing a handbook which finally became a modest government
pamphlet , quickl y distributed and dra wing on the content of earlier materials available to the public.
The Cuban crisis marked anothe r clamor for information, In contrast , during periods of low tension ,
the public remains passive.

Civil defense differs fro m other “strategic systems” in one very vital respect: For civil
defense to perform effectively, both citizens and Government officials in localities throughout the
Country must know what to do and must act accordingly in a time of unprecedented stress. Readi-
ness must be developed where the people are; and any feasible U.S. civil defense program must be
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imple mented primarily by civilians whose attitudes, beliefs, and aspirations must be taken into
account.

Since the need for civil defense resulted fro m changes in the basic environment of man
with respect to the nat ure of confl ict and war , and the general environment during this period has
been threatening and described as “a cold war,” one might wonder about public attitudes relative
to the civil preparedness issues. What can be said about the public ’s concern for their civil protec-
tion during this period, while civil defense was developing a fallout shelter-based survival system?

Over time, civil preparedness experience and data on public reactions demonstrate major
and strategically important shifts in both attitudes and public behavior during crisis periods. His-
torically, crisis situations have been of relatively short duration and of rather low frequency
occurrence. It does not follow that the fut ure will necessarily parallel the past : hence, more pro-
tracted crises seem plausible. Greater frequencies of crises, each subsiding tempora rily , also appear
possible.

This leads to an important conclusion : What is now described as a “peacetime environ-
ment ” may itself change into a “normalcy” which migh t be marked by higher levels of tension
and enhanced public , as well as governmen tal , sensitivity to the possibilities of a nuclear confron-
tation. Hence, the world situation of the 1 980’s may be seen as something on the order of a
“chronic crisis,” or something akin to a lasting “crisis expectancy.” This would mean tha t the
at t it udes and reactions of the public in t his new “normalcy” environment would be more like
t he past reactions and attitudes under crisis conditions.

Basically, one might postulate three key types of environments. This conceptualization
is arrived at not because of the need for a taxonomy, but because of the distinctly different patterns
of attit udes and behavior in these alternative contexts.4

One such environment is tha t of “normalcy.” By this we mean a period not unlike the
current peacetime world situation. It may be characterized by minor ups and downs in the inter-
national level of tensions, but there is a low perception of war probabilities and a sense of relative
“peace.” -

In this environment, demands on the part of the public for civil defense preparedness
are not likely; favorable attitudes, however, are maintained , though there is very little in the way
of a public “follow through.”

The second environment is one of a “crisis” or the expectancy of war. This, indeed , is
a situation in which the level of international tensions has increased sharply ; the expectations of
a possible conflict have risen; the mass media, in fact, so report and interpret the global environment.
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Clearly, the pu blic ’s shift from normalcy to crisis expectant perceptions might be
preceded by the Government ’s reali zation of a more acute threat or might , as the case may be,
occur at j ust about the same time when the Government ’s assessment of the threat has also
increased.

In this environment , civil preparedness measures acquire saliency. The public response
manifests itself in requests for information about appropriate measures to take. Educational
efforts to enlighten the public to the various dimensions of the problem as well as to the effective
ways of coping with the situatio n are likely to be both demanded and highly effective.

I t is, in fact , an environment in which the public expects to discover what preparedness
systems exist and how they migh t function ; and the public does expect that such systems actually
ex ist a nd can , to an ex te n t , be made to work .

A crisis period of the postulated type is one in which media reporting helps or hinders
effective prepa rations for coping; in which discussions among family members and with friends,
co-workers, and neighbors are not infrequently focused on the crisis itself and its possible outcomes:
in which facts as much as distortions, infor mation from official sources as much as rumor influence
both attit udes and behavior significantly.

The third environment is one of the “surge” period. This is a situation in which the
Federa l Govern ment itself has begun taking specific prudent actions, and in which the public has
been informed by Government spokespersons directly or through media reports (including “leaks”)
that such actions are underway.

The basic propositions regarding attitudes and behavior of the public in the crisis expec-
ta nt environment hold even more strongl y during such a surge period. Clearly, t here would also
be an expectation that prudent actions by the Government include measure s to protect the nation ’s
populace and property.

The basic pattern then is grounded in a simple observation: the public has maintained
relatively high confidence in the Government , especia lly in the domain of national defense issues.
Under normalcy, people go about their own “normalcy ” business on the assumpt ion that the Govern-
ment knows reasonably well what it is doing, and that it is acting in the public interest. Thus, not
much happens in the way of clamor for efforts to deal with unpleasant , hope fu lly avoidable , and
somewhat unlikely in tern ational hazards.

In a crisis expectant period and, even more so, in what we termed to be a “surge” period,
the public expects to put to use the systems which it believes the Government has planned for ,
installed , and made workable. There then emerges a demand for clear-cut answers for the best ways
of coping with whateve r may come.
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A fi nal, extremely important point regarding the basic issues must be emphasized. It
is a simple fact of profound consequence that actions under normalcy conditions are often dif ~fere nt from actions in a crisis environment. This has the fundamental implication that many of
the th ings , given a peacetime at mosphere and at t i tudinal  and behavioral ambiance of the Nation ,
which Civil Defense must be able and prepared to do in an actual crisis might look “wrong” or
“foolish” or “un feasible” in a peacetime setting.

Thus, in a deep sense, all programs (a nd their components) have to be considered along
two rather diffe rent , and not always congruent , dimensions: how the system would perform in
an actual crisis and how the crisis-oriented syste m would look when planned for or developed in
a peacetime environment.

Within this broader fra mework , some peacetime programs and efforts have a re latively
easy saili ng in our body polit ic:

• progra ms which minimally disrupt the normalcy of our society and , th us, mini-
mally affect the institutionally, relatively routinized behavior of our people;

• programs which do not dramatic ally divert the existing resources into untested
or diffe rent channcls:

• programs which do not require new revenues to be raised ; —

• progra ms which do not increase Federal centralization and further bureaucra-
ti zation of life.

In turn , all peacetime programs and effort s have been , at least in some (though signi-
ficant) measure , degraded by the dramatic rhetoric—often by the highest officials of the land—
which has portrayed a nuclear war as almost entirely nonsurvivable , impossible to conte mplate ,
or even as the “end of the world” event.

A continuation of such an approach to the serious possibility of creating programs and
circu mstances facilitating national survival would clearl y undermine credibility of future efforts
as well .

Crisis-activated programs (CRP) and efforts , however, are not so constrained :

• programs which make it possible for people to be effectively prepare d to deal
with possible disruptions of normalcy would be preferred generally over activities
which would atte mpt to pretend t hat “normal” conditions could be main tai ned
even should the crisis get out-of-hand;

Yet , to give rough indications regarding civil defense : if we spend $100 million per year actually,
our people think that we spend about $700 million and believe that we ought to spend about $1.4 billion annuall y.
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I• the publ ic would accept , and even expect , the diversion of resources, including
money and manpowe r , into operationa lization of crisis-activatable readiness
plans;

• Federal leadership, rather than dece ntralization , would be both expected and
desired.

In addition to the general factors already mentioned , the followi ng observations have
a direct bearing on the credibility of CRP; and they also apply to other majo r civil defense systems.

• A crisis situation increases anxiety because it incre ases unce rtain ty (as to the future ,
as to what to do now , as to when to take what measu re s, and so on). Those relo-
cation progra ms which could reduce uncert ainty from the very outset , and through-
out the duration of the crisis , will he more credible than will other options.

• It is especially important that there evolve an awareness in the public that CRP
incl udes plans to prov ide information about understandable , si mple , and e ffective
actions for people to take along, with a clear and honest explan ation of the ratio-
ale for such action in preference over other possible courses of behavior.

• It is essential that , in fact , such info rmation be provided people in a crisis environ-
mcnt and that such an info rmation message be responsive to the different stages
of the crisis (pre-surge), to the surge environment , and to the consequences and
implications of the futures which would then face the nation.

• Programs which will maximize organizational , institutional, and cultural contin-
uities are preferable over programs which do not do so or do so less.

• Programs which make provisions for the maximum outflow of relocatees in the
shortest possible time upon a Presid ential directive will prove more credible than
progra ms which might plan for uniform (over time) phasing of evacuation.

• Programs which maximize voluntary compliance and voluntary response, backed
up by si mple and rational provisions for government interventio n on an as-needed
basis, will be more credible than programs which are grounded in a fabric of less
fle xible rules, regulations, and requirements.

• Credibility of CRP will be enhanced by the availab ility of at least a minimal , cre-
dibl e, in-place civil defense capability. This is largely so because Americans are
likely to question the notion that the President would dctually order crisis reloca-
tion un der most circ um sta nces, if a t all. Furthermore, many Americans will remain
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convinced that there exist circumstances in which a nuclear war could , or would ,
begin without a crisis build-up period or with a build-up of such duration that
relocation would be impossible even if desired.

• Credibility of both evacuation systems and of in-place sheltering would be en-
hanced were, at leas t , “essential” or “key ” workers provided with adeq uate blast
shelte rs.

• Credibility of CRP in the peacetime planning environment will be significantly
enhanced if authoritative , simple , consistent answers can be given by a credible
source to questions and criticisms raised by the media , by various interest groups
and organizations , and by the members of the general public.

• Credibility will most likely be degraded by attempts at program oversell; that is ,
public communication which would seek to stress crisis relocation is the only
possible civil defense posture , or the only post ure which will increase survival
chances.

• Credibility, in turn , will be enha nced by media reports about actual host areas
that would be prepared, or will have become prepare d , to receive evacuees.

Public Opinion Survey—Rationale and Overview

Surveys of attitudes , levels of knowledge , and genera l adaptive behavior in civil prepared-
ness have been undertake n periodically over the last 30 years. The basic purpose of these surveys
has been to ( I ) provide civil preparedn ess planners with assessments of the feasibility anu likely
cost effective ness of alternative civil preparedness systems , a nd (2) provide a means of periodic
measurement of effec tiveness of public in formati on , and t raining and education programs.

The goal of civil preparedness is to provide a system for improving the probability of
survival of the populati on and th e recovery of the Nati on from the effects of nuclear and other
for ms of attack. ft  is concerned with measures to counter these effects and the organization ,
public education , training, and other actio ns to support these measures. In order to be fully
effective , countermeasure systems usually require active support by segments of the population
during both their developmental (normalcy) and operational (crisis) phases. Each counter-
measure system usually has its implementing audience.

Attitudes , values , levels of kn owledge , and willingness to participate in learning counter-
measure actions tend to limit the effectiveness of civil preparedness programs. The assessment of
these factors is importan t in the choice of future systems and in the selection of programs for
implementation of these progra m alternatives.
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In rel ation to fu ture pl anning, the fu nct ion of the agency research program is to
provide a continuo us , exhaustive analysis of the full range of possible future vu ln era bi l i t ies .
st rategic environments , and civil preparedness program requirements. Such an asst’sslnen t
re sults in the de finit ion and desc i-iption ol feasible civil preparedness syste m s. Out’ asp ect of
this assessm n emit is the likely acceptance and iesponse ot th e population to the proposed s~steni .

A second and , perhaps , m ore import ant aspect ot survey s is the development ot a
syste m to provide needed feedback b r  improving the effectiveness of ~oin miiu ni cation st ia le i ~organi zational , a nd Promotional e fforts. Under Section 201 (I) of Public Law 920 , the 0111cc
of (‘ivil Defense is to  “pub licly disseminate appropriate civil defense inform ation by all .mppr o
pri ate means .’’ In support of this function and as a par t of the s~st em ns analysis rescaicli e l to n ,
a periodic hut  continui ng analysis of at t i tudes . level s of kno wledge , and adoptive beh avior of
th e variou s public s participating in civil prep aredness programs has been undertak en. the studi es
locus on the va rious programs and audiences who need to he informed and involved in these
efforts .

A basic research tool used in accomplishin g these objectives is the a t t i tude  surv ey.
Such surveys are used for purpos es other than the ni easuu ’emn ent of opinions , such as m easurem ent
of com m unicatio n effectiveness , a nd studies of the social action and ele c isio n -miiuking processes
associated with the adoption at the local level of civil preparedness programs. For all studies
involving surve y s , atte mpts have been m ade to develop sampl ing te chni ques that would allow
generali zation of results of the surveys to wider audiences. Surveys , in addition to accomplishing
primary objectives , help isolate and describe sa li ent at t i tudes , levels of k nowledge , and beh avior
associated with the prog ram.

Background ut Civil Preparedness Surveys

Froni its very beginning, the civil preparedness program has been subjected to specula-
tive and jo urnalisti c interpret ations of its s tanding with the pub lic. 5 Aft er the tra ns fer of civil
prepa redness activities to the Department of Defense, at about the time of the Berlin crisis , the
rate ol speculation increased. Numerous small private surveys of a t t i tud e s  found their way into
the public media and became the basis of gener aliza tions about the total population. In rea lity ,
ot course , genera l state m ents about i~uhl ic at t i tudes  require a much large r population sam ple.
this booklet is intended to provide a s~nopsi s of current public at t i tudes toward civil prepare d-
ness, based on a popu lation sampk of adequate size. More recently, this debate has largely
subsided .

While the ’ study of public opinion has been a re latively small part ot th e cm% i l  prt’l’are d-
ness research program , it has been a cons istent one. Civil preparedness bias conducted nati on al
probability surveys every thr ee ’ or tour ~ears since I ‘)5O, Since the response to the cold war is
of continuing concern , man~ oilier privately sponsore d surveys have includ ed civil prepart’dmit ’ss
anti related cold war questions in th e ir  sII r ve%s l) atj  1 m m  all of these surve~-s are iisst’m nbkd in
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a data ha nk at the ’ University o( Pitt sburgh anti h ave (lie ’ capability of viewing public a t t i tude ’s
ov em .m 2O~year span. To give sonic idea oh’ the extent  ot these data , the ’ hank mt ’ prese’nts about
500 studies and about one—half mu i llion individu a l survey respondents. I)at i needed to analyze
public opinion anti response durin g both periods of crisis anti periods of ’ noncrises are ava ilable.6

Pub lmc surv e~ s over a period ot 20 ve’ars show a very consi st ent  le~ el ut public support
for civil pre paredness mnc l u thi n g all ki nds of civil prepar edness pre igmanis , fa llout shelte rs , bla st
she’It erx , a nti evacuation. Few public pr ogr amus command such a broad base of Passive support.
The’rt’ is , indeed , a form of “national consensus ,” with stah i Ii t~ over ti me , toward the iie’e’el for
civil preparedness .

In most publ ic programs there ’ e x i s t s  opposition and support; and , generall y , th is is
somewhat pat te ’mne ’d. There is so little ’ pub lic opposition to civil defense’ programs, it is dif ficult
to determine ’ who the ’ oppositmon m s In t~ ct , the public j ust dot’s not pe’rceive’ opposition to civil
prepar edness. l)uring the Berlin crisis , which has sometimes been characte rized as “the great
civil defense’ debate .” the public did not attend to opposition arguments. l ime debate ’ was about
wher e’ are the she’lt e’rs and will th ey work. It ’ th er e’ ever was a q uestion in th e m inds of the publi c
about whether a civil preparedness program should exist , it was resolved in favor of the progr am
duri ng the ’ Berlin crisis anti has now reached a sort of “ceili ng ” at which support cannot signit ’i-
cantly increase. It is not likely that it will experi ence ’ gre ’ate’r support or opposition in the fu t u r e .

A persistent question in c ivil  pre’paredness is how to make civil preparedness mor e’
acce ptable ’ to people’. In view of a large body of public at t i tud e evidenc e’, this looks like the wrong
question. Public eeluc ,mtion or information programs designed to “sell” civil preparedness i~robably
are’ not worth the ’ cost. Not because it is difficult  to convince the public of the value ot ’ the civ i l
preparedness effort,  hut because they are already convinced of it. An effort to “sell” the small
opposition is not likely to he useful because opposition sentiments are couched in a broader ideo-
logical conception of the world’ s strategic environment.  lii fact , they are re lated to peace’ or war
issue’s , comple’tely inde’pe’ndent of civil pre ’paredn ess programs.

The public also rega rds civil preparedness as a governmental responsibility, not a private ’,
do—it—yours elf ’ exercise ’. People assoc iate  civ il prepare dness with National ele’i’e’nse , ant i trust the’
(;~ve ’rn hl~~m 1t in this area. They believe what needs to he clone is being clone ’. They ht ’hi e’ve’ more
is being spent and clone t h a n  is the’ case , and feel that even this is not enough. Fv em i though the
public worries sonic’ about war , they do not spend much time thinking about civil pre’pared ne’ss
measure ’s other than in a time of ’ crisis.

A small opposition is quite vocal in a crisis period, and crisis periods art’ gener ally civil
pre pareeine’ss d is cussion periods. They are likely to come to the surfac e again in future crisis
period s with their allegations that: ( I )  civil defense cannot Save’ all ; (2 ) the post-attae’k environ-
ment is too hostile for survival ; (3) civil prepare d ness might he too effe e’tiv e and generate a
garrison state; and (4) civil d efense make s people accept nuclear war or (SI w~u%el upse t the
stabili ty of eleterr e ’nce based on mutual  catastrop he.
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I n short , the public environment ot ’ civil preparedness is a problem to decision-makers.
Political decisions about the program are difficult , an d pu bli c attitudes have too low a pro file in
noncrisis periods to generate and maintain the kinds of political actions required. I)uring crisis
periods, decision-makers tend to focus on in for mation req uirements of the public and not on
progra m development.

These characteristics of ’ public opinion have also generated an ambivalent policy a t t i tude
in the civil preparedness organization. On the one hand , there has been a view at all levels of the
organization that a quite t rofessional approach to building a civil preparedness system with minimal
involve ment of the public is needed. This view argues that crisis periods will be of sufficient length
to inform the public how to use the civil defense system. On the other hand , the authority provided
civil preparedness to “publicly disseminate appropriate ’ civil defense information by all available
means” is taken as a directive to keep t he public knowledgeable on a continuing basis. The public
educatio n and training task is also linked to the need 14, f public acknowledgement and support for
the ’ allocation of fu nds to operate the system. it is also a fact that the accomplishment of many
civil prepa red ness progra m elements depend ~n some form of public support .

It is argued that human history is almost completely devoid of expe rience where a
crisis was perceived as such by major decision-makers, and communicated to the public in such
a way as to have them act on it as a crisis. A better history indicates that decision-makers and
other people tend to deny the existence of a crisis , partic ularly if it is likely to lead to conflict ,
When a crisis is recognized to exist , there has been a tendency to refrain from communicating
this information widely for fear of further escalating the crisis.

Public attitudes , whi le persistently favorable , never seem to be in a form that can be
put to best use. They seem to be either too much , or too little , They have j ust not provided the
kind of sustaining environment in which hard decisions abou t civil preparedness can be made.

Dimensions of Attitudes and Nature
of Civil Defense Messages

At this point , a discussion of attitudes and civil defense message content might help
put the remainder of the summary in a better context. The firs t level of prediction of target
audiences’ response to a communication is the level of comprehension or attitude of the audience
relative to the communication. The most likely response is the fu rther reinforcement of a pre-
viously held attitude. It is, therefore , important for civil preparedness change agents to understand
pree xisting attitudes.
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It is also important to understand that attitudes have dimensions or , perhaps better
stated , vary ing levels of intensity. One dimension of an attitude might be defined as its general
direction. It could be favorable or unfavo rable , or some place between these poles. An attitude
may also vary in the degree or intensity with which it is held. One may feel quite favorable toward
the idea that she has a fallout shelter capability in her basement righ t now; but if she clearly per-

— ceives that a nuclear exchan ge will occur in the next few weeks, her favorability may be much more
intense.

An individual has an a~ !itude about everything of which he is aware , These attitudes
all have direction and intensity. In fact , people have a sort of hiera rchy of attitudes; that is,
some attitudes are more important than others in affecting behavior. The relative importance to
an individual of a given attitude is called salience. Attitudes of importance which influence indivi-
dual decision-making are described as salient. Attitude s that are peripheral to decision-making are
nonsalient. Salient attitudes are usually well-developed systems of cognitions , evaluations , and
action tendencies directed toward an object. Nonsalieri t attitudes are usually loosely organized.

In public attitude surveys, the salience of attit udes is measured by asking the respondent
to rate the intensity of his attitu de within a ran ge of other related issues. While about 90 percent
of the population reports a favorabili ty toward civil preparedne ss on an attitude directiona l basis,
it is rated low on attitude salience scales. It is important to remember this distinction. In general ,
all attit udes are highly favorable toward civil preparedness systems. These attitudes are not held
intensely and are usually nonsalient.

It may also be useful to discuss briefly the nature of the civil preparedness message.
The central concept of all civil preparedness communications migh t be described as a negative
contingency : a very bad thing that might happen some time. The negative aspect of the message,
a possible nuclear war on the homelan d, is threatening and tends to increase, become more persua-
sive, and less manageable as understanding increases about the nature of nuclear war. The contin-
gency aspect of the message relates to an assessment of the possibility of nuclear war occurring.

From this point of view, it might be argued that low saliency of civil preparedness issues
is induced by exposure to civil preparedn ess messages. One of the ways of handling the anxiety
resulting from assessment of deterrence failure is to reduce assessments of the likelihood of its
occurrence. It is probabl y psychologically not tolerable or credible to believe that nuclear wea-
pons will be used, that they will be catastrophic in effect, and that one is personally vulnerable
to effects of this magnitude. A way of dealing with this threat is to reduce its saliency. it might
be argued that in its general nature , the civil preparedness message is difficult to communicate to
people. it is uniquely the type of message that people tend to distort or change. The behavior
suggested in civil preparedness messages to reduce threat and anxiety cannot resolve these issues
for responding audiences. Personal worry over civil preparedness messages can be more easily
handled by an assessment of a low likelihood of the threat materializing, by distorting the message,
or by just not hearing it.

f 
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In the following summary , the di rection of atti tudes is discussed. The objective is to
allow the reade r a concise glance at various aspects of ’ public opinion concerning civil prepared-
ness in general , and fallout shelters in particular. The topics chosen are those ’ felt to be of ’ most
interest to operating staffs,

Internationa l Context

Since civil preparedness programs are influenced by the intern ational environment , it
is use t’ul to study and describe pub lic perception of’ t his environ m ent . National surveys conducted
since 196 1 provide a rich body of data about these perceptions. These studies have ’ measured
Americans’ perceptions of the problem areas of the world , levels of worl d tension , the likelihood
of “Wo rld War i ll ,” and the countries perceived as a threat to peace. The 1 968 survey, whe n coin-
pared with previous years , indicated the int ernatio nal environment was viewed as increasingly tense.
The proportion of respondents who perceived high world tension increased fro m three-fifths in
1 963-1964 to about three-fourths in 1 966-1967. In 1968, about one-half of those having an opinion
tho ught World War ill was likely, or very likely . China is viewed by one-half of our popul ation as
the greatest th reat to world peace now , and as becoming an even greater threat in the next five
years.

But important changes have been in the making throughout the period in which surveys
have been carried out. Basically, the likelihood of thermonuclear war has been characterized by a
declining overall trend , By 197 2 , not more than one in four Americans thought that another major
war would come about. 7

Up to about 1966, the Soviet Union was seen as the greatest threat to America ’s security
and to world peace. Even in 1968, some three out of 10 respondents held such a view. However ,
China had displaced the Soviet Union as the major perceived threat by the mid- 1960’s, perhaps due
to the fact that the conflict in Vietnam seemed to have been more frought with risks of confronta-
tions with China than with the Soviet Union.

The evidence indicates that by 1972 , in part directly rela ted to the visit s both to the
People’s Republic of China and to the Soviet Union by President Nixon , hopes for modest improve-
ments in relations between the Soviet Union and the United States , and also between China and
the United States have become quite manifest.

A 1976 survey conducted by the Gallup organization concluded that Americans see the
Soviet Union as virtually equal to the United States in military power. The United States is seen
as no longer the number one milita ry power in the world. The public also assesses this to be the
state of military balance 10 years from now.8
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Threat Perception

The 1978 National study 9 sought to assess perceptions of risk along several dimen-
sions: ( I ) t h e  feeling of an ambient sense of danger; (2) the threat of nuclear war; (3) the risk
to the geographic area of each respondent ’s residence should nuclear war occur: and (4) the
da nger of nucl ear events other than those predicated on a war scenario.

The ambient threat was measure d by probing into the perceptions of international
te nt ions. As in other st udies, the survey sought to determine (relative to a scale from 0 to 10)
how tense the curren t world situation seemed to be; how it appeared, on recall , some two years
ago ; and how it might , by expectatio n , evolve over the coming next two years -to about 1980.

The threat of nuclear war was assessed by seeking estimates of war likelihood , which
is an index of threat intensity, and by asking about the timing of such a war --when might it occur ,
if at all—- which helps to assess the acuteness of the danger , such as it may be.

The area-specific risks -- themselves contingent on the actualization of a war — were
measure d by probi ng whether Americans thought that the Country ’s area in whi ch they live wou ld
be a likely ta rget. In turn , should the area not be a focus of a direct attack (a target), what migh t
he the level of danger that secondary weapons effects (fallout) would present.

Final ly, the cu rrent  concept uali zati on of “othe r tha n war ” n ucleaf hazard s included a
concern over the nuclear powe r plant accident , a terrorist take-over of a nuclear powe r fa cility, and
the possibility of a nuclear weapon (regardless of the means by which it might be acquired) in the
hands of some terrorist group or organization. The likelihood of such hazards was measured over
a time horizon stretching up to 1985.

Of the three non-war nuclear threats , two are area-specific and one is more diffuse or
ambient. A nuclear power plant accident or a terrorist take-over of a power plant (with the atten-
dant potential threat to “blow it up ” unless whatever demands are met) refer to dange rs which
are geographically circumscribed , with a par t icul ar nu clea r facil i ty at the hub of the pla usible pro-
blem. In turn , the (blackmail) use of a nuclear device on the part of some terrorist group or
organization is not geographically definable in that the danger might possibly arise anywhere , and
its black mail “effectiveness” might well be the greatest in or around the most densely populated
areas of the nation: the major cities.

The 1978 survey incorporated these threat perception themes for a simple reason : In
a world without risk, emergency preparedness systems would , presu mably, not be needed at all;
in a threatening world , an expectation of higher receptivity to all those factors which go into
measures to prevent a risk from actualization , a readiness to cope with it should it materialize
anyway, and a capacity to minimize its effects and aftermaths.

In the National studies of 1 963, 1 964, 1966, 1972 , and 1978 , respondents were asked
f”. about the level of international tensions. Table I presents long- range trends relative to the manner

- 
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in which Americans view the international context.
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All of these surveys, with the exception of 1978, sought to determine not only how
people assessed the then-current level of tensions (on a scale from 0 to 10, from zero to “maxi-
mun ”), but also how they evaluated , by recall, the tensions two years prior to the survey date
and , by anticipation, the tensions two and fIve years in the future. In the 1978 survey, the five-
year time horizon , somewhat regrettably, was omitted.

Tabk 1: Perceptions of Interna tional Tensions

Ltvel Of Tensions Year Of Survey
In 1963 1964 1966 1972 1978

196 1 6.51

1962 6.57
4

1 963 [6~9 5 I  
I

1964 [ 6.92 ! 5.61

1 965 7.03

1966 I 6.90 1 7.59 !

1967 4 I 1
1968 6.51 7.42

1969 6.22 I
1970 6.91

197 1 6.35

1972 I 7.02 1

1973 4
1974 6.54

1975 I
1976 6.23

1977 6.15

1978 1670 1

1979

1980 7.12
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The basic “story ” is st raightforward enough as follows :

• International tensions were seen as moderately high throughout the period --
in the 6 and 7 point range of the 0-10 point scale.

• The middle sixties and early seventies were characterized by higher , curre nt-
tension perceptions than either the earl y sixties or the late seventies.

• In every case , the past (two years ago) seemed better than the present (as of
t he year of the survey), t hough not substantially so.

• In general , the fut ure seemed somewhat better  than the present , especially
over the five-year horizon; however , the re are two crucial ex cept ions with
respect to the two-year perspective :
( I )  The 1 963 survey reveals a pattern of tensions increasing, if only some-

what , from the past , to the the n present , to the future.
( 2) The 1978 survey displays a similar pattern in which lower , past ( 1 976)

tension s have increased in to 1978, and are further expected to increase
toward the end of the decade.

• The major tone of the data , of course, shows that th e world is anythi ng bu t
risk-free; and that a sense of danger has been felt by people whether they assess
the recent past (two years ago), the present (as of the date of the surveys), or
the future (two- or five-year perspectives, respectively).

The pattern of tensions of the 1 960’s may well be , in large measure , ex plainable by
the context of the war in Viet Nam. This, of course, makes the 1978 data particularl y important:
The world environment is seen as deteriorating, though not dramatically so, even though there ’ is
no current conflict in which the United States would be engrossed in a major political , not to
speak military, manner. -

Threat Of War

If questions concerning international tensions is indicative of a more diffuse sense of
concern , the issue regarding the possibilities of nuclear war is quite specific , as shown in the fol-
lowing table :
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Tab le 2: Likelihood of Nuclear War

Percent Evaluating Likelihood
Study Yea r As 50-SO Or Higher Likelihood Index *

1 963 53.2 .4S6

1 964 49.9 .4 23

1 966 5 1.8 .432
1972 49.2 .415
1978 58.6 .469

1n the 1963. 1964 . and 1966 surveys , a likelihood scak from 0 to 10 was used.

In the 1972 and 1978 studies, the 5-point scale is converted to a 0-1.00 scale . Those
who said that a nu clear war was “very likely ” were assigned a value of 1.00: the respondents who
thought that war was “likely” were given a value of 0.75: those in the 50-50 bracket we re given
a val ue of 0.5; the Americans who considere d a nuclear war “unlikely ” or “ve ry unlikely ” were
~ ven values of 0.25 and 0.00, respectively.

The key conclusions arc of the following kind:

• The anticipations regarding nuclear war were higher in the ’ I 950’s (without
providing the act ual evidence here , but based on numerous surveys of the
period ) tha n in the l 960’s or in the 1970’s.

• The late 1 960’s and the early I 970’s were characte rized by a lowered per-
ception of a nuclear war threat (and , as we have seen , not necessarily by
lowe red percept ion of overall inte rnational tensions, largely attrib utable
to the Viet Nam conflic t which , by implication , did not seem likely to
escalate i nto a major nuclear confrontation ) , whereas the dangers seemed
greater i n the early 1 960’s - and agai n in late 1 978.

• The 1978 data reveal the highest expectations of nuclear war over the 1 5-
year interval which the particular national studies cover. This, in turn , is
in keeping with the heightened sense of international tensions in terms of
the patte rn of change s from past , to present , to fut ure .

• The trend between 1972 and 1978 is particularl y crucial in this regard and
it manifests itself as a change from 49.2 percent to 58.6 percent of those
who consider another world war as having 50-SO or higher probability , and
as a shift by 0.054 points on the likelihood scale itse l f.

Furthermore , the aggregate result may mask some important re gional differences.
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In analyz ing Congressman Skelton ’s data—f rom the 4th Congressional District of
Missouri - ( based on telephone in terv iews of a sample of 300 from the I 6-county area and using an
in strument designed for that purpose ’, he nce, involving many identical items to the 1978 national
~t ir~ey ) . it is suspected that the pattern of threat may be diffe rent for those areas of the Country
which are somewhat more like the Missouri district. 10

Though the ’ percentage of Missouri respondents assigning a 50-50 or greater prob-
abi l i ty to nuclear war is not dissimilar to the national sam ple (61.0 percent in the M issouri
district and 58.6 percent nationwide ’), the likelihood index is 0.62 1 in the 4th District and 0.469
nationally suggesting a different distribution giv ing rise to the overall measure .

As fa r as the underlying tendency is concerned , the results support the conclusion that
the threat of war is seen as having increased by the late 197O’s, as compare d with the early part
of the decade or the latter years oI~ the preceding decade. The 1972 study indicate s that the
median number of years within which a nucle ar war is expected is about 7- 1 /4 years (about late
1979), and 34.0 percent of the ’ respondents placed the possible conflict into the interval of 10
years and beyond.

In 1978 , the median war expectation lies within the 9- 1 /4 year range—in the middle
half of the late 1980’s--with 66.4 percent of th e respondents , i.e , of the total sample: whil e
the medi an is estimated only on the basis of those who were willing to provide a time assessment,
plac ing it into the 10-year plus bracket; but , indeed . 10 years being the modal response charac-
terist ic of 26.2 percent of the total sample. Uence , the conclusion s are as follows:

• The threat of nuclear war is perceived to be both real and serious.

• The threat is, however , not “acute ” in the sense that war wou ld seem to be ,
from the perspective the populati on , immin ent or re latively imminent.

If it is assumed th at the population does not want war (an assumption which is so
eminently reasonable as to be just about beyond challenge , alth ough recen t empirical evide n ce
is not available to substantiate it precisely because it is felt such evidence is not needed) the
data—with analytic refinements to follow in subsequent reports—su ggest the following obvious

L 

policy implication s:

• The reality and the severity of the perceived threat facilitate a national climate
of opinion in which Government actions are oriented toward reducing , mini-
mizin g or doing-away-with the threat , e.g., deterrence, n egotiation, arms con-
trol agreements , disarmament measures, etc .

• The reality and the severity of the threat also suggest a national ambiance in
which actions to minimize the impact of war , shoul d it occu r and shou ld i t not
become avoidable by the measures previously mentione~, would also prove
welcome, i.e ., active as well as passive defense systems.

_ _  
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• In principle , the data would indicate that both measures of war probability
reduction and wa r coping should prove appreciated by the Nation ’s body
politic in the absence of certainty as to whether threat reduction is possible
or likely, or whether effective coping measures migh t not only help to deal
with the war insult , should it occur , but also to reduce the threat (as an
aspect of deterrenc e) .

Furthermore , the basic nonacuteness of the otherwise real and serious threat has still another
implication for policy:

• There is a sense of “reasonable ” lead time over which measures to reduce the
war probabilities or to deal with the consequence of war can be taken. On
the whole , the natio n is seen as having 10 or more years to “tool u p” for a
potential war or to decrease its risks, and thus “tool up ” for not having to
face the prospects of such a conflagration.

• The nonimmedia cy of the danger is a factor in its low saliency and low
saliency is a t’act or in low levels of actual demand for war likelihood reduction
or for emergency preparedness systems, so that Governme nt cannot expect to
be “p ressured” (by the Nation ’s bod y politic ) to do anythi ng, but can , in an
op~ mal world , provide leadership, thereby responding to the uneasiness which
permeates the Country.

For some Amen :ans , of course, no risk of war seems to exist. In 1 978, when asked
about the ’ likelihood of war , 2.3 percent of the respondents refrained from answerinf the ques-
tion in terms of the probability scale and emphasized that a nuclear war would simply never
happen . When asked about the possible timing of a nuclear war , 7.8 percent volunteere d the
view that such a conflict would never come about.

This indicates that some proportion of those who really thought a war had zero
probabilities , initially ~iid that a conflict was “very u nlikely ” and only when forced to con-
sider the ti ming of such a war chose to make clear that this “very unlikely ” response actually
meant “zero” likelihood .

Given the sample size, we may conclude that the national percentage of those , 18
years of age and older, who discount the threat of nuclear war altogether lies, with a confidence
level of 0.95 , between 5.8 and 9.8 percent. This is a somewhat lower percentage than the
1972 national study revealed. In this early 1970’s inquiry , 13.1 percent were convinced that
a nuclear war simply would never occur; and with the respective sample size (N 1302), this
yields an estimate (at the 0.95 level of confidence) at between 11.1 and 15.1 percent for that
time period. Thug, if the overall likelihood of a war has increased )though its probable timing
has shifted further into the future), the expectation that war would never come declined at

— the same time.
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There was also an increase in anticipating a Soviet Chinese war. In 1972 . the likeli-
hood index was 0.373 (with 38.5 percent falling into the 50-50 and higher likelihood categories) ,
wh ile it was 0.4 73 (with 56.9 percent in the corresponding likelihood grouping) in the current
study. Since a Soviet.Chinese war migh t , u nder some circumstances , lead to an American
involve ment , the question was asked about the likelihood of such involveme nt among those
A mericans who though t th at  a conflagration in th e Far Fast was at least as likely as not.

Among those (38.5 percent) 1972 respondents , an American invol~ement yielded a
likelihood of 0.542: among the 1978 interviewees (56.9 perc ent) .  the likelihood turned out to
he 0.608.

~trea Risk

By using TR- 82 assessments, and “locati ng” each responde nt (in terms of the Prim ary
Samplin g Unit)  rel ative to residing or not residing in one of the h igh-risk areas of the Nation .
74 .8 percent of the 1620 interviewees in the 1978 survey live in designated high-risk areas! l~

This information permits comparisons between the perspectives on emergency pre-
paredne’ss measures between those who live in riskier parts of the Nation and those who , by
the attack pre mises of the TR-82 analysis , reside in safer areas .

Be that as it may, 53.4 percent of the 1978 respondents believe there exists a “certai n ”
or a “very grea t ” danger that their residenti al are a , somewhat broadly conceived , would be a
likely target. The likelihood which the data imply is about 0.642; and this compares with the
0.619 index (48.7 percent in the “certain ” or “very great ” dange r categories) in the 4th
Congressional District of Missouri.

Both the national 1978 data and the Summer 1978 Missouri results suggest that many
people in high risk areas may be simply unaware of the dange rs. Indeed , although j ust about
all of the counties in the 4th Congressional District of Missouri are located in a high risk region ,
the target danger index , 0.619, is lower than it would be were the residents actually attuned
to the risks they might have to face . Similarly, since some 75 percent of the national respondents
actually live in high risk areas, the overall index , i.e., likelih ood of being in a target area , of
0.642 also suggests a greater feeling of safety than analyses of the TR-82 variety would support.

The 1972 survey found that 43.4 percent of the 1 302 respondents though t they were
residing in likely target are as, and the likelihood index of 0.62 1, along with the percentage of
respondents un der perceived severe threat , indicate an upward shift between 1972 and 1978.
If a particular area were not to prove to be a target , 48.3 percent in 1978 and 49.2 percent in
197 2 expected that their general residential areas would be exposed to significan t fallout. The
likelihood (of fallout) indices yield 0.637 in 1978 and 0.672 in 1972. However , onl’~ 1 .5 per-
cen t in both 19 72 and 1978 were convinced there would be “no danger” of fallout at all : and
4.4 percent (1978) and 3.1 percent ( 1972) felt rather sure that their areas were also in “no
danger” of being a likely target . Also, many were quite convinced that their own residential
areas would be impacted by such a war , ei ther by being an actual targe t or by being subjected

— to significant fallout effects. In this regard , the studs indicates that the epidemiology of the
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target risk may actual ly  so i i ic w ha t  underest imat e those dangers whi ch more obj ectit ied an .~l~ se~~.
‘~udi as those on which FR — 8 2 was predicated , might  point to . Fur thermore , most ol t hose s~ ho
be lieved thems elve s in the pa thway of an ads-e r sar~ at tack h a d  also a fa irly clear idea - accurate or
not .i~ to sv l m~ their  pa r t i c t i l a r  areas would be in cluded in .i target ing p lan. The feeling tha t  the
~ or I d is rat h er ~~~~~~~ from a ri sk ot nuclear  con lr ontzi t~on , or that  their  areas are rat h er s i t e  should
a conh1 i~ t conic about . cl iar a cte ri i es only a few c i t i ze n s .

I. ‘ i ide r  t hese c ircumstan ces , it is d i f f icu l t  to imagine that  the populace would want  to
ilo nothing or only : l i t t le  in the sv a~ of emergen c~- pm ep a r edn. ’ss. But then , of course , w hat  t l ie ~might be wi l l ing  to do . or what  might  be more objectionab le is rLe i se l ~ a central  theme of

his inqui ry .

Other Nuclear Hazards

In the I ‘-V’U’ s . m any nuclear power pl ants havc become operational : other s are under
constru ction; still others are in various planning stages . Wi tho u t  doubt , the developm ent of
nuclear energy has become a subje ct ol heated coni r ove r s~ and risk of accident s has received
wide pLib l i c i ty -

But other dangers , too , hav e been suggested . For one , the possibility that  a nuclear
faci l i ty  might  he taken over by terrorists and tha t  the~ might threaten nearby communit i e s  as
“hostages”. Second , th e possibil ity that  terrorist s might acquire a nuclear deivce , even if only
a small one , has also emerged - par ticularly because of the wide publicity received by two tinder-
grad utat e students (one at Princeton and one at M.l.T .~ who were able to design and construct
Potentia lly effective small nuclear weapons .

Since diversion o1 weapon-grade uranium or of plutonium is not an impossibilit y , the
problem 01 nuclear power facilities has come to be compounded not only by problems of waste
sto rage . hut also by the risks of thef t  and terror istic misue of nuclear materials.

No question s of this type were raise d in the 1972 survey — and the issues were simp ly
not salient at al l in the 1 960’s. However , the 1978 survey included sevc,al probe s into the
nuclear dangers of a nonwar variety because the concern s have become real, and because the
underly ing issues have come to he placed on the Nation ’s agenda.

Table 3 provides the likelihood indices associated with the three major hazards about
which specifi c questions were asked in the course of the 1978 study.
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Table 3
Likelihood of Selected Nuclear Hazard s

(1978)

Likelihood Index
( By 1985)

Nuclear power plan t accident* .479

Terrorist takeover of a nuclear facility .470

Acquisition of a nuclear device by terronsts**
ari d th reat to an American city or community .512

*An accident which woutd release significan t fallout.

•*Th e item imp lies an actual threat to a city or other community in the United States based on
te rrorist claims that they have a nuclear device. —

If the populace underestimates the target risk to their areas in the event of a war , they appear to
overestimate the well publicized hazards of a power plant accident of major proportions. But
the concern is quite clearly real; and the data on possible terrorist actions, e.g., facility takeover
or nuclear blackmail of an American community, further underscore the not insignificant worry
of the Nation. At the same time , the favorableness index regarding power plant installations is
0.581 (with 6 1.2 percent being either “strongl y in favor ” or “in favor” of plant construction) so
that the populace , in effect , tend to say that the risks are , on the whole , worth taking .

Nonetheless, when it comes to having a nuclear facility with in a 50-mile radius, the
picture changes in import ant ways: 45. 1 percent of the respondents fall into the favorable
categories , while 48.5 percent tend to be inclined to oppose ; and the favorableness index falls
to 0.460. Thus , nuclear power plan ts “somewhere else” rather than in one’s (50-mile) vicini ty
are signif icantly more acceptable .

In general , Americans hold the view that the Cold War is likely to go on indefinitely.
People desire disarmament and are favorably disposed toward a wide range of proposals for
lessening and con t rolling world conflict. However , when asked abou t possible outcomes, they
have a low appraisal of these measures becoming a reality, or if actualized , that they will sig-
nif icantly reduce world tensions. Data gathered over the last 10 years clearly demonstrate
that the publ ic perceives the interna tional environment as increasingly threatening.
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Worry About Nuclear War

A little under one-half ot ’ the populat ion say they are worried about nuclear atta ck.
People in the eastern part of -the United States and on the Pacific (‘oast worry more. The less
educated and those having low socio conomn ic stattis ten~t to worry more. People with greater
r~sponsihi litics , e.g., young par ents , worry more. Yet , there are fewer people who do worry
about nuclear war hazards in the 1070’s than ther e were in any preceding period .

Soviet and American Strength

To anchor sotime of the views of the populace regarding the international threat , its
n atu re, and some means ot ’ coping with it (with an emphasis , in this inquiry , upon civil defense
systeifls~, it was import ant to ascertain how the respondents compare Soviet and American mili-
ta ry might. By their own admission , the judgm ents do not rest on a very solid information base
and are , therefore, perhaps more intuit iv e or ambient than knowledge able. This is inferre d
simply by noting that  the self—e valuations of information level are lowest when it comes to
U. S. civil det ’ense , the Soviet Unio n in general , and n ational defense in general.

The 1978 respondents were asked the same three questions as were the 1972 inter-
siewees to compare the strength of the two superpowers with regard to strategic weapons ; to
compare the two nations with respect to overall defense capabilities; and to contrast them in
terms of civil det ’ense systems, specit ’ically: A summary of the results , both for the (078 and
the 107 2 nationwide surveys , is presented in Table 4.

Table 4
Perceptions of Comparative Sov~~t and Americaii Military Power

Stra tegic Capabilities Defense Systems Civil Defense
1978 1972 1978 1972 1978 1972

The Soviets are seen stronge r
or much stronger 29.1 2~.7 29.1 25.t~ 39,7 26.0

Soviet anti American military
might is seen as about equal 47.0 51.5 47.0 4S.6 28.8 27.3

The United States is seen
stronger or much stronger 14.8 11 . 7 13.9 19.2 10.1 17.7

Relative strength index .556 .561 .555 .529 .634 .520

*lndex values over 0.5 indicate greater Soviet than America n strength perception;
index values of 0.5 indicate equality in mili ta ry power; index values below 0.5 indicate the
respondents believe that America is tronger titan are the Soviets.
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‘l’he major conclusions which ~‘an be derived f’rom these aggregate data are as follows :

• With regard to st rategic or attack weapons, the re has been little change in the
Nation ’s views since 1972. The strength index t’avors the Soviets on both
occasions; hut equality in strategic militar y might remains the dominant
response.

• In general , in defense capabilities as well as in civil det ’ense , ther e is a sense ol’
increased Soviet might. This is especially so regarding the civil defense programs
of ’ the two nations.

• The modal response regarding overall defense strength is one of equality in both
1972 and 1978.

• With respect to civil defense capab ilities, the 1978 modal response favors the
Soviets rather sharply; while the 1972 data show about as many people believin g
that the civil defense programs of’ the superpowers were about equal , as felt that
the Soviets already had a superior capability.

• In terms of strategic systems , defe nse as well as civil defense , the percentage of
Americans who believe the Soviets to be stronger than the U.S. exceeds , by
significant margins , those who muainta in U.S. supermrity . For strategic weapons
and general defense capabilities , the difference is one ot’ a factor of ’ about 2 ;
for civil def en se com parison , the dit’fe rence favors the Soviets by a factor of
nearly 4.

• All the “strength ” indices, both in 1972 and 1978 (with increases over the
years with respect to defense capabilities in general and civil defense in part i-
cular) imply a national heliet ’ that the Soviet military might surp asses that of
the U.S. though not , except wit h  regard to civil defense , by i mpressive margins
as yet.

Whether the prevailing sense of ’ having become the “mil i t ary power” has an important
hearing on the way the populace took at the world or on civil det’ense (or other defense s needs
can be ascer tai ned , to an important extent , once comparisons are made between those who
consider the Soviets stronger , those who heliev~ that  the two superp~~ ers are ot’ about equal
strength , and those who are convinced of continued U.S. mil i tary superiorit y.

Arms Control

Systems of civil defense can , in a variety of ’ ways , subserv e tli f t’ert ’nt national objec-
tives . I t may he , indeed , quite arguable whethe r some civil defense programs themselves contri-
bute to det er ren ce or n ot . It may be arguable whether or n ot , by contrast , such systems may
imbalan ce the tenuous equilibrium on which (nuclear ) peace might he seems to rest.
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It may well he that , in effect , the maj or contribution ot’ civil defe nse lies in the
Nation ’s improved capabilities to cope with natural and man-made disasters rather than with the

hazards of nuclear war , since such other emergencies are both more likely and more frequent.
Yet , the major underlying objective of all civil defense systems which have any respons ibility
in an environment 01’ nuclear confrontati on is to minimize damage to hif ’e and property. Thus,
civil defense measures aim , above all , at bluntin g the effectiveness of an attack on the United
States should such an attack ever actualize.

11 is similarly clear that , apart from other broader nat ional goals, measu res of arm s
contro l and disarmament focus on the reduction in war probabilities or , as a m ini mu m, on
changes in the natures and magnitudes of possible attacks. But if arms control agreements ,
past or hoped for , alter , in some degree , the likelihood of war—perhaps even mainly by simply
creating an in ter national cli mat e in which such agreemen ts are possible , th us keeping the super-
powers around the dipl omatic table—short of ’ dramatic measures of disarmament, t he threat of ’

war cannot quite go away altogether . Some successful efforts in threat reducti on are then not ,
objec tively or otherwise , ta ntamount to the disappearance of the danger.

The 1978 survey repeated a series of questions concerning more general arms contro l
and disarmament agreements. The data in Table S summariie the aggregate findings for the
identical items ol both the 1972 and the 1978 inquiry . Based on these data, the conclusions
are as follow:

• Except for a t’ar-reaching agreement which would , in ef fect , make the Un ited

Nations the military world government , all the postulated major options find
more su pport than opposi t ion in t he N at ion ’s public , both in 1978 and 1972.

• The most desired measures have to do with the “N— tb ” country problem—a
findin g wh ich holds again both in the early 1970’s and in the late part of the
decade: the prevention of proliferation of both nuclear and conventional arms.

• Maintainin g current nuclear force levels or , in fact , decreasing them by natural
agreement are other programs which find strong support in the Nation.

• Except for an agreement to do away with ABM’s altogether , there is a slight
shift in desirability of all measures between 1972 and 1978: the data m di-
cafe a small , but consistent , drift toward slightly lower levels of support for

* the various al ternatives which the study postulated
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Table S
The Nation ’s Views on Several Arms Control and Disarmament

Disarmament Measures

Percen t

Positive Negative Desirability
Responses Responses Index

1978 1972 1978 1 972 1978 1972
- Preventing the

proliferation of’
nucle ar weapons 69,8 69.3 14.4 13.3 + 1.55 + 1.60
Agreeing to stop
arms ship men ts to
all other nations 64.5 64.6 18.4 15.4 + 1.26 + 1.4 1
Agreement to main-
tain not more than
curre n t nuclear
force levels 62,4 64.3 17 .1 13.3 + 1.16 + 1.40
Agreement to decreaseF the cu rren t nu clear
fo rce levels 61 .7 * 22. 1 * +1.07 *

A safe secure mutual
inspection system 56.2 59.5 25. 7 22 .3 +0.78 +0.97
Eliminating all

L 

nuclear tests 51. 1 55.2 29.4 27 .7 +0.61 +0.83
Agreement with all
nuclear powers to
destroy their whole
nuclear arsenal s 48.3 46,9 34.4 32.9 +0.40 +0.45
Agreement to have
n 0ABM ’sa t al j 45.8 39,4 34.3 35,6 +0.34 +0.15
Agreement among
nations to maintain
arm ed forces la rge
enough only to keep
internal order 46.5 51. 7 35.3 28.8 +0.25 +0.63
A U.N. police force
armed with nuclear
weapons to be the
strongest army in
the world 29 .1 30.7 48.6 43.3 —0.62 —0.46

not asked 39
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In principle then , the Nation ’s pu blic is favorably disposed both to almost all
method s to reduce the risks of war by arms control and disarmament agreements , and to
civil defe nse programs to decrease the negative consequences of an attack should it ever
happen. The main implication of this general finding , of course , is that the Na tion does not
see arms contro l agreements (such as might result from SALT) dt odds with prudent measures
of civil defense. The prospects of significant agreements with the Soviets in the next two
years are seen as fairly high , and fu rther improving toward 1985. However , data on the th reat
of war and the timing of such a war also indicate that such significant progress in arms con-
trol agreements does not seem to convince the populace that the measure s would turn out
to be such as to make war either extremely unlikely or even impossible .

Genera l Favora bility

When asked whether or not they favor fallout shelters , Americans consistently indi-
cate substantial approval . National surveys conducted in recent years show a large majority
of the American public in favor of shelter protection. The surveys completed in recent years
found 87 percent of the population in favor of fallout shelters; this level of favorability was
20 percent higher than in 1963.

Other stud ies also found the level of favorability in recent years reaching and re-
maining around the nineteenth percentile. With reference to fallou t shel ters, the com bi ned
categories of “opposed” and “st rongly opposed ” have dropped from 29 percent in 1963 to
13 percent in 1968. During the same period , those who strongly favore d shelters increased
by slightly oVer 25 percent, indicating a much greater awareness and acceptance of fallout
shelters. In 1972 , those who were in favor of public fallout shelters amoun ted to 75 percent
of the nationwide sample—and those opposed , or strongly opposed , were 1 3 percent of the
respondents.

The 1978 survey did not measure whether people , in a general way, approved or
disapproved of civil defense. The survey did ask about the desirability of a situation in which
America would do away with any and all civil defense programs. This is, indeed , a unilateral
“no civil defense” case. As an aspect of various possible arms control and disarmament agree-
ments, the desirability of reaching an agreement with the Soviets to do away with the respective
civil defense programs of both nations was also probed. The conclusions were straightforward
as foll ows:

• On a scale which could run from (-3) to (+3), unilateral discontinuation
of civi l defense has a negative value of -1.92, with 78.3 percent of 1978
Americans falling into the response category which would oppose doing
away with civil defense in this manner.

• An agreement with the Soviets to discontinue civil defense , hence bilateral
dismantling of civil defense , has a value of -1.55 with 65.8 percent of the
respondents being opposed.
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Program Support

Specific program proposals have been presented to the American public for evaluation
in a n umber of surveys. The same alternative program proposals have been included in four
national surveys conducted over the past several years . This has enabled trends in program de-
sirability by the American publi c to be studied.

In practically every instance , there has been majority support for each progr am or
alte rnative , even when the alternatives diffe red consider ably. During the period from 1 963 to
1 966, the proportion ot the citizen ry finding most of the civil d~-fense program proposals
“highly desirable ,” increased by some 10 percent to I S percent. However , the proposal that
large communities be evacuated in tense situations which migh t precede a war lost some 1 2
percent of its previous suppo rt in overall desirability between 1 964 and 1 966. Yet , even
though public fallout shelter programs sponsored by the Government receive the most support .
it still must be stressed that the pub lic seems willing to support a vast range and variety of civil
preparedness programs. This is not surprising when the finding that one-half of the population
in one study supported the statement: “A person should go along with any fallout shelter
progra m the Government proposes.”

-
- This summary does not examine the re lative public acceptance of the various pro-

grams , but is concerned with the overall patterns of acceptance and support that respondents
are willing to provide to a wide range of proposals, The examination of the alterna tive , desir-
ability of civil preparedness programs, fi nds substantial consensus on most of the alternative
programs . The only real “split ” in public opinion is found with regard to the provision of
family fallout shelters at the family ’s own expense.

Saliency of Civil Defense

When placed on a list of I 5 problems facing the United States today and asked to
rate them according to their importance , none of the respondents rated civil defense as an
importa nt problem in the 1968 national survey. Saliency of civil defense has been very low
in all CD studie s, but now seems to be dropping off all lists. This has occurre d during a
period whe n perceptions of world tensions are increasing: About 76 percent of the same
sample felt world tensions were high ; the same indicated 44 percent of the population felt
World War Ill was likely or very likely some time in the future.

Public Perceptions of Local Civil Defense Programs

Past studies indicate that the public interest in civil defense and their willingness to
cooperate with the program art’ related to whether a nuclear crisis is seen as imminent or very
probable. Even though the 1 968 survey found a greater level of fear than before , the pubLic
still does not see itself as precariously living in the shadow of nuclear confrontation. Under
these conditions , it is no surprise that publi c knowledge of the local civil defense program
was minimal :

• Three out of four respondent s know nothing of what is being done at the
-~ local level :
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• only five perce nt associated civil def ’ense with national disaster preparedness ;
and ,

• this la ck of opinion is probably a reflection not only on the lack of informa-
tion , hut also on the remoteness of civil defense from the lines and concerns
of the populace.

A sizeable part of the sample said civil defense had “no personal meaning to them. ” of those wh o
h~d an opinion (2 7 percent ), a little over hal f (59 percent) felt the local programs were m ade-
lu ate . Publi c evaluation appeare d to be related to the receipt of information such as booklets
or assignment to shelters .

Civil Defense Warning

In 1964 . a study completed the state of k nowledge assessment about likely public
respon se to warni ng. This st u dy analy zed data from studies of a ccidental alerts , and from sur-
veys of pub lic attitudes about warning gathere d in national and community studies. Data
from studies were analyzed and organized into I 7 summary statements. One migh t make the
assumption that an effective warning system will h ave a signal that is audible, correctly inter-
preted , and prop erly responded to by the public. 1 2

In attempting to evaluate civil defense warning sy stems, one of the inputs is the
amount and quality of ’ info rmation held by the publ ic with regard to responding appropri-
ate ly to an alert situation. If it is discovered that the public ’s knowledge is inadequate , this
may suggest t raining and education programs to provide the needed information. Yet , a lack
of info rmatio n may not seriously impair the proper functioning of the warning system in the
case of a crisis hav ing a gradual escalation of intensity. In such a situation , it is assum ed th at
there would be sufficient time and motivation to search for the info rmation to cope with the
proble m. In deed , it has been suggested that such crises can be useful in educating the public
provided , of course, prior planning is done for disseminating the needed inputs.

Over the history of the existence of civil defense, the warning system has changed.
Some of the following results relate to earlier aspects of the warning message system; how-
ever. they will provide usefu l insights about public knowledge and opinion and will, therefore,
be summarized .

The survey evidence indicates a substantial number of people cannot discriminate
betwee n the “alert ” and “take cover” signaLs (not now used). About one-hal f of the popu-
l ation recognized radio as a source of warning information. The telephone was also thought
to be a source of warning or warning confirmation. (Present plans call for the use ol’ the
Emergency Bradcas(ing System to confirm warning. ) About 15 percent to 20 percent of the
popul ation say they cannot hear outdoor warning signals. The public responds to warning
by searching for additional info rmation , rather than directly responding by taking shelter.
This is expected in the pre sent low saliency environment. This could change rapidly under
crisis conditions.
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In early I 964, one study sough t to check on the pot en tial  acceptabil i ty of what  was
then called the NI~AR device. Americans were qui te  t ’avorahle to having a NEAR receiver , and

mi l lio ns were estimated as potentia l customers. A 197 2 survey tried to determine the ex ten t
to which the publi c migh t be favorab le to l)IDS-type device : a warning system that could be
attached to televisio n or radio. The research discovere d that  sonic ô9 perc ent of ’ the respondents
were in favor of hia~ ing such a dc% ice , and that they were willing to pay, on the ave rage , about
$1 5 t’or it . This, of course , does not necessarily mean that some 70 percent of the Nation ’s
households would avail themselves of’ the warning device we re it marketed. Rather , particular
methods of ’ marketin g and , of course , the eve ntual price factor would he determinants of the
saturation level of purchases. Yet , the results do suggest considerab le pote ntial . 13

Because past surveys considere d warning for “ou t of the blue”-type conflicts , the
1978 survey considere d strategic warning, which suggested the onset of hostilities t’ollowing a
period of escalating tension. The survey attem pt ed to ascertain public views on “actionabl e
warning time ” in a more strategic or crisis-nested environment.  This survey did not include
questions about warning time with respect to an imminent attack. Rather , it attempted to
assess the ti me people thought they would have from the moment they would , by whatever
means , conclude that  war was about to breakout.

The study sought to find out how people migh t use this time, what they would
actually do. or , at least , what they claim they would do during this time period. Since crisis
relocatio n is to be a major th ru st  of civil preparedness in tiflure years, the study sought to
ascertain whether the public believes there will he enough time between warnin g and th t ’
onset of host ilities to allow relocation. In a significant way, the credi b ility of crisis reloc ation
planning may rest on time feasibility of relocation and on the public ’s view of available t ime.

The study found that many Americans expect a sudden war at the onse t of ’ tactical
wa rning, and at least 20 percent anticipate no warnin g time at all. Political , mili ta ry,  and
economic crises are the primary circumstances under whic h many Americans will decide that
war is likely to occur. Some 20 percent of Americans indicate they will take no protective
actions at all : however, sonic lb  percent indicate they might relocate once they or other
people feel war has become almost certain. About 50 percent of the sample believe there
will not he enough time to evacuate. There is a continuing desire to improve warning tech-
nology , and many people are prepared to pay for home warning devices.

Chances of Survival

In past surveys , more than six out of every 10 Americans estimated as had their
chances for surv ival in the event of nuclear attack. People who live in highly industrialize d
urban areas estimated their chances as worse than did others . Again , it was th e ed ucated
responden t , having a high socio-economic status , who was the most pessimistic about his
chances of sur vival .

Even though the basic pattern of response has not substantially altered, even sur-
vival odds were seen as somewhat better by the early 1970’s than previousLy. In the 1972 , --

national survey, some five out of 10 Americans though t that survival prospects were “had”
or “very bad” should nuclear war occur “next week” (and another two out of 10 rated
their chances as being about 50-50).
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Weapons

The percentage of the populace who mention nuclear or thermonuclear weapons
spontaneously has been increasing throughout the years; this is to be expected. Spontaneous
references to chemical and biological agents are less frequent and represent a distinct minority
concern. Nonetheless, when people are asked explicitly abou t such weapons, they thin k that
such agents m igh t indeed be used; however , there are as many people who do not anticipate
their deployment as there are those who do. When asked abou t their knowledge of chem ical
and biological weapons, the data suggest that sonic two out of three Americans know either
nothing or very little abou t them. Thus, there is evidence of publi c concern about thermo-
nuclear weapons; evidence on concern about chemical and biological devices is not as clear-
cut. Without any question , systems to protect lives and prop erty are viewed chiefly as those
that m ust deal with thermonuclear weapons.

Targets

When no opportunity to discriminate among types of attacks or targets is offered,
ti can be inferred that people generally expect the Nation ’s cities to be bombed , as well as
their ow n city. Also, people generally expect some cities in their immediate vicinity or in
thei r part of the Country to be subject to an attack. However, give n a chance to discriminate
between targets , th e large maj ority of the population does not perceive cities and popu lations
as high priori ty targets. They see military bases, factories, and transportation centers as =
havi ng much h igher priority. This is tru e regardless of demographic characteristics.

Although the populace generally expect their own city or community to be a target,
it was found that people can identify differential risk. Thus, people who live in metropolitan
areas perceive more danger than do those in rural areas. Also, once the attack is posited , it is
the higher educated and those of high socio-economic status who perceive the greater local
danger.

Fallout Hazard

Since abou t 1956 the populace have become very aware of nu clea r fallout over the
years. By 1964, it was safe to conclude that fallout was viewed as more of a danger to m ore
people than were immedia te ef fects. However, although fallout is seen as the greatest danger,
parti cula rly if one’s own city or community is not directly under attack , the populace do not
think that much can be done to protect them from it. More than six out of 10 Americans say
they could do nothing, or don ’ know what they could do to protect themselves against fallout
radiation even if bombs were dropped on or close to their communities. If directly attacked ,
people do not believe that mu ch can be done in the way of protection at all .
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Perception of SheLters as a Survival Resource

Most Americans are convinced that shelters would have a reasonable degree of e ffe c-
tive ness. The data indicate that year-by-year, the re is an increase in the number of Americans
who believe that shelters would provide a reasonable chance to survive an enemy attack. More-
over , people feel that something can be done to provide protection against the secondary
effects of the rmonuclear warfare, National surveys show that Americans believe fallout shel-
ters can provide su ch protecti on , provided they are not in the target area. When querie d
speci fically, Americans were optimistic about their chances of survival in fallout shelters; and
some 83 percent regard their chances as being 50-50 to good. They also feel that after sur-
vivi ng fallout radiation, they will be able to cope with the postatta ck world. In general ,
variations in survival outlooks seem to relate to general moods of people , i.e ., whether they
are generally optimistic or pessimistic in their outlook.

Questions were asked about perceptions of shelter living in the 1968 national survey.
The data indicate that peoples’ perceptions of the nature of shelter living are associated with
their willi ngness to mak e plans for the use of shelters, An individual’ s perceptio n of his
cha nces of survival in a fallou t shelter is strongl y related to his willingness to even think about
the actions he would take in a nuclear emergency , including his plans to seek a fallout shelter.

Respondents were asked to imagine what it would be like to live in a shelter. They
were then given a series of statements concerning possible conditions , and asked to agree or
disagree on the likelihood of each occurring. Respondents perceived a lack of priva cy, and
hyste ria or panic; howe ver , most people also felt some form of organization would emerge
and people could get along with each other. Civil defense public information programs
could help with family planning on the use of shelters by provid ing a more realistic image
of shelter livi ng.

In the 1 978 inquiry , th ree items were included pertaining to the use of pub lic fallout
shelte rs. One item measured general favorability ; the second meast~red the desirability of using
available shelter space in public buildings ; and the third postulated fiscal incentives for the
incl usion of fallout shelters in buildings constructed by nonprofit organizations , e.g ., hospitals,
schools, ch urches, etc . The data document the following conclusions:

• The overal l favorability toward public fallout shelters is very high—82.4
percent of the sample so responded.

• Favorability has incre ased over the years of the 1970’s; and the desi rability
of such shelter space falls between 90.0 and 84.8 percent over the last I 5
years,

• The desirability of including shelters in new construction is also extremely
high;varying 91.9 to 78.8 percent over the last 15 years.

.1-
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Home Basement Sharing

The possibility of using home basements to shelter nonresidents has been ex plore d

in some detail. The 1 968 survey probed the psssible use of home basements as shelters for
residents , and quite accurately forecasted the acceptability of such a progra m to the American

public. I n the 28 states in which Basement Shelter Surveys were carried out , the mail returns

were cha racterized by a high public response rate (around 80 percent ) to such a program.

In both the 1968 and 1972 surveys, questions were asked about the willin gness of the
respondents to sha re their basement with others, should it provide adequate protection against
fallout. The studies show a great deal of support for such a program. That the results do not
r .’tlect only general attitudes which are subsequently not validated by actions is indicated
further by studies conducted by Brigham Young University at Colorado Springs. The research
coupled here with an actua l attem pt to get people to allow their basements to be share d shows
cooperativeness as high or even higher as the national survey revealed. Furthermore. the
national results ot’ 1972 also suggest that Americans would be particularly in favor of home
basement sharing if it were to become part ot’ an overall national plan ; and th at they would
he , in fact , somewhat less receptive to a program which would reL y on voluntary arrangem ents
with friends and neighbors. 14

The 1978 survey once again considered this possibility. Questions were asked not

only about the more general desirability of basement surveys , but also about the possible
assignment of others to those basements which provide reasonably good fallout protection
or which , with relatively modest effort , might be upgradable. As in 197 2 , we sought to deter-
mine how much out people would support the use of basements to shelter nonresidents: how
much they believe others in the Nation would let other people use their basements ; and how
much would they support an actual program of assigning people to basements with sheltering
pote ntial. Furthermor e , as in 19 72 , we asked the respondents whose homes included basements
whethe r they, the mselves, were likely to allow others to use their basement ; whether they would
be inclined to permit their home to he marked as shelter ; and whether they would permit others
to be assigned to the ir basement by local civil defense officials.

An analysis of ways by which home basement sharing planning might be accomplished
(Nehnevaj sa . . .) suggests not only that there may be significant gains from home basement
sharing in bridging the extant deficits of shelter spaces , but that viable approache s to incorporate

home basement shelters into a natio nal system could be developed and implemented. The 1978
survey further confirmed the favorability of public attitudes toward home basement sharing

as depicted in Table 6. 15.
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Table 6
Attitudes Toward Home Basement Sharing

Favorable Favorableness
Responses* Index

1978 1972 1978 1972

Acceptab ility of home
basement sharing 64.4 6 1.5 .673 .602

-~\cc~’pt.t b t l i ty to home
owners as seen by the
respondents 42. 9 41 , 9 . 532 .530

A cc cpta h i l ity of assignment —

of people to home basements 67 .0 66.2 .684 .690

Residents with basements: 1978— 51 ,5 percent 1972— 49 .4 percent

Allowing othe rs to use
one ’s basement 72.5 75.8 .695 .720

Allowing others to be
assigned into one’s own
basement 72.6 74.8 .684 .702

Allowing home to be marked
with appropr iate civil
defense sign 49.6 59.3 -

~~ 
.535 .583

“Strongly in favor ” or “in favor ” in response to the general questions; willingness to “defmitely ”or “probabIy’~ permit ting the refere nt action for questio ns pertaining to respondents with basements (bottom
part of table).

The diffi culties connected with any effort at organized home basement sharingshould not be underestim ated , However , the major tone of the data both in 1978 and 1972as well as, in a somewhat different modality, in 1 968 indicates that the Nation ’s public wouldbe quite supportive of such an effort. Furthermore, the result s show that people with base-ments are positive toward the id ea of providing shelter for others , as are people who have
no basements,
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Blast Shelters

The 1978 survey include d three questions about blast shelters . The study sou gh t to
ascertain it Americans though t their residentia l-area fallout shelters would be adequate protec-
tion, or if blast shelters needed to be constructed. Secondly, the survey assessed the desir-
abili ty of a national program to build blast shelters. Finally,  the study sought to ascertain
perceptions of survival chances if people were in blast shelters rather than fallout shelters. In
general , survival likelihood in blast shelters seemed perceived as higher than survivability in
fallout shelters or by crisis relocat ion. Th is analysis has riot progressed to the p oint where
responde nts ca n be defined in terms of whether they live in high risk areas with this limitatio n
the sur ~ev found . The following percep tions were yielde d by the study:

• 50.3 per cent of the respondents though t that  blast shelters ough t to he con-
structed in the area in which they live;

• 2 S.~ pe rcent believed that their area would do with fallout shelter s ‘~n ly .
while 12 .4 Percent were unsure about the kind of shelter their area ough t
to have: they responded “depends ”:

• the desirab ility of’ a national program of blast shelter construction yielded
an average of + 1.39 , with 14.8 percent of the respondents leaning toward
the negative end of the response spectrum, and 70.3 percent failing in to
the positive response categories (40.0 percent actually in the strongest , the
+3 desirability bracket) ;

• further analysis will disclose , of course , how a national blast shelter pro-
gram would rate in high risk areas as compared with the safer part s of the
Country— in other word s, tile acceptabi lity of blast shelter construction
m a y  well be higher (or lower?) in areas most likely to be subjected to a
direct attack than in areas which air unlikely to be targeted.

— By way of summary , the 197 8 national survey provides the following major con-clusions: -

• The levels of publi c support for all major alternative in-place systems
(public fallout shelters, home basement sharing, blast shelte rs) are very
high.

• The patterns of support in the late l97O’s are just about the same as
those which were found in the earl y 1970’s.

• Beyond this floor value of high support , public fallout shelters (in
existing buildings as well as in the way of shelter incorporation into
new construction) are particularly well though t of: but there also
exists a rather strongl y felt need for shelters against the primary
effects of nuclear weapons.
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Crisis Relocation

A central purpose of ’ the 1978 national survey was to explore tile various dimensions
of public attitudes toward crisis relocation. In open-ended quest ions concerning what actions
i eople might take between becoming quite certain that war was imminent  and the actual start
of the conflict , some lb . I pe rcent of the respondents mention ed relocation or evacuation be-
havior.

To ensure data continu ities and to permit comparability with Pri or surveys , as well
as to measure the overall acceptability of evacuating, the respondents were asked about the
desirabi lity of ’ a national progra tti to evacuate the major cities and places “near m ilitary
installations. ” As l’a r as “crisis relocation ” was concerned ( tha t  is the contemporary version
of “strategic evacuation ”), the survey attempted to ascertain several diffe rent things.

• It sought to establish how many people would he likely to evacuate spon-
taneousl y and where they would go.

• It a t tempted to determin e whether information that tile Soviets were eva-
cuating the ir cities would trigger an outflow of Americans l’rom those areas
which the populace consider unsafe.

• It a t tempted to learn whether the populace believe that  relocation plans
are , in fac t . in existence and whether Americans ought to develop reloca-
tion plans , or improve on plans it may he believed , by t u e respondents.
to have al ready.

• Tile study at t empted to learn how people would respond to a Presidential
recommendation or order to eva cuate—-and , indeed , whether there were
perceived circumstances under which the President migh t be prone to
order relocatio n.

Three specific programmatic aspects were of t’urther interest , inasmuch as thei r
ramifications would impact upon any national plan ning effort quite considerably. ‘rite survey
sough t to determine whether , in response to a Presidential directive, people wou ld tend to
follow i nstructions regarding the ir relocation or whether they would pre fe r to choose where
to go, hence complying with tile spirit of a President ial decision but not necessarily in keeping
with relocatio n plans. The study also attempted to learn whether the populace , with tile
lit t ie knowledge of the issue which they currently have , wou ld p refer a relocatio n concep t
based on geographic factors (relocation by neighborhood areas) or whether some form of
organizational relocation would seem more advantageous,

To establish the Nation ’s thinking concerning the way in which crisis relocation
plans migh t deal with those workers defined as “essential” and whose ef forts wou ld keep
the evac uated areas “going”, at least in terms of crit ical activities , the respondents were
provided severa l alternatives and asked to indicate the better , as well as the poorer, ones.

Still other probes in the 1978 survey dealt with resources. In this are a , tile study
attempted to determine what people had available immediately, e.g.. food , medication , money,
gasoli ne , possible si tes of evacu ation , equipment , ctc ., as well as the kinds of items they would

7
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have to purchase ju st prior to relocating. l’iw study also focused on helping behavior including
whether people would expect to be well received in potential  host areas , as well as whether
they , in tile host role , would he help f ’uL to other s. To see whether  the populace believe tha t , if
necessary , they could essentially survive just “oft ’ tile land” for a limited period of time , the
survey asked about t h eir self-assessed capability to do so. Finally, to interpre t tile responses
to the various crisis relocation issues a11 1 to the expecta tions , or conimulm ents to, helpfu iness .
the respondents were asked about their own prior evacuation exper icilces , it any at t ill .

A general question concerning “strategic evacuation ” had beeti asked in previous
national surveys. I t was again asked in the 1978 inquiry for the sake of comparability , as well
as to ascerta in the meaimingfutness of ’ (he question to begin with .  Table 7 provkles a convenient
sumin.u ~ of ’ the results.

Table 7
l)esirability of Strategic Evacuation of Communities Near

Military Installations and “Some Large Cities”

Favorable Un favorable Desirability
Responses Responses Index

1978 65. 1 16.4 +1.15

1Q72 57 .6 21 . 2  +0.92

1Q66 73.8 11.3 + 1.64

1Q64 85.7 9.8 +2 ,05

196 3 82.3 10. 2 +1.86

Spontaneous Evacuation - 
-

Question concerning the likelihood of evacuating in the midst of ’ an international crisis
differ in character fro m the items asked about actions people would take upon concluding war
was imminent. In the latter probe , 16. I percent opted for moving out of their residential areas

F in time way of an altogether unsolicited response. In the likelihood question , by raising it ex-
p licitly, the study sough t to tap a dimension invo lving a higher information level: as a mini-
mum, information that evacuation or relocati on might be an option to consider. It is. in other
words, not an action that people somehow have to think up themselves, but in view of dis-
cussions about relocation and in ligh t of ’ possible relocation planning, the alternative becomes
more visible. I’hus, tile likelihood question is more isomorphic to a situation in which there
exists a national dialogue about relocation or in which , in fac t , crisis relocation planning is
proceeding.

Table 8 summarizes the 1978 nationwide data along with comparable results from
Missouri’s 4th Congressional 1)istrict.



Table 8
Likelihood of Spontaneous Evacuation in a Crisis

National Study Missouri Study
1978 1978

Inclined to evacuatc * 43.3 50.0
50-50 16.6 9.0
[)isinc iined to cv acU ate ** 35.4 36.0
Spontaneous evacuation Ii ke lihood 0.548 0.552

•Includes those who stated that  they would “defi nitely ” or “probably ” leave their re sidential area.

**lllcludes those who said th at they would “de finitel y ” or “probably ” not eVacuate.

Obviou sly, the actual flow of world events and the behavior of one ’s friends and neigh-
bors would have a bearing on any consideration for spontaneous evacuation , as would work-
related responsibilities and other structura l opportunities or obstacles to evacuat ing. However ,
the estimates which the 1978 data yie ld are high by any standard . If only those who said th a t
they would “definitely ” evacuate are taken into a c c o u n t ( 2 l . 2  percent ) as providing a use ful
pl anning guideline , the pattern amounts to a massive movement of people: and it is questionable
whether even such “spontaneous” movement would not require a great deal of plan ning to
ensure its effectiveness. Thus , “spontaneou s” evacuation could reach proportio ns approxi-
mating a formally directed crisis relocation : and might well “force” a significant planni ng efforteven were the chances of a Presidentia lly-ordered reloc ation negligible.

Now the 60.0 percent of respondents who assigned a likelihood of 50-50 or higher
to the possibility of their spontaneous evacuation in tile course of a deep internation al crisis
were also asked where they might go to and how far. Among these respondents , 32.9 percent
stated they would evacuate to a shelter. This represents some 15.4 percent of the total sample :
and these are American s who construe “evacuation ” in a way diffe rent from what crisis relo-
cation planni ng might look like. Thus , they view moving to shelter as “evacuating, ” and this ,
in a narrower sense , is an altogether reasonable perspective. If these respondents are discounted
from the “spontaneous evacuation ” total , the estimate changes from 60.0 percent to 40.3
percent—now characterizing those with 50-50 or higher evacuat ion probabilities and p lanning
to leave their residential area altogether. A few additional responses are , from the vantage
point of crisis relocation , “maladaptive ”: of those with 50-50 or higher evacuation chances,
1.6 percent would move to an unsafe place or , at least , a place not safer than that which they
migh t abandon. Discounting these respondents, the overall estim ate comes dow n to 39.3
percent (of the total sample).

A Soviet evacuation , however, would not be seen invariably as a prelude to an in-
evitable conflict. This is indicated by the fact that spontaneous evacuat ion likelihood turns
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out to be 0.442, with 27.8 percent very likely or likely to leave, and another 24.4 percent
estimating the chances as about 50-50 Furthermore , some 40.4 percent of the community
people are believed likely to evacuate in response to information that the Soviets are doing
so, The results suggest that there would have to be factors other than Soviet evacuation itself

— to lead to the conviction that war was extremely likely. Since the likelihood of spontaneous
movement , high though it remains, is lower than for a postulated crisis (in which a war seems
rather certain), it seems that people can conceive of a Soviet evacuation also, in part , as an
aspect of other than Soviet-American war scenaria.

Crisis Relocation Plans

Not surprisingly, many people simply do not know whether the Soviets or the
U, S. have actual evacuation or relocation plans.

• 39.4 percent were unable to answer the question as to whether the Soviets
do have evacuation plans, and another 19.1 percent were “unsure”;

• 22.0 percent were tinable to say whether the United States has evacuation
plans, and an addition al 18.6 percent were unsure about this;

• the percentage of those who believe that the Soviets have developed evacu-
ation plans (26.5 percent) is very similar to the percentage of those convinced
that America has such plans (26.9 percent).

Survival chances upon evacuation were not seen to be quite as high as the survival likelihood
in blast , or even in fallout shelters. Also, many respondents considered the actionable warning
time to be quite short ; and many felt that there would not be time enough to evacuate even
were they inclined to do so. At the same time, there were rather high propensities toward
spontaneous evacuation. Should the Nation , then , be preoccupied with crisis relocation planning?
The answer is both strong and obvious:

• 78,2 percent of the national and 83.0 percent of the Missouri samples said that
the Nation should “definitely” or “probably” have such plans, and another
10.0 percent (national) and 4.3 percent (Missouri) were in the “undecided ,”
or effectively 50-50, response category.

• General favorableness toward crisis relocation planning yields an index of 0.794
for the national sample , and 0.793 for Missouri’s 4th Congressional District.

Thus, even though relocation might not seem implementable to many Americans
because of time constraints, there exists a strong consensus that relocation planning is both
desirable and needed. This, of course, indicates that many of those who feel that there might
not be enough time to evacuate are also inclined to believe that there might well exist circumstances
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under which relocation would be possible and , therefore, the Nation should be in a position tocarry it out.

But would crisis relocation, even if planned, ever be activated? Respondents were
asked whether it was likely that the President might , under any circumstances, actually orderlarge-scale population relocation :

• 66.7 percent were convinced that situation s could exist under which the
President might ask the populace to evacuate ;

• another 9~4 percent were unsure, but did not deny the possibility—as did
17.0 percent of the respondents.

Clearly, people do not rule out the possibility tha t the President may order or urgemassive population relocation ; and , further , they favor national plans to make such an actionpossible, even though warning time is viewed as something of a constraint on the effectivenessof such measures.

Directed Relocation

Relocation planning is seen, quite obviously, to be very desirable. Furthermore , thereare circumstances under which the President is perceived likely to ask the populace to relocate.The data in Table 9 show, for the national and Missouri samples, the likely patterns of complianceshould the President, in fact , order or urge relocation.

Table 9
likelihood Of Directed Relocation

In Compliance With Presidential Action

National Survey Missouri Survey
1978 1978

Likely to relocates 70.2 69.7

50-50 15.2 11.0

Unlikely to relocate** 12.4 12.3

Likelihood index 0.717 0.715

lncludes those who would “definitely ” or “probably” relocate.•~Ji~clud~ those who would “definitely ” or “probably” not relocate .
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Only 4,9 percent of all respondents in the national sam ple said they would definitel y
nut relocate even should the President urge the Nation to do so. But these are , in any event ,
aggregate data: some of the respondents live in “safer” areas of the Country and , there fore ,
would not be expected to relocate anyway. Further analysis will show the pattern of compliance
with a Presidential directive in those areas which would be at-risk and fro m which , in fact , people
might be asked to leave. Asked about the percentage of area people who would follow a Presi-
dential reco mmendation to relocate , the responde nts yield was an average of 69.1 percent. Thus ,
if thei r own likelihood index is 0.7 17 , an estimate of how others in their communities might act
produces a si mil ar value (0.691): 61.5 percent of the respondents would follow instructions as
to “whe re to go,” -w hile 27 .5 percent would “want to evacuate to a place of their own choice. ”
The remaining 11.0 percent did not know whether they would prefer to follow instructions or
not—a perce ntage which certainly includes most of those who had decided not to relocate at all.

Why might some people not relocate at all? The question was asked of all respondents
in the way of an open-ended probe so that an assessment could be made concerning how people
“feel” about the main factors which would serve as a disincentive to relocation , even if asked for
by the President .

• 36.3 percent of all respondents suggested predominantly ideological reasons
for noncompliance.

• 23.0 percent thought that the desire to protect one ’s propert y or area would
be the main reason for unwillingness to relocate.

• 9. 1 percent believed the mselves in a safe area.

• 9.1 percent felt that “age” is a key factor in noncompliance.

• 6.5 percent were convi nced they wou ld have “ no where to go,” while 3.9 percent
cited health reasons.

It is important to emphasize that these attributed reasons for non-relocation amount to expres-
sions about the underlying rationale for noncompliance on the part of all respondents , including
the vas t majority of those who would actually relocate. Further analysis will show how these
reasons apply to those who have just about decided to stay put.

Critical Workers

To fi nd out what might be the most acceptable way to deal with the relocation problems
of “critical worke rs,” the respondents were provided with a brief explanation:

I n the evacuated areas, some essential services may have to continue.
For example , policing, fire fighting, some of the main utilities, some
of the major industrial activities , and the like. Some people then
would have to be designated as critical workers because their occu-
pations woul d be essen tial even if t here were la rge scale reloca t ion
of people.
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The respondents were given a list of five major Options and asked to identify the “best ,”
“second best.” “worst,” and “next worst” ones. The results lead to a rather clear rank-
ordering of the alternatives. The data are presented in Table 10.

Table 10
Reloca tion Planning For Critical Workers

Best Or Next Best Worst Or Next Worst
Alternative Alternative

Evacuating families of critical workers
only ; u rging such workers to maintain
essential services and providing full pro- 

-

tec t ion for the m both agai nst blast and
against fallout. 54.0 23.4

Evacuating workers and families; having
critical workers commute. 44. 1 32.4

Evacuating families only ; urging workers
to stay and maintain essential services
and evacuating them at the very last m
moment before an attack. 42.8 31.0

Urging workers and families to stay and
providing full protection for them and
th eir families (in-place). 30,9 44.7

Urging workers and families to stay and
evacuating them at the very last moment. 19.6 57.9

How potential “critical workers” themselves might feel about the matter is, at this
time , unclear; however , identifying at least some of the major occupational pursuits which would
clearly fall into the critical-worker category and those which would , with somewhat similar
clarity, not be so “classifiable ” is possible. Identification will reveal how receptive or non-recep-
tive the critical workers themselves would be to the various alternatives,

The idea of evacuating family members only, while urging designated essential workers
to remain and providing protection against both blast and fallout for them emerges as, by far ,
the preferred modality. But all the options are quite controversial, even those three which more
Americans favor than disfavor. Thus, what ought to be done about essential workers and their
families is likely to result in a significant controversy , with possible (negative) spillover effects
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for the overall concepts of crisis relocation planning. The point is that none of the postulated
alternatives prove to be relatively non-problematic from the vantage point of the Nation’s body
politic. Actually, if the focus is only on the “best” and “worst” alternatives, the idea of re-
locatin~ -veryone and having the essential workers commute to maintain the required services
in the dcpopulated risk areas has higher acceptance and lower opposition than any of the
remaining options.

The survey also attempted to ascertain the need for certain resources such as availa-
bility of a relocation place and necessary equipment to get there. The results are in Table I I .

Table 11
Availability Of Maces And Equipment

Which Might Facilitate Relocation

Percent

A car or cars 87.8

Friends or relatives to stay with within 100 miles 58.]

Friends or relatives to stay with within 200 miles 54.6

Camping equipment 33.0

Campsite or a similar place within 100 miles 20.6

A camper or similar equipment 20. 1

A campsite or similar place within 200 miles 19.4

A boat 12.5

A cottage , summer home within 100 miles 6.2

A cottage , summer home within 200 miles 4.7

The percentages of people with friends or relatives with whom they claim they could
stay are quite impre ssive, both when a 100-mile and a 200-mile radius are considered. The result
is even more promising since it was made clear in the wording of the question that these ought to
be “friends” or “relat ives” within the specified radius but not living in another city area.

Some 88.0 percent of the respondents have at least one car; in fact , 47.3 percent of the
sample have two or more cars. At the time of the intervie w, the car which the respondents con-
sidered to be the “principal” family car was generally between one-half and three-quarters full
of fueL Only 4.1 percent of the respondents (4.7 percent of those with cars) said that the tank
was either quite empty or almost empty ; and 23.4 percent of the car owners reported to have an
essentially full tank.
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• On the averdge, the car owners thought they could drive for about 162 miles
withou t havi ng to refi ll t heir ta n k if they had to leave “right away. ”

• The median , which splits the distribut ion into those with higher and lower
mileage estimates , amounts to I 50 miles without the need for re fueling.

But , how abou t people wit hou t cars?

• 69.5 percent of residents without cars were sure they could rely on friends ,
neighbors , or relatives to take them along in their cars should the need arise
to evacuate ; while

• 30.5 percent of them would have to rely on public transportation of some
kind.

Food supplies, too, do not appear to be an unsurmountable problem. Asked for how
long people could “make do” with the food items on hand if they had to leave their home right
away, only 9.4 percent of all residents thought they could not last for three days or more.

• On the average , t he responde n ts claimed they cou ld manage with the food
supplies on hand for about 22 days.

• However, the median turned out to be 13.5 days—just about a fortnight , so
that about one-half of the respondents would have enough foodstuffs immediately
available for more than about 14 days, and the other one-half for less than 14
days (but most of them for three days or more).

In a similar manner , the survey probed about the family need for dru gs and medicines ,
and how long the supply on hand would last.

• 31.7 percent of the respondents said they, or other family member(s), were in
regular need of medication.

• The supplies on hand , without the need to acquire additional drugs, would last
on the average of about 37 days (with a median of about 30 days , about one month) .

• Only 2.8 percent of those in need of regular medication did not have enough drugs
or medicines on hand to last for three days or more.

The survey asked also what other significant items , apart f rom food or medicines,
people might take along if they had to relocate; and which of such items, if any at all, would
have to be purchased before leaving.
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• Clothing items were mentione d by 72.6 percent of the respondents.

• 36.7 percent mentioned bedding or night clothing specifically.

• 19, I percent would take along selected “family ” items and valuables.

• 11 .0 percent specifically mentioned portable TV or transistor radios.

• 10.3 percent would take along camping equipment, and 4.4 percent re fe rred
to kitche n utensils.

• &3 percent would carry with them various medical and health-aid accessories,

• 7.3 percent would take along guns and/or fishing equipment.

Such items as tools (2.4 percent), water (2.8 percent), or batteries (2.5 percent) were mentioned
only in frequently in this general context.

Pets

Some 50.7 percent of the respondents reported having pets around the house. Dogs
were found in 29.1 percent of all households, dogs as well as cats in 9.0 percent , and cats in
8.9 percent of the homes; an additional 2.6 percent had pets other than cats or dogs or both.

• 76.7 percent of Americans who have pets around the house would plan to take
them along if they had to evacuate.

• 12.9 percent said that it “depended” on the circumstances.

Of the national sample, this implies that 37.8 percent would be very likely to relocate along with
their pets, and another 6.4 percent might well be inclined to do so depending on the situation.

In all then , crisis relocation is not merely a massive movement of people, but also a
rather major movement of household pets. This alone cannot but have an impact on the nature
of the host area preparedness needs, including the various housing options for the relocatees.

Helpfulness

The questions regarding the Nation ’s probable response to a massive flow of relocatees
tap several different , but complementary , di mensions:

• How helpful would the Nat ion ’s communities be if they were to receive evacuees?

• Specifically, how helpful would people be in the rura l iunterlands of the Country,
should the crisis relocation program stress a movement into rural America—that
is, how helpful might farmers prove to be?
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I
• How helpful would people be in the respondent’s community itself , shou ld it he

a host rather than a relocation site?

• To what extent would it seem likely that people in host communities around the
Nation wou ld actual ly be wil ling to accommodate the relocatees in their own
homes?

• To what extent would the respondent’s own commun ity prove hospitable for
relocatees, should it serve as a host area?

• To what extent would the respondent be likely to provide housing for relocatees
and , if so, how many families might be hosted in this manner?

• Finally, what are the main reasons why some people might be unable or unwilling
to house relocatees—a question asked only of those who said they would “defin-
itely ” or “probably ” not be in a position to accommodate any relocatees in their
place of residence.

The resu lts , presented in summary fashion in Table 1 2, leave little doubt : there ex ist
very high expectations of altruistic behavior throughout the Nation; this finding is further strength-
ened by the convic t ion tha t t he responden t’s own community might be even somewhat more
willing to help than other communities across the face of America. It is also of considerable impor-
tance to note that a possible relocation into ru ra l America —either exclusively or predominantly so—
is in no way seen as being je opardized by perceived attitudes of the Nation ’s far mers. If anything,
they are considered to be even more supportive than are other possible host communities, and
al most as supportive as are the municipalitie s in which the survey respondents themselves resided.

Table 12
Likelihood Of Relocatee Accommodations In Private Homes

likelihood
Likely Unlikely** Index

Willingness in host areas to have
relocatees stay in private homes. 65.9 13.1 0.668

Willingness of people in the ‘

respondent’s community to house
house relocatees 64.0 14.5 0.657

Willingness of the respondent to
provide accommodations for
relocatees 72.6 9.2 0.751

*‘Definitely yes” or “probably yes;”
“Probably no” or “definitely nob”
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Those who were either likely to accept relocatees in their own homes or who responded
with a 50-50 likelihood were also asked about the numbers of families they might be willing to
take in:

• 50.0 percent of them (39.3 percent of the total sample) would be willing to
accept one relocatee family.

• 31.0 percent (or 24.4 percent of the total sample ) might accommodate two
families.

• 7.6 percent would be willing to house three to five families.

• 11.4 percent mentioned six or more families they migh t be willing to have
stay with them.

Nor do these feelings appear to be unfounded in actual experiences: 38.2 percent of the sampled
respondents claim to have lived , for some time , on a farm or in a community with fewer than
2,500 people ; and 43. 1 percent lived in communities of 2,5000 to 10,000 residents—both questions
having been asked only of current residents of larger town s and of city dwellers.

Not only are the Nation’s host areas seen as quite receptive to the flows of eventual
relocatees, the data presented in Table 13 also show a rather high likelihood that the relocatees
would be in private homes.

Table 13
Helpfulness Of Host Communities

Positive Negative Helpfulness
— Responses* Responses** Index

Helpfulness of the Nation ’s
communities to receive and
aid relocatees 75.3 11.6 0.732

Helpfulness of the Nation ’s
farmers and other rural
residents 79. 1 7.7 0.740

Helpfulness to evacuees of
people in the respondent ’s
own community, should it
bea host area 81.9 9.2 0.771

S”Very helpful” or “helpful .”
Se”UpJ~eIpful ” or “very unhelpful. ”

- 
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As optimistic as the responden ts are in general, they are personally even more
inclined to say they would house relocatees than is believed to be the case throughout their
own communities or th roughout other communities around the Nation. Even if some propor-
tion of the helpf u l in tentions were not , in a crisis, actualized (though it is, in principle , more
likely that actual cooperativeness would exceed the current , normalcy-baced intentions rather
than the opposite), the findings are so strong as to suggest that much of the housing problem
of the large numbers of relocatees wou ld indeed be “solved” by willing, perhaps even eager ,
cooperation of people in the host areas.

Living “Off The Land”

People expect farmers and other rural inhabitants of the Nation to be extremely coopera-
tive should the flow of relocatees be directed primari ly into the Nation ’s hinterlands. The survey
sought to deter mine whether people believe that they, and their families , could survive for “a
couple of weeks” in the country side, even if they were unable to “stay at someone’s farm or house.”
The survey indicates the following:

• 72.2 percent of t he respondents thought they could “definitely ” or “probably ”
manage “for a couple of weeks” under such extreme circumstances , while

• 15.6 percent “probably ” or “definitely ” could not manage the circumstances ,
and an additional 8.3 percent were unsure about their ability to deal with the
postu lated situatio n.

Whatever else may be said , more than seven out of 10 Americans have an image of themselves and
of their family as quite capable of “roughing it ,” if need be , even for “a couple of weeks” and
thus , implicitly, “make do” with the barest essentials.

Evacuation Experiences

In the 1 978 sample , 12.2 percent of the respondents reported prior experiences with
evacuation. Various storms (specifically mentioned or unspecified) were cited most often as the
trigger for evacuation (30.4 percent of all who did evacuate previously), while fires were the second
most frequent single factor (18.5 percent).

• On the average , such evacuations involved a move over some 9.2 miles , with a
median at 3.0 miles.

• On the average, the evacuation experience lasted 12.5 days, with a median of
2.6 days.

In turn, 11.4 percent of the respondents provided temporary housing for other evacuees. Again ,
major storms were the main reason for this need for temporary housing (32.9 percent of those
who provided a temporary refuge mentioned such storms) as were fires (23.5 percent), floods
(18.4 percent), or major power outages (6.7 percent).
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The resulting experiences (69.8 percent of which have occurred since 1965—with
almost one-half of those dated in 1975 and more recently) were mainly quite positive. In
64.3 percent of the instances , the experience was rated favorably by those who did help house
evacuees in need—but , of cour se, this also means that some 35.7 percent of the reported experi-
ences were less than positive. Some clearly mixed feelings, however , m ust be involved here
since only 48.0 percent of those with hosting experience (which , to repeat, characte rized 1 1. 4
percent of the sample) were willing to say whether the experience was, for the most part , a
positive or a negative one.

Exposure To Disasters

It seemed altogether logical to argue that people who have had direct experiences with
various maj or disasters may have a different perspective on emergency preparednes s systems.incl uding a system for civil defense , than migh t people without such prior encounters. For this
reason , the 1978 study included several specific questions: whether the respondents had ever hadan experience with a tornado , hur ricane, flood or earthquake ; how it affected them; was the expe r-
ience “close” to them, i.e., did it i mpact on them personally, or primarily on their friends or
neighbors , or on their resident ial area?

— 
- 

Beyond the questions about specific disaster experiences—flood s, hurricanes, tornadoes,
and earthquake s—the survey attempted to focus on other major exposures to emergencies; hence ,
the 1978 study respondents were also asked about disasters other than those specifically focusedF upon. The resu lts were as follows:

• In the sample as a whole , 20.8 percent of the respondents claimed experience
with a tornado.

• The overall exposure rate to hurricanes was 2 1.8 percent.

• Experiences with major floods were reported by 17.9 percent of the respondents.

• Exposure to an earthquake was referred to by 16. 1 percent of the respondents.

I n al l , 11 . 7 percent of the respondents reported disasters other than those about which they werespecifically asked (floods , hurrica nes, tornadoes , and earthquakes). And a very few of them men-
tioned two or even three emergencies which they recalled.

The data indicate a fair , indeed quite non-negligible, amount of exposure to various
mass-emergency situation s. The experiences are, of course, location-specific; but when mentioned .they seem to have led to relatively serious impacts by way of damage or injury and tended to reflectpersonal and family experiences, for the most part , rathe r than ju st contextual . i.e., community ,
area , exposure. About one-half of the reported experiences have a 1 960 or post- I 960 date , andthe most recent experiences (those of the 1 970’s and, especially, since 1975), seem to appea r mostfreq uently. Only further analysis of the relation of these exposure s to disasters and the age
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composition of th e sample can tell us whether  or not recall factor s or , mainly ,  objec t ive age
it se l f  ~‘las-cd a significant role in the m ann er in which the respondents reported the pat tern of
their past experiences. Further  analys is will also show the ext ent to which su ch disaster cxp cri-
ence s color the feeli ngs of the responden ts regarding the need or necessity for var ious measure s
of c i~ il k t’e nse or how , if at all , these I rauma t ie events of the past in ight sensi t ir e the populace
di ffe rent ly  in the ir  evaluation of possible threats.

Cost hnoncin g

It is clearly seen ( l in t Americans tmd pub lic fallou t shelters desirable, and the provision
of such shelters is rega rded as essen t ially a Federal respon sibility . In many respccts . the public
th ink  of civil defense in much the same manner as they do mil i tary  defense : (‘oni muni t  y and
State sponsored shelter systems receive considerable support. hut federally sponsored programs
arc th e most popul ar. I 6

In terms of the kve I of ‘~ re ml it Lire . the public see mu genera lly 10 support rat her cx ten—
sive programs and, definitely do not rega rd even elaborate pub lic shelter proposals as “wasteful. ”
Int er e stingly,  a I 963 national  survey f~n ind tha t  the publ ic t h ink  c ivil  defense is doing and spending
substantially more t han  it ac tua l ly  is: and the publ ic ’s pre ferre d level of annual spending is con—
siderahly higher than even th e ir in flated L’st in i a te ot what is current ly be ing spent.

In the I 96$ and 1q72 n ati onal  surv -v, an at tempt was tuatle to assess a t t i tudes  about
the level of expendi ture lor ci~ ii defense since oni the I 963 Survey had dealt with  this issue.
About one—th ird of ’ the rt’sponelezils felt (lie amount spent on civil defense was “about r ight .’’
another one—third felt it was “much too l i t t le .’’ and only one in 10 felt “too m uch money ” was
being spent . l’his is by no means to imp ly I hat publi c opinion has any direct bear ing on the
realities of budgets and the worth of pio gran i expend iture s, but it does give som e idea of the
opi nion ~‘nvi r onmuent in which such expen diture s can be proposed and made.

rue I 97 2 survey indicates respondent s t h ink  the (‘ount rv is spending roughly about
10 times .is much on civi l  defense as it actual ly has been in recent years. The public ’s views (though
35. 2 percent simply do not know ) favor a $ 1.2 b ill ion program. Roug hly ,  again , this  is about
IS times the approx imate 197 1 expenditure p at t e rn :  and it is sonic 67 percent over what people
think is being spent . The finding that  civil defense , 11r instance , ought to get titore m oney (a
$ 1.2 billion program) is supported 1w. and also intera ctively supports, the favorable a t t i tudes

L 

toward civil defense which are so characteristic of’ the population.

The 1972 nat ion al  sample asked people to estimate how much America has been
spending on civil defense programs , and to state how much ought to he spent. To be sure tha t
the item is comparable in its basic meaning to other Patterns of expend iture s, the sam e questions
were aske’d about ant i—poverty programs, ABM defenses, and foreign aid. In fact , the questions
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about then-cu rrent expenditures were ~skcd fi rst , and the probes Into desirable levels of funding
followed, ro be sure that numbe rs in hundreds of m illions of dollars or, for that matter , bill ions
of ’ dollars did 1101 confuse most of ’ the people whose I money I arithmeti c is limited by the ir own
budge t experiences~ the respondents were given a simple card in which the aggregate amounts
were also ex pressed in approximate expenditures. l.e,, in dollars and cents per parson,

Since an AiIM limit ati ons treaty was signed betweemi the United States and the Soviet
Union shortly after the com pleti on ot ’ the 1 “ ‘2 study and since it has rem ained, for all practical
purposes~ in et ’t’ect , the I 97$ surv ey repeated the cost questions concerning anti- p overty programs,
foreign aid and civil defense hut not the AiI M defenses’ Ite m . Table 14 contaIns a suminar) - ot
both the I ~~ 2 and the I~ 7$ data .

Table 14
Average amid Median Current and flesired levels of ’ Expenditure

AVERA(WS
1978 197~

Current Desired Current Desired
Progra ins hi Mllhouis of t)ol%sn.

Foreign aid 2,8QI .4 676.’ 3,133. 1 865.4

Anti -pov erty program s 1,883.6 1, 73 1, 1 1,665.0 2,405,8

( ‘m~iI defense 1 ,028,8 1 ,6 18,6 780.0 1,243. 1

MEDIAN S

Foreign aid 1 ,041.8 79, ’ 1 , 177 ,0 119 ,0

Anti-pov erty programs 358.5 24Q,6 331.3 450. 1

(‘ivih ilefense 117.8 252 ,5 5 1.2 177 , 1

The 197$ results , en t erm s ot’ average expenditures~ suggest:

• Maj o r cutback s in foreign aid spending, a result paralleling that of ’ the
1972 *tudy.

• l’ssentially holding the line on ant i-povetty programs, the ex penditures for
which the 1Q72 sample sought to Increase by a factor ot’ about 1.4.

• Increasing he expenditures on the civil defense program by a factor of’ shout
1.5 (~nt1 by a factor of about I 6 in the %~~72 study).
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Furthermore, the cur rent average expenditures on civil defense efforts are overestimat ed by a

factor of ’al most 10 (the overestimation in 1972 was by a factor of ’ about seven). so that the m ore
- - desirab le level of spending, relative to the approximate budge t of $100 million , represents a

I 5-fold increase ~, 14-fold in I 972) over “actual” 1978 spending

The median is. in this regard . a much more conservative m easure , unaffect ed as it is

by extreme values in the overall distribu tion. For the civil defense program, it amoun ts to an

estimation of expenditures “roughly ” sim ilar to the actual ones , but a doubling of desirable

investments ( fro m about SI 18 million to over $242 million annually ) .

Many respondents . ho wever , make no claim to knowin g what the Nation has been
spending nor do they try to say how much money ough t to he spent: hut there are significantl y
fewe r non-estimators in the 1978 study than in the 1972 study.

In light of these data , so stro ngly paralleling the 1972 results . it would he hard to imag-

inc that the Nati on might somehow object to an increase in civil defense budgets since even the
most likely budget ary increases would not even reach levels of fund ing which people already
believe to be in use. Thus, the argument that a sharp increase (say , doubling or even tripling the

current budget) in civil defense spending would somehow signal people to worr y more about the

- 

- chances of nuclear war or would be seen as wastefu l is not really tenable .

The concern ove r the possibility of war is there. A national dialogue about civil defense

4 expenditures would , if anything, m ake our people realize how low tile spending level has been
whe n compared with what they, the m selves, believe it to he and , even more so, believe it ought
to be.

- 

- 
Information Level

The 1978 nation al survey was not designed to measure the informat ion level of the
public abou t civil preparedness issues and con te n t . I t did , however, ask respondents to evaluate ,
in a most general manner , thei r own assessment of ’ level of knowledge about civil defense . Because

V media coverage of civil defense issues was higher in I 978 than in recent years . the survey probed
exposure of the public to media materials about the program. Since the increased media interest
might also have some effect on the extent to which matters of civil defense enter into discussions

and conversations, the st udy assessed whether civil defense issues had become a topic of recen t

conversations and with whom. In Tabk I 5, the information level indices are summarized.

-4
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Table 15
Informa tion Level: Respondent Self-Evaluations

Percent

Very Low Very High Informationj
Information Information Index

U. S. economy 10.0 22. 1 5.57
Energy situation 11.4 21.4 5,43
General world situation 1 2.8 1 7.0 5.10
National defense 22.8 10. 1 4.27
Soviet Union 35.0 7.3 3.56
Civil defense 35.2 6.4 3.43

*“Very low information ” includes scale values 0-2 .
*S”Very high information ” includes scale values 3-10.
tlhe index range lies between 0 and 10 for zero information to maximum respectively. 4

As evidenced by t he da ta in Table 15, civi l defense yeidls the lowest in formation level
score; thus , respondents tend to admit in large numbers that they know very little about the
Nation’s civil defense (as well as about the Soviet Union in general), and not much at all about
the national defense picture.

Coupled with the frequent desire to be trained and educated in know-how and the
proble ms of mass emergencies , including the hazard s of nuclear war, and with the strong willing-
ness to offer voluntary services on behalf of a civil defense program , the potent ial recept ivi t y to
upgrading the national information level is quite high; and considerable efforts could be readily
ascertained because of the low level of the informational base line.

Asked about noticing anything at all in the Nation ’s mass media about civil defense in
“recent months,” 19.6 percent of the respondents recalled such exposures as follows:

• 8.6 percent mentioned television.

• 6.9 percent were unable to refer to a more specific information source.

• 4.9 cited the printed media.

• 2.2 percent heard something about civil defense on the radio.

Even though , objectively, 1978 marked increased media coverage of civil defense issues and about
20 percent of the sampled Americans recalled some recent exposure(s) to media information , there
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has been little in the way 01’ discussion or conversation, It is, of course , quite correct to argue thatcontroversial subjects or subject matter s at controversial times tend to stimulate communicat ion.The data show that , for the most part , civil defense is not seen as controversial by the public inthat there exists strong consensus on its positive value. This alone might make it less of an “inter-esting” topic for discussion , except--as the data from the Cuban crisis period indicate —underexceptional internatio nal circumstances when there is concern with obtaining usable crisis-responsein formation.

• 3,9 percent of the 1978 respondents reported having discussed various aspectsof civil defe nse w ith thei r fri en ds.

• 3.7 percent held such recent discussions with men-~bers of their family, and1.4 percent with relat ives other than immediate family members ,

— • 2.8 percent recalled having talke d about civil defense with co-workers , and
1.9 percent with neighbors,

• 2.2 percent were sure that they did discuss civil defense issues in recent months.bu t we re unabl e , or possibly unwi lling , to identify the human context of theconversation.

Information Seekers

Public attem itive n ess to civil defense tends to rise during periods of acute interna tionalcrisis, the n ebb again when the crisis eases. This low attentiveness to civil defense messages duringperiods of calm is a major constraining factor in achieving public readiness for operations, Duringperiods of crisis, a widespread publ ic information seeking activity is observed at all levels of civildefense , Research conducted in Detroit , Michiga n , was designed to define the na tu re of t he in for-mation diffusers during crisis periods: 77 persons who sought inf ormat ion dur ing the Cuban crisiswere compared with 200 adults selected at random. 1 7

The find ings fro m this study suggest that special attention to this audience may bewarranted, These “information seekers” perform key communication roles in the groups of whichthey are a part. They perform an inter-personal communicat ion role and , hence , are more likelyto be asked for their Opinion and to seek information from others in their groups. They are betterinformed about major news events , and are active in social organizations where they tend to holdkey roles, These persons are found in most segments of the population: and information provide dto the m will reach all segments of the population . For civil defenses purposes, information seekersshould be considere d as part of the media channel to the general public. We should prepare infor-mation for their use in crises similar to that of othe r media .
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Training Acceptance and Impact

Since the inception of the DCPA Training and Education Program , 29,833,500 people
have received instruction and training in various civil defense courses. The Program supports
civil defense activities nationwide at all levels of government , and provides instruction and train-
ing to civil defense officials , instructors , and others who need tra ining in the skills with which to
cope with emergencies. Such courses are : civil defense education courses to the public; confe r-
ences for officials and business and industry personnel; emergency operation s simulations , plans,
and operations; civil defense management; and radiological defense. Instructor training includes
radiological monitoring and shelter monitoring.

In the 1968 national survey, respondents were asked to evaluate the importance of
govern ment programs training persons in emergency work for use in the event of an attack.

• 86 percent saw the training as important , or very important.

• 7 1 percent of the respondents indicated they were favorably disposed to parti-
cipate in at least one civil defense t raining program.

In surveys relating to acceptance of the Home Fallout Protection Program and Com-
munity Shelter Planning, questions about participation in training programs were asked. The
results were as follows: 18

• 14.5 percent of the respondents participated in civil defense training programs.

• Of those who participated , about 25 percent had enrolled in more than one
training program.

• An additional 25 percent had participated in from three to eight courses.

A rather interesting aspect of these data is the number who participated in more than one course.
For example , 50 percent participated in at least one cou rse, the remaining 50 percent participated
in more than one course.

A major conclusion to be drawn from these studies is the likelihood tha t there is an
identifiable audience of persons receptive to civil defense messages, including trainin g effort . Expo-
sure to training strongly affects disposition of response to civil defense programs. This response-
trained audience is composed of potential civil defense influentials , and might be a useful target for
additional public information input.

The 1978 survey asked respondents about training experience in such areas as first aid ,
radiological monitoring, shelter management , and other emergency t raining programs. The study
also asked about the organizations which provide such training. The results are presented in the
follo wing Table 16.
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Table 16
Training Claims of Respondents and Those Pertaining to

Other Members of the Households

Other Household
Respondents Member(s)*

First aid 42.2 27.7
General emergency related actions I 3.7 5.5
Wha t to do in a nuclear attack 13.0 5. I
Radiological monitoring 6.3 2.7
Shelter management 4.6 2.6

~~ reported by the respondents.

As evidenced by reports of the respondents themselves, (some) first aid train ing is by far the mostfreq uently reported and is also more likely to have been experienced by other members of thehousehold. The schools, the Red Cross, the military, and industrial firms are most often cited asthe organizations which helped the respondents , as well as other household members, to acquire
some first aid know-how.

With regard to other training, e.g., general emergency training, radiological monitoring,shelter management , how to act in the event of a nuclear attack , the milita ry, the schools, andcivi l defense— in that order— were the most frequently mentioned organizations responsible for —

the delivery of the training service. In terms of shelter management , civil defense programs are —

mentioned more often than are schools concerning the respondent ’s training ; however , the reverseis t rue for tra ining another member of the household: the pattern is similar when it comes toradiological monitoring. Table I 7 provides da ta concerning the favora ble ness response index fo rrespondents,

Table 17
Interest In Disaster-Related Training

Favorable Un favorable Favorableness
Responses Responses Index

Respondent willingness 59.5 19.3 0.650
Willingness attributed by res
respondents to other house-
hold member(s) 42.4 13.8 0.637
Willingness to see disaster-
related programs in the
curricula of public schools 93,9 3.2 0.89 1
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These data show the Nat ion is near ly unanimous about the desirabi lity, and appropriateness , of
exposing school-age Americans to information which would enable them to cope with emergencies
more effectively; nor did the wording of the question leave any doubt that a “nuclear war ” was
one such specifIc emergency. There is also a strong interest in the adult public to acquire disaster-
relevant training or education. In all , there exists strong eagerness to Ieani more abou t emergency-
related problems and actions. Prudent educational and training programs could easily capital ize
on the prevailing dispositi on of the Natio n ’s public.

Volunteering

There is no doubt th at the worried tend to th inI~ abou t and vol un teer for civi l defense
m ore th .m those who express no worry . There is also no doubt , based on the ea rly Michigan studies,
that those people who have a realis ti c notion of weapons effects and whu do believe the ir city to
be a targe t tend to have a more constructive response to threat. They also tend to volunteer more
readily than those with exaggerated estimates of bomb effects. The nuclear threat per Se, except
for the above mentioned tendencie s, has little or no affect on people ’s plans for the futtmr e . This
may be because it is too abstract a not ion for most. When t he thre at becomes more specific, such
as during the Cuba n crisis , there is the expected but slight increase in protective behavior. Uowever.
the general tenden cy is to feel that  there is very little one can do in the t’ace of a nuclear threat. 19

In the 1972 nation al survey, data were gathered across a range 01’ issues dealing with
willingness to volunte er for civil defense. Some 54.2 percent of respondents in the 1972 national
study stated they would “definitely ” or “probably ” volu nteer for civil defe n se should the re be a
need for volunteers and a call for their help made. In general, people who see the world environ-

— ment as more threate ning tend to volunteer more than people who do not see it tha t way. People
who believe that the su rvival chance would be SO-SO or better , even ii’ hostilities were to be initiated
“ne xt week,” are much more likely to volunteer than those who are mn orc pessimistic about the
odds of survival.

The 1978 survey gathere d attitude data about volunteer service generally, and the wi ll ing-
ness to volunteer for civil preparedness programs. Some 30.8 percent of ’ the respondents engaged
in some volunta ry act ivity in the year preceding the study. Willingn ess to volunteer for the civil
preparedness effort was very high.

• 6 1.7 percent of the respondents said they would “definitely ” or “probably”
volunteer for civil defense programs if the occasion arose—a finding which produces
volu nteer willingness aggregate index of 0.616.

• The finding is supported by 1972 data: 54. 1 percent expressed their willingness
to volunteer , and the corresponding index was 0.581.

The survey certainly does not find that it would be difficult , should it also prove desirable
in light of the variou s program needs, to mobilize significant numbers of civil defense volunteers.
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As with all other voluntary involvements , continued participation would then depend on theindividual’s perception of the meaningfulness of the activitie s, as well as on the flexibility withwhich he could allocate his time on days and at hours compatible with his lift style. In general ,the problem would then be what to do with volunteers in order to reap the most benefit fromtheir time and effort , rather than whether Americans migh t be willing to participate.

Special Audiences—Volunteer Organizations

Another part of the social environment of civil defense is a group of subsystems calledvoluntary organizations . Most of these org anizations have vertical channels of communicationwhich reach to the Federal level, and many engage in some form of social change programs. Vol-untary organizations have been a targe t audience for various civil defense communications effortsin the past , and their usefulness has been a continuing subject of discussion in civil defense. ‘~~~~

Knowledge about civil defense use of voluntary organizations has been pulled togetherin three reports. These studies include assessments of the way voluntary organizations functionto tie the community together , as well as assessments of the role they have played in civ il defenseand other action programs.

A review of experience with volunteensm demonstrates some of the major constraintsin organizing an army of volunteers for civil defense. In the absence of a clear and present danger ,the reliance on volunteers for the key staff of the program results in unevenness in the level ofparticipation and quality of task performance. To be effective , civil defnese programs must becarried out on a relative ly uniform basis. In such a program , volunteers cannot be used as decision-makers. The remaining rank and file role is not as interesting to activists desirous of exercisingsocial power through voluntary efforts. The lack of saliency in civil defense is a maj or constrainton widespread volunteer ism. This does not preclude the use of voluntary efforts on a limited taskbasis. Studies have indicated very successful use of volunteer efforts in promoting local civil defenseefforts such as educational exhibits , community shelter plan s, etc.

One study demon stra ted the linkage in membership of volun ta ry associations at thecommunity level. In one local community with about 2300 adult women , 43 percent were membersof 39 voluntary organizations. Within this group of 990 women , about 63 women held six or morememberships each. As a source of interpersonal conimunication and in fluence , these 63 memberscould reach most of the community through direct interpe rsonal communication. By selectivelyenrolling individual women and organizations in her program, the local director can maximizesecondary contact with all voluntary organizations,

Other studies identified the extent of volunteerism in American society. Volunteerassociations are a source of considerable social influence in America ; and while civil defense maynot be able to enroll volunteers on a massive basis, the selected use of voluntary 2ssociations forlimited missions is an effective way of communicating with the public.
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Special Audiences—Youth

Of the special types of audiences for civil defense public information programs , youth
are recognized as important since they have lived their entire lives in the atomic era and should
have favorable predispositions toward the civil preparedness programs. Their views about civil
preparedness countermeasu re systems are important because : ( 1) they are forming attitudes
towa rd many public issues including civil defense which will remain relatively stable over the
rest of thei r lives, ( 2) by comparing their views with those of the adult population , DCPA can
gain insi gl~s about the likely feasibility and accept ance of future programs.

Two studies of youth , addressed largely to problem definitions , have been completed.
In the 1 966 study, 327 eight and twelfth graders were asked to write an extemporaneous essay
on “What I Know About Fallout Shelters.” Trained coders analyzed these essays for information
about the person who wrote it and the degree of favorability expressed towa rd (I )  shelters gener-
ally, ( 2) family shelters , (3) public community shelters, and (4) civil defense in general. The
fin di ngs indicated general favorabili ty toward civil defense, fallou t shelters, and both public and

— private fallout shelters. About 80 percent of all statements coded were classified as more positive
than negative. The more significant aspects of the study resulted from further analysis of the
social and demographic characteristics of the response. Concerning age differences , eighth graders
were more favorable t han twelf t h graders. There was little difference between sexes and social
classes.

The 1968 study gathered information about 400 teenagers from two school systems in
Maine. One school had an active civil defense program with teachers participating in the adult
education program. The objective of the study was to determine differences between two groups
of teenagers in terms of civil defense information and attitudes , where one group was exposed to
an intensive in-school civil defense program and the other was not and , in addition , to determine
the difference in information and attitudes existing between older and younger teenagers, Some
of the major differences between those exposed and not exposed to the civil defense program
include:

• having heard more about public fallout shelters from teachers and civil defense
people and having read more about fallout shelters in magazines;

• mentioning government pamphlets, teachers, school programs, and civil defense
people as their most useful sources of information—those without such a school
progra m cited radio and television as most useful ;

• knowing more accurate information about civil defense and fallout shelters— 87 per-
cent of those receiving in-school training could correctly identify the black and
yellow fallout shelter sign as compared to 58 percent of the students without such
a program, furthermore, in a six-item test of civil defense knowledge, the former
were significantly more knowledgeable, and

• telling others something about fallout shelters of civil defense was related to exposure
to the in-school program.
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In addition , little difference was found in overall attitudes toward civil defense between the two
schools, both held similar percept ions of shelter protection and living conditions; and the effects
of the in-school training were very apparent.

Special Audiences—Community Power Structure

Another important element in the social environment of civil defense is the community
power structure. Successful efforts to create social change within a social system depend on the
appropriate involvement of numerous persons performing many roles within the civil defense
social change intru sion area. The findings , generalizations, implications, and procedure s for iden-
tifying power actors are useful to civil defense change agents in developing strategies to initiate
and sustain social change. In the five study communities, the research identified ( 1) the personal
and social characteristics of power actors: (2) the relationship of civil defense power structure to
the power structure in other non-civil defense issue areas; and (3) the power actors’ civil defense
attitud es, knowledge, sources of information and actions, 22

The power actors in the five communities studied had similar personal and social charac- —teristics, They were perceived as having social power in the civil defense issue area by members of
the community. The power actors’ civil defense attitudes , knowledge, sources of information and
actions were analyzed. The power actors:

• had a low perception of threat ,

• favored a civil defense program,

• perceived both Federal and local civil defense programs as inadequate ,

• perceived that they (the power actors) had a civil defense responsibility, and

• lacked knowledge about civil defense.

The three most frequently named sources of civil defense information were :

• daily or weekly newspapers,

• television news, and

• special programs involved in civil defense in their communitie s,

These studies provided new insights about social power and a profile of community
influential? civil defense attitudes, knowledge , sources of information and actions, These data
are useful in planning civil defense programs and in civil defense training efforts.
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Special Audience— Local Government Bodies

This study was one of several which attempt ed to look at the local director ’s environ-
ment and analyze how it a ffects program implementation. It considered the roles of local government
involving elected officials — county board members and mayors. The role of the local civil defense
director was also studied . These thre e roles are considered to be among the most important
decision -making and action roles relative to civil defense change induction programs.

Local government officials have certain attributes (characteristics ) which affect the
civil defe nse system. One such is their authority to make decisions which may a ffect the implemen-
tat io n of civil defense programs at the local level. Another attribute is the ability of some local
gover nment officials to give or withhold legitimation (approval ) of action programs. If local elected
officials hold favorable att itudes toward civil defe nse , they are general ly in a position to facilitate
civil defense action programs. On the other hand, if their attitudes are unfa vorable , they can place
constraints (coercions and pressures) upon the civil defense systems which may handicap such
progra ms.

A further reason for taking local elected officials into account is the influence they may
have upon the effectiveness of local civil defense directors. Local civil defense directors are appointed
by local elected officials. These elected officials maintain a certain amount of contro l over them.
Local elected officials may define , to some ex tent , the responsibilities (role expectations) of local
civi l defense di rectors. The directors , in turn , may define their own responsibilities. It is possible
that local elected officials and local civil defense directors m ight disagree as to what is the definition
of the di rector ’s role responsibilities . High consensus may be important if the director is to effectively
carry out the tasks expected of him in his role.

In this study, a conceptual framework and technique were developed in an attempt to
increase the level of understanding about relationships between local governmental officials and
the implementation of civil defense. The study analyzed the degree of consensus between role
defini tions of the same position as well as the degree of congruence between role definition and
role performance. The sample was small , involving nine counties and 39 interviews in the State
of Iowa. Accept ing the limitations of such a small sample and the exploratory nature of the research ,
the st udy still developed findings having implications to the civil defense program. These included
identifying a need for further effort in defining the civil defense roles of local government officials ,
since role understanding s vary considerably. The role of the local civil defense director needs to be
correctly communicated to local officials. The clarification of these roles should be more specific
as to what is to be performed and is not to be performed. The extent of incorrect perceptions of
roles could result in role conflict and inefficiency. Not only do local elected officials and local
civil defense directors need to understand their own civil defense roles, they also need to un derstand
the roles of others with responsibility for civil defense .



SUMMARY

The foregoing discussion has outlined some of the more relevant aspects of the
history of civil defense and provided an overview of public attitudes toward it. Public opinion
and response have been discussed in a general way. Research findings on such topics as the
internationa l context , threat perception , program support , salience , perceptions of local
programs, perceptions of shelters as a survival resource , response to warning, and the impact
of training and education have been summarized. Also reported in summary form is the
1978 Nationa l Survey, which probed issues of public attitudes and possible responses to crisis
relocation.

This review has covered findings concerning special audiences—information seekers,
youth , local governing bodies, com munity elites , voluntary associations, etc. These subjects
were chosen from a large numbe r of possible areas about which there are public attitude data.
Some discussion has been directed toward the fact that public atti tu des are in som e ways a
proble m in civil preparedness. During periods when civil defense might hope to involve the
public in t he program , both the low salience and the negat ive-contingency aspect of the message
serve to reduce the effectiveness of these efforts. During periods of crisis, the immediate res-
ponse tends to divert decision makers from the consideration of policies concerning improved
postures of readiness. As a result, government tends to become completely involved in the
manage ment of a volatile public concern about the state of community preparedness and the
adeq uacy of survival measures.

The issue of publ ic response has been analyzed in normal crisis expectant , and crisis
surge environments—differing attitudinal states which affect the social and psychological
feasibility of civil preparedness programs. It was also suggested that the government’s strategic
policy of massive retaliation and assured destruction may have been a constraining influence
on the development of passive defense systems. In European states, where civil preparedness
programs have been more successful in creating a protective shelter system, the general strategy
of defense revolves around a concept of massive resistance in which civil protection has a vital
role. Finally, it is noted that the public foresees a long period of international tension and
perceives these tensions as increasing over time.

The 1978-1979 period was characterized by continued discussion and evaluation
of the civil preparedness and disaster response programs. In trying to assess the meaning of
the issues reported in this summary report , it has been necessary to reach beyond the available
data. It is also too early to assess the meaning of the recent policy and organizational changes.
Thus, the views expressed below are those of the writer and should be recognized as such.

Based on past history , one migh t assume that modest levels of improvement in
program effectiveness are likely in the near future. While the nature of the problem of nuclear
attack precludes good solutions, it still seems reasonable that a better posture of civil defense
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readiness will become the goal of government. The development of better linkages between
passive and active systems will likely continue in the I 980s. The public and the government
will prefer activ e defense systems over passive systems; however, general changes in the assessed
capab ility of active systems to deter an attack , and concern with arms limitation agreements,
should generate greater support for the development of protection systems.

In the process of updating this summary , the writer has also reviewed at least four
earlier updating efforts, and has been forced to evaluate hit . 27 years in the field of national
civil preparedness. A review of past studies and evaluations of the program suggests yet another
recurrent theme: Statements like “the most important single aspect of the current situation
is the outcome of policy considerations” have occurred at regular intervals throughout the
program ’s history. The studies and evaluations have been almost continuous. Excepting a
period of about five years in the early 1 960s, whe n the Nation tried to develop a fallout
shelter capability at the initial direction of President Kennedy, there has been ~ steady decline in
the resources available to develop protective systems for the American population. Durin g
this same period, the require irent— measure d in terms of population at risk frc m destructive
weapons— has increased dramatically.

During this period of decline, civil defense programming has often involved the
niamtenance of a token organization with very limited effectiveness. The lack of effectiveness
in pursuing the legislated goals of the system has been so obvious, in fact , that the average
performer in the system has discounted its nuclear preparedness goals and mission. Civil
preparedness has been viewed too often as an organization in search of an achievable program.

Of course, the public could not be expected to be informed about the relative state
of readiness of the civil defense program . They surely understand the need for such programs
and assume the government is developing the required capabilities. In fact, a large body of
attitude data demonstrates a consistently favorable state of public attitudes. Furthermore, when
specific programs have been deployed, these attitude data are corfirmed by actual response
behavior as demonstrated in the Horre Fallout Shelter Survey, plans to share home basement
shelter, and response to training. In general, attitude data indicate the public is willing to sup-
port almost any program the government might undertake in this area.

The problem of the state of public attitudes, if it exists, seems to be more a matter of
the decision makers’ assessment of the position of the public. The passive favorable nature of
public response seems to be interpreted by some as a rejection of the program. They feel the
public should demand program action as evidence of acceptance; however, this would occur only
during a period of high threat perception, and only if the public were well informed about the
status of the program. The general relaxation of public debate which occurred two years after
the Berlin/Cuban crisis undoubtedly resulted in a reduction in perception of an immediate threat.
Attitude data over the history of civil defense indicate no basic change in support for civil defense
programs.

_ 
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IMPLICATIONS

The writer , in last reviewing this history in 1971 , attributed the program outcomes
to a series of decision making accidents. On a relatively few occasions during the last 27 years,
the civil defense issue was considered at the top levels of government. The circumstances at
those times, and the personal orientations of a few key decision makers, resulted in the neg-
lect of this element of the national defense . While it is too early to determine the full impact
on nuclear preparedness of the national decisions of 1979 , it should be noted that they did
not affect the program’s 1980 funding level. Based on past historical development of civil
defense programs in the United States , one migh t assume that the nation wili continue to try
and develop relatively inexpensive systems. Periodically , cha nges will be made with the
intention of implementing cheap but useful new approaches. But the total level of effort
would be expected to remain relatively stable—unless the United States is shocked by a major
nuclear war threat. Not answered yet, however, is the question of how best to utilize those
severely limited resources.

Another of the factors which has marked civil preparedness efforts in the past
27 years is the continual organizational changes at the Federal, State, and local levels. The
recent restructuring into the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) should result
in better organizational alignments among natural, industrial, environmental, and nuclear
disaster functions. Such an outcome is not automatic , however. Disaster preparedness for a
range of hazards must still deal with the problem of low saliency. Separate, uncoordinated
efforts could be doomed to failure, whereas a single, highly coordinated all-hazards prepared-
ness effort is likely to enjoy more public support than the sum of several independent efforts.

The I 980s will undoubtedly see a search for further rationalization of preparedness
efforts, which may eventually be forced by events to include a greater emphasis on military-
oriented civil defense. As this transformation occurs, it will call for a recasting of civil defense
systen~s in such a way that the nation’s preparedness for war-caused disaster will be increased
as a by-product of all-hazards planning.

In analyzing the costs and possible benefits of using other community preparedness
programs to augment nuclear disaster preparedness, it will be important to consider issues in
depth. Gross genera lizations.—e g., “preparedness is the same (or is different) for all hazards”—will not suffice. All disasters are somewhat different , but in some ways all are much alike. A
disaster plan useful in meeting community needs for a flood would be inadequate , in most
re’~pcct% . as a response to an earthquake or nuclear attack. Yet , the response to any disaster
in ’~t h M  the human factors: behavior and the organization of collective efforts.

More appropriate considerations for such analyses would include the acquisition
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large numbers of’ people, and the m obilization and ~oordination of t i iunmnim i t ~ reso u rces.
Above all , perhapa. an etiective and t-effei ’t i~i’ approach would reflect thoughtfu l strategie s
for integrating preparedness eflorts and mobEh.ii.g public support.

Contingency Planning

Basically , c ivil defen ’~c i~ a com nm un i t ~ ~t ~~ t to  pl an b r  unusual contingenc ies and
rare events. Most people are not vcr~ goad at ~i I¼ Ii l ’lann lng and do not like it. The more
unlikely is the event to occur , the more diffi cult  it i~ to gi~ e susta ine d at tention to it.  (‘onti n —
gen p lanning ~leals with hyp oteh i lca l e~ent ’s which li.i~ e only a “paper ” reality , and requir es
a good deal ot ’ imagin ation and at tent ion to detail. Un to r t u n a te l > , such planning is al most
al w a v % accorded a low priontv . The planner get s l i t t l e  or no feedback from others , and conse-
qu en t ly  recei ves no sho rt-t erni rewards. F fft ’ct i~e conting ency pl anning also requires skills
in coordinat ion and in motivating others in government to assist in the effort.

In order to do a good job of operational planning, civil defense must increase con—
tingenc~ plannin g skills at all levels of govern ment. By so doing, government can he helped
to respond better to emergencies of all kinds. It seems quit e obvious that  an all-hazards
approach to civil defense programs would increase the possibilit ies for improving contingency
pla nn ing capabilities in civil defense. This would occur as a straightforward result of more
opport unities to practi ce these plann ing skills.

Training

A n im porta n t aspect of contingency planning is the opportunity to exercise or test
the plan. This may occur as a result of experiencing a disaster emergency and, thus , learning
directly from it. Short of such experience, plans can be tested by simulation or practice in the
use of the plan. Simulation exercises can he used to test all aspects ot’ plans and to train people
to use theni in an emerge ncy. This generally involves a scenario or a description of an unfolding
event which occurs over time ,and a series of responses to th~ eve nt which are made by program
acto rs playing the simulat ion , or game. Both the occurence of a disaster and a simulation cxci’-
cisc create an experience base for response to tuture emergencies. Generally, people like to
participate in well-designed simulation exercises. An all-hazards approach to civil det’ense
pla nn ing obviously increases the opportunity to test contingency plans and to teach others how
to function under emergency crisis situations.

Public Information

Another central aspect ol’ all civil  defense efforts is the dissemination of information.
This dictates a continuing relationship with a variety of’ audiences. Civil defense has a continuing
responsibi l ity for “get ting the information out,” The public as a whole should know what to do
and where to go in th e eve n t of an attack. Additionally, particular audience s need to be involv ed
in each specific civil defense program or function. This involves training programs t’or specialists ,
such as radiological monitors and shelter managers , and general public training programs, such as
personal and f amily survival courses. In this respect , the civil dcfcnse st ru ct u re might be viewed
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as a distributio n system for a variety of’ emerge ncy response information. As such , it must
know its audiences , and it must have access to and use of the best channels to these audiences,
The value of ’ incorpor ating all-hazard response information with nucl ear response information
has been amply demonstrated in the experience of distributing Booklet H- 14 , In Time oJ
L~nergenc~ . The content of this document , which deals with pub lic response to various
emergencies , continues to generate its own readership and distribution require ments. The use
of the civil defense info rmation dissemination system for a range of hazard s would obviously
strengthen the civil defense capability to maintain an improved state of readiness, and would
benef it the programs dealing with each hazard.

Relocation of Populat ion

Civil defense must be pre pared to manage the movement of large numbers of people
during emergency operations. A range of peacetime emergency management activities involve
the movement capability. These activities include: evacuation of natural disaster vict ims . re-
locati on of populations threatened by hazardous materials or similar industrial hazards, and
contingency planning for communities near nuclear power plants or depositories of waste
mate rials, to name only a few. These efforts often afford opportunities to gain experience and
know-how that is use fu l in civil defense—and particularly in the Crisis Relocation Planning (CRP) —

ef fort.

Mobilization of Communit y Resources

The civil preparedness progra m can make a useful contribution to government at all
levels by virtue of its knowledge and capabilities in the area of mobilizing and coordinating
community resources. Civil preparedness must develop a local governmental capability to bring
together both private and public organizations into emergency systems which can function
during periods of great stress. Basically, the civil preparedness emergency response systems
involve social action programs which will bring together materia l , human , and organ izatio nal
resources—and coordinate their use during periods of crisis or disaster. The “coordi nat or” is
emerging as a distinct role in government , and civil preparedness staffs must develop coordina-
tion skills to achieve success in their task. The civil preparedness Emergency Operating Center
is a useful symbol of the requirements for coordinated community action in an emergency. In
several communities, the utility of the control center in facilitating peacetime governmental
coordination has been demonstrated. The center provides a setting in which community leaders
interac t with each other on problems and approaches. More generally, the control center migh t
be used to effect the increased interagency coordination whIch is recognized as a current need
of government.

Experience in coordinating community resources for other than nuclear disaster
ha zard s not only provides an increased base for such coordination but probably generates what
might be called “reciprocal obligations.” The lcoal civil defense director who has helped others
carry out their emergency role can usually call on them for increased voluntary cooperation with
nuclear preparedness social action programs.
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Strategies For Achieving
comprehensive Preparedness

All preparedness activity faces a common barrier, which is essentially psychological
in nature. Put simply people are loathe to support a thoroughgoing approach to preparedness
un til a crisis or disaster is perceived to be imminent

This altogether “natural ” tendency has forbidding implications for preparedness
planners and organizations. Populations have become more concentrated. Potential threats
have become more technical and awesome. Emergency managem ent more often involves a
sophisticated , planned, and “prepared” response. Lead times available to managers may pre-
cl ude an effective makeshift response , no matter how adroit or committed the preparedness
official.

International crises and nuclear diplomacy pose the problem of inadequate planning
and lead times in the most urgent sense . Negotiations around a nuclear war issue would LmndO ubt-
edly take account of the protection available to civilian populations. Adequate responses to
nuclear threats , however , would involve extensive sheltering, evacu at ion , mobilizat ion , and pu blic
information activities of a complex nature , requiring substantial lead times and elaborate plans.
Yet , such preparedness activities are scarcely conceivable to the bulk of the population in normal
times.

Given the constrai n ts imposed by heavy crisis period demands and disproportionately
low levels of support in normal periods, how can FEMA best utilize its severely limited resources
to prepare for a range of disasters? The implications of the evidence reviewed herein would
suggest two general programm atic thrusts:

First: preparedness programs should reflect and be geared to the changing
levels of pub lic awareness and support that accompany the development of
crisis~xpectant and crisis conditions.

Second: preparedness programs should tr ul i- utilize the potential synergism
implicit in the FEMA organization , systematically developing a comprehen-
sive disaster response mechanism by building on program elements that are
used in responses to a variety of natural and man-cause d disasters.

Changing attitudes and perceptions. Emergency management programming could
build on the established concept that public support will reflect changing levels of conscious-
ness of hazards , The widespread perception of an oncoming disaster prompts enormous amounts
of activity, often including substantial shifts in the organization of people and resources. The
more complex the activ ity required to respond , and the more complex the required organizational
shifts, the more import ant it is to enter the event with formalized plans and trained emergency
managers or coordinators , Even for the major non-military and non-nuclear ~iazards, effective
preparedness will always involve the planned use of relatively limited resources to prepare for a
future planned use of relatively extensive resources.
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Nowhere is this principle more apparent than in the programming of public infor-mation and training efforts, Instructional material and messages must, essent ially, be designedin one environ ment fo r rapid , effective use and dissemination in another. Consciously orothe rwise , preparedness planners are often attempt ing to anticipate the changing levels ofpubl ic awareness which will affect the reception of messages and info rmation as a disasterapproaches. The criticality of anticipating correctly becomes still more apparent when oneremembers that—in most emergency situations—apt behaviors by an informed pub lic caneffectively substitute for many of the actions otherwise required from formal disaster-responseorga nizat ions.

Contingency planning for nuclear war provides the extreme instance of the changing
perceptions phenomenon, The precautionary actions potentially required in some future
crisis—essential ly, the evacuation and sheltering of a large percentage of the American publi c—are of a totally different order of magnitude than anything else envisioned in preparednessoperatio ns. In norm al times, however , the t hreat is scarcely comprehensible or “thi n kab le”to the public who would react tothat threat in a very different future environment.

The 1 978 Survey data suggest an upswing in public awareness of the nuclear threat ,
indicating a level of perceived threat similar to th at recorded in the mid-I 960s. While domesticproble ms were clearly of great concern to respondents, people indicated they worry more aboutthe world situation, Should the internati onal problems of energy supply and costs grow worse,leading to domestic economic concern s, one might expect the pu blic to perceive an in creasinglyhostile international environment over the coming years,

The logic of “deterrence ” concepts could unfold toward a similar outcome. If inter-national parity in destructive weapons is perceived to generate stability—and that concept hasbeen widely publized —then shift s in that balance could generate fears of instability. The actionsof other n atio ns, whether or not they were pursued with this factor in mind , could easily beassumed to pose more serious possibilities of nuclear confrontation or attack.

For these and other reasons, the I 980s could witness a sharply greater publi c concernwith intern ational threa ts—real and perceived. Such fears would focus attention on civil pre-paredness systems, leading to demands for improved postures and greater “security. ” Anappropr iate, knowledgeable, and timely response would presuppose prior planning to guidethis complex activity_par ticularly, if events should allow only brief lead times.

Multiple-haz ards approaches to preparedness, The pros and cons of integrating attackpreparedness and other emergency management functions have long been recognized. A 1972report delineated the logics and rationales of the two general positions: Favorable factorsinclude the cost-effectiveness of an integrated approach (which applies to a diversity of naturalhazard s programs as well), enhanced organizationa l base, better exploitation of appropriatelyskilled people, and greater opportunities to enlist , tra in , and organize people to operate emer-gency systems, Unfavora ble factors include the negative images of military preparedness in
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some quarters , the low peacetime salience of civil defense messages in many communities ,
bureaucratic and professional parochialism, and a tendency for many of the system’s own
local directors to pay only lip service to the attack-preparedness mission. The more purely
logical aspects of these positions—then , as now—clearly weighed in favor of a multiple-
hazard s preparedness doctrine. 24

The advent o 1 FEMA clearly signals a renewed desire to capitalize on the potential
effec tiveness and cost-effectiveness of a comprehensive approach to preparedness. To achieve
this objec t ive will of course require the precise definition and functional integration of the
numerous preparedness tasks associated with a variety of hazards. Ideally, such integration
would also reflect the appropriate staging of preparedness investments in relation to probable
hazards. That is, a t ruly comprehensive approach would assess, then reflect , the relative
benefits and costs of mit igation , response, and recovery actions. This type of analysis is
within the state of the art , but has often proved difficult to achieve in the policy realm and
the everyday programming of preparedness activities.

The recent civil defense research on attitude formation , communication in its
broadest sense, public education , and social action variables can inform the FEMA search
for comprehensive preparedness policies and doctrines. The concept of normal , crisis-
expectant and surge stages, for ex ample , was developed to gu ide programming through the
dilemmas posed by publi c quiescence followed by surging demands for information and
complex action. Though still somewhat exploratory , the concept exemplifies how social
science and behavioral knowledge can help define the fundamental issues and potential
resolutions in perhaps the most demanding subarea within preparedness planning. This
concept , and many others emerging from the research program , can be used to suggest and
trigger fresh approaches to programming across a broad range of preparedness concerns.

* * * * * * *

The body of continuing knowledge and research described here has been focally
concerned with the interaction between emergency management programs and their intended
audiences during both emergency and nonemergency periods. The findings and implications
strongly attest to the need for integrating well-informed strategies of publi c education and
information in comprehensive preparedness plans and programs.

Given the limited tangible assets normally accorded to preparedness programs,
and comparing these to the scope of action periodically required from them , much of their
potential effectiveness lies in their capacity to stimulate intelligent individual and organizational
behavior on a sometimes massive scale. The capacity , thus, to mobilize emergency-response
activity must be based on a clear understandin g of the social processes and mechanisms which
must operate to produce effective mitigation , response, and recovery activity.
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The author invites—indeed reques~ —your comments on and reactions to this
summary , including the analyses and implications presented above. This effort was under-
taken both to update an earlier document and to stimulate additional discussion of the
principles and factors which should be reflected in the development of thoughtful , effee-
tave approaches at this stage in the evolution of preparedness policy and organization
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