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Figure 2.10 External Nuclear Risk Index: 1993-95
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Figure 2.22 Domestic Nuclear Risk Index: 1993-95
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Figure 3.8 Expanded Index of Nuclear Weapons External Benefits: 1995
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& The printed survey of UCS scientists was conucted between
August and december 1993; the printed survey of national
laboratory scientists was conucted between october 1993 and
march 1994. Both are documented in Hank c. Jenkins - Smith,
Richard p.Barke, and Kerry G.Herron, Public perspectives of
nuclear weapons in the post - cold war environment: findings
and analysis of the national security survey. perceptions and
policy concerns 1993 - 1994, document ID: SAND 94 - 1265,
Albuquerque, NM: Sandia National Laboratories .

s The question about technology transfers is the same that
was asked only of scientists in 1993 . the wording was : "How
do you rate the economic value of texhnology advances in
defense industries for other areas of the US economy?" (B32).
Answers were provided on a scale where one meant little
economic value, and seven meant great economic value.
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End Notes

t The same index in the 1993 study was titled " nuclear
weapons utility index."

2 For a discussion of alternative theories of nuclear deterrence
see chapter four in kerry G. Herrom,1994,Full spectrum
antiproliferation : intefrating nuclear proliferation theory and
policy for the future, Ph.D.dissertation, Albuquerque,NM:
University of New Mexico .

3 A US national telephone survey of 1,000 adults conducted
by market opinion Research for Americans Talk security ,
December 10 - 13, 1988 .

4 A US national telephone survey of 1,000 adults conducted
by market strategies for Americans Talk security , February 19
to March2, 1990 .

s A US national telephone survey of 1,000 adults conducted
by market opinion Research for Americans Talk secuity ,
December 10 - 13, 1988 .

s A US national telephone survey of 1,000 adults conducted
by market strategies for Americans Talk security , February 19
to March2, 1990 .

7 For contrasting views of the economic influences of
defense expenditures see (1) paul kennedy, 1987.the rise
and fall of the great power : economic change and military
confict from 1500 to 2000, New york: Random House; (2)
Aaron L. Friedberg, 1991, "the political economy of U.S
national security policy, "in U.S national security strategy for
the 1990s, edited by Daniel J. Kaufman, David S. Clark, and
Kevin P. Sheehan , Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University ;
(38&4) Bruce Russett,1991 " Defense Expenditures and
National wellbeng, " and stephen gill and david law, " Military -
industrial rivalry in the global political economy, " both in
international political economy : A reader, edited bu kendall w.
stiles and tsuneo akaha, New york : Harper Coltins.

www.manaraa.com



(69)

general were important for jobs, the economy, and for
technological benefits. Respondents from the general public in
1995 evalueated those benefits in much the same way that
scientists did from the national laboratories that participated in
our 1993 study, and very differently than did respondents from
the Union of Concerned Scientists that participated in that
same study .

Overall, we found that participants considered US nuclear

weapons to provide substantial benefits for national security

and for the domestic economy that may offset some of the
perceived risks that we documented in Chapter Two .

Next , in Chapter Four , we will examine related policy
preferences and spending priorities, and analyze relationships
between those issues and our four indices of perceived
external and domestic risks and benefits .
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Note that by adding the question about the value of defence
industry technology transfers to other areas of the US
economy, the domestic benefit index increased by 1.2 points
on a scale from zero to ten, indicating the relative weight
respondents placed on technology transfers.

Section 3.4: Summarizing Perceptions of Nuclear Benefits

Participants in 1995 continued to attribute substantial value
to US nuclear weapons for purposes of international in
fluence, leaderstrip, and security . Instead of an expected de
cline in public perceptions of the benefits of US nuclear assets
for achieving and insuring US security objectives, our
respondents reflected a substantial increase in perceptions of
the external benefits of US nuclear weapons. When we asked
respondents to evaluate nuclear deterrence specifically, they
considered it to have been essential in preventing nuclear
conflict during the cold war, and indicated that they thought
nuclear deterrence remained important today and for the
foreseeable future .

Opinion was divided about whether nuclear weapons reduce
the need for other types of military forces. Participants
seemed to understand that the two categories of military
capabilities are applicable for different purposes, and they did
not perceive important trade-offs to exist between nuclear and
conventional forces .

Respondents were not able to render clear judgments about
the domestic benefits that might be specifically associated
with nuclear weapons, but that may have been because we
were not able to measure the issue directly. Respondents did
have strong impressions that defence expenditures in
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Figure 3.12 Limited Domestic Benefits Index: 1993-95
35 } Distribution
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This comparison shows a significant increase since 1993 in
the perceptions of the benefits associated with the cost -
effectiuveness of nuclear weapons and the benefits of defence
related employment (p<.0001).

In 1995 we added the third question dealing with the percived
economic value of defence related technology transfers.®
Figure 3.13 shows how adding the issue of technology
transfers affected the 1995 domestic benefits index.

Fuigure 3.13 Limited vs. Full Domestic Benefits Index: 1995

Figure 3.13 Limited vs. Full Domestic Benefits Index: 1995
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Respondents from the general public in 1995 viewed the
value of defence industry technology transfers in ways similar
to the views of scientists from the national laboratories nearly
two years previously. Both are in considerable contrast to the
views expressed in 1993 by participants from the Union of
Concerned Scientiusts .

Constructing an Index of Perceived Domestic Benefits

By combining perceptions of the cost - effectiveness of
nuclear weapons for national defence, the benefits of defence
related employment, and the economic value of defence
related technology transfers, we can create an index reflecting
respondent perceptions of domestic henefits associated with
defence investments. Although this index is not limited
exclusively to those expenditures associated with nuclear
weapons, it still provides a useful tool both for comparative
purposes and for combination with our measurements of the
external benefits of nuclear weapons for achieving national
security objectives .

The domestic benefits index for the public sample in 1993
was less robust. It consisted of only the two questions
addressing the cost - effectiveness of nuclear weapons for
national defence and the benefit of defence related
employment. The question of the economic value of defence
related technology transfers was not asked of the general
public in 1993 . A comparison of the domestic benefits index
constructed in 1993 with the same two questions in 1995 is
shown in Figure 3.12 .
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Defence Technology Transfers

Our 1993 survey compared a number of views of the general
public with those of two groups having higher levels of
scientific expertise. To represent segments of the US scientific
community that might hold a wide range of perspectives, in
1993 - 94 we sampled 1,155 randomly selected members of
the Union of Concerned Scientists and 1,226 randomly
selected members from the technical staffs of four US national
laboratories. Because of the levels of specialized expertise
resident in the two groups of scientists, we were particularly
interested in their judgments about the value of technology
transfers from defence industries to other applications. We did
not ask respondents from the general public about this issue
in 1993, but we did ask this question of members of the
general public in 1995 . In both surveys we asked respondents
to rate the economic value of technological advances in
defence industries for other areas of the US economy, using a
scale where one meant little economic value, and seven
meant great economic value. Results from the two surveys
are compared in Figure 3.11. Note that these data compare
scientists ' views in 1993- 94 with public views in 1995. 8

Figure 3.11 Perceived value of Defence Technology
Transfers : 1993 - 95 ( B32)
Figure 3.11 Perceived Value of Defense Technology
Transfers: 1993-95 (B32)
40 Means
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military restructuring and the public debate over base closures
and the redistribution of defence assets as evidence of the link
between defence investments, jobs, and domestic economic
benefits, Other analysts argue that defence related

investments create jobs that are less productive for the
economy than are investments in nondefence sectors.” To
better understand public perceptions of the economic benefits
of defence related employment, we asked respondents in
1993 and 1995 to rate the economic value of defence industry
jobs in America on a scale where one meant little economic
value, and seven meant great economic value. Figure 3.10
compares results.

Figure 3.10 Percelved Value of Defence Industry Jobs (B31)

Figure 3.10 Percelved Value of Defense Industry Jobs (B31)
30 -
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Defence - related jobs were perceived to provide important
economic benefits, and those benefits were perceived to have
increased significantly since 1993( p=.0047). However, we
should note that this question does not separate expenditures
for nuclear weapons capabilities from the larger category of
overall defence investments. That distinction is difficult for
expert analysts, and it is probably too specific for most
members of the general public to be able to differentiate.

www.manaraa.com



(63)

Figure 3.9 Nuclear weapons Allow US to spend less for defence
Than Would Otherwise be Necessary ( B30 )

Figure 3.9 Nuclear Weapons Alfow US to Spend Less for Defense
100 4~ | Than Would Otherwise be Necessary {(B30)
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In each survey, most respondents did not perceive a trade -
off in costs between nuclear and nonnclear security
investment strategies, although there was some movement in
opinion in that direction between 1993 and 1995. Results
should not be interpreted as suggesting that respondents
could not differentiate between nuclear and conventional
capabilities and investments. Our findings indicate only that
they did not perceive a strong trade - off between the two .
Nuclear weapons did not appear to be associated with overall
defence efficiencies in the view of most respondents .

Defense Industry Employment

The relationship between defence investments and associated
economic impacts, such as jobs and consumer spending, is
also a matter of debate. Some analysts argue that defence
investments create jobs and infuse large numbers of defence
dollars into local communities. They point to post- cold war
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* " Reduce the number of nuclear weapons
in our armed forces and replace them with
nonnuclear weapons even this means paying
more to maintain the same level of military
strength " 45%

* " Reduce the number of nuclear weapons and
do not replace them with honnculear weapons,
even if this means reducing our current level
of military strength” 31%

* Don't know. 4%

These results suggest a preference among respondents for
reducing the number of nuclear weapons, even if such actions
result in higher defense costs. we should note that this
question did not employ contingency valuation techniques that
would have forced respondents to more carefully consider
their willingness to spend more for defense, nevertheless it did
provide some information about the ways that the public might
perceive nuclear vs nonnuclear trade - offs .

We attempted to get at this issue more directly in both 1993
and 1995 by asking participants to respond to the following
statement: " Having a nuclear arsenal means the US can
spend less for national defence than would be necessary
without nuclear weapons. " The scale of responses ranged
from one, which meant strongly disagree to seven, which
meant strongly agree. We compare grouped responses from
both surveys in Figure 3.9 .
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end of World War11. One aspect of that discussion relates to

the degree that having nuclear capabilities affects
requirements for other types of military forces. Informed
security analysts have long understood that nuclear forces
and forces conventional provide conceptually and qualitatively
different capabilities that can be complementary but are rarely
exchangeable. We wanted to know how members of the
general public viewed trade- offs in nuclear and nonnuclear
military investments, and how those perspectives might be
evolving .

Two surveys during the latter years of the cold war provide
useful insight about related aspects of this particular issue. In
a 1988 national survey, Market Opinion Research asked the
foliowing question : " Have you ever read or heard thata
conventional defence is more expensive than a nuclear
defense. that is, having enough nonnuciear weapons to
discourage an attack costs more than having the nuclear
weapons needed to discourage an attack?"s More than half of
the respondents ( 62 percent ) indicated that they had not
heard or read of such an assertion. Only 38 percent indicated
they had heard that argument, and ten percent did not know or
refused to answer. These results imply that the issue of cost -
effectiveness of nuclear weapons is not one with which most
of the general public was familiar .

A second insight is provided by a somewhat slanted question
asked by Market Strategies in February 1990. This inquiry
asked the folklowing : " Because nuclear weapons provide
more defense for less money, our armed forces rely heavily on
nuclear weapons. Some people say we should eliminate
nuclear weapons even if it costs more: Which one of these
three choices on nuclear weapons do you favor?"s ( Response
choices were randomized.)

* " Do not reduce the number of nuclear
weapons in our armed forces " 21%
p
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Figure3.8 Expanded index of Nuclear Weapons External

Benefits : 1995
Figure 3.8 Expanded Index of Nuclear Weapons External Benefits: 1995
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Adding the three questions about nuclear deterrence
increased the mean expanded benfits index value for the 1995
survey from 6.9 to 7.0, but the expanded index is not directly
comparable to results compiled in 1993. However, both
variations of measuring the perceived external benefits of
nuclear weapons will be available for time - series analysis of
data collected in future surveys .

Section 3.3 - Measuring Other Nuclear Weapons Benefits
Nuclear vs. Nonnuclear Trade - Offs

The end of the cold war brought substantial restructuring of
military forces both in the US and in the Soviet successor
states. Debate about the levels and Composition of military
forces is still ongoing, and one of the issues being debated is
the appropriate mix of strategic nuclear capabilities and
conventional forces. It is a continuation of debate and
discussion about the most effective mix of nuclear and
nonnuclear capabilities that has been under - way since the
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Figure 3.7  Future Effectiveness of Nuclear Deterrence in a More
Proliferated System ( B35)

Figure 3.7 Future Effectiveness of Nuclear Deterrence in a More
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While somewhat lass sure that nuclear deterrence will hold in
a more proliferated international system, most respondents
still considered nuclear deterrence to have considerable
potential for preventing future nuclear conflict .

Expanding the Nuclear Weapons External Benefits Index

These new questions about the past, current, and future value
of nuclear deterrence provide an opporunity for expanding and
making more robust our nuclear weapons external benefits
index discussed above. Combining the results of the three
deterrence questions with results from the four questions
displayed in Figure 3.5 yields the expanded index of external
nuclear benefits shown in Figure 3.8 .
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* " How important are our nuclear weapons for preventing
other countriues from using nuclear weapons against us
today ? " (b34) .

Results are compared in Figure 3.6.

Figure 3.6 Importance of US Nuclear Deterrence (B33,B34)

Figure 3.6 Importance of US Nuclear Deterrence (B33, B34)
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Respondents credited nuclear deterrence as being a very
important reason that nuclear conflict did not occur during the
cold war, and they continued to attribute a similar level of
importance to the role of nuclear deterrence in preventing
nuclear conflict in 1995. About one- third of all respondents
rated the importance of nuclear deterrence in preventing open
nuclear conflict -- both during and after the cold - war -- at the
maximum value of ten .

Our thrid inquiry about nuclear deterrence addressed the
potential of a more proliferated future. Using a scale where
zero meant not at all effective, and ten meant extremely
effective, we asked participants the following question: " If
more countries acquire nuclear weapons in the future, how
effective will nuclear deterrence be in preventing nuclear wars
from occurring anywhere in the world? " 3.7 shows results.
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Opinion Research asked the following question : " which do
you thaink is most likely : that our nuclear deterrence will
fail and we will have a nuclear war sometime in the future , or
that nuclear deterrence will succeed and we will never be in
a nuclear war? 3 Almost two out of three respondents (62
percent) felt that deterrencve would succeed, with 27 percent
asnwering that deterrence would eventually fail. The rem-
aining11percent did not know or chose not to venture an
opinion.Assuming this sample population was representative,
these findings indicate that in the latter stages of the cold war,
the American public placed considerable confidence in Us
nuclear capabiliies for deterring nuclear war for the
foreseeable future.

Another snapshot was taken in early 1990 . in the preceding
year Eastern Europe had shaken off the political grip of the
Soviet Union; poland had ended 40 years of communist rule;
the Baltic states of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia had
demanded autonomy ; and the USSR was coming unravied. A
survey in February 1990 by Market Strategies asked the
following question:" do you agree or disagree that our nuclear
weapons have been essential in preventing a world war since
the end of World War 1174 Again, 68 percent agreed, 26
percent dis- agreed, and six percent did not know or chose not
to answer.

In 1995, four years after the disintegration of the Soviet Union
the event that became the popular benchmark for the end of
‘the cold war, we asked our respondents to judge the
importance of nuclear deterrence. Our first two questions used
a scale where zero meant not at all important, and ten meant
extremely important, and they related perceptions of the utility
of nuclear deterrence for preventing nuclear conflict during
and after the cold war. Respondents were asked the following
questions:

* " How important was nuclear deterrence in preventing
nuclear conflict during the cold war?" (b33) .
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Contrary to our expectations of a gradual decline in perceived
value of US nuclear weapons for achieving national security
objectives in the post- cold war security environment, our
respondents placed a higher value on the US nuclear arsenal
in 1995 than did our respondents in 1993. This increase in
mean perceptions of external benefits is highly statistically
significant ( p<.0001).

The perceived Role of Nuclear deterrence
One of the most often mentioned ( and most often argued )
aspects relating to the perceived utility of nuclear weapons is
their role as a deterrent to aggression or attack. Perceptions
about nuclear deterrence were formed during the idelogical
and philosophical struggles of the cold war, and arguments
about the viabiliyt of deterrence were never empirically
resolved because of the impossibility of proving why nuclear
war between two nuclear weapons states has not occurred.2
However, for many US policy makers and for large segments
of the US population, nuclear deterrence was the most
persuasive ( perhaps the only) rationale. for developing and
maintaining a nuclear arsenal. To better understand how
perceptions of nuclear deterrence might be evolving after the
cold war, we included three questions designed to reflect how
our respondents perveived nuclear today, how they thought
about deterrence in retrospect, and how they viewed it
prospectively .

Before reporting the results, it would be useful to look at data
relating to public perceptions of nuclear deterrence during the
latter years of the cold war and during the transition that
accompanied its demise. Two surveys provide useful
snapshots. Changes in the Soviet system were on the horizon
in 1988 , but the East - west standoff was still intact. The
soviet Union was fighting in Afghanistan, but in April of that
year it agreed to withdraw its forces. President Reagan visited
Moscow in late May, but litle was accomplished. Mikhail
Gorbachev was named President of the Soviet Union in
October. A nationbal survey in December 1988 by Markett
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By combining these results, we can create an index of
perceived benefits of nuclear weapons for achiving US
national security interests. The index inciudes responses to
questions about the following issues:

* The importance of nuclear weapons for US influence
over international events (B26).

* The importance of nuclear weapons for maintaining US
status as a world leader (B27) .

* The importance of nuclear weapons for preseving
America's way of life (B36).

* The importance of the US remaining a military superpower
(B27) .

Because we asked the same questions in 1993, a
comparison of combined views can be made, as shownin
Figure 3.5. 1

Figure 3.5 Nuclear weappns External Benefits Index:1993-1995

Figure 3.5 Nuclear Weapons External Benefits Index: 1993-95
20 5 . Distribution
P
15 ==y a -+ Means
11993
6.5
of 10 - e meEeeET T -
% & 1995
- 6.9
N EEEEEETEES | g | B p <.0001
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10
Not at ail Beneficial Extremely Benelficial

www.manaraa.com



(54)
Imporrtance of Remaining a Military superpower
Our final question in this series asked respondents to make a

judgment about the future by rating the importance of the US
remaining a military superpower. Responses are shown in

Figure 3.4.
Figure3.4 Importance of US Remaining a Military Superpower(b28)
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Note the increase in the maximum value of the vertical scale
compared to the previous charts. There seems to be little
doubt that the American public attaches great importance to
the US retaining its position as a military superpower. Fully 82
percent of all respondents rateed the value of remaining a
military superpower above mid- scale, and nearly half of all
respondents rated it at the highest end of the scale. Again,
the increase in mean rating in the period from 1993 to 1995 is
statistically significant ( p=.0051).

Constructing an Index of Perceived External Benefits
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Importance of Nuclear Weapons to the American Way of Life

Our third question in this series inquired about the historical
relevance of US nuclear capabilities by asking respondents
how important they thought nuclear weapons have been to
preserving America's way of life. We made no attempt to
define or characterize America's way of life. Our objective
was to determine how each participant related nuclear
weapons to his or her individual concept of trhe American
way of life, regardless of personal value judgments about the
nature of US society. Figure 3.3 compares results of the 1993
and 1995 surveys.

Figure 3.3 Importance of Nuclear Weapons to Preserving
Figure 3.3 importance of Nutle{ir Weapons to Preserving
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Results indicate that respondents in1995 continued to
attribute great importance to the role of nuclear weapons
in preserving American independence and security.In fact
they rated the importance of nuclear weapons statstically
significantly higer on average than in 1993 .
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Figure 3.2 Importance of Nuclear Weapons for Us Status

Figure 3.2 importance of Nuclear Weapons for US Status
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It is interesting that four years into the post- cold war era,
and two years after our last measurement, the modal
response not only remained at the highest value ( ten ), but
the portion of respondents selecting that value increased by
five percentage points. The difference in means from 1993 to
1995 is highly statistically significant ( p<.0001). From their
answers to these two related questions, our respondents
appeared to perceive an important relationship between
nuclear weapons capabilities and US international influence
and leadership . Rather than declining since the end of the
cold war, their valuation of that relationship increased in the
period from 1993 to 1995 .
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Section 3.2: Measuring Perceived Benefits of US Nuclear Weapons
for National Security

Importance of Nuclear Weapons to US Influence and Status

We asked three questions about perceptions of the
relationship between US Nuclear weapons and national
interests.  First, respondents were asked the following
question: " How important are US nuclear weapons for US
influence over international evenis? " We compare responses
from our 1993 and 1995 surveys in Figure 3.1 .

Figure 3.1 Importance of Nuclear Weapons for US Influence (B26)

Figure 3.1 Importance of Nuclear Weapons for US Influence (B26)
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The high degree of consistency in distributions and mean
responses indicates that little has changed in the substantial
importance the public continues to place in nuclear weapons
as an element of US international influence. Values were
even higher when respondents were asked to judge the
importance of nuclear weapons for maintaining US status as
a world leader, as shown in Figure 3.2.
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were of the opinion that as long as other countries have
nuclear weapons, the US must also have them for deterrence
purposes. Focus groups seemed confident of our ability to
deter an overt nuclear attack on the US. Butwhen asked
whether US nuclear weapons can deter nuclear proliferation
or terrorism, focus group members were divided, with some
suggesting that nuclear deterrence is much more problematic
in these regards, since nuclear retaliation against unknown
terrorists might be so difficut as to make deterrence
ineffective .

Potential benefits of nuclear weapons for domestic jobs, the
economy, and technology transfers were nuclear to some
fous group, and opinion was divided about whether and to
what degree such influcences might be considered beneficial.
One limitation derives from the difficulty of knowing the extent
of investments that are made in nuclear weapons related
categories, as opposed to other categories of defense
spending, and the economic and technical consequences of
those expenditures. There was little consensus about the
natrure of domestic benefits associated with nuclear weapons
capabilities. Focus group members could relate to military
base closures and the economic effects of reduced spending
and lost jobs in those communities where military facilities are
affected . However, expeditures for ships, planes, tanks, and
artillery designed to perform both conventional and nuclear
roles cannot easily be categorized into either nuclear or
nonnuclear investments. As a result, focus froup members
were not able to relate specific investments in nuclear
capabilities to economic outcomes .
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Chapter Three

Evolving Perceptionas of the Benefits of
Us Nuclear Weapons

Section 3.1: The Historical Role of US Nuclear Weapons

After the first half- century of the nuclear age, and after
prevailing in the military, political, and economic competition
with the Soviet bloc, how do Americans feel about nuclear
arms ? On the whole, has nuclear weaponry been a biessing
or a scourge? To what degree were nuclear weapons relevant
to US security and influence during the cold war, and more
importantly, how is their value changing in the post - cold war
era? Did nuclear deterrence matter in the past, and does it
matter to US security today ? Will it be needed in the future,
and if so, for how long? Does the public perceive econmic
and technical benefits to be associated with defense
spending on nuclear and other military arms ?

Focus Group Indications

To gain impressions of public perceptions about external
benefits of US nuclear weapons for national security,
prestige, and influence, as well as perceived domestic
benefits, we asked focus groups to discuss the pros and cons
of nuclear weapons and how they might be changing since
the end of the cold war. When asked about the past role of
nuclear deterrence, there was widespread agreement that
deterrence worked during the cold war. Most members felt
that it was instrumental in preventing open conflict between
the US and the Soviet Union. When asked whether the US
continues to need nuclear weapons, there was even stronger
agreement that nuclear weapons remain important to US
security . When asked why nuclear weapons remain
important now that the cold war is over, most discussants
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* A US national telephone survey of 1,000 adults conducted
by market opinion research for americans talk security,
january 7- 14 1988 .

© A US national telephone survey of 1,000 adults conducted
by market opinion research for the americans talk issues
foundation between june 23 and july 1, 1991.

1 A US national telephone survey of 1,000 adults conducted
by market strategies for americans talk security between
february 19 and march 2, 1990.

» A US national telephone servey of 1,000 adults conducted
by CBS News/New York times, October 5-7, 1991 .

= Article VI of the Treaty on the Non- Proliferation on nuclear
weapons states: " Each of the partses to the Treaty
undertakes to pursue negotiations in godd faith on effective
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an
early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control "

14 A US natxonal telephone survéy of 1,000 adults conducted
by CBS News/New York Times, October 5-7, 1991 .

' For survey findings about public attitudes concerning the
foreign spent nuclear fules program and nuclear materials
transportatinon issues see: (1) Amy Fromer, Hank Jenkins-
Smith, Carol L. Silva, and John Gastil, 1995,Understanding
public reaction to the foreign spent nuclear fuel return
program: 1994 - 1995, Albuquerque, NM: UNM Institute for
public policy, and (2) Hank Jenkins- smith, amy fromer, and
carol L. silva, 1995, transporting radioactive materials: risks,
issues, and public perspectives, Albuquerque, NM: UNM
Institute for Public Policy .
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End Notes

1+ See Chapter Seven for survey resulis regarding societal
violence and personal security .

2 See Appendix 2 for a more detailed report of 1995 focus
groups. A discussion of 1993 focus groups can be foun in
Appendix 2 of Hank C. Jenkins- Smith, Richard p. Barke, and
kerry G.Herron, 1994, public perspectives of Nuclear
Weapons in the post - cold war environment: findings and
analysis of the antional security survey: perceptions and
policy concerns 1993 - 1994, document 1D: SAND 94-1265,
Albuquerque, NM: sandia National Laboratories.

s In the 1993 study, external nuclear risks were referred to as
nuclear threats.

« A US national telephone survey of 1,662 adults conducted
by the gallup organizatrion for the chicago council on foreign
relations from october 23 to November 15, 1990 .

s A US national telephone servey of 1,000 adults conducted
by market strategies for the americans taik issues foundation
during december 1991.

s A US national telephone survey of 1,000 adults conducted
by the fallup organization for cabie news network and U.S.A
today, march 29-31,1993.

7 A US national telephone survey of 1,492 adults conducted
by the gallup organization for the chicago council on foreign
relations, october 7 - 25, 1994.

s The same composite index in the 1993 study was termed
the " nuclear threat index ."
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Increases in perceptions of risks associated with our own
nculear assets are more difficult to understand. There have
been no public reports of nuclear incidents or accidents since
1993, and the US stockpile is in the process of being
substantially reduced. Dismantlement has apparently
proceeded without incident, and there has been little if any
public debate about nuclear surety. The continuing debate
about long - term storage of nuclear materials, the return of
spent nuclear reactor fuel form Europe to the US, and the
removal of nuclear materials from kazakhstan for storage in
the US has generated some public interest, but reasons why
public perceptions of risks of nuclear weapons management
appear to have increased remain elusive. 1

Having found that public perceptions of external risks of
nuclear weapons have not declined and that perceptions of
domestic nuclear risks have increased significantly since
1993, is it also the case that perceived benefits of these
weapons have declined 7 We might reasonably anticipate
that the collapse of the former Soviet Union may have
reduced the perceived necessity for nuclear deterrence, and
perhaps nuclear weapons are not seen as appropriate tools
for dealing with post - cold war security challenges. In the
next chapter we will answer that question by examining public
perceptions of external and domestic benefits associated with
nuclear weapons that may actto counterbalance perceived
nuclear risks described above .

www.manaraa.com



(45)

Section 2.5: Summarizing Perceptions of External and Domestic
Nuclear Risks
Our expectations in 1993 were that we would find that public
perceptions of external nuclear risks, measured as a function
of change since the breakup of the Soviet Union, would
reflect reduced concern. Our expectations about domestic
nuclear risks were less ciear, but we expected that afier
nearly a half - century of living with nuclear weapons, and
after having survived the nuclear arms race with the Soviet
Union, the US public would probably not consider their own
nuclear arsenal to pose substantial risks to society .

Instead, in 1993 we found a public that considered the risk of
nuclear conflict occurring somewhere in the world, the risk
nuclear proliferation, and the risk of nuclear terrorism all to
have increased since trhe end of the cold war. And we found
that even after decades of possessing nuclear weapons
without catastrophic accidents or unauthorized use, our
respondents  still  attributed substantial risks to the
management and maintenance of a nuciear arsenal .

Our expectations in 1995 were that we wouild find a gradual
lessening of concern about external nuclear risks as the
public absorbed and became more accusiomed {o changes
associated with the newly evolving security environment, and
that we would find little if any change in perceptions of nuclear
risks from managing our own nculear arsenal. instead, our
findings indicate that public concern about external nuclear
security has remained high, and perceptions of domestic risks
have increased in the period from 1993 to 1995 . The external
risk concerns seem to be driven less by fear that the UsS will
be attacked by another nuclear power than by perceptions
that the chances for nuciear conflict among other states have
increased since the breakup of the Soviet empire, and by
growing concerns about nuclear proliferation and terrorism.
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safety features, and system redundancy might consider the
likelihood of an accidental explosion of a nuclear weapon to
be " vanishingly small," but members of the public who are
not as well informed about nuclear surety may not be so
confident. When considering public perceptions of risk, it is
useful to remember that perceptions can sometimes be more
policy - relevant than facts. Figure 2.20 contrasts responses
of members randomly selected from the technical staffs four
national laboratories in 1993 with those of the general public
in 1993 and 1995. All answers are in response to the
following question: " How would you rate the likelihood of an
accident involving a US nuclear weapons causing an
unintended nuclear explosion?" Answers were provided on a
scale where one meant not at all likely, and seven meant

highly likely.
Figure 2.20 Likelihood of Accidental Nuclear Explosion (B18)
Figure 2.20 Likelihood of Aceidental Nuclear Explosion (B818)
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Obvious differences in the distributions between perspectives

of members of the technical staffs of national laboratories and
the general public illustrate how technical information and
popular perceptions are often at odds. The differences in
means are striking . There is also a statistically significant
increase since 1993 in public perceptions of the likelihood of
a nuclear accident ( p=.0012).
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Similar distinctions between public and technical perspectives
are evident regarding the issue of unauthorized nuclear use.
We asked survey participants in 1993 and 1995 to rate the
likelihood of a US nuclear weapons being used within the
next 25 years without presidential authorization . We compare
answers given by members of the national iabs with those
from the public in Figure 2.21 .

Figure 2.21 Likelihood of Unsauthorized Nuclear Use (B17)
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Again, the difference in perspectives between {echnically
trained  members of nationa! laborastories and members of
the general public are dramatic . Additionally, the increase in
public assessment since 1993 is highly statistcally singificant
( p<.0001), and it is consistent with other trends in risk
perceptions we previously noted .

Construicting an landex of Domestic Nuclear Risk Ferceptions

By combining responses {o questions about risks associated
with selected aspects of managing nuclear weapons and
questions about risks of accidental or unauthorized use, we
can construct a composite nuclear weapons domestic risk
index. Our index combines responses o inquiries about trhe
following seven issues :
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Figure2.18Risks of Disassembling Nuclear weapons in the US (B6)

Figure 2.18 Risks of Disassembling Nuclear Weapons in the US (B6)
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Figure2.19  Risks of stroring Radioactive Materials in the US
from disassembled weapons ( B7 )
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Three points seem to be important. First, the distributions of
answers to the same questions in 1993 and 1995 exhibit quite
similar patterns of rsponses.The modal response to each
question in both surveys was ten, indicating that more
participants perceived the management of nuclear weapons
to pose extreme risks than any other level of risk from which
they could choose. Second, mean perceptions of the risks
associated with the different aspects of nuclear weapons
management increased between 1993 and 1995 for all

management issues except storing radioactive materials from
disassembled weapons, and all of the changes were
statistically significant ( p <.05) . Third, no serious nuclear
incidents or accidents associated with US management of
nuclear weapons were publicly reported during the period
under study .

The implications for the nuclear establishment seem to be
that the US public considers the activities associated with
managing nuclear weapons and maintaining the strategic
stockpile to pose substantial risks to society, and those risks
are perceived to be increasing. Thatis not to imply that the
public cosiders those risks to be unacceptabie, as responses
to policy questions in Chapter Four will show, but it may
indicate that public tolerance of nuclear weapons could be
significantly influenced by pereceived inreases in domestic
nuclear risks,such as an incident or accident involving
nuclear assets .

Risks of Accidental or Unauthorized Use of Nuclear Weapons

Other dimensions of potential risks associated with our own
nuclear weapons relate to the possibility thata US nuclear
device might be invoved in an unintended nuclear explosion
or might be used without presidential authorization . Scientists
who are knowledgeable about nuclear weapons design,
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The second point to note is how very different response
patterns can yield similar means. Note the bimodal nature of
responses to the question about owning a firearm. Fully 25
percent of respondents attributed no risk to owning a firearm,
while nearly as many participants considered gun ownership
to pose extreme risk. Many other controversial issues or
activities can yield risk perceptions that are diametrically op
posed. When we examined the distribution of answers to the
question about driving an automobile, we found a much more
even distribution, with the modal response being precisely at
mid - scale. Obviously driving an automobile does not
produce the polarizing results that the gun ownership
question did, yet the mean value of responses to both
questions was within 0.3 points. Issues or activities about
which respondents are assessing risks can produce similar
mean values, yet have very different implications, based on
the distribution of answers. Both points are worth
remembering as we examine perceptions of domestic risks
associated with US nuclear weapons.

Risks of Managing Nuclear Weapcons

We asked a series of questions in 1993 and 1995 about the
risks participants perceived to be associated with managing
the US nuclear arsenal. Using the same scale used in the
base line risk questions above, where zero meant no risk and
ten meant extreme risk, we asked respondents to rate the
risks to American society of manufacturing, transporting,
storing, and disassembling nuclear weapons in the US and
storing radioactive materials in the US from disassembled
weapons. Figures 2.15 - 2.19 display responses to each
question . '
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Figure2,15 Risks of Manufacturing Nuclear Weapons in the US(B3)
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Figure2.16 Risks of Transporting nuclear weapons in the US (B4)
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Figure 2.17 Risks of Storing Nuclear Weapons in the US (B5)
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Further perspective about issue is provided by responses to
a related inquiry in both 1993 and 1995 . Using the same
scale, we asked participants to respond to the following
statement " Even if all the nuclear weapons could somehow
be eliminated worldwide, it would be extremely difficult to keep
other countries from building them again." Figure 2.13
compares responses from both surveys .

Figure 2.13 Extremely Difficult to Keep Others from Rebuilding

Nuclear Weapons (C4)
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Note the consistency in views between our 1993 and 1995
surveys. When these findings are combined with those in
Figure 2.11, it seems apparent that the public recognizes the
difficulties in eliminating nuclear weapons, and is of the
opinion that they are likely to be a persistent attribute of the
post - cold war security environment.

Section 2.4: Perceptions of Domestic Risks of Nuclear Weapons
Base Line Risk Sensitivities |
In order to provide A base line of respondent risk perceptions

against which to gauge comparative domestic risks related to
nuclear weapons and other security issues, we asked survey
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participants to express their perceptions of the risks
associated with two activities about which there has been
much social discussion driving automobiles and owning
firearms. Both are voluntary activities; both are within the
personal experience of many Americans; and both are widely

perceived to have associated risks. Using a scale where zero
meant no risk, and ten meant extreme risk, we asked
resondents to rate the personal risks to them from driving an
outomobile and owning a personal firearm. Figure 2.14 shows
the distribution of their answers and mean responses to both
questions .

Figure2.14 Base Line Risks : Driving an Auto,Owning a Firearm
(b1-b2)
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This normative measure inicates two interesting aspects of
public risk perceptions. First, note that both are rated near
mid - scale on average. This means that our respondents
perceived substantial risks to be associated with both driving
an automobile and owning a firearm, yet it is a virtual certainty
that an overwhelming majority of participants drive motor
vehicles and a significant numer of them probably own
firearms. The fact that survey respondents recognize risks
associated with a particular activity does not imply that they
think the activity is not worhwhile or that the associated risks
are not worth taking.
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In 1995 we asked how respondents felt about the US
agreeing to a treaty provision that requires us to eventually
eliminate all of our nuclear weapons. Respondents answered
using a scale where zero meant that they would strongly
oppose such a provision, and ten meant they would strongly
support it. No mention was mad of Article Vi of the Treaty on
the Non- Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to which the US is
a signatory.™ Figure 2.11 summarizes responses .

Figure 2.11 Provision Requiring US to Eventually
, Eliminate all its Nuclear Weapons(B39)
Figure 2.11 Provision Requiring US to Eventually Eliminate

all its Nuclear Weapons (B39)

Support
51% Unsure

13%
Results from all these surveys support the contention that
Americans would prefer the worldwide elimination of all
nuclear weapons if that was a viable option.

The Feasibility of Eliminating Nuclear Weapons

The same 1991 CBS News/New York Times poll ( noted
above ), also asked the following question: " Do you think it is
possible in the foreseable future to eliminate all nuclear
weapons, or is that not a realistic possibility?" Results provide
a useful benchmark of public attitudes about the possibility of
eliminating nuclear weapons that coincides with the breakup
of the Soviet Union. At that time, fully 70 percent of
respondents considered the elimination of all nuclear weapons
not to be a realistic possibility; 25 percent thought such an
eventuality was possible; and five percent did not know or

chose not to answer. *
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A second benchmark is provided by our 1993 survey which
asked participants to respond to the following statement on a
scale where one meant stronlgy disagree, and seven meant
agree: " It is feasible to eliminate all nuclear weapons
worldwide within the next 25 years." A third refernce was
provided when that format was repeated in 1995. We show
the grouped distributions of responses from both surveys in

ﬁgure 2.12 Feasible to Eliminate All Nuclear Weapons
100 - in Next 25 Years (C3)
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Note the split in public opinion; in both our surveys, about half
of the respondents considered the eventual elimination of
nuclear weapons to be feasible, while about half considered
their elimination not to be feasible. Some differences in
responses between the CBS News/New York Times poll and
our surveys should be expected because of differences in
question structure . Nevertheless, movement from 70 percent
in 1991, indicating that the elimination of nuclear weapons
was not feasible in the foreseeable future, to a roughly even
distribution in 1993 and 1995 may mean that public optimism
about the elimination of nuclear weapons shifted substantially
following the breakup of the Soviet Union in 1991. The
differences in public views between 1993 and 1995 indicate
that change may be continuing to occur, though more
gradually .
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contrary to expectations of a gradual post - cold war
decrease in perceptions of extetnal nuclear risks, public views
of the threat posed by others' nuclear weapons, have
remaindh high . '

Section 2.3 Persistence of Nuclear weapons

In addition to the nature and degree of perceived nuclear
threats, another aspect of public perceptions in this area
relates to expectations about threat persistence. Do members
of the Public think nuclear weapons are a permanent attribute
of the international system? Has the end of the cold war
changed the likihood that such weapons eventually can be
eliminated ?

Evidence indicates that questions about eliminating nuclear
weapons have two related but separate dimensions. One has
to do with the desirability of eliminating nuclear weapons.
Questions that investigate this dimension are inquiring about
ideological or philosophical preferences. The other dimension
relates to the feasibility of eliminating nuclear weapons.
Questions that investigate this dimension are inquiring about
the perceived practicality of a particular policy outcome.
Analysts should carefully distinguish the differences involved
in comparing public responses about different dimensions of
the same issue .

The Desirability of Eliminating Nuclear Weapons

Several polls conducted by other research organizations
provide evidence that when asked about the desirability of
eliminating nuclear weapons worldwide, a majority of
respondents will favor that objective. The following results
from several national surveys illustratre the point :
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* In 1988 and Market Opinion Research asked:
" _.as a general goal, which of these two do you think is

more disirable ?"

1988 9 1991w

- The elimination of all nuclear
arms in the world" 53% 60%

- "For a few major countries including

the US to have enough nuclear arms

so no country would dare attack them" 43% 38%
- Did not know or refused to answer 3% 2%

* In 1990 Market strategies asked :

". Do you approve of a treaty that would lead to the
elimination of all nuclear weapons 7"

- strongly approve 69%
- somewhat approve 13%
- somewhat disapprove 8%
- strongly disapprove 7%
- Don't know 2%

* A 1991 CBS News/New York Times Poll asked :

" Suppose the United States and the Soviet Union could
agree to eliminate all nuclear weapons - and get other
nations that have them to do the same. Would you
approve or disapprove of the elimination of all nuclear
weapons?" 12

- Approve 87%
- Disapprove 11%
- Don't know/no answer 2%
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Figure 2.9 Threat of Nuclear Terrorism in Next 10 Years (B25)
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The wording of each question about the threat of nuclear
terrorism required our respondents o consider both the
likelihood and the potential consequences of such acts, and
their answeres mirror both the pessimism and concern that we
found in focus group in focus group discuissions. Our findings

indicate that the US public takes the threat of nuclear
terrorism very seriously .
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Constructing an Index of External Nuclear Risk Perceptions

By combining perceptions of multi
construct a composite index of re
external nuclear risks.
inquiries into the following

(B19) .

*

The threat of the US becomin

or more states in the international system (B20).

*

(B23) .

*

*

The implications for the US of

The threat of the spread of nuclear weapons(B22 ).

The current threat of nuclear terrorism (B24).

ple risk dimensions, we can

spondent perceptions about

the index combines results from
issues :

g involved in nuclear conflict

The threat of nuclear war occurring between any two

urther nuclear proliferation

The threat of nuclear terrorism in the next ten years ( B25).

In Figure 2.10 we provide a comparision of combined
responses to the same questions in 1993 and 1995 |

Figure 2.10 External Nuciear Risk Index: 1993-95
25 -
Distribution
e L SR
154" """ " BRI BRI O - -~
Y%
R |
P TS
0 173;5‘:1‘ T T 1 -

Means

311993
6.4

M1995
6.4

n.s.

www.manaraa.com



(28)

The similarity not only of the means, but also of the response
patterns, in combination with results from the surveys by other
organizations in table2.1,indicates both high levels of risk
perceptions and a high degree of stability in the concerns with
which Americans view the potential of further nuclear
proliferation .

Nuclear Terrorism

Another aspect of nuclear risk posed by the possibility of
nuclear terrorism. Such forms of terrorism might not only
involve acts that yield nuclear explosions, but they could also
involve the dispersion of radioactive materials by conventional
explosives, or the use of nuclear materials for coercion. To
help gauge the degree to which participants discriminated
between more and less likely sources of nuclear materials that
might transferred to potential proliferants or terrorists, we
asked a subset of 844 respondents in 1995 to rate their
perceptions of the likelihood of nuclear materials from a
variety of different countries being smuggled into the " wrong
hands." Responses were provided on a scale where zero
meant such a transfer would never happen and ten meant it
was certain to happen. Figure 2.7 compares results.

Figure 2.7  Likely Sources of Nuclear Materials Falling into Wrong Hands (€16-20)

Russia
china  pEENERRRORS RIS

israel ERENY

01'2'3'45‘5'7‘5610H

Rusults indicate discrimination among potential proliferation
sources ranging from a low of 4.7for the USto a high of 7.2 for
Russia.They also inicate substantial levels of overall concern
about the security of nuclear materials,even within our own
country,which respondents rated just below mid - scale .
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Turning to the overall risk of nuclear terrorism, Figure 2.8
shows a notable increase in perceived threat of nuclear
terrorism between 1993 and 1995. On a scale where zero
meant no threat, and ten meant extreme threat, more than
one-fourth of respondents in 1995 considered nuclear
terrorism to pose an extreme threat, and the mean value of
concern increased from 6.9 in 1993 to 7.3 in 1995.That
increase is highly statistically significant (p<.0001), and it
reflects what appears to be growing concern about the
potential for nuclear weapons copabilities to be acquired by
terrorist groups.

Figure 2.8 Current Threat of Nuclear Terrorism (824)
30 4
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Perceotuions of the risk of nuclear terrorism in the next ten
years reflect similar levels of concern. Again participants did
not appear to see a lessening of threat from nuclear terrorism.
Instead, they reflected perceptions of growing risk, as shown
in Fiugure 2.9 .
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nuclear proliferation (55 percent thought the likelihood of
proliferation has increased), that concern seemed to have
lessened somewhat, with the percentage of those perceiving
an increased likelihood dropping from 63 percentin 1993 to
55 percent in 1995. This seems consistent with the fact that
although there have been reports of attempts at nuclear
smuggling from the former Soviet republics, no instances of
nuclear proliferation have yet been shown to derive from such
actions.

Figure 2.5 Effect of Soviet Breakup on Likelihood
100 - of Nuclear Proliferation (B22)
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Considerable evidence exists as to the concern with the
American public views the prospect of further nuclear
proliferation. A series of polls between 1990 and 1994 asked
similar questions about the importance to US security of
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. Respondents were
read a list of possible foreign policy goals for the US and
asked to rate each as to its importance or priority. one of those
goals was to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. Grouped
responses to that question are shown in table 2.1.
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Preventing Nuclear Proliferation as a Goal of US Forelgn Policy

Dare Ona. Response Catecones (%)
Very Somewhal Not al all Don't
Important important important Know
Novemb‘er Gallup p p Jal
1990
59 32 5 4
Extremely Very Somewhat Not Very
December Market Important Imporiant Important Important
1991 Strategies
56 35 7 2
Top Among Most  Important,  Don't Know /
March Priority Imporiant,  But Not a Refused
1993 ¢ Gallup Priotity
- 42 33 22 0
Very Somewhat Not Not
Imponant -+:.important I rtant Sure
Octob(ir Galp |- p =+ tmpol  Importan!
1994
82 14 2 2

In these four surveys, conducted over a period of four years,
the percentage of respondents who thought that preventing
nuclear proliferation should be in important goal of US foreign

policy ranged from 75 to 96 percent .

When we asked the implications of nuclear proliferation in our
1993 and 1995 surveys, respondents indicated similar levels

of concern .

Using a scale where one meant no risk and ten

meant extreme risk, we asked participants to assess the US if
more countries have nuclear weapons. in Figure 2.6 we
compare the distributions and mean responses to the same
question asked in 1993 and 1995 .

Figure 2.6
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Nuclear Conflict

First, we asked respondents how they thought the breakup of
the Soviet Union affected the chances that the US might
become involved in a war with any country in which nuclear
weapons are used. Fugure 2.2 compares aggergated
responses among the public in 1993 and 1995. Note that
public perceptions of the likelihood of the US becoming
involved in nuclear war have increased since 1993, but they
still reflect a relatively equal division of opinion. The more
salient point is that despite the generally optimistic view about
current and future US and Russian releations, risk perceptions
have not decreased ( contrary to our expectations ) thus far
into the post - cold war era .

Figure 2.2 Effect of Soviet Breakup on Likelihoud of
100 1 US Involvement in Nuclear War (B13)
80
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Next, we asked how the demise of the Soviet Union affected
the chances that nuclear weapons might be used by any
country against any other country. Figure2.3 compares
responses in 1993 with those in 1995. In both surveys, a
majority of respondents judged the likelihood of nuclear confict
to be higher than before the Soviet collapse .

Figure 2.3 Effect of Soviet Breakup on Likelihood of
100 - Nuclear War Between Any Countries

(B20)
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This is contrary to our expectations of a gradual decline in
public perceptions of the danger of nuclear conflict in the post-
cold war period.

To gauge how participants differentiated degrees of threat
associated with the potential for specific states to have
nuclear weapons, we read a list of countries to a subset of 844
respondents, and using a scale where zero meant no threat
and 10 meant extreme threat, we asked them to rate how
much threat each of the five countries would pose if they had
nuclear weapons. Figure 2.4 compares mean risk perceptions.

-Flgure 2.4, Threat Posed if States Had Nuclear Weapons (C5-C10)
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While perceptions of threat from a potentially nuclear North
korea, Iran, and Iraq were expected to be high, respondents
also rated two US allies near mid-scale, indicating that they
perceived substantial potential threat to be associated with the
acquisition of nuclear weapons, even among current allies
Japan and Germany.

Nuclear Proliferation |
’ Turning to the influence of the Soviet breakup on the likelihood
of further nuclear proliferation, we asked respondents how
they thought the threat of nuclear weapons spreading to other
counbtries has changed since the Soviet devolution. As Figure
2.5 shows, although opinion remained high that the
disintegration of the Soviet Union may contribute to further
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is becoming increasingly complex. Most thought that these
hreats were more confusing and worrisome than the threats
of the the latter years of the cold war. There were afew
optimistic assessments about the county's security, but most
focus group perceptions of security ranged from doubtful to
deeply concerned .

Section 2.2 : Measuring Evolving Percptions of External Nuclear
Risks

To Help Define the international context in which perceptions
of post - cold war risks from others' nuclear weapons can be
interpreted, we asked two questions about relative perceptions
of US relations with four important states. Two of them,
Russia and China, are states that can threaten US security
with nuclear weapons. The other two, Germany and Japan, do
not now have nuclear weapons, but are major economic
competitors with the US, and both are widely recognized as
having the capability to develop nuclear weapons if they
should choose to do so . In our first question, we asked
respondents to rate the current relationship between the US
and each of the other states using a scale where one meant
extremely hostile, and seven meant extremely friendly. Using
the same scale, our second question asked them how they
thought the relationship between the US and each of other
states would be ten years from now. Figure 2.1 compares
mean responses to both inquiries.
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Three points are notabie. First, respondents rated current and
future relations between the US and each of the four other
states at mid -scale or higher. Second, respondents rated
future prospects higher than current relations for all of the

states but Japan .

And third, Russia was rated higher than

China, and US relations with Russia were forecast to be on a
par with US/ Japanese relations in ten years. This picture
implies that participants were generally positive about current
and future relations with the State that was the principle US
antagonist throughout most of the cold war years.

To pursue the implications of these perspectives about the post
- cold war security environment, we employed the method
used in our 1993 survey to measure perceptions of external
nuclear risks along three dimensions: the likelihood of nuclear
war, nuclear proliferation, and nuclear terrorism.3
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Focus Group Indications

In 1993 we conducted three guided focus group discussions,
and we held another eight focus groups in 1995.2 These
discussions provided informal but valuable insight into
evolving attitudes about security issues. Most particpants
expressed the view that the international environment had
changed importantly since the end of the cold war, though
there were different interpretations of the implications for
US national security. Many participants perceived a reduced
strategic nuclear threat, and that view seemed to grow
between 1993 and 1995, but others remained uneasy about
the prospects for conflict and war in various regions around
the world . Some participants did not perceive post - cold war
US military interventions to be necessary for US national
security, and they complained that US relationships with other
countries have changed so drastically and so rapidly that they
are no longer understanable .

Focus group members from lower socioeconmic status (SES)
groups were generally more worried about domestic economic
conditions and social violence than they were about military
threats from other countries, but they were concerned that the
US has become the world's policeman, intervening in civil and
regional conflicts that do not threaten US national interests.
Focus group members from higher SES groups held more
balanced concerns between domestic and foreign issues, but
some members from these groups also expressed confusion
and lack of understanding of US involvement in Somalia,
Haiti, and Bosnia .

Most participants in the 1995 focus groups thought that the
current threat of a nuclear attack against the US was lower
than it was in the cold war years, but most also were more
fearful of nuclear weapons and nuclear materials falling into
the wrong hands . nuclear proliferation and the potential for

" nuclear terrorism were broadly perceived to be important
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threats to US security and international stability. The possibility
that terrorist attacks like those against the World Trade Center
in New York and the federal building in Oklahoma City might
involve nuclear material was raised by more than one group .
Participants were aware of apparent increases in international
attempts to smuggle nuclear materials, and they were
concerned by the possibility that Russian nuclear weapons or
materials might be sold on the international balck market .

Focus groups evidenced little concern about the safety and
security of US nuclear assets or the possibility that they might
be used without authorization. A majority of participants in all
the groups was generally confident about the safety, security,
and control of US nuclear weapons and nuclear materials,
though some noted that the US is not immune to potential
nuclear smuggling. However, a larger majority of discussants
was concerned that Russian nuclear assets might be illegaily
transferred to rogue states or nuclear terrorists. Focus groups
were aslo asked whether they thought North Korea, and Iran,
and lraq were actively seeking nuclear weapons capabilities,
and most thought those countries were indeed attempting to
acquire nuclear weapons. weapons. A potentially nuclear Iran
was considered particularly threatening .

When asked whether the US is more or less secure then it was
five years ago, most discussants in both 1993 and 1995
agreed that the country is less secure, though their rationales
varied considerably. Some cited worries about nuclear
proliferation and terrorism; others were concerned about US
willingness to intervene in foreign conflicts. Many identified
crime and social violence as a key threat to personal security,
and some considered societal violence to be a threat to US
national security . At all socioeconomic levels, there appeared
to be overlap between perceptions of internal and external
threats to national security.participants perceived that
American society is challenged by a wide range of threats that
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Chapter Two

Evolving Perceptions of Nuclear Weapons Risks

Section 2.1:Perceptions of the Post-Cold War Security Environment

The profound changes in Europe that accompanied the
liberalization of Eastern Europe, the reunification of Germany,
and the dissolution of the Soviet Union are still being
assimilated and evaluated by the American public. They are
being weighed within the context of aggression by iraq in the
Persian Gulf, enduring ethnic enmities in the Balkan States,
and fears of " loose nukes" in Russia and other former Soviet
States At home, the US public has witnessed instances of
large-scale domestic terrorism,and even though some national
crime statistics show a decline in certain types of Crime, many
Americans believe that their Society is becoming More rather
than less threatening . !

The US political process is also sending complex messages.
while the US nuclear is being significantly reduced and
restructured, and the US government has halted the
development and testing of nuclear weapons, US forces have
been sent to fight a war in the Persian Gulf, relieve starvation
in Somalia,participate in nation- building in Haiti, and to
enforce a fragile peace treaty in the former Yugoslavia.
Elsowhere,as the US tries to negotiate an international ban on
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testing nuclear weapons and the production of fissile materials
for making nuclear devices, a few rogue states seem intent on
gaining nuclear weapons capabilities. Attempts to smuggle
nuclear materials and components that might be used to build
nuclear weapons appear to be higher than during most of the
cold war period .

How does the public evaluate these contradictory indications?

How are these and other develoments influencing the
rationale for nuclear weapons that most Americans
understood during the East - West competition? Do
Americans perceive the post - cold world to be more or less
threatening than the nuclear standoff of its preceding
decades?

Understanding how US public perceptions of post - cold war
security are evolving is essential for policy choices about
denuclearization, nuclear stockpile and infrastructure
maintenance, and national strategy for the 21st century. If the
first few years after the end of the cold war are indicative of
the future, the process by which post - cold war security
evolves is likely to be a confusing sequence of sometimes
contradictory development, and the evolution of US public
opinions about what these changes mean for national and
international security is also likely to be complex and variable .

To understand how public perceptions and attitudes about
security evolve, we need to identify measures and
relationships that are sufficiently robust and enduring to
provide comparative insight about change One of the most
important dynamics to understand is how public perceotions of
security evolve. The degree that public perceptions reflect
expert analysis of the empirical nature of post - cold war
security may not be as important to the policy process as
understanding the perceptions themselves, for it is public
perceptions of security that will influence public support or
opposition to a wide variety of security policy options and
investment strategies .
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present new data about public perceptions of the value of
nuclear deterrence during the cold war, in the current period,
and the degree to which the public has confidence that
nuclear deterrence will hold if more countries gain nuclear
weapons in the future.

Chapter Four, " Policy and Spending Implications," examines

public preferences about nuclear weapons research, arms
control, and combating nuclear poroliferation and terrorism.
We also examine spending preferences related to
investments in  nuclear weapons infrastructure, and
investment strategies for preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons and reducing the risks of nuclear terrorism.
Additionally, we examine public attitudes about nuclear
security in Russia, US/Russian scientisto secientist
cooperation, and perceptions of current and future relations
with key foreign states.

In Chapter Five, " Measuring Demographics,” we examine
demgraphic characteristics such as age, gender, education,
income, military experience, and geographic location and how
they are related to individual views. We relate demographic
attributes to public perceptions of risks and benefits
associated with nuclear capabilities, and we relate them to
individual policy and spending prefernces .

Chapter Six , " Measuring Belief Systems , " analyzes how
political orientation ( ideology ) and political culture ( world
view ) are related to perceptions of nuclear weapons risks and
benefits. we also exiamine the ways in which these belief
systems interact with risk and benefit perceptions to affect
nuclear security policy preferences .

Finally, in Chapter Seven," Personal Security and Technology,"
we examine public perceptions of vulnerability to crime and
the potential for technologies to fight crime. we also report
public preferences regarding investment strategies for national
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laboratories and private industry to reduce crime, and related
questions of potential liability for technologies that fail to
prevent crime as intended . Additionally, we inguire about the
applicability of principles of nuciear surety for reducing the
risks of other technologies whose failures have high negative
consequences for the public .
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Data Collection

We conducted the survey at the university of New mexico's
Institute for Public Policy, using its computer Assisted
Telephone Inteviewing System. We employed stringent
quality control measures throughout the data collection
process. The overall cooperation rate was 55.7 percent.

The sample size and random selection procedures
provide plus or minus one percent sampling error for
base line questions and plus or minus four percent error for
supplemental questions asked of the three separtate
subgroups.

Date Analysis

We used the following four types of analysis :

* Descriptive analysis, to include frequency distributions and
means, for all questions in this survey and for those
questions from the 1993 survey that were used for
comparisons over time .

* Relational analysis employing stanard statitical techniques
such as analysis of variance, correlations, and ordinary
least squares regressions to show relationships between
individual variables and combinations of variables (indices)
we placed special emphasis on the relationship of key
indices to policy and spending options .
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* Spatial analysis of selected variables to show geog-
raphical relationships,and in some cases to portray
nongeographical spatial relationships between major
indices and specific policy options .

* Qver time analysis to show evolutionary changes in public
perceotions and attitudes between 1993 and 1995 .

Sections 1.5: Organization

In Chapter two, " Evolving Perceptions of Nuclear Weapons
Risks," we examine questions about public perceptions of
nuclear conflict, nuclear proliferation, and nuclear terrorism,
and construct a composite index of external risk (threat)
perceptions . We also examine perceptions of risks
associated with managing and controlling our own nuclear
weapons, and construct a nuclear weapons domestic risk
index. To show how risk perceptions are changing, we
compare responses to the questions used in both indices,
and the indices themselves, with responses to the same
questions and indices we measured in 1993 . We also
examine public perceptions of the persistence of nuclear
weapons in the international system .

In Chapter Three, " Evolving Perceptions of the Benefits of
US Nuclear Weapons," we analyze results of questrions
about public perceotions of the external benefits and utilities
of US nuclear weapons for achieving national security
objectives, and perceptions of domestic benefits that may be
associated with US nuclear assets. We combine related
questions into a nuclear weapons external benefits index and
a domestic benefits index. We then compare the component
questions and indices with those measured in 1993 . we also
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Figure 1.2 shows the geographical distribution of
participants, and figure compares regional representation to

regional populations.

Geographic Distribution of Survey Respondents

Figure 1.2

Each dot represents
one respondent.

Figure 1.3 Regional Distribution bf Respondents vs. US Population

South

Percent of Respondents

Percent of US Population
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Survey Instruments

our base line instrument of 736 questions was used in the
nation - wide telephone survey of 2,490 respondents randomiy
selected from separate US households and interviewed
between September 30 and November 14,1995, We
supplemented the base line survey with three sets of
additional inquiries :

* We asked 844 randomly chosen participants 39 additional
questions pertaining to nuclear proliferation and terrorism .

* We asked a different randomly selected group of 834
respondenis33 additional questions pertaining to US /
Russian scientific cooperation .

* We asked the remaining 812 participants 29 additional
questions pertaining to individual security and technoiogy .

Each participant who completed the survey was asked all base
line questions and set of supplemental questions, no
participants were asked questions from more than one of the
three sets of supplemental qurstions .

We included Key questions from our 1993 research in this
survey for purposes of over time analysis : In some cases we
made minor wording changes to streamline and simplify
questions. To insure comparability of questions used for the
over time analysis, we asked identically worded questions
from our 1993 survey to 1,249 ranomly selected respondents,
and we asked 1,241 randomly chosen participants to answer
questions from the 1993 survey that had been streamlined.
We then analyzed variations in mean responses to both
forms of each question, and found only seven cases where
differences in means were statistically significant. For those
questions, we have included only the respondents receiving
originally worded versions in the comparative analysis.
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(SES)indices,and we chose membersof the other group at
each location to meet higher SES requirements. Participants
in the lower SES groups did not have an educational degree
beyond high school, and each had an annual household
income of $25,000 or less. Each participant in the higher SES
~groups held a Bachelor's degree or higher, and had a
household income of $40,000 or more per year . Participants
in all groups were between 25 and 65 years of age, and were
recruited from the general public at each locale. Approxima-
tely equal numbers of male and female participants were
selected,and attempts were made to achieve minority
representations approximating local population distributions.
we describe participants and summarize our observations
about their views in Apendix 2.

Sampling

A sample frame of 13,000 randomly selected and ordered
households having one or more telephones obtained from
survey sampling, Incorporated, of Fairfield, Connecticut. Each
household had an equal chance of being called .

Table1.1compares key demographics of survey participants
to1990 US census parameters to illustrate the representative -
ness of survey respondents compared to the US population as
a whole .
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Table1.1 Demographics of Respondents vs Demographic of US

Population

Table 1.1

Demographics of Respondents vs. Demographics of US Population

Demographic US Census National Security
Category 1990 (%) ? Survey 1995 (%)

Gender
Males 49 46
Females 51 54
Age
18-24 11 13
25-54 43 64 ¢
> 54 21 22
Education §
H.S. Graduate or Higher 80 94
College Grad. or Higher 20 35
Race / Ethnicity
White, non Hispanic 80 79
Black 12 7
Hispanic 9 4
American Indian 1 2
Asian 3 2
Other N/A 6
Household Income ¢
$0-50,000 65 69
> $50,000 35 32
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Subgroup 3: Personal Security and Technology

In addition to questions about national and international
security, we asked the participants in a third subgroup of 812
respondents a series of questions about personal domestic
security and its relationship to technology. Some questions

" investigated respondent perceptions of crime in the US and
priorities for reducing it, while others inquired about public
attitudes concerning the role of technology in fighting crime.
We asked respondents about preferred relationships between
government and industry for developing technologies to
enhance personal security, and about how they apportioned
responsibility when security technologies failed in specific
scenarios. Finally, we asked them about applying principles of
surety ( safety, security, and control ) developed by the US
nuclear establishment to nonnuclear technologies and
processes whose failures pose extreme risks to public safety.

Section 1.4: Methodology

THe opinion survey research methods we used in this study
differ substantially from methods employed in many media
surveys. Media polling generally seeks to measure immediate
levels of public support for a specific policy option or a specific
political personality. Such polls must be highly responsive to
changing political conditions, because they are most often
used to provide barometric indications of public mood. The
need for timeliness, newsworthy results, and relatively simple
explanation means that findings from media polls often are
more impressionistic and ephemeral than that needed for
systematic study of underlying relationships .
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The rigorous academic opinion survey research methods we
employed are used in many other systematic investigations of
complex issues.They are based on scientific processes
incorporating a theoretical framework from which hypothesis
about key relationships can be tested. when the focus is on
understanding basic relationships, findings are more enduring.
Our methods were designed to be scientifically replicable, and
comparisons with results from our study done in 1993, using
similar methods, support the likelihood that we have identified
and measured some of the persistent relationships affecting
public attitudes about nuclear security. We approached most
key variables from more than one direction, using several
related questions Results were then combined into robust
indices having substantial predictive power about preferences
for security policies . Our emphasis throughout was on finding
connections between groups of factors that help identify and
explain how attitudes about security issues are shaped, and
how those attitudes relate to public policy and spending
preferences .

Focus Groups

To assist in developing survey instrumenis, we conducted
eight focus groups in four cities. These discussions provided
valuable impressions of current public attitudes about US
national security issues, perceptions of US - Russian
relations, and concerns about personal security. we conduc -
ted two issue discussion groups in each of three cities during
june 1995: New Orleans, Louisiana; Seattle, washington ; and
San Diego,California. In July we held two additional groups
in Aibuguerque,New Mexico to test verbal protocols and refine
and verify our survey instruments. We selected the members
for one group in each city to meet lower socioeconomic status
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We believe these to be among influences at the individual level

of analysis that affect the undestanding and interpraetation of
information used in " working through" to public judgments
about nuclear weapons .

Section 1.3: Research Design

we pursued four related lines of inquiry by dividing the sample

population into three groups. we posed 73 base line
questiuons to all respondents to provide comparative data
with our 1993 study and to more clearly illuminate additional
areas, such as nuclear deterrence and arms control. we
presented additional questions about other aspects of security
to three separate subgroups . This technique provided the
opportunity to pursue related lines of inquiry in more depth
than would have been possible if each respondent had been
asked the full battery of questions, since the total number of
questions that could have been answered would have been
smaller. All questions used in each variation of the survey are
in Appendix [, with frequency distributions and mean
responses shown for each question. we include comparative
descriptive statistics for those questions that were common to
both the 1993 and 1995 surveys .

Base line Population : Primary variables

Key relationships originally identified in our 1993 survey were
measured using the full 1995 sample population of 2,490
individuals. This provides over time analysis of evolving
attitudes about the key indices of nuclear risks and benefits,
as well as selected nuciear security policy options and
spending preferences. Together, our 1993 and 1995 surveys
provide two of the most extensively linked sets of data obout
evolving public perceptions of nuclear security in the post -
cold war era. we also asked all respondents a series of
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questions to identify demographics and core belief systems.
These data provide the basis for examining the interaction of
demographic filters and social and political lenses with major
indices of attitudes about nuclear security .

Subgroup 1: Nuclear Proliferation and Terrorism

we inquired further into public perceptions of nuclear
proliferation and terrorism among a subgroup of 844
participants that we askled to evaluatee the degree of threat
that seclected states might pose if they had nuclear weapons.
we also asked these respondents about the kinds of general
policies and actions they would support for preventing and
combating proliferation and terrorism, and about whether the
US should use military force to prevent selected stastes from
developing nuclear weapons . Finally, we included questions
to this group about the perceived accuracy of publicly released
information about the environmental effects of US nuclear
weapons development, and about levels of public trust in
government agencies responsible for managing the US
nuclear infrastructure .

Subgroup 2 : US and Russian Scientific Cooperation

In addition to questions about the safety, security, and control
of US nuclear weapons, we asked a different subgroup of 834
participants about their perceptions of the security of nuclear
materials and weapons in Russia . We also examined options
for scientific cooperation between US and Russian nuclear
scientists, to include the possibility of US investments to
improve the security of Russian nuclear assets. We included
questions about the degree to which respondents thought
various elements of Russian society should be trusted, and
about how current US relations with Russia, Chaina, japan,
and germany are perceived, and how they are projected to
change in the next ten years.

www.manaraa.com



(4)

( for some issues ) global contexts . It is usually the longest and

most difficult stage, in evolving informed public judgment, and
it is usually characterized by relatively high opinion volatility. in
the third stage " resolution, " individuals become more
confident that they understand enough about the relevant
issuses and their contexts to hold an informed opinion, and
they reach policy positions for which they are willing to be
accountable . It is at this point that indistinct mass public
opinions coalesce and aggregate into more stable public
judgments ( not necessarily consensus ) were reached about
the dangers and values of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union,
communism, and a host of cold war security issues .

Yankelovich credited the profound changes accompanying
the end of the cold war with creating a new international
context in which the security interests of the US and other
states must be reevaluated and restructured in terms of
security policies, investment strategies, and national priorities.
If Yankelovich is right , the process of coming to public
judgment about securtiy in the post - cold war era will likely
require a lengthy period of " working through " a staggering
array of variables whose relationbships and contexts have
fundamentally changed .

Analytic Model

our study attempts to measure key variables and processes
that may help illuminate how public attitudes about post - cold
war nuclear security are evolving in what is probably a
transition from public " consciousness raising " to the
" working through " stage. We do not understand the precise
nautre of each relationship and every process involved in
public assesssment and evaluation of nuclear security issues,
but we have hypothesized and our previous research
indicates, that key variables may be related as shown in
Figure 1.1.
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Figure 1.1 Analytic Model
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our model hypothesizes that individual and public evaluation of
nuclear security is an interactive process of weighing
perceptions of risks and benefits . External risks posed by
others' nuclear weapons and domestic risks of our own
nuclear weapons are weighed against external benefits of
nuclear arms for achieving national security objectives, and
domestic benefits associated with nuclear technologies and
defense expenditures. The model suggests that this public
weighing of nuclear risks and benefits occurs within the
context of a number of factors specific to each individual.
Among them are the following variables :

*  Demographic factors such as age, gender, education ,
income training, experience, and place of residence .

* Social and political lenses shaped by political culture(world
veiw), ideology, subject Knowledge, and general belief
systems .

* Preferences about related public policy issues such as the
environment, the role of technology in society, economic
considerations, and trust in public institutions and
processes .
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* Investigate public perceptions and preferences concerning
nuclear weapons safety, security, and control. Emphasis is
placed on public views about interactions between US and
Rusian secientists to enhance the security of Russian

nuclear assets .

*  Measure selcted dimensions of personal security in the US,
and investigate public preferences for private and
government sponsored investments in security - related

technologies .
section 1.2 : conceptual Approach

PUBLIC ATTITUDES ABOUT SECURITY REFLECT
COMPLEX INTERACTIONS of related variables at three
distinct levels of analysis : individual, national, and global. At
the most basic level, personal security involves the physical,
sociceconomic, and psychological security of individuals. At
the national level, security concerns are integrated into
broader, more complex social and cultural contexts affecting
spending priorities, domestic politics, and national identity .
Even wider security concerns at the global or systemic level
inulude collective and shared behaviors and risks, such as
international conflict, world health, and global environmental
problems.

Nuclear weapons affect the security of individuals and
publics at all three levels,and so much of our investiga -
tion focuses on nuclear security issues. How some states
restructure their nuclear weapons establishments , the degree
to which nuclear weapons capabilities proliferate to other
states,the management of materials used in nuclear weapons,
and the likelihood of nuclear conflict and nuclear terrorism all
have the potential to exert impotant influence on security at
each level .

Results of our national security survey in 1993-94 indicate that
public attitudes about nuclear weapons are partially a function
of risk-benefit assessments. publics must integr- ate broad,
imprecise perceptions and often superfi- cial understandings
of the external risks posed by others' nuclear assets to their
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that of their families,nations, and the world at large. Additio-
nally, those publics that live in nuclear stastes and those most
affected by the actions of nuclear states must weigh the risks
to themselves and loved ones derived from the ways that
nuclear assets are managed and used. But publics must also
decide if nuclear weapons and materials provide certain
utilites and benefits and the degree to which they may or may
not counterbalance perceived nuclear risks.

Few individuals, or even governments, have sufficient
information, training, experience, and resources o perform
comprehensive risk benefit calculations of such complex sets
of variables. yet in the US and other representative political
systems, public perceptions, attitudes, and preferences must
be factored into nuclear security policies. The end of the cold
war and the disintegration of one of the world's two military
superpowers changed many of the security relationships that
evolved during the first half - century of the nuclear age.
These events have also changed many of the assumptions
with which publics and their governments have previously
rationalized nuclear strategies and policies. The ways that
individuals and publics are assimilating these profound
changes and how they are influencing risk - benefit judgments
have important consequences for shaping future security
policies .

Evolvomg Public Judgment

In Coming to public judgment, Daniel Yankelovich identitied
three stages in the process of evolving public judgment about
complex policy issues.> In stage one, which he termed
“* consciousness raising," the public bnecomes aware of an
issue or set of issues and associated implications. In stage
two, " working through, " members of the public confront the
need for change and wrestle with competing policy options
and choices in a process of approximating and weighing pros
and cons, risks and benefits, moral constraints and political
compromises . The process requires individual influences and
inclinations to be integrated within larger social, national, and
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

THIS IS THE SECOND REPORT IN OUR ONGOING STUDY

OF US PUBLIC attitudes about post- cold war security. It
examines perceptions of physical security at three levels of
analysis.The systemic level includes pereceptions of
international factors that are not readily controlled by any
single state, such as nuclear proliferation and terrorism. The
state level involves public views of analysis, pereceptions of
factors in influencing personal security are primary. We
report findings from a national survey of the US public about
their views of security at all three levels of analysis.
Emphasis is placed on nuclear security, but we also examine
perceptions regarding the influence of crime on personal
security. The purpose of our continuing study is to measure
evolving relationships that are interacting to shape the
postcold war security environment.

section 1.1: objectives

OUR FIRST REPORT ANALYZED RESULTS OF A
NATIONAL SURVEY conducted in late 1993 and early 1994
that included members of the general public and key US
scientific communities.! This second report presents the
findings of a nationwide survey of 2,490 members of the US
public. Our goals were to detemine how public opinion of
nuclear security issues is evolving in the post - cold war

environment and to identify parameters that may influence
national debate about security policies. Specific objectives

were as follows :

* Measure US public perceptions of national and international
security issues, with special emphasis on nuclear security.

* ldentify evolving trends in public opinion about US nuclear
weapons policies and associated research, development,
and investments. Key comparative dimensions include
perceptions of external and domestic risks and external and
domestic benefits of nuclear weapons.
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