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Abstract 

The impact of the threat of nuclear war on young people has been researched extensively 

in recent years. International studies show that students experience considerable awareness 

and concern about nuclear weapons and the possibility of a nuclear holocaust. Not much 

research has been done, however, to show what impact peace education has on the attitudes 

and anxiety levels of young people. 

Given that research findings strongly suggest that youths are anxious and need to come 

to terms with nuclear issues, Project Peace along with the cooperation of the Burnaby School 

Board developed a peace education curriculum. This curriculum was intended to provide 

balanced and reliable information about nuclear issues, develop more functional ways of 

coping with that information, and foster the formulation of more informed attitudes about peace 

and nuclear issues. A similar course was developed at the university level in Psychology 106- 

Psychological Perspectives of Nuclear War. This study was undertaken to document the use 

of the curricula and to investigate any changes in anxiety and the attitudes towards nuclear and 

peace issues of students enrolled in classes where the curricula were being field tested. 

This study assessed the general level of anxiety experienced by the student, the level of 

anxiety experienced by the student as relating to nuclear issues, the knowledge about nuclear 

issues, and the relationship between anxiety and sense of personal control. This was done 

through administering a battery of questionnaires to treatment and control groups prior to and 

after the completion of the curricula. These groups included 52 university students and 199 

grade seven students. 

The findings for the university students revealed no significant changes. The major 

findings for the elementary treatment group were as follows: (1) a marginal increase in anxiety 

levels, (2) a positive correlation between those who are most anxious in general and those who 

are most anxious about nuclear issues, (3) a significant increase in levels of personal control. 

This research can be used to help both educators and mental health professionals determine 

ways of helping children deal effectively with their nuclear-related anxieties. 

iii 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

On July 16, 1945 the first atomic bomb was detonated at the Trinity test site in New 

Mexico. Since that day we have lived with the fear that the whole of humanity can be 

annihilated and that annihilation may take the form of a mushroom-shaped cloud. We also live 

with the possibility that destruction may happen to us at any time and that destruction may be 

accidental. As Jonathon Schell(1983) says, "the spectre of extinction hovers over our world 

and shapes our lives" (p. 169). 

What shape does this spectre give to our lives? There is evidence to suggest that living 

in the shadow of the nuclear threat has an effect on the attitudes and behaviours of children. 

There is also evidence thit the completion of developmental tasks in young people is affected 

(Escalona, 1982; Schwebel, 1982). These effects on young people are beginning to be a 

concern amongst some mental health professionals and educators. 

General Context 

Studies conducted in recent years in Finland, Sweden, Holland, West Germany, 

U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. show that youths experience considerable awareness and concern 

about nuclear weapons and the possibility of a nuclear holocaust (Eisenbud, Van Hoorn & 

Berger-Gould, 1986). These young people became aware of the nuclear threat quite early in life 

and they received most of their information from the media. Though they are anxious about the 

prospect of nuclear war they rarely share their concerns with adults. Youths express anger 

towards adults and despair about the world situation as relates to the nuclear threat (Eisenbud, 

et. al., 1986). Many also state that their planning for the future has been affected by the 

nuclear threat. They state that they prefer to live only for today and forget about tomorrow. 

al Context 

On the local scene, studies carried out by Sommers, Goldberg, Levinson, Ross and 
LaCombe (1984), Harvey, Howell & Colthorpe (1 985), and Hargraves (1 984) have 

demonstrated that Canadian adolescents also are worried about the threat of nuclear war. 

Sommers et. al. (1984) found that 51% of the 101 1 grades 6-13 students they surveyed listed 

nuclear war as one of their three greatest fears. On multiple choice questions 63% of the 

students indicated that nuclear war was a very important worry. Harvey et. al. (1985) found 

that 8 1 % of the students they surveyed feared the threat of a nuclear war. 

Hargraves (1984) replicated the American Psychological Association Task Force study 

by Beardslee and Mack (1982). Over 700 Burnaby students from grades five to twelve were 

involved in this study. In the younger group (grades 5,7, and 9) 88.4% reported that they are 



frightened by the thought of nuclear war "sometimes", "often", or "all the time". Students in 

grade seven have the greatest incidence of reported fear. There were 75% who felt they had 

learned very little or nothing about this issue in school. When asked how much they thought 

they should be learning in school 83% said "quite a bit" or "a lot". They were also asked 

where they would like to learn more about nuclear issues and 63% responded that school was 

where they would like to learn more. It seems clear that there is a need for education on this 

issue. 
Peace Education - International and Local Scene 

Markusen and Harris(1984) state that "depending upon how they respond to the nuclear 

threat, educators and educational institutions can either increase or decrease the momentum 

towards nuclear war" (p. 283). Further, Whiteley (1984) believes that "the educational 

establishment has been dow to address the issue of peace" (p. 82). Yet research shows that 

young people feel that the school should be an important source of information on this issue 

(Hargraves, 1984; Whiteley, 1984). The need for competent education about nuclear issues 

can also be found in journals such as Teachers College Record, Forum for a Liberal 

Education, Social Education, and the Harvard Educational Review. 

In 1980 UNESCO convened the World Congress on Disarmament Education. There 

were over 86 countries present. The outcome was the resolution to develop programs for 

disarmament and peace at all levels of schooling. Since that time numerous groups have 

formed to promote peace education. In Canada and the United States many teachers' 

organizations have formed peace chapters. Curricula about nuclear issues and peace have 

begun to app& in various schools and universities across the continent. There are two nuclear 

education projects in the Greater Vancouver area that deserve mention. 

Locally, the Public Education for Peace Society (PEPS) was formed in 1982. PEPS 

established a Peace Education Resource Center (PERC) in New Westminster as a means of 

advancing the main purposes of the society. PEPS received grants under the Canada Works 

program and was able to establish Project Peace as a pilot project in peace education 

implementation building on Hargraves' (1984) study. The Burnaby School Board agreed to 

pilot the curriculum, working in conjunction with Project Peace and Simon Fraser University. 

Around the same time, Dr. Neil Kyle developed a university level program dealing with 

psychological perspectives of nuclear war. He approached the Simon Fraser University 

Psychology Department about the possibility of presenting a course on nuclear issues in the fall 

of 1984. The Psychology Department agreed to present the course in the fall of 1985. 
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Statement of the Problem 

There are some potential problems inherent in peace education. Parents and teachers 

express concern that peace education may create or increase anxiety about nuclear issues. 

Concern has also been expressed that peace education is too political. We need to be aware of 

these problems when implementing peace education and we need to evaluate what changes take 

place when students participate in these types of curricula. 

The purpose of this study was to assess the effects of the above mentioned peace 
- education curricula on the anxiety levels (both general and specifically related to nuclear issues) 

of university and grade seven students. The major questions addressed were: 

1. Are those people who are most anxious in general also the ones who are most 

concerned about nuclear issues? 

2. Does learning &re about and taking more about nuclear issues help to reduce nuclear 

concerns? 

3. Does a reduction in concern over nuclear issues have an effect on general anxiety 

levels? 

4. What is the relationship between increased knowledge, the belief that a person can do 

something to affect the problems that confront him or her, and anxiety level? 

Organization of the Thesis 

Chapter I is a brief overview of the study including the background and statement of the 

problem. Chapter 11 is a review of the relevant literature. Chapter 111 is a discussion of the 

method used in this study including sample characteristics, treatment, data collection 

procedures and description of the dependent measures. The results of the study are reported 

and analyzed in Chapter IV. Chapter V includes a summary and discussion of the results and 

of the implications for further research. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE RELEVANT LITERATURE 

This thesis is concerned with evaluating the impact of two peace education curricula on 

the anxiety levels of students. This chapter contains a review of the major findings in research 

related to perceptions of the nuclear threat. Secondly, the possible effects of nuclear related 

worries on students' maturational processes are discussed. Given the extent of worry and the 
- possible detrimental effects of this worry it appears that educators have a responsibility to help 

students deal with their nuclear concerns. Previous educational interventions are described and 

they show the need for evaluation of the curricula implemented here in Burnaby. 

Nuclear Threat Perception 

Much research has {een conducted to show that youths are aware of and concerned about 

the nuclear threat. The research on nuclear threat perception, begun in the 1960's, has focused 

on how much fear young people are experiencing in the face of the possibility of nuclear war 

and how this fear affects their lives. Researchers the world over have looked at a number of 

questions. The questions relevant to the present thesis are as follows: Do young people believe 

that nuclear war is likely to occur within their lifetime? Do young people believe that nuclear 

war is survivable? How anxious are they about the possibility of war? How often do youth 

think about and talk about nuclear issues? Who do they talk to about their concerns? Do 

thoughts about nucleaf war affect young people's plans for the future? Finally, how much 

control do young people believe they personally have over the nuclear situation. The answers to 

these questions are discussed in this section, beginning with the research done in the 1960's and 

concluding with research that has been conducted internationally (including Canadian research). 

Research of the 1960's 

By the early 1960's considerable research had been done to determine the reactions of 

adults to the threat of nuclear war but very little attention had been paid to the effects of this 

threat on children and teenagers (Elder, 1964). A few studies were conducted between 1961 

and 1964 to measure the extent of concern about nuclear issues among young people. One of 

these studies also looked at the interaction between parental and child anxiety about nuclear war. 

This section presents the results of those preliminary studies. 

Berlin Crisis 1961 and Cuban Missile Crisis 1962. In the aftermath of the Berlin crisis of 

1961 and the onset of the Cuban crisis in 1962 Schwebel(1965) set out to answer the question 

''are children innured to crisis because they have lived their entire lives in the shadow of 

themonuclear mushrooms?'. He surveyed over 3,000 students from grades 3 through first 

Year college. These students were asked three questions. "Do I think there is going to be a 
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war?"'h I care? Why?'and "What do I think of fallout shelters?'. Almost 50% expected that 

there would be war in their lifetime and feared the dangers of nuclear disaster. Those who are 

most knowledgeable about the consequences of thermonuclear war were more likely to express 

fear relating to nuclear issues. At the same time those who were "better info rmed... were more 

optimistic about peace" (p. 218). It is in Schwebel's research that one first sees what turns out 

to be a recurring theme in the research. The more knowledgeable young people are about 

nuclear issues, the more afraid they are and yet, they are also more optimistic that nuclear war 

- can be prevented. 

Escalona (1965) wanted to "obtain factual data on children's conscious awareness of the 

world situation and on their attitudes toward it" @. 202). She asked 31 1 children between the 

ages of 10 to 17 to "think about the world as it may be ten years from now. What are some of 

the ways in which it mayibe different from today?'. Escalona was surprised to find that 70% of 

the children spontaneously mentioned the issue of peace and war. Those who did visualize war 

saw it as being one that would completely destroy the world. Even those who did not mention 

war still visualized an unpleasant future. It seems from her data that children are aware of the 

world situation and they have a pessimistic view of what the end result will be. 

Effects of parents' attitudes on children. Darr (1963) stated that "how a child experiences 

the nuclear threat depends on the adult environment through which this threat is filtered to him" 

(p. 203). Wrightsman (1964) conducted research in which he compared the level of parental 

worry about nuclear war, how much the issue of nuclear war was discussed at home and the 

children's level of anxiety about this issue. He found that "parents who reported worrying a lot 

about war tended to have children who reported worrying a lot" (p. 182). There was also a 

definite relationship between frequent discussions of nuclear war in the home and children's 

level of anxiety about nuclear war. More frequent discussion was associated with higher 

anxiety level in children. The evidence suggests that Darr was correct in his belief. 

Summary. Markusen and Harris (1984) have described the late 1950's and early 1960's 

as a time when "adults as well as school children were systematically misinformed about the 

realities of the atomic age" (p. 287). Yet, despite their misinformation young people expressed 

concern about the possibility of nuclear war. Elder (1964), in an article summarizing the 

research done to date, pleaded the case for more data. He was concerned that there was little 

scientific evidence to support the belief that children were seriously affected by the nuclear 

threat. He was also concerned that the advice given to parents and teachers regarding nuclear 

war be based on hard data concerning the interactions of adult and child anxiety. It was 14 

years before any more systematic research was done. 



Recent International Research 
Finland. In February, 1983 Solantaus, Rimpela and Taipale (1984) set out to determine 

the prevalence of the fear of war among Finnish adolescents. In all 5572 teenagers (aged 12-18) 

responded to their survey. Students were asked to list their 3 greatest hopes and fears. They 

were also asked 8 questions related to the perceived threat of war. The fear of war was the 

most common fear for each age group. The 12 year olds were the ones who reported the 

greatest fear (79% included nuclear war in their list of 3 greatest fears). Fear decreases with age 
- (48% of the18 year olds included nuclear war in their list of 3 greatest fears). One third of these 

adolescents stated that they had discussed the issue of peace and war at home in the preceding 

month but discussing the issue with friends was more frequent (46-65%).It appears that Finnish 

young people are quite concerned about nuclear issues and tend to share that information only 
7 

with their peer group. 
Solantaus et. al. (1984) had not anticipated the extent of fear expressed. They felt that 

since Finland is a neutral country, has no nuclear weapons of its own, and is not threatened by 

any nation, their teenagers would express less fear than those in the U.S.S.R. or the U.S.A. 

Solantaus et. al. strongly recommend further international studies be conducted to help 

determine the psychological impact of the threat of nuclear war. 

Sweden. Holmborg and Bergstroem (cited in Eisenbud et. al., 1986) wanted to know 

what Swedish adolescents were thinking and feeling in regards to nuclear war. They presented 

the 917 students, ages 13-15, with a list of 14 worries and asked the students to rate the worries 

on a scale of l=least to 4=most. The subjects then had to choose and rank their 3 top worries in 

the list. The Gst was followed by specific questions about nuclear war. Forty-two percent said 

nuclear war was their greatest worry. Just over a quarter of the teenagers felt that nuclear war 

would "probably" or "definitely" occur in their lifetime. Only 6% thought they would be able to 

survive a nuclear war. 

Almost one-fourth of the teenagers reported "weekly" or "daily" thoughts about nuclear 

war yet 62% "seldom or never talk to anyone about their nuclear fears" (p. 12). Those who do 

talk are most likely to talk to their friends, although half of this subgroup also talk to their 

parents. A large portion (82%) of the teens did not know how adults felt about nuclear war or 

they thought adults had very little concern about this issue. Indeed, they wanted to know why 

adults were not concerned. When Holmborg and Bergstroem's survey was compared to studies 

done on adults in Sweden it was found that 55% (1973) and 78% (1982) of the adults surveyed 

listed nuclear war as one of their 3 greatest worries. There is an obvious lack of communication 

between the generations, a lack that could be detrimental to the mental health of the young 

People involved. 
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Y .S.S.R.. A group of American researchers went to the Soviet Union in 1983. Their 

purpose was to investigate what Soviet children were thinking and feeling about nuclear war. 

The researchers were able to interview 50 young people (aged 10-15) at two Pioneer camps. 

Chivian, Mack, Waletzky, Lazaroff, Doctor and Goldenring (1985) were also able to administer 

a survey to 293 Pioneers from 9 to 17 years old. The Soviet children were asked to rate their 

worry about nuclear war in comparison to 14 other worries (l=does not bother me to 4=very 

disturbing). They were then asked questions about the likelihood of nuclear war between the 
U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. in their lifetime and about the survivability and preventability of 

nuclear war. 

Nuclear war was the greatest worry (x=3.86) of the Soviet children. Close to 99% of the 

Soviet children surveyed reported that they found the prospect of nuclear war "disturbing" or 

"very disturbing". ~ o v &  children do not think nuclear war is likely to occur. They do not 

think nuclear war is survivable but they believe that it is preventable (91%). It is interesting to 

note that the Soviets had a higher overall rating of worry (x=2.7 1) than did the Americans 

(x=2.49). This suggests that those who are more worried in general are also those who are 

more worried about nuclear war. 

Y.S.A.- Adult Studies. Kramer, Kalick and Milburn (1983) looked at the emotional 

impact of nuclear weapons on the American public. They examined responses to nuclear-related 

survey items from 1945-1982. Kramer et. al. found that in a 1958 poll only 14% were very 

worried about the possibility of nuclear war. A 1961 survey reported 22% were very worried 

about that possibility. By 1982,28% of the sample reported that they worry "often" or "a great 

deal". Though-the percentage of those who are worried about nuclear war doubled from 1958 

to 1982 those who worry are still in a clear minority. Nuclear weapons do not seem to have had 

a great emotional impact on American adults. 

Tyler and McGraw (1983) looked at the differences between "behavioral responses to the 

threat of nuclear war" (p. 31). They surveyed people who engage in prevention behaviours and 

people who engage in survival behaviours. Tyler and McGraw asked questions on prevention 

and survival behaviours, views on the threat of war, nuclear policy, sense of personal control, 

attributions of causality and responsibility, and political/social orientations. The data showed 

that survivalists did not worry about the threat of nuclear war as much as the preventionists. 

There was a positive correlation between estimates of the likelihood of nuclear war and reported 

wony about the possibility of war. People who thought nuclear war was likely to occur in their 

lifetime were more worried about the possibility of war. These people also tended to support 

disarmament policy and engage in prevention behaviour. The two groups of people acted in 

ways consistent with their beliefs about nuclear war. Survivalists tried to survive a 
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nonpreventable war and the preventionists tried to prevent a nonsurvivable war. 

U.S.A.- Older Adolescents and Youn~ Adults. Van Hoorn and French (cited in Eisenbud 

et, al., 1986) felt that older adolescents and young adults were underrepresented in the research 

on nuclear threat perception. They designed a study to survey this population's attitudes and 

knowledge about nuclear issues. Van Hoorn and French's sample consisted of high school 

students, college students, and a number of people over age 18 who were contacted through a 
random phone survey. A large majority sf the respondents considered nuclear war to be at least 

- "somewhat likely". When asked about the frequency of thinking about nuclear war, 11% 

reported that they thought about it "daily" and 25% said "weekly". As has been found in other 

studies the younger subjects thought about nuclear war more often than the older subjects. 

There was a positive correlation between the belief that one could personally make a contribution 
J 

to prevent nuclear war and the frequency of thinking about and talking about nuclear war. The 

older adolescent and young adult population does not seem to be as concerned about nuclear 

issues as the younger age groups. 

Another study that was conducted on the older adolescent population was part of the 

government funded project "Monitoring the Future" (MTF). This project collected data on high 

school seniors' lifestyles and values including three questions relating to nuclear issues. There 

are two findings relevant to the present thesis. The first is that the percentage of those who 

worry "often" about the chance of nuclear war has quadrupled since 1975 (7.2 to 31.2%). The 

second finding is that more than one-third of the students in 1982 believe that the annihilation of 

mankind will occur within their lifetime. As Bachman (1983) says there is an increasing 

tendency towkds fear and pessimism on the part of today's young people. 

5J.S.A.-Children and Adolescents. Very little literature documenting the psychosocial 

impacts of nuclear developments on children had existed until the American Psychiatric 

Association, in 1977, organized a Task Force in an attempt to recitfy this lack. Drs. Beardslee 

and Mack (1982) "sampled children's attitudes towards nuclear weapons and nuclear power, 

trying to see whether these were concerns for children and what the nature of the concerns 

might be" (p. 64). Between 1978 and 1980 Beardslee and Mack surveyed 1151 students from 

grades 5-12. The students were asked 10 open-ended questions about nuclear issues. The data 

were subjected to both a qualitative and quatitative analysis. Over 50% of the students felt that a 

nuclear war was likely to occur in their lifetime and 70% felt that the U.S.A. would not survive 

it. Over half of the sample also stated that nuclear advances had affected their plans for 

marriage, having children and other plans for the future. A majority of the students stated that 

thermonuclear developments affected their daily thoughts and feelings. The results, say 

Beardslee and Mack (1982) 



strongly suggest that children are deeply disturbed about the threats 
of nuclear war...it is clear that certainly by the time students reach 
adolescence nuclear issues are of real concern ... the strongest 
finding is a general unquiet or uneasiness about the future (pp. 88-89). 

Goldenring and Doctor (cited in Eisenbud et. al., 1986) conducted a study to compare 

worry about nuclear war with other common worries. Their study design became the basis 

for the studies done in Finland, Sweden, Canada and the U.S.S.R. Students were asked to 

list their 3 greatest worries. They were then asked to rate each of a list of 20 worries on a 

scale from l=not worried to 4=very worried. The next task was to choose and rank their 5 

greatest worries out of the list provided. The final step was to answer 12 specific questions 

about nuclear war. Of the 913 students (grades 7-12) that Goldenring and Doctor surveyed 

only 9% of the students listed war or nuclear war as one of their 3 greatest worries. From 

the list of 20 worries nbclear war was third highest (x=2.69). Parents' death was first and 

bad grades was second highest. When students ranked their 5 greatest worries nuclear war 

was the second highest. This research showed that those students who were more worried 

about nuclear war were more hopeful than less worried students that it could be prevented. 

Subjects' answers to the 12 questions revealed that 33% "often" think about nuclear war and 

57% "sometimes" think about it. Twenty-four percent said that it affected their planning for 

the future. Most of the students thought a nuclear war was likely to occur and doubted that 

they would survive. Over half of the sample had not talked to their parents about nuclear 

war. The evidence from this study suggests that youtin are not concerned about nuclear 

issues though they often think about it, believe nuclear war is likely to occur and is 

nonsurvivable. 

~nterviews were conducted with 3 1 Boston high school students to learn what impact 

the nuclear threat has on their lives. In this preliminary study, Goodman, Mack, Beardslee 

and Snow (1983) found that there was " a certain consistency ... in their responses" (p. 501). 

Almost all of the interviewees felt that it was highly likely that nuclear war would occur 

within their lifetime. All 3 1 stated that the existence of nuclear weapons affects their lives 

daily. At least half claim that nuclear weapons are a constant worry. Most of them "live on 

two levels, thinking there will be no future, and still making plans as if there will be" 

(p.524). They also express a sense of powerlessness and frustration with their government 

process and leaders. While this sample is not representative, the interviews raise some 

serious questions about the impact of the threat of nuclear war on young people. Should 

more research show that these findings are indeed representative the implications "urgently 

demand a response from our society" (p. 525). 

Summary of International Research. Research has shown (Tyler & McGraw, 1983) 
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that one's belief in.the inevitability of nuclear war and one's belief in how survivable it is 
influences the amount of fear experienced. The majority of the subjects think it is likely that 

nuclear war will occur within their lifetime. A large majority of the subjects also doubt that 

they would survive a nuclear war. Not surprisingly, then, many of the young people 

surveyed or interviewed are frightened or disturbed by the prospect of nuclear holocaust. 

For some of the young people surveyed nuclear war is something they think about 

everyday yet there are a large number of young people who do not share their concerns about 

nuclear issues. Those who do talk about their fears may share them with friends and a 

subgroup of these people will also share with adults. It appears that the majority of these 

young people carry a heavy burden of fear that they bear alone. 

It is interesting to note that the younger ones are the most afraid. Fear of nuclear war 
P 

peaks at approximately age 12 in many of the studies. Kyle et. al. (1986) offer an 

explanation for this phenomena. They state that between the ages of10 to12 children are 

beginning to develop empathy.and can begin to experience the suffering of others. They are 

highly concerned with justice and right and wrong. Nuclear war touches on all of these 

issues. They also have not yet developed the psychological skills to cope with their 

problems and so experience more fear in the face of the nuclear threat. 

An interesting finding is the correlation between higher anxiety and a sense of personal 

control in preventing nuclear war. At first this seems counterintuitive. Anxiety is usually 

associated with a sense of helplessness. In the case of nuclear anxiety it may be that those 

who are most anxious about nuclear war use the belief in personal control as a means of 

reducing or coping with their anxiety. 

Finally, some of the subjects in these studies say that the possibility of nuclear war 

impinges on their planning for the future. They live on "two levels" as Goodman et. al. 

(1983) put it. They plan for the future but they are not sure they will live to see that future. 

Canadian Research 

Toronto S t u d i ~ .  Somrners, Goldberg, Levinson, Ross and LaCombe (1 984) wanted 

to study the impact living in the nuclear age had on Canadian children. They surveyed 101 1 

grades 6-13 students. As in the Finnish study students were asked to state their 3 greatest 

hopes and fears. They were presented with a list of 9 possible hopes and 9 possible worries 

and asked to rate the importance of each. They were also asked parallel questions about high 

unemployment rates, job and career plans and nuclear war. Students were asked how much 

they had thought about or talked about each issue in the last month and where they had 

learned about the issue. Then they were asked how much control they felt they had over the 

situation. In the last part of the questionnaire students were asked whether or not they had 
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sought help for any of 8 problems (either from school counsellor or other professional help 

outside school). 

Wartpeace was the first mentioned worry of 29% of the students. overall 51.2% 

mentioned war in their 3 greatest worries. In the list of 9 worries 63% rated nuclear war as a 

very important worry. It was the second highest (parents' death was first). Close to 

two-thirds reported that they were afraid from a few times to almost every day within the last 

month. Ten percent of the sample reported that they had daily thoughts about nuclear war. 
A further 20% reported that they had thoughts on that subject once or twice per week. 

Contrary to other studies 90% of these Canadian young people believed that they had little or 

no control in preventing nuclear war. When asked how much they talked about the threat at 

home 84.5% said that they had talked about it "a few times" or "not at all". Seventy-eight 

percent said they had (alked about nuclear war at school "a few times" or "not at all". Nor do 

these children talk to their friends about the issue (80% said "a few times" or "not at all"). 

The children in this study are fearful about nuclear war. They express helplessness in the 

face of the nuclear threat and these children tend to keep their worries to themselves. 

Goldberg, LaCombe, Levinson, Parker, Ross and Sommers (1985) did a second 

study using the same questionnaire as Sornmers et. al. (1984). This time they surveyed 

1020 grades 7-12 students. They found that 55% mentioned nuclear war as one of their 3 

greatest worries. It was mentioned first by 32% of this sample. Goldberg et. al. found that 

worry was highest for the youngest students (64% for the grade 7). In the last month 73% 

had thought about nuclear war and 59% had experienced thoughts of fear and worry at least 

once. ~ g a *  we see a high incidence of fear about nuclear issues. 

Goldberg et. al. (1985) compared those students who reported daily fear to the rest of 

the sample. They were not only the most anxious about nuclear war they were also the most 

anxious about jobtcareer and high unemployment. Goldberg et. al. found that the "daily 

fear" group were more likely to have taken some action to prevent nuclear war and also 

talked more about their concerns at home, at school and with friends. Finally, these children 

were more likely to feel some sense of personal control in preventing nuclear war than the 

rest of the students. 

Victoria Study. The purpose of Harvey, Howell and Colthorpe's (1985) study was to 

examine in "Canadian adolescents the fears and concerns associated with the Nuclear Age" 

(p. 54). One hundred and thirty three 10-16 year olds answered this survey about nuclear 

issues. There were 14 questions on the questionnaire including questions about the 

likelihood of nuclear war, fear of nuclear war, impact on future plans, perception of parental 

concern, and who they would talk to about their fears. A large majority expressed fear about 



the threat of nuclear war (8 1%). When asked how likely was it that nuclear war would occur 

within their lifetime 67% said it was moderately likely and 12% said there was a great 

possibility that it would occur. One-third of the sample said that the possibility of nuclear 

war affects their plans for the future. Over half of these students said they would share their 

fears with their parents (53%). Only 38% would talk to their friends and less than 1% said 

they would go to their teachers. Though the students said they would talk to their parents 

there seems to be a lack of communication between them. Forty-five percent of the students 

said that they did not know whether or not their parents were concerned about nuclear issues. 

Burnabv Studv. Hargraves (1984) replicated Beardslee and Mack's (1982) study. 

She surveyed two groups of students: students in grades 5 7 ,  and 9 and students in grades 

10, 11, and 12. She used Beardslee and Mack's (1982) questionnaire for the older students 

and devised a modifie6 version for the younger group. In the younger group 68% thought 

that nuclear war was likely to occur in their lifetime and 72% did not think they would 

survive it. When asked how afaid they were 54.9% of the children reported that they were 

"sometimes" afraid of the prospect of nuclear war; 18.9% said "often" and 14.6% said they 

were afraid "all the time". The greatest incidence of reported fear is at the grade 7 level. 

These findings are similar to those of Beardslee and Mack. 

The older students stated that nuclear advances affected their day to day thinking 

(47%). They were fearful, worried about the future, depressed, cynical and they expressed a 

desire to live for the moment. Also, 29% of the older students reported that their plans to 

marry and have children had been affected. Fourteen percent said that their plans as to where 

to live and work had been affected. Some of the other findings will be discussed later in this 

chapter. 

Summary. It appears that Canadian children also are concerned about nuclear issues 

with the greatest reported incidence of fear at the grade 7 level. Canadian children and 

adolescents think that nuclear war is fairly likely to occur and they feel powerless to prevent 

it. Canadian young people, like their international counterparts, do not often share their 

nuclear concerns with others. Finally, for about a third of the young people surveyed 

thoughts about nuclear war has affected their plans for the future. Canadian youth are 

worried about the future. 

Limitations of the studies reviewed 

One of the major problems with these studies is that they are only descriptive. As 

Tizard (1984) points out the research is concerned only with description and not with the 

interrelationships between variables. There needs to be more systematic research done 

Particularly in the area of interactions between variables. Knowing what variables influence 



anxiety for example will enable educators and mental health professionals to plan effective 

interventions to reduce anxiety. 

A second major difficulty with many of these studies is that they only asked questions 

about nuclear issues. This could lead to a heightened sense of fear and a bias in the results. 

h order to determine the extent to which nuclear anxiety is a real concern it is necessary to 

compare it to other concerns. 
The research gives only a hint of the extent of the amount of anxiety children 

experience and how it impinges on their behaviour. As Coles (cited in Butterfield, 1984) and 

others say, there is an important difference between children saying they are afraid of nuclear 

war and showing that this anxiey has an actual effect on their lives (see also Reifel, 1984; 

Tizard, 1984). One would need to spend days and months with kids, families and schools in 
P 

order to determine the real impact of the threat of nuclear war. 

Another complaint is that the data collection was not systematic (Tizard, 1984) and the 

samples are nonrepresentative (Beardslee & Mack, 1983; Reifel, 1984). Some data were 

collected over an extended period of time (e.g., Beardslee & Mack, 1982 was collected over 

a period of two years). Most of the U.S.A. surveys were conducted in urban settings in 

northeastern U.S.A. or California. These are not respresentative areas. The need for more 

systematic research is obvious. 
Conjectured Effects on Personalitv 

To the extent that the present functioning of society conveys to 
children a picture of passive and evasive withdrawal, of fear of and 
beqigerence toward other nations, and of not even trying to combat 
a host of evils both large and small - to that extent the effects 
of the nuclear peril upon us also affect the development of children 
(Escalona, 1982, p. 607) 

Beardslee and Mack (1982) believe that the threat of nuclear war has an impact on the 

personality structure, especially on impulse management and ego ideal organization. At each 

stage of development a child experiences disappointments. The child learns to deal with these 

disappointments because they look forward to a time when they can be other than they are 

now. The ability to deal with disappointment depends on a stable future. Beardslee and 

Mack(1982) found that most of the young people they surveyed believed the future to be 

uncertain and unstable. Young people expressed an unwillingness to plan for the future. 

Consequently, they are not able to advance from stage to stage properly. 

Escalona (1982) believes that identity formation in young people today has been affected 
the threat of nuclear war. The most important part of identity formation that is affected 



according to her, is the ability to delay gratification. She says that children are encouraged to 

invest in the here-and-now. By doing so they are becoming 'stuck' at one developmental stage 

and cannot achieve the maturity necessary to cope with the problems and pressures of life. 

~chwebel(1982) also says that students' hopes for the future are being eroded and that that 
undermines their ability to achieve maturity. 

Lastly, Kanet (1983) states that the youths she has dealt with express a sense of 

futurelessness, a get-it-now attitude, an inability to defer pleasures and even a distrust of 

lasting relationships. She says, "this lack of faith in the future is beginning to be seen as an 

important factor in many of the behavioral problems that have come to characterize so many of 

our youth" (p. 28). 

Summary. It is clear that the uncertainty of the future has a strong impact on youth. 

Young people f i d  themshves facing an uncertain future and that affects their ability to plan 

ahead, to delay gratification and to enter into lasting relationships. Teachers and mental health 

professionals see this as a serious problem. 
Powerlessnes~ 

Growing up in a social environment that tolerates and ignores the 
risk of total destruction by meansof voluntary human action tends to 
foster thosepatterns of personality functioning that can lead 
to a sense of powerlessness and cynical resignation. (Escalona, 1982, p.601) 

Schwebel(1982) feels that the issue of feeling powerless is extremely important. The 

reason is that adolescence is a time when young people should be developing a sense of 

identity and mastery. To feel powerless would undermine the full development of identity and 

mastery and kekp adolescents from achieving maturity. 

talk in^ about nuclear issues helps one to cope 

Many mental health professionals and educators have argued that one of the most 

important ways to help people to cope with their fears is to get them to talk about their fears. 

Fears left unexpressed can multiply and become an even heavier burden (Allerhand, 1964; 

Escalona, 1965; Goldberg et. al., 1985; Myers-Walls & Fry-Miller, 1984; Van Ornum & Van 

Ornum, 1984; and Yudkin, 1984). In Goldberg et. al.'s (1985) study they found that more 

frequent discussion of nuclear issues was associated with increased anxiety. However, more 

frequent discussion was also associated with feeling a sense of personal control in relation to 

being able to prevent nuclear war and actually taking action to help prevent it. In this case, 

anxiety seems to be serving a motivating function, resulting in attitudes and behaviours that 

foster the prevention of nuclear war. Therefore, in dealing with nuclear issues it makes sense 

to have open discussions in the home, in the school and among friends in order to help young 

People deal with their fears. Yet, the research shows that this kind of discussion is not 



happening very often (e.g., in Verdon-Roe's (1983) interviews the children often criticized 
their parents for not discussing the issue of nuclear war). 

There is a possible explanation for this lack of communication in Zeitlin's (1984) article. 

He conducted interviews with families relating to nuclear issues. He found that the kids 

responded positively to this experience. They felt relieved knowing what the other members of 

their family were thinking about nuclear war. The more that parents were able to discuss the 

issue the more the children were able to bring out into the open their fears and to deal with 
those fern. On the other hand Zeitlin (1984) found that the parents' anxiety about nuclear war 

initially increased as a result of these discussions. It would appear that the reason for the lack 

of discussion is fear on the part of adults. They frequently express concern that children's 
anxiety might be raised but it may be the case that they are also concerned about their own 

anxiety. P 

Children want to discuss nuclear war 

I think it's natural that adults protect children, take care of us. 
If a history teacher or social studies teacher will not talk about the 
nuclear issue, that's irresponsibility, and it's gonna hurt us in the long 
run (Nessa, 16, Van Ornum & Van Omum, 1984, p. 30). 

I think it's more terrifying not to talk about it (nuclear war). Mystery 
is the worst thing possible. Being left alone to deal with it-that's 
much more frightening (Elizabeth, 14, Verdon-Roe, 1983). 

Hargraves (1984) asked the younger students (grades 5,7, and 9) how they first lexmed 

about nuclear power and weapons. She also asked how much they had learned about nuclear 

issues in school and how much they thought they should be learning. One last question was 

"where would you like to be able to talk and learn about nuclear war?". The students reported 

that they first learned about nuclear power and weapons from television (44% and 45% 

respectively). Only 10% had first found out about these from teachers. Three-quarters of the 

sample felt that they had learned very little or nothing about nuclear issues in school. When 

asked how much they thought they should be learning in school 55% said "quite a bit" and a 

further 28% said "a lot". These students also said that they would like to be able to talk about 

and learn about nuclear war at home (43%) and at school (63%). It is obvious from this 

research that children desire the opprtunity to discuss nuclear issues. 

Hargraves (1984) asked the older students how they first became aware of nuclear 
issues. They were allowed 3 choices and told to rank these choices. For 67% of the sample 

the media was the first place they had learned about nuclear issues and only 24% said school 

was the first place they had learned about it. A qualitative analysis was done on the comments 

made by all of the students. This analysis showed that the most often expressed desire of both 
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sets of students was a desire to be heard. As one of Hargraves' (1984) respondents put it, "I 
think our point of view should be seen and heard because it is our future that is in jeopardy" (p. 
133). Students want to be heard and they want to learn more too, especially at school. 

Educators' Res~onsibilitv 

As educators we have a responsibility to deal with the nuclear fears 
of our children, to offer knowledge to replace ignorance, to offer 
understanding to replace confusion, to offer constructive activities 
and role models to replace cynicism, apathy and fear (Kanet, 1983, p.28) 

First of all educators and mental health professionals have a responsibility to help the 

young people in their care deal with their reactions to the nuclear threat (Schwebel, 1982). 

~eardslee and Mack (1982) believe that we need to educate our children so that they can 

overcome that part of their fear that arises from ignorance. The young people involved in these 
I? 

research projects expressfa sense of anxiety, helplessness and hopelessness and many 

professionals have argued that this is detrimental to the mental health and well-being of our 

youth. 

Knowledpe is vower 

Mack (1984) found that some of the adolescents he has conducted research on say that 

they are anxious and feel powerless because they are ignorant. To inform them is to empower 

them. Or, as Thomas Jefferson once said, 
I know of no safe repository of the ultimate power of society but 
the people, And if we think them not enlightened enough, the remedy 
is not to take the power from them, but to inform them by education 
(cited in Whiteley, 1984, p. 84). 

Markusen and Harris (1984) wrote an article on the role of education in preventing 

nuclear war. They draw parallels between the use of education in Nazi Germany and in the 

U.S.A. today (in relation to nuclear issues). They believe that the "institutionalization of 

nuclearism and the erosion of democracy" has weakened the psychological and political ability 

of the people to respond to the nuclear threat. To educate the people on nuclear issues would 

lead to an awareness of the threat. It would give the citizenry the information they need in 

order to evaluate policies and proposals about nuclear weapons. They would be better able to 

judge political candidates. The process of nuclear education would enhance democracy and 

critical thinking. Perhaps most important of all it would help in generating alternative national 

security policies. All of these benefits of nuclear education give both psychological and 

political power to citizenry. 
E n 

Markusen and Harris (1984) believe that education has an important role to play in the 

"struggle to avert nuclear holocaust" (p. 283). Further, Whiteley (1984) states that "there is no 
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institution of society that could contribute more to achieving peace" (p.83). Education has a 

great potential for both good and ill. It can contribute towards the goal of peace or it can be 

silent and by silence further the possibility of global destruction. The Project Peace and Simon 

Fraser University curricula have tried to promote peace on both a personal and a global level. 

Previous Educational Interventions 

Stress Management and Nuclear Anxietv-A structured group experience 

Bisio and Crisan (1984) developed a workshop designed to help people learn how to 

cope with their anxiety in relation to nuclear war. This one day workshop included: discussing 

the effect nuclear conflict had on the values and attitudes of the participants, guided fantasy, 

ways to deal with surviving a nuclear war, and several logotherapy exercises on life meaning 

and goals. No formal data were collected but the participants reported a renewed sense of self, 

reduction of anxiety and 6ope for the future. 

phvsicians for Social Res~onsibilitv Worksho~~ 

French (1985) wanted to know how effective educational effbrts on the consequences of 

nuclear war were in changing attitudes. He surveyed 1355 subjects who attended educational 

presentations given by a physician on the medical and physical consequences of nuclear war. 

Subjects were given the Nuclear War Attitude Survey before the workshop. The survey 

contained 25 items. There were 10 questions about attitudes and 15 relating to specific 

knowledge about nuclear issues (e.g., how many bombs are there in the U.S.A?). After the 

workshop subjects responded to only the 10 attitude questions. The attitude questions covered 

likelihood of certain thermonuclear events, limitability, preventability, and whether or not there 

are causes wor& fighting a nuclear war for. 

The major focus of French's (1985) research was the question of willingness to 

countenance nuclear war. There was a negative correlation between knowledge and 

willingness to countenance. The more a person knows about nuclear technology the less they 

believe that there are causes worth fighting a nuclear war for. The second major finding was 

that, at pretest, 10% were willing to countenance nuclear war. By the time of the posttest 46% 

of these 'countenancers' had changed their minds. Once these 'countenancers' had more 

infomation about the effects of nuclear war their willingness to countenance it went down. 

The results of this study suggest that educational interventions are indeed effective in altering 

attitudes. It would be interesting to see how many more of the "countenancers" changed their 

opinion after they had time to consider the information they received in the workshops. 

Educational Workshov for Hiph School Students on Nuclear War Issues 

David London (1985) was invited to present a workshop on nuclear war in response to 

the movie "The Day After". The all day workshop was attended by 72 high school students 



(aged 13-18). The workshop involved large and small groups discussions, exercises, 2 

videotapes of interviews with American and Soviet children, and a workshop on hope (based 

on Joanna Macy's book Despair and Personal Power in the Nuclear Age). Students answered 

questionnaires prior to and after the workshop. The questionnaires included the State-Trait 

Anxiety Inventory (STAI) and a 33 item questionnaire on knowledge and attitudes towards 

nuclear war (truelfalse format). The subscales of this questionnaire are as follows, factual 

knowledge, personal emotional involvement, moral development, political orientation, 

perceived awareness of peers of nuclear issues, and family concern for nuclear issues. 

For the sample as a whole only the scores on factual knowledge increased significantly 

(paired t-tests). London (1984) then divided the sample into subgroups. Those who reported 

becoming more anxious during the workshop had increased knowledge, were more personally 
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emotionally affected by nuclear issues, perceived their peers to be more aware, and had 

families that expressed more concern regarding nuclear war and related issues, than the no 

change group (p.211). Because these students were more personally affected by nuclear issues 

London (1984) feels that the mere discussion of nuclear issues raised their anxiety. Finding 

that most students could reflect on nuclear war issues "in a productive manner without 

experiencing substantial anxiety...diminishes claims that state nuclear curricula are harmful to 

young people" (p. 212). Whatever increase in anxiety there is London (1984) believes may be 

necessary for effective learning. 

Problematic As~ects of Nuclear Education 

Iatrogenic -. - 
~ d e l s o G d  Finn (1985) strongly suggest that education about nuclear issues may be 

creating or increasing that very anxiety which it is allegedly trying to reduce. Schwebel(1982) 

and Hargraves (1984) also make note of teachers' and parents' complaints that kids don't 

know or care about nuclear issues. "You're going to make them anxious or depressed is a 

frequently heard comment. Tizard (1984) says that the degree of anxiety may be critical. Too 

much anxiety can overwhelm and paralyze but not enough may endanger "collective survival" 

(P. 276). Perhaps children will become more anxious when they learn more about nuclear 

issues but that may not be such a bad idea. Tizard notes that higher anxiety is associated with a 

sense of optimism and a belief in personal control in preventing nuclear war. Of course one 
needs to ensure that the intervention increases optimism. 
Politicizing 

Adelson and Finn (1985) argue that nuclear education will encourage children to engage 

in political action. They describe this as recruitment to the "propaganda purposes of the 

teacher" (p. 35). This is also a complaint of various teachers and parents (Hargraves, 1984; 



19 

Schwebel, 1982). Nuclear education could very well challenge "the prevailing assumptions 

embedded in the social system" (Mack, 1984, p.266) and that may be unsettling for adults. 

There is an obvious need for balanced information in order to avoid the accusation of 

propaganda or indoctrination. In implementing peace education we need to be aware of the 

problems associated with it and we need to evaluate it. "The complexity of the issues and the 

pluralistic nature of our culture demand an evaluative approach (Harvey, et. al., 1985, p. 60). 

Summarv 
This chapter first presented the major research findings relating to young people's 

perceptions of the nuclear threat. Young people are afraid of the possibility of nuclear war. 

They think it is likely to occur within their lifetime and that they cannot survive a nuclear war. 

This nuclear fear affects the daily thinking and future planning of a small proportion of these 
/t 

children and adolescents. Most do not share their fears with anyone. 

Experts have argued that there are a number of serious detrimental effects of the fear 

associated with the nuclear threat. First, it is not healthy for young people to keep their fear 

hidden. Secondly, the sense of futurelessness and powerlessness has forced many young 

people to live on two levels, planning for a future that may never come to be. Given these 

possible effects and an expression on the part of youth that they desire to discuss nuclear issues 

educators have begun to see and live up to their responsibility. There have been only a few 

studies done on the effects of educational interventions. These findings are only preliminary 

and do not offer much assistance in the way of planning future interventions. Thus far not 

much study has %een done to determine the effect of increasing knowledge on attitudes towards 

nuclear war. fi is this question that this research has sought to address. 

Hypotheses 

The study described in this thesis documented the field testing of two peace education 

curricula units, one for grade 7 students and the other for undergraduate university students. 

In view of the previous research findings the following hypotheses guided this study: 

Chanee Across Time 

(1) There will be a significant increase in a sense of personal control to prevent nuclear 

war for students receiving peace education but not for students not receiving peace 

education. 

(2) There will be a significant increase in knowledge about nuclear issues for students 

receiving peace education but not for students not receiving peace education. 

(3) There will be a significant reduction in state anxiety for students receiving peace 

education but not for students not receiving peace education. 
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(4) There will be a significant reduction in trait anxiety for students receiving peace 

education but not for students not receiving peace education. 

Relationships between variables 
(5) There will be a significant positive correlation between reported fear about nuclear 

war and belief in the likelihood of nuclear war occuring within one's lifetime. 

(6) There will be a significant positive correlation between reported fear about nuclear 

war and trait anxiety. 

(7) There will be a significant positive correlation between reported fear about nuclear 

war and knowledge about nuclear issues. 

(8) There will be a significant positive correlation between reported fear about nuclear 

war and a sense of personal control in being able to prevent nuclear war. 
P (9) There will be a significant negative correlation between survivability and belief in the 

likelihood of nuclear war occuring within one's lifetime. 

(10) There will be a significant negative correlation between survivability and reported 

fear about nuclear war. 

-5 

This study will also deal with what kind of secondary effects are associated with peace 

education curricula. These secondary effects include the frequency of discussion about nuclear 

issues and the amount of fear about nuclear war reported by the students involved in peace 

education. It is expected that there will be an increase in frequency of discussions and a 
decrease in reported fear for the students receiving peace education but not for the students not 

receiving peace education. 

The next chapter describes the methodology used to test these hypotheses and 

exploratory questions. 



CHAF'TER 3 
METHOD 

This chapter describes the methodology used in this study, the university and 

elementary school samples, the treatment program, the dependent measures, problems 

encountered in data collection, and finally the procedure used in collecting the data. 
Universitv Sample 

The treatment group was an introductory psychology course which addressed nuclear 

issues. This class was matched with a similar-sized one in a first-year education course. The 

education course did not include content on nuclear issues and peace education. Eighty 

subjects were in the treatment group and 39 were in the control group at the time of the pretest. 
J 

The posttest questionnaires were answered by 32 students in the treatment group and 20 in the 

control group. (See table 1) 
Elementarv School samde 

obtain in^ ~ermission from control prouw elementary schools 

The school board gave their approval to the evaluation aspect of the Project Peace 

program. Each of the treatment group classes was matched with another classroom in the 

Burnaby School District. This matching was done on the basis of socioeconomic status (SES), 

class size and grade. 

Once the control group schools were targetted the school principals were approached by 

phone and asked if they would be involved. They were given a copy of the questionnaires to 

be used in the study and also a copy of the consent forms for parents. If the principals agreed 

to participate in the project, teachers were approached. Consent forms were then sent home to 

the parents and parents were given 3 to 4 days to return them to the school. 

Ten teachers in the Burnaby School District volunteered to pilot the intervention 

curriculum developed by Project Peace in conjunction with the Burnaby School Board. Four 

of the teachers dropped out of the program for various reasons. Three of the teachers' 

principals decided not to carry through with the program due to opposition from parents. The 

fourth teacher found that were too many students in his class to be able to properly implement 

the curriculum. The remaining 6 teachers taught the curriculum to students in grade 6 and 7 ( 1  

rade 6 (the teacher having been transferred from a grade 7 class to a grade 6 class after 

ecoming involved in the project); 1 grade 617 split and 4 grade 7 classrooms). Grade 7 was 

chosen as the grade at which to intervene because Hargraves (1984) showed that the incidence 

reported fear about nuclear issues peaks at grade 7 .  It was felt that this would be an 
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important time to intervene and give students balanced and reliable information. 
The treatment classrooms were matched with other classrooms in the Burnaby School 

District on the basis of SES, classroom size, and grade. Originally there were 6 control group 

classes that had agreed to participate. One of the selected classes had to drop out of the 

experiment because a large number of parents protested against their children being involved. 

That classroom was a 617 split. Other schools that we had approached included a grade 6 

classroom. Unfortunately, we were not able to obtain permission from the principal of that 

school. The resulting control group consisted of 5 grade 7 classrooms. 

There were 135 students in the control group and 170 in the treatment group at the time 

of the pretest. At the time of the posttest there were 97 in the control group and 102 in the 

treatment group. (See table 2). 
P 

Treatment 

University Sample 

The treatment was a course, Psychology 106, entitled "Psychological Perspectives of 

Nuclear War". The class met once a week in the evening for three hours. The course took 

place over a 13 week period. The content of the course included knowledge about nuclear 

developments, psychological effects, attitude change, conflict resolution, images of the enemy. 

Course grade was determined by two exams and one essay or research project. There were 

also tutorials related to the lecture topics. (Outline of the curriculum in Appendix A). 

Elementaw Sample 

The curriculum consisted of 10,40 minute lessons. These lessons covered conflict, 

conflict resolution, handling anger, images of the enemy, information about the USSR, Soviet 

children and nuclear war, information about nuclear developments, peace makers and actions 

that could be taken to help to bring about peace. The students saw films, participated in role 

playing, class discussions and were involved in group work. There were two lessons a week 
per week for five weeks. The scheduling of the lessons was done at the teacher's discretion 

though it turned out to be the same time block and the same day for the lessons. (Outline of the 

curriculum in Appendix A). 

&-mndent Measures 
University Sam~le 

Nuclear War Attitude Survey. (compiled from: French, 1985; Sommers, Goldberg, 
Levinson, Ross, & LaCombe, 1984; Tyler & McGraw, 1983; and one of the researchers). 

Nine of the items on this 49 item survey measure subjects' knowledge about nuclear issues. 

These items were assessed by a group of 14 members of the scientific staff of the Stanford 

Linear Acceleration Center (French, 1985) and were deemed valid for such a purpose. Other 
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items assess the subjects' attitudes towards nuclear issues; i.e., likelihood of: limitability or 

preventability of nuclear war, personal survival in the event of a nuclear war, personal control, 

of responsibility, and behaviours thought likely to diminish the threat of nuclear 

war. Demographic information was also collected, including; religious affiliation, marital 

status, number of children, and major area of study. (See Appendix B) 
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory Form Y. The State -Trait Inventory (STAI) was used to 

assess the subjects' general level of anxiety. The STAI is comprised of two self-report scales 

for measuring state and trait anxiety. The Trait Anxiety Scale (A-Trait) consists of twenty 

statements that evaluate how the subject generally feels. The State Anxiety Scale (A-State) 

consists of twenty statements that evaluate how the subject feels at that moment. 

A-Trait is defined as " relatively stable individual differences in anxiety-proneness, that 
P 

is, to differences between people in the tendency to perceive stressful situations as 

dangerous ... and to respond to such situations with elevations in the intensity of their A-State 

reactions" (Spielberger, 1983, p. 1) A-State is defined as existing "at a given moment in time 

and at a particular level of intensity. Anxiety states are characterized by subjective feelings of 

tension, apprehension, nervousness and worry, and by activation or arousal of the autonomic 

nervous system" (Spielberger, 1983, p. 1). 

The test-retest correlations for the A-Trait range from .73 to .86 for college students. 

The stability coefficients for the A-State range from .16 to .54. Such low coefficients are to be 

expected because the A-State reflects "the influence of unique situational factors that exist at the 

time of testing-" (Spielberger, 1983). The internal consistency measures tend to be high. For 

A-Trait the alpha coefficients are .90 and .91. The alpha coefficients for A-State are .91 and 

.93. Further evidence of the internal consistency is given by the item-remainder correlation 

coefficients. For A-Trait it is .57 and for A-State it is .59. 

Evidence of the construct validity of the A-Trait scale can be seen when one compares 

theimean scores of neuropsychiatric (NP) patient groups with those of normal subjects. The 

scores indicate that the STAI discriminates between "normals and psychiatric patients for 

whom anxiety is a major symptom" (Speilberger, 1983, p. 14). Construct validity for the 

A-State is obtained from comparing the scores of military recruits undergoing highly stressful 

training programs with the scores of college and high school students tested under nonstressful 

conditions. The concurrent validity of the Form X A-Trait is shown by correlations with the 

PAT Anxiety Scale (r= .75); the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (r= .80) and the Zuckerman 

Affect Adjective Checklist (r= S2). 

Potter's Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (I-E Scale). This scale was developed 

by Julian Rotter and colleagues. Subjects are asked to choose between alternatives that reflect a 



fatalistic, external-control point of view and those indicating a belief in one's own ability to 

dfect and control the events in one's life. 
The I-E scale has internal consistency estimates ranging from .65 to .79 (Rotter, 1966). 

phares (1976) suspects that it is the additive nature of the test that resulted in the moderate 

internal consistency measures. Test-retest reliabilities range from .49 to .83 depending on the 
time interval and the sample involved. (See Appendix B) 

problems with Data Collection 
Due to time constraints or misunderstanding as to the layout of the questionnaires there 

were a few problems with data collection. Some of the students did not complete one side of 

the State Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI). Subsequently, at the posttest subjects' attention was 

called to the fact that there were two sides of the STAI questionnaire. Even so, some students 
J 

still completed only 1 side of the form. Also, there were a number of students who did not 

complete the full complement of questionnaires. These students' data were used for normative 

purposes in the pretest but their posttest data were not used in the data analysis. 

Elementary School Sample 

Canadian Children's Concerns about the Future Scale. This questionnaire assessed 

childrens' hopes and worries about the future. Three concerns were compared; joblcareer 

plans, unemployment, and nuclear war. The concerns are compared on the basis of; frequency 

of worry about the issues, amount learned about these issues from various sources, frequency 

of talking about these at home, school or with friends, sense of personal and parental control, 

and personal bhaviours related to these issues. The scale also assessed knowledge level re: 

government ef&s to prevent nuclear war; likelihood of survival; etc. (See Appendix C) 

cus of Control. This scale was compiled from Rotter's Internal - External Locus of 

Control Scale by two researchers. These statements were adapted from Rotter's 

Internal-External Locus of Control Scale. Teachers had expressed the concern that many of 

their students would not understand the language of the original Rotter's scale so the questions 

were reworded in language that students could understand. Teachers also expressed the 

concern that some of the choices presented a too difficult discrimination for the students to 

make. Therefore a revised form was constructed consisting of 16 statements that students were 

to answer as true or false. (See Appendix C) 

Knowled~e of Curriculum. There were 12 multiple-choice questions regarding various 

aspects of the curriculum. It was felt necessary to obtain some measure of the children's 

knowledge prior to the intervention. This measure of their knowledge could then be compared 

witht the posttest scores to determine whether or not the children actually learned what was set 

out in the curriculum objectives. (See Appendix C) 
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State-Trait Anxietv Inventorv for Children. The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory for 

Children(STA1C) consists of two separate self-report scales for measuring state and trait 

anxiety. The STAIC is similar to the STAI for adults. It was constructed to measure anxiety in 

nine to twelve year olds. The Trait Anxiety Scale (A-Trait) consists of twenty statements and 

asks children how they "feel in general". The State Anxiety Scale (A-State) consists of 20 

statements that ask children how they feel at that moment. 

The test-retest reliability coefficients for A-Trait are .65 for males and .71 for females. 
.. For the A-State scale the coefficients are .31 for males and .47 for females. The internal 

consistency measures are the alpha coefficients and the item remainder correlations. The alpha 

coefficients for A-Trait are .78 for males and .81 for females. The A-State alpha coefficients 

are .82 for males and .87 for females. The median item remainder for A-Trait are .35 for 

males and .40 for femaled For A-State they are .38 for males and .48 for females. The STAIC 

is "somewhat less stable and not as internally consistent as the corresponding STAI scales" 

(Spielberger, 1973, p.8). 

Evidence of the concurrent validity of the A-Trait scale is shown by correlations with the 

Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale (r = .75) and the General Anxiety Scale for Children (r= 

.63). The construct validity of the A-State scale in normal and exam conditions is available for 

more than 900 fourth, fifth and sixth grade students. The mean scores for the A-State were 

"considerably higher in the TEST condition than in the NORM condition" (Spielberger, 1973, 

P. 9). 
Demographic Information. The demographic questions are the same as those in the 

original Canadiq Children's Concerns about the Future Scale. Due to some conflict in the past 

with parents, teachers requested that this part of the questionnaire be sent home to the parents 

rather than being filled out by the children. This gave parents the option of filling the 

questionnaire out themselves. (See Appendix D) Their comments on the program itself or the 

questionnaires were also invited. The demographics requested were information about the 

language spoken at home, birthplace, religious affiliation, socioeconomic status, ethnic origin, 

and whether child was from single parent family. (See Appendix C) 

Procedure 
Universitv Sarnw1,le 

The pretest was given approximately two weeks after the classes began. Many students 

drop classes during the first two weeks of classes, therefore it was decided to wait until that 

two week period was over. 

Students were given instructions prior to completing the questionnaires. There were told 

that there was no obligation on their part to participate. If they did not participate there was no 



penalty attached to it. Each class was then given identical instructions how to fill out the 

questionnaires. This included telling them to make sure that they answered all of the questions 
and that they filled out both sides of the STAI. They were also told that for Rotter's 

questionnaire they were to choose the answer that best described they way they felt. The 

classes had 45 minutes to complete all three of the questionnaires. 
The posttest was done during the last week of classes (10 weeks after the pretest). 

Students who were not present at the class in which testing was done were given the option of 

completing the questionnaire when they wrote their final examination in that course. There 

were 2 students who completed the questionnaire at this later date. 

Elementary School Sample 
The pretest was given out the week before the curriculum was scheduled to begin. This 

was the second week in 0c6ber. Teachers were given packages of questionnaires for their 

classes and were given instructions re: time limit; order of administration; and how to 

introduce the questionnaires to the students. At the time of administration the teachers were 

given instructions to provide the students with a definition of unilateral and bilateral 

disarmament. The definitions were given to the teachers by the research team. Teachers had 

expressed a concern that their students would not know what these two concepts meant. 

They were also asked to assign numbers to students and to keep a master list so that at 

the time of the posttest we could match up the students' questionnaires with their pretest 

questionnaires. The master list insured the confidentiality of the respondents. The control 

group questionnaires were given out at the same time. They had up to a week after the 

treatment group i;ad completed their questionnaires to complete theirs. The posttest was 

administered in the same manner during the first two weeks of December. 

Demographic information questionnaires were handed out at the same time as the 

posttesting. The children took the demographic questionnaires home to their parents at this 

time. Parents were asked to return them to the teachers. The researchers then picked up the 
questionnaires later in the month. 

Problems with Data Collection 

Treatment Group. There were unforeseen problems with the teachers collecting data 
from the grade 7 students. One teacher handed out only 2 out of the 3 questionnaires to his 

class during the pretesting session. He also did not assign identifying numbers to the students' 

questionnaires so it was not possible to match his students' pretests and posttests with any 

degree of accuracy. His pretest data were used for normative purposes but the posttest data 

were not used. 

Another teacher did not write the students' identifying numbers on their posttests. The 



questionnaires were taken back to the students who then identified their own responses. 
merefore, I was able to match the pretests and posttests and could use the full set of data from 

this class. 
Control Group. During the administration of the pretest one teacher was absent. The 

substituting teacher did not keep a list of the identifying numbers helshe assigned to the 

children. The pretest data were used for normative purposes but the posttest data could not be 

used. 

Summarv 
Characteristics of the samples were listed, followed by a description of the peace education 

curricula. The dependent measures were then described along with any problems encountered 

in data collection. Finally, the procedure used to collect the data was given. The next chapter 
B 

presents the results of the data analysis. 
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RESULTS 

This chapter discusses the results of this study in terms of the hypotheses stated at the 

end of chapter 2. The first section reports the results of the multivariate analyses for both the 

university and elementary samples. The second section includes the descriptive analysis and 
the third reports the correlations for the sample as a whole at pretest time, The final section 

covers a description of other findings that are of interest and interrater reliability. 

Dependent Measures 

university Sample 

For the university sample the dependent measures were as follows: (1) state anxiety as 

measured by the STAI, (2) trait anxiety as measured by the STAI, (3) internal-external locus of 
P 

control as measured by Rotter's I-E Scale, (4) likelihood of certain thermonuclear events, (5) 

attitudes about the survivability of a nuclear war, (6) attitudes about the preventability of 

nuclear war, (7) extent to which subjects have engaged in survival behaviours, (8) extent to 

which subjects have participated in prevention behaviours, (9) knowledge about nuclear issues. 

The last 6 measures were assessed by the Nuclear War Attitude Survey. 

Elementary Sample 

For the elementary sample the dependent measures were as follows: (1) state anxiety as 

measured by the STAI-C, (2) trait anxiety as measured by the STAI-C, (3) internal-external 

locus of control as measured by the modified version of Rotter's I-E scale, (4) knowledge of 

the curriculum asmeasured by the test devised solely for this purpose, (5) attitudes about 

survivability of &clear war, (6) attitudes about the preventability of nuclear war. The last two 

dependent measures were assessed by the Canadian Children's Concerns about the Future 

Scale. 

Inter-rater Reliabilitv 

Inter-rater reliability values were computed for any items which required subjective 

judgement on the part of the researchers in coding the questionnaires. These items included: 

~ocioeconomic status, religious affiliation, language spoken at home, 3 greatest hopes and 

fears, and major at school. Thirty randomly selected questionnaires were photocopied and 

distributed to the researchers. The researchers completed the coding of these questionnaires 

independent of each other. The inter-rater reliability values were obtained by dividing the 

number of agreements by the number of agreements plus number of disagreements. Generally 

speaking, interrater agreement was high (see Table 3). 



Table 3 

(grade seven subjects) 
- hopes .98* 

worries .97* 

(parents of grade seven subjects) 
language at home .go** 
father's ~ . e . s . ~  

P .89** mother's ~ . e . s . ~  .89** 
religious affiliation 1 .OO** 

(university subjects) 
s.e.s a 
major 

* 4coders 
** 2 coders 
a - s.e.s. means socioeconomic status (Blishen scale) 



Change Across Time 

Statement of Hypotheses 

There will be a significant increase in measures of sense of personal control to prevent 

nuclear war and knowledge about nuclear issues for students receiving peace education and not 

for students not receiving peace education. There will be a significant reduction in state anxiety 

and in trait anxiety for students receiving peace education and not for students not receiving 

peace education. 

Data Andysis 
IJniversi~ Sample. Due to problems with the data collection, as outlined in Chapter 3, 

there were only 19 treatment group subjects and 9 control group subjects considered in this 

analysis. The data were analyzed using a 2 x 2 (group x time) multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) (for s u d  of MANOVA see Appendix E) The means and standard deviations 

for each cell are found in Table 4. The MANOVA showed that the Bartlett-Box Fs for survival 

behaviours at both pretest and posttest were not homogeneous. It was decided that survival 

behaviours should be dropped from the analysis. The MANOVA was rerun without survival 

behaviours and there was no group effect or group x time interaction. There was a significant 

omnibus F for time effect @(8,19)= 3.85, p<.01). The only significant univariate F-test 

involved trait anxiety @(1,26)= 5.23, ~=.03). Both the treatment and control groups 

decreased in trait anxiety over time. None of these hypotheses were supported. 

plementarv Sarnde. A MANOVA was run on the elementary data (for summary of 

MANOVA see Appendix F) Again, due to data collection problems, outlined in Chapter 3, 

there was a reduced number of student reponses available for analysis. Only 138 of the 

elementary students were included in the MANOVAs (67 in treatment group and 7 1 in control 

group). The means and standard deviations for each cell are found in Table 5. There was a 

significant omnibus F for group effect @(6,131)=2.46, g=.03). Prevention attitudes was the 

only subscale out of the four mentioned in the statement of the hypothesis that was found to be 

significant in the univariate analyses @(1,136)=7.09, gc.01) indicating that overall, treatment 

students scored higher on this scale than did control students. There was also a significant 

omnibus F for time effect @(6,131)=3.84, ~ ~ 0 1 )  but none of the four subscales mentioned 

(sense of personal control, knowledge, state anxiety, and trait anxiety) were found to be 

significant in the subsequent univariate analyses. 

There was a significant group x time interaction effect @(6,131)=6.56, gc.01). The 

Prevention attitudes subscale was found to be significant in the univariate analyses 

@(1,136)=13.94, p.01)  indicating a differential increase in scores on this scale favouring the 



Table 4 

pretest and Posttest Scores for University Scales 

- 

Measure Group 
time 

Pre post 
- 

LJD 

SURVAT 

l'REVAT 

PREVBH 

KNOW 

STAIF 1 

STAIF2 

treatment 
control 

patment 
control 

treatment 
control 

treatment 
control 

treatment 
control 

treatment 
control 

treatment 
control 

treatment 
control 

"standard deviations are given in parentheses 



Table 5 

Pretest and Posttest Scores for Grade 7s' Scales 

Measure Group 
time 

Pretest Posttest 

PREVAT Treatment 9.76(3.02) 11.12(3.16) 
Control 9.76(2.82) 8.90(3.01) 

SURVAT 
Contro 

KNOWL Treatment 
Control 

ROT Treatment 
Control 

STAIC 1 Treatment 
Control 

STAIC2 Treatment 
. Control 

PROCUPT - Treatment 
' - Control 

PROCJCP Treatment 
Control 

INF'LUPT Treatment 
Control 

INFLJCP Treatment 
Control 

INF'LNW Treatment 
Control 

NWFP Treatment 
Control 
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treatment students (see Figure 1). The univariate analysis for the knowledge subscale showed 

that E(1,136)=14.8, gc.01. The treatment group increased in measures of knowledge more 

than the control group. (See Figure 2). This hypothesis was also supported. The interaction 

effect for state anxiety also was significant @(1,136)= 4.83, g =.03) indicating that the change 

in state anxiety for the treatment group was different than the control group (see Figure 3). The 

first three hypotheses were supported. Trait anxiety was close to significance @(1,136)=3.69, 

~=.057). (See Figure 4). The mean score for pretest and posttest show a slight increase in 

trait anxiety-for the treatment group and a slight decrease in trait anxiety for the control group 

therefore support for this hypothesis is marginal. 

It should be noted that although the changes in anxiety level reach statistical significance, 

the numerical change is slight and likely is not noteworthy from a clinical or practical 
B 

perspective. It is important to note as well that pretest and posttest scores for both groups are 

well within the normal range, indicating that any change in anxiety level is not noteworthy in a 

clinical sense. 

Relationshim Between Variable$ 

statement of Hv~othesis 

There will be significant positive correlations between reported fear about nuclear war 

and the following variables: the belief in the likelihood of nuclear war occuring within one's 

lifetime, trait anxiety, knowledge about nuclear issues, and a sense of personal control in being 

able to prevent nuclear war. There will be significant negative correlations between 

survivability and Qle following variables: the belief in the likelihood of nuclear war occuring 

within one's lifetime and reported fear about nuclear war. 

Data Analysis 

University Sample. The analysis was done on the combined treatment and control group 

responses at pretest (n= 118). Pearson's correlation coefficient was used to explore the 

relationships between the variables. Positive correlations were found between reported fear 

about nuclear war and the following variables: belief in the likelihood of nuclear war occurring 

within one's lifetime (f: = .35, g<.01) and trait anxiety (L = .25, g = .02). There was a negative 

correlation between survivability and reported fear =-.27, p.01)  and between survivability 

and likelihood (I = -.25, gc.01). The evidence supports all of the hypotheses above except the 

hypotheses regarding reported fear and knowledge and reported fear and sense of personal 

control as there was no significant relationship between these variables (see Table 6). 

Elementaw S a m d ~ .  Pearson's correlation was used on the combined treatment and 
control groups at pretest time (n= 304) to determine the relationships between the variables. 
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Table 6 

w l a t i o n  Matrix for Universitv Sample 
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control to prevent nuclear war = .33, p.01). Contrary to expectations, there was a 

significant positive relationship between reported fear about nuclear war and survivability 

(I = .19, g<.01). There was no significant relationship between likelihood and survivability. 

The hypotheses about a positive relationship between reported fear and likelihood, trait anxiety 

and sense of personal control were supported but the rest were not (see Table 6). 
Exploratory Questions 

Statement of Exvloratorv Hwothesi~ 

There will be an increase in frequency of discussions about nuclear issues for students 

receiving peace education and not for students not receiving peace education. 
Descrivtive Analvsi~ 

University Sample. In response to the question "to what extent have you spoken to a 

friend or family member a i out your concerns about nuclear war?'59% of the control group 

and 50.6% of the treatment group stated that they had talked "some" or "a lot". At posttest time 

the control group showed a decrease in frequency ~f discussion (from 59% to 45%). The 

treatment group exhibited a substantial increase. They went up from 50.6% to 71.9%. (For 

the complete set of frequency responses see Appendices G-J). 

Elementarv Sample. The responses to three questions relating to the frequency of 

discussion of nuclear war at home, at school, and with friends were added together to obtain 

the following frequencies. (See Appendices K-N for a complete set of frequency responses). 

In the control-group only 6.3% said they talked about nuclear war "once or twicelweek" or 

"almost every day" in the past month. In the treatment group 11.4% had talked about nuclear 

war this often. T& frequency of discussion about nuclear war decreased very slightly for the 

control group from pretest to posttest. Only 5.2% of the control group talked about nuclear war 

"onceltwice per week" or "almost every day". Of the treatment group 34.5% talked about 

nuclear war. This is almost triple the amount of time that the treatment group devoted to 

discussion of nuclear war at pretesting. 

Statement of Exploratory Hypothesis 

There will be a reduction in reported fear about nuclear war for students receiving peace 

education but not for students not receiving peace education. 

hscriptive Analvsis 

Yniversitv Samvle. - There was one question on the Nuclear War Attitude Survey that 

related to fear about nuclear war. The question asks how often in the last month thoughts 

about nuclear war have given the subject feelings of fear and anxiety. At pretest 5.3% of the 

control group and 7.6% of the treatment group had experienced these feelings once or twice per 
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week or almost everyday. By the time of the posttest the control group did not experience fear 

and anxiety more than "a few times" in the last month. However, the treatment group 
experienced a substantial increase, going from 7.6% to 53.3%. (See Appendices E-H for a 

complete set of frequency responses). 

Blementarv Sam~le. There are formal and informal indicators of anxiety present in these 

questionnaires. The formal indicators are the questions that ask students how much fear or 

worry they have been experiencing as relates to the nuclear threat. The informal indicators 

suggest that subjects are anxious (e.g., their 3 greatest hopes and fears). 

The subjects were asked how many times in the past month thoughts about nuclear war 

had given them feelings of fear or worry. At pretest 30.8% of the control group said that they 

had not experienced these feelings at all and 48.5% said "a few times". In the treatment group 
t 36.1% said they had experienced feelings of fear and worry "not at all" and 37.9% said "a few 

times". At posttest 57.9% of the control group said "not at all" and 32.6% said "a few 

times". In the treatment group 25% said "not at all" and 49% said "a few times". The 
T 

frequencies show that the control group decreased in reported fear and there was a slight shift 

towards greater fear on the part of the treatment group. Although these percentages appear 

somewhat different for the 2 groups when the "not at all" and "a few times" categories are 

combined, the responses are quite similar. (The full set of frequency responses can be found 

in Appendices I-L). 

The subjects were asked to list their 3 greatest fears (see Table 7). The most common 

fear for both of the groups was war. At pretest time 57.2% of the control group and 62.8% of 

the treatment group listed war as one of their 3 greatest fears. The posttest results show that 

59.4% of the control group and 80.9% of the treatment group list war. This represents a 

substantial increase in fear of war on the part of the treatment group. 

Another informal indicator of anxiety is the section on the questionnaire that listed 9 

worries and asked students to rate these worries on a scale from l=not important at all to 

4=very important. The control and the treatment groups both rated nuclear war as their second 

highest worry (see Table 8). The control group went down slightly from pretest to posttest 

(90.9 to 85.5%) placing nuclear war as their third highest worry. The first was parents' death 

and the second was lack of jobs. The treatment group stayed almost the same (87.1% to 

87.9%) keeping nuclear war as their second highest worry. It is interesting to note that this 

sample of students demonstrate a high degree of worry about many things. 

Other Findings 

For both the university and elementary samples there was a significant positive 



ree greatest worries of elementary sample* 

Time 

Group Pretest% Posttest% 

War 

School 

Death (self) 

Other 

Career 

Death (family) 

Money 

Friends 

Social Concerns 

My life, me 

Future 

Death (friends) 

Natural Disasters 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Cdntrol 

Treatment 
Control 

7 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

- 
* the numbers indicate the percent of people listing each item as one of their 3 greatest worries 



Table 8 

Ratings of worries for elementary sample* 

time 

Name of worry Group Pretest % Posttest % 

Parents' death 

Nuclear war 

Lack of jobs 

My death 

Bad grades 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
~6ntrol  

Treatment 
Control 

r 

Treatment 
Control 

Parents' divorce 

Nuclear power 
plant leaks 

Poverty 

Violent crime 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

* students were presented with a list of 9 worries and asked to rate them on a Likert scale from 
=not important to 4=very important. The numbers indicate the percent of people rating each item 
; important and very important. 



correlation between reported fear about nuclear war and frequency of discussion about nuclear 

war (r = .39, g<.01 and 1 =.45, p . 0 1  respectively). This finding refutes previous claims 
(see chapter 2) that talking about one's fears helps to reduce the anxiety experienced. In the 

case of nuclear war higher frequency of discussion is associated with higher anxiety levels. 

It is interesting how often peace is mentioned as one of the 3 greatest hopes (see Table 

9). Peace is mentioned by 30.7% of the control group and 44.4% of the treatment group at 

pretest time. This disparity between the groups grew larger by the time of posttesting. The 

control group decreased slightly in their mention of peace as one of their 3 greatest hopes 

(24.1 %) but the treatment group shows a large increase (60.3%). One can also see how 

important peace is to these students in their ratings of the list of 9 hopes (see Table 10). Most 

of the control and treatment group subjects rate peace as being important or very important to 

them. It is interesting to note iere that although the students demonstrated a high degree of 

worry about many things affecting their lives (see Table 8) they also demonstrated a high 

degree of hope regarding their future as adults. 
C 

Anecdotal Reports for the Elementarv Sam& 

Comments were invited from the teachers, parents, and children involved in this study. 

The teachers' commented that they thought their students had become less anxious about 

nuclear war because (and this is the crux of the matter) the students felt that there was 

something they could do about nuclear war. Parents were also encouraging in their comments. 

The parents of the children involved in peace education stated that they were pleased with what 

their children had learned. The parents felt that not only had their children learned more about 

nuclear war in terms of information, their children had also learned "more about the positive 

aspects of peace and hope" (a parent). The children themselves expressed a sense of relief at 

being given the chance to even answer the questionnaire. As one grade 7 put it, "my feelings 

have been bottled up inside me. When I finished writing the questions above, I felt relieved. 

After the peace education curriculum was completed students felt that they had learned more 

about nuclear war and also felt less hopeless "more possibilities for the future have been 

opened". 

Summarv 
Universitv Sample 

Although there was a significant time effect (trait anxiety), no significant interaction 

effects were found. There were significant positive correlations between reported fear about 

nuclear war and the two variables, belief in the likelihood of nuclear war occuring within one's 

lifetime and trait anxiety. There were significant negative correlations between survivability 



Table 9 

Three ereatest horns of elemen- sample* 

time 

Name of hope Group pretest % posttest % 

Career 

Peace 

Family 

Money 

Good health 

Other 

Good education 

Specific possessions 

Happiness 

Attributes of self 

Social concerns 

Friends 

Good grades 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

freatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

* the numbers indicate the percent of people listing each item as one of their 3 greatest hopes 



Table 10 

Ratings of hopes for elementary samde* 

Time 

Name of hope Group Pretest % Posttest % 

Good job 

Good health 

Happiness 

Peace 

Good grades 

Good friends 

Good marriage 

Unpolluted 
environment 

Children 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Cop01 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

* students were presented with a list of 9 hopes and asked to rate them on a Likert scale from 
l=not important to 4=very important. The numbers indicate the percent of people rating each 
item as important and very important. 



and the two variables likelihood and reported fear. The descriptive analysis revealed an 
increase for the treatment group in frequency of discussions and reported fear about nuclear 
war while there was none for the control group. 

Elementary Sample 
There was a significant group effect (sense of personal control) and a significant group x 

time interaction (sense of personal control, knowledge about nuclear issues and state anxiety). 

There were significant positive correlations between reported fear about nuclear war and the 

. following variables: likelihood, trait anxiety, sense of personal control and survivability. 

Finally, the descriptive analysis revealed a large increase in frequency of discussion about 

nuclear issues and a marginal increase in reported fear for the treatment group but not for the 

control group. 

The next chapter di&usses these findings and makes recommendations for further 

research and the future use of peace education curricula. 

r 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

This chapter interprets the results obtained in this study. First, the results for both the 

university and elementary samples are summarized and interpreted. The limitations of this 

study are discussed, as are the implications of these findings. Conclusions relating to the 

future use of peace education curricula and suggestions for further research are made. 

$ummary of Results 

University Sample 

A multivariate analysis of variance including measures of knowledge about nuclear 

issues, sense of personal control to prevent nuclear war and trait anxiety yielded a significant 
B 

time effect (trait anxiety). No group effects or group x time interactions were found. The 

correlational analysis yielded significant positive correlations between reported fear about 

nuclear war and these two variables, likelihood and trait anxiety. There were significant 

negative correlations between sudvability and these two variables, likelihood and reported 

fear. There were no significant correlations for knowledge and sense of personal control. The 

descriptive analysis showed that there was an increase in reported fear and frequency of 

discussion about nuclear war in the treatment group but not for the control group. 

Elementary Sample 

The multivariate analysis of variance yielded a significant group effect (personal control) 

and a significant -group x time interaction (sense of personal control, knowledge and state 

anxiety). There were no significant findings for trait anxiety. The correlational analyses 

revealed that there were significant positive correlations between reported fear and the 

following variables: likelihood, trait anxiety, sense of personal control, and survivability. 

There were no significant relationships between reported fear and knowledge and between 

likelihood and survivability. Descriptive analysis showed that there was a substantial increase 

in frequency of discussion about nuclear issues and a slight increase in reported fear about 

nuclear war for the treatment group but not for the control group. 

Intemretation of ResulG 

Universitv Sample 

Multivariate analvsis of variance. There are a few possible explanations for the lack of a 

significant group x time interaction effect for this sample. The first is the small number of 

subjects' responses that were used in the analysis. A small sample size would need to show 

large differences in order to be considered reliable. The scales had a small range of possible 

responses (from1 to 5) and it would be difficult to obtain a large response difference. The 
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second possible explanation is related to the knowledge subscale. The items on this subscale 

ask specific technical questions about nuclear issues. Some of the answers to these questions 

were addressed in the first lecture of the Psychology 106 course. It is possible that the 

students forgot these minor technical details by the end of the semester. It would be better to 

have used a scale that reflected more of the course content. The third explanation is related to 

the sense of personal control subscale. The students in this course were given information 

about nuclear issues but they were not taught how to effect change themselves. State anxiety 

- did not change and that may be due to the fact that the situation the students were in (i.e., 

answering a questionnaire) was not anxiety provoking. As to the lack of change in trait 

anxiety, it was hypothesized that there would be spreading effect from nuclear anxiety to trait 

anxiety. In other words a reduction in nuclear anxiety could lead to a reduction in general 

anxiety. Since nuclear anxiety did not decrease it is not surprising that there was no group x 

time interaction for trait anxiety. All of these factors affected the outcome but the small number 

of students' responses had the strongest impact on the MANOVA results. 

There was a significant time effect (trait anxiety). Both of the groups decreased in trait 

anxiety over the course of the semester. This is another reason why there was no group x time 

interaction for trait anxiety. This finding is possibly due to a time-of-semseter effect. The 

questionnaires were distributed near the-beginning of the semester and students may have been 

more anxious due to the difficulties associated with starting a new semester. By the time of the 

posttesting students would have settled into the routine and hence would be less anxious. 

Correlationg. It is logical to assume that those people who are more anxious in general 

will be the ones who are more anxious about nuclear issues. It also makes sense to assume 

that those people who believe that a nuclear war will occur within their lifetime and that such a 

war is nonsurvivable will be more afraid of the possibility of nuclear war than any other group 

of people. Contrary to expectations, there was no significant correlation between knowledge 

and reported fear. This is due to the fact that the knowledge scores were very low at the pretest 

(see Table 3). The scores were not high enough to detect any significance in the relationship 

between these two variables. Finally, there was no positive correlation between reported fear 

and sense of personal control. This seems to make sense as anxiety and fear are often 

associated with helplessness. These students may have felt anxious about nuclear war and also 

helpless to do anything to prevent nuclear war. 

Descriptive analvsig. It was hypothesized that giving students the opportunity to 

discuss nuclear concerns would lead to a reduction in reported fear about nuclear war. Such 

was not the case. There was a substantial increase in discussion about nuclear issues but this 

was accompanied by an increase in anxiety. It was found in the correlational analysis that more 
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frequent talking about nuclear issues is associated with higher anxiety. This could be because 

the mere mention of nuclear war increases some people's fears (e.g., London, 1985). 

Elementary Samde 
Multivariate analysis of variance. There was a significant group effect (sense of personal 

control) and a significant group x time interaction effect (sense of personal control). At the 

outset the groups were different overall. The analysis shows that the groups changed 

differently over time. More specifically, the treatment group increased in a sense of personal 

control and the control group decreased. This effect is due to the fact that part of the 

curriculum focused on actions that the students themselves could take to prevent nuclear war. 

It comes as no surprise then that the sense of personal control to prevent nuclear war increased 

in the treatment group. 
J 

There was a significant group x time interaction (knowledge and state anxiety). The 

knowledge subscale was derived from the curriculum and so those who received the 

curriculum should have increased in knowledge. This finding also lends more support to the 

argument above that the students who received peace education learned their sense of personal 

control to prevent nuclear war from the curriculum. State anxiety did not go in the direction 

hypothesized. It was found that state anxiety was higher for the treatment group at the time of 

the posttest than it was at pretest. Also, the control group decreased in state anxiety. There 

could be any number of classroom factors that influenced these findings. It could be that the 

treatment group found answering questions about nuclear war to be anxiety provoking when 

they had learned more about nuclear issues. 

The trait anxiety did not decrease. It had been hypothesized that there would be some 

spreading effect from the reduction of nuclear anxiety to the trait anxiety. Nuclear anxiety was 

not reduced nor were any skills to reduce anxiety taught in this curriculum that students could 

use to reduce general anxiety. It appears from the evidence that the curriculrn did indeed have 

an impact on the students. 

 correlation^. As for the university sample, it makes sense that those who are most 

anxious in general are those who are most anxious about nuclear war. The finding of a 

positive correlation between reported fear and survivability is difficult to explain. Anxiety is 

not a pleasant emotion and when it is experienced the organism does what it can to reduce the 

unpleasant situation. Perhaps it is necessary for those students who are afraid of the possibility 

of a nuclear war to believe that if it happened they would survive. This belief reduces their 

anxiety. The positive correlation between reported fear and personal control is counterintuitive 

at first but it is possible that a belief in personal control also reduces their anxiety levels. 

The knowledge scale was not correlated to reported fear and that is due to the fact that the 
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knowledge scale that was used did not ask specific technical questions about nuclear weaponry 

or other nuclear issues. This subscale was derived from the curriculum and asks questions 

such as "What was Martin Luther King famous for?'. A correlation between these two 

variables might have been found had the knowledge scde focused on subjects' knowledge 

about nuclear issues. 

Descriptive analysis. It was expected that giving students an opportunity to air their 

fears and concerns about nuclear war would help to reduce their anxiety. The students did 

- indeed discuss nuclear issues more during the course of the curriculum but they also became 

marginally more anxious about the possibility of nuclear war. This finding can be attributed to 

the fact that there is a positive correlation between frequency of discussion of nuclear issues 

and anxiety about nuclear war. The more they talk the more they worry, the more they worry 

the more they talk. One cangot say which causes the other, only that they are correlated. 

Limitations of this study 

University Sam~le 

There are a number of limitations to this study. The major problem is the small number 

of students that answered both the pretest and posttest questionnaires. This affects the results 

of the analysis and the generalizability of any findings. Another limitation is that there was 

only one question on the questionnaire that related to fear and anxiety. Further, the knowledge 

subscale was not geared to the actual class content so it was not possible to see what effect 

increasing specific technical knowledge about nuclear issues has on attitudes. Finally, when 

looking at the condations, it is important to remember that correlation is not causation. The 

findings in this study should be viewed as preliminary only. 

Elementary Sam~le 

The major limitation in this part of the study is the length of the curriculum. There were 

only 10,40 minute lessons and this does not seem like a long enough time to effect any long 

term changes. There did not seem to be any way to avoid this problem. 

There are a couple of problems with sampling and treatment delivery. The decrease in 

numbers could present a problem for the results in this sample. There might have been greater 

changes with a larger sample size. The small sample size can affect the generalizability of the 

findings. Also, the fact that the students in this sample are all from an urban area may have had 

some effect on the results. Another potential limitation is that the control and treatment groups 

were not exactly matched in terms of grade. Some of the treatment classes contained grade 6 
students and the control group was made up of only grade 7 students. This may have had an 

effect on the results. The impact of the curriculum may have been affected by the different 

teaching styles. These factors should all be considered when examining the findings of this 
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The other limitations stem from the scales used to measure the attitudes and anxiety 

levels of students and from the data analysis. The knowledge scale did not measure the 

knowledge about nuclear issues. It cannot be said that increasing knowledge about nuclear 

issues affects anxiety or other attitudes because we did not measure an increase in knowledge. 

The dropping of the preoccupation scale from the MANOVA is a problem. One cannot tell if 

changes in anxiety level were significant. The reliance on descriptive analysis subjects this 

- study to the same complaints that have plagued the previous research in this area, that the 

resutls are descriptive only. 

Jmwlications of this study 

Peace Education 

How do the results o k s  study affect the continued use of the curricula? Will the fact 

that student anxiety did not decrease cause teachers and parents to reject peace education? The 

anxiety expressed by the young people involved in this study is anxiety about something that 

really exists. There is no way to get around that fact. Nuclear weapons exist and they are a 

threat to our survival. To deny the reality of the possibility of nuclear holocaust is unhealthy. 

It is also important to see the increase in student anxiety in the light of their increased sense of 

personal control. Anxiety may be a motivating factor in this case. It would appear, for the 

elementary students at least, that anxiety stirs them to believe in themselves and their ability to 

influence the environment around them. In light of these findings it would seem adviseable to 

continue with peace education, providing that there was not only information given. There 

needs to be some emphasis on hope, on a sense of personal control. 

Future Research 

This study was a preliminary one and as such it raised a lot more questions than it 

answered. There is a great deal of research that could be done relating to peace education 

curricula. One possible avenue of research is to describe the ways peace education is 

approached (different conceptions and content) and assess the impact of these different 

approaches (Tizard, 1984). This would give educators a clearer idea as to which approach 

would yield the results they desire. A second avenue of research is to implement peace 

education at different grade levels. The results of this type of research could help to allay the 

concerns of parents about the age at which to introduce peace education. Finally, what is the 

impact of increasing nuclear knowledge on anxiety levels and attitudes? An understanding of 

these interrealtionships could help mental health professionals and educators to help children 

cope with the problems associated with living in the nuclear shadow. 

A related issue pertains to the need to distinguish between anxiety and concern in 



research of this type. It is possible for people to be concerned about issues like nuclear war or 
peace education and for that concern to have a motivating effect on peoples' behaviour. 

However, this concern is likely qualitatively different from the fear-like responses that are an 

integral part of anxiety. Moreover, many people would argue that since the proliferation of 

nuclear weapons today represents a real (and not imagined threat) source of threat; peoples' 

reactions probably are most accurately labeled as fear and not anxiety. These types of 

distinction remain virtually unaddressed in the literature pertaining to this area and attempts 

should be made to assess the differential effects that anxiety and concern might have on 

peoples' behaviour. 

Research also could be conducted to determine the long-term effects of the peace 

education curricula. Is peace education preventative? Does it keep fearful grade 7 students 
J from becoming despairing grade 12 students? Does it keep undergraduates from becoming 

apathetic adults? Just how does peace education impact the lives of the students? Finding the 

answers to these questions and others like them would demonstrate the worth of these curricula 

to school boards and universities. 

It would be interesting to conduct research on the interaction between parental child 

anxiety. Research has shown that the attitudes of parents and children are likely to be similar 

(Wrightsman, 1964) but not "whether better-informed parents have better-informed children" 

(Tizard, 1984, p. 281). The results of this research could be used to teach parents better ways 

to help their children deal with fears about nuclear issues. (The same could be applied to 

teacher and child anxiety). It could also help in setting up a program that encouraged better 

communication about these issues between the generations. Further, such public education 

endeavours may well have the effect of promoting more wide spread acceptance of peace 

education curricular pursuits. 

One last question remains. This questions stems out of the previous research findings. 

In comparison with American children, Canadian children are much more pessimistic about 

nuclear war. It would be interesting to explore the reasons why the children from these two 

countries feel so differently about such an important issue. 

Conclusions 

The message that arises from this study is that it is important to do peace education 

'because the nuclear threat is real and our young people are expressing concern about nuclear 

issues and a sense of powerlessness in the face of the nuclear threat. Any peace education 

curriculum that is implemented should include more than just information about nuclear issues, 

it should contain some affective component, some time for students to voice their fears and 

their hopes. To be effective in doing more than just raising anxiety peace education should 
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instill a sense of hope, a feeling that nuclear war is inevitable only if we do not make it 
impossible. 



Appendix A 
Course O u t l i n e s  

"Conf 1 i c t  and Chanqe" - Curr icu lum Out 1 i ne 

Lesson 1 - C o n f l i c t  
D e f i n i t i o n s  o f  c o n f l i c t  
Examples o f  persona l  c o n f l i c t  s i t u a t i o n s  
A n a l y s i s  o f  personal  c o n f l i c t :  causes 

Lesson 2 - C o n f l i c t  Reso lu t i on  
Ana l ys i s  o f  persona l  c o n f l i c t :  p o i n t  o f  v iew 
A l t e r n a t i v e  r e s o l u t i o n s  t o  personal  c o n f l i c t  s i t u a t i o n s  
"Win-pin" r e s o l u t i o n s  

Lesson 3 - Yand l i ng Anger 
D e f i n i t i o n s  o f  anger 
Examples o f  anger-producing s i t u a t i o n s  
Usual  angry responses 
H u r t f u l  and non -hu r t f u l  responses 

Lesson 4 - "What i s  Hate? Images o f  t h e  Enemy" 
A n a l y s i s  o f  hate:  How i t  a f f e c t s  behav iour  
Video: "Neighbours" 
T r a n s i t i o n  f rom c o n f l i c t  on t h e  persona l  l e v e l  t o  c o n f l i c t  on t h e  

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  l e v e l  
A n a l y s i s  o f  i n ~ e r n a t i o n a l  c o n f l i c t :  causes 

Lesson 5 - The USSR 
A r t i c u ! a t i c n  and ccmparison o f  op in ions  on t h e  USSR 
A r t i c u l a t i o n  o f  op in ions on t h e  l i k e l i h o o d ,  s u r v i v a b i l i t y  and 

p r e v e n t a b i l i t y  o f  nuc lear  war ( u s i n g  ques t i ons  f r o m  v ideo  i n  Lesson 6) 

,+ Lesson 6 - S o v i e t  Ch i l d ren  and Nuclear War 
Video: "What Sov ie t  Ch i l d ren  a r e  Saying About Nuc lear  War" - Comparison o f  Sov ie t  c h i l d r e n ' s  op in ions  w i t h  t hose  o f  s tuden ts  
S i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  between S o v i e t  and Canadian y o u t h  

Lesson 7 - Nuc lear  War, Pa r t  I 
Video: "Notes on Nuclear War" - P a r t  I 
O p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  students t o  vo i ce  f e e l i n g s  about nuc lea r  i ssues  

Lesson 8 - Nuc lear  War, P a r t  I1 
Video: "Notes on Nuclear War" - P a r t  I 1  
F u r t h e r  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  s tudents  t o  v o i c e  f e e l i n g s  about n u c l e a r  i s s u e s  
F a c t u a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  on nuc lea r  war and weapons 

Lesson 9 - "I Have a Dream" 
M a r t i n  Lu the r  K i n g  as a non -v io len t  peacemaker 
S o c i a l  j u s t i c e  as peace 
A r t i c u l a t i o n  o f  s tudents '  personal  dreams f o r  peace 

Lesson 10 - "I Can Do .. ." 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  concrete ac t i ons  f o r  peace 
P r i o r i t i z i n g  a c t i o n s  
Co-opera t ive  p tanning o f  steps towards r e a l  i z a t i o n  of chosen a c t i o n  



Psychology 106 Social Issues 

Psychological Perspectives on Nuclear War 

Course Description: A discussion of psychological theory and research applicable to 
the understanding of international relations, specifically focussing upon the effects 
of the current potential for nuclear war. 

Course Outline: 

Weeks 1 - 6: Psvchological Fallout before and After a Nuclear War, 

Week 1: Introduction. Basic Knowledge: Armaments Levels. Medical-environmental 
effects of nuclear--blast, thermal, radiation, physical disorders, medical 
services available, nuclear winter. 

Week 2: The psychology of deterrence theory. Psychological effects of nuclear 
war: disaster studies, psychic numbing, Hiroshima survivors. 

Week 3: The effects of nuclear fear on children: research on nuclear fears -- 
the results from studils done in Burnaby, Toronto, the USA, Europe, 
and, the USSR. 

Week 4: Adult reactions: psychological defenses; apathy; thinking the unthinkable - 
habituation; survivalist or peace activist? 

Week 5: Attitude change: Talking peace "workshop". Skills for effective 
communication and attitude change. 

Week6: EXAM 

Weeks 7 - 12: Psychological Approaches to Peace. 

Week 7: The central role of trust: Can we trust the Russians? Arms verification. 
the mirror image concept. 

Week 8: International decision-making. Crisis management. Group-think. 
Week 9: Co-operative ventures: Cross-cultural exchanges -- scientific, educational, 

tourist. Super-ordinate goals -- the Robbers Cave experiment. 
Week 10: Applying 'therapeutic approaches and group processes to international 

conflict. The Irish experience. Sadat and Begin at Camp David. 
Week 11: Conflict resolution: Beyond deterrence -- conflict denial, non-violent 

approaches, international bargaining and negotiations, creative 
alternatives. 

Week 12: Star wars or mutually assured protection? Tension reduction: GRIT -- 
the Kennedy experiment in international relations. 



COURSE SYLLABUS 

ion 2.40: Social Issues in Education 

The objective of this course is to provide students with an understanding of the 
role and functions of the school as a social institution and of the issues that 
impinge on (and often swirl turbulently about) the schobl. In particular the 
course will examine the social forces impacting on the school; issues of 
injustice, e.g., sex-role stereotyping, institutional racism, the effect of social 
class on school learning, and school based processes; education as liberation and 
.Paul0 Friere's ideas of developing critical consciousness. The method of the 
course is to integrate audio-visual presentations with formal lectures and guest 
speakers. 

urse Contents; 

First Class: Course ~rientatiodand Expectations 
Social Issues: Analytic Perspectives 
Convergence -- School: Role, Functions & Images 
"High School" - Part I 
"High School" - Part I1 
Divergence - Alternative Education 
"Summerhill" 
On Assembling and Writing the Cumulative Project 
Schooling, Equal Opportunity and Justice 
Dimensions of Structural Injustice 
Sexism in School & Society 
"Mens Lives" 
Racism 
Racism Presentation 
Social Class 
"Ridley: A Secret garden" 
School Based Processes 
Socialization & Cultural Reproduction 
Education as Liberation 
"Peru: Literacy for Social Change" 
Paulo Friere on Literacy 
"Starting from Nina" 



Appendix B 
Un ive r s i t y  Ques t ionnai res  (Blanks) 

1'UCLEP.E ISSUES SU2VEY PROJECT 

Research Participation Consent Form for a Follow-Up Period 

Investir,ators Yeil Kyle, Ph.D., Depart~aent of Psychology 
Susan Hargraves, L A . ,  Faculty of Education 
Cryan Iliebert, Ph.5., Faculty of Education 
rlichael Manley-Casimir, Ph.D., Faculty of Education 
Dawn Schell, Faculty of Education 
Susan dorris, Faculty of Lducation 

We have appreciated your involveroent in the Juclear Issues Survey Project 
during t y s  fall semester. It is hoped that with additional funding we will be 
able to continue the research over a longer follow-up period. In research such 
as this it is possible to gain extremely valuable information by being able to 
follow changes or lack of changes in people over extended periods of time. We 
would greatly appreciate the opportunity to be able to contact you again in about 
six months. Your involvement would include the completion of a questionnaire 
similar to the present one. As before, your responses to the questionnaire will 
be kept strictly confidential. Your participation or your decision not to 
participate in the future in entirely voluntary and will not be part of your 
course ~rade assessment. 

If you vould be willing to continue your participation in tl~is research 
beyond the fall senester please coaplete the follow in^ information. 

iJAi93: (Please Print) 
First dame Last Xhe 

Student .hmber : 

Signature: 

Address. 

Phone : 

Person & Phone number that you could be contacted through if necessary: 

Name : 

Phone : 



SURVEY Q U E S T I ~ I R B  ---- 1 
c. 1-4 

Note:,, If you a r e  pa r t i c ipa t ing  i n  t h i s  study please read and s ign the  attached consent form. - 
Name: (please  p r i n t )  

~ i r s t  Name hst Name 

Student Number: - 
Class: 

pcmcgra~hic  Information: 
. B 

Sex: M P ( c i r c l e  one) 

Birthdater Day Month Year Age: -- 
Marital Status: .varried/Cnm~onlaw Single 

Other [speciEy) - 
DO you have chi ldren? Yes No If yes, ages: -- 

-- 
Occupation of p r inc ipa l  earner i n  family: -- 
(Please be spec i f i c  i n  name of job) -- 

c. 24 
Description of work: -- 
Do you have a major ( i .e . ,  biology, ptyc!~oloqy) Yes No 

- 
If yes, p lease  ind ica t e  what it is: -- 
Are you current ly  a f u l l  time stud-nt? Yes No - 
If no, please ind ica t e  your s i t ua t ion :  w l o y e d  O n e l n p l o y e d -  - 

c. 31 
Ememaker Other (please specify) 

If employed, p lease  ?ive occupation: -- 
Level of education completed: 0-1 yrs. mi~.-  1-2 y r s  Oniv. - 

3-4 yrs.  Univ. - Bachelor Degree - Other (specify) 

Current degree of r e l i g ious  a c t i v i t y .  

None a t  a l l  - 
On some or a l l  r e l i g ious  occasions only, i.e., Christmas. Easter,  Ramadan- 

Somewhat l e s s  than regular  attendance- Regular attendance - 
Regular attendance p lus  mnrmittees, meetings, etc.- 



In questions 1 - 20, please circle the number in the c o l m  whose heading best reflects your 
opinion. (There are no right or wrong answers to these questions). 

Por questions 1-4, in the 
next fifty years, how very un- very 
likely do you think it is that: unlikely unlikely decided likely likely 

(1) a nuclear blast will 1 2 3 4 5 - 
occur somewhere on earth c. 36 
killing a gryt number of 
people (thousands or millions)? 

(2) a nuclear war will 1 2 3 4 5 
occur between two or more 
nations? 

(3) the United States will 1 2 3 4 5 
be involved in a nuclear war 
with Russia? 

(4) terrorists will plant 1 2 3 4 5 
a nuclear device in a 
populated area for purposes of 
extortion or political belief? 

(5) Bar likely do you think 1 2 3 4 5 
it is that you, personally, will 
die from a nuclear blast or 
its fallout? 

(6) Bow likely is it that 
Vancouver could survive a 
major nuclear war? 

(7) Bow likely is it that 
YOU could survive a major 
nuclear war? 

(81 ?he United States could 
engage in a nuclear war with 
Russia and limit it to whatever 
size it chose. 

(9) If arm control effor5s 
involving the Soviet Union 
and the United States had been 
more successful at earlier 
times, the security of both 
nations would now be greater. 

strongly strongly 
agree agree undecided Oisagree disagree 



s t rongly  s t rongly  
agree agree undecided disagree disagree  

(10) There a re  causes worth I 2 3 4 5 - 
f ight ing a nuclear war for.  c. 45 

(11) Nuclear war can be 1 2 3 4 5 - 
prevented. 

(12) You, yoursel f ,  could 1 2 3 4 5 - 
do m e t h i n g  t h a t  might a i d  
i n  the  prevention of nuclear war. 

(13) I f  necessary, you k u l d  I 2 3 4 5 - 
be wi l l ing to jo in  the  armed 
forces  and help Eight a nuclear 
w a s  to defend your b e l i e f s  o r  
those of your country. 

(14) The average c i t i z e n  can 1 2 3 4 5 - 
have an influence over govern- 
ment decisions about nuclear issues. 

For questions 15 19, i nd ica t e  t he  extent  to which your engagement i n  the following a c t i v i t i e s  
would be e f f ec t ive  i n  preventing nuclear war. 

not a t  ve:y 
a l l  l i t t l e  sane a l o t  

(15) Thinking about ac t ions  t h a t  
might be taken t o  prevent nuclear war? 

(16) Speaking t o  a f r i end  o r  family 
member about xour concerns about 
nuclear war? 

(17) Writkng or speaking t o  a 
po l i t i c i an  or government o f f i c i a l  
aSout your concerns about nuclear war? 

(18) Part ic ipat ing i n  publ ic  
demonstrations or peace marches 
against nuclear war? 

(19) Attending meetings of a peace 
or disarmament group? 



Por questions 20-24, indicate the extent to which your engagement in the following activities 
wuld be effective in dealing with the possibility of nuclear war. 

not at very 
all little sane a l o t  

(20) Making plans for self or 1 2 3 4 
family protection in the event of 
nuclear war? 

(21) Making plans for leaving 1 2 3 4 
Vancouver in the event of nuclear 
war? B 

(22) Stockpiling food or medicines 1 2 3 4 
for use after a nuclear war? 

(23) Reading materials or books 1 2 3 4 
on how to survive a nuclear war? 

(24) Attending meetings advocating 1 2 3 4 
survivalist activities? 

once or almost 
not a few twice every 
at all times per week day 

(25) In the last month how often 1 2 3 4 .  
have thoughts about the threat 
of nuclear war given you feelings 
of fear or anxiety? 

not at very 
all little some a lot 

(26) To what extent has 1 2 3 4 
thinking about threat of nuclear 
war affected your plans for the 
future. 



To what extent have you done any of the following: 

not at very 
all little a lot 

4 

4 

(27) Thought about actions that might 
be taken to prevent nuclear war? 

(28) Spoken to a friend or family 
member about your concerns about 
nuclear war? 

(29) Written or spok& to a 
politician or government official 
about your concerns about nuclear war? 

(30) Participated in public 
demonstrations or peace marches 
against nuclear war? 

(31) Attended meetings of a peace or 
disarmament group? 

(32) Made plans for self or family 
Protection in the event of nuclear 
war? 

(33) Made plans for leaving Vancouver 
in the event of war? 

(34) Stockpiled food or medicines 
for use after a nuclear war? 

(3.5) Xead materials or books on how - 
to survive a nuclear war? 

(36) Attended meetings advocating 
survivalist activities7 

TO what extent is it the responsibility of the following grou?s or pe-le to act to prevent 
nuclear war? 

very high high moderate low very little 
responsi- responsi- responsi- responsi- responsi- 
bility bility bility bility bility 

(37) Citizens (like yourself) 1 2 3 4 5 - 
(38) Elected representatives 1 2 3 4 5 - 
(39) The Prime Minister 1 2 3 4 5 - 
(40) Canadian military leaders 1 2 3 4 5 - 

c. 75 



Tn quest ions  41 - 49, please  c i r c l e  t he  answer you bel ieve t o  be correct .  I f  you have no ide., 
which answer is cocrect , .p lease  make a guess. It doesn't matter i f  you don't  know same o r  any 
of the  answers. We a r e  simply in t e re s t ed  i n  finding ou t  how much information people have aboll;. 
these issues. 

(41) The biggest modern nuclear 
bombs (appro%. 25 megatons) a r e  
how much more powerful than the  
one tha t  destroyed th(city of 
Hiroshima? 

(42) Kow ffiany nuclear warheads 
ar* stockpiled uor;dwide 

(43) Do peaceful nuclear power 
p l an t s  use technology and 
n c t e r i a l  fro% which nuclear 
weapons can be made? 

(441 low n s h  of the  world's 
s tockpi le  of nuclear weapons 
Co the United S ta t e s  and the 
Soviet Union own between them? 

(45) m r C i n g  t o  former 
President Carter,  what 
percentage of the United S ta t e s '  
l a c l ea r  forces  would it take t o  
e f f ec t ive ly  destroy most of 
Russia's major c i t i e s ?  
11979 f lgures i  

(46) would bomb s h e l t e r s  o f f e r  
s ign i f i can t  protect ion i n  
a p~qu lahea  area targeted by 
a nucleaf bomb? 

(47) Tuo l a rge  (20 megaton) 258 
nuclear bombs detonated over 
San Francisco w u l d  i m e d i a t e l y  
k i l l  what percentage of the  
c i t y ' s  population? 

(48) Sow many hosp i t a l  1,000 
be t s  a r e  there i n  Canada and 
i n  t he  ilnited S t a t e s  capable 
Of providing the  burn ca re  
required by the  surviving vic t ims 
of a nuclear b l a s t ?  

(49) Bow many Federally 0 
funded Canadian agencies a r e  
devoted to increasing our 
understanding of arms control  and 
"Faarmknmt? 

TRRNR YOU FOR YOUR HELP 



RQTTLR I-E SCALE 

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY -- 
- A  

Name: L a s t :  F i r s t :  C - 1 - 4  

Date: Age : Sex: .M/F 

Th i s  is a ques r ionna i r e  t o  f ind  o u t  t h e  way i n  which c e r t a i n  
impor t an t  e v e n t s  i n  ou r  s o c i e t y  a f f e c t  d i f f e r e n t  people .  Each i t e m  
c o n s i s t s  of  a p a i r  of  a l t e r n a t i v e s  l e t t e r e d  5 o r  b. P l e a s e  s e l e c t  t h e  
one s t a t emen t  of  each p a i r  (and only  one) which you most s t r o n g l y  
b e l i e v e  t o  be  t h e  case  a s  f a r  a s  you ' r e  concerned. Be s u r e  t o  s e l e c t  
t h e  one you a c t u a l l y  b e l i e v e  t o  be more t r u e  r a t h e r  than  t h e  one you 
t h i n k h o u  should  choose o r  t he  one you would l i k e  t o  b e  t r u e .  T h i s  i s  
a measure of  pe r sona l  b e l i e f :  obviously  t h e r e  a r e  no r i g h t  o r  wrong 
answers. 

P l e a s e  answer t h e s e  i t e n s  c a r e f u l l y  bu t  do n o t  spend too much 
t ime on any one item. Be s u r e  to  f i n d  an answer f o r  cho ice .  
Black-in t h e  space  provided bes ide  5 o r  b -- t h e  one you choose a s  t h e  
s t a t emen t  more t r u e .  

I n  some i n s t a n c e s  you may discover  t h a t  you b e l i e v e  both  
s t a t emen t s  o r  n e i t h e r  one. I n  such cases ,  be  s u r e  t o  s e l e c t  t h e  one 
ycru more s t r o n g l y  b e l i e v e  t o  be the  c a s e  a s  f a r  a s  you ' r e  concerned. 
Also t r y  t o  respond t o  each i t e n  independent ly  when making your cho ice ;  
do n o t  be  in f luenced  by our previous chc ices .  

1. ( ) a .  Chi ldren g e t  i n t o  t roub le  because t h e i r  p a r e n t s  pun i sh  
them too much. 
( ) b. The t r o u b l e  wi th  most c h i l d r e n  nowadays is t h a t  t h e i r  
p a r e n t s  a r e  too easy  wi th  them. 

" 2. ( ) a .  Many of  t h e  unhappy th ings  i n  peop le ' s  l i v e s  a r e  p a r t l y  
due t o  bad luck .  
( ) b. People ' s  misfor tunes  r e s u l t  from t h e  mis t akes  they make. 

3. ( ) a .  One o f  t h e  major reasons why we have wars is because 
people  don ' t  t ake  enough i n t e r e s t  i n  p o l i t i c s .  
( ) b. There w i l l  always be  wars,  no m a t t e r  how ha rd  peop le  try - 
t o  p reven t  them. 

4. ( ) a. I n  t h e  long run people g e t  t h e  r e s p e c t  t hey  dese rve  i n  
t h i s  world. - 
( ) b. Unfor tunate ly ,  an  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  worth o f t e n  passes  
unrecognized no m a t t e r  how hard he  tries. 

5. ( ) a. The i d e a  t h a t  teachers  a r e  u n f a i r  t o  s t u d e n t s  is nonsense.  
( ) b. Most s t u d e n t s  don ' t  r e a l i z e  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e i r  - 
grades  a r e  in f luenced  by a c c i d e n t a l  happenings.  

6.  ( ) a. Without t h e  r i g h t  breaks one cannot  b e  a n  e f f e c t i v e  l e a d e r .  
( ) b. Capable people  who f a i l  t o  become l e a d e r s  have n o t  t a k e n  - 
advantage o f  t h e i r  oppor tun i t i e s .  

7. ( ) a .  No ma t t e r  how hard you t r y  some people  j u s t  don ' t  l i k e  you. 
( ) b. People  who c a n ' t  g e t  o t h e r s  t o  l i k e  them don ' t  unde r s t and  - 
how t o  g e t  a long  w i t 5  a the r s .  14 



8. ( ) a .  Heredi ty  p l ays  t h e  fi-ajor r o l e  i n  de te rmin ing  o n e ' s  
p e r s o n a l i t y .  - 
( ) b .  I t  is one ' s  expe r i enc r s  i n  l i f e  which determine what 1: 

t h e y ' r e  l i k e .  

9. ( ) a .  I have o f t e n  found t h a t  what is  go ing  t o  happen w i l l  - 
happen. 
( ) b.  T rus t ing  t o  f a t e  has  never  turned o u t  a s  w e l l  f o r  me a s  
making a  d e c i s i o n  t o  t ake  a d e f i n i t e  cour se  o f  a c t i o n .  

10.  ( ) a .  I n  the  case  of t h e  wel l  prepared s t u d e n t  t h e r e  is  r a r e l y  - 
i f  e v e r  such a  t h i n g  a s  an  u n f a i r  t e s t .  

) b.  Hkny t i n e s  exam ques t ions  tend t o  be s o  u n r e l a t e d  t o  c o u r s e  dark t h a t  s tudy ing  i s  r e a l l y  u s e l e s s .  

11. ( ) a .  Beconing a  success  is a  ma t t e r  o f  ha rd  work, l u c k  has  
l i t t l e  o r  nothing to  do wi th  i t .  - 
( ) b. Ge t t ing  a  good job depends mainly on be ing  i n  t h e  r i g h t  
p l a c e  a t  the  r i g h t  :ime. 

1 2 .  ( ) a .  The average c i t i z e n  can have an  i n f l u e n c e  i n  government 
d e c i s i o n s .  - 
( ) b.  This world is run by t h e  few peop le  i n  power, and t h e r e  is 
n o t  much the  l i t t l e  guy can do about  i t .  

13.  ( ) a .  when I nake p lans ,  I am almost c e r t a i n  t h a t  I can make 
them work. - 
( ) b. It is  n o t  always wise t o  p l an  too  f a r  ahead because  m a ~ y  2: 
things turn our  t o  be a ma t t e r  of good o r  bad fortune anyhow, 

14.  ( ) a .  There a r e  c e r t a i n  ?eople  who a r e  j u s t  no good. 
( ) b. There is some good i n  everybody. 

15 .  ( ) a .  I n  my case  g e t t i n g  what I want h a s  l i t t l e  o r  n o t h i n g  t o  
do wi th  luck.  - 
( ) b. Many t imes  we might j u s t  a s  w e l l  d e c i d e  what t o  do by 
f l i p p i n g  a  coin .  

16. ( ) a .  Who g e t s  t o  be the  boss o f t e n  depends on who was lucky 
enough t o  be  i n  the  r i g h t  p l a c e  f i r s t .  - 
( ) b: Ge t t ing  people t o  do t h e  r i g h t  t h i n g  depends upon a b i l i t y ,  
luck has  l i t t l e  o r  nothing t o  do wi th  i t .  

17.  ( ) a .  As f a r  a s  world a f f a i r s  a r e  concerned, most o f  u s  a r e  t h e  - 
v i c t i m s  o f  f o r c e s  we can n e i t h e r  unders tand,  n o r  c o n t r o l .  
( ) b. By t ak ing  an a c t i v e  p a r t  i n  p o l i t i c a l  and s o c i a l  a f f a i r s  
t h e  people  can c o n t r o l  world even t s .  

18. ( ) a .  I4ost people don ' t  r e a l i z e  the  e x t e n t  to  which t h e i r  l i v e s  
a r e  c o n t r o l l e d  by a c c i d c n t a l  happenings.  - 
( ) b. There r e a l l y  is no such t h i n g  as "luck." 

19. ( ) a .  One should always be w i l l i n g  t o  admit  mis t akes .  
( ) b. It is u s u a l l y  b e s t  t o  cover  up o n e ' s  mis t akes .  



20. ( ) a .  It i s  hard  t o  know whether o r  n o t  a  person r e a l l y  l i k e s  
you. - 
( ) b. How many f r i e n d s  you have depends upon how n i c e  a person 27 
you a r e .  

21. ( ) a .  I n  t h e  long run t h e  bad th ings  t h a t  happen t o  us  a r e  
balanced by the  good ones.  - 
( ) b. Most misfor tunes  a r e  t h e  r e s u l t  of l a c k  of  a b i l i t y ,  
ignorance,  l a z i n e s s ,  o r  a l l  t h r e e .  

22. ( ) a .  With enough e f f o r t  we can  wipe o u t  p o l i t i c a l  co r rup t ion .  
( ) b. It is d i f f i c u l t  f o r  people  t o  have much c o n t r o l  ove r  t h e  - 

A h i n g s  p o l i t i c i a n s  do i n  o f f i c e .  

23. ( ) a. Sometimes I c a n ' t  understand how t e a c h e r s  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  
grades  they  give .  - 
( ) b. There i s  a  d i r e c t  connection between how ha rd  I s t u d y  and 30 
t h e  grades  I g e t .  

24. ( ) a .  A good l eade r  expects  people t o  dec ide  f o r  themselves 
what they should do. 
( ) b. A good l e a d e r  makes it c l e a r  t o  everybody what t h e i r  
j o b s  a r e .  

25. ( ) a .  Many times I f e e l  t h a t  I have l i t t l e  i n f l u e n c e  ove r  t h e  - 
t h i n g s  t h a t  happen t o  me. 
( ) b. It is impossible  f o r  me to b e l i e v e  t h a t  chance o r  l u c k  
p l a y s  an  important r o l e  i n  my l i f e .  

26. ( ) a .  People  a r e  lonely  because they d o n ' t  t r y  t o  be f r i e n d l y .  - 
( ) b. The re ' s  not  much use i n  t r y i n g  :no ha rd  t o  p l e a s e  people .  
i f  they l i k e  you, they l i k e  you. 

33 

27. ( ) a .  There is  too much emphasis on a t h l e t i c s  i n  h igh schoo l .  
( ) b. Team s p o r t s  a r e  an  e x c e l l e n t  way t o  b u i l d  c h a r a c t e r .  - 

28. ( ) a. What happens t o  ne is my own doing. 
( ) b. Sometimes I f e e l  t h a t  I don ' t  have enough c o n t r o l  o v e r  
t h e  d i r e c t i o n  my l i f e  is taking.  - 

29. ( ) a .  Most of the  time I c a n ' t  unders tand why p o l i t i c i a n s  
behave t h e  way they do. -- 
( ) b. I n  t h e  long rut? t h e  people a r e  r e s r o n s i b l e  f o r  bad 36 
government on a  n a t i o n a l  a s  w e l l  a s  on a  l o c a l  l e v e l .  



Appendix C 

. Elementary Questionnaires (Blanks) 

B 

11. And what three things do you w ~ - q . a b o u t  :he most? 



111. Bere a r e  some things others list as  e s .  Ci rc le  the  nunber t h a t  best 
describes how important each one is t o  you. 

No t Somewhat Important Very 
lmwrtant important Important 
a t  a l l  

Good grades 

A good marriage 

Good friends 

p o d  health 

A good job 

An un_wllute8 
environment 

Worlc! peace 

Children 

Happiness 

I V .  Here a re  some things others list asworries .  Ci rc le  the number t h a t  
bes t  describes how im-wrtant each one is t o  you. 

Violent crime 

My own death 

Bad grades 

Lack of jobs 

My parents' death 

Nuclear war 

Parents' divorce 

Poverty 

Nuclear power 
plant leaks 



in t!!e next secrion we ask what you are doinq about some worries. There are 
no right or wronn answers. Wc are interested i n s  experiences and thoughts 

V. Concerns about hiah unemployment rates 
Circle L!e number that best descrzbes your experience 

Not at 
all 

A few 
times - 

2 

Once or 
twice/week 

Almost 
every dav 

1. In the past month how 1 
often have you thought 
about high unemployment? 

2. In the last month how 
often have vou talked 

fabout hiqh unemployment 

a. at home 1 

b. at school 1 

c. with your 1 
friends 

3. In the last m n t h  how 
often have thoughts 1 

about high unenployment 
given you feelznqs of 
fear and worry? 

4. In the last month have 1 
had any bad dreams about 
high unemployment? 

5. How much have you learned 
about unemployment conditions 
from the following: 

Nothing A bit - 
2 

2 

A fair amount A lot - 
4 

4 

4 

4 

a. Teachers or school 1 

b. Newspapers and 1 
magazines 

c. Books 1 2 

2 

2 

2 

A little 

d. Television 1 

a. Family 1 

A lot Tutal control - I None - 
6. How much influence 

do you feel that you 1 
personally can have ,in 
changing enployment 
conditions 



Total  con t ro l  

7. How much inf luence do 
you th ink your p r e n t s  

2 3 

can Save i n  changing 
employment condi t ions?  

8. How much inf luence do 
you f e e l  t he  Canadian 
g o v a n r e n t  can have i n  1 

changing employment 
condi t ions?  

ConqErns about job and ca ree r  plans 
C ~ r c i e  the  number t h a t  b e s t  d e s c r ~ b e s  yourexpe r i ence  

NOC a t  
a l l  

Once o r  
twice/week 

A few 
times - 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Almost 
every dax 

I3 t he  l a s t  month, how 
o f t e n  have you thought 1 

about job and ca ree r  
p lans?  

In  the  l a s t  month, how 
o f t e n  have you t a lked  
about job and ca ree r  
p ians?  

a .  a t  home 1 

b. at schooi i 

c. with f r i ends  1 

I n  the  l a s t  month how 
o f t e n  have job and ca ree r  
p l ans  given you f ee l ings  
of fear. o r  worry? 1 

I n  t h e  l a s t  month have 
you had any dreams 1 
r e l a t e d  t o  job and 
c a r e e r  p lans?  

Bow nuch have you learned 
about job and c a r e e r  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  from each 
o f  t h e  fo l lowii~g? Nothinq 

a. teachers  o r  school 1 

A f a i r  amount 

3 4 

A b i t  - 
2 

2 b. Newspapers and 1 
magazines 

c.  Books 1 

d. Televis ion 1 

8 .  Family 1 

f. Fr iends  1 



None - A l i t t l e  
6. Yow much inf luence do you 

f e e l  youee r sona l lv  have i n  
making your job o r  career  1 2 

plans  wurk out?  

7.  How much inf luence do you 
th ink  your pa ren t s  can have 
i n  making your job and 1 2 
ca ree r  plans work out? 

8. How m c h  inf luence do teachers  
and schools have i n  makmg 
your career  p lans  'work out?  1 2 

VII. concernsfabout t h e  t h r s a t  of  nuclear war 
C i rc l e  the number t h a t  bes t  d e s c r ~ b e s  your experience 

Not a t  
a l l  

1. I n  t . e  l a s t  month how o f t en  
have you thought about t h e  
t h r e a t  of nuclear war? 

2. I n  the  Last month how ofter. 
have you ta lked about the  
t h r e a t  of nuclear war 

a. a t  home 1 

b. a t  school 1 

c. with f r i ends  1 

3. I n  the  l a s t  month how o f t en  
have thoughts about the  t h r e a t  

. * of  nuclear war given you 1 
.. f ee l ings  of  f e a r  o r  worry? 

4. In  the  l a s t  month have you had 
any had dreams about nuclear 1 
war? 

Not a t  
a l l  

5. Thinking about the t h r e a t  o f  
nuclear war has a f f ec t ed  my 
p lans  f o r  t he  fu tu re  - 

6. Thinking about t h e  t h r e a t  of  
nuclear  war makes me wonder 
i f  I r e a l l y  want t o  g e t  
married and have chi ldren 
some day 

7. Thinking about t h e  t h r e a t  of  
nuclear  war makes me want t o  
l i v e  only f o r  today and 
fo rge t  about t h e  fu tu re  - 

A'few 
times - 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

ve ry  
L i t t l e  - 

2 

2 

2 

A l o t  lbtal control !  - 
i 

Once o r  Almost 
twice/week every 3ay 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Some - 
3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

A l o t  

- 
4 

4 

4 



Nothing A S i t  A f a i r  A l o t  

- amount - 
8. How much have you learned about 1 SZO " 

the threac of nudear  war from 
each of the following: 

a. teachers 1 2 3 4 
7 

b. newspapers and magazines 1 2 3 4 I &6: 

c. books 1 2 3 4 I ~ J P C  
1 8  

d. te levis ion 1 2 3 4 I O 
! 1 \ 6 7  

e. family 1 2 3 4 i l o  

9. HOW !IIUC~ influence do you f e e l  None A :it::e A Tozal control 
t h a t  you ~ers=na?lx can have ! p 7C 
an preventz3g nuclear war? 1 2 3 4 I 1; 

10. How much influence do you f e e l  
m r  parents can have i n  1 
preventing nuclear war? 

11. !?ow much influence do you f e e l  
Canada a s  a nation can have i n  
preventxi9 nuclear war? 1 

12. Have you taken any actions to Yes - NO - 
prevent nuclear war? 1 2 

13. Have your parents taken any 
actions t o  prevent nuclear war? 1 2 

I 
14, Below a r e  some of the suggestions t h a t  have been made &out what Canacla can i 

~, 
do t o  prevent nuclear war. Do you think the following w i l l  help prevent 

" nuclear war? 
Yes - NO - Undecided 

I 
i 

supporting a nuclear freeze 1 2 9 I 
t h e  West having more nuclear 
weapons than the Soviets 1 2 

t e s t i n g  the cruise missi le  1 2 .  

refusing t o  t e s t  the c ru i se  missile 1 2 9 1 
refusing t o  manufacture nuclear 
wea-mns 1 2 9 

do our share of manufa'cturing 
nuclear weapons 1 2 9 

make Canada a nuclear weapon 1 2 9 
f ree  zone 

withdraw from NATO 1 2 9 

support NAlU 1 2 9 I 
o ther  suggestions you have I 



VIII. General  

1. Are you aware o f  what t h e  Government is d o i n g  t o  prevent  war 
o f  dny kind? 

Yes - 
1 

Undecided 

3 

I n  your v iev ,  what e l s e  should t h e  Government be do ing  ffi 
c h i s  regard?  

2. Are you aware t h a t  Canada is a t  t h e  disarmament n e g o t i a t i n g  
t a b l e  i n  Stockholm, Vienna. Geneva and New York? 

Yes - No 

1 2 

3 .  I n  your view, what Ls t h e  most impor tan t  reason  why Canada 
h a s  been a t  peace f o r  Eorty y e a r s ?  ( c i r c l e  one) 

(d) Geography 

(b)  Membership i n  NATO 

(c )  P e a c e f u l  Nature of  Canadians 

(d)  No S x t e r n a l  Threa t  

(el Other  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  

4. What do you t h i n k  is  t h e  most important way we can reduce t h e  
t h r e a t  o f  n u c l e a r  war? ( c i r c l e  one) 

( a )  Arms C o n t r o l  Negot ia t ions  

( b )  U n i l a t e r a l  Disarmament 

(c) People-to-People Exchanges 

(d)  B i l a t e r a l  Disarmament 

( e )  Other  



5 .  Are you concerned about  o t h e r  f o r m  o f  w a r f a r e ?  

Yes - 
1 

I f  s o ,  which? ( c i r c l e  one on iy)  

( a )  Conventional  Warfare 

p (c) Other  (p lease .  s p e c i f y )  

6 .  What do you f e e l  is t h e  i i k e i i h o o d  of n u c l e a r  war o c c u r r i n g  
i n  your l i f e t i m e ?  

VeryLow - Low Moderate High Very Xigh 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Who do you t h i n k  is r e s p o n s i b i e  f o r  whacever r i s k  o f  n u c l e a r  
war e x i s t s  today? 

Both USA Other  
USA - USSR - d USSR Canada ( s o e c i f v )  

* .  8. Would you expec t  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  h o l d  t h e  same 
views o f  t h e s e  i s s u e s  a s  you do? 

Yes - No - 

9. Would you expec t  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  Soviec Union t o  ho ld  t h e  s a n e  
d e w s  on t h e s e  i s s u e s  a s  you do? 

10. Do you t h i n k  you would s u r v i v e  a n u c l e a r  v a t ?  

Yes - No - 
1 2 

11. Would you want t o  s u r v i v e  a n u c l e a r  war? 

Yes - 
1 



12. In your view, is there a greater  r i sk  of you being affected 
by a nuclear war o r  a non-nuclear war? 

Nuclear Non-Nuclear 

1 

Et. General 

1. In the l a s t  year have you seen anyone a t  school f o r  advice rr cowsel l in$ 
about any of the following: 

choosing courses . 

problems with a c lass  

problems with a teacher 

problems a t  home 

personal problems 

job o r  career plans 

worries about unemployment 

worries about nuclear war 

2. In the past year have you seen a counsellor o r  
school about any of the following: 

a. choosing courses 1 

b. problems with a c lass  1 

c. problems with a teacher 1 

d. problems a t  home 1 

e. personal problems 1 

f .  job or  career plans 1 

g. worries about unemployment 1 

h. worries about nuclear war 1 

therap is t  outside of 

3. Is there anything you'd l i k e  t o  add? Please use the space below t o  t e l l  
us about your thoughts and feelings. 



PLEASE READ EACH QUESTION AND CIRCLE ONE ANSWER. 

Y. How much d i f f e r ence  would your involvement i n  t h e  followina a c t i v i t i e s  
make i n  prevent ina  nuclear war? 

n o t  a t  very 
a l l  l i t c l e  some a l o t  

a )  Thinking about ac t ions  t h a t  might be 
taker. t o  ?revent nuclear war? 1 2 3 4 

5 )  Speaking t o  a f r i end  o r  family me73er 
f about your concerns about nuclear war? 1 2 3 4 

c )  wr i t i nq  o r  s-waking t o  a po l i t i c i a r .  
o r  government o f f i c i a l  about your 1 2 3 4 
concerria abont nuclear  war? 

8) AtZending meetings of a peace g r o ~ ? ?  1 2 3 4 

5. HOW much d i f f e r ence  would your involvenent i n  t h e  followinq a c t i v i t i e s  
make i n  d e a l x u  wrth the  p o s s i b ~ l i t y  of  nuclear  war? 

no t  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

e )  Making plans  f o r  s e l f  o r  family 
p ro t ec t ion  i n  t he  event of 1 2 3 4 
nuclear  war? 

f )  Making ? l a m  f o r  leaving 
Vancouver i n  t h e  even t  o f  

* nuclear war? 

g) S to r ing  food o r  meclicines f o r  
use a f t e r  a nuclear  war? 

h) Reading ma te r i a l s  o r  books 
on how t o  survive  a nuclear war? 1 2 3 4 

i) Attending meet ings /ac t iv i t ies  
about su rv iva l ?  



I 
- ,  

~ i l ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ j  
X. BACKGROUND INFORMATION I 

These questions are asked so tha t  we describe' the group o f  students who 
answered the questionnaire. 

A. Your age: - years 

0. Grade - 
that apply: 
C i rc le  the number tha t  best describes you and f i l l  i n  the blanks 

C. Sex: 1 male 2 female 'J 
Ci rc le  the best answer. choose one. 

1. When two chi ldren are f ight ing over the same toy i t  i s  a f i g h t  
over 

(a) needs 17 
(b) resources 15 

(c)  values 
(d) other 
(e) don't  know 

2. I n  a f i g h t  between two people there can be 

(a) a winner and a loser 

I b) two winners 
c) a l l  o f  thes.e 

(d) donet  know 

3. Things we do when we're mad 

(a) are always h u r t f u l  
(b) always make other people mad 
(c )  are sometimes helpfu l  ' 
(d) don't know 

4. The d i f ference between two countries f i gh t ing  wi th  each other 
and two people f i g h t i n g  wi th  each other i s  

(a) the k ind o f  things they f i g h t  about 
(b) the number o f  people 
(c )  there i s  no dif ference 
(d) don't know 

5. If a nuclear war were t o  s tar t ,  how l i k e l y  i s  it that  i t  would 
stay small and not a f fect  the whole world? 

(a) impossible 
very un l i ke ly  [CbI possible 

(d) very l i k e l y  
(e) absolutely cer ta in  



6. I f  a country believes that  i t  i s  possible t o  f i g h t  and win a 
L imi ted Nuclear war it would 

(a) be less wi 1 l i n g  t o  s t a r t  a nuclear attack 
(b) be more w i l l i n g  t o  s t a r t  a nuclear attack 

I c)  be less concerned about i t s  people 
d) make no difference 

(e) don't  know 

7. A country tha t  believes it could f i g h t  and win a nuclear war 
woup probably 

(a) develop weapons o f  attack instead o f  defence 
(b) make a strong army o f  soldiers 
c )  develop weapons o f  defence instead o f  attack 1 d) none o f  these 

(e) don't  know 

8. Cars run on gas. Capitalism runs on 

(a)  shared ownership 

13 ::% 
(d) Marxism 
(e) revo lu t ion  

9. Comnunism runs on 

(a) supply and demand 
(b) f r e e  t rade 
(c )  competitior! 
(d) p r i va te  ownership 
(e) workers 

, . - 10. Soviet youth my age 

(a) want peace as much as we do 
(b) never t a l k  or  think about nuclear war 
( c )  want Russia t o  destroy the rest  o f  the world 
d) don ' t  care about nuclear war 
e) be l ieve they could win a nuclear war 

11. Two countr ies i n  c o n f l i c t  are 

(a) Canada and Holland 

I b) Germany and England 
C) U.S. and U.S.S.R. 

I d)  New Zealand and Austra l ia  
e) Rumania and Yugoslavia 



12. MartIn Luther King Jr. was famous f o r  
n 

(a) creat ing a nuclear bomb 
(b) ending the Second World War 

the bus boycott 13 h i s  jazz music 

Read each question. If you believe tha t  the statement I s  true, c i r c l e  T; if 
you bel ieve tha t  the statement i s  false, c i r c l e  F. 

I usual ly  get blamed for things'even when i t ' s  not my fau l t .  

P 
When people are good t o  me, i t  i s  usually because o f  
something I did. 

Even when I work hard f o r  something. I usually don't get it. 
T F L '  
T F O  

29 
To matter how hard I try,  no one seems t o  notice the good 
th ings I do. 

T F D  
30 

When I get a good mark. I t ' s  because I worked hard. 

People have no contro l  over what happens t o  them. 
T F 5 f  
T F O  

32 
When someone i s  n ice t o  me, i t ' s  because I did the r i g h t  
thing. 

I belteve I can be whatever I want t o  be when I grow up. 

T F C l  
34 

No matter how hard I try, some people jus t  don't l i k e  me. 

When I make plans. I can count on them working out. 



When something bad i s  about t o  .happen, there's usual ly no 
way t o  stop it. 

Many o f  the unhappy things i n  my l i f e  are j u s t  due t o  bad 
luck. 

What Yppens t o  me i s  my own doing. 

When I work hard f o r  something, I usually get it. 

I can usual ly  f i n d  a way t o  make someone a f r iend.  

When I f a i l  a test,  i t ' s  because the teacher asks the wrong 
questions. 



Background Information 83 

These questions are asked so that we can describe the group of students who 
answered the questionnaires. 

A. Was your child born in Canada? - yes n o ,  what country? 

B. Before your child started school what language was spoken at home? (Circle more 
than one if necessary.) 
1. English 
2. French 
3. Another language 

Please tell which language 

C. People sometimes identify themselves by race and colour. Which category below 
do you use to describe your immediate family? 
1. Black 
2. White 
3. Native Canadian Indipn, Inuit or Metis 
4. Asian descent 

Specify, e.g. Chinese, Japanese, etc. 

5. South Asian descent 
Specify, e.g. East Indian, Pakistan 

6. Other 
Specify, if not included above 

D. Does your child live with (choose one): 

1. Both parents 4. guardian 
2. mother 5. group home 
3. father . 

, * 

6. &one 

E. What is the child's father's job? 

Description of work: 
Is he working now? 1 yes - 2 no - 

F. What is the child's mother's job? 

Description of work: 
Is she working now? 1 yes - 2 no 

G. If the child lives with a guardian, what is the guardian's job? 

Description of work: 
Is he or she working now? 1 yes 2 no 

H. Are you and your child are affiliated with a particular religious group? 
2 no 

1Yes - name of group 

Feel free to make any comments about your reactions to our study or your child's 
participation in our study. Please use reverse side. 



Appendix D 

Letters t o  Parents 

SIMON FRASER U-SITY 

FANUY OF EDUCATION BURNABY. BR1TlSH COLUMBIA V5A 1% 
Telephone: (600 291-395 

I h e ~ ~ 1 ~ a d S i m P l F a s e r Z M - i t y a r e w l l a t a r a t i n g  
in a c u r r i a l a  project on "Conflict and Qlange" fcrc grade 6 and 7 studerrtf. Your 
& i U ' s  class has kern selected to participate bt thfs pilot project. 

Tn a se~iss of 10 lesurms studeats will explore causes and results of 
w n f l i c t a t ~ a n d n a t i o n a l l e v e l s .  Ateachaftheselevelsshldentswlll- 
be asked to suggest ways in w b c h  am€Lia  can bz re%alved w i t b u t  violence or 
hrt ing others, and in so doing, to change the widely beld mtinn often reinfarced 
by T.V. and other mdia, that d l i c t  usually results in violerrce. Students w i l l  
draw parallels ketwen - conflkt between Uvidua ls  and d L i a  between M& - 
ad learn tbat differences need not necessarily r d t  in hawd or wr. 



P a r t  of the project w i l l  involve the use of video tape. Scm les- 
vlll be taped in order to &ammt the project for others wi-a might want to adopt 
the curriculm. We need your ccllsent for your chald to be vldeo-ta@ f a r  
this purpose. PKticipation in project is entlrely voluntary and may b 
witMrawn a t  any ture. 

Participation in the project w i l l  have M bearing on your child's 
regular class- work or grades. The prdject has keen given unconditional 
appmval by the re-& m ~ ~ l t t e e  of the Burrraby sdr>31 Boatd and has keen examined 
by the Sinm EY'hr W w s i t y  CamLittee on EUrics in Research. 

If  you do not wish yau r  child t o  participate in the project or  tbe 
videc-taping f i l l  in the form below and return it to the school by tram-. If  

do not receive this form, we w i l l  as- that  your child has your pnnissia 
to participate. 

I I q e  that you will agree to  your child takiny part in this project. 
Your child's participation rnay have impact on future s t d i e s  of children in B.C. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Hargraves, 
a &search Associate, 

Faculty of Fducation, 
Sinnn Fraser University. 

Iim: Signature : 

MY child may participate in the 
project, but not in the video-taping. 

Nan=: Signature : 



SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY OF EDUCATION BURNABY, BRITISH COLUMBIA V5A 1s6 
Telephone: (604) 291-3395 

Cctober 1985. 

D e a r  Parent: 

We w i l l  be asking your son or  daughter to be a part of a study 
a b u t  student worries and hopes for the future. Each student in the study 
wil l  spnd h u t  one hour f i l l ing  in a questionnaire s awt i r e  in Cctober 
and again in &ember. It asks students what they hope for  and worry a b u t  
and what they do a b u t  their hopes and worries. 

Students w i l l  not put their mres on the questionnaires so that 
a l l  informtion w i l l  be private. The results w i l l  be used to describe the 
entire group of students rather than any one person. A report w i l l  be made 
to the Burnaby Schwl Board and you can request a report from them or  from 
us a t  Siwn Fraser University, Faculty of Education. 

We think that stu6ents w i l l  be interested in answering our 
questions. Your son or daughter w i l l  have the choice as  t o  whether or  
pot they would like to participate in the study. Whether or  not a student 

'participates w i l l  not affect grades or standing in school act ivi t ies .  

If you have reservations and are not prepared t o  give hin/her 
permission to participte, please sign the form belcw and return it to the 
school in the next 6ay or tho. 

If  we do not receive this form, e w i l l  ass-, tha t  your child 
has your permission t o  participate. 

Yours sincerely, 

Susan Harqraves, 
Research Associate. 

Child's m: m y  not participate in 
study, Children's Concerns for the Future. 
Narre : Signature : 



December 1985. 

Dear Parent: 

As you know your child has been participating in a research project conducted by the 
Burnaby School District and Simon Fraser University. This research project asked students 
what they hope for and worry about and what they do about their hopes and worries. 
Students completed questionnaires in October and December. 

In order to make comparisons between the students involved in this project and 
students involved in a similar national study we would like to collect some background 
information. The information that you give us will be kept strictly confidential. The results 
will be used to describe t$e entire group of students rather than any one person. 

If you would be willing to assist us in making these kinds of comparisons, please 
return the questionnaire in the envelope provided. Please do this in the next day or two. 

Thank-you for allowing your child to participate in this study and also for your own 
involvement. A report will be made to the Burnaby School Board and you can request a 
report from them or from us at Simon Fraser University, Faculty of Education. 

Yours sincerely, 

s u s z  mrris 
Research Assistant 

D a m  Sche!! 
Research Assistant 



Appendix E 

Multivariate Tests of Significance for Univenity Scales 

Effect F P =  

Group 1.99 .lo5 

Time 

Group x Time 



Appendix F 

Multivariate Tests of Significance for Grade 7's Scales 

Effect F P< 

df=6,13 1 

Group 2.46 .027 

Time 3.84 .001 

Group x Time P 6.56 .001 



Univariate Tests of Significance for Grade 7's Scales 

-- - - -- - 

Effect, Variable MS F P= 

df = 6,131 
Group 

PREVAT 84.84 7.09 .009 
SURVAT 1.10 .04 .839 
KNOW 4.19 1.29 .257 
ROT 14.81 1.44 .232 
STAICl 95.59 1.20 .276 
STAIC2 15.50 .15 .702 

Time 
PREVAT 4.29 .71 .402 
SURVAT 14.64 1.26 .263 
KNOW 29.5 1 19.52 .OOO 
ROT 2.5 1 .9 1 .343 
STAICl 5.90 .31 .580 
STAIC2 1.79 .15 .703 

Group x Time 
PREVAT 84.74 13.94 .OOO 
SURVAT .73 .06 .803 
KNOW 22.37 14.80 .OOO 
ROT .42 .I5 .698 
STAIC 1 92.48 4.83 .030 
STAIC2 45.12 3.69 .057 



Appendix C 

.In questions 1 - 20, 
opinion. (There a r e  

U n i v e r s i t y  C o n t r o l  Group P r e t e s t  Frequencies 

please  c i r c l e  t he  number i n  the  column whose heading b e s t  r e f l e c t s  your 
no r i g h t  or wrong answers to th.:se questions).  

For questions 1-4, i n  t h e  
next f i f t y  years,  how very un- very 
l i k e l y  do you think it is that:  unl ikely  unlikely decjded l i k e l y  l i k e l y  

a nuclear b l a s t  w i l l  3(7.7) 
occur somewhere on ea r th  
k i l l i ng  a grea&number of 
people (thousands o r  mi l l ions)  7 

a nuclear war w i l l  
occur between two o r  moreL(10'5) 
nations? 

the United S t a t e s  w i l l  /,(10.3) 
be involved i n  a nuclear war 
with Russia? 

t e r r o r i s t s  w i l l  p l a n t  
a nuclear device i n  a 1(2'6) 
populated a rea  f o r  purposes of 
extor t ion o r  p o l i t i c a l  be l i e f ?  

Bow l i k e l y  do you think 0 
t h a t  you, personally, w i l l  

d i e  from a nuclehr b l a s t  o r  
its fa l lou t?  

(6)  Bar l i k e l y  is it t h a t  5(38-.5) Vancouver could suzvive a 
major nuclear war? 

( 7 )  Bar l i ke ly  is it t h a t  16(4lS0) 
you coula  survive a major 
nuclear war? 

s t rong ly  s t rongly  
agree  agree undecided disagree disagree  

(8)  The united S t a t e s  could o ~(10.5) j(7.9) 15(39.5) 16(~2.1) 
engage i n  a nuclear war with 
Russia and l i m i t  it t o  whatever 
s i z e  it chose. 

. ( 9 )  If arms control efforts 6(15.L) 17(L3.6) 6(15.L) 7(17.9) 3(7.7) 
involving the Soviet  Union 
and the United S t a t e s  had been 
more successful a t  e a r l i e r  
times, the secu r i ty  of both 
nations would now be greater .  



s t rongly  
agree agree undecided 

(10) There a r e  causes worth 
f igh t ing  a nuclear war for .  

0 l(2.6) -0 

(11) Noclear war can be 13(33.3) 19(48.7) 3(7.7) 
prevented. 

(13) I f  necessary, you would 
. be willing to jo in  the  armed 2(5'1) 1(2.6) 

forces  and help f i g h t  a nuclear 
war t o  defend your b e l i e f s  .or 
those of your country. 

(14) The average c i t i z e n  can 
have an influence over govern- 2(5'1) 1L(35.9) 5(12'8) 
ment decisions about nuclear issues. 

s t rong ly  
disagree  disagree  , 

9(23.1) 29(74.4) - 
L(10.3) 0 

9(23.1) 3(7.7) 

For questions 15-19, i nd ica t e  t he  ex ten t  t o  which your engagement i n  t he  following a c t i v i t i e s  
would be e f f ec t ive  i n  preventing nuclear war. 

not  a t  very 
a l i t t l e  some a l o t  

(161 Speaking to a friend Or ll(28.2) lL(35.9) ll(28.2) 3(7.7) 
memWer about your concerns about 
nuclear war? 

(17) Writing o r  speaking t o  a 
po l i t i c i an  or government o f f i c i a l  

9(23.1) 13(33.3) 17(43.6) 0 

about your concerns about nuclear war? 

(18) Par t ic ipat ing in-publ ic  
demonstrations or peace marches E(20.5) 7(17.9) 22(56.4) Z(5.1) 
agains t  nuclear war? 

(19) meetinga Of a peace 9(23.1) ll(28.2) lE(L6.2) l(2.6) 
or disarmament group? 



For questions 20-24, ind ica te  the  extent  to which your engagement i n  the  following a c t i v i t i e z  
would be e f fec t ive  i n  dealing with the poss ib i l i t y  of nuclear war. 

not a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

(20) Making plans  fo r  s e l f  or  lZ(31.6) 16(~2.1)  8(21.1) Z(5.3) 
family protect ion i n  the  event of 
nuclear war? 

(21) Making p lan7  for  leaving 
Vancouver i n  the event of nuclear 13(34-2) 16 (~2 .1 )  8(21 .I)  l(2.6) 
war7 

(22) Stockpiling food or  medicines 
for  use a f t e r  a nuclear war? 9(23.7) 15(39.5) 13(3L.Z) l(2.6) 

(23) Reading ma te r i a l s  or  books 
on how t o  survive a nuclear war 8(21.1) lL(36.8) lL(36.8) Z(5.3) 

once or  almost 
not a few twice every 
a t  all times per week day 

(251 In the last month how Often 22(57.9) lL(36.8) 2(5.3) 
have thoughts about the  t h r e a t  0 

of nuclear war given you fee l ings  
of fear  or anxiety? 

c=t a t  v+:y 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

(26) .To what extent  has 
thinking about t h r e a t  of nuclear 22(63.2) l l(28.9) 3(7.9) 0 
war 4 ected your plans  fo r  the  ff future. 



Tw what extent  have you done any of t h e  following: 

not a t  
a l l  

(27) Thought about ac t ions  t h a t  might g(23.1) 
be taken to prevent nuclear war? 

(28) Spoken to a f r i end  o r  f m i l y  7(17.9) 
member about your concerns about 
nuclear war? 

(29) m i t t e n  or apok& t o  a 
po l i t i c i an  or government o f f i c i a l  

37(94.9) 

about your concerns about nuclear war? 

(30) Par t ic ipated i n  pub l i c  
demonstrations or peace marches 

31(79.5) 

agains t  nuclear war? 

(31) Attended meetings of a peace OX 35(89.7) 
disarmament group? 

(32) Made plans fo r  s e l f  o r  family 31(87,2) 
Protection i n  the  event of nuclear  
war? ' . 
(33) Made plans t o r  leaving Vancouver 
i n  the event of war? 31(87.2) 

(34) Stockpiled food o r  medicines . 36(92.3) 
fo r  use a f t e r  a nuclear war? 

(35) Read mater ia ls  or books on how - 30(76.9) 
t o  survive a nuclaaz war? 

(36) Attended meetings advocating 34(97.4) 
su rv iva l i s t  a c t i v i t i e s ?  

very 
l i t t le ooac . l o t  

16(41.0) L(35.9) 0 

9(23.1) 19(48.7) L(10.3) 

To what extent is it the  r e spons ib i l i t y  of t he  following groups o r  people t o  a c t  t o  prevent 
nuclear war? 

very high high mcderate low very l i t t l e  
responsi- reaponsi- responsi- responsi- responsi- 
b i l i t y  b i l i t y  b i l i t y  b i l i t y  b i l i t y  

(37) Ci t izens  ( l i k e  yoursel f )  7(17.9) lh(35.9) 16(41.0) l(2.6) l(2.6) 

(38) Elected representa t ives  ~ ( 5 6 . 4 )  16(.41.0) 0 l(2.6) 0 

(391 The Prime Minister js(89.7) k(10.3) 0 (r 0 

(40) Canadian mi l i t a ry  l eade r s  28(71.8) lO(25.6) 0 0 l(2.6) 



Appendix 1.i 

U n i v e r s i t y  Con t ro l  Group P o s t t e s t  Frequencies 

.In questions 1 - 20, please c i r c l e  the  number i n  the  column whose heading b e s t  r e f l e c t s  your 
opinion. (There a re  no r i g h t  o r  wrong answers to th  s e  quest ions) .  

For questions 1-4, i n  the  
next f i f t y  years,  how very 
l i ke ly  do you think it is that :  unlikely 

(1) a nuclear b l a s t  w i l l  0 
occur somawhere on ea r th  
k i l l i n g  a g rpa t  number of 
people (thobsands or mi l l ions)  7 

(2)  a nuclear war w i l l  0 
occur between two or more 
nations7 

(3) the United S ta t e s  w i l l  ~(10.0) 
be involved i n  a nuclear war 

. with Russia? 

(4) t e r r o r i s t s  w i l l  p l an t  l(5.0) 
a nuclear device i n  a 
populated area  for  purposes of 
extor t ion o r  p o l i t i c a l  be l i e f7  

(5) Bow l i k e l y  do you think 0 
it  is tha t  you, personally, w i l l  
d i e  from a nuclear b l a s t  or 
iL5 f a l lou t?  

(6) Bow l i k e l y  is it tha t  
10(50.0) Vancouver could survive a 

major nuclear war7 

(7) How l i k e l y  is it t h a t  ll(55.0) 
you could survive a major 
nuchar'  war? 

un- very 
decided l i k e l y  l i k e l y  

s t rongly  s t rongly  
agree agree undecided disagree  disagree  

(8) The United S ta t e s  could 0 2(10.0) 0 
engage i n  a nuclear war with 

7(35.0) ll(55.0) 

Russia and l i m i t  it to whatever 
s i z e  it chose. 

(9) I f  arms control  e f f o r t s  0 e(40.0) B(40.0) ~(10.0) Z(10.0) 
involving the  Soviet Union 
and the United S ta t e s  had been 
more successful a t  e a r l i e r  
times, the secu r i ty  of both 
nat ions  would now be greater.  



strongly a t rongly  
agree agree undecided disagree  disagree  

(10) There a r e  causes w r t h  
f ight ing a nuclear war for.  1(5.0) 1(5'0) O 

Z(10.0) 16(80.0) 

(11) Noclear war can be 3(15.0) 13(65.0) l(5.0) 3(15.0) 0 
prevented. 

(12) You, yoursel f ,  could 
do something t h a t  might a i d  

0 7(35.0) 7(35.0) 5(25.0) l(5.0) 

i n  the prevention d nuclear war. 

(13) I f  necessary, you would 1(5.0) 
be wi l l ing to j o in  the  armed 

3(15.0) 6(30.0) 9(L5.0) 

fo rces  and help f i g h t  a nuclear 
war t o  defend your b e l i e f s  ,or 
those of your country. 

(14) The average c i t i z e n  can 
have an influence over govern- 0 lO(50.0) L(20.0) 3(15.0) 3(15.0) 
ment decisions about nuclear i ssues .  

For questions 15-19, indicate  the  extent  t o  which your engagement i n  t he  following a c t i v i t i e s  
would be e f f ec t ive  i n  preventing nuclear war. 

not  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

115)' Thinking about act ions  t h a t  a(L0.0) y(45.0) j(15.0) 0 
might be taken to prevent nuclear war? 

(17) Writing o r  speaking t o  a 6(30.0) 5(25.0) 9(L5.0) 0 
p o l i t i c i a n  or government o f f i c i a l  
about your concerns about nuclear war? 

(18) Par t ic ipat ing in-public 
demonstrations o r  peace marches L(20.0) a(L0.0) 6(30.0) 2(10.0) . 
agains t  nuclear war? 

(19) Attending meetings of a peace 3!15.0) 1(5.0) 
o r  disarmament group? 



For auest ions  20-24, indicate  t h e  extent  to which your engagement i n  t h e  following a c t i v i t i e s  . ~ ... vould be e f f ec t ive  i n  dealing with the  p o s s i b i l i t ~ o f  nucieir war. 

not  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some 

(20) Making plans  for  s e l f  o r  
family protect ion i n  the  event of 

a(Lo.0) 6(30.0) 6(30.0) 

nuclear war? 

(21) Making plaps  fo r  leaving 
Vancouver i n  the  event of nuclear 7(35.0) b(30.0) 7(35.0) 
war? 

(22) Stockpiling food o r  medicines 7(35.0) 7(35.0) ~ ( 2 0 . 0 )  
fo r  use a f t e r  a nuclear war? 

(23) Reading mater ia ls  o r  books 
on how to survive a nuclear war T(35.0) 7(35.0) 3(15.0) 

(24) f i t tending meetings advocating 7(35.) 7(35.0) ~ ( 2 0 . 0 )  
su rv iva l i s t  a c t i v i t i e s ?  

(25) In  the l a s t  month how o f t en  
have thoughts about t he  th rea t  
of nuclear war given you f ee l ings  
of fear  or anxiety? 

(26) M what extent  has 
thiriking about t h r e a t  of nuclear 
war,af.fected your plans  for  the  
future. 

once o r  
not  a few twice 
a t  a l l  times per week 

lO(50.0) lO(50.0) 0 

not a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some 

a l o t  

0 

0 

2(10.0) 

3(:5.0) 

2(10.0) 

almost 
every 
day. 

0 

a l o t  

0 



W what extent have you done any of the following: 

not at very 
all little a lot 

(27) ~hought about actions that might 
be taken to prevent nuclear war? 

(28) Spoken to a friend or fanily 
member about your concerns about 
nuclear war? 

(29) Written or spok& to a 
politician or government official 
about your concerns about nuclear war? 

(30) Participated in public 
demonstrations or peace marches 
against nuclear war? 

(31) Attended meetings of a peace or 
disarmament group? 

(32) Made plans for self or family 
protection in the event of nuclear 
war? 

(33) Made plans for leaving Vancouver 
in the event of war? 

(34) Stockpiled food or medicines . 
fo: use after a nuclear war? 

(35) Read materials or books on how . 
to survive a nuclear war? 

(36) Attended meetings advocating 
survivalist activities? 

TO what extent is it the responsibility of the following groups or people to act to Prevent 
nuclear war? 

very high high moderate low very little 
responsi- responsi- responsi- responsi- responsi- 
bility bility bility bility bility 

(37) Citizens (like yourself) L(20.0) 5(25.0) 7(35.0) L(2C.O) 0 

(38) Elected representatives lo(50.0) B(40.0) ~(10.0)  o 0 

(39) The Prime Hinister 37t85.0) 3t15.0) 0 0 0 

(40) Canadian military leadersl q(95.0) 0 0 



Appendix I 

U n i v e r s i t y  Treatment  Group P r e t e s t  F r e q u e n c i e s  

~n ques t ions  1 - 20. please c i r c l e  the  number i n  t h e  column whose heading b e s t  r e f l e c t s  your 
opinion.  (There a r e  no r i g h t  o r  vrong answers t o  tb-:se ques t ions) .  

F O ~  ques t ions  1-4,-in the 
next  f i f t y  years ,  how very un- very 
l i k e l y  do you think i t  is that :  un l ike ly  un l ike ly  decided l i k e l y  l i k e l y  

a nuclear b l a s t  w i l l  3 . )  l ~ ( z . 8 )  ll(13.9) 33 (~1 .3 )  ~ ~ ( 1 7 . 7 )  
occur somewhere on ear th  
k i l l i n g  a g r e a t  number of 
people ( t h o u s a p s  or mi l l ions)  7 

a nuclear war w i l l  ?(; .3 )  f/:30.-) lZ(15.2) Z"(36.7) l l ( i 3 . 9 )  
occur between two or  nore 
na t ions?  

the  United S t a t e s  w i l l  1 5 .  lL(17.7) 22(27.2) A(lC.1) 
be involved i n  a nuclear war 
with Russia? 

t e r r o r i s t s  w i l l  p lan t  j f 3 . 2 )  b(7.e.:) 1?(:2.2) 37(LC.?) 15(lr.G; 
a nuclear  device i n  a 
populated a rea  for  purposes of 
e x t o r t i o n  or  p o l i t i c a l  b e l i e f ?  

l ikely you think 7 L l 7 . 7  2:(37.';) 21(.?6.6: 15(15.3) 
it.i; t h a t  you, personally,  w i l l  
2 i e  from a nuclear b i a s t  or 
its f a l l o u t 7  

(6)  How l i k e l y  is i t  t h a t  L o ( : o , 6 )  ~ L ! ? C . L )  I ? .  3 .  l (1 .3)  
Vcncouver could survive a 
major nuclear war? 

( 7 )  HOW-l ike ly  is it t h a t  L ~ ( ~ L . L )  12(15.2) 16(2,".3) 3(?.a) 5(6.3) 
you could surv ive  a major 
nuclear  b a r ?  

s t rongly  s t r o n g l y  
agree agree undecided d isagree  d i sagree  

( 8 )  The United S t a t e s  could 2(2.5) S(6.3) L(5.1) 37(L6.3) 3i( j9.2)  
engage i n  a nuclear uae with 
Russia and l i m i t  it t o  whatever 
s i z e  it chose. 

(9) I f  arms c o n t r o l  e f f o r t s  
involving t h e  Sovie t  Union lC(12.7) 38 (L~ . i )  13(16.5) 17(21.5) l(1.3)  

end the  Gnited S t a t e s  had been 
more success fu l  a t  e a r l i e r  
t imes,  t h e  s e c u r i t y  of both 
na t ions  would nov be greater .  



s t rongly  s t r o n g l y  
agree agree undecided d isagree  d i s a g r e e  

(11) Nuclear war can be Z(3L.2) F(i6.3) lZ(15.2) z(2.5) l(1.3) 
prevented. 

(12) You, yourse l f ,  could 7 23(34.i) Ze(52.9) 13(16.5) 5(6.?) 
do something t h a t  might a i d  
i n  the prevention of nuclear war. 

(13) I f  necessary, y p  would Z(L.2) lr(lt.7) X(15.3) lB(25.i) X(j5.L)  
be wi l l ing  t o  jo in  the armeC 
forces  and he lp  f i g h t  a nuclear 
uar t o  defend your b e l i e f s  o r  
those of your country. 

(14) The average c i t i z e n  can 
have an influence over govern- 5(L.?) 30(::.5) l L ( l ? . ? j  22(3~.L) G(7.6) 

nent  dec is ions  about nuclear issues.  

For ques t ions  15-19, ind ica te  t h e  ex ten t  t o  which your engagement i n  t h e  fol lowing a c t i v i t i e s  
would be e f f e c t i v e  i n  preventing nuclear war. 

n o t  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a lot 

(16) Speaking t o  a f r iend  or family 2 ~ (  jc.4) j5(~~.3) 2~(3.3) 0 
member about  your concerns about 
nuclear v a t ?  

(17) Writ ing or  speaking t o  a 
politician or 16(23.3) 2?(2'.1) 35(LL.3) 5(6-3) . 
about your concerns about nuclear war? 

(18) P a r t i c i p a t i n g  in -publ ic  
demonstrations or  peace marches 1 1  16(20.?) LL(55.7) lC(12.7) 

a g a i n s t  nuclear  war? 

(19) Attending meetings of a peace 
or  disarmament group? i2(1:.2) 20(25.3) ~c(5o.s) 7 ( a . 9  



por quest ions  20-24, indicate  t he  extent  t o  which your engagement i n  t he  following a c t i v i t i e s  
would be e f f e c t i v e  i n  dealing with the  poss ib i l i t y  of nuclear war. 

(20) Making plans  fo r  s e l f  or 
family p ro t ec t ion  i n  t he  event of 
nuclear war? 

(21) Making plans  fo r  leaving 
Vancouver i n  the &ent  of nuclear 
war? 

(22) Stockpi l ing food or medicines 
for  use a f t e r  a nuclear war? 

(23) Reading ma te r i a l s  or books 
on how t o  survive  a nuclear war 

(24) fl t tending meetings advocating 
s u r v i v a l i s t  a c t i v i t i e s ?  

not a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

once o r  
not a few twice 
a t  a l l  t i n e s  per week 

almost 
every 
day 

(25) In  the  l a s t  month how o f t en  
have thoughts about the  th rea t  j7(46.8) 36(L5.6) 6(7.6) 0 
of nuclear war given you f ee l ings  
?f fear  or anxie ty?  

not a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

(26) To what ex t en t  has 
thinkihg about t h r e a t  of nuclear 55(6?.6) lA(17.7) 9 ( l l  .L) l (1 .3)  
war af. ected your plans  for  the  f futu're. 



Ta what extent  have you done any of the following: 

n o t a t  very 
a11 l i t t l e  

(27) Thought about ac t ions  t h a t  might iG(f0.;) 'C(T5.L) 
be taken t o  prevent  nuclear war? 

(28)  Spoken t o  a f r i e n d  or family lL(17.7) 25(:l.$) 
member about your concerns about 
nuclear war? ' 

(29) Written or spoken t o  a 
p o l i t i c i a n  or goverment  o f f i c i a l  72( ,3 .1 )  ~ ( 5 . 1 )  

ahout your concecps about nuclear war? 

(30) Par t i c ipa ted  i n  publ ic  6 . )  17(16.5) 
denonstrations or peace marches 
against  nuclear war? 

(31) Attended meetings of a peace or 67(:~.2) 1 j (16.7) 
disarmament group? 

(32) Made plans fo r  s e l f  or family ( - 1  1 )  7 : ~ ~ : )  
protect ion i n  the event of nuclear 
war? 

(33) Made plans f o r  leaving Vancouver 7 .  J(5.1) 
i n  the event of war? 

(34)  Stockpiled food or  medicines ' 7?(1,-;.;) 3 
f o r  use a f t e r  a nuclear war? 

(35) Bead mater ia l s  c r  books on haw <,i;y.2) l ~ ( 1 7 . 7 )  
t o  survive a nuclear war? 

(36) Attended meetings advocating 78(13~.q)  g 
s u r v i v a l i s t  a c t i v i t i e s ?  

a l o t  

?(3.3)  

To what extent  is it the  respor , s ib i l i ty  of the  following groups o r  people t o  a c t  t o  prevent  
nuclear war? 

very high high moderate low very l i t t l e  
responsi- responsi- responsi- responsi-  responsi- 
b i l i t y  b i l i t y  b i l i t y  b i l i t y  b i l i t y  

(37) Ci t i zens  ( l i k e  yourse l f )  2 7 ( 3 ~ . 2 )  22(27.?) 24(?O.L) ~ ( 6 . 3 )  l (1 .3)  

(38) Elected represen ta t ives  52(65.3) 1 ? ( 2 ~ . 1 )  7(3,3) 0 l(1.3) 
(39) Tine Prime Minister  &(%.I) 9(11 .L) l(1.3) 0 1(1.?) 

(40 )  Canadian m i l i t a r y  leaderg7(72.2) 15(1 F.O) S(6.3) 0 z(2.5) 



Appendix J 

U n i v e r s i t y  Treatment Group P o s t t e s t  Frequencies 

.In quest ions  1 - 20, p lease  c i r c l e  the  number i n  the column whose heading bes t  r e f l e c t s  your 
opinion. (There a r e  no r i g h t  o r  wrong answecs to t h s e  quest ions) .  

l o r  quest ions  1-4, i n  t he  
next f i f t y  years,  how very 
l i ke ly  do you think it is that :  unl ikely  unlikely 

(1) a nuclear b l a s t  w i l l  
occur somewhere on ea r th  

Z(6.3) 6(18.8) 

k i l l i n g  a g r e a t  number of 
people (thousgnds or mi l l ions)  7 

(2) a nuclear war w i l l  
occur between two o r  more 

l(3.1) 'j(15.6) 

nations? 

(3) the United S t a t e s  w i l l  
be involved i n  a nuclear ~ a ? ( ~ - ~ )  6(1s+?)  

, with Russia7 

(4 )  t e r r o r i s t s  w i l l  p l an t  1 . 1 )  ~ ( 1 2 . 5 )  
a nuclear device i n  a 
populated area  for  purposes of 
extor t ion or p o l i t i c a l  b e l i e f 7  

(5)  How l i k e l y  do you think 
it is tha t  you, personally, w i l l  9(2e.1) 7(21.9) 
d i e  from a nuclear b l a s t  or 
its f a l lou t7  

(6) How l i k e l y  is it tha t  
Vancouver could survive a a ( 7 i . 9 )  5(1;.6) 

major nuclear war? 

(7) Bow l i k e l y  is  it tha t  Zj(71.9) 5(15.6) 
you could survive a major 
nuclear 'war7 

un- 
decj  ded 

very 
l i k e l y  l i k e l y  

s t rongly  s t rongly  
agree agree undecided disagree disagree 

(8) The United States 2(6.3) Z(6.3) l(3.1) 6(18.8) Zl(65.5) 
engage i n  a nuclear war with 
Russia and l i m i t  it t o  whatever 
s i z e  it chose. 

- ('1 If arms crntrol lO(31.3) lL(L3.8) L(12.5) 2(6.3) 2(6.3) 
involving the  Soviet  Union 
and the United S t a t e s  had been 
more successful a t  e a r l i e r  
times, the secu r i ty  OF both 
nations would now be greater .  



s t rongly  
agree agree  undecided d i s a g r e e  

(10) There a r e  causes worth ~(c.L) 3 6 . 3 )  l(-;-:) 
f i g h t i n g  a nuclear war for .  

(11) Nuclear war can be 
prevented. 

(12) You, yourse l f ,  could U(2.3) lS(Lt.6) 7(:1.?) 
do something t h a t  might a i d  
i n  the  prevention of nuclear war. 

(13) If necessary,  yo^ would 
. be w i l l i n s  t o  jo in  the armed 0 Z ( c . 2 )  5(15.6) 

f o r c e s  and help f i g h t  a nuclear 
war t o  defend your b e l i e f s  o r  
'hose of your country. 

(14) The average c i t i z e n  can 
heve an influence over govern- ?(::.I) l;(L?.:) s(15.6) 
ment dec is ions  about nuclear issues.  

s t r o n g l y  
d i s a g r e e  

25(7?.1) 

0 

l(S.1) 

I:(:,:.:) 

C 

Por ques t ions  15-19, i n d i c a t e  the ex ten t  t o  which your engagement i n  the  following a c t i v i t i e s  
~ u l d  be effec:ive i n  preventizg nuclear war. 

no t  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

(15) Thinking about ac t ions  t h a t  ?(25.2)  ll(:L.i) lI(?-.L) 2(6.?)  
might be taken t o  prevent  nuclear war? 

(16) SpeakPng t o  a f r i e n d  or family ~(12.5) 10(31.?) l~(~3.5) ~ ( 1 ~ ~ 5 )  
member about your concerns about 
nuclear  war? 

(17) Writing or  speaking t o  a 
p o l i t i c i a n  or  government o f f i c i a l  L(12.5) 8(25.C) 13(LO.6) 7(21.?) 
about your concerns about nuclear war? 

(18) P a r t i c i p a t i n g  in -publ ic  
demonstrations or peace marches 3(?.L) 5(15.6) 16(50.3) 8(25.0) 
a g a i n s t  nuclear  war? 

(19) Attending meetings of a peace 2(6-3) 6(18.3) IS(%.?) 6(16.8) 
or  disarmament group? 



.For ques t ions  20-24, ind ica te  t h e  ex ten t  t o  which your engagement i n  t h e  following a c t i v i t i e r  
would be e f f e c t i v e  i n  dealing with the p o s s i b i l i t y  of nuclear  war. 

(20)  Making plans for  se l f  o r  
family pro tec t ion  i n  the event of 
nuclear  war? 

(21) naking plans for  leaving 
Vancouver i n  the event  of nuclear 
war? P. 

(22) Stockpil ing food or medicines 
f o r  use a f t e r  a  nuclear war? 

(23) Reading mater ia l s  or books 
on how t o  survive a nuclear war 

(24) fl t tending meetings advocating 
s u r v i v a l i s t  a c t i v i t i e s ?  

( 2 5 )  In  the l a s t  month how of ten  
have thoughts about the  t h r e a t  
of nuclear war given you Eeelings 
3f fear  o r  anxiety? 

(26)  To what ex ten t  has 
thanking about t h r e a t  of nuclear 
war a•’. e k e d  your plans for  the f futuze.  , 

not  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

once o r  almost  
no t  a  few twice every 
a t  a l l  times per  week day 

n o t  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  



Tu what ex ten t  have you done any of the  following: 

not  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  

(27) Thought about ac t ions  t h a t  might 
be taken t o  prevent  nuclear war? 3(".:) L(12.5) 

(28) Spoken to a f r i e n d  or  family 2 ( & . > )  7(21.") 
meinber about your concerns about 
nuclear war? 

(29) Written or spoken t o  a 27('L.L) L(12.5) 
p o l i t i c i a n  or government o f f i c i a l  
about your concerps about nuclear war? ' 

(30) Par t i c ipa ted  i n  publ ic  
denonstrat ions o r  peace marches 2r5(,::.:) G ( i C . 7 )  
aga ins t  nuclear war? 

(31) Attended meetings of a peace or  2 5 ( : ~ . ~ )  ~ ( 1 z . z )  
disarmanent group? 

(32) Made plans fo r  s e l f  or family ?C(::.?) 2 ( ; . ? )  
pro tec t ion  i n  the  event  of nuclear 
war? 

(33) Made plans f o r  leaving Vancouver 
i n  the event of war? ~ ( y . 7 )  ~ ( 6 . 3 )  

(34) Stockpiled food or  medicines . 3Z(15r,.O) 0 
f o r  use a f t e r  a nuclear war? 

(36) Attended meetings advocating 
s u r v i v a l i s t  a c t i v i t i e s ?  

same a l o t  

To what ex ten t  is it the  r e s p o ~ ~ s i b i l i t y  of the following groups o r  people t o  a c t  t o  prevent 
nuclear war? 

very high high moderate low very l i t t l e  
responsi- responsi- responsi- responsi-  responsi- 
b i  li t y  b i l i t y  b i l i  t y  b i l i t y  b i l i t y  

(37) Ci t i zens  ( l i k e  yourse l f )  16(50.3) 9(22.1) 6( le .8)  0 l ( 3 . l )  

(28) Elected represen ta t ives  26($1.3) ~ ( 1 2 . 5 )  ( 1  l (3 .1 )  0 

(39) The Prime Minister  31(?6.?) l(3.1) 0 0 0 

(40) Canadian m i l i t a r y   leader^^^(^^,^) 2(6.3) ~ ( ~ ~ - 5 )  0 0 



Appendix K 

E l e n e n t a r y  C o n t r o l  Group P r e t e s t  F r e q u e n c i e s  

111.  ere a r e  some th ings  o t h e r s  l i s t  a s  =s. Ci'rcle t h e  d e r  t h a t  b e s t  
descr ibes  how important each one is t o  you. 

No t Somewhat Important  V e r y  
important important Important 
a t  a l l  

1. Good grades 

2. A goc3 marriage 

3. Good f r i ends  

4. Good hea l th  

P 
5. A god. job 

6. An un,plluted 
environment 

7 .  World peace 

8. Children 

9. Happiness 

IV. Here a r e  some th ings  o t h e r s  l is t  a s w o r r i e s .  C i r c l e  t h e  number t h a t  
b e s t  descr ibes how important each one is t o  you. 

i. Violent  crime ioi7.6) 17(lS.O) 41i31.3) 6l(.iii.i) 

2. My own death a(6.2) 22(16.?) 36(27.7) 64(4?.2) 

3. Bad grades lz(5.2) 6(4.6) 27(20.8) 85(65.4) 

4. Lac! of jobs L ( 3 . 1 )  l l ( a .5 )  36(27.7) 79(60.8) 

5 .  MY paren ts '  dea th  j(2.3) 0 13(9.9) 115(57.8). 

9. Nuclear power lO(7.6) zl(16.0) 38(2?.0) 62(47.3) 
p l a n t  leaks 



In the next section we ask what you are doing about some worries. There are 

no right or wrong answers. Wc are interested in= experiences and thoughts 

V. Concerns about high unemployment rates 
Circle the number that best describes your experience 

~ o t  at A few h c e  or Almost 
all times twice/week every day - 7 

In past month how 42(:1.6) 6,:(56.6) 2/+(18.0) 5(7.;) 
often have you thought 
about high unemployment? 

2. In the last month how 
often have vou talked 
about high unemployment 

I a. at home 
6h(S; .2) ( 6 )  18(14.0) 3(2.?) 

c. with your 
friends 89(71.?) 26(21 .O) b(4.8) 3(2.L) 

3. In the last month how %(/+LA) c6(:I~2.4) 14(10.6) b(4.5) 
often have thoughts 
about high unemployment 
given you feelings of 
fear and worry? 

4. In the last month have122(52.1,! 7(5.3) 
had anv bad dreams about Z(1.5) 

high unemployment? 

5 .  How much have you iear,ed 
about unemployment conditions 
from the following: 

Nothins A A fair amount A lot 

f. Friends SI(63.3) 32(25.0). S(0.3) 7(5.5) 

None - A little 3 Total control 

personally can have ,in 
changing employment 
conditions 



None - A l i t t l e  A l o t  l b t a l  c o n t r o l  

7 .  HOW much influence do 20(15.2) 8 5 ( 6 ~ . L )  25(18.9) 2(1.5) 
you th ink  your paren ts  
can have i n  changing 
employment condit ions? 

8. Bow much inf luence do T(5.3) ( I . )  55(41.4) 5 6 ( ~ 2 . 1 )  
you f e e l  t h e  Canadian 
government can have i n  
changing ernplolp.ent 
condit ions? 

Vi. Concerns aboct  job and c a r e e r  p lans  
C i r c r e  t h e  number t h a t  b e s t  descr ibes  y c u r e x g e r i e n c e  

Not a t  A few Once o r  Almcst 
a l l  t imes - - twice/week every day 

1. I n  t h e  l a s t  month, how 1?(?.0) 5 5 ( ~ 1 . ~ )  36(2/3,2) 3 1 ( 3 . 1 )  
o f t e n  have you thought 
about job and career  
plans? 

2. In  the  l a s t  month, how 
o f t e n  have you ta lked  
about job and career  
plans? 

a .  a t  hone 32(24.1) 67(51.5) 23(17.6) ?(6.0) 

c .  with f r i ends  55(42.3) 64(4$.2) e(6.2) 3(2.3) 

3 ,  I n  t h e  l a s t  month how 
o f t e n  have job and c a r e e r  
p lans  given you f e e l i n g s  

4. I n  t h e  l a s t  month have 
you had any dreams 
r e l a t e d  t o  job and 
c a r e e r  plans? 98(77.2) 22(17.3) ~ ( 1 . 6 )  5(3.9) 

5. How much have you learned 
about job and career  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  from each 
o f  the  following? Nothinq A f a i r  &~oun_t At 

b. Newspapers and 
magazines 30(22.7) 53(40.2) 35(29.5) lO(7.6) 



None - A l i t t le  A l o t  T o t a l  c o n t r o l  

6. How much influence do you L(3.1) 26(1?.8) 77(5E.3) ZL(18.3) 
fee1  y o u p e r s o n a l l y  have i n  
making your job o r  c a r e e r  . . 

plans  work out? 

7. How much inf luence do you ~ ( 6 . 1 )  49(37.L) 6&(51.?) 6 ( ~ . 6 )  
th ink  your paren ts  Can have ' 
i n  making your job and 
c a r e e r  plans work out? 

V I I .  Concerns w u t  the t h r e a t  of  nuclear  war 
C i r c l e  :kc n ~ n b e r  t h a t  b e s t  d e s c r ~ b e s  you: experience 

Not a t  A few Once o r  Almost 
a l l  t imes - twice/week every l a y  

1. In  the las: month how o f t e n  j~(25.2) 63(47.7) 23(17.!,) 12(,,,.1) 
have you t h o q h t  about t h e  
t h r e a t  of nuclear war? 

2. I n  the l a s t  month how o f t e n  
have you talked about t h e  
t h r e a t  of nuclear war 

c. with f r i ends  S L ( 6 5 , G  j c (30 .5)  ?!2.?!  Z(1.6) 

3.  I n  the  l a s t  nonth how o f t e n  
. have thoughts about the  t h r e a t  

of nuclear  war given you 
fee l ings  of  f e a r  o r  worr:?? LC(j0.3) 6 3 ( 4 5 . : )  l ~ ( l L . 6 )  8(6.2) 

4. I n  the  l a s t  month have you had 
any had dreams &out nuclear  , 

war? 
lCO(76.1) ZO(15.h) S ( 3 . O )  3(2.3) 
Not a t  Very Some A l o t  
a l l  l i t t l e  - - 

5. Thinking about t h e  t h r e a t  o f  
nuclear war has a f fec ted  my 

S ( 4 7 . 3 )  36(27.5) 26(19.9) 7(5.3) 

plans f o r  t h e  fu ture  - 
6. Thinking about the  t h r e a t  of  

nuclear  war makes me wonder 80(61.1) 2?(22.1) 13(9*?)  9(6.?) 
i f  I r e a l l y  want t o  g e t  
married and have ch i ld ren  
some day 

7. Thinkinq about t h e  t h r e a t  o f  
nuclear  war makes me want to 
l i v e  only f o r  today and 92(69.7) 23(17.4) IO(7.6) 7(5.3) 
fo rge t  about the future - 



Nothing A b i t  - - 
8. now much have you learned about  

t h e  t h r e a t  o f  nuclear  war from 
each o f  t h e  following: 

a. t eachers  LG(35.1) 61(46.6) 

b. newspapers and magazines 24(1 S. 5) 3?(?0.0) 

c .  books 5 . 3  46(35.1) 

d. t e l e v i s i o n  

e. family 

A l o t  - 

9. HowPmuch inf luence do you f e e l  A l i t t l e  A T o t a l  con t ro l  
t h a t  EU ~ r ~ n a l l y .  can have 
in preventing nuclear 7 5 ( 5 6 . ~ )  Lz(25.d) 1 O(7.5) 1 (C.7) 

10. How much inf luence do you f e e l  
your p a r e n t s  can have i n  
prevent ing nuclear war? 5O(L4.0) 53(47.7) l ?  l(C.7) 

11. How much inf luence do you f e e l  

12. Have you taken any a c t i o n s  t o  Yes - NO - 
prevent  nuclear  war? 

' ~ ( 3 . 0 )  l Z j ( ~ 4 . 0 )  

13. Have your paren ts  taken any l l ( 3 . 5 )  11?(?1.5) 
a c t i o n s  t o  prevent nuc lear  war? 

14; Below a r e  some of t h e  sugges t ions  t h a t  have been made &cut  what Canada can 
do t o  prevent  nuclear  war. Do you th ink  t h e  following w i l l  h e l p  prevent  
nuc lear  war? 

Yes - No - Undecided- 

a .  support ing a  nuc lear  f r e e z e  6 1 ( ~ 6 . 9 )  36(27.7) 33(25.4) 

b. t h e  West having more nuc lear  
16(12.2) S9(67.?) 26(19.8) weapons than t h e  S o v i e t s  

c. t e s t i n g  the  c r u i s e  m i s s i l e  22(17.1) 92(71.3) 15(11.6) 

e. r e fus ing  t o  manufacture nuclear  
weapons ~ ~ ( 6 5 . 9 )  33(25.6) l l ( 8 . 5 )  

f. do our  share of manufacturing 
nuc lear  weapons 18(14.0) 92(71.3) 19(14.7) 

g make Canada a  nuclear  weapon 
f r e e  zone 

68(53.1) 37(28.9) 23(18.0) 

h. withdraw from NATO 28(21.5) 83(63.8) 1?(14.6) 

i. support  NATO 81 (60.9) 26(19.5) 26(1?.5) 

j. o t h e r  suggest ions you have 



'VIII. General 

1. Are you ava re  o f  v h a t  t he  Government is  do ing  t o  p reven t  war 
o f  any kind? 

Yes - No Undecided - 
44(32.87 67(50.3) 23(17.2) 

I n  your view, what e l s e  should t h e  Government .be doing ic 
t h i s  regard?  

f 

2 .  Are you aware t h a t  Canada is  a t  t h e  disarmament n e g o t i a t i n g  
t a b l e  i n  Stockholm, Vienna, Geneva and New York? 

Yes - 
17(13.!+) 

3 .  I n  your v i ev ,  what is t h e  most important  r eason  why Canada 
has  been a t  peace f o r  f o r t y  years?  ( c i r c l e  one) 

(a) Gography  a 1 . 5 )  

(b)  Membership i n  NATO 25(1?.2) 

( c )  p e a c e f u l  Nature  of Canadians,,&( ,&?.2) 

(d l  No E x t e r n a l  Threat  3?(25.4) 

( e )  Other  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  b(L.6) 

4. What do you t h i n k  i s  t h e  most important  vay we can reduce t h e  
t h r e a t  o f  n u c l e a r  war? ( c i r c l e  one) 

( a )  Arms C o n t r o l  Negot ia t ions  21 (16.2) 

(b)  L h i l a t e r a l  Disarmament lO(7.7) 

( c )  People-to-People Exchanges 15(11.5) 

(d)  B i l a t e r a l  Disarmament 77(59.2) 

( e )  Other  7(5.4) 



5.  Are you concerned about  o t h e r  forms o f  warfare?  

I f  s o ,  which? ( c i r c l e  one only) 

( a )  Conventional Warfare 1  .'1(,3.5) 

(b) Chemical Warfare 5P(Lt1.7) 

(c) Other ( p l e a s e  spec i fy ]? ( l  l . 3 )  

P 

6. What do you f e e l  i s  t h e  l ike l ihood  of nuc lea r  w a r  occur r ing  
i n  your l i f e t i m e ?  

Very Low __ Low Moderate Very High 

22(16.7) 27(:!0.5) 6 ( ! + . )  1 7 ( 1 2 . ~ )  5 ( 3 . 8 )  

7. Who do you th ink  fs respons ib le  f o r  whatever r i s k  of  nuclear  
war e x i s t s  today? 

Both USA Other 
USA - USSR - 6 USSR Canada ( spec i fy )  

3(2.?)  22(16.?) o7(74..h) 0 ~ 6 . 2 )  

8. Would you expect  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  hold the  same 
views of  these  i s s u e s  a s  you do? - 

9 .  Would you expect c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  Sov ie t  Union t o  hold t h e  same 
v ievs  on these  i s s u e s  a s  you do? 

LO. Do you think you would su rv ive  a  n u c l e a r  war? 

11. Would you want t o  s u r v i v e  a nuc lea r  war? 

Yes - No - 
60(46.2) 70,(53.8) 



\ 
12. I n  your view, is t h e r e  a g r e a t e r  r i s k  of  you being a f f e c t e d  

by a nuc lea r  war o r  a non-nuclear war? 

Nuclear 

86(6;.8) 

Non-Nuclear 

59(31.2) 

UI General  . 
1 .  I n  t h e  last year  have you seen anyone a t  school  f o r  advice  o r  cotz?sellinq 

abou t  any o f  the  fol lowing:  

Yes - NO - 
a. choosing courses  l l ( 3 . 6 )  117(?1.4) 

b. problems with  a c l a s s  3~,(?0.5)  ~ ( 6 9 . 5 )  

c.' problems with  a t e a c h e r  30(23.1) 1 GG(76.9) 

d.  problems a t  home 27(20.9) 102(7F.1) 

e. pe r sona l  problems 25(lp.4) 104(80.6) 

f .  job o r  c a r e e r  p l a n s  15(11.7) 113(88.3) 

g .  wor r i es  about unemployment lO(7.5) l lS(92.2)  

h.  wor r i es  about n u c l e a r  war 24(18.6) 105(31 -4 )  

2 .  I n  the  p a s t  yea r  have you seen a c o u n s e l l o r  o r  t h e r a p i s t  o u t s i d e  o f  
schoo l  about  any o f  t h e  following: 

. a. choosing courses  l l ( e . 5 )  1.18(?1.j) 

b. problems with  a c l a s s  l 5 ( l l . 6 )  llL(88.4) 

c. problems with  a t e a c h e r  9(6.9) lZl(93.1) 

d. problems a t  home 1 0 . 1  116(39.?) 

e. pe r sona l  problems :6(12.5) l l j (87 .6 )  

f .  job o r  c a r e e r  p l a n s  ?(6.?) 121(93.1) 

g.  wor r i es  &out unemployment 9(7.0) 120(93.0) 

h.  w o r r i e s  about n u c l e a r  war 11 (8.6) 117(91.4) 

3.  Is t h e r e  anything you'd l i k e  t o  add? P l e a s e  use  t h e  space below t o  t e l l  
u s  about  your thoughts  and f e e l i n g s .  



PLEASE REIV) EACH QUESTION AND CIRCLE ONE ANSWER. 

Y .  How much d i f fe rence  would your involvement i n  t h e  following a c t i v i t i e s  
make i n  preventinq nuclear war? 

n o t  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

a )  Thinking about ac t ions  t h a t  might be 40(11.5) j ~ ( 2 . O )  4?(:0.0) 6(L.?) 
taken t o  prevent nuclear  :dar? 

b) Speaking t o  a  f r i end  o r  family member 
abo t your concezns about-nuclear  war? ? /+7(7?.0) 5S(/+L.O) "2(i 5.7) , (Z.L)  

c )  Writ in9 or  s e a k i n g  t o  a p o l i t i c i a n  
o r  g0vernmer.t o f f i c i a l  about your 
concerxs about nuclear  war? 43(33.3) 3;.(%.C) 35(.7?.6) l ;(l . i  . 3 )  

5. HOW much d i f fe rence  would your involvement i n  t h e  following a c t i v i t i e s  
make i n  dea l inc  wit!?  the g o s s i b i l i t y  o f  nuclear  war? 

no t  a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

Making p l a ~ l s  f o r  s e l f  o r  family 
pro tec t ion  i n  t5e event cf 30(31.0) j ~ ( 3 1 . 0 )  2 9 ( 3 . 0 )  d c ( l 5 . 1 )  
nuclear  war? 

Making ~ l a n s  f o r  leaving 
Vancouver i n  the  even t  of 
nuclear  war? 

S tor ing  food o r  medicines f o r  
Use a f t e r  a  nuclear  war? LO(j2.0) ~ " ( 2 3 . 2 )  j'(25.6) 2 ~ ( 1 9 . 2 )  

Reading mate r ia l s  o r  books 
on how t o  survive a  nuclear war? ~ s ( ~ G . L )  37(2?..6) 36(28.3) l ~ ( 1 1 . 2 )  

Attending meet ings/act ivi t ies  
about surv iva l?  37(2?.L) 31(24.6) 3(26.2) 25(1?.5) 



Appendix L 

Elementary Control Group P o s t t e s t  Frequencies 
a 

111. kere are some things others List as e s .  CXrcle the nvnber that best 
describes how important each one is to you. 

Mot Somewhat Important Very 
important important Important 
at all 

1. Good grades 

2. A gocd marriage 

3. Good friends 

4. Good 'health 

9 
5. A god. job 

6. An unpolluted 
environment 

7 .  World peace 

8. Children 

9. Happiness 

IV. Here are some things others list asworries. Circle the number that 
best describes how important each one is to you. 

4 .  Lack of jobs 4(4.?) g(8.3) 37(38.5) 47(49.0) 

5. MY parents' death ~ ( 4 . 1 )  4(4.1) 17(17.5) 72(74.2) . 
6. Nuclear war L( 4.2) lO(10.4) lG(16.7) 66(68.8) 

7. parents' divorce 12( 13.0) 6(6.5) 17(18.5) 57(62.0) 

8. Poverty 5(5.3) 12(12.3) Lq(52.1) 26(29.8) 

9. Nuclear power lO(l0.4) 2?(24.0) 2?(30.2) 34(35.4) 
plant leaks 



'.r 

I n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n  we ask  what you a r e  doing about  some worr ies .  There a r e  

no right o r  wronq answers. wc are i n t e r e s t e d  i n ~ e x p e r i e n c e s  and though t s  

V. Concerns about  h igh unemployment r a t e s  
C i r c l e  t h e  number t h a t  b e s t  d e s c r i b e s  your exper i ence  

~ o t  a t  A few Once o r  ALmos t 
a l l  tfmes t w i c e h e e k  eve ry  d a y  - - 

l . I n t h e ~ a s t m n t h h o w 4 6 ( 4 7 . 4 )  37(35.1) 12(12.4) 2(2.1) 
o f t e n  have you thought  
about h igh  unemployment? 

2. I n  t h e  l a s t  month how 
o f t e n  have vou t a l k e d  
abou t  h igh  unenployment 

P 
a .  a t  home 50(hl . l )  
b.  a t  s choo l  75(30.6) 

c. wi th  your 
f r i e n d s  75(7?.8) 

I n  t h e  l a s t  m n t h  how 
o f t e n  have though t s  58(59.3) 
about  h igh  unemployment 
g iven you f e e l i n g s  of 
f e a r  and worry? 

In t h e  l a s t  month have 
had any bad d r e a m  a b o u t  
h igh  unemployment? YS(Q7.0)  
How much have you l e a r n e d  
about  unemployment c o n d i t i o n s  
from t h e  fol lowing:  

Nothing 

a. Teachers  o r  s c h o o l 3 ~ ( 3 ~ . 8 )  

b. Newspapers and 
magazines 16(16.8) 

c. Books 47(&?.5) 

d .  T e l e v i s i o n  B(8.3) 

f .  F r i ends  63(65.6) 

None - 
How much i n f l u e n c e  
do you f e e l  t h a t  you 34(35.1) 

p e r s o n a l l y  can have ;n 
changing employment 
c o n d i t i o n s  

A b i t  A f a i r  amount - 
49(51.6) 12(12.6) 0 

26(27.1) 6(6.3) l (1 .0 )  

A l i t t i e  A T o t a l  c o n t r o l  

L9(50.5) y(9.3) 5(5.2) 



None - A l i t t l e  A l o t  Tota l  con t ro l  

7 .  How much influence do 23(:4.C) 55(57.?) 17(17.7) l(l.0) 
you think your paren ts  
can have i n  changing 
employment condit ions? 

8. ~ o w m u c h i n f l u e n c e d o  j(3.1) 10(10.7) Lj(11.3) L1 (L3.3) 
you f e e l  the  Canadian 
pvernment  can have i n  
changing ernplopent 
condit ions? 

VI. Conserns about job and career  plans 
c i r c l e  t h e  nunher t h a t  b e s t  descr ibes  yourexperience 

Not a t  A few Once o r  Almc st  
a l l  times twice/week every day - - 

1. I n  the  l a s t  month, how 
o f t e n  have you thought 
about job and c a r e e r  
plans? lo(; n.:) ~e(;?.5) 27(:7.5) 1?(12.?) 

2. In  the l a s t  month, how 
o f t e n  have you t a l k e d  
about job and c a r e e r  
plans? 

b. a t  school 63(66.?) jo(31.6) z(2.1) 0 

c. with f r i e n d s  43(~L.9) Lb(L7.Q) 6(6.3) l(1.0) 

3. I n  t h e  Last month how 
o f t e n  have job and c a r e e r  
plans given you f e e l i n g s  
o f  f e a r  o r  worry? 57(56.3) 

4. I n  the  l a s t  month have 
you had any dreams 
r e l a t e d  t o  job and 
career  plans? 83(85.6) 

5. How much have you lea rned  
about job and c a r e e r  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  from each 
o f  the following? Nothinq 

a. teachers  o r  school  33(34.4) 

b. Newspapers and 
magazines 28(29.5) 

c. ~ o o k s  47(49.0) 

d. Television 18(18.8) 

e. Family lO(18.9) 

f .  Friends 48(50.0) 

A f a i r  a,noun_t At 

12(12.5) 0 



\ 
None - A l i t t l e  A l o t  T o t a l  c o n t r o l  

6. How much influence do you 7(7.3) 17(17.7) 54(56.3) 18(1C.E) 
f e e l  you personal ly have i n  
making your job o r  c a r e e r  
p l a n s  work out? 

7. How much influence do you 
* t h i n k  your paren ts  Can have l l (11 .5 )  C(43 .3 )  ~ o ( 4 1 . 7 )  3(3.1) 

i n  making your job and 
c a r e e r  plans work out? 

8. How much influence do teachers  
and schools have i n  making 17(,7.'.)) 30(3 .6) Ll(42.2) 7(?.L) 
your ca reer  plans work o u t ?  

VII. Concerns about the  th rea t  of  nuclear  war 
Circ* t h e  n u b e x  t h a t  bes t 'descr ibes  your experience 

Not a t  A few Once o r  Almost 
a l l  times - twice/week every 3ay 

1. I n  t h e  l a s t  month how often36( 37.5) 
have you thouqht about t h e  

/+9(51 .c) y ( 7 . L )  2(1.1) 

t h r e a t  of nuclear war? 

2. I n  the  l a s t  month how o f t e n  
have you talkec! about t h e  
t h r e a t  of nuclear war 

a .  a t  hone 5?((62.1) 29(?0.5) 7(7.4) 0 
b. a t  school 76(21!.0) 17(17.9) z(2.1) 0 

C. with f r i ends  70( 77. n, 20(20.7) 6(6.3) C 

3. I n  the  l a s t  month host o f t e n  55C57.0) 
have thoughts about t h e  t h r e a  

31(32.6) 8 ( 8 . ~ )  l (1 .1 )  

o f  nuclear  war given you 
f e e l i n g s  of f e a r  o r  worry? 

4. I n  t h e  l a s t  month have you had 
any had dreams b o u t  nuc lear  
war? 86(91.5) 5(5.3) 3(3.2) 0 

Not a t  Vety Some A l o t  * 

a l l  l i t t l e  - - - 
5. Thinking about t h e  t h r e a t  o f  5:(52.1) X(32.3) 1 1 1  5 )  L(4.2) 

nuclear  war has a f fec ted  my 
plans  f o r  t h e  fu ture  

6 .  Thinking the threat Of 65(67.7) 21(21.9) 7(7.3) 3(3.1) 
nuclear  war makes me wonder 
i f  I r e a l l y  want t o  g e t  
married and have chi ldren 
some day 

7. Thinking about t h e  t h r e a t  of  . 
n u c l e a r w a r ~ k e s m e ~ a n t t o 7 2 ( 7 5 . 8 )  14(14.7) 6(6.3) 3(3.2) 
l i v e  only f o r  today and 
f o r g e t  about the  future - 



Nothing A b i t   fair   lot 
amount - - - 

8. How much have you l e a r n e d  abou t  
t h e  t h r e a t  o f  nuc lea r  war from 
e a c h  o f  t h e  fo l lowing:  

a. t e a c h e r s  Ll(42.3) ~O(47 .k )  1 ? ( 1 ~ . 3 )  0 

b. newspapers and magazines 24(?L.7) 37(2?.1) 26(26.9) lC(lC.3) 

d. t e l e v i s i o n  

e. f ami ly  

f .  f r i e n d s  ( 3 )  2 ~ ( 2 5 . ~ )  5(5.2) 2(f.!) 

9. Howimuch i n f l u e n c e  do you ' f e e l  None A  l i t t l e  A  l o t  T o t a l  c o n t r o l  
t h a t  y o u  ~ersonaJ , ly .  can have 6C(:,l.n) 35(?1.0)  3(3.1) l ( 1 . 0 )  
i n  p reven t ing  n u c l e a r  war? 

10. How much i n f l u e n c e  do  you f e e l  
your p a r e n t s  can have i n  50(52.1) Ll(42.7) 5(5.2) 0 
p reven t ing  n u c l e a r  war? 

11. HOW much i n f l u e n c e  do YOU f e e 1 1 ~ ( 1 0 . ~ )  30(31.3) ~ ~ ( 5 0 . 0 )  3(?.7) 
Canada a s  a n a t i o n  can have i n  -- 
p r e v e n t i n g  n u c l e a r  war? 

12. Have you t aken  any a c t i o n s  t o  Yes - No - 
p r e v e n t  n u c l e a r  war? 6 . )  To(G3.3) 

13. Have your p a r e n t s  t aken  any  L ( P . 0 )  2?(?1.1) 
a c t i o n s  t o  p reven t  n u c l e a r  war? 

14.. Below a r e  some of t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  t h a t  have been made & c u t  what Canada can 
do  t o  p r e v e n t  n u c l e a r  war. Do you t h i n k  t h e  fo l lowing  w i l l  h e l p  p r e v e n t  
n u c l e a r  war? 

r ' Yes - No - Undecided 

a .  sup -wr t ing  a n u c l e a r  f r e e z e  L'(50.5) 2?(2?.7) 25(25.3) 
b. t h e  West having more n u c l e a r  

weapons than  t h e  S o v i e t s  15(15.5) 71(73.2) I l (11.3)  

c. t e s t i n g  t h e  c r u i s e  missile lL(14.L) 71(73.2) 12(12.4) 

d. r e f u s i n g  t o  t e s t  t h e  c r u i s e  m i s ~ i l e ~ ~ ( ~ ~ . ~ )  32(33.3) 13(13.5) 

e.  r e f u s i n g  t o  manufacture  n u c l e a r  
weapons 54(55.7) 31(32.0) 12(12.4) 

f .  do  o u r  s h a r e  o f  manufactur ing 15(15.1) 63(65.6) 18(1;.3) 
n u c l e a r  weapons 

g make Canada a n u c l e a r  weapon 62(63.9) 20(20.6) 15(15.5) 
f r e e  zone 

h. withdraw from N A M  12(12.f)  67(69.8) 17(17.7) 

i. s u p p o r t  N A M  63(65.6) 14!14.6) 19(19.S) 

j. o t h e r  sugges t ions  you have 



'VIII. General 

1. Are you ava re  o f  v h a t  t h e  Government is do ing  t o  p reven t  v a r  
o f  any k ind?  

Yes - 
35(36.5) 

Undecided 

13(13.5) 

I n  your v iev,  vha t  e l s e  should the  Government -be do ing  ir: 
t h i s  regard?  

P 

2. Are you ava re  t h a t  Canada is a t  t he  disarmament n e g o t i a t i n g  
t a b l e  i n  Stockholm, Vienna. Geneva and New York? 

3 .  In your  v i e v ,  what is  the  most important  r eason  why Canada 
has  been a t  peace f o r  f o r t y  yea r s?  ( c i r c l e  one) 

(a) Ckography 0 

(b) Membership i n  NATO l ~ ( 1 7 . 2 )  

( c )  Peace fu l  Nature of  C a n a d i a n ~ ~ ~ ( ~ ~ . ? )  

(d)  No E x t e r n a l  Threat ZL(25.s) 

( e )  Other  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  O(9.7) 

4. What do you t h i n k  is  t h e  most important  way we can  r educe  t h e  
t h r e a t  o f  n u c l e a r  war? ( c i r c l e  one) 

(a) Arms Con t ro l  Negot ia t ions  17(15.3) 

(b)  U n i l a t e r a l  Disarmament h(4 .3)  

(c) People-to-People Exchanges 16(17.2) 

(d) B i l a t e r a l  Disarmament 50(53.8) 

( e )  Other  6(6.5) 



5. Are you concerned about  o t h e r  Eorms o f  war fa re?  

If  s o ,  which? ( c i r c l e  one only)  

(a)  Conventional Warfare JL(  35 -6) 

(b) Chemical Warfare - .L( - Z . ?) 

( c )  Other  ( p l e a s e  spec i fy )  7 1 7 5 . 6 )  

d 

6.  What do yau f e e l  is t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  of  n u c l e a r  war o c c u r r i n g  
i n  your l i f e t i m e ?  

Very Low - Low Moderate High Very High 

7. Who do you t h i n k  Cs r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  whatever r i s k  o f  n u c l e a r  
war e x i s t s  today? 

Both USA Other  
USA - USSR - 6 USSR Canada - ( s p e c i f y )  

8. Would you expect  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  ho ld  t h e  same 
views o f  t h e s e  i s s u e s  a s  you do? 

9 .  Would you expect  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  Sov ie t  Union t o  ho ld  t h e  s a e e  
views on these  i s s u e s  a s  you do? 

Yes - No -- 
55(58.5) 39(41.5)  

- 10. Do you t h i n k  you w u l d  s u r v i v e  a  n u c l e a r  war? 

Yes - No - 
1 q(20.4)  74(79 .6)  

11. Would you vane t o  s u r v i v e  a n u c l e a r  war? 



12. In your view, is ;here a greater risk of you being affected 
by a nuclear war or a non-nuclear war? 

Nuclear 

55(h l . ? )  

Non-Nuclear 

3 4 ( 3 ~ . 2 )  

U. General 

1. In the last year have you seen anyone at school for advice o r  cocnselling 
about any of the following: 

Yes - NO - 
a. choosing courses 

l l ( 1 1 . 6 )  ?4(6t .L) 

b. problems with a class 20(21.1) 75(7a.Q) 

c f  problems with a teacher 15(15.8) aO(84.2) 

d. problems at home 1 5 ( 1 5 . ~ )  a 0 ( 8 ~ . 2 )  

e. personal problems ( 2 . )  72(7!.8) 

f. job or careez plans I l ( l 1  . c )  24(E%4) 

g. worries about unemployment 6(  6.3) S?( 93.7) 

h. worries h u t  nuclear war '(?.5) 86l90.5) 

2. In the past year have you seen a counsellor or therapist outside of 
school about any of the following: 

a. choosing courses b(b.7) 8?(?3.7) 

b. problems with a class 7(7.4) 88(92.6) 

c. problems with a teacher lO(10.5) 95(8?.5) 

d. problems at home 

e. personal problems 

f. job or career plans b(6.3) 0?(93.7) 

g. worries &out unemployment lO(lO.5) 85(89.5) 

h. worries about nuclear war a(8.4) 87(?1.6) 

3.  Is there anything you'd like to add? Please use the space belch. to tell 
us about your thoughts and feelings. 



PLEASE READ .EACH QUESTION IUD CIRCLE ONE ANSWER. 

4 .  How much d i f f e r e n c e  would your involvenent  in t h e  fo l lowing  a c t i v i t i e s  
make i n  p reven t in?  nuclear  war? 

n o t  a t  ve ry  
a l l  1 i t t ; e  some a  lo: 

a )  Thinking about  a c t i o n s  t h a t  might be 
t aken  t o  p reven t  nuc lea r  r.rar? ~1(l+:.C) 3 ? ( ? ~ . 7 )  lE(;z.o) :(:.:) 

b) Speaking t o  a  f r i e n d  o r  family member 
about  your concerns  about nuc lea r  war? ;?(52.1) ?5(37.=) '3('.0) f i i  . l j  
d 

c )  Wr i t in?  o r  speaking t o  a  p o l i t i c i a n  
o r  government o f f i c i a l  &out  your 
concerns  about  nuc lea r  war? ~ d ( f 7 . ~ )  3 ? ( ~ l . l )  25(26.3) 5 ( 5 . = )  

5- HOW mcch d i f f e r e n c e  would your involvement i n  t h e  fo l lowing  a c t i v i t ~ e s  
make rn  dea l rnu  wi th  the  p o s s r b r l r t y  o f  nuc lea r  war? 

n o t  a t  ve ry  
a l l  l i t t l e  some a  lo: 

el Making p lans  f o r  s e l f  o r  family  
p r o t e c t i o n  i n  the  event  o f  3~( :5 .?)  2&(27.!' 2>(fL;?) .1:(1Z.C) 

n u c l e a r  war? 

f) Making p lans  f o r  l eav ing  
Vancouver i n  t h e  e v e n t  o f  
n u c l e a r  war? 

g) S t o r i n g  food o r  medicines f o r  
u s e  a f t e r  a nuc lea r  war? 32(34.3) 22(23.$) 27(28.7) 1S( l? .S)  

h )  Reading m a t e r i a l s  o r  books j ~ ( 3 5 . L )  2?(30.2) lS(1Z.E) 15(15.6) 
on how t o  su rv ive  a  nuc lea r  war? 

i) ~ t t e n d i n g  m e e t i n g s / a c t i v i t i e s  37(36.?) 24(25.3) lE(18.9) lb(16.9) 
abou t  s u r v i v a l ?  



Appendix M 

Elementary  Trea tmen t  Group p r e t e s t  F r e q u e n c i e s  
4 

111. 'Here a r e  some things o t h e r s  list as hopes. C i r c l e  t h e  nunber t h a t  bes t  
descr ibes  how important each one is t o  you. 

Not ' Somewhat Important Very 
important important Important 
a t  a l l  

1. Good grades 

2. A good marriage 

3. Good f r iends  

4. Good hea l th  

d 
5. A go& job 

6. An unpolluted 
environment 

7. World peace 

8. Children 

9. Happiness 

I V .  Here a r e  some th ings  o t h e r s  l is t  a s w o r r i e s .  C i r c l e  t h e  number t h a t  
b e s t  descr ibes how important  each one is t o  you. 

1. Violent crime 25 ( I&.? )  2? (17.3) 59 (35.1) 55 (32.7) 

- 2. My own death ? (5.4) 22 (13.1) 40 (23.8) 97 (57.7) 

3. Bad grades 20 (11.8) 13 (7.7) 40 (23.7) 96 (56.8) 

4. Lack of  jobs 13 (7.7) 13 (7.7) 66 (39.1) 77 (45.6) 

5 .  ~y parents '  death 4 (2.4) 7 (4.1) 19 (11.2) 140 (82.4) 

6. Nuclear war 1 3  (7.6) 9 (5.3) 37 (21.8) 111 (65.3) 

7. pa ren ts '  divorce 17 (10.4) 17 (10.4) 48 (2y.3) 82 (50.0) 

8. Poverty 11 (6.9) 40 (25.0) 61 (38.1) 48 (30.0) 

9. Nuclear power 15 (9.0) 20 (12.0) 49 (23.3) 83 (49.7) 
p l a n t  leaks 



', 
\ .  

In the next section we ask what you are doing about some worries. There ake 
no right or vronq answers. we are interested i n s e x p e r i e n c e s  and thoughts 

V. Concerns about high unemployment rates 
Circle the number that best describes your experience 

~ o t a t  A f e w  Once or Almost 
times . all - twice/veek every day 

1- In the Past month how 52 (?C.?) 76 (45.0) 32 (18.9) 9 (5.3) 
often have you thought 
about high unemployment? 

2. In the last month how 
often have vou talked 
about high unemployment 

d a. at home - 66 (4c.0) 72 (43.6) 21 (12.7) 6 (3.6) 
b. at school 

1 1  ( 2 .  34 (22.2) 8 (5.2) 0 
C. with your 

friends 122 (7C.?) 21 (13.5) 9 (5.F) 4 (2.6) 

3 -  In the last month how 53 (?2.1) 8.4 (50.9) 20 (12.1) 8 (4.3) 
often have thoughts 
about high unemployment 
given you feelings of 
fear and worry? 

4. In the last month have150( ~ 8 )  1; 7 . 7 )  5 (3.0) 
had any bad dreams about 
high unemployment? 

5, H e w  much have you learned 
about unemployment conditions 
from the following: . 

Nothinq A A fair amount 

a. Teachers or school48 (2P.6) 72 (44.4) 32 (19.8) 10 (6.2) 

b. Newspapers and 35 (21.5) 62 (3C.O) 45 (27.6) 21 (12.'?). 
magazines 

c. Books 75 ( L 7 . 2 )  56 (35.7) 14 (8.9) 12 (7.6) 
d. Television 

15 (9.3) 36 (22.2) 56 (34.6) 55 (3/+.0) 

e. Family 32 (19.5) 52 (35.4) 36'(22.0) 38 (23.2) 

f. Friends 91 (56.5) 39 (2.4.2) 20 (12.L) 11.(6.3) 

None - A little A lot Total control - - 
6 .  Howmuchinfluence 48(29 .1 )  86'(52.1) 23(13 .9 )  8 (4.8) 

do you feel that you 
personally can have ,in 
changing employment 
conditions 



None - A little A lot mtal control 

7 -  How much influence do 26 (15.5) 02 (51,.-9) 45 (26.8) 5 (3.0) 
you think your parents 
can have in changing 
employment conditions? 

8. Row much influence do 7 ( L . 2 )  27 (13.9) 70 (L2.4) 65 (39.L) 
you feel the Canadian 
government can have in 
changing employment 
conditions? 

V I .  Copcerns about job and career plans 
Circle the nuder that best describes yourexperience 

Notat Afew 
all times - - 

In the last month, how ;l ( 1 2 . ~ )  77 (45.6) 
often have you thought 
about job and career 
plans? 

In the last month, how 
often have you talked 
about job and career 
plans? 

a. at home 52 (71.7) 6e (41.5) 

b. at school 90 (SC.1) 50 (32.3) 

c. with friends ?? (45.6) 62 (39.2) 

In the last month how 
often have job and career 
plans given you feelings 
of fear or worry? 85 (50.0) 55 (33.5) 
In the last month have 
you had any dreams 110 (65.5) 40 (23.8) 
related to job and 
career plans? 

Row much have you learned 
about job and career 
possibilities from each 
of the following? 

Nothinq A bit 

a. teachers or school 50 (30.7) 75 (46.0) 

b. Newspapers and 
magazines 46 (28.2) 70 (42.9) 

c. ~ooks 68 (L2.8) 68 (42.8) 

d. Television 23 (14.2) 50 (30.?) 

e. Family 22 (13.6) 57 (35.2) 

f .  Friends 85 (52.1) ' 51 (31.3) 

Once or A1mc.s t 
twice/week every day 

46(27 .2 )  25(14 .S)  



None - A l i t t l e  A l o t  T o t a l  c o n t r o l  

6. How much influence do you 11 5 55 (32.4) 8L (40.4) 20 (11 -8) 
f e e l  you personally have i n  
making your job o r  c a r e e r  
p lans  work out? 

7. How much influence do you 13 (7.7.) 67 (30.0) 7" ( ~ 7 . 0 ) -  9 ( 5 . ~ )  
th ink  ycur parents  can have 
i n  making your job and 
c a r e e r  plans work out? 

8. How much influence do teachers  
and schools have i n  making 
your career  plans work o u d 7  (Z4'0) 

1 ( 6 . )  6 7 . 3 )  I S  (10.7' 

VII. Concerns about the t h r e a t  o f  nuclear war 
C i r c l e  the  n ~ n b e r  t h a t  bes t 'descr ibes  your experience 

 NO^ a t  A few Once o r  Almost 
a l l  times twice/week every l a y  - 

1. I n  t h e  l a s t  month how o f t e n 4 7  (~7.9 7 ( 4 . 0 )  7 ( 1 6 . 0  2 1  (14.2) 
have you thought about the 
t h r e a t  of nuclear war? 

2. In t h e  l a s t  month how o f t e n  
have you talked about t h e  
t h r e a t  of nuclear war 

a. a t  hone 
75 (L7.3) 66 (40.0) 16 (9.7) 5 (3.0) 

b. a t  school 63 (39.1) 73 (45.3) 23 (11.3) 2 (1.2) 

3. I n  t h e  l a s t  month how o f t e n  
have thoughts about the  t h r e a t  
o f  nuclear war given you 61 (?6.1) 64 (37.9) $5 (14.e) I Q  (11.2) 
f e e l i n g s  of f e a r  o r  worry? 

4. I n  t h e  l a s t  month have you had 
any had dreams &out nuc lear  
war? lib (75.0j 2 (12.5) 1 5  (8.9) 6 (3.6) 

Not a t  Very Some A l o t  ' 

a l l  l i t t l e  - - - 
5. Thinking about the  t h r e a t  of  

nuclear  war has a f f e c t e d  my 

. plans the future - 50 (29.6) 56 (33.1) 41 (24.3) 22 (13.0) 
6. Thinking about the  t h r e a t  of  

nuclear  war makes me wonder 
i f  I r e a l l y  want t o  g e t  
married and have ch i ld ren  
some day 8 5 ( 5 0 . 6 )  33(1? .6 )  j j ( l 9 . 6 )  1 7 ( 1 0 . 1 )  

7. Thinking about t h e  t h r e a t  of  
nuclear  war makes me want t o  
l i v e  only f o r  today and 

about the future -111 (65.7) 30 (17.8) 17 (10.1) 11 (6.5) 



Nothing - 
8. How much have you learned about 

the threat of nuclear war from 
each of the following: 

a. teachers 3E (2?.?) 
b. newspapers and magazines25 ('1.7) 

d. television 

e. family 

f. friends 

9. H0wfmuch influence do you 'feel None 
that you pgrsnally. can have 72 (1+3.j) 
in preventing nuclear war? 

10. How much influence do you feel 
your parents can have in 
preventing nuclear war? 5; (35.L) 

11. How much influence do you feel 
Canada as a nation can have in 
preventing nuclear war? 12 (7.;) 

A bit 

- 

6^ (I,%.?) 

61 (3'7.7) 

61 (?C.4) 

3? (3L.2) 

f ,E  ( L Z . 2 )  

46 (;$.A) 

A little 

59 (75.3) 

7L (L5.1) 

/,A (26.7) 

A fair A lot 
amount - 

A lot Total contro! - 
31 (16.3) 2 (1.8) 

12. Have you taken any actions to Yes - No - 
prevent nuclear war? 

3 1 . 1  136 ( E I . ? )  

13. Have your parents taken any 
actions to prevent nuclear war? 25 (15.6) 1?5 (C4./+) 

14: Below are some of the suggestions that have been made &cut what Canada can 
do to prevent nuclear war. Do you think the following will help prevent 
nuclear war? 

Yes - NO - Undecided- 

supporting a nuclear freeze ,-,- 
I I 

the West having more nuclear 
weapons than the Soviets 21 

testing the cruise missile 2C (12.2) 122 (74.4) 22 (13.4) 

refusing to test the cruise missilef;(61.2) 33 (20.6) 29 (18.1) 

refusing to manufacture nuclear107 (66.5) 30 (13.6) 24 (14.9) 
weapons 

do our share of manufacturing 
nuclear weapons 

22 (:7.3) 107 (66.0) 27 (16.7) 

make Canada a nuclear weapon 87 (53.7) 47 (29.0) 25 (17.3) 
iree zone 

withdraw from NATO 31 (19.1) 87 (53.7) 44 (27.2) 

support NAm 72 (44.4) 38 (23.5) 52 (32.1) 

other suggestions you have 



'VIII. General 

1. Are you aware o f  what t h e  Government is do ing  t o  p reven t  war 
of any kind? 

Yes 
5 5 3 2 . 7 )  

NO - Undecided 

SO ( 5 3 . 6 )  2? ( 1 3 . 7 )  

I n  your view. what e l s e  should  t h e  Government .be do ing  ic 
t h i s  r e ~ a r d ?  

2. Are you aware t h a t  Canada i s  a t  t h e  disarmament n e g o t i a t i n g  
t a b l e  i n  Stockholm, Vienna, Geneva and New York? 

3.  In your  view, what is  the  most impor t an t  reason why ~ a n a d a  
has  been a t  peace f o r  f o r t y  y e a r s ?  ( c i r c l e  one) 

( a )  k o g r a p h y  A ( ; . 7 )  

(b )  Membership i n  NATO 23 (14.5)  

( c )  Peace fu l  Nature  of Canadians<;o (;, 
.7) 

(d) No E x t e r n a l  Threat  4 G  i74 .8 )  

(e )  Other  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  12 ( 7 . 5 )  

4. What do you t h i n k  is  t h e  most impor t an t  way we can reduce t h e  
t h r e a t  o f  n u c l e a r  war? ( c i r c l e  one) 

(a) Arms Con t ro l  Nego t i a t ions  20 ( 1 2 . ~ )  

(b)  b h i l a t e r a l  Disarmament 71 (6 .3)  

(c) People-to-People Exchanges 23 (14 .3 )  

(d) B i l a t e r a l  Disarmament 81 (50 .3 )  

( e )  Other  26 (16.1)  



5 .  Are You concerned abouc o t h e r  forms o f  war fa re?  

I f  SO, which? ( c i r c l e  one only)  

(a) Conventional Warfare 24 (21 . I )  

(b) Chemical Warfare 81 (71.1) 

(c)  Other ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  " (7.O) 
d 

6. What do you f e e l  is  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  of n u c l e a r  war o c c u r r i n g  
i n  your l i f e t i m e ?  

Very Lov Low Moderate HiEh Very High - 
2 I . )  27 1 .  9 ( 5 . 0 )  2; (43.") 11 ( 6 . 6 )  

7. who do you t h i n k  fs r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  whatever r i s k  o f  nuc lea r  
war e x i s t s  today? 

Both USA Other  
USA - USSR - 6 USSR Canada ( s ~ e c i f y )  

? (5.5) 19  (11.6) 1 1  6 .  3 (1.2) 2C (12.2) 

8. Would you expect  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s  t o  ho ld  t h e  sane 
views o f  t h e s e  i s s u e s  a s  you do? 

Yes - No - 
l o?  (67.3) 53 (32 .7)  

9 .  Would you expect  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  S o v i e t  Union t o  h o l d  t h e  same 
v i e v s  on  t h e s e  i s s u e s  a s  you do? 

Yes - No -- 
95 ( 59 .4 )  65 (46.6) 

10. Do you t h i n k  you would s u r v i v e  a  n u c l e a r  war? 

Yes - No - 
21 (13.0) 1LO (87.0) 

11. Would you want t o  s u r v i v e  a  n u c l e a r  war? 

Yes - No - 
71 (44.1) 90 (55.?) 



' r 
12. I n  your view, is there  a g r e a t e r  r i s k  of you being a f fec ted  

by a nuclear  war o r  a non-nuclear war? 

Nuclear 

10: (68.c) 

Non-Nuclear 

48 ( ? L O )  

W. General 

1. I n  t h e  l a s t  year have you seen anyone a t  school f o r  advice o r  cocnse l l ing  
about  any of  the  following: 

Yes - NO - 
a. choosing courses 71 (13.:) 137 (E6.7) 

b. problems with a c l a s s  h7 (22.;) 113 (70.6) 
rC 
c.  problems with a t eacher  42 (T6 .L )  11'7 (73.6) 

d. problems a t  home 52 ( 2  . I )  127 ( 7 Q . O )  

e. personal  problems 52 ( 3 2 . 5 )  103 (67.5) 

f .  job o r  ca reer  plans 2C (1:.'7) 13s (C7.3) 

g. worries  about unemployment 2:' (13.7) 13G ( ~ 6 . 2 )  

h. worr ies  about nuclear  war LL (::7.5) 116 (72.5) 

2. In  the  p a s t  year have you seen a counsel lor  o r  t h e r a p i s t  ou ts ide  of 
school  about any of t h e  following: 

. a. choosing courses 1 7 . 0 )  147 (93.0) 

b. problems with a c l a s s  1 I .  14C (68.1) 

c. problems with a teacher  1 8 ( 1 1 . ~ )  l ~ ~ ( 2 8 . 6 )  

d. problems a t  home 26 (16.5) 132 (83.5) 

e. persona l  problems 31 (I?.!,) 129(80.6)  

f. job o r  ca reer  plans 17 (10.7) 1L2 (89.3) 

g. worr ies  b o u t  unemployment I €  (11.3) 141 (88.7; 

h. worr ies  about nuclear  war 2" (18.2) 130 (81.8) 

3.  Is t h e r e  anything you'd l i k e  t o  add? Please use the  space belck* t o  t e l l  
us  about your thoughts and f e e l i n g s .  



PLEASE READ WCH QUESTION AM)  CIRCLE ONE ANSWER. 

Y .  How much d i f f e r e n c e  would your involvement i n  t h e  fo l lowinq  a c t i v i t i e s  
make i n  p reven t inq  nuc lea r  war? 

n o t  a t  ve ry  
a l l  l l t t L e  some a  l o t  

a )  Thinking about  a c t i o n s  t h a t  might be ( )  ( 5 )  ; ; ( ;o ,3 - )  1 (11 .L)) 
t aken  t o  p reven t  nuc lea r  r a r ?  

b )  Speaking t o  a  frlenci o r  family rne*er .7(41.3) 5 ~ ( 3 1 . 3 )  37(27.7) b(1.7) 
&put  your concerns  about nuclear  war? 

5. HOW much d i f f e r e n c e  would your involvement i n  t h e  followinc; a c t i v i t i e s  
maite i n  d e a l i n c  wi th  t h e  possibility o f  nuc lea r  war? 

n o t  a t  ve ry  
a l l  l i t t l e  some a l o t  

el Making p1ar.s f o r  s e l f  o r  family 5'(37.2) 4L:(27.6) 3E(TL.!.) 17( i@.c)  
p r o t e c t i o n  i n  t!!e event  of 
n u c l e a r  war? 

f )  Making p lans  f o r  l eav ing  ( 2 . 0 )  3 3 7 L(2.5) 
Vancouver i n  t h e  e v e n t  o f  
n u c l e a r  war? 

g) S t o r i n g  food o r  medicines f o r  61 (:?.A) 3?(24.5) 34(21.4) 25(15.7) 
use a f t e r  a  nuc lea r  war? 

h )  Reading m a t e r i a l s  o r  books 7G(44.3) 3 8 ( ? ~ . 1 )  30(1?.0) 20(12.7) 
on how t o  s u r v i v e  a nuclear  war? 

i) At tend ing  m e e t i n q s / a c t i v i t i e s  69($3.4) 37(23.?) 35(22.0) qz(11.3) 
abou t  s u r v i v a l ?  



Appendix N 
Elementary  Treatment  Group P o s t t e s t  F r e q u e n c i e s  

111. 'Here a r e  some th ings  o t h e r s  l i s t  a s  hopes. C i r c l e  t h e  nunber t h a t  b e s t  
d e s c r i b e s  how important each one is t o  you. 

Not Somewhat Important  Very 
important important Important 

1. Good grades 

2. A gocd marriage 

3. Good f r iends  

4. Good hea l th  

6. A n  unpolluted 
environment 

7 .  World peace 

8. Children 

9. Happiness 

I V .  Here a r e  some things o t h e r s  l i s t  a s  worr ies .  C i r c l e  t h e  n h e z  t h a t  
b e s t  descr ibes how important each one is t o  you. 

1. Violent crime 1 ( I . )  1 ( 1 . 9 )  38 (73.0) 36 (36.0) 

- 2. ny own death ( 7 . )  11 (10.0) 25 (27.7) 53 (52.5) 

Bad grades 1 ( 1 . 0  7 (7.0) 21 (21.0) 60 (60.6) 

Lack of  jobs 10 ( ? . ~ i  S (7.9) 31 (30.7) 52 (51.5) 

MY paren ts '  dea th  4 (4.0) 6 (5.9) 9 ( S . ? )  82 )81 .2) 

Nuclear war 6 (6.1) 6 (6.1) I 1 2 . 1  75 (75.E) 

parents '  divorce 16 (15.3) 8 (7.9) 22 (21.8) 55 (54.5) 

Poverty 9 (9.L) 16 (16.7) 34 (35.41 37 (38.5) 

Nuclear power 
p l a n t  leaks 11 (10.9) 5 (5.0) 27 (26.7) 58 (57.4) 



\ 
I n  the n e x t  s e c t i o n  we ask  what you a r e  do ing  about  sonie worries. There  are 
no r i g h t  o r  wronq answers. We a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n ~ e x p e r i e n c e s  and t hough t s  

V. Concerns abou t  h igh  unemployment r a t e s  
C i r c l e  t h e  number t h a t  b e s t  d e s c r i b e s  your exper ience  

~ o t  a t  
a l l  

1. I n  the p a s t  month how 53 (52.5) 
o f t e n  have you thought  
about. h i g h  unemployment? 

2. I n  t h e  last month how 
o f t e n  have vou t a l k e d  
abou t  h i g h  unenployment 

d a .  a t  home 

c. wi th  your 
82 (Cu.3) 

f r i e n d s  

3 .  I n  t h e  l a s t  month how 52 (51 .5) 
o f t e n  have though t s  
a b o c t  h i g h  unemployment 
g iven  you f e e l i n g s  o f  
f e a r  and worry? 

4. I n  t h e  l a s t  month have :15 (-,~.1) 
had any bad dreams abou t  
h igh  unemployment? 

j. H o w  much have you i e a m a d  
abou t  unemployment c o n d i t i o n s  
from t h e  fol lowing:  

Nothing 

a .  Teache r s  o r  s c h o o l  jl (31 .g) 

b. Newspapers and 25 (25.9) 
m g a z i n e s  

c. Books 52 (5Z.O) 
d .  T e l e v i s i o n  10 (10.1) 

e .  Family 29 (28.7) 

f. F r i e n d s  72 (71.2) 

A few Once or 
times - twice/week 

A b i t  A f a i r  amount - 

None - A l i t t l e  

6. HOW much i n f l u e n c e  33 ( 33.0) 46 '(L6.5) 
do  you f e e l  t h a t  you 

Almost 
e v e r y  day 

l o t  - 

A l o t  T o t a l  c o n t r o l  - 
20 (20,2) 0 

p e r s o n a l l y  can have ,in 
changing employment 
c o n d i t i o n s  



None - A l i t t l e  A l o t  Tota l  c o n t r o l  

7. How much influence do 22 (21 -3) 5~ (49.5) 28 (27.7) 1 (1.0) : 
you think your paren ts  
can have i n  changing . 
euyloyment condit ions? 

8. H o w n u c h i n f l u e n c e d o  3!7.?) i;(i?..") 4 6 ( ~ 5 . 5 )  34 (33 .7 )  
you f e e l  the  Canadian 
government can have i n  
changing employnent 
condit ions? 

Vi. C ~ c e r n s  about job and c a r e e r  p lans  
C i r c l e  t h e  numjer t h a t  b e s t  descr ibes  =experience 

~ o t  a t  A few Once o r  A h ~ s t  
a l l  t imes - - t w i c e h e e k  every day 

2 .  In the l a s t  nonth, how 
o f t e n  have you t a l k e d  
about job and c a r e e r  
plans? 

b. a t  school 61 (62.0) 31 (32.0) 4 (L.1) 

c.  with f r i e n d s  51 (52.6) 3 (37.1) 9 (q.3) 

3.  In the  l a s t  month how 
o f t e n  have job and c a r e e r  
plans given you f e e l i n g s  
of  f e a r  o r  worry? 56 (55.4) 

4. In  the  l a s t  month have 
you had any dreams 
r e l a t e d  t o  job and 
career  plans? 7? (73.7) 

5. How much have you learned 
about job and c a r e e r  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  from each 
of the following? Nothing 

a. teachers  o r  school:3 (33.3) 

b. Newspapers and 
magazines 31 (31.3) 

c .  ~ o o k s  47 (43.0) 

d. Televis ion 16 (16.3) 
e. Family 17 (17.3) 
f. Friends 61 (61.6) 

A b i t  - 
51, (54.5) 

A f a i r  anounz, At 

12 (12.1) 0 



None - A l i t t l e  A l o t  Tota l  c o n t r o l  

6 -Howmuchinf luencedoYou 13(13.1) X(26.3) 46(46.5) lL(11.1) 
f e e l  you personally have i n  
making your job o r  ca reer  
p lans  work out? 

7 .  How much influence do you 
th ink  yOur paxn_fs Can have 
i n  making your job and 
c a r e e r  plans work out? 10 (12.1) 45 (45.5) 3" (3O.L) 5 (5.1) 

8. How ~ c h  influence do teachers  
and schools have i n  making 
your career  plans work out?21 ,) .. . ,- 3 5 3 35.4 8 (8.1) 

vII. Conserns about the th rea t  o f  nuclear  war 
~ i i c l e  the nunber t h a t  bes t  descr ibes  your experience 

Not a t  A few Once o r  Almost 
a l l  - times twice/week every 3ay 

1. I n  the  l a s t  month how o f t e n  12 (11. ) )  L7 ( ~ 6 . 5 )  2L ( 23 . " )  l? (1'7.2) 
have you thought about t h e  
t h r e a t  of nuclear war? 

2. I n  the l a s t  month how o f t e n  
have you talked about t h e  
t h r e a t  of nuclear war 

a. a t  hone 3 3.0) 4e (~c.0) G (8.0) 5 (5.0) 

b. a t  school 5 (5.1) 1 1 . 2  54 (5L.5) 23 (23.2) 

c. with fr iends LC (L?.5) 57 (37.L) 1 1  (11.1) 2 (2.0) 

3. I n  the  l a s t  nonth how o f t e n  
have thoughts about the  t h r e a t  
o f  nuclear war given you 25 (25.0) 4? (L?.O) 22 (22.0) 4 (4.0) 
fee l ings  of fea r  o r  worry? 

4. I n  the  l a s t  month have you had 
any had dreams &out nuclea 
war? 5: ( 7 9 . ~ )  13 (13.1) 2 (2.0) 5'(5.1) 

Not a t  Very Some A l o t  " 
a l l  l i t t l e  - - 

5- Thinking about the  t h r e a t  of 34(34.7) 30 (30.6) '22 (22.4) 12 (12.2) 
nuclear war has a f fec ted  my 
plans f o r  the fu ture  - 

6. Thinking about the t h r e a t  o f  
nuclear war makes me wonder 
f f  I r e a l l y  want t o  g e t  42(42.fL) 26 (26.3) 20(20.2) 11 (11.1) 
married and have ch i ld ren  
some day 

7. Thinking about the  t h r e o t  o f  
nuclear  war makes me want t o  
l i v e  only f o r  today and 
forge t  about the fu ture  - 60(60.0) 18  (15.0) 14 (14.0) 8 (8.0) 



Nothing - 
8. H o w  much have you l ea rned  abou t  

t h e  t h r e a z  o f  nuc lea r  war from 
e a c h  o f  t h e  following: 

a. t e a c h e r s  lL (4 .0)  

b. newspapers and magazines::~ 

c .  books 45 

d. t e l e v i s i o n  c 

e. fami ly  27 

f .  f r i e n d s  61 

4 

9. How much i n f l u e n c e  do you f e e l  None 
t h a t  y o u  oersonal ly .  can have 
i n  p reven t ing  nuc lea r  war? ? S  ( j 5 a 7 )  

10. How much i n f l u e n c e  do you f e e l  
your p a r e n t s  can have i n  
p reven t ing  nuc lea r  war? 35 (36.1) 

11. How much i n f l u e n c e  do you f e e l  
Canada a s  a n a t i o n  can have i n  
p r e v e n t i n g  nuc lea r  war? 11 (11.2) 

A b i t  

17 (17.0) 

37 (?7.0) 

31 (31.3) 

3? (3f.O) 

LC (Ll .2)  

27 (27.0) 

A l i t t l e  

a6 ( ~ 6 . q )  

12. Have you t a k e n  any a c t i o n s  t o  - Yes 
p r e v e n t  n u c l e a r  war? 21 (22 

A f a i r  A l o t  
amount - - 

A l o t  T o t a l  contro! - 
15 (15'.3) 2 (2.0) 

13. Have your p a r e n t s  taken any 11 (11.6) 84 ( F 8 . 4 )  
a c t i o n s  to preven t  n u c l e a r  war? 

14: Below a r e  some o f  t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  t h a t  have been made &ou t  what Canada can 
do  t o  p r e v e n t  nuc lea r  war. Do you t h i n k  t h e  fo l lowing  w i l l  h e l p  p reven t  
n u c l e a r  war? 

Yes - No - Undecided- 

s u p p o r t i n g  a nuc lea r  f r e e z e  4 6 I  4 31 (31.6) 

t h e  West having more n u c l e a r  2 (2.1) 81 (31.5) 10 (1c.1) , 
weapons than  t h e  S o v i e t s  

t e s t i n g  t h e  c r u i s e  missile 9 (9.1) 75 (75.8) 15 (15.2) 

r e f u s i n g  t o  t e s t  t h e  c r u i s e  miss i le5a(5? .6)  20 (20.2) 21 (2?.2) 

r e f u s i n g  t o  manufacture n u c l e a r  
weapons 66 (67.3) 16 (16.3) 16 (16.3) 

do  o u r  sha re  of manufactur ing 12 (12.1b) ( 7  (69.1) 18  (18.6) 
n u c l e a r  weapons 

make Canada a nuc lea r  weapon 
f r e e  zone 66 (68.0) i 7  (17.5) 14  (1L.4) 

withdraw from NATO 13  (12.7) 69 (67.6) 20 (19.6) 

s u p p o r t  NATO 61 (60.4) 1 8  (17.8) 22 (21.8) 

o t h e r  sugges t ions  you have 



' V I I I .  General 

1. Are you aware of  v h a t  t he  Government is do ing  t o  p r e v e n t  war 
o f  any k ind?  

Yes - No - Undecided 

2 7,  .7) 52 (51 .5 )  20 (I?.,?) 

In  your view, vha t  e l s e  should  t h e  Government .be do ing  ir: 
t h i s  regard?  

d 

2.  Are you aware t h a t  Canada i s  a t  t he  disarmament n e g o t i a t i n g  
t a b l e  i n  Stockholm, Vienna, Geneva and New York? 

Yes - No - 
21 (21.2) 73 (7C.2) 

3.  I n  your view, what is t h e  most important  r eason  why Canada 
has  been a t  peace f o r  f o r t y  y e a r s ?  ( c i r c l e  one)  

(a)  C+ography 1 (1.0) 

(b) Membership i n  NATO 2' (2:.p) 

( c )  peace fu l  Nature of  Canadians 36 (37.1) 

(d) No Ex te rna l  Threat 23 (23.7) 

( e )  Other ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  8 (2.2) 

4. What do you t h i n k  is t h e  most important  way we can reduce t h e  
t h r e a t  o f  n u c l e a r  v a r ?  ( c i r c l e  one) 

( a )  Arms Con t ro l  Nego t i a t ions  (3.0) 

(b)  L h i l a t e r a l  Disarmament 3 (3.0) 

( c )  People-to-People Exchanges 14 ( 1 4 . ~ )  

(d) B i l a t e r a l  Disarmament 69 (69.7) 

( e )  Other  10 (10.1) 



5 .  Are you concerned about o t h e r  forms o f  war fa re?  

Yes - No - 
6: (65.3) 35 (35.0)  

I f  s o ,  which? ( c i r c l e  one only)  

( a )  Conventional Warfare 1,; (Z4 .2 )  

(b )  Chemical Warfare LO (6Cl.c) 

(c)  Other ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  10 (15.2) 

d 

6. What do you f e e l  is t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  of n u c l e a r  war o c c u r r i n g  
i n  your l i f e t i m e ?  

Very Low - Low Moderate Hieh Very High 
1 0 17 (17.0) 4: ( L " . O )  1 ( I .  6 (6 .C)  

7. Who do you th ink  Zs r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  whatever r i s k  o f  n u c l e a r  
war e x i s t s  today? 

Both USA Other  
USA - USSR & USSR Canada ( s p e c i f y )  
n 6 . 0 )  6 (6.0) 76 (76.0) 2 ("9) 10 (10.0) 

8. Would you expect  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  h o l d  t h e  same 
views o f  these  i s s u e s  a s  you do? 

Yes - No - 
75 (77.3) 22 (22.7) 

9 .  Would you expect  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  Sov ie t  Union t o  h o l d  t h e  sane  
views on these  i s s u e s  a s  you do? 

Yes -- No 

W(84.7 )  15 ( 1 5 . 3 )  

- LO. Do you t h i n k  you would s u r v i v e  a n u c l e a r  war? 

Yes 

1 6 7 6 . 7 )  

11. Would you want t o  s u r v i v e  a n u c l e a r  war? 



12. In your view, is there a greater risk of you being affected 
by a nuclear war or a non-nuclear war? 

Nuclear 

5,- (61 .?) 

Non-Nuclear 

- ,  
I r ,  (3t .S)  

IX. General 

1. In the last year have you seen anyone at school for advice or cornsellin7 
about any of the following: 

Yes - No 

a. choosing courses -11 I es (rc.?) 
b. problems with a class 24 ( ~ L . o )  76 (76.p) 

c. problems with a teacher 2r ("".o) ?C! (j?0.(7) 

d. problems at home 11  (1l.C) ?? (80.0) 

e. personal problems I(,> (19.:) (81.0) 

f. job or career plans 1 1  (11.1) 0') (29.0) 

g. worries about unemployment (1,7.3 no (90.0) 

h. worries &out nuclear war ( )  74 (7~.~) 

2. In the past year have you seen a counsellor or therapist outside of 
school about any of the following: 

a. chooslng courses 7 (7.3) sC (y.7) 

b. problems with a class 3 ( 7 . 2 )  2. ("1.5) 

c. problems with a teacher 1 ( 7 . 2 )  EE ( Z c . 2 )  

d. problems at home 11  (11.2) 27 (CP.3)  

e. person21 problems 1L (14.3) 34 (65.7) 

f. job or career plans 3 (3.2) 00 (91.;) 

g. worries *out unemployment 6 ( i  .l) 02 (Yj.?) 

h. worries about nuclear war 12 (12.4) E 5  (~7.6) 

3 .  1s there anything you'd like to add? Please use the space below to tell 
us about your thoughts and feelings. 



PLEASE READ EACH QUESTION AND CIRCLE ONE ANSWER. 

q. How much dif ference would your involvement i n  t he  followinq a c t i v i t i e s  
make i n  preventing nuclear war? 

c)  Writing o r  s p a k i n g  t o  a po l i t i c i an  
o r  government o f f i c i a l  about your 
concern3 aboct nuclear war? 21 (21.6) 26(26.8) 29(2?.9) ~ l ( 2 1 . 6 )  

d) Attending meetings of a peace group? ZL(25.0) 28(29.2) 2 1 ( ? ~ . 0 )  ~ l ( 2 1 . 0 )  

5. How much dif ference would your involvement i n  the  following a c t i v i t i e s  
make i n  dealing with the w s s i b i l l t y  of nuclear war? 

not a t  very 
a l l  l i t t l e  . some a l o t  

Making plans fo r  s e l f  o r  family 
protect ion i n  the  event of 
nuclear war? 

Making plans  f o r  leaving 
Vancouver i n  t he  event of 
nuclear war? 

Stor ing food o r  medicines fo r  
use a f t e r  a nuclear war? 

Reading mater ia ls  o r  books 
on how t o  survive a nuclear war? 

Attending meet ings/act iv i t ies  
about survival?  
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