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This history was unintended. The research that produced it began as
d study of the existing civil defense operational organization in
order to find ways for improving that organization. It was assumed
at the outset that "civil defense operational organization™ meant
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the existing state civil defense organizations who wers responsible
for civil defense operations in the event of a civil defense emergency.
This meant something similar to the World War II "civil defense corps”
which, at present, goes under the nebulous name of "disaster services."
Indeed, an examination of Public Law 920 and its accompanying legisla-
tive history indicates that the intent of Congress was primarily to
establish a civil defense corps under the aegis of the individual
states.

The Office of Civil Defense (OCD) has been operating under diffi-
cult conditions since its inception. In this respect it shared the
fate of the agencies it succeeded: the Federal Civil Defense Adminis-
} travion and the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. The Executive
and Congress were indifferent, if not openly hostile, and public apathy
% was paralyzing, except during periods of international crises. Despite
; these difficulties, OCD can point to accomplishments--particularly the
implementation of the 1960 fallout shelter program. Unfortunately,
the current civil defense organization can point to’ very few significant
achievements in the area of disaster services. At best there exists a
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bare outline of a skeleton disaster-services organization in which most
people concerned with civil defense vest little faith. And it must be
admitted that the lack of faith seems justified.

The initial study of this organization compelled the investigators

SRR

to conclude that mere recommendations for changes, possible improvements

of procedures or organizational structures, or even more far-reaching
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reforms would probably be ineffective. The more the organizationl was
studied, the more persistent became a prior questicn: How did the
current situation come about? Something seemed to be vitiating all

attempts by able and well-meaning men to set up some reasonably
effective civil defense organization. There was no reason to believe
that the same fcrces would not vitiate the effects of changes proposed
in the IDA study. To identify these forces, it seemed advisable to
turn to the past.

We began by studying the changes in organization and policy intrc-
duced by the new administration in 1961.- But this study raised as
many problems as it solved and, perforce, led to a study of the Office
of Civil Defense Mobilization period of 1958-1960. This, in turn,
led back to a study of the Federzl Civil Defense Organization of 1951 -
1958, and finally to the "roots" of civil defense--as far back as
World Wars I and II. From this base, a cocherent, meaningful picture
began to emerge.

This historical survey led to the judgment that very many of the
events essential to an understanding of the present civil defense
organization took place before the enactment of Public Law 920,
particularly during the years immediately following World War II.

It was, therefore, important to study these years in detail.

The present effects of these past events are greatly enhanced by
the fact that they seem to have been forgotten. It is fair to say
that those persons currently involved in national civil defense do
not have an accurate picture of how and why Public Law 920 was passed
and how civil defense was initially set up. This inaccuracy impedes
a correct diagnosis of current difficultie:. Although it is obvious
that the lessons of history are not an aderquate basis for current
policy decisions which should be made in ta2rms of contemporary goals
and needs, it seems reasonable, nevertheless, to believe that today's
policy-makers and implementers will find their tasks easier to the

1. It would be more correct to say "organizations"; there are
over fifty organizations comprising the states and territories of
the United States.
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extent that they have a true picture of the history of civil defense--

a true picture of the "inheritarce" they received when they assumed

the responsibilities for our ccntemporary national civil defense effort.
This study of history disclosed something else of imporctance. It

was implied above that the civil defense operational organization (i.e.,

disaster services) is but one aspect of the OCD program. No one will

deny that this aspect carries little weight in the cur:rent program.

Yet, history clearly dis:loses that, at the very least, in the public

mind a8 civil defense corps is practically synonymous with civil defense.

The public-at-large do not comprehend any civil defense effort except

in terms of some tangible, efficient life-saving organizaticn either

actual or potential. The fact that, for many reasons, all attempts

at establishing such an organization during the decade of the 50's

met with rather dismal fsilure, conjoined with the relatively low

priority given to this matter in the current program, goes very far

in explaining the current public apathy towsrd civil defense. And

it follows that much, but most assuredly not all, the indifference

and hostility toward civil defense on the part of the Executive and

Congress is but & reflectiorn of the general public attitude. It can,

therefore, be argued quite cogently that public (and, therefore,

Executive) acceptance of any civil defense measure or program

recommended by OCD will depend far more than we now imagine on the

treatment given to the problem of a civil defense operational organiza-

tion. 1In contributing to our understanding of this problem, this

history may make its most significant contribution.

o g BT BN A s rmen SRS RERE Y e A, B 5« oime




ZECO T R S T G LR o G\ Sheeeas PR

VR Ny AN g RS e
ool NI EIES AN B aiSHR 3l A - e
o el - R e oe W ‘™

{' CONTENTS
: Porewom [ ] L ] [ ) [ ] [ ] o L ] [ ] [ ] o L[] [ ] Ll [ L J [ * [ ] [ ] L ] E ] L ] L} L J * L ] . iii
= List Of Pigums ® L] ® L ] L ] e L ) [ ) L] L ] [ ] [ ] [ ] ® [ ] [ ] L ] L ] * L ] L ] L] [ ]
‘I' List Of Tables * [ ] ] L ] L J ® * L ) L [ ] [ ] L ] L ] [ ] L ] [ ] [ 2 ® [ ] ® L [ ] [ ] ® ix
'.‘-5,"* SUMMARY............................ Xi
L 1 CIVIL DEFENSE AND THE HOME FRONT: AN OVERVIEW .. « « « o o 1
Y
1 i" 2 BRITISH CIVIL DEFENSE ACTIVITIES BETWEEN THE WARS . . . . . 11
¢ ’ 3 AMERICA'S LEGACY FROM THE TWO WORLD WARS « &+ &+ « o o o o » o 31
” ’ { 4 US CIVIL DEFENSE IN HIDING: THE ERA OF MILITARY CONCERN
i;&; i (1945"1949) ® © & & o o 0 & S+ © O o & & o o6 o o o © ° o6 o o 55
1 A S FIRST PUBLIC STIRRINGS: PLANNING UNDER THE EXECUTIVE
iy U (1948 TO THE KOREAN WAR) ¢ « « & o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 79

THE PUBLIC TAKES OVER: KORER . & 5 & o s 2 o o o o o « o« o 115

7 THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT RESPONDS: THE NATIONAL CIVIL
DEFENSE PLAN AND PUBLIC LAW 920 . & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o » 129

——
= 3
o

8 ” IESS ms PROM HISmRY" L ] o L ] L] . L L ] ® L] [ J L [ ] L ] L ] L] L ] L 4 L] L ] 14 5

APPENDIX A  SUMMARY CONCIUSIONS OF "STUDY 3B-1, DEFENSE
AGATI'ST ENEMY ACTION DIRECTED AT CIVILIANS" . . . 163

Ay
| I

]

APPENDIX B SUMMARY OF CIVIL DEFENSE FOR NATIONAL SECURITY
(TPE HOPmY REPORT) L L ] L] L] L] L] [ ] e L ] L] L ] o L J [ 4 . 171

v - vy

é

)
Qexyeeling Uy
» v

=

.@-:4' on
-

ndﬂg@-: e
e, s

vii

puain

. N

R
A
b ¥,




FIGURES

1 Semi Monthly Number of Items on Civil Defense in the New
York Times 1946-1950

L] [ ) [ ] [ ® L[] [ [ [ ] L [ 3 [ ) [ [ ] L ] L] * L] [ 4 124

TABIES

1 Scope of Civil Defense Plarning in the Bull Report . « « « » 69

2 Semi-Annual Distribution of Classes of Actors in the New
York Times Civil Defense News ItemS o o ¢ o o o o« o ¢ o o o 125

ix

MR




SUMMARY

This Study was originally aimed at improving the current civil defense
operational organization, by which is understood the "civil defense
corps™ or disaster services. But it was soon apparent that the sericus
diffiéulties'confrnnting the current civil defense operational organiza-
tion could not be easily remedied because they are an inheritance of
& "forgotten" past; in other words, those difficulties, which have
plagued civil defense organizatior from the beginning, are symptoms
whose causes stem from past events. The seminal everts that have
been affecting civil defense untii this day seem to have taken place
before the enactment of Public Law 920. Hence, this period between
the beginning of World War II and 1950 was chosen for & detailed
historical study.
Civil defense became a military problem with the emergence of
the airplane in World War I as a weapon of war. These "flying
artillery platforms” made possible direct attacks upon the civil
population, even though the armies defending that population were not
defested in the field. Such attacks upon civilians undermined the
purpose of the fieid amies which was the defense of civilians
and, hence, lowered their morale; attacks on the hom2 pcpulation also
weakened the armies in the field by depriving them of materiel.
Although not too effective in World War I, the airplane left a
legacy of fear. The European belligerants of World War I feared,
to some extent, that the next war would be lost not on the battle-
field but on the home front (a new term) as a result of aerial bombing.
Civil defense as a necessary concammitint of future wars became an
3ccepted fact. .
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One result was a more or less spontaneous organization
%;x%;;gn populaoe to support the war effort and protect the
X spionago and sabotage. During the f1na1 weeks of the
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lhéorqus to serve as,the basic model for World war II civil
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ocalugovernment organzzatlons.
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As,the probablllty of US involvement in World War II grew, the

: " éurope increasing, especially after the bombing of London in the

i;ffﬁ" "rirst blitz," the demand arose, especially among the city governments,

an for the quick formation of a civil defense organization to provide

Do .8ir raid protection. An Office of Civilian Defense was created by

"g: executive order and Mayor Fiorello LaGuardia of New York City was
appointed its first Director. He estasblished a protectivé service

xii
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corps rather rapidly, but in doing so he bypsssed the States, neglected
the organization he inherited and belittled its original mandate, This
created quite a furor and was blamed (by LaGuardia's successors) for
later troubles. Hence, in their subsequent activities, they rigidly
adhered to channels. As a result of all this, by the end of World War
II, the organization that sprang up "spontanecusly" during World War I
was legitimized by both custom and ostensible success. As World War II
began drawing to a close, fear of air attack upon the continental
United States vanished; President Truman abolished the Office of
Civilian Defense on June 30, 1945 without making any provisions for

a successor organization or even a planning group.

With the first atomic explosions in July and August of that year,
the sense of danger to the continental United States from air attack
reemerged, but only, it seemed, for the military. In 1946 the United
States Strategic, Bombing Survey, established by the Secretary of War in
1944, issued a cpecial report on the effects of atomic bombs on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki; to be followed, in 1947, by two additional military re-
ports. The military position and advice to the govefnment was clear:
Ccivil defense was a necessity and ta be effective it would have to be
planned for very carefully by a competent group working for a long time,.
But the civilian authorities in both the Administration and the Congress
did not seem to be interested. '

After waiting in vain about a year for acticn, the Secretary of
Defense (Forrestal) established an Office for Civil Defense Planning
in accordance with some of the recommendations of the earlier military
reports. The only report made by this group--called the Hopley report,
after the Chairman of the office--was issued in November 1948, The
Hopley report is a comprehensive blueprint for a local civil defense
organization and a State organization. Prior to its delivery to the
President and the NSRB staff for approval, it was "surreptitiously"
distributed widely throughout the United States to all State and local
governments and to many patriotic organizations interested in eivil
defense. The President was faced with a fait accompli.

xiii
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orbanizé embryonic civ11 def°nse organizations, When the Soviet
UQQQn:s'explq§;on of an.atomic device was announced in September 1949,
thgseféfgaﬁféétiohs emerged as & loud and potent public voice, .Congress
peéa&g interested, and the Administration was subjected to considerable
;bféésu?élto establish an operational civil defense organization. The
uhgmiﬁ§§*ratioﬁ found itself in a difficult position: on one hand it
8 '” ﬁid not think an operational civil defense organization necessary;
on*the other hand it had to respond to increased public and congressional
pressure. ‘Tt embarked upon a program ostensibly responding to the
public demands while hoping to stem and slow down the developme.it of
» :agggpiqgal -eivil defense organization. Had not the Korean War broken
,'ﬁéﬁtﬁépfthévend of June 1950, it probably would have succeeded.
f'{fﬁ With the Korean War, public concern for civil defense would not
“be denizd., By the onset of winter, 1950, some sort of civil defense
organization existed in almost all states and most major cities as
vell as in many medium size cities, Hundreds of thousands of citizens
had enlisted as volunteers. The demand that the Federal government
legislate a civil defense law and assume both administrative leader-
ship and financial responsibility for a national operating civil
defense organization could not be disregarded. But the opposition
of the Executive to such an organization grew stronger with the war.
Not only was the organization still considered to be unnecessary--no one

'3

xX1iv




K ‘ka

in either the military or the executive considered the country to be
in danger of an air attack-~but now it would compete seriously for
scarce resources needed for the nascent rearmament program.

The NSRB was completely unprepared for this surge of public
interest and hed no viable plans for action. The senior officials
of the NSRB hurriedly drafted personnel from the Department of
Defense--personnel who had participated in the earlier military studies
as well as in writing the reports--and had them rapidly improvise a
"national plan for civil defense" and a suggested civil defense law.
The "plen" that emerged was a watered-down version of the Hopley
report. The effect of the law was to strip the Federal government of
all real responsibility for civil defense. From the outset this should
have been recognized as an unsound basis for a successful civil defense
effort. BAll studies then available insisted that national civil
defense could not succeed without serious Federal involvement; but
then there is no reason to believe that the Administration wished it
to be a success. Nor did Congress seem to give the matter much
substantive thought. The bill was passed in record time with little
discussion or evaludtion, and the FCDAR was established on very shaky
ground.,

Several pertinent "lessons from history" are sugzcsted by this
Study:

(1) Much of the current civil defense posture and organization
is not the result of careful planning nor of lessons learned
from experience in esrlier wars, as it is thought to be; rather,
it is the fruit of hasty improvisation, forced by the pressures
of events, and is often a compromise with interests that were
irherently opposed 0 an operational civil defense. Its main
features, which are currently not questioned because of the
prestige accrued to them with time, are therefore most likely
poor and should be questioned, reevaluated, and most probably
changed in meny respects.

(2) With the failure of the civil defense organization during
the 1950's and because of blindness to the history of the civil
defense law and "national plan,™ new causes of the current state
of affairs were sought and -found. The study strongly indicates
that these are not causes of civil defense failures,but results
of the failures. This confusion of symptom with sickness does
not contribute to a sclution for the problem.

xXv
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; (3 Peﬁhaps the main reason for both congressional and public

apathy toward civil defense lies in the lack of s master plan

“for a: .national effort, one in which every aspect of the ongoing

gg&eral "edvil defeénse program could fit. Both the military study

"§faups and the NSRB agreed that such a plan was absolutely necessary

_ before ‘any attempt was made to implement an cperational organiza-

,f‘tioﬁ.“Much can be learned about the formulation of such a plan

by studying the activities of the Office for Civil Defense Planning
after it issued the Hopley report, and by studying the extended

«BritiSh planning effort between World Wars I and II. -
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CIVIL DEFENSE AND THE HOME FRONT: AN OVERVIEW

Civil defense became a problem distinguishable from military defense
with the development of the airplane as a weapon of war. Before the
airplane, civil and military defenss were synonymous; when the enemy
wos close enough to harm civilians military defense had already failed:
the defending army was already routed, or at least losing the battle,
and civilians were beyond defense. The airplane, however, could pass
over the defending armies and attack the civilians directly. This
type of attack, therefore, was not the result of a victory but rather
was aimed at contributing to o..e. To the extent that such attacks
upon civilians could have an effect upon the outcome of the war being

fought, civil defense became a military and national necessity above
and beyond the "natural" mission of armies to defend the civilian
population from attack.

After the very limited experience in World War I, the argument
that attacks upon civilians could not but contribute to the
defeat of the national armies seemed, a priori, unquestionable.
Three general, independent bases for this view emerged in popular
thinking at that time: First, the mainspring of morale and esprit-
de-corps for the conscripted armies that do the fighting in modern
wars is the defense of the homeland, the motherland, the fatherlsand,
etc. In the mind of the conscript, however, these terms mean parents,
wives, children, and aged. Hence, if these can be struck down despite
his being at the battle, what point is there in continuing to fight?
Second, modern warfare demands a continuous supply of provisions and
arms from the rear, the realm of civlians, To the extent that
civilians can be successfully attacked, the supply will be affected
and the armies materially weakened. Third, attacks upon civilians




force the military to divert scarce resources and manpower from the
front lines to defend them, thereby further weakening the fighting
armies,

This new vulnerability of civilians suggested the need for addi-
tional steps ¢o defend the civilian population--steps which were not
considered to be the customary military steps--e.g., bomb shelters,
rescue squads, fire fighcers, and distribution of gas masks., This
led to the coining of a new term in the vocabulary of war: "passive
defense;" a temm which later became another source of confusi™.
Civil defense became identified with passive defense, with the "non-
military" steps taken for the defense of civilians; yet the relation-
ship between passive and active defense remains obscure, so that it
is still difficult to determine clear-cut responsibility for each
within the ration.

The Germans initiated direct attacks cn civilians in World War I
with their early zeppelin and later aircraft bombings of British
cities. These attacks created great fear and occasional panic among
the civilian populace, reactions which greatly affected the thinking
concerning civil defense needs and problems between the World Wars.l
A British historian of World War I writes that after the July 12,
1917 German attack on London--an attack involving only 1S5 oombers
with a load of 126 bombs totalling just about four tons, there was
marked demoralization among the populace. He goes on to write:

The public outcry obliged the Government to recall
two of the best fighting squadrons in France for

home defense, and for several weeks many of the London
Underground railway stations were packed nightly to
suffocation, It was estimated at the time that some

300,000 people descended to these shelters every
night, and that at least half a million more slept

1. World War II experience demonstrated that this was
oversimplified; civiliasns showed striking ability to cope with
air attacks.

»
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in cellars. The mere rumor of a raid was sufficient to
stampede thousands to these refuges.?

Two developments after World War I did much to strengthen the
general belief in the dependency of the fighting effectiveness of
armies upon an "inviolate" home front. German militarists, in order
to save the prestige of the defeated German armies, invented the
Dolchstosslegende, They argued that the Germsn army was not defeated
on the battlefield but was "stabbed in the back™ by the "home front";
had the home front maintained its morale and its support of the

German armed forces, the war would not have been lost. A necessary
implication of this argument is that the greatest and most impressive
military force known to the world at that time was defeated by the
failures of the very civilians it was intended to protect. The
inventors of this legend obviously felt that there was an intellectual
predisposition to sccept it in post World War I Europe, and to the
extent that the argument was accepted--and it was widely accepted--

it could only strengthen the general belief in the grest vulnerability
of the home front to direct aerial attack.

2. R. D. Sloan, Jr., The Politics of Civil Defense, unpublished
doctoral dissertation; 'fhe University of Chicago, 1958, p. 38. Sloan
was here quoting from Brigadier General P.R.C. Groves, Behind the
Smoke Screen, Faber and Faber, London, 1939, It may well be that
writing some twenty years after the events Gen. Groves' memory was
affected by the prevailing public opinion concernirg the effects of
air warfare and that the account is exaggerated to some extent,
nevertheless, there is nc cogent reason to doubt that it is essentialiy
true. That Gen. Groves' account seems to be somewhat exaggerated is
indicated by the treatment of this subject in the authoritaetive British
Government history of civil defense: T. H. O'Brien, Civil Defense,

Her Majesty's Stationary Office and Longmans, Green and Co., Londcn,
1955, O'Brien writes (pages 18-13): "At some times and places during
1914-13 the British public, as this nsrrative has noticed, had reacted
to air bombardment with a mood of indignstion; at other times and
places it had shown some tendency to panic. It wads not surprising
that individual members of planning bodies between the wars held
various opinions on the vital subject of the probable public reaction
to the sustained, heavy, attacks now possible."
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Out of this intellectual atmosphere there emerged t“e theories of

Giulio Douhet, regarded by some as the only truly distinguished name
to date among the military strategists of air power.3 Douhet
asserted that future wars would be won in the air and that the only
way to use air power eff:ctively would be through bombing; using
contemporary terminology, it can be said that he greatly favored
strategic cver tactical bombing. To quote Brodie (p. 92):

... his insistence on the devastating morale

effects of bombing, his conviction that civilians
are far less able than soldiers to endure the
blows that air power can deal, and his references
to the greater vulnerability of the targets
exposed to air attack as compared with those
exposed to naval or land artillery fire all
confirm the impression that fundamentally Douhet
reposed his faith on the bombings of cities per se,
on the attack against urban populstions.

Between the two World Wars almost all thinking about the vulnera-
bility of the home front to air warrare was greatly affected by
Douhet. (In fact, he influenced much thinking after World War II.
despite experience in that war, which showed the home front to be
far more resilient and resistant to severe attacks than had been
previously imagined.) The belief that urban populations were
vulnerable to air attack was reinforced early in 1938 with the air
attack on Barcelona. This attack, near the end of the Spanish civil
war, was widely reported in the world press and the ensuing panic of
the Barcelona population was drawn in lurid details.

This supposed vulnerability of urban populations, combined with
the government's awareness of the inadequate state of civil defense
in Great Britain, may have played a significant rcle in the Munich
crisis:

when Mr. Chamberlain, flying home from Munich,
felt deep thankfulness that London's sprawling
East End had been spared the disaster of air
bombardment he again reflected the prevailing
emotion of his countrymen. The high tension of

3. B. Brodie, Strstegy in the Missile Age, R-33S, The RAND
Corporacion, Santa Monica, January 15, 1959, page 22.
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this short dress-rehearsal gave way to universal
relief that the horrors of large-scale air assualt
had been averted, springing from new reslization
that the nation was still 'lamentably' unprepared
to meet this type of warfare.4

Of the Allies, only Great Britain continuously thought about and
planned for civil defense between the wars. Because of the importsnce
of British experience in civil defense and its great influence con the
American effort, this planning period and the initial organizaticn of
the British Civil Defense organization will be reviewed in Section 2.
For the present it is enough to note that by the time World War Ii
broke out, Great Britain had a functioning civil defense crganization
with a reasonably coordinated operational plan.

The major Axis powers, Germany and Japan, also hac functioning
civil defense organizations when the war began. Cn the one hand,
because of the nature of their governments--highly centralized
authoritarian dictatorships--it was easy for them to set up such
organizations. They were also aided by the fact that their popula-
tions accepted the governments, ccepted regimentation, and followed
orders--if not with enthusiasm then with little resistance. On the
other hand, because these governments were planning aggressive war,
they n.ad to play down the need for civil defense and could not
reslly admit its importance, even if they believed it. In Germany,
civil defense became a political foccball at the highest level with
senior goverrment heads (Goering, Himmler, Speer, and Goebels)
competing for its control. Hence, although the lower operating levels

4, T. H. O'Brien, Civil Defense, pp. 164-165. O'Brien's
sources for this statement are: Feiling, K., Life of Neville Chambet-
lain, 1946, page 321, and Churchill, W. S., The Second wWorld Wer,
Vol. 1, page 265. This interpretation of the role played by & lack
of civil defense ability in the resolution of the Munich crisis supports
the argument of contemporary American strategic thinkers that &
viable civil defense crganization is necessary to enabie the American
president to counter nuciear blackmail in negotiations. The argument
is strengthened bv the consensus of contemporary historical studies
of the events leading up to World Wsr II that had the British and the
French been more resoiute, Hitler would have backed down.
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of the German civil defense organization were reasonably well-
disciplined and trained, the dissension and competition at the top
of the organization precluded careful advanced planning. When the
air war against German cities began to increase rapidly, German civil
defense found itself unprepared and was forced to improvise. As a
result, in both planning and accomplishiment, German civil defense
always lagged behind its inherent ab;‘.ity.5

Japan started public air raid drills and public training in
various fire~fighting techniques in the early 1930's, several years
earlier than comparable actions in both Great Britain and Germany.
This training program was under the aegis of the Home ministry, a
ministry which did not have much power in the pre-World War II Japdanese
government, The public drill and training program was undermined to
a great extent by the active emnity of the Japanese military, who
refused to consider the possibility that anybody would ever get
through their defenses. The result was a well-disciplir.:d, but
"puerile and inadequate" civil Jdefense organization.6

5. The conflict between the top-lev. German leadership and
the operational section of the civil defense organization is
reflected in a recent book: Hans Rumph, The Bombing of Germany,
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston (N.Y. 1963) This somewhat vindictive
account of the air war against German cities, by a general in the
German civil defense organization, stresses the role played by German
¢ivil defense in saving iives and maintaining civilian morale. One
gets the impression in reading Mr. Rumph that he is still fighting
old superiors and that therefore his account about the accomplishments
of civil defense and its help to the German war effort may be exagger-
ated, yet, at the same time, one cannot also help feeling that the
eraggeration is based or a healthy dose of truth.

6. This evaluation of the civil defense organizations of Britain,
Germany, and Japan is taken from the War Department Civil Defense
Board study headed by Major General Harold R, Bull and released to
the publicin February, 1948 by the National Military Establishment
under the title of: A Study of Civil Defense (pp. 3-7). (This study
is commonly known as the Bull Report and will so be referred to hence-
forth., The information upon which this evaluation is based comes
from a study conducted in 1945 by the U. S, Army Provost Marshal.

Both studies will be discussed in some detail in Section 4.
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Many civil defense lessons can be learned from World War II. One
of special significance concerns the utility of preplanning for civil
defense. It is true that all the planning before World War II proved
to be inadequate because the reality of the ensuing air war proved to
be Guite different and much more severe than anticipeted; nevertheless,
the mere existence of a civil defense organization and plan of opera-
tions, despite the poor organization and poor planning, proved to be
instrumental in saving many lives and much property.

In evaluating the effect of the civil defense organization in the
three countries considered, the Bull report (footnote 6) acknowledges
that, with respect to Britain, "the advance planning effort of the
Home Office can well be credited with averting complete disacter
when the enemy struck" (p., 5). With respect to the Japanese effort,
an effort it had just characterized as being "puerile and inadequate,"
the Bull report submits that it "accomplished four principal results":

(1) Conflagrations were confined to the areas bombed.

(2) vigorous, mass post-raid activities restored the essential
utilities to an extent limited only by the lack of reserve
materiel,

(3) A&lthough shelters were extremely crude, casualties were
significantly limited.

(4) Evacuation plans for children were most effective,

Much has been written about the great raids on Hamburg in
1943 and its subsequent fire storm. In its fury and destructive
intensity it resembled an atomic attack. Although the German
civil defense organization of that city was admittedly saturated
and overwhelmed, a senior German civil defense official active at
the scene reports the following (Rumph, pp. 90-91): In addition
to fighting fires the men in the fire brigade rescued about 18,000
people. The rescue services saved 6,200 peogle trapped in shelters
and dug out 232 people from ruins, The first aid services treated
1,772 people on the spot and sent &,700 more seriously wounded
casualties to special medical centers, About 5,000 people were
evacuated from the fire areas, Local first aid stations treated
3,976 serious casualties and about 20,400 less serious casualties.

This is not a performance to be belittled.
7
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A second significant lesson can be found in the nature of the
planning errors made. Both the recuperative power of cities and
civilians and the ferocity of the planned attack are aimost always
underestimated, It can be said that before World War II, civil
defense planners were too pessimistic in their estimates of the effects
of air warfare. The actual ferocity of the air war, the actual amount
of tonnage dropped upon the cities, went far beyond the expectations
of the planners, yet the performance of the civilians of all bellig-
erents under attack far exceeded the most optimistic expectations.

The last lesson to be mentioned here points to the significant
role of local civil defense organizations., When attacks came it was
local organization and know-how, i.e., self help, that was found to
be the most important immediate determinant of civil defense effective-
ness. The "puerility" and inadequacy of Japanese civil defense
stemmed largely from its well-disciplined centralization. The local
civil defense organizations followed the central plans obediently
and did not display much imagination or initiative. The British
effort, on the other hand, although also starting out as a highly
centralized venture, did exhibit the necessary flexibility, and local
authorities took over decision-making responsibilities as the occasion
demanded. The reason for the efficacy of self help and local responsi-
bility is obvious. To bring help from the outside, that is from the
central authority, takes time; for the central authority to make
local decisions takes time--it has to receive and digest information,
and coordinate that information in light of its centralized responsi-
bility. But it is precisely time which is of the essence for saving
lives and property in coping with both the attack and the immediate
consequences of the attack. 1In addition, decisions made by central
authorities cannot be optimum since the authorities cannot be aware
of many local contingencies known only to those on the spot. From
the Bull report onward, American authorities planning for and
attempting to establish a viable civil defense posture in this country
have cited this lesson in support of their activities or proposals,
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yet, with time, its meaning became so distorted that not only was
it of no help to the American efforts, but it actually became a
handicap.7
Several observations are in order with regard to the panic and
demoralization of civilians under air attack. Certain preconceptions
based mainly on the World War I and Barcelona bombings, prevail in
ccentemporary thinking: One can still read that public demoralization
and panic under air attack will vitiate any civil defense prograrn.8
With the wisdom of hindsight and the tragically rich experience
of World War II, we now know that, contrary to the expectations of
Douhet and others, urban and civilian populations under attack can
exhibit the fortitude and bravery of well-trained soldiers. Problems
of civilian morale are not intrinsically different from problems
of military morale; given similar psychological conditions one will
be as brave or as cowardly as the other.
During World War I, Great Britain was subjected to two types
of concerted aerial attack: attacks by zeppelins, from May 1915 to
June 1916, and attacks by-two engine Gotha bombers a year later.
The zeppelin raids did not induce panic, but nervousness and anger
whicn culminated, in at least one instance, in riots and the sacking
of presumably German-owned shops in Hull. The known incidents of
population panic occurred during the airplane raids toward the end
of the war.,, These attacks began when the war had already been going
on for three years, a frightfully bloody stalemate with no respite
in sight. In addition, the British military forces did not know
how to cope with these attacks and were regarded by the population
as deficient, The attacks reoccurred after a lull of nearly a year,

7. Additional authoritative sources for World War II experience
with civil defense are: R. M. Titmus, Problems of Social Policy,
H.M, Majesties Stationary Office and Longmans; Green and Co., London,
1950; The US Strateglc Bombing Survey, Summary Report (European War),
us Government Printing Office, Washington, 1945 and Summary Report
(Pacific War), US Government Printing Office, Washington, 1946,

8. Arthur I. Waskow. The Shelter-Centered Society. A Report of a
Peace Research Institute Conference on Potential Implications of a
National Civil Defense Program, January 13-14, 1962,

9
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during which time it was believed that the problem of aerial attacks
had been beaten. Three factors--general war fatigue, feelings of
helplessness because of seemingly military ineffectiveness, and *he
great disappointment and letdown at the resumption of the air war,
created a favorable setting for panic., Public tension and nervousness
reached its height during the summer of 1917, when the Gotha homber
attacks were at their peak. With the onset of winter the intensity

of the attacks diminished, and reasonably reassuring active and passive
defense measures against air attacks were developed; the public morale
began to rise.9

The air attack on Barcelona took place under similar, if not worse,
condtions., Again it was toward the end of a long and bloody war,
and now the side supported by the populace of the city was losing.

In addition, the Spanish Republican forces had, by that time, no
effective military means to cope with such attacks and the population
knew it.

It is also interesting to note that when the Germans resumed
bombing Britain with the V weapons following the Allied invasion of
Europe in World War II, the psychological situation was very similar
to that of the previous war when the Germans used the Gotha bombers.
After years of demonstrated heroism and fortitude, British public
morale, by all accounts, sank precipitously.

9. The information in this paragraph is taken from O'Brien,
pPp. 7-11. Concerning the relatively widespread war fatigue among
European civilians during the last years of World War I a Swedish
military psychiatrist writes that "hysterical collapses and similar
symptoms of psychological illnesses were common" to a noticeably
higher degree than was customarily the case. (von Greyerz, W.,
Psychology of Survival: Human Reactions to the Catastrophes of War,
Elsevier, Amsterdam, 1962, page 20.)

10
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BRITISH CIVIL DEFENSE ACTIVITIES BEIWEEN THE WARSl

A somewhat more detailed treatment of British civil defense planning
between the wars is justified on two grounds: First, after the out-
break of World War II in Europe, when the United States seriously
began rearming and preparing for its subsequent involvement in the
war, it was discovered that little knowledge was available in this
country on how to organize a civilian defense effort. Hence, much of
the American World War II Office of Civilian Defense Organization was
modeled on the British effort. The British World War II Civil Defense
Organization significantly affected American practices so that to
understand the American effort it becomes important to know something
about the British effort. Second, despite obvious differences among
the major powers, Great Britain is, both politically and social~
psychologically, the nation most similar to the United States. The
situation faced by the British authorities after World War I was in
many ways similar to the situation the American authorities faced
after World War II. Since it is acknowledged that the British were
reasonably successful in their efforts before World WarII, their
experience in planning may therefore serve as a valuable guide in
helping the United States in a similar effort.

British peacetime planning for active civil defense extended over
mos*. of the twenty-cne years between the two wars. It can be divided
into two easily distinguishable phases. The first phase lasted until
the spring of 1935. During this phase civil defense concerned only
the top stratz of the government and the entire subject was shrouded

1. The main source for the material in this section is
T. H. O'Brien, Civil Defense, Her Majesty's Stationary Office and
Longmans, Green and Co., London, 1955, Part 1, pages 3-277.

11




t
l
i

VA

T e A . s EBTRINAR IR I B oy AR Y ¢

in secrecy. The second began with the establishment of an Air Raid
Precautions Department within the Home Office. Civil defense was
then "declassified" and action begun which was soon to involve more

and more people at the local government level and among the public at

large.

The &end of World War I found Great Britain in an unprecedented
state of both economic and morale exhaustion, Another war, or
serious preparations in the event of another war, were literally
unthinkable. O'Brien writes (p. 6): "It seems fair to say that a
large part of the nation continued right up to the startling inter-
national events of 1938 [the Munich crisis] to comfort themselves
with the idea that the war which ended in 1918 had been 'a war to
end war'. ....Neither the material resources nor the will for re-
armament were readily available.®™ On the other hand, the British
military authorities, upon whom the responsibility of defending the
country rested, had to plan and make preparations. Their judgment
was that air attacks against Britain "were overwhelmingly justified
on military grounds by the results" (O'Brien, page 11). The new
weapon had proven itself in the recent war and it was bound to play
a major role in any future war. But it was a weapon still in its
early development, and although it had pasced its first tests, its
precise role in future wars remained obscure.

The American situation at the end of World War II was quite
similar. The country had experienced a public fatigue that made
another war unthinkable; our military were confronted with a new,
revolutionary weapon that had just been tested in the war past, and
whose role in any future war, while certain to be significant, was
obscure. The initial reaction of both countries to the problem of
civil defense was also similar--governmental secrecy.2 It should
be noted at the outset that there was also a very significant dif-
ference between the American and British situation. The British

2. Both military reports to be discussed in the following
section were originally classified.

12

PO

- PSR [ Y ]

-




’“-‘}‘

A»

i

[}
«

o

=4

it

o heed e st

took fifteen or sixteen years to realize that a future war was more
than academic and to identify their potential enemy--Nazi Germany;
America, however, was confronted with a real, known enemy within a
matter of a few years after the end of World War II. As will be
seen, this difference had very significant effects upon how the re-
spective governments went about planning and setting up a peacetime
civil defense organization.

In November 1921 -the Committee of Imperial Defense, at that time
the British Cabinet's highest organ for planning national defense
measures, requested the principal Service experts to report on the
problem of possible future air attacks on the country. The report
appeared within a year and was obviously based upon the lessons
just learned. It hypothesized an attack from France, the only
power at the time that could possibly attack Great Britain, who
was assumed to drop an average monthly tonnage of bombs five times
larger than the total tonnage dropped by the Germans during the pre-
ceding war.3 In addition, the view was expressed that the effects of
such attacks on public morale would be proportionately much greater
than the ensuing material darmage. It is interesting to note in this
context that the "escalation"™ of weapon effects which has been so
troublesome to American civil defense planners also confronted the
early British planner in minjature. In 1922 they estimated that the
hypothetical enemy would drop 150 tons of bombs upon London during the
first day of attack and 110 tons of bombs during the second day; in
1923 the estimates rose to 168 tons and 126 tons respectively. The
initial report caused "some consternation in high quarters" (O'Brien,
p. 12), a consternation which was increased with the reestimates of
1923,

At a December 1923 meeting of the Committee on the Coordination of
Departmental Action on the Outbreak of War, the Air Ministry suggested,

3. The total tonnage dropped by the Germans during World War I
was about 300 tons; in the British "scenario" used for planning pur-
poses, the French were credited with the ability to deliver 1500 tons
of bombs a month. During the peak of t..e London blitz (Sept. 7-Nuv. 2,
1940) Germany delivered approximately 2600 tons of bombs per month.

13
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with the concurrence of the Home Office, that the Home Office was
the appropriate Department to initiate a scheme of air-raid precau-
tions. The Committee of Imperial Defense, however, seemed to think
that such a step was premature. Instead, it decided to appoint an
Air Raid Precautions subcommittee to be headed by a Home Office
official, a decision soon approved by the government.

The committee met for the first time on May 15, 1924 under the
chairmanship of the Permanent Under Secretary of State at the Home
‘ Office. Six additional members of the Air Raid Precautions Committee
; represented the Committee for Imperial Defense, the three Service
departments, the Ministry of Health, and the Office of Works. The
Committee also had the authority to co-opt, as it saw fit, additional
members from other government departments, an authority it immediately
began to exercise; it also extended invitations to other departments
to participate to the extent that the topics under discussion would be
of interest to them. And the invitations were generally accepted.
The result was a hard core of permanent planners representing the

o b U N

most important ministries and departments concerned plus a "floating"
body of experts from the other departments in the government.

The caliber of the permanent members of the Committee should be
noted. They were all from the senior administrative class of the
British Civil Service, a class which, according to the Encyclopedia
Britannica, (1965 Edition), "is concerned with advice on broad ques-
tions of policy at the highest and most general levels."” The Perma-
nent Under Secretary of State at the Home Office, who served as the
chairman of the Air Raid Precaution Committee, occupies the highest
civil service position in the Home Office. Its incumbent at that

4, The choice of the Home Office as the agent primarily

responsible for civil defense was not based on careful consideration
- but rather on experience in the war just concluded. German night
bombing was almost completely dependent upon lights for navigation,
hence blackouts emerged as a very important defense measure. Initially
the military services undertook the responsibility for implementing
the blackouts where necessary. But implementing blackouts demanded
civilian cooperation and the military services were not effective in
this. After a period of frustration, the responsibility for "lighting
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time, Sir John Anderson, later Viscount Waverly, eventually entered
politics and rose to become the Home Secreéary. He presided over the
deliberations continuously for almost eight years. The representative
of the Committee of Imperial Defense, Sir Maurice Hankey, had been the
Secretary to that Committee since 1912 and, in addition, the Secretary
of the British Cabinet since 1916. He held those two positions until
his retirement in 1938 but was lster called back to serve as a member
in the World War II Cabinet during 1939-1940. The other members of
the Committee were of similar caliber. The Committee functioned for
eleven years almost unchanged in personnel and its only responsibility
for that period was planning. Since membership was an added respon-
sibility to the normal responsibilities of the members, and since the
members represented a wide spectrum of the Government departments
affected by civil defense requirements, whatever plans emerged were
almost guaranteed to be in harmony with the government functions at
large.

The terms of reference of the Committee were: "to inquire into
the question of Air Raid Precautions other than Naval, Military, and
Air Defenses, and to prepare an annual report of progress with such

precauticas for the consideration of the Committee of Imperial Defense.”
(O'Brien, pages 14~15.) It was a temporary Committee and was expected -

to produce a report within a year.

It did. The report considered civili defense problems under eight
headings:

(1) education of the public;

(2) warning;

(3) prevention of damage;

(4) maintenance of vital services;

(5) repair of damage;

(6) movement of the seat of government;

restrictions" was transferred te the Home Office which acquitted
itself well. An important lesson had been learned: when the suc-
cess of a program depends upon the cooperation of civilians, it
had best be administered by a civilian agency.

15
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(7) 1legislative action required; and

(8) departiment responsibility for all action recommended.
"Prevention of damage" included such considerable problems as:
blackout requirements, camouflage, shelters, gas warfare defense,
and evacuation. It was alsc reccmmended that the Committee become a
standing committee and continue its work along the original terms of
reference.

For each of these problem headings the Committee considered what
additional planning would be necessary, what information would be
necessary as a prerequisite for planning, and what concrete actions

could be taken immediately. The Council for Imperial Defense approved

the report and forwarded it to the Cabinet for consideration.

The time was Spring, 1925, when it was truly believed that uni-
versal peace and international disarmament was at hand. Therefore,
the Cabinet regarded any action that would relax the secrecy of the
proposals as unwise, yet it felt that preparing for civil defense
must continue. Hence, it authorized reconstituting the Air Raid
Precautions Committee into a permanent committee and instructed it to
continue with the more detailed planning inherent in its report while
still maintaining a very tight security on its activities.

The Committee reconvened on February 1, 1926 and began to work
anew. Its first step was

... to ask Departments concerned with preparation

of plans tc attend its meetings with the two-foid
object of (1) arriving (so far as possible) at a
common conception of the conditions which would
result from air attack, and (2) elucidating points
presenting difficulties in the drafting of particu.ar
schemes for which Departments were responsible,
(O'Brien, p. 28.)

Deliberations had hardly begun when it became clear that much of
the detailed planning could not continue until answers were given to
two questions: First, to what extent should London be evacuated?
Second, what form of civilian control should be adopted for this and
other purposes? The Ministry of Health suggested that a civilian
general staff was needed. This suggestion was soon "validated" by

15
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the need to cope on a national basis with the general strike of 1926.
In order to avert chaos, something similar to a civilian general staff
did emerge within the Home Office to effectively control the vast
emergency measures taken and the suddenly increased body of 200,000
special constables (only 86,000 of which having had prior training)
raised to support the police. The concept of a civilian general staff
was here to stay.

Simultaneously, the committee decided to set up ad hoc committees
to consider the problems of the care of evacuees and the treatment of
casualties.

In March 1927, the Air Raid Precautions Committee was again faced
with a continuing problem: secrecy. Planning in the defensc against
gas warfare had progressed faster than all the other schemes. Both the
additional research needed and action called for were greatly hampered
by the tight security regulations. In addition, in the preceding month,
Professor Noel Baker broadcast a "peace™ speech in which he attempted
to enlist and arouse the public in support of the Geneva disarmament
negotiations by stressing the horrors of a future war. He concentrated
on gas, claiming "all gas experts are agreed that it would be impos-
sible to devise means to protect the civil population from this form
of attack.™ (O'Brien, p. 31.) The Committee knew better, but was
bound by security not to reply.S

They therefore requested the Committee on Imperial Defense to re-
lax security regulations with respect to defense against gas warfare.
The request was granted and then approved by the Cabinet. However,
soon after the Briand-Kellog pact was signed, and because of the changed
socio-political climate, the plans for expanding these activities
were suspended. Nevertheless, many smail departmental committees
were established to work cn specific limited problems; the "wed of
planning™ began to grow noticeably.

By 1928 the attention of the Air Raid Precautions Committee
turned to the type of central body necessary for coordinating

5, Similar arguments were and are being voiced in the United
States. The difference, however, is that now most of the relevant
information is public.

17
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2ll these activities into one general plan. It began by consid-
ering the type of organization appropriate for war, and then worked
back to deciding what should be established during peace. The first
issue to be considered was the choice between dispersal of responsi-
bilities among existing departments and services or the creation of
a special Ministry to deal with all aspects of civil defense. The
first alternative was the chcice in the Committee's first report
published three years earlier. The intensive planning since then
strengthened that choice; it was considered both more effective and
more economical to utilize existing Departments and services than to
set up an ad hoc organization.

Given this decision, the next problem was how to establish a cen-
tral controlling agency for the double purpose of coordinating policy
and consultation over plans. Major policy decisions were, of course,
the responsibility of the Cabinet, but these would necessarily entail
many lesser decisions taken at lower levels. A committee of Ministers
of the Departments most directly involved in civil defense was proposed,
to be presided over, during war, by a Minister of the War Cabinet. A
second committee was proposed to cope with the more prevalent and
"mundane" problems of consultation among the various departments, and
coordination of the various plans. This committee was modeled after
the military Chiefs of Staff Committee, members of which, while still
responsible as individuals to their respective services, had the joint
responsibility of advising the Committee of Imperial Defense on mat-
ters concerning all three services and in overall national defense. It
was recommended that this second committee be composed of officials
from Departments directing civil defense functions and be presided over
by the Permanent Under Secretary of State at the Home Office. Finally,
decentralization to the various Departments was to be accompanied by
centralization within the Departments; that is, each Department should
organize some central office or division for its civil defense respon-
sibilities, The Air Raid Precautions Committee urged immediate adop-
tion and rapid implementation of this plan since they were strongly
influenced by a concepcion of a "knock-out blow;" i.e., they anticipated

18




an aerial "blitzkrieg" like Rotterdam.

The plans were approved by the Cabinet at the end of January
1929, and the Air Raid Precautions Committee was formally reorganized,
with no basic change in personnel, to implement the plans; henceforth,
it was known as the ARP (Organization) Committee. It bore the respon-
sibility of civil defense planning for the next six years.

Concomitantly, detailed operational planning continued and various
problems were facec, some being solved while others were struggled
with without solutions being reached. Of spenial interest to Americans
is the problem of shelters, the responsibility of the Office of Works.
By 1929 the Office concluded in a summary report that:

(1) it would not be possible to provide adequate civilian
protection in the existing building;

(2) the cost of constructing shelters on a large scale was
prohibitive; and

(3) although the London subways could be used for shelters,
they probably should not be, since they would be needed for
transportation.

Instead of shelters, evacuation was recommended. The ARP Committee
had no alternative but to accept the recommendation of the experts;
but they directed continued study and experimentation. It should be
noted, however, that money for experimentation was lacking.

From its initial steps civil defense planning had concentrated on
the London area for two reasons: (1) London was the "natural" mili-
tary target in Great Britain and the first and strongest attacks
would probably be launched against it; (2) the problems of civil
defense of London were the most complicated and their solution would
serve as a guide for the solution of the problems of the smaller com-
munities. With the reorganization of 1929, the concentration on
London continued, now having received some formal recognition.6

The period 1929-1935 was one of both international and national
confusion. The international economic crisis swept the world; the

6. Somethiry similar occurred in the post World War II
civil defense effort. Almost exclusive interest was concentrated
on the designated target cities.
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Japanese opened the China war; National Socialism took over the
government in Germany, and, for quite a while Great Britain had an

unstable government (the MacDcnald era). In addition, old hopes died

hard , .and despite the impending breakdown of European peace, most of
the British public and many within the Government really refused to

believe that another war was possible. This atmosphere had its effect
upon the ongoing preparations to set up a viable civil defense organi-
zation. The prevailing secrecy rules hampered planning more and more.

The Committee requested their relaxation several times during this
period, only to be rebuffed, although some minor extensions were
granted. The security stricture of involving as few persons as pos-
sible at the lower levels of government hampered progress since many
of the plans were reaching "theoretical finality." Nevertheless, by
the end of 1931, a first draft of an ARP Committee handbook had been
completed.

By 1932, it became obvious that the Permanent Under Secretary of
State of the Home Office, until then the chief administrative officer

of the planning effort, could not assume the responsibility for admin-

istering the developing civil defense administration as well. The
Committee recommended that a new authority with a commandant on top
should be formed for that purpose; since the planning was primarily
focused upon the London area, the jurisdiction of the authority was
restricted to that area. The recommendation was approved by the
Committee for Imperial Defense in August of that year and a comman-
dant' for the London area assumed the post by April 1933. The next
few years were spent in building up the control authority, largely
on paper because of the security restrictions.

With the main problems of London in the hands of the newly ap-
pointed commandant, the ARP Committee turned its attention to the
problems of organizing civil defense in the rest of the country.
Three alternatives were considered as possible backbones for that
organization: (1) the police; (2) the emergency strike organization
(which proved effective in maintaining the necessary public services
during the general strike of 1926 and was retained in skeleton form);
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and (3) the local governments. The decision was in favor of the

latter. A special subcommittee studied the financial and administra-

tive implications of this decision. It submitted various suggestions

for administration, including the con¢ept of dividing the country
into administrative regions. By and large the suggestions were
accepted by the Ministerial committee; with respect to finances, how-
ever, the conclusions were equivocal and were shelved. The web of
planning expanded and some consultations with local authorities began,
but the problems of finances were not mentioned.

By the end of 1933, the commandant of the London ARP authority
submitted a detailed plan for setting up a greater London ARP organiza-
tion with an accompanying price tag of £150,000. The total national
expenditure on passive defense at the time was only about £20,000 per
annum; no Cabinet decision had yet been taken on rearmament. The
Committee therefore considered the program to be premature, arguing
that so large an expenditure should not be undertaken until the danger
of war assumed greater proportions. With the approval of the Committee
of Imperial Defense, the ARP Committee decided to devote its attention
henceforth primarily to problems of organization and to undertake
material preparation only if it did not involve heavy expenditure.

Financing began to assume some urgency by 1934. An efficient gas
mask and other anti-gas measures had been developed by that time and a
problem arose of how to manufacture and store or distribute the masks
and equipment. This was placed at the Ministerial Committee's doorstep.
Even more pressing was the developing stalemate in the limited dis-
cussion with the local authorities which had been authorized the year
before. All progress was stymied because it was unclew who should
pay for what.

At the same time, faith in the effectiveness of disarmament had
weakened and Great Britain began to consider rearming. GCermany
emerged as the potential enemy and the Air Staff concluded that the
most effective defense against air raids would be a counter-bombing
of German air fields and industries. Hence, it argued, the most
weight in rearming should be given to building up the RAF; neverthe-
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less, some enlargement of the "slender" existing provision for the
antiaircraft defense of London and a program of public education
about air raid precautions was also proposed. As in the United
States, twenty years later, active offense was being given priority
over passive defense as the best means of defending the civilians,
with active defense somewhere in the middle, A significant change
in policy was impending.

On July 19, 1934, the Prime Minister, Mr. Stanley Baldwin, an-
nounced the five-year program for expanding the RAF. During the
ensuing parliamentary debate on rearmament, he also disclosed on
July 30, that the government had been planning civil defense measures
for some time and that the public would soon be told what it should
do. The secrecy hampering civil defense planning had broken down.
The administrative and financial proposals submitted a year before
by the specia”. subcommittee were reviewed anew by the Ministerial
Committee, with the additional participation of the Financial
Secretary to the Treasury. In its report to the Cabinet, the Com-
mittee stressed that expenditures on civil defense must be increased
and that the national government must assume the responsibility for
certain of these services. Shelters, because of their cost, were
specifically excluded. Early in 1935, the Cabinet approved the re-
port and authorized an expenditure of £100,000. Yet neither
Parliament nor the public, with the exception of the few general
statements made by the Prime Minister during the debate, knew any-
thing of the scope of the plans or of its implications. The ARP
Committee now turned to the problem of publicizing its plans.

The Committee began to draft a circular in which the threats of
air warfare were to be described as well as the steps to be taken in
defense against it. It is unnecessary to go into the details of this
circular. Suffice it to say that it was prepared in about six months,
during which time it was cleared with all authorities involved as
well as by the Cabinet, and was issued to the public on July 9, 1935.
With this a new era in British civil defense commenced; the implemen-
tation of eleven years of high-level coordinated planning was embarkec

upon.
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Basically, the circular consisted of a comprehensive statement
of the Government's position with respect to civil defense and called
upon the local governments and industry to cooperate in creating a
civil defense organization. In addition, it called upon the public
to learn the rudiments of self-defense and to be ready to volunteer
for civil defense duties in their communities when called upon to do
so. All concerned were urged to cooperate, and enforcing legislation
was considered unnecessary. The circular guided civil defense activi-
ties for the next two years; planning decreased in importance as the
main emphasis of the ARP Committee shifted to implementation. By and
large the government committed itself to help the local authorities
in establishing an organization and to various expenditures, though
the details of the expenditures were vague. Aid in the construction
of shelters was specifically excluded, however, although the local
authorities were encouraged to do so if they so wished. Emphasis
was placed on the fact that civil defense ™must be organized locally."
The vagueness about expenditures was justified by the argument that
the national government was not asking the local authorities to
undertake any activities which called for apprsciable expenses, but
rather to undertake planning at & local level, an area which until
then was neglected for reasons of secrecy.

Local authorities were advised to Gelay their plamdiny until the
receipt of memoranda and guidelines to be issued by the Committee.

In addition conferences were to be held in which planning problems -
and goals would be discussed. The public at large was told that they

would soon be issued handbooks and that the British Red Cross, the

Order of St. John, and St. Andrews Ambulance Association would soon

initiate training courses for self-protection. {Arrangements for

this had already been made in the earlicr plaaring period.)

With the declassification of the civil defense effort, the ARP
Committee and its staff were reconstituted as an ARP Department with’n
the Home Office. Initially, however, work proceed2d very slowly.
With the exception of the Home Office, whose Minister was whcliy com-
mitted to civil defense, the other Departments dragged their feet.
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"The baby was not theirs;™ and the public at large, industry, and to

a lesser extent the local authorities, finding it difficult to

take the possibility of a new war seriously, could not get enthusiastic
about the project. The Department had to reconsider its tactics. '

One of the first things it did was to meet with the Ministers
concerned to discuss setting up staffs within their respective
ministries to assume responsibility for the part the ministries
were to play in the program. It alsn decided to go ahead with those
aspects of the program for which it was not dependent upon others
and for which it had reasonably finished plans--the defense against
gas warfare, Realizing also that setting up the organization would
involve much more effort on its part than anticipated, it requested
permission to increase its staff.

Administratively the ARP Department, although located within the
Home Office, reported tc the Committee on Imperial Defense together with
the other three services. Although the Imperial Committee was not
"against" civil defense (after all, it had been involved and had
supported the civil defense planning effort since its inception in
1924), it cannot be said that civil defense had a high priority.
Great Jritain was beginning its rearmament effort and there was not
much time for anything else. The various requests of the ARP Depart-
ment were approved but it was not until April 1937 that the ongoing
civil defense activities and the proposed program could be reviewed
seriously.

The ARP Department's procedures in dealing with local authorities
are instructive. First, contact had to be established with the local
authorities. During the initial half year of its existence, the
Department head participated in 26 conferences with local authorities
in which the issues entailed in civil defense were explored. After
these corferences, burden of the activities were taken over by
Inspectors; meetings were continued, and problems were raised and
discussed.7

7. The Office of Inspectorship in Britain sees to it that the
government regulations and/or standards accompanying grants in aid
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The immediate outcome of these meetings was quite spotty; some
docal authorities seemed to take to civil defense seriously while
other just listened politely. Two major reasons are given for this
relative inactivity. Primarily, there were the problems of finances.
Despite the fact that the central Government undertook to participate
in the financing of the civil defense effort, the details of its
participation were lacking. Some local authorities did not mind too
much, but many, including the London County Council, did. Secondly,
the local authorities were quite responsive to the popular political
opinions and moods. The Labor opposition to the Government began to
use civil defense measures as a point of criticism and as an indica-
tion that the Conservative Government is not really interested in
pursuing peace, and Labor's strength predominated in the urban com-
munities. Finally, it should be added that despite the Government's
rearmament program, the community at large sti i1l did not believe that
war was imminent. Some local governments, notably Nottingham, were
cooperative and the Department started to work with them on local
planning as a pilot study to gain experience.

Meanwhile, work proceeded with increasing tempo in the field of
anti-gas warfare measures. Authoritative handbooks were issued, a
government factory for manufacturing gas masks was set up, ard a
schcol for training personnel was established. Of the various civil
defense programs planned and prepared for by the ARP Department, the
anti-gas warfare program was the most highly developed by the time
the war actually did break out. With the wisdom of hindsight and

are observed by the local authorities and non-governmental organi-
zations. Inspectors of the ARP Department could not function in
such a manner since a) it did not distribute, at that time, grants
in aid, and b) it had no coercive powers. Instead Oof which, the ARP
Inspectors served rather as missionaries for civil defense (their
own description of the job). Actually they played a far more im-
portant role--they served as mediators and communication links be-
tween the local authorities and the ARP Department. The plans and
organization sketched out in the circular were no more than sketches,
they were not blueprints. The Inspectors played a crucial role in
filling these sketches out until they did become viable blueprints.
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within the framework of a narrow cost-effectiveness standpoint it
may be argued that this-was a waste of energy and effort. But this
is a limited way of looking at the matter. The real success which
the ARP Department experienced in this area played an important role
in keeping it alive despite the many failures and lack of accomplish-
ment in the more important area of setting up an organization at the
local levels. Expenditures for anti-gas warfare were more than offset
by the resulting increase in morale and improvement in motivation on
the part of those involved in the civil defense effort. In addition,
the public accepted this part of the civil defense program more than
any other, thus creating the ground for future acceptance of the rest
of the program.

As 1936 progressed, additional progress was noted. Agreements
were reached with the British Red Cross and kindred organizations to
establish first aid and civil defense rescue training schools and
close to £4000 were allocated for that purpose by the central govern-
ment. Parliament auvthorized the formation of an Air Raid Warden
Service, a service which was to turn into perhaps the most successful
and distinctive aspect of c¢ivil defense. Plans for emergency fire
brigade services were also announced.

However, the nebulousness of the financial responsibility for the
civil defense efforts led to a hardening of attitudes in the local
governments, who insisted that the matter be cleared up before they
would act. This, in turn, led to a significant slowdown in the
stimulation of public awareness of and participation in civil defense
problems, because it is difficult amd dangerous to involve the public
without a reasonably functioning organization at local levels. The
problem of finances was tackled by the central government early in
1937. Conferences were held with the representative organizations
of the local authorities. Their position, by that time, was that
defense in any form is a national concern and should therefore be
wholly financed by the national government. Local governments hesi-
tated to incur any expenses since they pointed out that the ARP
Department had no legal authority to spend any money and they might
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not be refunded. The Home Office brought this to the attention of
the Cabinet which decided that the whole matter of legislation had to
be restudied. The new study was assigned to the Defense Policy and
Requirements Committee.

Agreeing largely with an analysis submitted to them by the Home
Office, the Committee reached the following main conclusions. It
first distinguished three distinct time periods for civil defense:
peace time, warning time, and war time. Full civil defense readi-
ness, comparable to the readiness of military forces, was deemed in-
advisable in peace time because of its disrupting effect upon the
normal life of the community. Hence, plans for civil defense were
to be so formulated that full readiness could be achieved within a
short time called the warning period; the Home Office recommended
that the warning period be set at four days but the length of time
was left open in the final report. It was agreed that negotiations
with the local authorities should start, with the central government
willing to assume 60 percent of approved civil defense expenditures
during peacetime; although it was expected that the government would
assume far greater responsibility for funding during the warning
period and war time--the Home Office recommending 100 percent--it
was decided not to discuss the figure.

But the conclusions were withheld from the public and the local
authorities; a new problem had arisen which demanded prior solution.
The central government civil defense organization was in need of
review. Formulated in 1935, the original idea underlying the covern-
ment civil defense organization was for the effort to be carried out
by the various departments in conjunction with their normal activities;
the Civil Defense Department within the Home Office would assume re-
sponsibility for overall planning and coordination of the entire
effort, since the idea of establishing an autonomous organization in
charge of civil defense had been considered and rejected. However,
as already noted, the various departments involved during this period
of voluntary cooperation, neither exhibited much initiative nor expend-
ed much effort, and the Department was forced to assume much of the
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responsibility itself. The ARP Department thus began to develop &
kind of autonomy despite the policy decision taken two years earlier.
An overall review and evaluation of the national civil defense
effort was clearly in order.

A subcommittee of the Committe~ of Imperial Defense was accord-
ingly formed under the chairmanship of the Permanent Secretary to
the Treasury, Sir Warren Fisher. The Committee report was submitted
to the Cabinet at the end of June, 1937. Although it made no radical
proposals it was a clear statement of strengths and weaknesses of the
existing civil defense efforts as well as a clear statement of the
discrepancy between what existed and what was needed. One sigiifi-
cant lesson from experience was recognized: the functions of the
ARP Committee were changed; instead of being merely a planning and
coordinating body, it was given executive responsibility, even though
the thesis that civil defense was an interdepartmental responsibility
was formally retained. The report outlined in reasonable detail the
civil defense organization needed for Great Britain, an outline which
was incorporated in substance in the final ARP bill which was to be
enacted into law within six months.

The several studies of civil defense problems and the cumulative
lessons of two years of "free cooperation"” showed that this period
was necessarily reaching its end, that most of what could be accom-
plished under such conditions had been accomplished. A new, more
forceful law became necessary.

On July 7, 1937 the Home Secretary informed Parliament that he
was beginning consultations with the local authorities on a new Air
Raid Precautions law. The consultations concerned the administrative
responsibilities of the local authorities and the problem of finances,
the government's position on finances being the one sketched out in
the preceding paragraphs. A deadlock developed, with the local
authorities insisting that the central government assume responsibili-
ty for all the extra experditures entailed in civil defense; it was
to be resolved by a series of compromises. There was no known con-
flict between the departments and ministries of the central govern-

ment.
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The second reading of the bill began on November 15, 1937. For
the first time, civil defense was extensively discussed in Parliament.
The bill was approved in both houses and royal assent was received
on December 22, 1937. It went into force on January 1, 1938. With
this act, the work on setting up a functioning civil defense organi-
zation began in earnest. This was possible because the act compelled
the local authorities to set up civil defense plans for their juris-
dictions, to forward them to the Permanent Secretary of State of the
Home Office for approval, and then to assume the responsibility for
implementing them.8 The general guidance for such planning as well
as the problems of ccordination of individual plans remained the
responsibility of the central authorities who by now had close o
fourteen years of continuous experience in this area.

The act empowered the permanent Secretary of State to prescribe,
by regulation, the matters to be included in the plans as well as to
relieve the local authorities of any of the obligations which these
regulations might prescribe. In addition, the local authorities were
authorized to incur expenditures for their plans with the understand-
ing that the central government would reimburse between 60 and 75 per--
cent of them--as high as 85 percent under certain extreme conditions.
(A clause was introduced into the act requiring a review of these
procedures after a period of three years to evaluate to what extent
they were successful or needed to be modified.) It should be noted
that where the individual citizen was concerned, civil defense still
depended upon voluntary cooperation, a feature which was not changed
throughout the war. Despite planned dependence upon voluntary coop-
eration, little activity at this time was directed toward the enlist-
ment of volunteers; the emphasis was on drafting a viable local plan
and training a professional cadre before asking the public to donate
its effort.

Although a formal organization did not emerge rapidly, the ARP
act did have a striking effect on planning and, with the development

8. Needless to say, except during actual war emerjency, it is
difficult tc see how the American Federal Governmen* can legislate
in such a manner to compel State governments to take action.
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of plans, on recruiting a full-time cadre. The staff of the ARP
Department began to grow and its budget was increased commensurately.
A national civil defense plan, to be added as a supplement to the
Government War Book, was drawn up, entitled "Civil Defense Energency
Scheme Y."™ The accelerated planning activities of the local authori-
ties necessitated many conferences with the ARP Departments in which
the growing staff of Inspectors9 played an important role., Compro-
mises were made oil both sides and the problcms hampering progress
were ironed out. Soon there were 230 local authorities with the
responsibility for planning civil defense organizations and there was
no dearth of problems in supervision, coordination, and reconcilia-
tion of differences.

Despite alli the activity there was a ncticeable lack of tangible
ccecomplishinent. To make matters worse, as planning progressed new
problems emerged and the old ones began to look more compiex than
initial., imagined. Hitler invaded Austria on March 11, 1938, and
the ARP Department felt compelled to issue a call for one million
volunteers; but the volunteers did not come forth. The morale of
tiose in the Department tended to drop. Sir John Anderson, who had
presided over the ARP planning committee duringhéﬁg first eight years
of its existence, was called to head a committee to review the
progress made and the problems encountered since the enactment of
the new law. He reported to Parliament in June that the problem of
civil defense organization was so vast and sc complex "as almost to
induce degpair.® (O'Brien, p. 120.)

Then came Munich. As noted in the preceding section, the lack
of readines. of British civil defense may have played an important
role in the outcome of those events. But as a result of the Munich
cerisis the "macic ingredient", which seemed to have been previously
lacking in the British civil defense effort, was added; there was a
chante in national and public sentiments and a change in motivation.
Within a year a civil defense organization with trained volunteers
was a going concern, an organization which commanded the respect of
1)l thoie who either observed or studied it in its performance during
World War II. Years of hard effort yielded desired results.

9, See footnote 7, p. 24, 30
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AMERICA'S LEGACY FROM THE TWO WORLD WARSl

Although some air attacks had already been launched against London by
the time the United States entered World War I, direct attack upon
American civilian targets was literally impossible; civil defense as
such was therefore not relevant to the American scene. However, with
the American declaration of .ar, a wave of what could only be described
as hysterical anti-German fear swept the country. One aspect of this
wave was the fear of internal subversion by German agents and sympa-
thizers, a fear reinforced by several accidents in munition factcries
and a "mysterious" explosion in New Jersey (the notorious Black Tom
explosion in which several hundred people were killed). All the
incidents that could be attributed to sabotage were displayed promi-
nently by the public press and were so identified in the minds of the
people. A sinister, widespread, and very clever conspiracy was
imagined and saboteurs were believed to lurk in every nook and cranny
of our large country. With this background, volunteers flocked to
the organizations set up to protect both the homeland and the civilians.
When it was realized that the United States might not be able to
avoid getting involved in World War I, a "Council of National Defense"
was established (August 29, 1916) by an act of Congress. The Council

1. The main sources for the material in this section are: an
unpublished manuscript, "Narrative Account of th: Office of Civilian
Defense," b, Recbert McElroy, typed in November, 1944, within the
Office of Civilian Defense; Elwyn A. Mauck, "Histcery of Civil Defense
in the United States," published in The bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,
August-September, 1950, and Sloan, R. D., The politics of Civil Defense,"
unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of Chicago, 1958.
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comprised the Secretary of War, (chairman) and the Secretaries of the .
Navy, Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor. The Council was d
charged with coordinating industries and resources for national
security. With America's entry into World War I, on April 6, 1917,
the National Council created a State Councils Section, and three days
later (April 9, 1917) it requested the Governors to set up State
Councils of Defense, which in turn were to set up local Councils of
Defense. Furthermore, on April 21, 1917, the National Council ap- 7

pointed an eleven-member women's committee to organize and coordinate h
the war activities of the nation's women. The nation's response to 1
these calls was immediate and erthusiastic. Within a few months, ‘
State Councils were established in all the states, and local councils
proliferated. By the end of hostilities, about a year and a half
later, there were about 182,000 functioning local units throughout the
country. In addition, there was the parallel organization set up by
the women's committee which eventually encompassed about 80 percent
of the counties in the country. All this was accomplished by volun-
teers with minimal expenditure and with no recourse to compulsion
either at the Federal, State, or local levels.
Although originally the main emphasis of these organizations was
on patriotic duties such as anti-saboteur vigilance, selling Liberty
Bonds, making patriotic speeches, and writing letters to "the boys,"
with time other activities began to assume importance. The organi-

zation became aware of local needs stemming from dislocations caused
by the war and took organized steps to counter them. Boards were
established to combat rent gouging. Legal aid to drafted men and ’
their families was supplied where needed. Their activities branched
into the areas of public healtn, welfare, economic stability, and the
conservation and production of critical material. In short, they
began to turn into a cohesive community organization with broader
aspects and implications. But the armistice soon put an end to this
and the organizations were disbanded.

It would be too much to expect that so extensive an effort, set
up so rapidly, with no formal ccercive powers, and with no prior

32




experience, would not encounter oganizational difficulties. And
they were encountered. Unfortunately, here there is a gap in history.
McElroy writes:

Yet, with all this machinery, the Council of National
Defense had made so little impression upon America's
vast population that few of those who survive today can
recall anything about it; and many fail to recall the
fact that it existed. ... We have lately made an effort
to repair that omission, however. As early as May 23,
1940, a serious attempt to discover the organization and
activities of these State Councils of Defense as of
June 1917 (sic). ... But the plans for these State
Councils were so varies (sic) and the records they left
so inadequate, that it was hard to draw any conclusions
from them as examples. (McElroy, pp. III-3, III-4.)

What was recoverable was quite skimpy and no broad picture can be re-
constructed, no generalizations :an be made.2 The organization of this
vast effort took its final form on October 1, 1918, when the separate
State Councils Section and the Women's Committee merged into one Field
Division and a clear organizational structure was formulated. However,
the Armistice was declared six weeks later and the proposed reorgani-
zation was never implemented:; what remained was an untried paper
organization.

In its broad outlines this reorganization set an important precedent:
it was to be followed by the civil defense efforts both during and after
World War II. Henceforth, when people thought of civil defense they
immediately and uncritically thought about a three-level chain of
command starting at the Federal level, through the States, down to
the local levels.3

2. The results of this research are found in a publication of the
Office of Civilian Defense: Defense Council System in World War I,
OCD publication 4011, January, 1944.

3. It may be argued that under our federal system no other kind
of civil defense organization can function. This may be true, but the
point is that the issue was neither thought about nor demonstrated.

As will be seen, when the nation realized that it was on the verge of
entering World War II, it just took many of the fomms developed during
World War I to facilitate its preparedness program, changing them

and improvising as needs developed.
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The World War I experience left two other heritages which had an
effect on planning in World War II. Patriotism, morale-building, and
other social activities were accepted as the "natural" responsibilities
of a civilian organization established to protect and strengthen the
"home front" during a war--a heritage which caused many difficulties
for the World War IT Office of Civilian Defense and in turn, had a
critical effect on some key thinking underlying Public Law 920, the
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950. In addition, it laid the basis for
the national "fzith" in volunteers. enceforth, any civil defense
organizat -on was uncritically understood to be almost entirely a
voluntecr organization (including the administrative structure).

As in Great Britain, there was no public thought given to civil
defense between the wars; but unlike Britain, neither was any signifi-
cant thought given to it by the professional military planners. How-
ever, it should be remembered that whereas after World War I, it was
conceivable (but improbable) that France could bomb Britain, it was
not conceivable that any enemy could bomb the continental United States;
there was, therefore, no point in planning for such a contingency.4

The outbreak of World War II forced the United States to reevaluate
the chances of another involvement in war. They looked to be high. On
May 29, 1940 President Roosevelt reestablished the Council of National
Defense tased on the still-existing 1916 law. In addition, he appointed
a National Defense Advisory Commission consisting of seven members with
himself as chairman; the responsibility of the commission was to survey,
coordinate, and advise in the interests of national cooPeration.5

4, The American situation with respect to civil defense after
World War II was, roughly speaking, similar to the British position
at the end of World War I and, despite later divergences, our initial
reaction to the problems of civil defense was also rcughly similar
to the British.

5. The members of this commission were Americans prominent in
various fields of endeavor: William S. Knudsen, Edward R. Stettinius,
Sidney Hillman, Chester C. Davis, Ralph Budd, Leon Henderson, and
Harriet Elliot.
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Some of the states simultaneously exhibited initiative in setting
up Defense Councils modeled after those of World War I which were more
directly civil defense oriented, as the term is currently understood,
than was the Federal effort. (The destruction of Warsaw and Rotterdam
from the air was an important spur to this effort.) New York was one
of the first to take independent action. By the summer ol 1940,
Governor Lehman strengthened the State National Guard and called a
conference of all the mayors from cities with populations over 3G,000.
On July 2 of that year he designated his Lieutenant Governor as the
State Defense Coordinator and on August 1 he established the New York
State Council of Defense comprising leading representatives of labor
and industry. The State Council was rapidly given statutory recognition
and authority by the State legislature. Local councils were also
established in the cities and counties. In addition to worrying about
protective services, that is, protecting civilians against an air
attack end caring for them after the attack, these manifold layers of
councils alsc assumed responsibility for aiding in civilian production,
labor and housing, in maintaining morale, in enlisting volunteers for
various worthy causes: "drives"™ of all sorts, and other worth-
while public activity designed to heighten public morale and help the
rearmament effort.

Michigan was another state to establish a council structure before
Federal initiative in the area. Although organized slightly differently
than in New York State, its responsibilities were somewhat similar with
programs in "production, land use, 'consumer protection', recreation,

a 'school morale program', and ... civil defense. This latter function
defined broadly as including steps to counter 'sabotage, rebellion, air
attack, or invasion.'"6 The structure of the council organization later
to be set up in most of the other states was quite similar to the one

in Michigan.

6. R. D. Sioan, Jr., "The Politics of Civil Defense,™ unpublished
doctoral dissertation, The University of Chicago, 1958, p. 106.
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With the rearmament effort growing rapidly, the National Defense
Advisory Committee (NDAC) was soon flooded with various problems
concerning the states such as the location of new military camps,
the establishment of defense industries, government contracts, and
the relocation of labor with the accompanying social problems which
this entailed. The Committee did not wish to be encumbered with such

problems; it interpreted its role as being concerned with broad policy

rather than details., A decision was therefore taken to establish a
Division of State and Local Cooperation within the NDAC to cope with
them, This Division served as the organizational nucleus for what
was to become the Office of Civilian Defense during World War IT.

The Division of Cooperation was formally announced cn July 31,
1940 with the appointment of Mr. Frank Bane, the Executive Director
of the Council of State Governors, as its Director. As its main
functions, it would

1) Serve as the channel of communications between the
Council of National Defense and Advisory Commission and
the State Councils, 2) keep the State and Local Councils
currently informed regarding the National defense program
as it develops ..., 3) receive from the defense

councils in the States reports upon problems of coordina-
ion requiring Federal attention ,.., 4) clear
information between defense councils in different States

regarding matters of organization, administration, and
activity. (McElroy, p. IV-1.)

It is evident that the original concept behind the Division was to
faciiitate the newly initiated rearmament program and not much more.
It orginally saw itself as primarily facilitating production by
coordinatin, and keeping the channels of comnunication open.

Within two days, cn Rugust 2, 1940 President Rocsevelt sent a

memorandum to the State Governors advising them to reestablish State
and local ccuncils of the World War I type if they considered such
acticn warranted. The memorandum ccntained this significant
paragraph:

It is contemplated that State and local defense councils
«eo will confine their attention purely to defense

programs and will not extend their interest to normal
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programs to public, quasi-public, or private agencies
unless they impinge directly upon matters of defense.
(McElroy, p. IV-2.)

This is another example of the tacit understanding that the entire
organization should primarily facilitate the production needs of the
rearmament effor’c.7

As the rearmament effort progressed, other problems began to force
their attention upon the division, most of them stemming from the
relocation of labor. For example, by the end of September of that
year, it was discovered that 129,000 new housing units were needed in
216 communities. Closely associated with this need were parallel needs
such as sewage, public safety, school, transportation, and public
health. Private industry and local governments found it increasingly
difficult to cope with these swelling needs. But the records show
that the states were primarily interested in using the Division of
Cooperation to obtain government contracts or other amenities stemming
from the . ~elerated rearmament effort, and were slow in reacting to
the social welfare problems stemming from that effort. The Division
Director, Frank Bane, was restric-ed to asking the states to cooperate
with his division; he had no coercive power nor did he seek any. In
addition, he, refused to consider the alternative of bypassing the
state and local governments to cope directly with such problems as
they arose. ﬁence, the Division was soon reduced to exhortation and
propaganda, in an effort to get the majority of states to cooperate
in a broader endeavor then merely that of obtaining contracts. How-
ever, the states alone should not be blamed for this development. In
meetings between the Division and s tate representatives during the
Fall and Winter of 1940 and 1941, many states said they would be will-
ing to go along with the Division program were they to be given some
firm guidelines as to what should be done and how it was to be done.

7. The response to this call was surprising. According to the
Civilian Defense Manual on Legal Aspects of Civilian Protection,
Office of Civilian Defense publication No. 2701, nearly 6000 local
defense councils were established by Novemter 1940.
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But, having been set up hastily with a staff and director relatively
inexperienced in this field, the Division could not formulate useful
detailed guidelines and had to restrict itself to generalizations.

The August 2, 1940 call by Prasident Roosevelt told the states
to model the defense councils after World War I experience without
going into any details. But this .ignored two problems: First, not
much was recalled of that experience, as already noted; and second,
the "coher=nt" integrated World War I organization was never imple-
mented. Thus, whatever could be learned from experience varied greatly
among the states. Probleis cf uniformity of state organizations and
of a chain of command emerged early. By December 1940 a model draft
for State Councils in the form of a statute was distributed to the
Governors for their consideration. A chain of command from the
Federal authorities through the states to the local governments and
authorities was also suggested.

By this time, the war in Europe had been going on for over a
year. Rotterdam and Warsaw had already been battered by air attack
and Great Britain was being subjected to the first of many fire raids.
The Division of State and Local Cooperation had, however, been
primarily active in "civilian mobilization" to help the rearmament
effort and in comnunity action to ameliorate difficulties stemming
from rearmament. But the pressure was growing to establish protective
services, that is, to take preparatory steps to actively protect
civilians from an air attack and its aftermath. An Advisory Committee
on Fire Defense was established during November 1940. After studying
the effects of the fire raids on London it instituted a program to
train local community firemen to combat the new menace. A bulletin
on protective construction was issued and cther bulletins on air
raid precautions, medical problems, warning, blackouts, etc., were
planned. But the main emphasis of the Division remained civilian
mobilization and the rigid adherence to channels for dealinys with
the States. This sparked a "rebellion.”
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On January 31, 1941 the executive director of the United States
Conference of Mayors sent the President a report highly critical of
the Division activities, demanding much greater speed in providing
protective services and greater interest on the part of the Federal
Government in local problems. The Conference of Mayors alsc suggested
a reorganization of the Federal civil defense effort to consist of a
Federal Civil Defense Board with Federal regional offices and local

civil defense boards.8

The President took this critique seriously
and had a long conference with Frank Bane abcut it.

The work on civilian mobilization went on. On February 24, 1941,
President Roosevelt asked Congress for $150 million for ameliorating
the problems brought about by the rearmament program; it was made
~lear that only expenses beyond those normally incurred by the various
comnunities would be reimbursed. When this request became known, the
Division was flooded by requests for financial aid from States and
local governments which, had they been honored. would have amounted
to an astronomical figure. It is fair to say that the creat majority
¢ these requests were not thought through carefully and could easily
be interpreted as an attempted raid on the Federal treasury on the
part of the state and local authorities. But the days of the Division
were numbered and action was not taken by Congress.

By March it became clear that a change was to take place and that
the responsibilities of the Division would be transferred to an
autonomous organization. The Division's planning and organization
activities almost stopped as everyone waited to see what would happen.
Perhaps the main reason for the impending reorganization was the
growing convictioa that something more than an Advisory Committee to

8. McElroy is not clear in his account of this plan but he seems
to imply that the mayors sought to by-pass the states. It should be
noted that Mr. Bane was the Executive Director of the Council of
State Governors and was originally "borrowed" from thet organization
for 90 days to set up the Division. This may explain his "bias™
to the states.
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the Council of National Defense was needed for the job; the Mayors'
critique and recommendation did carry weight with the President. 1In
addition, althcugh nothing in the records available to the writer
clearly indicates this, it seems that the director of the Division,
Mr. Frank Bane, being a "Governor's man," evoked hostility on the
part of the mayors. It thus seems not pure chance that the first
director of the forthcoming Office of Civilian Defense was a mayor,
Mr. Fiorello LaGuardia,

Nevertheless, in its last months of existence, the Division did
successfully negotiate with the US Armmy Air Corps and set up the
volunteer civilian aircraft observer corps which was to function
without much change for the rest of the war. It also sent out an
important policy circular to the States decrying racial and religious
discrimination in the newly emerging war industries as impeding war
production. One activity which never abated was the distribution of
literature. Although McElroy makes it clear that in his opinion Bane
was far more sinned against than sinner, he nevertheless writes:
"Despite impending change, the Division of State and Local Cooperation
continued to flood the States with literature and reports so voluminous
that frequent complaints were heard from officials whose duty it was
to study them."™ (p. IV-21.) The Divasion's final contribution was
a detailed plan of aid to communities based upon the community requests
mentioned earlier and upon the Division's engineering surveys. It
was forwarded to William S. Knudsen, the Director of the Office of
Production Management.

Mayor LaGuardia was clearly a "city ..an". He had earlier, as
mayor of New York, sent a mission to London to observe the blitz,

In announcing the report of the mission he care out very strongly for
the need for protective services, the burden of which was to be borne
primarily by the cities rather than by the states. This clearly
reflected the opinions of the mayors' report mentioned earlier. 1In
his negotiations with the President, prior to his appointment, he
insisted that the proposed civil defense organization be set up as

a cabinet department with clear and strong authority with "the power
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to draft men, to coordinate all public health agencies, and to
subsidize cities in order to protect them from attack." (iicElroy,
p. V-1.) The President demurred, however, since that demanded an
act of Congress which would take time, and was not certain to pass.
Nevertheless, after a period of negotiations, the President and La-
Guardia reached an agreement. On May 20, 1941, the formation of the
Office of Civilian Defense was announced in Executive Order 8757 with
laGuardia as its volunteer director while still retaining his post
as mayor of New York City.

The highlights of this order were:

(1) The Office of Civilian Defense would be within the Office
for Emergency Management of the Executive Office under the
direction and supervision of the President.

(2) The duties and responsibilities of the Director of the
Office of Civilian Defense were:

(a) to se ve as the center for the coordination of Federal
activicies which involve relationships between the Federal,
State, and iocal governments;

(b) to keep informed of community problems arising from
the defense effort and take steps to secure the cooperation
of appropriate Federal departments in meeting the emergency
need of the communities;

(c) to assist the State and local governmernts in establish-
ing the defense councils and other agencies designed to
coordinate civil defense activities;

(d) to study and plan measures designed tc afford adequate
protection of life and property in the event of an emergency,
and sponsor and carry out such civil defense programs;

(e) to promote activities designed to sustain the national
morale and to provide opportunities for constructive
civilian participation in the defense program;

(f) to maintain a clearing house of information on state
and local defense activities;

(g) to review existing or proposed measures relating to

civil defense activities and recommend additional measures
that may be desirable or necessary; and
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(h) to perform such other duties relating to participation
in the defense program by state and local governments and
agencies as the President may prescribe.

(3) With the President's approval, the Director would organize
and manage the Office of Civilian Defense.

(4) A Civilicn Protection Board was to be established to advise
and assist i the formulation of program to meet the various
civil defense needs of the nation.

(5) A Volunteer Participation Committee would be established

as an advisory and planning body to consider proposals and
develop programs that would sustain national morale and provide
opportunities for constructive civilian participation in the
national effort.

(6) With the approval of the President, the Director could
appoint additional committees as he found necessary or desirable.

(7) The Director was authorized to employ personnel within the

limits of the funds either allotted or appropriated to the Office.

These responsibilities included those of the superseded Division
of State and Local Cooperation, soon to be known as War Services,
but it brings to prominence responsibility for defense against air
attack proper, the Protective Services. This basic division within
the Office remained for its duration. The administrative staff of
the old division was transferred to the new office, a transfer which
almost guaranteed a built-in conflict with the new Director.

True to his words, LaGuardia directed almost all his effort to
setting up effective protection services. He openly dismissed the

importance of the war services, calling it "sissy stuff." This, of
course, could not go over well with his inherited staff and with the
existing activities in the State Councils who were by now committed
to it. In addition, he practiced what he preached with respect to
the state defense councils--he bypassed them, tending to communicate
personally with the local defense councils. LaGuardia's general

idea seemed to be the mobilization and organization of the entire
populace into a disciplined and trained force with an "officer" staff
of Federal directors at all ievels, and with himself as sort of
Commander-in-Chief of the total effort. It is true that he did not
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intend to impose Federal directors from outside the states and
communities, but rather to "federalize" the heads of the existing
state and local councils. The American tradition of state and local
autonomy, rowever, seemed to play little if any role in his thinking.
Needless to say, neither his inherited staff nor the existing defense
councils, especially at the state level, viewed this with equanimity.
Fears concerning LaGuardia's intentions were expressed even before
his official assunption of duties, fears which soon turned into a
mounting chorus of protest and indignation.

The initial impact of laGuardia's activities on the existing
organizational structure, at the Federal, State, and local levels
was to introduce great confusion. No one person, especially not one
who could devote only part of his time to the effort, couid replace
the organization; hence, the organization continued to function as
it had earlier under Frank Bane. LaGuardia, as already noted,
belittled this aspect of his responsibilities and did not interfere

& £

with it directly. However, many of his activities, especially in
his public appearances and contacts with the mayors, went directly
counter to the organizational activities and the various agreements
and understandings that had been reached. He did manage to get quite
a lot of newspaper publicity and actually generated a wave of volun-
teers who wished to help, but the Office of Civilian Defense was not
ready to use them. In reviewing this period a serior US Amy Cfficer,
active in the protection services, wrote that its most common fault
was "the general indiscriminate registration of interested persons,
without any plans for follow-up training or assignment for them."
(McElroy, V-35.) This is mentioned here because it was repeated
some ten years later with more lasting effects.

Nevertheless, LaGuardia has much to his credit. He established
the regional structure of the national civil defense organization,
a structure still with us, and he did lay the fu.ndation for a
relatively impressive protective service organization that functioned
during the war. Perhaps, his most important contribution towards the
success of the "Protection Branch" of the Office of Civilian Defense
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were the agreements reached with the American military. Both the
top and basic administrative personnel for this branch consisted of
active officers of the ammed forces; the protection of civilians was
in the charge of a General and the protection of industrial plants
and production facilities in the charge of an Admiral. At a lower
level, eighty field officers were assigned to the Washington and
regional offices where they worked quietly and effectively. Consider-
ing the fact that the Protection Services were set up on a crash basis
as part of an organization that produced great public and political
turmoil and was ridder with serious inner administrative squabbles,
this cadre of professional administrators achieved notable success.
They had little difficulty in establishing working cooperation with
both the continental commands of the US Army and the local and State
organizations responsible for the public safety. ‘

At their peak of activity, the Protective Services contained,
in addition to the relatively small staff of employed professional
administrators, approximately ten million volunteers organized in
a Citizen's Defense Corps of which over 8,570,000 had some definite
duty. At its peak development, under James Landis, the Corps pro-
vided the following specific services:

(1) A communication system for the entire corps. It consisted of
priority of telephone lines from the War Department Aircraft
Warning service to control centers maintained by the local
defense councils who then forwarded the incoming messages to
local radio stations and the block air raid wardens.9 The
telephone network was backed up by an amateur radio operator
network and a messenger service. Towards the end of the war

the information from the War Department began being routed
through "War Rooms" that were established at the regional and
State levels in order to effect greater coordination, but

these procedures were never developed beyond a rudimentary stage.

9, It is interesting to note that although, following the British
model, the air raid warden assumed central responsibility for immediate
implementation of civilian defense measures in the event of an air
attack, there was no warden service as such, as was the case in
the effort in the 1950's.
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(2) Facilities for training volunteers in emergency fire fight-

ing. Since o percent o e damage in Great Bratain
was due to fire, fivst .riority was given to this activity. In
additic.., the Feuera' - :--orities supplied existing local fire

fighting organizations with additional needed equipment to be
used in case of an emergency.

(3) Instruction in the building of shelters and identifying or
modifying existing structures so that they could be used as
shelters. Although there was no Federal shelter construction

plan as such, the Office of Civilian Defense did issue instructions
on how to construct shelters and identify or modify existing
structures. The primary responsibility of the Citizen Defense
Corps under this heading was the actual rescue service. Members
of this service were trained in first aid, tunneling, shoring,

and other techniques necessary for recovering people or bodies
from debris.

(4) Trainigg in decontamination and the use of gas masks.

_Both the British and the hmericans greatly feared the use of gas
against civilians. Teams were trained in decontamination and
gas masks were made available to workers in critical industries
and services. The defense against gas, however, never did play
as important a role in the American effort as it played in the
British effort.

(5) Camouflage of vital facilities. This became the responsibility,
under the y guidance, of trained volunteers of the Corps.

(6) Restoration of essential services. In cooperation with
existIng authorities, the Citizen's Defense corps had personnel
trained in restoring such essential services as transportation,
traffic control, communications, public safety, and police
functions. In addition, there were road repair crews, utility
repair units, and demolition and clearing units.

(7) Evacuation and the care of evacuees. This was looked at as
the primary responsibility of the Federal government, upon the
decision of the US Armmy. The state and local authorities were
warned not to take any action much beyond planning, in connection
with evacuation. The exigencies of World War II never forced

a serious consideration of this problem.

One final and very important point remains concerning the pro-
tective program. As early as September 18, 1939, Director LaGuardia
signed an agreement with the War Department in which it assumed all
responsibility for research, development, and standardization of
equipment necessary for the defense of civilians and other related
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activities such as blackout requirements and camouflage. - The military
also undertook the pramary responsibility in setting up and carrying
on the extended training program. Hence, throughout its existence,
the civilian authorities of the World War II Office of Civilian Dr:-
fense could, as far as the War Services were concerned, rely on i
hard core of competent disinterested professicnals, the military
cfficers and organizations involved, to administer, to carry ot re-
search, development, and implementation, and to pursue the treining
effort necessary for these services. It is not surprising th.at almost
all critical accounts of the Protective Services effort are cuite
favorable, although all question whether they were organized effective-
ly to cope with the heavy saturation bombing that developed at the
end of the war.lo

The situation with the War Services wasradically different.
Although the Office of Civilian Defense has yet to be subjected to
a dispassionate historical study, tradition has it that it was
continuously beset by both inner and outer conflict and, as a result,
was quite ineffective. By and large, tradition, albeit exaggerated,
seems to be correct in this instance.

There are several reasons for the difficulties encountered by the
War Services, and a very important one goes back to the days »f the
New Deal. The New Deal was accompanied by an enthusiasm and zeal for
reform, particularly in matters of social welfare and organization,
which cut across many established mores of the American communities.
It was rather commonplace in the 1930's to conclude that the tradition-
al forms of the American society had not been able to keep up with
the rapidly changing world and the industrial revolution, snd that
new forms had to be established. By and large, the change advocated

10. This is not too damaging a criticism of the effort. uhen
originally designed, saturation bombing was not anticipated. By the
time saturation bombing was perfected it was quite obvious that the
United States could not be subjected to such an attack, hernce there
was no need to change the organization. Were the probability of such
an attack to rise, the American organization could most probably have
been effectively streamlined just as the British organization was.
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was in the direction of a stronger executive leadership that would
direct more and more aspects of local social life and assume a strong
and presumably permanent role in the guidance of local community
welfare, organizations, and activities. As is well known, this
tendency in the Roosevelt administration evoked the resistance of

many elements, commonly called conservative, in the local and State
governments as well as in Congress. It is obvious that many cf the
staff of the original Division of State and Local Cooperation, recruitud
as they were from the executive branch of the government, were to a
varying extent sympathetic to this tendency.

The "official® historian of thc Office of Civilian Defense, Robert
McElroy, whose unpublished history of the Office served as a basic
reference for this section, is probably an extreme representative of
this group. He makes it quite clear that he always considered the
Cffice as more than a temporary war agency but saw its main role,
after the war, as a continuing central body for organizing and educating
local communities, beginning in the United States and then being applizd
as a model among the community of nations. How this was to be done is
never made explicit, but the faith and enthusiasm were strong. McElroy
also makes it clear that his aspirations were shared by many within
the organization.ll It is not surprising, therefore, that those op-
posing the more ambitious reforms and ideals of the Roosevelt adminis-
tration took the first opporturity to attack it via the Office of
Civilian Defense. That opportunity arose very early in the history
of the Office.

11. McElroy definitely conveys the impressicn that his view-
point wus shared by many both within the organization and the Execu-
tive Offices. But he is so emotionally involved in the issue that it
becomes difficult to view him as an unbiased witness. In fact, it is
difficult to avoid the conclusion that perhaps the main reason this
history was never published is that, among other things, it is a case
of special pleading for the continuing of the Office of Civil Defense
as a permanent agency of the United States Government once the was
is terminated.
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As already noted, LaGuardia disregarded the War Services and,
bypassing the Division of State and Local Cooperation, concentrated
almost exclusively upon setting up the Protective Services. In
addition to demoralizing the organization he inherited which was
almost exclusively concerned with the War Services, LaGuardia also
incurrad criticism from the Executive Pranch proper. Both the Bureau
of the Budget and Eleancr Roosevelt pressured him to attend to the
entire mandate of the Presidential order. To make a rather long story
short, the pressures mounted until LaGuardia invited Mrs. Roosevelt
to join the Office as an Assistant Director to take charge of the
War Services (then called Division of Volunteer Participation). Her
appointment was announced on September 22, 1941, and what followed
cannot be called anything less than a turbulent five months.

Mrs. Roosevelt, already quite a controversial figure who had
served as a prominent newpaper scapegoat for many of the criticisms
levelled at the New Deal, undertook her new responsibilities with
what observers and commentators of that scene called "her character-
istic energy and zeal." Unfortunately, she was handicapped by a
lack of experience in running a complex organization and had inherited
a rather demoralized staff which she promptly proceed to enlarge at
the higher levels by recruiting many well-meaning volunteers. Things
were bound to go wrong, and they did. There is no need to go into
detajls; suffice it to say that several of the many programs undertaken
by the Division lent themselves easily to an attack, rife with poli-
tical overtones, both in the Congress and in the press. The memory
Qf the ensuing furor lingered on to the 1950 civil defense legislation.

With America's entry into the War after the attack on Pearl Harbor,
matters were bound to come to a head. Perhaps the fundamental reason
for this was that once the country was at war, the mobilization,
organization, and defense of its civilian population could not be
directed by volunteers anymore, and especially not by a part-time volun-
teer. This fundamental inadequacy was, of course, aggravated by the
public and governmental clamor raised by the activities of the Director
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and his assistant. It became evident that a full-time salaried
director, "untainted" by the ongoing controversies, was needed.

The man picked to replace IaGuardia and Mrs. Roosevelt was
James M. Landis, the Dean of the Harvard University Law School. He
had already arisen to become the civil defense director of the New
England region under the old office and was therefore integrated with
the organization which had been so slighted by laGuardia. This
seemed to guarantee that the new director would represent and respect
the War Services responsibilities. His transition to the post was
gradual. On January 9, 1942, Mr. LaGuardia announced that Mr. Landis
had been appointed as the Executive Officer of the Office of Civilian
Defense and would take over the responsibility of the Office admini-
stration in order to enable the Director "to devote more time to
perfecting the organization throughout the country.® (From LaGuardia's
press announcerent as quoted by McElroy, p. VII-5.) Mr. Landis took
over effective administrative responsibilities from that day onward.

On February 10 of that year, Mr. LaGuardia resigned and Mr. Landis
assumed functional directorship, although he was not formally appointed
until April 15, more than two months later. Mrs. Roosevelt resigned
ten days after Mr. LaGuardia.

Landis's task was to "normalize" the entire effort. He was con-
fronted, as already indicated, with a demoralized organizatiun fraught
with internal conflicts and misunderstandings. This, in turn, had
led an irate Congress to refuse to finance the War Services activities
and had led the public, to the extent that it thought about these
matters at all, to consider much of the effort a joke. What was needed
was a smoothly functioning organization, a program which could be
implemented and demonstrated to others, the elimination of programs
and aspects of programs which had become the butt of ridicule, and
above all, no controversy. By and large, this was accomplished, even
though close inspection will show that it proceeded neither smcothly
nor in all circumstances successfully. Emphasis was first placed on
organizing the Protective Services, then on the security of industrial,
commercial and public utility facilities, etc., and finally, as allied
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successes made an attack on the continental United States less and
less probable, it shifted to the War Services. By August 1943, Landis
had reached the conclusion that the local organizations of both the
Protective and War Services were functioning adequately enough, that
the developmental stages had ended, and that a special Federal
Office for Civilian Defense was no longer needed; he construed the
responsibility of the Federal office to ke the establishment of
State and local organizations. When declaring his intention to
resign he suggested that the responsibility for continuing guidance
of the Protective Services be transferced to the War Department, and
of the War Services to the Federe. Security Agency. The War Depart-
ment opposed this shift and the Bureau of the Budget concurred in
the opposition; Landis's resignation was accepted, but the Office
continued to function for nearly two more years more as a caretaker
than anything else. It was abolished by President Truman on June 30,
1945.

In their cooperation with and aid to the World war II Office of
Civilian Defense, the American military exhibited an interesting
ambivalence which should be noted. On the one hand, were it not for
the assistance of the military, the Office would have probably not
succeeded in establishing the reasonably effective Protective Service
organization. As already noted, the administrative backbone of the
Protective Service Branch within the Cffice of Civilian Defense
consisted of general and field officers on active duty; the military
assumed the responsibility for research and development of techniques
and equipment for civilian and plant protection as well as the procure-
ment of the necessary equipment, and they also assumed the basic
responsibility for the training and indcctrination effort required.
On the other hand, however, various students of the World War II efforts
have criticized the military for not having the interests of civil
defense (particularly the defense of civilians) at heart.

Landis's recommendations that the Office of Civilian Defense be
abolished and that the War Department assume responsibility for the
Protective Services were not implemented primarily because of the
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strong opposition of the War Department. La Guardia made an identical
suggestion upon his resignation which was also opposed just as
strenuously by the Department.

A second reason, which on its face carries more weight, was that
the existing civil defense organization was harmed by several unilateral
actions taken towards the end of the war by the miiitary authorities
without prior coordination with the civilian defense authorities.
These were the abolition of the volunteer observers corps and the
closing down of the military civil defense training courses at the
Edgewood Arsenal in Maryland. These actions stunned the organization,
at both the Federal, State, and local levels at a critical time when
there were serious doubts as to the need and purpose of the effort.
They aggravated the crisis by (1) indicating that the military did
not consider the civilian-defense people important enough to consult
about these serious steps regarding the civilian defense, and (2)
indicating, by their actions, that civil defense is not necessary.

It is important to note this ambivalence since it was and is still
used to justify the argument that the professional military are tra-
ditionally opposed to civil defense, and that they cooperate with
civil defense authorities pro forma because ordered to do so by the
President. It then goes on to blame intransigences by the military
for the acknowledged failures of the civil-defense effort after
World War II. The argument will be considered when it becomes relevant
within the histoiical context. For the present, it will suffice to
say that "good," "objective" reasons can easily be adduced for the
War Department's refusal to assume direct responsibility for the
civil defense organization, though they may not have been well taken
in view of the broader picture. Similarly the actual slighting of
the Office of Civilian Defense during the last year of the war by
unilateral decisions can also be seen as a consequence of unique
contingencies at the time and need not be irterpreted as a basic
military opposition to civilian defense. It is probably true, how-
ever, that the military were, at best, neutral to the War Services
activity of the Office of Civilian Defense and were not convinced of

its utility.
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The heritage of ™uerican civil defense experience during the two
World Wars, a heritage which was, willy nilly, to affect the post-
World War II civil defense planning and thinking, can therefore be
summarized as follows. With World War I the basic framework for a
national civil defense organization emerged based on a chain of
command of Federal, State, and local Governments. This was expanded
during World War II to include the intermediate level cf Federal
regions. This organizational framework grew like Topsy and has
been with the country so long as to assume the status of the "natural
institution. Nevertheless, since the civil defense organization was
never put to an actual test during either war, and never critically
analyzed ner questioned, it is not necessarily an effective form
of organization.

In a certain sense, the organization was tested during the
laGuardia directorship.  The relative chaos that emerged when
IsGuardia attempted to deal directly with the city governments can
be: regarded as the result of a "test." But all this demonstrates is
che truism that any organization will become confused and its activity
%111 suffer when its titular head disregards it and acts unilaterally;
in no way does it demonstrate the objective in effectiveness of the
organization as such.

The confusion following LaGuardia's stewardship was the great
negative lesson of World War II. All subsequent discussions about
civil defense organization stress the necessity of a firm chain of
command, a stress which was incorporated in the body of Public Law 920,
*he Federesl Civil Defense Act. Another negative lesson stems from
World War I. This was the fusion of the morale and patriotic responsi-
bilities of a civil defense organization with the social reform and
community organization ideas of the New Deal period. The strong
impression left by this combination upon Congress was enough to
guarantee thet Public Law 920 would be written to exclude specifically
any possibility of a revival of war Services in any guise. BAgain the
wheat was not separated from the chaff: No attempt was ever made to
analyze whether and to what extent the War Services are necessary
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for a viable civil defense effort or, what is more probable, the

( l extent to which a civil defense organization can economically and
effectively assume the responsibilities of War Services without
( l: detriment and even with benefit to its primary responsibility of

defending life and property in case of an enemy attack.
i ' Finally, there was the negative lesson of finances, from the
. days of the Division of State and Local Cooperation: to the extent
. o that the Federal gcvernment is willing to pay most or all of the
l l bill, state and local authori’ies may ask for pie in the sky to be
paid for from Federal coffers. This lesson was reflected in Public

( 1 Law 920.12
Superimposed upon all this, and remaining relatively unchanged
( 1 until the present, was the organization of the Protective Services,
which were modelled largely upon the British civil defense
t i organization.

' l 12, Needless to say, this lesson was also learned from other
) circumstances in other contexts.
[ ] 53

P PO A e ~ Py e ’
= oA T
R+




Ao s

o S s e At < 4 ety o

[P - o
SSUEL e g Sublvn SR e Ly

e A

Lo

e

” .
T T T AR Dhrvar S AU SERERTS S

4

U,S, CIVIL DEFENSE IN HIDING: THE ERA OF MILITARY CONCERN {1945-1949)

Most histories of American civil defense, by and large of limited
distribution, assert that with the end of World War II national
interest in civil defense disappears, only to reemerge about three
years later, in February 1948, with the publication of the Bull
report. This is not strictly true. Although for the public

civil defense submerged when the Office of Civilian Defense was
abolished on June 30, 1945, it was very much alive within the
national military establishment during this period. The Bull
report was not the beginning step in a renewed interest in civil
defense but, in many ways, the conclusion of much serious considera-
tion of the subject.

On November 3, 1944, the United States Strategic Bombing Survey
was established, pursuant to a directive from President Roosevelt.
Its mission was to study the effects of the air war over Gemmany
for two purposes: to help plan the impending expansion of the air
war against Japan, and to help assess and evaluate air power as a
military instrument in the interest of future planning for national
defense. On August 15, 1945, President Truman requested the Survey
to similarly study the effects of the air war over Japan, and in
particular, the effects of the two nuclear attacks on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. The survey staff consisted of 300 civilians, mostiy
professionals and scientists, 350 officers, and 500 enlisted men.
The study was very thorough and covered, among other topics, many
aspects of civil defense, including organization, effectiveness,
anid problems of the German and Japanese civil defense efforts.
























































































































































































































































































































































































