Threat Denial: Patterns and Constraints: 8 
Instructor Guide



Session 8: Threat Denial: Patterns and Constraints

Time: 1 hour


Objectives:


At the conclusion of this session, the students should be able to:

8.1 Illustrate three factors that contribute to threat denial

8.2 Define risk and differentiate among risk perception, risk analysis, risk assessment, and risk management

8.3 Discuss five social factors that constrain risk perceptions among the general public

8.4 Explain the relationship between risk perception and the extent of disaster planning completed by tourist business managers

8.5 Identify five social factors that constrain the risk perceptions of tourist business managers

Scope:

Introduce students to the major reasons for threat denial; distinctions between risk, risk perceptions and related terms; assessment of social factors that constrain risk perceptions and consequences for disaster planning.

Readings:

1. Required student reading

Thomas E. Drabek. 1994d. “Risk Perceptions of Tourist Business Managers.” The Environmental Professional 16:327-341.

2. Professor reading

Thomas E. Drabek. 1986. Human System Responses to Disaster: An Inventory of Sociological Findings. New York: Springer-Verlag (Chapter 8 only: “Hazard Perceptions,” pp. 319-347).

3. Background References

a) Ian Burton, Robert W. Kates and Gilbert F. White. 1993. The Environment as Hazard. New York: Guilford Publishers, Inc. (especially Chapters 2 and 4 only: “Hazard, Response, and Choice,” pp. 31-65 and “Individual Choice,” pp. 95-124).

b) John Handmer, Bevis Dutton, Bernard Guerin and Michael Smithson (eds.). 1991. New Perspectives on Uncertainty and Risk. Canberra and Mt. Macedon, Victoria, Australia: Centre for Resource and Environmental Studies, Australian National University and Australian Counter Disaster College, Natural Disasters Organization. 

c) George Oliver Rogers. 1987. “Public Recognition of Hazard.” Pp. 103-116 in Uncertainty in Risk Assessment, Risk Management, and Decision Making. Vincent T. Covello, Lester B. Lave, Allan Moghiggi and V.R.R. Uppuluri (eds.). New York: Plenum Press.

Requirements:

1. The professor should review the introductory case examples for this session and select two parallel contemporary events from recent media coverage. These may be used to introduce the session instead of the case examples given.

2. The professor should prepare copies of the student handout that comprises the Appendix to this session. Note that some section sub-headings are listed along with selected definitions, but that other areas require completion by the student during the class session. This handout is designed to facilitate student note taking.

Remarks:

Objective 8.1

Threat Denial

1. Present two case examples of threat denial (see items 2 and 3 below for examples of these). Then ask students these questions:

a) Are these cases the rare exceptions or do they illustrate common responses?

b) Why might people respond this way?

c) What factors might increase the degree of threat denial?

2. Case example: The general manager of a hotel is told by a staff member that they just heard a radio report that heavy rains in the mountains had created a potential flash flood. The general manager replies: “My family has worked at this place for over 20 years; the high water never gets here. Don’t worry about it.”

3. Case example: The general manager of a restaurant is reviewing staff assignments for the evening prior to opening the doors for customers. She sees a television report indicating that a rapidly moving hurricane may trigger evacuations from the community within three days. When a waitress asks about future work schedules she replies: “Look. You know how the media always blows these things up. We’ll keep the schedule that’s been posted; let’s just hope this doesn’t get us a bunch of no-shows. We’ve got a lot of reservations for the weekend.”

4. Explain that threat denial is a documented, routine, and normal initial response to any type of information indicating that people might be at risk. Disaster researchers have reported it in numerous studies.

a) Based on studies of floods, hurricanes and other disasters, Drabek (1986, p. 72) concluded: “The initial response to a disaster warning is disbelief.”

b) Based on responses to floods in four communities in Washington state that occurred between December 1977 and March 1978 (p. 12), Ronald Perry, Michael Lindell, and Marjorie Green (1981) documented this conclusion: “Where a disaster is unexpected and the level of emergency preparedness low, most people’s immediate reaction to the first warning received is disbelief and a continuation of normal routine, whether the warning comes from an authority or a friend or neighbor.” (Perry et al. 1981, p. 153).

5. Five factors have been documented that contribute to threat denial. Refer students to the handout for this session and suggest that they take notes as appropriate. Relate discussion of the five factors to student responses to the questions posed at the outset of this session.

a) Inertia. In physics, this term refers to the tendency for an object at rest, to remain at rest. People do not want to confront potentially disturbing circumstances. It requires less effort to simply stick your head in the sand, so to speak. If a threat is perceived as real, people become uncomfortable. It is easier to simply deny the risk (see Drabek 1986, pp. 71-74).

b) Event interdependence. Many people assume that because a flood occurred two years ago, that it is unlikely for another one this year. Sometimes called the “gambler’s fallacy,” many people assume that because the number one horse has not won in the last five races, it now is “over due”. (See Burton et al. 1993, pp. 109-110).

c) Time horizons. People over generalize from their very limited range of experience. “No wonder that a hurricane-zone shopkeeper who has seen only one severe hurricane in 20 years has difficulty making an estimate of the likely future occurrence of damaging winds. Few geophysical records are available for longer than 60 years, but the estimated recurrence intervals of damaging events may run from 25 to 1,000 years.” (Burton et al. 1993, p. 109).

d) Ignorance of probability theory. When most people refer to a “100 year flood,” they mean one that occurs once every 100 years. In actuality, this expression is used by engineers to refer to the extent of flooding that has a one in 100 probability or chance of occurring in any given year.

e) Hazard transferability. People do not transfer information learned about one hazard to another. In his analysis of the impact of media reports on the perceptions people have of political issues, Wilkins (1991) highlighted this theme. “One strand of literature developed by the hazards management community (Drabek 1986) suggests that it is difficult to get people to transfer information about one hazard to another, that people retain hazard messages for a relatively brief time, that people who say they heard and saw coverage of such well-reported events as the Bhopal disaster can recall few ‘facts’ about the disaster (Wilkins 1987), and that the average person processes information about risk in a very different way than more expert analysis would advise (Fischhoff, Slovic and Lichtenstein 1983; Slovic 1984).” Lee Wilkins. 1991. “The Risks Outside and the Pictures in Our Heads: Connecting the News to People and Politics.” Pp. 133-160 in New Perspectives on Uncertainty and Risk, edited by John Handmer et al.

Objective 8.2

Definitions of

Risk and Related

Terms

1. Refer students to the handout for this session which contains definitions of risk, risk perception, risk analysis, risk assessment, and risk management. Emphasize that each of these terms, plus others, are used by scholars in numerous disciplines. Unfortunately these terms are not defined the same way or used consistently. For purposes of this course, the general ideas, not definitional nuances, are the objective. Discuss each term briefly and give examples so students can differentiate among these concepts.

2. Risk. “A measure of the probability of damage to life, property, and/or the environment, which could occur if a hazard manifests itself, including the anticipated severity of consequences to people.” (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1998, p. 271). Emphasize these points:

a) “Risk” is used by lay persons to mean a variety of things in everyday conversation. Ask students for examples.

b) “Risk” is defined by many lay persons as simply referring to a possible danger or doing something that might cause losses, injury or even death. Sometimes the term refers to a judgment or characterization that reflects uncertainty, e.g., “he is a poor risk”.

c) While defined differently, technical definitions include three qualities: 1) some type of measurement reflecting the probability of an event happening; 2) the referent event is a hazard, that is, an undesirable occurrence; 3) systems impacted vary from individuals, social, political or economic systems, elements or sectors of the natural environment.

3. Risk perception. “. . . an individual’s probabilistic estimate of a future threat.” (Drabek, 1994d, p. 328). Emphasize these points.

a) Risk refers to a measurement made by a group of experts who examine both hazards and vulnerabilities of various populations.

b) Risk perceptions are the ideas of lay people, which may or may not correspond to the judgments of scientific experts.

c) In elaborate psychological studies of public risk perceptions and the reasoning used to rate different types of potential threats, researchers have documented discrepancies between the views of scientific experts and lay persons. 

1) Example. “. . . the most striking aspect of these results is that perceived risk shows no significant correlation with the factor mortality. Thus, the variable most frequently chosen by scientists to represent risk appears not to be a strong factor in the judgment of our subjects.” (p. 382 in C.R. Hohenemser, R.W. Kates, and P. Slovic. 1983. “The Nature of Technological Hazard.” Science 20: 378-384 as cited in Drabek 1986, p. 321).

2) Example. “. . . the public tends to overestimate mortality rates from well-publicized hazards such as botulism, floods and tornadoes, it underestimates those from most chronic causes of death, such as diabetes, stomach cancer, and strokes . . .” (p. 32 in Harold D. Foster. 1980. Disaster Planning: The Preservation of Life and Property. New York: Springer-Verlag as cited in Drabek 1986, p. 321).

d) Rogers (1987) used data collected through a 1982 Gallup poll (national sample; n = 1030 American adults within the 48 contiguous states) to examine regional variations in risk perceptions. Interviewees we asked to report any evacuation experiences and then asked to rate the likelihood of future occurrences for a flood, hurricane, tornado, earthquake, gas line break, chemical accident, and nuclear attack. Each was rated as: 1) “very likely”; 2) “somewhat likely”; 3) “50-50 chance”; 4) somewhat unlikely”; and 5) “very unlikely”.

In contrast to the Hohenemser, et al (1983) study (above), Rogers (1987) concluded that people generally understand the hazards they confront and the risks they represent. “While the public recognition and estimation of risk is less than precise, in terms of expert risk assessments, the resulting distribution of recognized hazard bears a marked resemblance to patterns of hazard exposure rates. It is in this sense that we conclude that people tend to recognize, at least in common terms, the hazards they face. In addition, the pattern of linking between hazard likelihoods and experiences suggests that people understand, at least in common-sense terms, the nature of potential threat.” (pp. 114-115).

e) Ask students: What five conclusions did Drabek (1994d) make regarding risk perception research that are relevant to this course and his study of tourist business managers? Elaborate as necessary to clarify these five points (see Drabek 1994d, pp. 328-329).

1) “perception of risk is associated with selected adaptive behaviors, such as evacuation decisions and disaster planning.” (p. 328)

2) “There is wide variation in both the conceptualization and measurement of risk perception.” (p. 328)

3) “The degree of stability in risk perceptions is not known.” (p. 328)

4)  “Risk perceptions are associated with individual characteristics, although different data bases have yielded contrasting results.” (p. 329)

5) “Risk perceptions of private-sector executives have not been investigated very frequently, and those managing tourist businesses have not been surveyed at all.” (p. 329)

4. Risk analysis. “Assess probability of damage (or injury) and actual damage (or injury) that might occur, in light of a hazard and vulnerability analysis.” (FEMA 1998, p. 271). Emphasize these points.

a) Risk is the assumed physical or social reality that is measured in probabilistic terms by experts.

b) Risk perceptions are the views of lay persons regarding potential threats.

c) Risk analysis is the process that experts use to determine a specific risk.

d) Some scholars use the terms “risk analysis” and “vulnerability analysis” interchangeably. Most use the term “vulnerability analysis” in a more restricted manner to refer only to the degree of loss, e.g., “40% loss would occur if a Category III hurricane hit our hotel.”

e) Some critics question the credibility of risk analyses completed by scientific experts and challenge their claims of being “objective” and “scientific.” They argue that all risk analyses are really risk perceptions; they differ only by the referent population (scientist vs. public) and the processes of measurement (precise calculations vs. casual estimates). For elaboration see Handmer et al. 1991.

5. Risk assessment. An intellectual field and area study (discipline) focused on the identification and measurement of both the probability and consequences of potentially harmful events and processes whereby informed decisions can be made about alternative courses of action. Emphasize these points.

a) Many researchers define risk assessment as a process or method rather than a distinct field or area of study. A common definition from this perspective would be as follows: “The process of identifying the likelihood and consequences of an event to provide the basis for informed decisions on a course of action” (FEMA, 1998, p. 271).

b) Later in the course the basic procedures for doing a risk assessment will be presented (Session 10). While some researchers use the terms “risk analysis” and “risk assessment” interchangeably, many make a distinction based on the precision of the analysis. Thus “risk assessments” often are done by generalists using qualitative judgements to determine relative degrees of risk represented by numerous hazards. In contrast, “risk analyses” typically are very quantitative and technical thereby attaining a high degree of precision.

c) Hundreds of risk analyses have been completed using various procedures that over time have been reported and accepted for use in policy decisions, e.g., should a particular drug be available without a prescription, should a certain substance be permitted to be used as a food preservative or sweetener. These procedures (methods) and the types of questions addressed (theory) have evolved into a loosely defined area of study referred to as risk assessment.

d) Ian Burton, Robert Kates and Gilbert White (1993) summarized key aspects of these interfaces and differences in perspective. “Natural hazard research melded with the field of risk assessment . . . yet this melding has spurned less reciprocity than might have been expected by researchers and managers concerned with reducing the threat of technological hazards . . . Indeed, the research traditions flowed like two streams in roughly parallel courses in an alluvial valley – touching here or there, joining each other during high water, but for the most part separate, with few direct connections. At a conceptual level, natural hazard research and risk assessment share a similar structure, but in the overwhelming proportion of the literature this is obscured by the diverse subject matter and policy issues. They draw from different scientific disciplines, but whereas geophysicists study earthquakes and biologists and chemists study toxic substances, the study of how those phenomena are perceived and how society may choose to evaluate them are common themes” (Burton et al. 1993, pp. 247-248).

e)  Reflecting different disciplines and intellectual histories, various scholars have criticized the conceptualization and measurement of risk and risk perceptions and the assumptions on which risk assessments are based. (For criticisms of risk assessments, see Mary Douglas and Aaron Wildavsky. 1983. Risk and Culture: An Essay on the Selection of Technological and Environmental Dangers. Berkeley, California: University of California Press; and Kai Erikson. 1994. A New Species of Trouble: Explorations in Disaster, Trauma, and Community. New York: W.W. Norton and Company (especially Chapter 7 entitled “Yucca Mountain: Good Riddance, Bad Rubbish”).

f) Example. Kai Erikson is highly critical of the technical risk analyses that have been completed regarding the proposed storage of high-level nuclear wastes at Yucca Mountain, Nevada (about 100 miles north and west of Las Vegas). “The most dangerous of these wastes have half-lives of a hundred thousand years or more, and they pose a measurable hazard for a good deal longer than that.” (Erikson 1994, p. 203). “The words matter. Instead of saying, ‘The reality is that these hazards are not all knowable,’ why not say, ‘the reality is that these realities are wholly beyond our ken’? Instead of talking about ‘future conditions that will be very difficult to fully anticipate,’ why not talk about ‘conditions that will be impossible to anticipate’? And instead of saying, ‘Any methodology that claims precision in the anticipation of repository consequences must be viewed with appropriate caution,’ how about declaring flatly that ‘any methodology that claims precision in that regard must be regarded as ridiculous’? By any useful standard, the corrected phrases are more accurate both philosophically and technically than the versions they replace.” (Erikson 1994, p. 215).

6. Risk management. A professional field whose members (risk managers) are involved in both the assessment of vulnerabilities and risk confronting a business, governmental entity, or other type of social unit and the promotion of appropriate risk reduction strategies.

a) Risk managers employed by a large hotel might coordinate with the security department in the formulation and implementation of a crisis response plan and simultaneously participate in assessments of alternative insurance programs to protect the firm from various hazards including fire, flood, employee grievances, etc.

b) There are other professionals who perform similar functions but with a different focus who are referred to generally as “environmental managers.”

1) “This is a generic description of a systems-oriented professional with a natural science, social science, or, less commonly, an engineering, law, or design background, tackling problems of the human-altered environment on an interdisciplinary basis from a quantitative and/or futuristic viewpoint.” (Dorney 1989, p. 15).

2) Example activities for environmental managers include: assessment of projects from an environmental impact perspective; “select low-risk or safety-conscious designs where this opportunity presents itself (the potential for a chemical waste disposal site to leak into an aquifer, a rail line to be located adjacent to a hospital or school zone where transport of hazardous chemical substances occurs).” (Dorney 1989, p. 46).

Objective 8.3

Social Factors That

Constrain Public

Risk Perceptions

1. Introduction. There are five key social factors that constrain public perceptions of risk. Describe each of these and suggest that students fill in that portion of the student handout for future reference.

2. Constraint. Explain the concept of “constraint.” 

a) The theoretical framework used by Drabek (1994b) is an extension of “bounded rationality theory.” In essence, his perspective proposes that people make choices in their daily behavior. Everyone is free to choose, but some people, due to their life experiences, see more options than others. Reflecting their life experiences, all people are constrained, not determined or caused, in their choices.

b) For discussion of “bounded rationality theory” see Burton et al. 1993, pp. 61-65. “. . . it is rare indeed that individuals have access to full information in appraising either natural events or alternative courses of action. Even if they were to have such information, they would have trouble processing it, and in many instances they would have goals quite different than maximizing the expected utility. The bounds on rational choice in dealing with natural hazards, as with all human decisions, are numerous.” (Burton et al. 1993, p. 65).

3. Remind students of the principles and ideas outlined in the student reading assignment for Session 6 (Drabek 1995a, pp. 87-88). The “stress-strain perspective” is a specific framework Drabek developed which is an integration and elaboration of the ideas contained within both “emergent norm” and “bounded rationality” theories. “Executive behavior is constrained by a complex mix of expectations reflecting normative, interpersonal, and resource dimensions” (Drabek 1995a, p. 87).

4. Experience. “Persons having more previous experience with the specific hazard . . . tend to have greater accuracy of hazard perception . . .” (Drabek 1986, p. 323).

a) Large numbers of studies have confirmed this general conclusion for people who have had prior experiences with tornadoes, floods, hurricanes, and other hazards (for specific studies see Drabek 1986, pp. 323-327).

b) Frequency, recency, and magnitude of disaster events also constrain risk perceptions, e.g., the greater the number of prior disasters a person has experienced, the greater the accuracy of their risk perception.

5. Age. The older the individual, the greater the accuracy of their risk perception.

a) Middle age persons are more aware of the hazards in their community.

b) “While they may be more aware, the elderly tend to be more skeptical too . . . (Drabek 1986, p. 328).

6. Gender. Males evidence more knowledge and awareness of community hazards. (Drabek 1986, p. 327).

a) Females report more fear and anxiety and are more likely to overestimate the risk (Drabek 1986, p. 329).

b) Because of these perceptions of risk, females will choose to act more quickly when a threat emerges, e.g., evacuate sooner.

7. Ethnicity. Ethnic minorities tend to have less knowledge and awareness of community hazards. (Drabek 1986, p. 329).

a) Ethnic minorities also have lower incomes and educational levels which may be related to this constraint.

b) Ethnic minorities are less trustful of authorities and the information they provide which may be related to this constraint.

8. Fate control. People who believe that they have little control over their future, have less accurate risk perceptions.

a) Fatalism: a belief that events are inevitable; whatever will happen, will happen.

b) Lower income, less educated, and ethnic minorities evidence higher levels of fatalism.

c) Some religious groups articulate strong messages of fatalistic interpretations of natural phenomena; members of these religions have less accurate risk perceptions.

Objective 8.4

Risk Perception 

And Disaster

Planning

1. Ask students: “What is the relationship between risk perception and disaster planning?”

2. Elaborate on their responses by highlighting the following points from the Drabek (1994d) study (assigned student reading).

a) First study. Emphasize that this was the first comparative (cross-disaster and multiple communities) study that measured managerial risk perceptions and related these to the extent of disaster planning.

b) What was the study sample?
1) 65 tourist businesses were selected from three communities wherein disaster planning initiatives had been implemented by local government, i.e., Pinellas County, Florida; the city of Galveston, Texas; and Sevier County, Tennessee.

2) 120 tourist businesses were selected from six locations that were impacted by flooding (1990) or Hurricane Bob (1991), i.e., Whatcom and Snohomish Counties in Washington state (flooding); and Carteret and Dare Counties, North Carolina; York County, Maine; and Cape Cod and Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts.

3) CEOs or general managers were interviewed in their offices, for about one hour (see Drabek 1994b, p. 18).

c) How was managerial risk perception measured?
1) Interview item: “Within the next decade, how probable is it that an event will occur that will require evacuation of your firm? Would you say the probability is 10%, 20%, 50%, or what?” (Drabek 1994d, p. 331).

2) Coding process: executives were pressed to select a specific number even when their initial response was a general statement like “Oh, I’d say we have a good chance.” These responses were recoded into one of three categories: a) low risk perception (0-25 percent); b) medium risk perception (26-89 percent); and c) high risk perception (90-100 percent). (Drabek 1994d, p. 331).

d) How was extent of disaster planning measured?

1) Nine criteria were coded as either “yes” or “no” based on interview responses and probes throughout the entire interview.

2) Remind students that these nine criteria also were discussed in Session 6, e.g., written plan, revision annually, regular staff training, etc. They are listed in Drabek 1994d, p. 331.

3) Total scores were created by adding the responses to all nine criteria and then dividing the firms into three groups: a) extensive planning (n = 25 firms) (yes answers to 9, 8, or 7 of the criteria); b) moderate planning (n = 50 firms) (yes answers to 6,5,4, or 3 of the criteria); and c) minimal planning (yes answers to 2, 1, or none of the criteria).

e) What was the relationship between the DEP Index (extent of disaster planning) and managerial risk perception?

1) Refer students to Table 1 (Drabek 1994d, p. 331).

2) Explain that the distribution of responses clearly indicated that few managers who had done extensive planning had low risk perceptions (12%) whereas far more managers who had done minimal planning also had low risk perceptions (38%).

3) Explain that Chi Square statistics are used frequently in social science research to assess the likelihood that a relationship like this one is due only to chance. The reported value of 12.45, with 4 degrees of freedom, means that there is a probability of less than one out of 100 that this relationship is due to chance alone. Typically, in social science research, a relationship between two variables is regarded as statistically significant if a probability level of five percent is obtained, i.e., p < .05.

4) Given the sampling strategy (multicommunity and multihazard), the measurement of the two variables (extent of disaster planning and managerial risk perception), and the statistical test results (X2 = 12.45; df = 4; p < .01), these data clearly indicated that managers who had higher risk perceptions, had engaged in more extensive disaster planning.

5) This illustrates the concept of “constraint.” That is, higher risk perceptions (belief that the likelihood is high that a disaster requiring evacuation of their firm will occur within the next decade) constrain the behavior of executives so they are more likely to choose to engage in more disaster planning activities.

Objective 8.5

Social Factors That

Constrain Managerial

Risk Perceptions

1. Ask students: “What social factors constrain the risk perceptions of tourist business managers?”

2. Elaborate on their responses by highlighting the following points from the Drabek (1994d) study (assigned student reading).

a) What managerial characteristics most constrained the risk perceptions of the tourist business managers?

1) Refer students to Table 2 wherein 14 managerial characteristics are listed (Drabek 1994d, pp. 332 and 333).

2) Emphasize that statistically significant relationships were found for two characteristics: a) position title (more owners had high risk perceptions) and b) formal disaster training (more managers who had some type of formal disaster training had high risk perceptions).

b) What firm characteristics most constrained the risk perceptions of the tourist business managers?
1) Refer students to Table 3 wherein 10 firm characteristics are listed (Drabek 1994d, pp. 334-335).

2) Emphasize that statistically significant relationships were found for two characteristics: a) sponsorship type (more managers of independently owned businesses had high risk perceptions) and b) prior evacuation of firm (more managers were employed in firms that had a prior evacuation had high risk perceptions).

3) Ask students why these two firm qualities might constrain risk perceptions, e.g., knowing that the firm had a prior evacuation is a type of experience variable that is consistent with the factors discussed above for public risk perceptions; managers of independently owned firms may have a greater stake in the security of the business.

c) What is meant by multivariate analysis?
1) Depending on the statistical background of the class, explain to students that social science researchers frequently want to combine the effects of multiple sources or layers of constraint since the choices that people make usually are influenced by more than one consideration.

2) If required, explain how to interpret multiple regression statistics. Example: Standardized test scores like the SAT or ACE predict grades in college, but not too well. The correlations reported generally are around r = .3. That is, about nine percent of the total variation in college grades is accounted for or consistent with these test scores (r2 = .09). If high school grades and teacher recommendations are considered the net result of all three factors taken together goes up to a multiple R = .4. This means that about 16 percent of the variance in college grades is accounted for by the collective impact of these three social factors (R2 = .16).

3) Explain that Drabek tested numerous multivariate models so as to identify which combination of variables best explained the social factors that constrained the risk perceptions of these tourist managers (refer students to the discussion on pp. 335-339 for details).

d) What six social factors most constrained the risk perceptions of the tourist business managers?

1) Explain that six social factors best accounted for the patterning in managerial risk perceptions (32% of the variance explained; Adjusted R2 = .317) (partial correlation coefficients indicate the relative importance of each variable).

2) Refer students to the bottom of Table 5 (Drabek 1994d, p. 338).

(a) prior evacuation

(b) disaster subculture—community has institutionalized a response, usually formed because of frequent past events. “Some communities have institutionalized their mode of response to the point where they view such events as floods as simply nuisances, or possible even look forward to the flood period as a time of ‘carnival’.” (Pp. 29-73 in Proceedings of the Japan-United States Disaster Research Seminar: Organizational and Community Responses to Disasters. Columbus, Ohio: Disaster Research Center, The Ohio State University as cited in Drabek 1986, p. 125).

(c) frequency of professional organization meeting attendance

(d) formal disaster training

(e) organizational mission

(f) DEP index

3) “Collectively, this model indicates that managers will have the highest levels of risk perception if their firm has been evacuated previously and it is located in a community that maintains a disaster subculture. Also, risk perceptions are highest among more professionalized managers (i.e., they attend professional meetings most frequently) who have had formal disaster training. And finally, if they have done more extensive disaster evacuation planning and operate a firm that does not include lodging, their perception of risk will be higher.” (Drabek 1994d, p. 336).

4) Ask students why these six social factors might constrain risk perceptions.

Supplemental

Considerations

1. Conclude this session by restatement of the five objectives:

a) threat denial

b) differentiation among terms, e.g., risk, risk perception, risk analysis, etc.

c) social factors that constrain risk perceptions among the general public

d) relationship between risk perception and extent of disaster planning by tourist business managers

e) social factors that constrain risk perceptions among tourist business managers.

2. Ask students to identify areas of weakness or ways in which the Drabek study could be expanded, e.g., larger sample of managers, greater regional variation, etc.

3. Ask students to relate the material from this session to the case study and/or manager presentations (Sessions 5 “In-Depth Case Study of a Disaster” and 6 “The Reality of Disaster: Managerial Experiences”).

4. Ask students how their risk perceptions of the hazards confronting the nation and their community have been impacted by the material in this course, especially Sessions 2 “Overview of Disasters and Hazards in the U.S.A. Today,” 3 “Overview of Disasters and Threats to Tourists,” 4 “The Nature and Types of Political Threats,” and 7 “Understanding All-Hazards Emergency Management.”
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Threat Denial: Patterns and Constraints

I.
Threat Denial Factors

A. Inertia:

B. Event Interdependence:

C. Time Horizons:

D. Ignorance of Probability Theory:

E. Hazard Transferability:

II. Definitions

A. Risk: “A measure of the probability of damage to life, property, and/or the environment, which could occur if a hazard manifests itself, including the anticipated severity of consequences to people.” (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1998, p. 271).

B. Risk perception: “. . . an individual’s probabilistic estimate of a future threat.” (Drabek 1994d, p. 328).

C. Risk analysis: “Assesses probability of damage (or injury) and actual damage (or injury) that might occur, in light of a hazard and vulnerability analysis.” (FEMA 1998, p. 271).

D. Risk assessment: an intellectual field of study (discipline) focused on the identification and measurement of both the probability and consequences of potentially harmful events and processes whereby informed decisions can be made about alternative courses of action; also considered a process or method, e.g., “The process of identifying the likelihood and consequences of an event to provide the basis for informed decisions on a course of action” (FEMA 1998, p. 271).

E. Risk management: a professional field whose members (risk managers) are involved in both the assessment of vulnerabilities and risks confronting a business, governmental entity, or other type of social unit and the promotion of appropriate risk reduction strategies.

III. Social Factors – Public 
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IV. Social Factors – Tourist business managers
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