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Objectives: 

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



				28.1	Discuss the “no�effect” conclusion, describe the major studies supporting it, and major criticisms



				28.2	Illustrate with case examples the “acceleration of ongoing trends” conclusion



				28.3	Discuss the key issues that define community disaster recovery



				28.4	Describe the blame assignation process and its impact on the structure of emergent groups
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Scope

				This session introduces students to the analysis of long�term disaster impacts on communities.



References

				1.	Professor (Related Background Readings): Robert Geipel. 1991. Long�Term Consequences of Disasters: The Reconstruction of Friuli, Italy, in its International Context 1976�1988. New York: Springer�Verlag; Frederick L. Bates and Walter G. Peacock. 1987. “Disaster and Social Change.” Pp. 291�330 in Sociology of Disasters: Contribution of Sociology to Disaster Research, edited by Russell R. Dynes, Bruna DeMarchi, and Carlo Pelanda. Milano, Italy: Franco Angeli; James D. Wright, and Peter H. Rossi (eds.). 1981. Social Science and Natural Hazards. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Abt Books; Greg A. Hoover, and Frederick L. Bates. 1985. “The Impact of a Natural Disaster on the Division of Labor in Twelve Guatemalan Communities: A Study of Social Change in a Developing Country.” International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters 3:9�26; H. Paul Friesema, James Caporaso, Gerald Goldstein, Robert Lineberry, and Richard McCleary. 1979. Aftermath: Communities After Natural Disasters. Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications, Inc.; James D. Wright, Peter H. Rossi, Sonia R. Wright, and Eleanor Weber�Burdin. 1979. After the Clean�Up: Long�Range Effects of Natural Disasters. Beverly Hills, California: Sage publications, Inc.; J. Eugene Haas, Robert W. Kates, and Martyn J. Bowden (eds.). 1977. Reconstruction Following Disaster. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press.



				2.	Student: David M. Neal. 1984. “Blame Assignment in a Diffuse Disaster Situation: A Case Example of the Role of an Emergent Citizen Group.” International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters 2:251�266.



Requirements

				The professor should write the four major themes in this session on the chalkboard. The list of seven key recovery issues could be listed also or put into a handout.



Remarks

				About one�half of this session should be in a lecture format wherein a summary of studies related to the first three themes is given by the professor. Class discussion should then be directed to the final theme.



�Supplemental

Considerations



No�Effect

 Conclusions

				Summarize the authors, methods used, and major conclusions reached by researchers who proposed that disasters have no long�term effects on communities, i.e., Wright et al. 1979 and Friesema et al. 1979.



				“We find no discernible effects of either floods, tornadoes, or hurricanes on the changes in population or housing stocks experienced by counties in the period between 1960 and 1970. Additional analyses were also made of the effects of natural disasters on other characteristics of countries, including housing values, rents, age composition, educational level of population, and family income. While there were a few instances in which the disaster coefficients were large enough to be statistically significant, no coherent interpretable pattern emerged. In short, there appear to be no firm findings to indicate that natural disasters have any long�lasting effects on counties” (Wright et al. 1979:24) (emphasis added).



				“There are no discernible net effects of natural disaster events on growth trends in housing or population stocks for census tracts in the period 1960 to 1970” (Wright et al. 1979:27) (emphasis added).



				“. . . none of these disasters [i.e., four studies via time�series analysis] led to major long�term economic losses to these communities. [pp. 176�177] . . . the American society and polity has become so knit together and the economy so integrated by the mid�20th century that most of the economic costs of natural disasters are externalized to the larger, carrying society [pp. 177�178]” [Dependent variables included: size of work force, unemployment level, number of businesses, e.g., restaurants, filling stations, retail sales, sales tax revenue.] (Friesema et al. 1979:176�178).



�Major Criticisms

				See Commentary in Wright and Rossi 1981 for elaboration on these themes and Bates and Peacock 1987, especially pp. 294�311. Major criticisms of Wright et al. (1979) study of 10 year shift patterns in 1,140 counties and 1,102 census tracts wherein a disaster occurred (1960�1970).



				1.	Nearly all events included in sample had minimal disaster impacts, e.g., only a few houses damaged by a tornado. Most events were not “real” disasters (see Wright and Rossi 1981, pp. 40�41).



				2.	Dependent variables were measured and aggregated at county and census tract levels thereby not registering theoretically important changes.



				3.	Time period was 10 years which is too crude to capture all but the most extreme of changes due to disasters of high magnitude. 



				Major criticisms of Friesema et al. (1979) time�series study of four communities that had major disasters: (1) Yuba City, California (flood, 1955); (2) Galveston, Texas (hurricane, 1961); (3) Conway, Arkansas (tornado, 1965); and (4) Topeka, Kansas (tornado, 1966).



				1.	Short�term effects were documented. The period: [1.] “is characterized by instantaneous destruction. We saw that deaths in Topeka, for example, increased sharply in the month of the disaster only. The next month, there was a slight, offsetting spike which is typical of this aftermath effect. We saw the same effect in divorce applications for Galveston and new claims for unemployment compensation in Yuba City. . . . [2.] is characterized by a decaying effect. We saw in both Yuba City workforce and Galveston assaults a persistence of effect beyond the initial destruction. . . . [3.] is characterized by delayed effects. We saw in a number of instances that the second or third months of aftermath were worse (or better!) than the first month. . . . In the case of Galveston marriages, for example, the aftermath effect may be due initially to a closing of government offices. . . . [4.] is characterized in rare cases by substantial periods of instability. With Galveston unemployment, we hypothesize that instability results from overcompensation, as for example, when too many outside workers are brought into the community” (Friesema et al. 1979:139�140).



				2.	There is no theoretical rationale for the dependent variables selected. This is “raw empiricism” not theoretically based research. 



				3.	Possible acceleration of existing trends on theoretically relevant variables were not examined.



Accelerating Trends

				Bates and Peacock (1987) and many other researchers, e.g., Pelanda (1982) and Geipel (1991) have documented significant patterns of change and the reasons for them using case study illustrations from Guatemala City (1976, earthquake) and the Friuli region of northern Italy (1976, earthquake). Anderson (1970) first documented this pattern of acceleration following the 1964 Alaskan earthquake.



				Examples of these are: (use only 2�3 examples).



				1.	Disasters place the structure of the social system under stress and test its capacity to perform vital functions. In the process, weaknesses in the structure of the system are exacerbated and made visible for all to see. Furthermore the system is forced to adapt, at least temporarily to this stress and the conditions that cause it. These, at first, temporary adaptations may become permanent features of the social structure or bring about other changes that will be incorporated.



			 	2.	Disasters differentially affect socioeconomic and ethnic groups as well as different sectors of the community’s division of labor. As a consequence the stratification system may be affected, and differential decline and growth may occur in various sectors of the social structure.



			 	3.	Disasters bring new groups and organizations into being and provide circumstances which foster new forms of contact, cooperation and conflict between existing groups and organizations. This may result in permanent changes in the units that make up the social structure and in the relationships which link them together to form the structure of the system.



				 4.	Disasters frequently destroy or severely damage outmoded infrastructure and force its replacement by more modern technology. Such technological innovation may result in the alteration of the stratification system or the division of labor and may result in both differential growth and elaboration of sectors of the system’s structure.



				 5.	Disasters frequently result in the influx of a large number of outsiders who supply additional labor and expertise as well as large amounts of outside physical and financial resources. This may produce an economic boom, and provide the impetus for change in both the division of labor and in stratification as well as differential growth and elaboration.



				 6.	Outsiders bring with them different forms of behavior and different structural patterns than those found in the impacted community. These new patterns may be transferred to the local population and become a permanent part of the system’s structure.



			 	7.	Conflicts often emerge in the aftermath of a disaster over the distribution of scarce resources and over the equity principles which should guide the reconstruction effort. These conflicts may have serious political implications and result in permanent changes in the relationship between the government and other units comprising the system.” (Bates and Peacock 1987, pp. 311�312). See also Haas et al. 1977, p. 263).



Seven Recovery

 Issues

				1.	What decision�making mechanisms should be used to decide how, when, and where to rebuild?



				2.	Should there be changes in land use?



				3.	Should there be changes in building codes?



				4.	Should there be an effort to make the city more efficient and attractive?



				5.	Should there be compensation or special financial assistance for private property loss?



				6.	How should disaster�produced personal and family problems be handled?



				7.	How should increased local public expenditures be financed? (Adapted from Haas et al. 1977, pp. xxx�xxxii).



Blame Assignation

				Ask students to summarize the incident and sequence of events that gave rise to the emergent citizen group in Pine Place. (See Neal 1984, pp. 254�259). In contrast to other studies of blame assignation that examined events that were focussed and acute, e.g., Bucher (1957) (airplane crashes) and Drabek and Quarantelli (1967) (Indianapolis Coliseum explosion), this and other studies of diffuse events (Levine 1982; Nigg and Cuthbertson 1982) are marked by five similarities:



				1)	problems with having regulatory agencies performing health studies and the accompanying political maneuvering to suppress them;



			 	2)	various regulatory agencies proving incapable of handling the problem;



			 	3)	the citizens’ group’s attempting to have the situation defined as a crisis or disaster;



			 	4)	conflict between the regulatory agencies; and



				5)	problems of jurisdictional boundaries and responsibilities.” (Neal 1984, p. 262).



				Through class discussion, have students provide case illustrations for each of these five points.



Teaching Tip

				Depending upon professor’s interest this session easily could be expanded into two hours given the large amount of relevant material. If only one session is devoted to this topic, material pertaining to the first three themes must be summarized very briefly with only the major points covered. By devoting two sessions to this topic, one can return to the issue of “What is a disaster?” and provide students with another dimension of the importance of this question. For example most of the events included in the Wright et al. (1979) study were “disasters” with low magnitude of impact scores, e.g., a tornado that damaged only a few houses. Were these “real” disasters?
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