SESSION 2

Ben Wisner

Course Title:  A Social Vulnerability Approach to Disasters

Session 2:        Development of Social Vulnerability Analysis

Time: 1 hour


Objectives:

At the conclusion of this session, the students should be able to:
Objective 2.1 
Understand the dominant view of hazards

Objective 2.2
Identify shortcomings of the dominant view

Objective 2.3
Trace the historical development of a vulnerability approach

Objective 2.4
Understand the general framework of a vulnerability approach


Scope:


This session introduces both the dominant view of hazards/ disasters and the complementary vulnerability approach.  The session asks what assumptions they make, and how they address nature, time, technology, people, and society.  Who still believes and uses the dominant view is also the subject of discussion.  The shortcomings of the dominant view are also explored from the point of view of its adequacy in understanding cause, effect, long term effects, solutions, and citizen participation.  One section is devoted to a brief history of the vulnerability approach that traces from the 1930s onwards the interaction of social movements and their demands, and governmental initiatives both from a domestic and international point of view.  

Suggested Readings:

Instructor readings:

In preparation for this session, the instructor should review the material found on the websites mentioned in these materials, as well as the following readings:

1.  Ted Steinberg.  2000. Pp.  25-46, “Disaster as Archetype,” In Acts of God: The Unnatural History of Natural Disaster in America. New York: Oxford University Press.  

2.  David Alexander.  2000. Pp. 23-36 in Confronting Catastrophe. New York: Oxford University Press.

3. 
Kenneth Hewitt. 1983. Pp.  3-32, “The Idea Of Calamity In A Technocratic Age,” in K. Hewitt (ed.).  Interpretations of Calamity.  Boston: Allen and Unwin, 

4. 
Piers Blaikie et al. 1994. Pp. 3-45 in At Risk. London: Routledge.

5.   Graham Tobin and Burrell Montz. 1997. Pp. 5-15 in Natural Hazards.  New York: Guilford.

Student readings:

1. Piers Blaikie et al. 1994. Pp.  9-10, 21-29 in At Risk.  London: Routledge.

2.  
Ian Burton, Robert Kates, and Gilbert White.  1978. Pp. 81-90 in The Environment as Hazard.  New York: Oxford University Press.

3.  
Anders Wikjman and Lloyd Timberlake. 1984. Pp. 11-17 in Natural Disasters: Acts of God or Acts of Man? London: Earthscan. 
4. 
Ted Steinberg.  2000. Pp.  xv-xxiii, 3-24, and  47-68 in Acts of God: The Unnatural History of Natural Disaster in America. New York: Oxford University Press.  

General Requirements:  Briefly review session objectives [Slide 1].

Collect samples of recent news items that perpetuate some of the myths about  human behavior consistent with the dominant approach. Become familiar with the materials found on websites mentioned. 

Distribute copies of Session 2 Handout.
Objective 2.1   Understand the dominant view of hazards  [Slide 2]
Remarks:

I.   How does the dominant view understand nature?

A. 
Extreme events in nature are seen as the primary causes of disasters
“The traditional view of natural hazards has ascribed all or almost all responsibility for them to the processes of the geophysical world.  The approach has meant that the root cause of large-scale death and destruction has been attributed to the extremes of nature rather than encompassing the human world.  Frequently, disaster victims have been viewed as unfortunates who could do little but react to physical processes.  The physical world, then, has been seen as an external force, separate from human forces.  For example Burton and Kates (1964), defined natural hazards as those elements of the physical environment harmful to man and caused by forces external to him.”  (Tobin and Montz

1997:  8)

“Conceptual preambles and the development of refined language of ‘risk assessment’ appear to have swept away the old unpalatable causality of environmental determinism … [but] [t]he sense of causality or the direction of explanation still runs from the physical environment to its social impacts.”  (Hewitt 1993: 5)

B. 
Nature  and extreme events in nature are seen as external to society

“The earliest workers in the area, including myself, with little conscious thought and accepting common sense views, initially accepted as a prototype model the notion that disasters were an outside attack upon social systems that ‘broke down’ in the face of such an assault from outside.”  (Quarantelli 1998: 266) 
II.  How does the dominant view understand chance and time?

A. 
Disasters are seen as “accidents” and “freak events”
“…[T]hese events are understood by scientists, the media, and technocrats as primarily accidents – unexpected, unpredictable happenings that are the price of doing business on this planet.  Seen as freak events cut off from people’s everyday interactions with the environment, they are positioned outside the moral compass of our culture.”  (Steinberg 2 000:  xix)

B. 
Disasters are seen as operating outside of human history and as “break” in the “normal” flow of time
“[T]his belief that such disasters stem solely from random natural forces is tantamount to saying that they lie solely outside human history, beyond our influence, beyond moral reason, beyond control.”  (Steinberg 2000: xix)

“The language of discourse is often a good indicator of basic assumptions.  In hazards work one can see how language is used to maintain a sense of discontinuity or otherness, which severs these problems from the rest of man-environment relations and social life.  That is most obvious in the recurrent use of words stressing the ‘un’-ness of the problem.  Disasters are unmanaged phenomena.  They are the  unexpected, the unprecedented.  They derive from natural processes or events that are highly uncertain.  Unawareness and unreadiness are said to typify the condition of their human victims.  Even the common use of the word [disaster] ‘event’ can reinforce the idea of a discrete unit in time and space.  In the official-sounding euphemism for disasters in North America, they are ‘unscheduled events’.”  (Hewitt 1983: 10)

III.  How does the dominant view understand science and technology?

A.
 Science and technology are seen as the primary means available to deal with natural hazards
“The most expensive actions and the most formidable scientific literature, 

recommending action are concerned mainly with geophysical monitoring, forecasting  and direct engineering or land-use planning in relation to natural agents.”  (Hewitt 1983: 5)

B. 
Providing the “tech fix” has become a major industry in the United States
“Structural mitigation is preferred for obvious reasons by the construction and 

economic growth lobbies.  Technological hardware production … has offered ever more complex, expensive and sophisticated solutions to the problem of hazards.”  (Alexander 2000: 25)

IV.  How does the dominant view understand people?

A. 
People are viewed as having “bounded rationality,” inadequate information and ability to make sound choices in the face of risk. The term “bounded rationality” refers to the fact that “behavior is generally rational or logical but is limited by perception and prior knowledge” (Tobin and Montz 1997: 5).

“…I don’t find it useful to reduce the problem to the way individual perceptions are shaped at the interface of sense perception and personality.”  (Hewitt

1983: 8)

“…[I]t 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 is dealing with natural hazards, as with all human decisions, are numerous.”  (Burton et al. 1978: 52)

B. 
People are the subject of individualized studies of perception and behavior

“…[S]ocial sciences play a substantial role, notably in studying ‘crisis behaviour’ and emergency measures… They ask how people respond to forecasts, requests to conserve water and hazard-zone legislation.  They examine how people … ‘cope’ when the volcano erupts or when a crop is destroyed… These interests seem entirely reasonable in themselves.  They become less so as they are tributary to supposedly more sophisticated geophysical and engineering knowledge.  Moreover, by this narrow focus upon information that centres the problem upon natural extremes and damaging events,  they easily miss the main sources of social influence over hazards.”  (Hewitt 1983:  7)

C.
 People are viewed as having to be instructed and led

“The traditional model of hazard mitigation proceeds from large-scale overall planning to detailed efforts at particular local scales, where the results tend to be imposed upon local communities… The dictates of prudence and the need to foster grass-roots democracy demand that one proceed from non-structural to structural protection, not vice versa.”  (Alexander 2000: 27)

V.  How does the dominant view understand society?

A. 
Political, social, and economic relations are viewed as not involved in causing disasters but only in modifying the impacts of extreme natural events
“In the dominant view, then, disaster is itself attributed to nature.  There is, 

however, an equally strong conviction that something can be done about disaster 

by society.  But that something is viewed as strictly a matter of public policy 

backed up by the most advanced geophysical, geotechnical and managerial 

capacity.  There is a strong sense, even among social scientists for whom it is a 

major interest, that everyday or ‘ordinary’ human activity can do little except 

make the problem worse by default.  In other words, the structure of the problem 

is seen to depend upon the ratios between given forces of nature and the 

‘advanced’ institutional and technical counterforce.”  (Hewitt 1983: 6)

B. 
Social change in the direction of increasing hierarchy and complexity and increasing wealth and technological capacity is seen as the necessary and sufficient condition for reducing risk of disasters
“In the modern industrial state a different pattern emerges.  Acceptance shifts from bearing loss personally, or sharing with kin, to sharing with the wider society by means of relief or insurance.  The growing technological capacity to manage or manipulate the environment encourages reduction of hazard by emphasizing policies for the control of nature.  These favored adjustments require interlocking and interdependent social organization, and they tend to be uniform in application, inflexible, and difficult to change.  The construction of dams, irrigation systems, or seawalls, and the design or monitoring, forecasting, and warning systems with complex equipment would be clearly beyond the scope of individual action.”  (Burton et al. 1978:  219)

VI.  Who believes and applies the dominant view?

A. 
Blanchard (2000) makes a distinction between the older emergency manager in the U.S. and a new cohort who tend to differ in several ways  

1.   This new group, besides being younger, are more likely to be women or people of color, are more likely to have higher education courses specifically in areas relevant to emergency management, and are more likely to be members of any of several professional associations for emergency managers.  

2.   This latter group is more likely to be familiar with the vulnerability approach as a complement to the dominant one. The former group has, up to this point, continued to practice according to the assumptions of the dominant approach.

B.  
Within government agencies, there is growing interest in the vulnerability approach, however often it remains an “add on” and mainstream thinking, practice, and above all, funding is still driven by the main, conventional science and technology missions of these agencies (which, of course, is not surprising!).

1. Examples 


NOAA has a vulnerability assessment search engine:



http://www.csc.noaa.gov/vata/ 

FEMA, under Clinton administration, addressed vulnerability as part of its activities in mitigation [http://www.fema.gov/mit/ ] and part of its Project Impact outreach outreach to communities—a program that is now defunct although surviving in some localities. [Note:  Check your locality to see if it was or continues to be a Project Impact community.]

 

C. 
Some government agencies use the word vulnerability in other senses than “social vulnerability,” for example, USGS, where there is a lot of work on U.S. coastal vulnerability to sea level rise:

http://pubs.usgs.gov/openfile/of00-178/textonly/textcvi.html .    

D. 
Some non-governmental organizations are more likely to have adopted the vulnerability approach as a complement to elements of the dominant view, although the situation is very mixed.  At one extreme, there are groups in existence that harken back to the Cold War civilian defense assumptions  (http://www.tacda.org/ ).  At the other extreme, there  are some faith-based groups that work easily with the idea that race and other kinds of diversity can affect a person’s chances in a disaster and afterwards (http://www.cwserp.org/ ; http://www.afsc.org/ematasst.htm ).
E. For discussion: 

1. 
How many meanings of the word “vulnerable” can the class think of?  How is the word used most commonly in everyday conversations?  In the newspaper or radio, or t.v.?  

2.  
How are these meanings similar or different from the dominant view?  How many synonyms for “vulnerable” can the class think of?

Objective 2.2   Identify shortcomings of the dominant view  [Slide 3]
Remarks:

I.  Does it fail to understand all the causes of disasters?

A.
 For discussion: 


“Not every windstorm, earth-tremor, or rush of water is a catastrophe.  A catastrophe is known by its works; that is, by the occurrence of 

disaster.   So long as the ship rides out the storm, so long as the city

resists the earth-shocks, so long as the levees hold, there is no disaster.

It is the collapse of the cultural protection that constitutes the disaster

proper.”  (Carr 1932: 221, cited in Dombrowsky 1998: 24-25)

B. 
Hewitt (1983) castigated hazards researchers for the overwhelming

attention devoted to geophysical processes and neglect of social forces. He stressed three points.:

1. 
First, natural hazards are neither explained by nor uniquely dependent

upon the geophysical process that may initiate the damage; this is not to say

that geophysical processes do not play a role, but that too much causality has

been attributed to them.

2. 
Second, human awareness of and response to natural hazards are not

dependent solely on geographical conditions.  Hewitt saw hazards as more

dependent on the concerns, pressures, goals, and risks of society, not least

the effectiveness of measures to reduce calamity; these factors, he said, 

reflect the values and institutions of the society.

3. 
Third, the causes, features, and consequences of natural disasters are not

explained  by conditions or behavior peculiar to calamitous events; these can

be explained by everyday forces.  The important parameters are social order, its everyday relations to the habitat, and larger historical circumstances that help shape society.  Thus disasters result more from social than geophysical processes, and hazardousness varies as much (or more) as a result of social as of geophysical processes.”  (Tobin and Montz 1997: 11-12)

· “The daily life of many people alive today is a "permanent emergency" 

(Maskrey 1989).  Disasters can be interpreted as "the extreme situation which is implicit in the everyday condition of the population" (Baird et al. 1975).  Disasters "bring to the surface the poverty which characterizes the lives of so many inhabitants" (Hardoy and Satterthwaite 1989: 203).”  

· “The risks, pressures, uncertainties that bear upon awareness of and preparedness for natural fluxtuations flow mainly from what is called “ordinary life,” rather than from the rareness and scale of those fluctuations.”  (Hewitt 1983: 25)

II.  Does it fail to take all of the effects of disaster into account?

A. 
For discussion:


“Disasters, particularly catastrophic ones, can do more than impose deaths,


injuries, and dollar losses.  They can also redirect the character of social


institutions, result in permanent new and costly regulations for future gen-


erations, alter ecosystems, and even disturb the stability of political


regimes.  Costs like these rarely, if ever, are counted as part of the disaster


impacts.”  (Mileti 1999: 90)

III.  Does it fail to take the long term effects of disaster  into account?

A. 
For discussion:


“Achieving patterns of rebuilding that generally keep people and property


out of harm’s way is increasingly viewed as an essential element of any


disaster recovery program.  Rebuilding that fails to acknowledge the loca-


tion of high-hazard areas is not sustainable, nor is housing that is not built


to withstand predictable physical forces.  Indeed, disasters should be


viewed as providing unique opportunities for change – not only to 


building local capability for recovery – but for long-term sustainable


development as well.”  (Mileti 1999:  237-238)

B. 
Case study: Recovery Following Northridge Earthquake (Source: Bolin and Stanford, 1999)

1. Direct losses $2.5 billion, total estimated losses $44 billion

2. 20,000 residents were displaced from their homes

3. 681,000 applications for assistance

4. $11 billion in individual and public assistance

5. Access to assistance, length of time recovery took, and success of recovery were all influenced by ethnicity, socio-economic level, and the history of race relations in the region.

C. 
For discussion:

 “From the individual’s standpoint, relief accessibility is complex and takes

up issues of personal knowledge of federal programs, cultural and language

skills, and physical location, with the mediating effects of social class, 

ethnicity, and gender.  It is here that language, cultural, and residency barriers

may hinder households in access to resources for recovery.  In Fillmore, with

its history of an Anglo-dominated power structure and exclusionary practices

aimed at farm-workers (and lower-income Latinos in general), local political

culture compounded resource access problems for Latino disaster victims.”

(Bolin and Stanford 1999: 104-5)

IV.  Does it fail to take advantage of the full range of solutions and measures?

A. For discussion:

1. 
“… [W]omen are pivotal in the intersection between household and community recovery.  While their needs and experiences are in many respects gender specific, as well as deeply influenced by class and ethnicity, they also provide critical  insights into neglected, yet central, problems, processes, and mechanisms of household and community recovery.  We conclude that a gendered analysis is crucial to understanding and mitigating against future impacts of disasters on families and communities.”  (Enarson and Morrow 1997: 135-136)

2. 
 “The major opportunity to develop or implement measures will occur in the


wake of a disaster.  This is due to the temporary high profile of disaster pre-


ventive action, which should be taken advantage of to secure resources and


decisions… Plans should be developed, and where there are political or other obstacles to their implementation, they should be maintained in readiness for implementation at an appropriate time, such as when a disaster provides the necessary window of opportunity for swift action.”  (Blaikie et al. 1994: 224)

V.  Does it miss out on the full participation of people in creating safe conditions of life?

A. For discussion:


“… [C]hurches and other bodies form the centres for citizen response to


economic dislocation and crisis.  Food banks, community kitchens, and 


pantries have sprung up all over the US and in many Latin American


countries to assist and involve poor and hungry people.  People’s health


centres and public health movements have also emerged in the slums of


many of the world’s mega-cities from Brooklyn and the Bronx to Rio de


Janeiro, Mexico City, and Manila.  Such formal and informal organiza-


tons are woefully underutilized by authorities responsible for disaster


mitigation.  Non-governmental organizations have been quicker to recog-


nse the potential of such groups.  The people themselves can campaign


to secure livelihoods and life spaces (Anderson and Woodrow, 1989), to

recognise the ‘untapped power of people’s science’ (Wisner, O’Keefe, 


and Westgate, 1977), and the effectiveness of ‘community-based’ miti-


gation (Maskrey, 1989).”  (Blaikie et al. 1994: 236)

Objective 2.3  Trace the historical development of a vulnerability approach  [Slide 4]

Remarks: 

I.   Disaster management grew out of the practice of civil defense during the 

     Cold War

A. The conceptual model for natural hazards management in the 1950s and 1960s was the “attack from outside” referred to in the earlier quote from Quarantelli.  That notional “attack” was, of course, considered to be a nuclear attack on the U.S. mainland by the USSR.  A good source is Laura McEnaney, Civil Defense Begins at Home:  Militarization Meets Everyday Life in the Fifties.  Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000

 (http://pup.princeton.edu/titles/6948.html.

B.  Early studies by social scientists of “disaster behavior” and the Disaster Study Center at Ohio State University was funded by government authorities interested in learning things that might help to anticipate U.S. citizen behavior in a nuclear attack.(http://www.udel.edu/DRC/mission.html )

II. There were other historical influences that provided the opportunity to raise questions about social vulnerability in disasters
A. 1930s
1. Discovery of the “other America” – spatial concentrations of rural poverty

2. Foundations laid for welfare state based on socio-economic and demographic “entitlements” and, in the case of large-scale regional development projects like the Tennessee Valley Authority, geographical location.

B. 1950s & 1960s
1. The civil rights movement and awareness of racial discrimination 

(http://www.wmich.edu/politics/mlk/ )

2. Proactive rural community development efforts based on the new discipline of rural sociology

C. 1960s & 1970s
1. Government initiatives in urban community development 

2. The women’s movement

3. The grassroots environmental movement

4. Rediscovery of the rural poverty  (The “Other America” )

(http://www.worldbank.org/poverty/povlit/povlit2p27.htm )

D. 1980s & 1990s
1. The environmental justice movement

(http://www.ejrc.cau.edu/ )

2. The disability rights movement

(http://www.disrights.org/dr-toc.html )

3. “The Second Assessment” of hazards in the United States was conducted in the 1990s.  It was a major undertaking, a five year and $750,000 study that involved scores of scientists and other authorities.  It reviewed approaches to hazards in the United States and evaluated their success.  This report recommends the adoption of a vulnerability approach among  six “Proposed Shifts in Thinking” (Mileti, 1999: .26-30).

(http://www.colorado.edu/hazards/assessbib.html )

E.  Post-September 11, 2001
1. It is too early to tell, but some institutional changes may cause decline in utilization of the vulnerability approach.  These include:
· Absorption of FEMA into the new Department of Homeland Security

· Elimination of Project Impact

· New budget priorities focused on terrorism

2. Also too early to tell, but worth discussion and attention,  are possible social and attitudinal changes, including:

· Increased suspicion of “foreign-looking” people in U.S. communities

· Increased fear among Arab-Americans, suggesting they may be less inclined to be visibly active in community activities such as disaster preparedness

· Increased fear by illegal immigrants of deportation which may drive them deeper “underground” and make outreach and incorporation of their efforts into disaster preparedness more difficult.

III. Foreign experiences of vulnerability became known in the US

A.  Beginning in the early 1970s field work by French, British, American and other social scientists revealed strong evidence that vulnerability to disasters is deeply rooted in a people’s history and strongly influenced by major social structural factors such as access to political power and distribution of income.  

1. 
Cases included the death  in 1974 of 8,000 people a mud slide during hurricane Fifi in northeastern Honduras.  Farmers displaced from valley bottom land by the establishment of banana plantations had cleared nearby steep slopes in order to grow subsistence crops.  These unstable slopes slipped away in Fifi’s rainfall.  Other cases included famine in West and East Africa and cyclone disaster in Bangladesh in 1970.

2. 
For discussion:
“Although the ‘bounded rationality’ model of human choice explicitly recognizes the existence of constraining social, political, and economic forces and cultural values, recognizing those boundaries apparently has not helped to break through them to reduce losses.  It is possible, in fact, that those forces are much more powerful than previously thought.  That is the premise adopted by the structuralist and social vulnerability schools of thought, which analyze abstract structures of human society that, its proponents say, actually dictate human adjustment to hazards and in some cases even instigate and perpetuate a hazardous situation.  Much of this research has focused on the hazard vulnerability of indigenous populations and their traditional mechanisms for adapting to the environment.”  (Mileti 1999: 28)

B. 
This field experience accumulated in the 1960s and 1970s was systematized and became generally better known in the U.S. through publication and professional meetings in the early 1980s (e.g. Hewitt 1983).  

1. 
This coincided with a period during which the social movements based on recognition of diversity, on identity politics, and on social justice were reaching maturity.   

2. 
Reports of the findings of international work also came at a time when US-based researchers were reporting evidence of race, class, age, and gender discrimination and differentiation  in the effects of disasters and the recovery process (e.g. Glass 1980; Bolin 1982; Perry et al. 1983; Bolin and Bolton 1986; Bolin and Klenow 1988).

IV.  Crises in the practice of disaster management in the US accelerated the search for complementary or alternative approaches

A. Technological means were not enough to prevent widespread destruction in late 1980s and early 1990s (hurricane Hugo in 1989, Loma Prieta, CA earthquake in 1989, hurricane Andrew in 1992, Mississippi floods in 1993, Northridge, CA earthquake in 1994).

B. Issues of race, class, age, disability, and, to some extent, gender came up more and more in the context of these and other disasters.  FEMA and other authorities were criticized for not taking the diversity of the affected populations into account in relief and recovery work.

C. The economic cost of such disasters was increasing rapidly.

D. The U.S. insurance industry was alarmed by rising trend of insured losses.

V. More international experience has further increased the acceptability of complementary and alternative approaches.

A. Kobe earthquake in Japan (1995) reinforced doubts about relying exclusively on technological solutions.  In Kobe despite the world’s best engineering many structures collapsed, the fire fighting system failed, and more than 6,000 people died.  Half of the dead were aged over 60 years, and many were elderly widows.  It was clear that social factors had been overlooked.

B. The International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction (1990-99) was a vehicle that promoted international exchange of disaster management experience.  The U.S. was an active participant.  In 1995 at the mid-Decade conference in Yokohama, Japan, a strong case was made by many representatives that more needed to be done to understand and to tap the local knowledge of ordinary people and to understand and address social vulnerability.

Objective 2.4  Understand the general framework of a vulnerability approach  

Remarks: [Slide 5]
I.  
The vulnerability approach is not sufficient by itself to plan for disasters.  It must be accompanied by understanding of hazards.  It is a complement to a technological approach, and it is a component of a full hazard risk assessment.

II.
The essence of the vulnerability approach is to investigate the role of social, economic, and political relations in the creation of hazardous situations in a specific place.  It also investigates the social distribution of risk in that place (that is: which social groups are more or less at risk to one or another of an array of hazards).

A. “Some groups in society are more prone than others to damage, loss, and suffering in the context of differing hazards.  Key characteristics of these variations of impact include class, caste, ethnicity, gender, disability, age, or seniority.”  (Blaikie et al. 1994: 9)

III. The vulnerability approach can also be used to reveal the capabilities of particular social groups in the face of hazards (e.g. specific knowledge or practices, methods of coping).

IV. The vulnerability approach can also be applied in a focused manner in particular phases of disaster management:

A. Prevention or mitigation phase  

1. What social groups are less likely to be able to invest in making their homes safer?  

2. What social groups are likely to engage in occupations that expose them to higher risk from natural hazards?  

3. Are there locations or kinds of structures where certain social groups live that are more exposed to natural hazards?

4. What can be done about these situations?

B. Preparedness phase  

 `


1.
What social groups are unlikely to have time to train in first aid and other kinds of self protection? 

2.
What social groups are less able to purchase critical items or supplies for self protection or invest in making their homes safer?

3.
What can be done?

C. Warning phase  

1.
What social groups are likely not to receive or not to understand or not to take the warning message seriously?  Why?  

2.
What can be done about it?

D. Response phase  

1. Are there characteristics of social groups that may make it more difficult for them to be rescued, to receive adequate emergency medical care, to feel comfortable in an emergency shelter?

2. What can be done?

E. Recovery phase  

1. Are there social groups that are likely to experience problems in economic or emotional recovery?

2. What can be done?

Supplemental Considerations: 

I. Objective 2.1

1.  Further review of the relation of disaster vulnerability and “daily life” is provided by Wisner (1993: 203).  A possible classroom exercise would be to ask the students to do a “quick write” of a paragraph describing an incident in their own lives where some seemingly insignificant detail of “ordinary life” lead to a very big change (e.g. how they met their life partner, how an automobile accident occurred, etc.).

2.  In some parts of the world there is a softening of the dichotomy between “dominant” or “technocratic” approach and the “vulnerability” approach.  For example, in Australia in some states and municipalities it has become normal practice to combine hazard mapping with social vulnerability assessment.  The same is true in South Africa.  Elsewhere, in the Philippines, for example, there is extensive and lively participation in disaster prevention planning on the part of non-governmental organizations.  These groups have developed their own manuals and guidelines for community-based self study of both hazards and vulnerability.

II.  Objective 2.2

The main shortcoming, apart from the conceptual deficiencies discussed, is simply that it hasn’t delivered the goods.  Although deaths from disasters have declined in the U.S., the physical destruction, dislocation of affected persons, and, above all, economic cost has grown higher and higher.  In other parts of the world, deaths from disasters are still increasing as well as economic cost (measured as percentage of GDP).

III. Objective 2.3

This historical sketch could be extended back into the 19th Century, at least, with the contemporary debate about the relative impacts of the Irish Potato Famine on protestant and catholic, on rich and poor.  Likewise, governmental policies on behalf of some social or demographic groups, for instance widows, go back to the Indian Famine Code of 1883.  

IV. Objective 2.4

1.  Because of time constraints this introduction to the vulnerability approach is highly simplified.  The instructor may want to use more of the material mentioned in this session by Blaikie et al. (1994), if time allows or if this is a more advanced.  Of particular importance is the idea of a “chain of causation” that goes from “root causes” through “dynamic pressures” in the production of “unsafe conditions.”  This is a temporal/ historical model.  

2.  An interesting class room exercise would be to see if the class knows the historical origins of the town where the class is taking place.  When was it founded?  What was there before?  Where, specifically, is the historic heart of the town?  Were the founders fully aware of hazards of that place?  More than towns people are today?  Less?  Are there new hazards about which the founders were ignorant? If so, why?

Student Assignments:

Relating to Objective 2.1  

Require the students to spend the next two weeks looking for newspaper items or taking notes from radio or t.v. broadcasts where they see any one of these uses of the word “vulnerability” or one of the synonyms.  Make sure that the class has copied from the black board the full list of meanings the class discussion generates and the list of synonyms as their reference point.  

Recommended requirement would be a three-page, double-spaced paper in which three uses of the word “vulnerable” or its synonyms are presented (with source documented) and then analyzed in terms of the content of this session (including Session 2 Handout) and its student readings.

If students find it difficult to find real time uses of these words in the media, the instructor may consider allowing them to find two or the three (or all) via an internet search.

Study Questions: 

1.   Why is there such a strong bias toward technology in the dominant view of disasters? 

2. What is the role of “chance” or “random” events in your own life?  Describe a “freak occurrence” you’ve experienced.

3. Describe the place of individual psychology in the dominant view.

4. What conditions do you think the President of the U.S. considers before issuing a disaster declaration? Are there other factors that influence the decision?

5. Are there social groups in your community you’d suspect may experience higher vulnerability to disaster than others?

6. Should people working in the field of emergency management be required to learn a second language?  Why?  Why not?

Final Exam Questions: 

1. Which is not an element of the dominant view of disasters?

1.  Emphasis on natural causes

2.  Treatment of people as individuals rather than social groups

3.  Advocates spending too much money on nuclear fall out shelters

4.  Is blind to gender differences

5.  None of the above

2. Jane Cooper is an emergency manager in an area where there are many Muslim guest workers. In “scoping” or getting a good idea of the vulnerability of this social group to disasters, what would be the best way to begin?

1.  Contacting another emergency manager in an area that also has a similar population group

2.  Identifying and speaking with leaders of the Muslim group

3.  Reading material by or contacting emergency managers in the country from which these Muslim guest workers originate
4.  Hiring an assistant who knows the language spoken by this group

5.  All of the above

3. A recent report by the National Academy of Engineering found that, according to a survey, citizens of the U.S. believe that technological knowledge is important, but they have very little understanding of technology themselves.  How much and what kind of technological knowledge do you think ordinary citizens need in order to participate in making informed decisions about natural hazards?  Provide an argument in favor of your opinion.

4. What are the strong points of the dominant view of disasters, in your opinion? Explain and justify your views?

5. Discuss the notion that a disaster is “An Act of God.”  The dominant view does not explicitly invoke divine causation or agency any more, but do you think there are still some legacy of this earlier view to be found in the dominant approach?  Why?  Why not? 
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SESSION 2 HANDOUT

Technocratic vs. Vulnerability Approach

To Emergency Management


          Technocratic     

            Vulnerability 
	· Focus is on physical processes of hazard

· Style is hierarchical, managerial problem solving

· Applies technology, Engineering, Money

· Tends to be top-down approach

· Goal is to reduce damage

· General philosophical orientation is utilitarian and the conquest of nature

· Philosophy of science emphasizes the linear and bounded systems (Newtonian physics analogy)
	· Focus is on socio- economic – political factors

· Style is decentralized, community based problem soling

· Applies local knowledge, pressure, imagination,  creativity

· Tends to be bottom-up approach

· Goal is to reduce people’s vulnerability

· General philosophical orientation is egalitarian and co-existence with nature

· Philosophy of science emphasizes the non-linear, open systems, and complexity (Quantum physics analogy)




    Source: Adapted from Blanchard (2000).
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