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PREFACE

Why another report on disaster planning? In what way is this report different
from many other available accounts prepared for emergency planners? These are
valid questions that ought to be adequately answered, for if they are not, this
publication should not appear.

Our answer is that in the following pages we are trying both to do something
different and in a different way from what can already be found in the literature.
There are, of course, many existing disaster plans, some designed for organizations
such as hospitals, or larger social entities such as a community, or even broader
areas such as a state or a region. But we do not set forth another specific
disaster plan either for particular groups or geographic localities. Anyone
interested in specific disaster plans can find more than enough models in the
literature. There are likewise readily available general discussions of opera-
tional aspects of planning such as how to go about setting up emergency operations
centers. We make no attempt to add another publication to that kind of literature.

The following report is different instead in two ways. For one, unlike most
discussions of emergency planning, it is based on systematic studies of behavior
and responses in actual disasters. Little of the literature draws its observa-
tions and remarks from the analysis of field research on what actually happened
in a series of real disaster events. But the statements on the following pages
are derived from the study of more than 100 community disasters conducted by
the Disaster Research Center in the last seven years. Occasionally someone writes
about his personal experiences in a disaster or two, but obviously this cannot
match the range of different emergency situations we have looked at in all
sections of the country. Our report is thus based on very broad data and evidence,
and is not the result of sheer speculation or a few limited experiences.

The other way this report differs from most other writings on community
disaster planning is that it presents a general perspective, a way of thinking
about disasters rather than specific details. A reader of this report will not
learn, for example, how many emergency generators a city of a particular size
should have, but he will become aware in reading the report of the point that
many of the problems that develop in disasters are generated not by the disaster
agents themselves, but by the very effort of the community to react to the agent
itself. This is to say that the response is often as much a source of problems
as the disaster impact itself. Similarly, the reader should become sensitive to
the most prevalent misconceptions about disaster behavior, aidthough he will
not learn from this report the specific persons who ought to be included in a
fan out system for a disaster warning network. A reader will also not get from
this report a statement of how a police department should operate in a disaster,
but he ought to come to understand why conflicts between local community organi-
zations and "outsiders'" is an almost unavoidable consequence of a disaster.

In other words, this report attempts to make a reader aware of the major
factors that have to be taken into account in disaster planning, what misconceptions
about stress behavior have to be avoided in disaster plans, why certain problems
are likely to arise despite what planners may do, and what can or cannot be planned.



What is presented is a general way of thinking about community disaster problems.
The assumption is that the specifics of any given disaster plan have to be filled
in by each particular reader depending on the nature of his community, the like-
lihood of threats to it, and the resources that are available.

We also assume that any kind of planning has to be realistic. It has to be
built upon real knowledge —- thus our assertion that our observations do not
stem from theoretical speculations but studies of actual disasters. Disaster
planning has to be realistic also in that it cannot presuppose an ideal situation
but the probable situation. This is why we stress throughout this report that
good disaster plans are developed so that they can be adjusted to people rather
than attempting to force people to conform to planning. Finally, disaster planning
has to be realistic in the sense that it is taken for granted that planning can
be undertaken. Persons with vivid imagination can always come up with hypothetical
possibilities so horrendous that they serve to immobilize any effort at planning.

An example of the latter would be where a potential planner visualized a
situation where his community would have to handle 10,000 casualties. Such a
problem boggles the mind. A catastrophe of this magnitude could conceivably
happen but it is very unlikely in American society. The largest number of
deaths in any given disaster were the 5,000 or so killed in the Galveston hurricane-
flood of 1900. 1In only three other disasters have casualties reached the 1,000
figure. Moreover, in recent years, the total average deaths in the United States
in major disasters have averaged around 200 a year. A single major disaster
is, therefore, extremely likely not to cause more than 100 deaths. This is
a more realistic estimate, something that is more manageable and more amenable
to planning. Our general point is that anyone can sit around and dream up all
sorts of catastrophes which would defy almost any kind of planning. It is far
more realistic to assume probable situations because that is what is likely to
occur and for which community planning can be undertaken.

We make this point, implicitly at least, about disaster planners having to
be realistic a number of times in the following pages. In fact, a number of
points are made more than once although often in slightly different ways and
contexts. However, we feel such repetition is necessary to convey what we
consider the most important points involved in the development of efficient and
effective disaster planning. We hope the readers of this report feel the same
way.

Our focus is on natural disasters. They are the most recurrent and probable
kinds of community emergencies in American society as a whole$ others such as
civil disturbances tend to wax and wane in cycles during different decades and
still others such as nuclear catastrophes are simply hypothetical improbabilities
for most citizens. Other kinds of emergencies, such as technological disasters
stemming from massive power blackouts or deadly smog episodes —— while certain
to increase in the future -- have been relatively infrequent so far in American
society and would seem to necessitate far more than local community level disaster
planning. Our interest is in the most likely kind of community emergency, and
that which requires the major emergency response at the local community level.
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However, while our discussion concentrates on natural disasters, there
nevertheless should be some implications for planning for other kinds of community
emergencies. Almost by definition, all emergencies share certain common elements.
To the extent that they do, what we say about natural disaster response and
planning can be generalized to other major kinds of community stress situations.
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CHAPTER I

ORGANIZING A RESPONSE TO DISASTER: THE PLANNING EFFORT

Introduction

Someone once suggested that Noah, with his ark, was the first disaster
planner. He anticipated a threat, having a somewhat unusual and personalized
warning system. Certain consequences seemed probable. Thus, Noah developed
his response to the potential danger and implemented it by building his shelter
and equipping it. He projected his manpower needs and had the capability to
mobilize the necessary personnel. When the threat was realized, he rode out
the storm in reasonable safety and, in not too many days, was ready to start
on the recovery stage — to begin to pick up the pieces to start a new world.

While Noah's story has been well remembered in subsequent years, his actions
were not too different from the actions of many contemporary persons who one
way or another, are engaged in planning for emergencies in many different types
of communities around the world. They too attempt to recognize threats that
are likely. Efforts are made to anticipate probable effects of a range of
dangers and what countermeasures can be made to neutralize or soften disaster
impact. Consideration is given to the difficulties associated with mobilizing
persons and resources to deal with multiple pre— and post-impact needs. The
ultimate goal in such planning is to enable an effective and efficient start
towards the restoration of normal routines.

All this suggests that there may be certain general principles in the plan-—
ning process itself, as well as specific problems that have to be dealt with by
emergency plans. It is perhaps useful, therefore, to point out a few of the
consistent general principles involved in planning so that they can be kept in
mind throughout the subsequent discussion. We make no attempt to cover all
relevant principles. The effort is simply to highlight a few of the more
important ones.

Some Principles of Planmning

A4

There are a number of rather consistent principles of planning. Some of
them are obvious and perhaps do not need too much emphasis. Others are not so
obvious and do need to be stated. But since what is "obvious" can vary consider-
ably from one person to another, both kinds are included below.

1. Planning is a continuous process.

In most ways, planning, if it is to be real, is not an action with a definite
end. It is rather a continuous process whereby the persons involved develop
procedures for future situations. As such, the development of a written plan



at a specific time is only a small part of the total planning process. Thus,

to assume that planning is complete when a written disaster plan is produced is
to court trouble. Plans need to be constantly kept up to date and revised as
conditions change. In fact, as we shall note later, an unrevised or out-of-date
emergency plan may create more of a problem than no disaster plan at all. Such
a situation can give the illusion of being prepared and ready when this may not
be the case at all.

2. Planning involves attempting to reduce the unknowns in a problematical
situation.

The process of planning primarily involves attempting to anticipate prob-
lems and to project possible solutions. But while some planning can prevent
certain events from happening, in the vast majority of cases plans can only
alter or modify what will happen. This is particularly true in the case of
natural disasters where, generally speaking, the disaster agent cannot be
totally eliminated or neutralized. Thus, disaster plans can help to indicate
the range of problems that will occur and possible solutions to them. In
this sense, planning reduces the uncertainty of stress situations; it does not
prevent the situation from happening. It is, in fact, very unwise to assume
that everything can be planned for, that the unknowns of a disaster situation
can be totally predicted ahead of time, and that because certain things can
be correctly anticipated it will be possible to prevent them.

3. Planning aims at evoking appropriate actions.

At times it appears planning is thought of primarily as a mechanism of
speeding up response to a crisis situation. It is true good planning may allow
a quicker response to certain disaster problems. But that is more a byproduct
than what ought to be a major objective in the development of plans. Appropri-
ateness of response rather than speed of response is far more crucial. As we
shall try to illustrate later, it is far more important in a disaster to obtain
valid information as to what is happening than it is to take immediate actioms.
Reacting to the immediate situation may seem the most natural and human thing
to do, but it is rarely the most efficient and effective response. The immediate
situation is seldom that important both as to short run and long run consequences.
Planning, in fact, should help to delay impulsive reactions in preference to
appropriate actions necessary in the situation.

4. Planning should be based on what is likely to happen.

ERY

Some planners at times seem more oriented toward the most ideal situation
which could be imagined rather than the possibilities which are realistically
possible. This is unfortunate. It is far better to plan on the basis of what
people usually do in normal situations and what they will probably do in
emergencies, than to expect them to change their behavior drastically in disasters.
In other words, planners have to plan on the basis of the most likely probabilities,
not the untypical or unusual case. In this sense, as we shall try to detail
later, planners must adjust their disaster plans to people. rather than expecting
people to change their behavior in order to conform with emergency plans.



5. Planning must be based on knowledge.

In order to develop plans based on what is likely to happen, there is
the need for accurate knowledge. Too often, as we shall note later, planners
operate on the basis of myths or misconceptions about the responses of people
and groups under stress. Thus, it is frequently but incorrectly assumed that
the immediate problems of disaster involve uncontrolled behavior, looting,
panic, and the like. This is not the actual situation facing emergency planners.
Planners need to know not only for themselves but also for others, what does
really happen in a disaster. Plans can only be designed and implemented if
they are based on knowledge of actual problems and realistic solutions.

6. Planning should focus on principles.

There is a tendency, in developing plans, to elaborate them considerably.
In fact, there is a strong temptation to go into very specific details. How-
ever, disaster plans in the main should focus on principles rather than concrete
details. There are several reasons for this. It is really impossible to plan
everything. Situations are constantly changing and specifics quickly get out
of date. Too many details leave the impression that everything is of equal
importance when clearly this is not the case. A complex and detailed plan is
generally forbidding to most potential users and tends to be ignored. Thus,
disaster planning, while it can not totally ignore details especially at the
organizational level, should focus on general principles, and in that sense
ought to produce simple rather than complex disaster plans.

7. Plamning is partly an educational activity.

Involved persons and groups must know the disaster plans if they are to
work. This requires a considerable amount of what might be called educational
activity. The planner must learn about actual problems and possible solutions.
He must teach relevant persons and groups in the community and some outside
of it what their roles will be in an emergency. The planner must convey to
anyone likely to become involved in a disaster response what can be generally
expected. Too often planning is conceived of in the narrow sense of drawing
up written plans. It is more useful and valid to think of disaster planning in
the broader sense of educating oneself and others about what can be anticipated
to happen, what the problems will be, and what are the most efficient and effec-
tive responses possible in a community emergency.

8. Planning always has to overcome resistances. e

n

The advantages of planning for disasters are not always self evident to
everyone, thus leading to automatic acceptance. There are many reasons for
this. Some people believe they already know what to do and what to expect in
emergencies. Some communities think they are not subject to disasters. In
some instances, experiences in certain situations are believed to be almost
totally transferable to other contexts. (e.g., much of the theory of emergency
planning has been developed by military personnel in military situations for
military purposes, and there is sometimes a mistaken belief that such planning
can be easily applied to a civilian context -— thus, for instance, the great



emphasis on obtaining "control" of the situation in the mind of some former
military personnel involved in civilian disaster planning). At a more general
level, planning requires changes in thinking and ways of doing things, not to
mention some expenditures of resources and effort. All these and other aspects
that could be mentioned create resistances to disaster planning. It is, conse-
quently, safer to assume that disaster planning will have to be "so0ld" to a
community than to suppose it will be enthusiastically embraced when proposed.

Furthermore, as we shall note a number of times later, plamns are not
realistic plans if they are not exercised. For a variety of reasons, it is very
important to have periodic dry runs and actual exercises of community disaster
plans. However, just as there is resistance to emergency planning, there is
even more likely to be reluctance and indifference to rehearsing disaster plams.
Tests cost time, work and money. Thus, unless some officials and groups take
initiative and leadership to practice plans in a realisitc way, the absence of
actual testing will negate even the best of abstract planning. It should be
assumed actual trials of plans will have to overcome some community and organi-
zational reluctance.

If all of the above principles are kept in mind, it will be easier to
organize a response to a disaster. That is, it will be possible to mount a
planning effort to meet an emergency. If disaster plans already exist, the
principles ought to suggest how the planning can be kept viable and valid.

Organization of the Report

The rest of this report is divided as follows: The next chapter discusses
some of the characteristics and consequences of disaster agents. Chapter III
deals with some common myths about disaster behavior. This is followed by a
chapter which examines some of the differences between community activities at
normal times and during stress or emergency situations. Chapter V suggests a
way of thinking about community responses in disasters. In the last chapter,
we specifically consider disaster planning including a look at typical weak-
nesses in emergency plans of American communities.



CHAPTER II

CHARACTERISTICS AND CONSEQUENCES OF DISASTER AGENTS

Introduction

Because most people and organizations responding to disasters have not
had prior experience and the response seems so immediately important, there
is a tendency to see the situation and the response it demands as unique.
However, on a national scale, major disasters are clearly commonplace. Over
the last 20 years, for example, there has been an average of 17 disasters a
year that have necessitated a declaration of disaster by the President of the
United States. In addition to these major disasters, there are annually many
a presidential proclamation of a disaster. Some such incidents, while in one
sense minor disasters, can be fairly destructive at least insofar as casualties
are concerned. The Indianapolis Coliseum explosion, for example, resulted in
81 deaths and about 400 injuries even though the physical damage was confined
to one part of one building in a very large metropolitan area.

At anv rate, disasters —- major and minor -- happen enough that it has
been possible to study many different cases and to analyze the problems, both
individual and group, which are generated by them. In this chapter we consider
the characteristics of disaster agents and their consequences as well as the
demands generated in a disaster situation. Knowledge of the characteristics of
disaster agents as well as disaster demands is crucial to community emergency

planning.

Unfortunately, the term disaster is one of those words in the English lan-
guage which has a number of meanings. It is commonly used to describe any
personal or social situation which the speaker does not like. So a dull party
becomes a disaster as does a football game in which one's favorite team loses.

A presidential economic policy becomes a disaster if it affects one negatively
as does a presidential election, if one's candidate does not win. More recently,
population growth is labeled a disaster as is the result of urbanization on the
environment. Conflict situations, such as riots, are sometimes called disasters.!
The illustrations could be extended but it is obvious that the term "disaster"
covers a multitude of sins of quite different dimensions.

The focus here is on those situations which are usually*talled '"natural"
disasters —- floods, earthquakes, hurricanes, tornadoes, etc., events not” -
resulting from the deliberate acts of men. But even with this restricted
usage, the term disaster is used to refer to different phenomena. Thus, the
term frequently is equated with the disaster agent itself; i.e., the movement
of land in an earthquake, the wind and rain of hurricanes, the flame and smoke
of a fire, etc. It also sometimes refers to the physical impact which the
agent has -- the resulting property damage and loss of life. The term disaster




also is often applied to the Evaluation of the physical damage. In other words,
the evidences of physical impact are evaluated as being disastrous. (It

should be noted, however, that similar physical impact will be evaluated differ-
ently by different individuals and by different communities.) Finally, the term
disaster can refer to the social disruption which has been created by the physical
impact.

Our primary interest here will be in the latter meaning -- the possible
social disruption which is created by physical impact. This is a particularly
useful way of thinking about disasters, since disaster agents create tasks with
which a community has to cope. It creates these tasks at a time when the problem-
solving ability of the community may be damaged. To put it in its more unqualified
form, a disaster agent makes demands on a community when the capacity of the
community to respond to these demands may be also damaged by the effects of
impact.

Different Dimensions of Disaster Agents

Disaster agents may and do vary along different dimensions. These dimensions
and their variants can be combined in multiple and almost endless ways. Thus,
it is all but impossible to develop a meaningful but simple typology of disaster
agents.

Nevertheless, knowledge of how disaster agents may differ along one dimen-
sion is still useful for emergency planning. Such knowledge should sensitize
the planner to possible variants that have to be taken into account. Further-
more, as noted below, some dimensions are more likely to be operative and varying

in certain localities than others.

First, disaster agents vary in terms of their predictability. For exampl?,
an explosion or an earthquake is considerably less foreseeable than a flood which
is brought about by a series of more precisely measurable fa?ths. In.f?ct,
for some weather phenomena it is possible to obtain fo? épec1f1c %ocalltles the
gross probabilities of a particular disaster agent.str%klng the.81V6? érea:

For example, the chances of hurricane force winds in given Flo?lda c1t1es'1n any
given year have been calculated. Thus, the chances for sugh winds are % %n 50
for Jacksonville, 1 in 20 for Tampa-St. Petersburg, and 1 in 7 for Miami.

A disaster agent can also vary in terms of its frequenci.h Although ?atural
disasters may be relatively rare happenings, there are cer?gln %ocales W@l;h
can be labeled as disaster prone. To illustrate, some reglons.ln the Ohio V?lley
are more susceptible to flooding, other areas such as in thg Midwest are subject
to tornadoes, and the Gulf coast is frequently confronted w1t§ the threat or
occurrence of hurricanes. Thus, there are geographic, climatic, gnd other
conditions which present the possibility of particular kinds of disaster and
represent a sustained threat. Here again, gross figures for freque?cy can be
obtained for some disaster agents. Thus, the National Weath§r Service has not
only calculated tornado incidences by month (May being the hlg@est), by state
(Texas having the most), by square mile (Oklahoma having the highest), but also



in terms of threat when high tornado incidence and dense concentration of
population is taken into account (Massachusetts with a rating of 347,
Connecticut with a rating of 150, New Jersey with a rating of 136 being
the three highest ranked states).

A third factor to consider is the controlability of the disaster agent.
Some situations allow for intervention and control which reduce the potential
impact of the disaster agent. .For example, flooding can often be anticipated
and at least partially prevented, while other disasters such as earthquakes
and tsunamis (so-called tidal waves), allow no such luxury. For example, in
the early months of 1971 the National Weather Service predicted serious snow-
melt flooding in the Upper Midwest and certain other areas of the country.
But, as a result of effective flood-fighting actions taken by the Corps of
Engineers, as well as slow warming with little or no precipitation, spring
flooding in the Upper Midwest, the Northwest and Alaska caused no appreciable
damage.,

The next three factors all deal with time but should not be confused.
Disaster agents differ in their speed of onset. For example, impact is sudden
in tornadoes and flash floods, while other floods gradually crest. Also, some
types of agents, such as earthquakes, may impact an area repetitively in a matter
of hours. Length of forewarning is the period between warning and impact.
Tsunamis or tidal waves generated by an earthquake illustrate the distinction
between the above two factors. Length of forewarning of tidal waves may be
several hours, but their actual speed of onset, once initiated, is very rapid.
Disasters also differ in their duration of impact. For example, a tornado
impacts an area for only a few minutes, but a flood's impact may be sustained
for several days. The worst time combination from the viewpoint of damage
potential is a disaster agent that is rapid in onset, gives no warning, and
lasts a long time. An earthquake with strong aftershocks comes closest to
such a threat.

The final differentlating characteristics of disaster agents are their
scope of impact and intensity of impact. Scope of impact is essentially a
geographic and social space dimension. A disaster can be concentrated in a
small area, affecting few people, or dispersed over wide areas, affecting large
numbers. Intensity of impact reflects a disaster's potentia” to inflict
injuries, deaths and property damage. These two factors should be clearly
distinguished. For example, an explosion, though highly destructive, may affect
only a limited geographic area, whereas a flood may be of low intensity but
affect a broad geographic area and many people. This, of course, has important
implications for the degree of disruption of local community affairs. A
destructive but focalized disaster, though tragic, may have’only minimal conse-
quences for the community at large. Conversely, a diffuse but less destructive
disaster may be extremely disruptive to everyday community living.

It should be noted that space or time dimensions underlie all of these
features of disaster impact. And these dimensions are often crucial in terms of
the actual extent of damage a disaster brings. For example, if there are large
concentrations of people in the impact area during a certain time of day (say
during the rush hour), this would have important implications for intensity and
scope of impact. If there is substantial time between warning and impact, this
allows for preventive actions. Other examples could be elaborated to show the



important relationship between space and time factors and the actual degree of
disruption and damage. It should also be noted that by using these characteristics
we can distinguish between disaster agents in various ways. Thus an explosion

is generally unpredictable, has rapid onset with little warning, is of short
duration, and has highly focalized but destructive impact. On the other hand,

a flood is usually predictable, has gradual impact with considerable forewarning,
is generally of long duration and diffuse scope.

Time Phases in Disasters

There are several discernible phases in the history of any disaster. The
pre—-disaster phase is the everyday situation in the community. A pre-impact
phase begins with the earliest sign of possible danger and is the time between
initial warning and actual impact. Warning may be official as in the case of a
weather bulletin, or spontaneous such as the spotting of a gas leak by a passerby.
The impact phase is that period when the disaster actually strikes. As mentioned
earlier, this period may be of limited or long duration, from a few minutes
(tornado) to several weeks or more (flooding). The emergency phase is the
period of response to the immediate demands presented by the agent. Recovery
is the final phase and includes attempts to mitigate any long-term effects of
the disaster agent and return the community to normal, everyday conditioms.

These phases are illustrated in the following manner:

Impact
: - N
Pre-disaster Pre-impact vV Emergency Recovery
[od N N _ N, N

L - 7 7
For any given disaster, however, there may be considerable overlap between

phases. Pre-impact and impact phases may overlap when there are multiple threats
of impact. For example, earthquakes are often followed by tidal waves and
tornadoes and hurricanes often pose additional secondary threats such as flooding,
mudslides, downed power lines, health hazards or precarious building safety
conditions. There are many examples of this kind. The impact and emergency

phase will overlap, of course, when there is prolonged impact as in the case of
sustained flooding. Finally, the distinction between emergency response and
recovery is often vague. These two phases distinguish between immediate emergency
problems and long-term restoration efforts. An example of the former would be
search and rescue, and of the latter, various kinds of rebuilding programs.

These distinctions among various phases are arbitrary, but each of them
captures different sets of disaster demands. For example, the pre-disaster
demands should be pre-planning or preparation for possible disaster occurrence.
Pre—-impact periods demand warning and preparation for impact. During actual
impact, the most immediate demands are survival or minimizing the effects of
the agent. The emergency phase presents a host of immediate demands such as
search and rescue, care of casualties and survivals, maintenance of order, and
so forth. Recovery involves the long-term rehabilitation of the community.

These emergency demands will be elaborated in somewhat greater detail in
the last part of this chapter. However, the actual impact of the disaster and
the demands presented vary significantly depending upon the characteristics of
the disaster agent.



Disaster Demands

There are essentially two types of demands we would like to discuss.
The first set is those demands which are generated by the disaster agent as
it impacts the community and are labeled agent-—generated demands. In responding
to these demands, the community will then be confronted with a new and more
general set of demands; these are designated as response—generated demands.
The distinction will become more clear as the discussion continues. Both of
these sets of demands must be given consideration in disaster planning.

Agent—generated demands

1. Warning: Some disasters (explosions, earthquakes) allow for little if any
warning. However, many disasters do not occur without some prior
indication of danger. In these situations, warning can be the
most important aspect of organized disaster response in minimizing
human and material loss. For a community in disaster, warning is
a particularly important demand. Information concerning the possi-
bility of disaster occurring, its intensity, duration and scope,
may save lives, reduce injuries and property damage, and minimize
the disruption of community affairs. Warning includes detecting
and predicting the occurrence of a disaster agent; dissemination
of this information as well as information about ameliorative
or protective action to the public and community organizations;
and receiving such information from available sources. As was
mentioned earlier, complete warning is only possible in certain
kinds of disaster. Hurricanes provide significantly more warning
time than do most explosions. Of course, an important problem in
all warning systems is getting people to accept the threat as
legitimate and serious.

2. Pre-impact Preparations: This demand assumes that warning has occurred
and there is time for some preparations to be made. Problems
here include the readying of human and material resources for
response, the institution of measures to lessen the actual impact
of the disaster agent, and steps to limit the consequences of
impact. TFor example, readying of resources might include activating
equipment, call-up of personnel, stocking goods, etc. Measures to
lessen impact include factors such as sandbagging or diking, immuni-
zation, placing residents in shelters, etc. The best example of
measures to lessen the consequences of disaster would probably
be the evacuation of individuals from a projécted impact area.

3. Search and Rescue: The basic demands here are the location, rescue, and
transportation of entrapped persons to places of safety and assis—
tance. A directly related demand is having the necessary equip-
ment and qualified personnel to undertake rescue efforts. For



4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

example, in some cases heavy earth-moving equipment may be
required, along with trained people to operate that equipment
safely and efficiently.

Care of Injured and Dead: Disasters usually exact a toll in deaths and

injuries. This demands some measures for the care of casualties.
The injured must be moved rapidly from the impact area to loca-
tions of medical help and supplies. Assignments of priorities in
treatment or the establishment of a triage system often becomes
mandatory since it may mean the difference between life and death.
The dead also present a disaster demand. Fatalities must be removed
from the impact area to some sort of permanent or temporary morgue
facility. In addition, the dead must be identified, cause of
death determined and certified, bodies released to claimants, and
finally buried. This requires the mobilization of qualified per-
sonnel from coroners to fingerprint experts to funeral directors.

Welfare Demands: Measures must be instituted to provide the basic needs of

survivors. Among these are food, clothing, and shelter, although
the specific requirements will vary considerably depending on a
variety of circumstances. In addition, disaster workers require
some of these same services if they are to operate effectively.

In many cases these services must be provided in the public domain.

Restoration of Essential Community Services: 1In order to attain a high

degree of recovery in the immediate post-impact period, the
community must restore services necessary for its functioning.
Restoring, at least temporarily, such services as gas, electricity,
telephone, water, transportation, etc., thus becomes very impor-
tant. For example, casualty care depends upon maintenance of

many of these services in hospitals as well as transporting the
victims to the medical centers. Telephones may be crucial for
comunication and assessment of disaster needs, etc.

Protection Against Continuing Threat: Hazards may be created by damage to

Community

buildings, live power lines may be exposed, rockslides may be immi-
nent, aftershocks or tidal waves following earthquakes may cause
additional damage. There may be public health problems also. Water
and food supplies may be polluted and animal carcasses have to be
disposed before decomposition sets in. Perhaps most important of
all, there is the need to combat fires which fr¥requently break out
even when the prime disaster agent is of a non-fire nature.  All

of these examples of secondary threat create demands which must be
addressed, since they could be as damaging as the initial disaster
agent (and in the case of fire, often even more damaging).

Order: Several specific demands are included here, such as guarding
property, patrolling danger areas, and particularly directing
traffic near the impact scene. There is also the more general
demand of seeing that community resources, both public and private,
are used for common community ends.
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Response-generated demands

1. Communication: Rapid and accurate communications are the basis of effective
emergency response. If one does not have adequate communications
one cannot effectively meet the other emergency-response demands.,
One of the major demands in dsiaster is information; information
about victims, essential resources, crises, location of services
?onfirmation of warning. Every agent-generated demand has some ’
1nf?rmational aspect. This means that there must be some means
of information transferral; i.e., a communications system. It
is essential for the public; organizations require it internally
for meeting their demands; and it is central to interorganizational
relationships as individuals and organizations attempt to coordinate
response. T-us, communciations must be given careful consideration
in planning. Quite simply put, without communication, coordination
becomes impossible. Given these heavy informational demands,
existing communications networks may be inadequate or break down.
For example, there may be a scarcity of skilled personnel to man
facilities. Or, traditional channels may no longer be appropriate.
For example, organizations which have had no previous contact
may find they are working in the smae sphere of activity and
therefore require coordination. In this case new channels must be
made open and operative, misinformation kept at a minimum, and
legitimate requests for information fulfilled.

2. Continuing Assessment of Emergency Situation: A virtually constant demand
in disaster situations is an overall appraisal of what is happening.
Of course, this is in part an informational problem; where there
is not reliable data, assessment will be inadequate and confusion
will result. Assessment is crucial because of its direct relation-~
ship to organized action. In other words, it is an integral
aspect of decision making. Appropriate actions are determined on
the basis of what needs are seen as being relevant in any given
time or location during the disaster. The demand is constant because
disaster is a very fluid phenomenon and often needs change from
minute to minute. Given this state of affairs, any unit responding
to disaster—generated demands must know the status of that particular
demand area so that it can respond appropriately and effectively.

It must also gauge the relative importance of different demands
which may be simultaneously operative so as to expend its efforts
in the most advantageous direction for the community as a whq}e.

3. Mobilization and Utilization of Human and Material Resources: Disasters, just
as everyday situations, require the utilization of human and material
resources. Personnel must be recruited, trained and mobilized. Nec—
essary resources must be acquired, maintained, and allocated for
appropriate activitied. Disaster situations, however, present the
often acute problem of the allocation of crucial human and material
resources. Equipment may not be located at points where it is most
needed. Specially trained personnel may not be immediately
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available and there is no time for training. The location of
relevant resources in the community may not be known; hence valu-
able supplies may go untapped. Given these possible contingencies,
the central demand is to effectively utilize in disaster response
those resources which are available. For example, when there are
large numbers of volunteers with no particular assignment, they
must be distributed to areas where they can be used most efficiently.
If specialized equipment is offered, it must be placed where it
will do the most good. In effect, human and material resources
must be fit together in the most useful way to meet disaster
demands. It becomes, then, a matter of coordination.

4. Coordination: The general demand of coordination underlies much of what
we have been discussing and is the essence of good planning and
operations. In normal times, overall coordination of the community
is generally not relevant as various community organizations can
carry out their activities in large measure independent of one another.
However, during disasters some coordinative mechanisms are neces-
sary to allocate the resources of the community in such a way that
high priority needs are met. Many individuals and organizations
become involved in non-~traditional activities and this makes the
demands more acute. Problems and situations must be assessed and
decisions made. Information gaps have to be filled. Activities
and the relationships between activities must be clarified.
Resources have to be allocated and distributed. There must in
effect be some centralized activity brokerage system. Spheres
of activity have to be determined largely on the basis of the
agent—generaged demands mentioned earlier. Human and material
resources must be allocated appropriately to these activities.
Boundaries between organized responses have to be specified so
as to circumvent unnecessary duplication. Finally, any new con-
tingencies emerging over time must be incorporated in this overall
response strategy. Coordination is therefore a key to planning.

5. Control and Authority: Coordination is not possible without some system of
overall control and distribution of authority. There must be
people who have responsibilities, who are in charge, and whose
authority is legitimated. As stated, spheres of organized activity
are relatively independent during normal periods. This lack of
overall control will simply not suffice in disasters. A general
tendency in disaster situations is for new authﬁ%ity patterns. to
emerge. An individual's authority may be legitimated by his’
technical competence, his preparation, or his degree of information
about the on—going situation. Likewise, organizations which are
loci of communication, have a disaster technology, or are especially
prepared in some way often exert considerable control and coordi-
nation. The authority of these individuals and organizations is
accepted for these same reasons. The fact that police departments
often become centers of coordinmation in response efforts is a good
example. Reiterating, the traditional or pre-disaster community
contains coordination gaps which must be filled in disaster situationms.
In order to fill these coordination gaps, there must be an associ-
ated system of authority and control. )
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In any given disaster situation, of course, the characteristics and conse-
quences of the disaster agent are all part of a global picture and not neatly
separated into different dimensions and demands as we have just discussed. How-
ever, that is part of the point of planning, the necessity of breaking the whole
down into parts so that the situation becomes manageable. To attempt to react
to the whole, to the global picture, is usually to end up reacting in totally in-
efficient and ineffective ways. The problem furthermore, as we shall detail in
the next chapter, is frequently compounded by the fact that inexperienced plan-
ners and disaster workers usually have markedly incorrect conceptions of what
actually occurs before, during, and after the impact of a disaster agent.
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FOOTNOTES

There are important differences between emergencies of a conflict nature
such as riots and emergencies of a consensus nature such as natural
disasters which we will not discuss in this report. Anyone interested in
some of the basic differences should read the January/February 1973 issue
of the American Behavioral Scientist which is devoted exclusively to
studies of organizational problems in civil disturbances.

Gordon Dunn and Banner Miller, Atlantic Hurricanes (Baton Rouge, La.:
Louisiana State University Press, 1964), p. 269.

Their data were taken from U.S. Department of Commerce National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, Severe Local Storm Warning Service and
Tornado Statistics 1953-1969 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,

1970).
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CHAPTER III

IMAGES OF DISASTER BEHAVLOR

One major problem of planning is that it has to be done in the face of
rather widespread ideas of how people behave in disasters. This would create
no difficulties if such ideas or conceptions were correct ones. Unfortunately,
this is not the case. Many of the most widespread conceptions are simply incorrect.

Compounding the problem is that such misconceptions are also often accepted
by officials and other individuals involved in responding to and planning for
disasters. Incorrect ideas have become embedded in planning and are frequently
the basis for specific decisions during disaster operationms.

Given these two factors, in this chapter we will first discuss some of the
popular images of disaster behavior and their implications for plamning. We
will then consider in some detail, actual disaster responses. The chapter
concludes with some implications for emergency planning and response if the real
rather than mythical disaster behavior is taken into account.

The Popular Image

The popular image of disaster behavior usually centers on themes of perscnal
and social chaos. Among these popular images, stated here in their more unquali-
fied form, are the following:

1. People when faced with great threat or danger will panic. This takes
the form of either wild £flight or hysterical breakdowns. Even if the response is
not intrinsically self destructive, it will generally involve giving little
consideration to the welfare and safety of others. Persons can not be depended
upon to react intelligently and non-selfishly in situations of great personal danger.

2. Those who do not act irrationally are often immobilized by major emergencies.
Thus, disaster impacts leave large numbers of persons dazed, shocked and unable to
cope with the new realities of the situation. 1In addition to a person's initial
inability to cope with the situation, the longer run personal effects are rather
severe emotional scars and mental health disturbances. Paralyzing shock is fol-
lowed by numbing symptoms of personal trauma. s

3. Partly because of widespread individual pathological reactions and
partly because of the overwhelming damage to the resources of disaster-affected
communities, the ability of local organizations to perform effectively in handling
emergency tasks is severely limited. Not only do such organizations have to cope
with the irrationality of others, but their own persomnel are so immobilized by
threat and damage that they canmnot fulfill their necessary occupational tasks.
Therefore, local organizations are ineffective agents to handle local emergency
problems. '
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4L, The social disorganization of the community which is a product of
disaster impact provides the conditions for the surfacing of anti-social behavior.
Since social control is weak or absent, deviant behavior emerges and the dazed
victims in the disaster area become easy targets for looting and other forms of
criminal activity. OCrime rates rise and exploitative behavior spreads as Mr.
Hyde takes over from Dr. Jekyll.

5. Community morale is very low in disaster-stricken areas. Since impacted
localities are filled with irrational, disorganized and helpless persons and
immobilized groups, the future of such communities appears bleak and prcblematical.
Residents, even those not directly impacted, prepare to leave and there is a
reluctance to reopen and rebuild shattered businesses and industries.

6. A descent into total personal and social chaos is possible in such
stricken communities. TImmediate and firm and unequivocal measures are necessary to
prevent such a deterioration. But in general local and established community
officials lack the resources and are so shaken by the disaster that they cannot
take the drastic steps required.

This is a grim picture indeed, if true. But true or not, this is the most
widespread image of disaster behavior. As such it has important consequences in
how people and groups prepare for and respond to disasters, even though the picture
is a false one in almost all details.

Implications for Planning

Many, perhaps most, images about human behavior have minor social consequences.,
Most conceptions primarily affect how an individual views others in the social
world around him. Images about disaster behavior, however, have important social
consequences since they become the major basis for making critical decisions on
the part of organizational and political officials in disaster operations. As
we have indicated, the popular images of disaster behavior center on the themes
of personal and social chaos and these seem to be based on the assumption of the
frailty of the human personality and the tenuousness of social organization. The
personality integration and social cohesion which exists in normal times is always
fragile and brittle, and becomes unglued in crisis. Taking each of the six concep-
tions mentiomed earlier, certain policy and planning implications follow.

1. The impression that persons act irrationally and panic im crisis situations
leads to cautiousmess in the formulation and issuing of warning messages. Knowing
that persons are not able to handle threats to themselves with.any degree of ration-
ality, warnings should be withheld until the last minute when the consequences of
the panic which would result and the damage that would come’ from disaster impact
are somewhat equal. In other words, warnings should be given at the last minute,
The potentialities of the disaster impact are always more uncertain than the inevit-
abilities of irrational personal behavior.

2. The notion that disaster impact leaves large numbers of persons shocked

and dazed contributes to a concern for the provision of immediate assistance on
the part of outside agencies. The idea that victims are unable to cope with the
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new situation which confronts them suggests that agency help is not only manda-
tory but any delay in it would be catastrophic. This view is further supported
by the belief that even after the initial shock, many persons are so emotionally
disorganized that they need outsiders to do the most elementary tasks for them
such as being fed, housed and clothed. In line with this, certain kinds of aids
and supplies should be sent unsclicited to large-scale disaster areas since it is
almost certain they will be needed.

3. The supposed preponderance of irrational and disorganized individuals
also has its consequences for the ability of local organizations to function ef-
fectively during the emergency. In particular, the effects of what is known as
role conflict are major stumbling blocks. Since all persons have many different
sets of obligations, basic obligations to one's own family take precedence over
occupational responsibilities, and therefore, the effectiveness of key officials
in local emergency organizations will be hampered. To make up for this loss, or-
ganizations must mobilize several times the number of persons that thzy need in
order to get a reasonably adequate number so that the group can function. Be-
cause of such a loss of personnel, outside agencies must assist since they are
unencumbered by these problems.

4, The presumed surfacing of anti-social behavior in disaster necessitates
particular attention to security measures. Over and above the new tasks which
are created by disaster impact, an increase in the allocation of resources for
security is also necessary. Since the local community is overwhelmed, these
forces should be drawn from the military. In addition, to facilitate this in~
creased security, perhaps martial law should be invoked. Certainly because of
the social disorganization and anti-social behavior which emerges, not only must
the highest priority be given to security measures but such forces as are used
should be as large and as conspicuous as possible.

5. Since it is believed the morale of community members is low after disas-
ter impact, steps have to be taken to assure victims there is a future for them
and their area. Such demoralization can be partly countered by quick visits of
important public officials from outside the stricken area. More important, to
show the victims they are not forgotten, massive aid should be brought in and
widely publicized. Preferably this aid should be handled by non-involved out-
siders who are in a better position to make balanced judgments than dazed and
demoralized local officials.

6. Since it is believed disaster-stricken communities are faced with total
collapse, there is an accompanying belief about the need for-the assertation of
strong leadership. While this leadership might come from. political officials
with emergency responsibilities, it is far more likely that in crises certain
"natural" leaders will emerge and '"take over". Such leaders are more likely to
come from persons who have had military experience and who "think” in these
terms. In case that such natural leaders do not emerge, strong leadership has
to be provided for the community. Since the disorganization makes local persons
incapable of making judgments, the decisions necessary to save the community
must be made by outsiders who are more rational.

There are other policy and planning implications which emerge from the images
of disaster behavior but most of them follow a similar theme. They are all based
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on the "weakness'" of average individuals and the fragility of typical social
organization in coping with crises events. On the other hand, such policy
places great faith in the capacity of a few rational strong leaders, usually
those who with "command and control" experience and often with outside agencies
and/or resources, to cope with the irrationality and disorganization. ‘Planning
for disaster, then, should focus on developing mechanisms to maximize the
decision-making capabilities of these leaders.

Typical Disaster Behavior

While the previous statements 