Customer Responses and Expectations During Disaster: 16
Instructor Guide



Session 16: Customer Responses and Expectations During Disaster

Time: 1 hour


Objectives:


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

16.1 Identify and illustrate five key disaster responses by tourist business customers.

16.2 Compare and contrast the disaster responses of different types of transient populations.

16.3 Describe the components of three multivariate models that predict customer disaster evacuation behavior.

16.4 Identify and illustrate four significant policy issues related to disaster responses by customers of tourist businesses.

16.5 Identify and illustrate three myths relevant to documented disaster responses by tourist business customers.

Scope:

Introduction to empirical research on disaster responses by customers of tourist businesses; variations among different types of transient populations; relevant policy issues; and multivariate models that predict customer disaster evacuation behavior.

Readings:

1. Required Student Reading

Thomas E. Drabek. 1999a. “Disaster Evacuation Response by Tourists and Other Types of Transients.” International Journal of Public Administration 22:655-677.

2. Professor Reading

Thomas E. Drabek. 1996a. Disaster Evacuation Behavior: Tourists and Other Transients. Boulder, Colorado: Institute of Behavioral Science, University of Colorado. (Chapters 4,5,6,7, and 8; “Warning Patterns,” pp. 67-88; “Evacuation Behavior,” pp 89-120; “Pattern Variations Among Events,” pp. 121-186; “Pattern Variations Among Transient Types,” pp. 187-226; and “Who Leaves First?” pp. 227-274).

3. Background References

B.E. Aguirre. 1991. “Evacuation in Cancun During Hurricane Gilbert.” International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters 9:31-45.

Earl J. Baker. 1991. “Hurricane Evacuation Behavior.” International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters 9:287-310.

Ronald W. Perry. 1994. “A Model of Evacuation Compliance Behavior.” Pages 85-98 in Disasters, Collective Behavior, and Social Organization. Russell R. Dynes and Kathleen J. Tierney (eds.) Newark, Delaware: University of Delaware Press.

Requirements:

1. It is suggested that the professor use an exercise during the early portion of this session. The class should be divided into four groups. Each group should be provided with two large sheets of paper (e.g., 36 x 24 inches) and a marking pen. Also, masking tape may be required to post the student work toward the front of the classroom. Instructions for the exercise are specified below.

2. The professor will need a copy of Drabek 1996a for reference in the classroom, especially Chapters 4,5,6,7, and 8.

3. Additional copies of the student handout from Session 9 should be available for student reference during the session (“Drabek Transient Study Events and Communities”).

4. The professor should prepare copies of the student handout for this session, i.e., “Shelter Assessments.”

Remarks:
Objective 16.1

Customer Disaster

Responses

1. Introduction

a) Refer students to work completed in Session 9 and the student handout distributed, i.e., “Drabek Transient Study Events and Communities.”

b) Ask students these questions:

1) What types of data collection strategies did Drabek implement? (field interviews, telephone interviews, questionnaires, document analysis, e.g., newspapers).

2) What disaster events were studied? (see five events listed on student handout).

3) What communities were studied? (see 18 communities listed on student handout).

c) Explain to students that the article assigned for student reading (Drabek 1999a) is a distillation of a very small portion of the data and findings published in his book (1996a). They read Chapter 9 (“Disaster Evacuation Policy”) which was assigned for Session 9 (“Variations in Hazard Perceptions: Managers vs. the Public”). During this session, the professor will provide relevant material from this book to further illustrate the key ideas summarized in the summary article.

2. It is suggested that the professor divide the class into four groups for the next portion of this session. Each group should be provided with two large sheets of paper (e.g., 36 x 24 inches) and a marking pen. Make the following assignments for each group and designate one student to be the group note taker and another to be the reporter.

3. Set the stage with the following instructions: “Based on your reading assignment of the article by Drabek and relevant material from prior sessions of this course, especially Sessions 9 (“Variations in Hazard Perceptions: Managers vs. the Public”) and 13 (“Human Responses to Disaster: Myths and Realities”), I will give you 10 minutes to prepare an outline of the key points that will form a response to the following problems. These should be written on the poster paper by the student I assigned to be the group note taker. I will ask each reporter to briefly summarize the group response. The problems are as follows.”

a) Group 1: What are five major disaster responses that have been documented for customers of tourist businesses?

b) Group 2: What are five significant differences or similarities that have been documented among different types of transient populations?

c) Group 3: What are five significant policy issues related to the disaster responses of customers of tourist businesses?

d) Group 4: What are four disaster myths relevant to documented disaster responses by tourist business customers?

4. After the 10 minutes has expired, use masking tape to post the student responses in the front of the classroom. Ask the “reporter” from Group 1 to summarize their conclusions. Elaborate as required to be sure that the following points are covered.

5. Warning responses
a) Refer students to Table 1 in Drabek 1999a (p. 660) and highlight the significant proportions of transients who were warned via the media; point out the contrast to other study results listed, e.g., Hurricane Bob (82%) vs. Abilene flood (49%) vs. Denver hazardous materials (19%) vs. Northridge earthquake (6%).

b) Other warning sources, e.g., “temporary neighbors” in hotel or condo.

c) Degree of precision (41%), higher than residential populations; lack of familiarity with locale and event (Drabek 1999a, p. 659).

d) Initial actions; bimodal pattern – 28% ignored vs. 39% prepared to leave immediately (Drabek 1999a, p. 661).

e) Initial actions were constrained by the initial warning sources, see Table 2 in Drabek 1999a, e.g., “People warned directly by local emergency officials or representatives from a specialized agency such as the U.S. Coast Guard of National Park Service were far more likely to prepare to depart or at least seek confirmation than were those who received initial warnings through the media.” (Drabek 1999a, p. 661).

6. Confirmation behavior
a) Of those warned by lodging firm staff, one-half responded by active confirmation efforts (see Table 2).

b) “Consistent with prior research on residential populations, (19) transients warned by one source sought confirmation from a different one.” (Drabek 1999a, p. 661; italics added; footnote 19 in quotation is as follows: Drabek, Thomas E. Human System Responses to Disaster: An Inventory of Sociological Findings, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1986.) 

c) Refer students to Table 3 (Drabek 1999a, p. 663) which lists the confirmation sources used; highlight the importance of lodging firm staff.

7. Conflict resolution
a) Most were traveling with at least one other person, hence, 92% reported there was discussion about what to do; implication: disaster warnings are processed by social groups, not individuals. (Drabek 1999a, p. 661).

b) Topics discussed and/or disagreed about included: (see Drabek 1996a, p. 84)

1) where to go (73%)

2) when to go (73%)

3) safety of current location (46%)

4) concern about potential traffic congestion (18%)

5) severity of the threat (16%)

c) “ . . . nearly two-thirds (61%) of these transients indicated that they received some type of assistance from management or staff” (Drabek 1996a, p. 84; italics added).

d) “Over one-half (52%) contacted a relative or friend to let them know their circumstance before they departed.” (Drabek 1999a, p. 662; italics added).

8. Departure profiles (Drabek 1996a, pp. 90-95)

a) major reasons for leaving (see Table 5.1, Drabek 1996a, p. 94)

1) advice from lodging firm management/employee (34%)

2) advice received through media (28%)

3) personal observation of threat, e.g., looked at waves (11%)

4) advice from local government (direct) (8%)

5) personal evaluation of specific threat information, e.g., storm forecast (6%)

b) 50% left personal property at the lodging firm when they left (Drabek 1996a, p. 94)

9. Shelter behavior
a) In contrast to residential populations (70% to 80% evacuate to homes of relatives or friends), 8% went to homes of relatives and 4% to homes of friends (Drabek 1996a, p. 97).

b) 23% went to a public shelter; 18% went to a private firm (Drabek 1996a, p. 100).

c) 51% expressed satisfaction (Drabek 1999a, p. 664).

d) Degree of satisfaction was constrained by type of shelter, e.g., 82% of those who went to a private firm in another county were “very satisfied” whereas only 43% were who went to a public shelter (see Table 5.4, Drabek 1996a, p. 107).

e) Six types of reasons were given for satisfaction with shelters (399 statements were coded; distribute the student handout and give examples of each, i.e., “shelter assessments”).

1) Social factors – staff related: 19%; e.g., “The Red Cross personnel seemed well trained” (Drabek 1996a, p. 108).

2) Safety of shelter: 19%; e.g., “It was a solid building; I felt safe there.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 108).

3) Food was available: 19%, e.g., “The hotel brought food twice in vans. It may not have been necessary, but people appreciated it even though there was not enough to go to everyone.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 108).

4) Social factors – peer related: 15%, e.g., “It was a very large room we shared with three other couples. I really like them; the group gave support.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 108).

5) Facility and other physical qualities: 14%, e.g., “We had a jacuzzi in our room; we were going to enjoy our anniversary vacation in spite of the hurricane.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 109).

6) Threat information was available: 12%, e.g., “On an hourly basis the hotel staff gave an update on the storm.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 109).

7) Other: 3% (12 statements that did not reflect the six types of key reasons for shelter satisfaction).

f) Eight types of reasons were given for dissatisfaction with shelters (363 statements were coded; refer students to the handout and give examples of each, i.e., “shelter assessments”).

1) Feared shelter was unsafe: 22%, e.g., “We were packed like sardines in the American Legion Hall that was less safe than [name of hotel]. There was a big tree right next to the building and I knew it was coming down on the roof. It was very scary. And then some people even sat right by the windows.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 109).

2) Inadequacies with facility and other physical qualities: 15%, e.g., “One toilet backed up. They had two in this place, so we were OK. But for 100 people! I did worry a bit about what we’d do if the other one went out.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 110).

3) Excessive crowding: 12%, e.g., “There were 850 people in this high school gym. People sat on the bleachers or the floor, but we wished we had a chair. It was nerve-racking too with all the noise.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 110).

4) Social factors – staff related: 9%, e.g., “They needed to have someone in there to run the room [shelter area]. The air conditioning went off so we opened the door, but then someone else would close it. No one was in charge.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 110).

5) Food inadequacies: 6%, e.g., “They had some food there but it only was peanut butter sandwiches.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 111).

6) Social factors – peer related: 5%, e.g., “Some people helped others, but other people became territorial. Kids were climbing on chairs and this got to some people.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 111).

7) Threat information was not available: 5%, e.g., “They had no phones to contact police or fire and no other way to get information. If an emergency would have occurred they had no way to call for assistance.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 111).

8) Shelter location: 3%, e.g., “The worst thing was the long drive to get there. We stopped at several others [motels]. We finally pulled into a restaurant and they suggested we try this place. We got the last room after driving for hours.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 111).

9) Nothing: 18%, i.e., 64 responses were coded; interviewees stated that there really was nothing they could identify about the shelter that caused them to be dissatisfied. (Drabek 1996a, p. 109).

10) Other: 5%, i.e., 18 statements did not reflect any of the above categories. (Drabek 1996a, p. 109).

10. Impacts
a) physical injuries: 4% (Drabek 1996a, p. 118)

b) psychological injury: 6%

1) “yes” response to the following interview item which assessed self-defined injury: “Did you or any member of your group suffer any type of lasting psychological injury because of this threat?” (Drabek 1996a, p. 118).

2) children were noted most commonly, e.g., “Discussion and description of these effects varied, but they often focused on sleep disturbances and fear of returning to the city or area where the event had occurred.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 118).

c) loss of personal property: 21% (Drabek 1996a, p. 118)

d) filed insurance claim: 5% (Drabek 1996a, p. 118)

Objective 16.2

Transient Types

1. Ask the reporter from group 2 to summarize their conclusions. Elaborate as required to be sure that the following points are covered.

2. Four transient types (see Drabek 1999a, p. 666)

a) tourists (n = 520)

b) business travelers (n = 83)

c) migrant workers (n = 34) (Everglades)

d) homeless (n = 45), i.e., persons who were homeless prior to the disaster

3. Initial warning sources (adapted from Table 7.1 in Drabek 1996a, p. 190)

a) Tourist: 57% - media; 17% - informal, e.g., “temporary neighbors”; 15% - observation

b) Business traveler: 52% - media; 17% - informal, e.g., “temporary neighbors”; 15% - observation

c) Migrant: 91% - media; 3% - informal; 3% - local government emergency official

d) Homeless: 36% - media; 24% - informal; 20% - local government emergency official

4. Initial actions taken (adapted from Table 7.5 in Drabek 1996a, p. 197)

a) Tourist: 36% - prepared to leave; 29% - tried to confirm; 29% - nothing or waited for more information

b) Business traveler: 41% - prepared to leave; 36% - tried to confirm; 18% - nothing or waited for more information

c) Migrant: 71% - prepared to leave; 0% - tried to confirm; 29% - nothing or waited for more information

d) Homeless: 36% - prepared to leave; 2% - tried to confirm; 41% - nothing or waited for more information

5. Final confirmation sources (adapted from Table 7.6 in Drabek 1996a, p. 199)

a) Tourist: 33% - media; 20% - lodging firm staff; 14% - informal; 5% - friend or relative; 22% - observation

b) Business traveler: 37% - media; 28% - lodging firm staff; 15% - informal; 7% - friend or relative; 11% - observation

c) Migrant: 38% - media; 12% - lodging firm staff; 6% - informal; 24% - friend or relative; 9% - observation

d) Homeless: 33% - media; 0% - lodging firm staff; 17% - informal; 17% - friend or relative; 20% - observation

6. Satisfaction with local government (adapted from Table 7.17 in Drabek 1996a, p. 215)

a) Tourist: 86%

b) Business Traveler: 70%

c) Migrant: 100%

d) Homeless: 56%

7. Shelter selections (adapted from Table 7.17 in Drabek 1996a, p. 215)

a) Tourist: 20% - private firm; 10% - home of friend or relative; 23% - public shelter; 1% - short distance (i.e., went a short distance with the intent of returning when threat was gone, e.g., restaurant, bar, shopping, drove around, etc.)

b) Business traveler: 26% - private firm; 7% - home of friend or relative; 11% - public shelter; 0% - short distance

c) Migrant: 3% - private firm; 54% - home of friend or relative; 22% - public shelter; 0% - short distance

d) Homeless: 0% - private firm; 6% - home of friend or relative; 48% - public shelter; 16% - short distance

8. Impacts (adapted from Table 7.23 in Drabek 1996a, p. 220)

a) Tourist: 3% - physically injured; 6% - psychologically injured; 17% - property loss; 5% - filed insurance claim.

b) Business Traveler: 1% - physically injured; 4% - psychologically injured; 10% - property loss; 1% - filed insurance claim

c) Migrant: 9% - physically injured; 15% - psychologically injured; 100% - property loss; 13% - filed insurance claim

d) Homeless: 11% - physically injured; 9% - psychologically injured; 30% - property loss; 0% - filed insurance claim.

9. Other pattern differences

a) Emphasize to students that the contrasts among transient types provides important understanding and perspective on tourist and business traveler behavior. Use an example to illustrate the significance of comparative analysis, e.g., an executive in a large hotel chain receives a survey report from human resources that 15% of the staff have quit the firm during the past three years. Unless the executive has comparable data from another three or four similar hotel chains the 15% rate is impossible to interpret. Is it high, low, or about the same? Perhaps the request for funding of an employee retention/incentive program is appropriate, but perhaps not.

b) Explain that Drabek also examined two other types of constraints on the evacuation behavior of this transient population: 1) disaster phase (pre-impact vs. post-impact evacuation) and 2) location (rural vs. urban communities).

c) Key disaster phase differences (hurricane vs. earthquake) 

1) earthquake victims received information about protective action far less frequently than did hurricane victims (Drabek 1996a, p. 4).

2) earthquake victims were far more likely to prepare to leave immediately (Drabek 1996a, p. 152).

3) “Most earthquake victims took actions such as rushing into another room or immediately running outside. These actions placed them at greater risk of injury. In hindsight, these individuals emphasized that their lack of familiarity with their location and absence of post-impact instructions had produced such responses.” (Drabek 1996a, p. 4).

4) Earthquake victims more frequently discussed the safety of their current location with other group members than did hurricane victims (Drabek 1996a, p. 156).

5) Earthquake victims more frequently tried to contact friends or relatives to let them know of their circumstance than did hurricane victims (Drabek 1996a, p. 163).

6) Earthquake victims more frequently went a short distance with the intent of returning when the threat was gone than did hurricane victims (Drabek 1996a, p. 169).

d) Key locational differences (rural vs. urban communities)

1) More victims who were visiting rural areas, e.g., Outer Banks of North Carolina or Florida Keys, where escape routes are less accessible, received warning messages they interpreted as being mandatory than did those visiting urban areas who more often interpreted the warnings as voluntary (Drabek 1996a, p. 148).

2) More victims who were visiting rural areas, e.g., Outer Banks of North Carolina or Florida Keys, where escape routes were less accessible, discussed “when to go” more frequently than did those visiting urban areas. (Drabek 1996a, p. 158).

3) More victims who were visiting rural areas, e.g., Outer Banks of North Carolina or Florida Keys, where escape routes were less accessible, departed more quickly than did those visiting urban areas. (Drabek 1996a, p. 164).

4) More victims who were visiting rural areas, e.g., Outer Banks of North Carolina or Florida Keys, where escape routes were less accessible, returned home or went to another county where they stayed in a private lodging firm more frequently than did those visiting urban areas who more often fled to public shelters (Drabek 1996a, p. 169).

Objective 16.3

Multivariate

Models

1. Explain that Drabek assessed 189 hypotheses that specified the degree of constraint that social factors had on transient evacuation behavior (see Drabek 1996a, pp. 227-263). Examples of key social factors are as follows.

a) Individual characteristics
1) Ethnicity (non-whites evacuated earlier than whites) (p. 232).

2) Prior evacuation experience (those without prior evacuation experience evacuated earlier) (p. 234).

3) Future risk perception (those with a high expectation that people visiting the area they were in would have to evacuate again during the next 10 years, evacuated earlier) (p. 233).

4) Type of transient (migrants evacuated earlier than homeless persons who evacuated before business travelers who evacuated before tourists) (out of the four types of transients, tourists were the last to evacuate) (p. 235).

5) Emergent perception of risk (also labeled as “initial actions”) (transients who developed a high emergent perception of risk evacuated earlier than those whose perception of personal risk was lower) (p. 233).

b) Message characteristics
1) Initial warning source (transients who were warned initially by lodging firm staff or directly by government officials evacuated earlier than those warned by other sources) (p. 240).

2) Message specificity (transients who received warning messages that were high in specificity evacuated earlier than those who rated the messages they received as “medium” or “low” in specificity (p. 240).

3) Precise geographic boundary (transients who were warned with messages that contained a precise geographic boundary evacuated earlier than those who did not receive such messages) (p. 241).

c) Social group characteristics
1) Non-English (transients who had one or more members that did not define English as their primary language, evacuated earlier than those for whom English was their first language among their group) (p. 244).

2) Group size (transients traveling in larger groups evacuated earlier than those traveling alone or two person groups) (p. 246).

3) Type of group (transients traveling with children evacuated earlier than did those traveling without children) (p. 246).

4) Number of days remaining in their trip (transients who had fewer days remaining in their trip, as planned when they left home, evacuated earlier than did those whose trip was just starting) (p. 247).

d) Organizational characteristics
1) Firm safety (transients who were staying in firms that they felt would not be safe evacuated earlier than did those who felt otherwise) (p. 250).

2) Brochure in room (transients who did not have a brochure in their room that gave evacuation instructions or other relevant emergency information evacuated earlier than did those who reported seeing such brochures) (p. 250).

3) Security officer (transients staying in firms that did not have a full time security officer evacuated earlier than did those who were staying in firms that had such) (p. 249).

e) Community characteristics
1) Warning constraint (transients visiting communities where local governments issued mandatory evacuation advisories evacuated earlier than did those visiting communities where the advisory was perceived to be voluntary) (p. 257).

2) Disaster sub-culture (transients visiting communities coded as “medium” on disaster sub-culture, evacuated earlier than did those in communities that were coded as “low” or “high” (p. 257).

3) Community type (transients visiting rural communities evacuated earlier than did those in urban locations) (p. 260).

f) Event characteristics
1) Magnitude of impact (transients visiting communities that had greater disaster impacts evacuated earlier than did those in locations where the impacts were less) (p. 261).

2) Accessibility of escape routes (transients visiting communities that had very limited escape routes, evacuated earlier than did those in locations with readily available escape routes) (p. 262).

3) Uncertainty of impact (transients visiting communities where there was high uncertainty about the potential impacts evacuated earlier than those in other locations) (p. 261).

2. Explain that Drabek discovered three multivariate models that best accounted for the social factors that constrained transient evacuation behavior (see Drabek 1996a, pp. 263-274). These models are as follows.

a) Timely disaster warning response
1) A standardized measure was developed across all events that assessed the length of time between when the first warning was heard and when each transient left the threatened area (not hotel room, but geographic area).

2) In order of relative importance, six social factors best accounted for the variation among this sample of transients (Adjusted R2 = .372; 37% of the variance explained).

(a) firm safety

(b) length of forewarning

(c) type of transient

(d) emergent perception of risk (initial actions)

(e) accessibility of escape routes

(f) warning constraint 

b) Timely hurricane evacuation
1) A standardized measure was developed across all hurricanes that assessed the length of time between hurricane impact and actual departure time from the geographic area.

2) In order of relative importance, six social factors best accounted for the variations among the sub-sample of hurricane victims (Adjusted R2 = .337; 34% of the variance explained).

(a) firm safety

(b) length of forewarning

(c) emergent perception of risk (initial actions)

(d) brochure in room

(e) warning constraint

(f) type of transient

c) Timely earthquake evacuation
1) A standardized measure was developed across both earthquakes that assessed the length of time between earthquake impact and actual departure from the geographic area.

2) In order of relative importance, six social factors best accounted for the variations among the sub-sample of earthquake victims (Adjusted R2 = .430; 43% of the variance explained).

(a) firm safety

(b) type of transient

(c) magnitude of impact

(d) emergent perception of risk (initial actions)

(e) number of days remaining in their trip as planned before departure

(f) warning messages containing precise geographic boundaries.

Objective 16.4

Policy Issues

1. Ask the reporter from Group 3 to summarize their conclusions. Elaborate as required to be sure that the following points are covered.

2. Remind students of the material assigned in Session 9 (Objective 9.4; based on Chapter 9 in Drabek 1996a, pp. 275-299) wherein numerous key customer concerns were discussed, e.g., adequate shelter information, threat denial, etc.

3. Customers emphasized that policy changes were needed in the firms where they were guests in such areas as the following (adapted from Drabek forthcoming, p. 12):

a) firm’s evacuation plan (61%)

b) warning procedures (57%)

c) information flow (56%)

d) dissemination of threat information (56%)

e) employee training (49%)

f) provisions for sheltering (38%)

g) provision of route information (36%)

4. Customers emphasized policy changes were needed by local governments in such areas as the following (adapted from Drabek forthcoming, p. 13). Based on 317 coded questionnaire responses to this open-ended item: “The most important problem pertaining to disaster evacuation I think local government officials need to work on is: _______________.” (Drabek 1999a, p. 670 ).

a) Mitigation actions – 0%

b) Preparedness activities – 22% (e.g., planning, public information programs and hazard awareness, training, etc.)

c) Response – 70% (e.g., interagency coordination and communication, timely warnings, evacuation guidance, shelter quality, etc.)

d) Recovery – 4% (e.g., damage assessment and return information)

e) Nothing – 7% (e.g., did a superb job, no improvement needed).

5. Drabek (1999a) emphasized that his study pointed toward three key policy conclusions. 

a) “ . . . emergency managers, tourist industry executives, and others, should use these results as ammunition in ongoing policy reviews and to stimulate review where inaction prevails.” (p. 672).

b) “ . . . tourist industry executives [must] recognize that investment in disaster preparedness is a cost-effective strategy.” (p. 672).

c) “ . . . larger investments in community disaster planning by the tourist industry must be made to enhance response capacity. Public-private partnerships in emergency management are required if catastrophic vulnerabilities that are worsening daily are to be reduced.” (pp. 672).

Objective 16.5

Myths

1. Ask the reporter from Group 4 to summarize their conclusions. Elaborate as required to be sure the following points are covered.

2. Myth of warning responses: many tourists were reluctant to leave threatened areas; they did not flee immediately upon being warned except when personal risk was perceived as being exceedingly high such as after the Northridge earthquake.

3. Myth of shelter behavior: higher rates of tourists will seek refuge in public shelters than residential populations, but most (76%) will go elsewhere, e.g., other private firms. Prior to Hurricane Gilbert (September 1988) approximately 5,000 tourists visiting Cancun, a popular tourist mecca on the Yucatan Peninsula of Mexico, evacuated. “There were no fatalities or serious injuries among the tourists who evacuated and remained away from the tourist zone. A successful vertical evacuation occurred at the Hotel Cancun Viva. The evacuation of the hotel zone served to informally alert . . . the local population that a real threat was at hand.” (Aguirre 1991, pp. 36-37).

4. Myth of panic: no reports of individual or mass panic were made by the 682 transients, 69 lodging firm executives or 76 community officials that Drabek (1996a) interviewed.

5. Disaster shock: tourists and other transients initiated actions that reflected rational decision-making behavior within the frame of reference and type of information available; threat denial was the pervasive response, not incapacitating shock.

6. Looting: tourists did not report looting in any of the communities studied by Drabek (1996a).

Supplemental

Considerations

1. Ask students: “What types of new research should be initiated on responses by customers of tourist businesses impacted by disasters?”

2. Ask students: “From the perspective of a hotel manager, what two key ideas that you learned during this session would be most beneficial in future disaster planning for your business?”

3. Ask students: “From the perspective of a local emergency manager, what two key ideas that you learned during this session would be most beneficial in future disaster planning for your community?”

4. Ask students: “From the perspective of a hotel manager, what two key ideas that you learned during this session would be most beneficial in responding to customers during a disaster?”

Course Developer

References

1. B.E. Aguirre. 1991. “Evacuation in Cancun During Hurricane Gilbert.” International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters 9:31-45.

2. Earl J. Baker. 1991. “Hurricane Behavior.” International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters 9:287-310.

3. Thomas E. Drabek. 1999a. “Disaster Evacuation Responses by Tourists and Other Types of Transients.” International Journal of Public Administration 22:655-677.

4. Thomas E. Drabek. 1996a. Disaster Evacuation Behavior: Tourists and Other Transients. Boulder, Colorado: Institute of Behavioral Science, University of Colorado.

5. Ronald W. Perry. 1994. “A Model of Evacuation Compliance.” Pages 85-98 in Disasters, Collective Behavior, and Social Organization. Russell R. Dynes and Kathleen J. Tierney (eds.) Newark, Delaware: University of Delaware Press.

SHELTER ASSESSMENTS

Reasons Given for Satisfaction (% based on 399 statements)

1. Social factors – staff related – 19%

2. Safety of shelter – 19%

3. Food was available – 19%

4. Social factors – peer related – 15%

5. Facility and other physical qualities – 14%

6. Threat information was available – 12%

7. Other – 3%

Reasons Given for Dissatisfaction (% based on 363 statements)

1. Feared shelter was unsafe – 22%

2. Inadequacies with facility and other physical qualities – 15%

3. Excessive crowding – 12%

4. Social factors – staff related – 9%

5. Food inadequacies – 6%

6. Social factors – peer related – 5%

7. Threat information was not available – 5%

8. Shelter location – 3%

9. Nothing (no area of dissatisfaction) – 18%

10. Other – 5%

Adapted from: Thomas E. Drabek. 1996a. Disaster Evacuation Behavior: Tourists and Other Transients. Boulder, Colorado: Institute of Behavioral Science, University of Colorado, pp. 104-111.
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