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Introduction

From 1980-84, project team conducted an empirical study
of community recovery from natural disasters. The study was
designed to contribute the base of knowledge about long-term
recovery and to produce an analytical framework for future
studies of the recovery process.

One of the objectives of the project was to document, and
subsequently to share, the positive, long-range recovery efforts
of cities and counties. An extensive review of the existing disaster
recovery literature revealed the need for more information
on local public decisionmaking during long-term recovery. The
main project taske were to document local recovery experiences
and to provide a systematic analysis of communities in various
stages of recovery. The project staff decided to use the case
study method to gather the needed information. A series of
site visits was scheduled to interview key decisionmakers and
to analyze local public planning and management processes
as well as intergovernmental relations. Special efforts were
made to monitor and assess key public policies and actions ailmed
at recovery--including the consideration of significant new
mitigation measures and efforts at community betterment.

Research Design

The selection of case study sites was based on such criteria
as the nature of the disaster incident, geographic location,
size, social and economic characteristics, general interest in
the event and in the recovery process, and replicability of mitiga-
tion or recovery activities. The project staff reviewed all of
the sizeable disaster events that were eligible for federal govern-
ment assistance (known as Presidentially declared disasters)
since 1978, arrayed them by type of disaster agent, and then
applied the set of selection factors.

A total of fourteen communities was visited and studied. Three
localities, each a place of significant activity that could not
be captured in a single trip, were visited twice. These second
visits were invaluable because in some communities, the complex
web of decisions by many parties could not be understood in
a few days, and in others, more time revealed the outcome
of decisions that had not been observed during the first visit.
In short, a full appreciation of the many dimensions of the re-
covery process could not be captured with just one cross-sectional
view. In terms of specific disaster agents represented, the four-
teen examples cover four riverine floods; three flood/mudslide
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events; two tornadoes; one hurricane; two winter, costal storms;
one earthquake; and one dam break/flood.

The team had been searching for a way to go beyond the
individual case studies in order to aggregate the findings and
to generalize from them. In working to create an analytic frame-
work, the project team found that previously completed recovery
research was of relatively little help. The earlier studies were
of limited assistance because none focused on the role of key
local persons in the recovery decisionmaking process. That
focus was fundamental to this project.

The Local Recovery Process

Recovery is an on-going process which is difficult to measure
--especially to measure once and have that suffice. Nevertheless,
an exploratory, organizing framework can be provided with
respect to long term recovery. In the next section an organizing
framework of the recovery process is presented, based on analysis
of the fourteen case studies.

The long-term recovery process is characterized by the repair
or reconstruction of buildings and structures, the evaluation
of existing building codes and land use regulations, and considera-
tion (and implementation) of mitigation measures, both structural
and non-structural. Also included in this process are the planning
and administrative activities entailed in identifying and securing
the resources necessary to accomplish the recovery. Recovery
encompasses all domains of community life,

A description of some recovery activities in each main area
of community life is provided below:

Fesidential, including the repair or reconstruction of
houses, the repair or replacement of home (furnishings,
cars and trucks; the settling of insurance claims for damage
to personal property; and the permanent resettling of
displaced residents.

Business, including the. repair or reconstruction of
economically viable commercial, industrial, and retail
establishments; and the restoration of retail sales, business-
related tax revenues, and employment to predisaster levels.
Publie services and facilitiee, including the resumption
of water, sewer, electric, telephone and other basic services,
the restoration of public transportation, parks, and recrea-
tional areas; the repair or reconstruction of public sidewalks,
schools, libraries, hospitals, clinics, police stations, fire
houses, and other municipal buildings; and progress on
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community projects that were planned or under construction
prior to the disaster.
General population, including the return of certain social
indicators (such as birth, death, and crime rates; alcoholism,
child and spouse abuse; and also welfare payments) to at
least predisaster levels; and the implementation of other
programs designed to restore or improve the quality-of-
life for local residents.
Mitigation, including measures which will reduce future
losses such as the preparation or revision of a disaster
plan; the construction of levees, dikes, breakwaters, and
rip rap; the implementation of projects such as the relocation
of perscons living in high-risk areas; the purchase of disaster-
related insurance; and the passage of land use ordinances
and building codes.

In fact, a community usually is faced with all of these domains
competing for a fixed number of dollars available for recovery.
Decisions about allocations among domains (whether explicit
or not) contribute to a strategy for recovery.

In recent years, federal and state disaster assistance in the
United States has been such that recovery does not refer to
community survival in the basic sense. There are, In fact, no
ghost towns in the U.S. as a result of a natural disaster in recent
times. Some communities have decided to relocate in part or
in total because of fear of future hazards; but that has been
a calculated decision rather than an involuntary occurrence.

Friesema (1979), Wright and Rossi {1979) and others have
investigated some of the economic aspects of the quality of
life before and after a disaster. Neverthelese, a host of questions
remain about the economic impact of a disaster on communities
in the U.3. Few economists have been engaged in research on
the local economic impact of natural disasters. If a community
with a declining local economy has a disaster, has it recovered
if it restores a quality-of-life that is lower than before the
disaster but higher than whart it would have been had the disaster
not occurred? These and related economic questions require
additional study.

Why study the long-term recovery process! There are several
compelling reasons why public administrators and other persons
with municipal management or emergency management responsi-
bilities should think about the recovery process in advance of
having the actual experience; namely:

1. public officials {(and others) thorugh the control of resources
can effect the outcome of the recovery process, with respect
to speed, consumption of resources, and molding a prevailing
agenda;
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2. public officials can learn from the experiences of others:
they can learn to be better prepared, how to move through
the administrative processes more quickly, how to deal more
effectively with the wvarlous levels of government usually
involved in the post-disaster phase, and how to control the
demands for scarce or strained resources; and
3. state and federal officials need to be sure that existing policies
and regulations are not impeding the recovery process at
the local level.

Framework of the Recovery Process

An organizing framework of the elements of recovery, and
the relationships among those factors, is provided in Figure
1. This framework was inspired in part by a model described
by Mileti (1983:403) in his recent work on organizational response
to earthquake prediction. This figure shows the dynamic processes
that contribute to an efficient recovery. We have identified
those factors that facilitate recovery from (a) interviews with
local public officials and others (from the communities) who
were engaged in the process of recovery from a major disaster
in the U.S. during the last five years or so, and (b) the observa-
tione of the research team members who visited fourteen recov-
ering communities during the past four years, Preliminary analysis
of the fourteen case studles led to the identification and isolation
of 44 separate variables, which we clustered under ten major
categories, that may play a role in the recovery process. Once
we constructed this new organizing framework, we were able
to show the interaction among the key variables.

The results of the site visits to disaster-impacted communities,
which are documented separately in fourteen case studies, reflect
local concerns and preferences. Consequently, we noted actions
that "facilitate" the local "prevaillng agenda" for recovery,
whether or not that agenda is in the best long-term interest
of a community and whether or not it is the one that federal
or state officials prefer for that community.

In describing the elements of the recovery process, as depicted
in Figure 1, we will begin from the bottom up. The contextual
gsetting of the disaster-impacted community will be described
first. We then will move to the center section of Figure 1, the
three principal elements of the local recovery planning and
implementation process. Finally, we will discuss the outcomes
of the recovery processes observed.

Intergovernmental and Interorganizational Context
After experiencing a disaster that is large and damaging
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enough to warrant receiving a Presidential declaration of disaster,
local officials quickly become involved in a complex web of
intergovernmental relationships while making the public policy
cholces that affect the future of the community. Yet, knowledge
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Figure 1: Organizing Framework For Elements of the Recovery
Process
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of the role of community officials who are responsible for
recovery and post-disaster mitigation activities is limited. In
a recent article, Kartez (1984:9) states: "There is ... a tendency
in social science disaster research to treat the implementing
agents—-public officials-—-as a kind of black box." In this section,
we will look at the role of local officials, the decisionmaking
process that local officials use, and the capabilities required
to expedite community recovery and maximize community
values.

In the last decade or so, the amount of federal assistance
provided to local governments in the U.S. following disasters
has increased. Indeed, as Friesema (1979:62) puts it: "... most
of the economic costs of natural disasters are externalized
to the larger, carrying society." With assistance comes increased
interaction among officials at all levels of government. Because
of the considerable involvement of other levels of government
in a disaster that essentially is a localized event, the quality
of intergovernmental relations has a major influence on the
efficiency of the local recovery.

As is the case in other public policy arenas, intergovernmental
relations in post-disaster settings often are characterized by
a limited number of key actors. Recent federal policies and
executive orders promote the integration or coordination of
post-disaster mitigation effortse with recovery. Other federal
requirements, such as the 75 per cent federal and 25 per cent
local contribution to public assistance projects, require local
governments to assume greater financial and administrative
responsibilities for recovery actions. Consequently, the inter-
governmental context provided both problems and opportunities
for the exercise of local strategic choices in the communities
studied. Local assessments of the intergovernmental context
varied across the communities studied. More positive assessments
came from officials who had found at least one special relation-
ghip that seemed to expedite recovery, although in conly a few
cases did an overall positive assessment of both local-state
and local-federal relationships occur.

The Federal Role

Each of the communities studied was in an area that had
received a Presidential disaster declaration. The processes
set in motion by the declaration, the assistance programs trig-
gered by a declaration, and federal regulations (e.g., the National
Flood Insurance Program) were observed to establish the adminis-
trative, political, and to some extent the economic context
within which recovery took place. Local officials experience
a major disaster infrequently; consequently, they are relatively
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inexperienced in dealing with disasters compared with their
counterparts in federal and state government. Research has
shown that during normal times, local officials tend to be less
concerned over disasters as a public policy issue than actors
at other governmental levels. In virtually all of the cases, local,
state, and federal officials tended to have differing and some-
times competing perceptions of (a) their role in recovery, and
(b) their priorities during recovery, and (c) the importance of
post-disaster mitigation efforts, and d) the proper organizational
location of recovery planning and decisionmaking. Indeed, the
cases studied exhibited the full continuum of intergovernmental
relations from cooperative to highly conflictual.

Local/Federal Context

Federal disaster assistance is provided under the disaster
Relief Act of 1974, public Law 93-288, which Is implemented
by the Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA)
following a Presidential Declaration of a "major disaster." FEMA
administers grants to the states from the President's Disaster
Relief Fund and directly coordinates the disaster assistance
functions of all federal agencies. When a community receives
a Presidential Disaster Declaration, it deals with FEMA during
the recovery process. Both public assistance under Public Law
93-288 and payments by the National Flood Insurance Program
(in flood disasters) are usually available, yet each program has
significant requirements that must be met by local officials.
A certain amount of difficulty in federal/local interaction ap-
peared to stem from local inexperience--for example, not knowing
ahead of time the limitations of individual and public assistance.
By comparison, familiarity in normal times with the intricacies
of various program requirements--as well as benefits and limita-
tions--paid off during the turmoil of the recovery phase for
some of the communities studied.

In addition, great local displeasure was expressed with regard
to the requirement that local governments provide 25 percent
of the total amount the federal government set for public as-
sistance and with what local officials viewed as the complex
and onerous administrative process they must go through before
recelving the federal share of the cost of the public projects
described in the Damage Survey Reports (DSRs).

Even after receiving a Presidential Disaster Declaration
and identifying available federal programs, a community still
may face difficulty in obtaining federal aid to assist with recon-
struction. Prior to 1973, many federal agencies had categorical
grant programs (i.e., categories of activities eligible are specified)
available te localities that had experienced a serious disaster.
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Since then, however, the block grant and revenue sharing pro-
grame have left little discretionary federal funding available
for long-range disaster recovery. This circumstance contributed
to less favorable local perceptions of the federal role in recovery.

The State Role

Typically, state government, as a partner in the federal-
state agreement signed after the designation of a presidential
disaster declaration, has a set of specified responsibilities.
Among them is the responsibility for hazard mitigation activities
in the impacted area, known informally as the Section 406 (of
the FEMA tegulations) requirement. States algo play an important
role in the disbursement of Individual Assistance Program pay-
ments and in other special programs and assistance triggered
by a presidential disaster declaration. Under state law, various
state agencies have authority to provide programmatic and
financial assistance. Each state's laws, executive orders, and
regulations specify gubernatorial and other state powers regarding
state assistance to localities. The state presence is personified
by the Governor's Authorized Representative, who works closely
with the Federal Coordinating Office and others in the Disaster
Assistance Center created immediately after a disaster iz de-
clared.

Relations with state government officials varied widely among
the sites studied. Because these relationships tended to improve
or sour over time, no general characterization holds true for
the duration of the recovery process. Generally, the negative
assessments of state relations by local government officials
stemmed from their perception of the state's inability to provide
desired technical assistance or significant financial assistance.
Also, the heavy local dependence on federal programs for funding
led to a direct local/federal relationship, which was intensified
when local officials wanted quick decisions and ready cash flow
for major projects. Under these circumstances, the state often
was perceived as another layer of government to go through,
and one that does not yield substantial assistance. The word
perception is underscored, because in actuality several states
had provided significant technical assistance and material re-
sources to disaster-impacted localities. Yet, generally local
officials do not recall that assistance and most responded to
the interviewers' questions with negative comments about the
state's role in their recovery.

Mitigation
Mitigation is an important consideration during the post-
disaster period because it creates a different context for inter-
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governmental relations than exists otherwise. Mitigation can
be viewed as a sub-category of federal and state relations with
local governments in that (a) it means a different set of decision
rules for local government and (b) it can have an effect on local
choices. (For example, the presence of a federal interagency
hazard mitigation team on site within two weeks after a disaster
may either set or change local priorities). In short, mitigation
may change the demand structure at the local level during the
recovery period.

For flood-related hazards, a special set of requirements exists
for municipalities that participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program. Achieving mitigative measures in the post-disaster
period is often a complex exercise in intergovernmental relations.
A description of the research team's observations about mitigation
follows.

The correlation between disaster experience and mitigative
actions is not as clear as might be expected. For example, one
community with a history of frequent coastal storms paid minimal
attention to post-disaster mitigation, while another community,
also subject to coastal storms but far less frequently, did take
a number of slgnificant mitigative steps. Neither was there
a clear correlation between size of a community and attention
to mitigation; the smallest community we studied contiuously
engages in mitigation planning, although it is dependent on
external resources to accomplish such measures.

There are many determinants of whether significant mitigative
measures will be taken, according to staff observations of local
experience. The following examples should be considered part
of the box in Figure 1 marked "Community-based Needs and
Demands for Action." Some of the locally-determined pressures
for (or against) mitigation are as follows:

Regional attitudea: The prevailing way of doing things
and the extent of conservatism are two factors that deter-
mine the local public attitude and posture toward external
organizations and other levels of government (especially
federal).

Dependence ve. independence: Some localities, especially
small ones, are very dependent on technical assistance
or financial help from other levels of government and,
apparently, will stay that way. Consequently, in times
of emergency, they rely heavily on state and federal as-
sistance for a variety of needs. Others pride themselves
on selfsufficiency or independence and do not want outside
involvement (which they perceive as interference) in their
affairs. Either of these characteristics carried to an extreme
becomes a problem of its own for state and federal emer-
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gency services personnel. Note that these local attitudes
of dependence or Independence are not a function of resource
availability only.

Understanding: Perceptional or attitudinal characteristics
affect a locality's inclination to mitigate hazards. Not
everyone perceives the repetitive, cyclical nature of certain
natural phenomena or analyzes existing hazards and plans
for mitigation of disasters likely to recur after one's term
of office or lifetime ends. What constitutes mitigation,
particularly knowledge of specific mitigation techniques
and projects, is not clear to all decislonmakers. A local
official may fully support the concept and process of re-
covery, but be unable to deal with mitigation because of
perceived cost/benefit ratios for different mitigation options.
In the final analysis, when economic and development pressures
outweigh the benefits perceived from mitigation, the former
wins over the latter. Far more needs to be studied about the
interaction of economic and development interests with other
interest groups regarding mitigation at the local level. The
results could contribute significantly to understanding the dy-
namics of achieving mitigation which, in turn, would have a
direct bearing on policies and regulations at each level of govern-
ment.

Intergovernmental Relations—-Bridging the Gap

On the positive side, federal officials have been working
to improve federal interagency cooperation after a disaster
is declared. For more than two years, there has been a process
at work for flood-related disasters which is contributing to
improved intergovernmental coordination and cooperation. A
number of the case study analyses reflected this significant
federal initiative--the Federal Interagency Hazard Mitigation
Team (HMT) process. After a Presidentially-declared disaster,
the FEMA Regional Director appeints a team composed of key
federal agency representatives and representatives of state
and local government. The Hazard Mitigation Teams are desig-
nated in accordance with the "Interagency Agreemment for
Nonstructural Flood Damage Reduction Measures as Applied
to Common Flood Disaster Planning and Post-Flooed Recovery
Practices," Office of Management and Budget, Executive Order
No. 11988, 1982, An HMT may make recommendations, but
it has neither enforcement nor regulatory powers.

The HMT usually functions as a regional, interagency and
intergovernmental team. The teams were designed to promote
a comprehensive approach to flood hazard mitigation during
the recovery period. The federal interagency agreement requires
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that each team prepare a report within fifteen days of a Presi-
dential Disaster Declaration, that the mitigation activities
recommended in the report emphasize nonstructural measures,
and that federal agencies conform their recovery actions to
the recommendations in the report to the fullest extent practi-
cable. The activities of the HMT, including preparing the report
required fifteen days after the Declaration date, appear to
have a significant effect on the identification and implementation
of mitigative measures at the city and county levels soon after
a major flood-related disaster.

We move now to three main elements of community recovery
shown in the center of Figure 1. These three elements are those
recovery planning and implementation actions over which local
officials have the most control.

Three Elements of Community Recovery

There are three basic elements of community recovery: leader-
ship, ability to act and knowledge. These three elements:

* are In every community to some extent;

* can be manipulated (i.e., increased, decreased, purchased,

hired, learned);

* interact with each other in predictable ways;
have an impact on the recovery process;

* may be driven by locally-generated demands for actions;

and

* individually may be necessary, but no one of the three

is sufficient to assure recovery.

It is important to recognize that all three components appear
to be necessary to ensure efficient community recovery--efficien-
cy here meaning greater speed and less cost in terms of personnel
and material assistance. Understanding the relative importance
of each of the three basic elements is complicated: personal
leadership is an essential and almest sufficient condition of
efficient recovery; ability to act must be paired with personal
leadership to ensure an expeditious recovery; and knowledge
of what to do is not essential initially, but it can be quickly
acquired once the two prior conditions are satisfied.

Based on the above observations, a framework was developed
that combines the above three conditions with "demand" para-
meters (at local, state and federal levels) in an interactive
fashion. This framework, which is shown in Figure 1, is an ap-
proach not only to understanding recovery, but also to doing
recovery. It could be used to encourage public officials to evalu-
ate their communities regarding specific kinds of leadership,

-
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resources, and knowledge. Much of that ewvaluation could be
done prior to a disaster and remedial actions taken, if necessary.
In addition, it can be used by state and federal officials to predict
how easy or difficult the local recovery process is likely to
be. If one or more key ingredients for an expeditious local re-
covery appear to be missing, then state or federal officials
can take steps to supply it or aid the locality in acquiring ir.

While the organizing framework presented in this chapter
appears to indicate a one-way process, in actuality the interac-
tions shown should be considered as a circle. Under certain
conditions, such as experience with the same disaster agent,
local officials may be able to influence some of the dynamic
factors outside their normal zone of control, For example, Fort
Wayne officials (who were experienced with flood fighting)
when faced with extreme cash flow pressures, were able to
negotiate a special audit procedure with FEMA so they could
proceed more quickly to receive federal reimbursements for
disaster-related expenditures.

Experienced and aggressive local leaders, in fact, have affected
one or more of the external actors (state, federal, private).
For example, after extremely large and highly destructive events,
such as Hurricane Camille (1969) and Hurricane Agnes (1972),
many changes in federal laws, regulations, and policies were
made in response to problems and complaints expressed by local
and state officials about the federal disaster assistance programs
and processes in effect at that time. In real life, there are many-
directional interactions. Generally, local officials can only
marginally influence the external forces shown in the bottom
rows of the framework diagram. Figure 1 provides a simple
model of a highly complex process,

The three main elements, which have been introduced briefly
thus far, will now be described more fully.

Leadership

We realize that leadership is a much-studied field, ranging
from studies of Presidential leadership to city governance. In
addressing leadership, we will limit ourselves to highlights of
what has been learned about leadership as it is formally and
informally exercised in the field of emergency management.

More than a decade ago, Quarantelli and Dynes (1972:29-
30) documented their preceptions of local public leadership
and organization in the planning phase of emergency management.
Their observations are worth reviewing with respect to the
local disaster recovery process:

Patterns of leadership and of authority in disaster-impacted
communities are very complex. Their complexity, however,
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is usually misinterpreted as confusion and panacea of "strong

leadership” is frequently offered as a solution without under-
standing the nature of the problem. Perhaps the beginning
of understanding is to start with the observation that almost
all communities are not organized to cope with disasters.
This is true even in localities with extensive pre-disaster
planning since there is a considerable difference in anti-
cipating problems and facing them. What disasters do is
to create a series of new problems for the community and
in doing this, they necessitate new relationships among
its parts. Disasters force the development of a new structure
which reflects the current involvement of various parts
of the community which, in turn, can make decisions "for"
the community.

*EE

The scope and complexity of involvement in disaster under-
cuts the possibilities of centrallzing authority to a much
greater extent than these possibilities exist even in the
pre-disaster patterns of American communities.

fkE

The (emerging) structure, therefore, reflects the social
realities of the situation rather than an artificial creation
based on unrealistic notions of "controlling and commanding"
the situation. Authority has to be earned, not imposed,
and those who wish to impose it will seldom earn it, It
is earned by those whose performance shows that they
deserve it and it seldom comes to those who just claim
it.

More recently, Kartez (1984:10) studied the response of 26
local governments after the 1980 ash eruption of Mount St.
Helens. His observations about local response also reflect emer-
gent or "adaptive" relationships to deal with the emergency
situation. In reviewing the local responses, he noted that: most
localities "... relied on existing functional lines of organization
in public works, safety, and management departments, rather
than the countywide emergency and civil defense offices en-
couraged by state and federal programs." In fact, he observed
that about half of the communities studied reported that they
made "... no use whatsoever of a countywide, multijurisdictional
plan, which is the usual centerpiece for state and federally
preparedness programs.” Essentially, the traditional institutional
arrangements in place for use in emergencles were not used
or were not useful. Instead, many local officials used "adaptive
strategies" in responding to the disaster. Kartez described that
adaptive behavior as follows:
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Local governments learned their way into these strategies
during the heat of emergency, however, through a process
that compressed problem recognition, experimentation,
evaluation, and implementation into less than a week. The
process took place outside the institutional context in which
emergency planning is organized under state and federal
mandates.

Adressing the intergovernmental relations aspect of the ob-
gserved responses to the ashfall in the 24 communities, Kartez
(1984:19) observed a two-tier planning system, which he described
as follows:

The first tier consists of the federally mandated nuclear
response plans, which support the countywide planning and
coordination model. The second tier comprises local procedures
that develop out of adaptation to each jurisdiction's experience,
potentials, and constraints. *** Learning about workable
techniques and organizational approaches took place on the
second level.

The two publications cited were addressing the response and
short-term recovery phases primarily; however, in the long-
term recovery process, the need for site specific, adaptive
planning strategies is at least equally strong. Our observations
about the recovery planning process could be characterized
as virtually all second-tier decisionmaking. We have documented
the informal means of getting things done in the hectic and
demanding post-disaster period. Much of this Information may
be known to experienced public officials, but it has not been
documented previously to our knowledge. We have noted two
aspects of leadership: (1) the phenomenon or presence of leader-
ship itself (and the importance of that trait in the community)
and (2) the exercise of leadership (what was done and what
resulted).

We have observed that certain leadership characteristics
facilitate recovery. Among them are:

1. a flexible, creative style of problem-solving and decislon-
making (i.e., styles which allow for ad hee behavior  rather
than a "by-the-book" mentality);
2. a vision of what the community could and should be like;
J.an abllity to attract and motivate competent assistants;
and
4.strong links to other decisionmakers, both in the public
and private sectors.
These strong linkages usually result from frequent communication,
networking, and constituency building.

Effective local leaders use their networks of contacts; build

support for preferred courses of action; and create linkages
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with county, state, and federal officials as well as with business-

persons and others who can assist with recovery. We also have
learned that leadership is not necessarily a quality that comes
with an office or position. Leadership can be exercised by some-
one elected or appointed; by someone well-established or newly
emergent; by a mayor, a city manager, a consultant, a city
council memhber, or a concerned citizen or businessperson.

Further, leadership is not an element which is always limited
to one person per disaster. In fact, the leadership chracteristics
that are important to recovery often have been found in several
individuals, each having a different role or set of responsibilities
during the recovery process. For example, an effective local
public leader stays in close contact with major business and
civiv leaders and includes them in the key committees or task
forces that make recovery decisions.

Another characteristic of capable leadership is the ability
to forge new realtionships--with other local and county agencies,
with state, with federal agencies, and with private sector leaders.
For example, the part-time mayor of the small town of
Cardington, Ohio managed to create a strong tie-in with state
agencies. That local/state bond was the basis for a remarkable
recovery for the small city that had been devastated by a tornado.
Similarly, the small city of Coalinga, California--an independent,
rural community--worked more closely and successfully with
the Fresno County officials during the post-earthquake period
than it had at any previous time in its history.

In those communities where recovery was observed to progress
rapidly and competently, community leaders exhibited vision.
That is to say, they had a concept not only of what their com-
munity was at the time of the disaster but also a vision of what
it should and could be in the future. When major systems and
numerous structures in a community have been destroyed, local
leaders have to adjust their sights and their future actions to
what they envision the community will be. Having a vision for
the community and setting goals for the recovery are essential
to achieving a speedy and successful recovery.

Another hallmark of effective local public leaders 1ls that
they tune into what constituents want and neither greatly exceed
nor underestimate the extent of the effort desired by the com-
munity. Finally, the effective leader turns adversity into oppor-
tunity. The most effective local leaders we observed saw the
disaster as an opportunity to implement plans that previously
may have been "pipe dreams."” The key here is that a disaster
may provide an opportunity to those who are assertive and know
where they want to go, in terms of community development.
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Ability to Act

Thiz element speaks to resources: administrative, technical,
and tangible resources, all of which determine the ability to
carry out recovery over the long term. While leadership provides
direction and motivation, these three types of resources enable
the work to be done. Administrative capability encompasses
competent local public administrators, a smoothly functioning
administrative system, and adequate methods of monitoring
and record-keeping. Administrative resources include persennel
and financial management, material resources, and recordkeeping
and other documentation. Technical knowledge and resources
include land use controls, enabling legislation for needed au-
thorities to manage recovery activities, mutual aid agreements,
and urban development planse and maps. Addirional technical
resources are physical planning and mapping capability; geologic
and hydrologic analysis capability; land use controls (zoning,
building codes, construction standards, subdivision requirements);
enabling legislation (emergency authorities); and technical aspects
of emergency preparedness (emergency operating center). Finally,
tangible resources are financial, personnel, and material; they
include grant money, revenue from local taxes, municipal supplies
and equipment.

Less tangible and harder to measure is local public capacity,
which is the broader term for ability to act at the local level.
Many volumes have been written on this subject, although vir-
tually no attention had been paid to emergency and disaster
setrings.

The resources mentioned above exist at all levels of govern-
ment. Consequently, one task of local officials (preferably,
prior to a disaster) is to position the resources they do have
effectively. For example, they should have current inventories
of supplies and equipment likely to be needed; lists of organiza-
tions with large, earth-moving equipment and four-wheel drive
vehicles; good methods of keeping detalled records regarding
the need for major capital projects and for documenting expenses
connected with works projects. In addition, municipal officials
ghould be working to enact enabling legislation for declaring
and coping with an emergency or disaster. After the disaster,
they should be prepared to obtain and use resources available
from external sources. The Importance of identifying and ef-
fectively using these outside resources is addressed in later
chapters.

Knowledge
The final element in the model is knowledge--knowledge
of emergency management in general and hazard specific knowl-
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edge in particular. Recovery proceeds more smoothly when
the local officials know in advance:
1. what federal and state programs exist for the benefit
of public and private sector disaster victims;
Z. what external resources are available;
3.how to apply for a Presidential Disaster Declaration;
and
4, how a community applies for grants.

The above three elements are propelled by community-based
demands for action. After a major disaster, local officials usually
experience a heavy barrage of demands for assistance and services
from individuals, existing groups, and newly-emergent groups.
When many sets of demands coalesce and support a line for
action, that coalition may generate enough force to achieve
the action desired. On the other hand, it is possible for competing
forces to cancel each other out. Or, moderate pressure for
a wide array of actions may not provide enough impetus for
a main line of action. Finally, significant pressure for no action-
-e.g., no mitigative action for a barrier island slated for resi-
dential development--may result ina laiesea-faire outcome.
This then is the local context in which local leadership operates.

When leadership, resources, and knowledge are driven by
community-based demands for action, many outcomes are
possible. Residents of different communities have different
expectations and preferences; therefore, they have differing
standards of what is acceptable locally in terms of leadership
or of local administative capability. For example, in Marin
County, California, where the socio-economic status is probably
higher than in any of the other communities studied, local resi-
dents had very high levels of expectation from their elected
and administrative officials. They pay high taxes, and generally
they expect high performance from their public officials. More
importantly, they elect and appoint officiale capable of meeting
their standards. After the 1983 disaster in Marin County, citizen
groups pressured the county not only for recovery actions but
for improved emergency preparedness. Federal and state officials
also made their requirements and recommendations known in
the post-disaster period, particularly via the Federal Interagency
Hazard Mitigation Team process. But, what stood out in Marin
was the well-articulated and consistent community-based pres-
sures for action and improvements regarding emergency manage-
ment. The extent of community-based interest and support
for effective emergency management, as observed in Marin,
was not seen in any other case study site. These characteristics
appear to have contributed to the notable competence Marin
County showed in its recovery efforts. 1t is unfortunate that
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these conditions occur so infrequently.

Community residents may set the recovery agenda, determining
what, if anything, gets done. While leaders can shape the agenda,
usually the actions of leaders ultimately reflect some prevailing
or dominant point of view. An effective local leader neither
overstates nor underestimates the will of the community's citi-
zens. Most important, he/she responds promptly and effectively
to reasonable community requests.

The knowledge of what to do during and after a major disaster
can be experienced, learned, or hired. Since the first year of
our field studies, we have noticed a disproportionate reliance
on experience. At that time we noted that prior experience
with the same or a similar disaster agent usually means that
local capability is higher; organizational arrangements and
coordination are in place; seasoned local leaders are familiar
with the Presidential Disaster Declaration process and resulting
activities; and local businesses and other community groups
know what needs to be done and do it. In addition, we found
that prior disaster experience tends to lead to greater knowledge
and application of mitigation measures. The earlier experiencel(s)
provided opportunities for local officials to meet the key
decisionmakers at each level--such contacts became very useful
the next time outside assistance was needed,

Small communities are not necessarily at a disadvantage
during recovery if they have experience with a similar disaster
agent and if they have continuing, effective relationship with
state and federal officials concerned with emergency management
and recovery. In other words, experience, practice, and coordina-
tion are attributes that small cities recovering from a disaster
may have, although perhaps on a smaller scale,

We think that strong leadership contributes to a high level
of resources because strong leaders recognize the need for
them and work to get them. We also think that "knowledge"
acquired prior to a disaster may encourage a community to
upgrade its resources. Finally, strong leadership makes the
acquisition of hazard specific knowledge relatively easy because
the important links to the proper external agents and essential
organizations have already been established.

Among the advantages of the approach to recovery explained
here is that it pertains to communities of all sizes. The three
main elements are present to some extent after disasters of
varying severity; and they hold true for different natural disaster
agents. While the foundation has been laid for understanding
recovery at the local level in the U.S., much remains to be
done to determine possible applications at other levels of govern-
ment and in other countries.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, greater experiential knowledge about the re-
covery process, including the mitigation activities during that
period, should have several practical benefits. We think that
practical knowledge about recovery would (a) help local officials
manage recovery more efficiently; (b) improve the ability predict
the relative ease or difficulty that a community will experience
in recovering from a major disaster; and (c) enhance understanding
of how and why communities choose to take mitigative steps
after a disaster. Improving the ability to predict the relative
ease of community recovery also should be helpful to officials
at other levels of government for determining the type and
amount of assistance and resources to be provided to a disaster-
impacted locality. Although all of the case studies and analysis
completed to date are of U.S. communities, we think this new
organizing framework provides a good first step for other re-
searchers interested in the recovery process. We are not sure
how the model will fit in other societal settings, but we think
It might give researchers some clues about what might be impor-
tant in their own countries.

References
Dynes, Russell R., and E.L. Quarantelli
1972 A Perspective on Disaster Planning. Washington,
D.C.: Defense Civil Preparedness Agency.
Friesema, H. Paul, et al.
1979 Aftermath--Communities After WNatural Disaster.
Beverly Hills, California: Sage,

Kartez, Jack D.

1984 "Crisle Response Planning: Toward a Contingent
Analysis." American Planning Association Journal
50:9-20,

Mileti, Dennis
1983 "Societal Comparisons of Organizational Response

to Earthquake Predictions." Mass Emergencies and
Disasters 1:399-413,

Wright, James D., et al.
1979 After the Clean-up: Long-Range Effects of Natural
Disasters. Beverly Hills, California: Sage.




