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Those who experience disaster are widely regarded as an undifferentiated group,
labeled “vicrims.” In the immediate crisis peviod, i is difficudr for professionals
to differentiate, except crudely, between varving levels of need and still carry ot
wrgent duties and responsibilities. However, it soon becomes apparent thai some
are hit harder than others and thar disasters are not the great levelers they are
somerimes considered to be. Close examination reveals complex variations
within, and not just between, social groups broadly understood as middle- and
weorking-class. This paper examines the intersection of gender and social class
in two major flood events and argues for a move nuanced appreciation of these
factors, ar both the conceprual and the practical level, 1o be incorporated
throughour the disaster process.

Too often, those who are subject to the impact of disasters are conceptu-
alized as belonging to a homogeneous group called “victims,” but this apparent
similarity conceals considerable difference; difference in terms of gender,
class, racefethnicity, age, sexual orientation, physical and mental ability, cul-
ture, etc. Dealing with difference represents a significant challenge for disaster
managers, one that remains largely unrecognized or suppressed in favor of a
sometimes spurious egalitarianism which attempts to treat everyone the same.
In this sense difference has been problematized. However, this paper argues
that recognizing difference in disaster is part of the solution, not the problem.
Equality, inasmuch as it is consistent with social justice, cannot be achieved
by ignoring differences; this simply reinforces the dominance of already dom-
inant groups (Phillips 1997, p. 143). Rather it will be achieved (partly) through
recognizing other voices and moving to reduce marginalization. Nevertheless,
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there remains a danger that an emphasis on difference, rather than a recogni-
tion and incorporation of it, will divide not unite (Harvey 1993) and may lead
to a reinforcing of competition over resources.

Seeking a more nuanced approach to disaster management should not be
interpreted as an adherence to a “faddish™ political correctness' nor an accep-
tance of post-modern critiques of grand narratives and universalizing theory.
Rather, it is presented here in the context of a recognition that resilience to
disaster comes often from dependence upon, and reciprocity within, small and
changing networks of individuals (see Peacock et al. 1997 for similar con-
clusions), within and between varying social groups. The recognition of these
differences can lead to a redistribution, not just of resources but also of risk
and exposure to harm, and to the enabling and reinforcing of coping strate-
gies within a broader context of social justice (accepting that a universally
agreed definition of that concept is problematic). However, it must also be
recognized that the notion of community itself is contested and can represent
exclusion as well as inclusion (Young 1990; Massey 1994, p. 119).

Gender and Disaster

Disaster research focusing specifically on gender is a small but growing field
(see Ferguson and Byrme 1994; Fothergill 1996; and Enarson 1998 for recent
reviews of the literature and research issues). Most of the work in this area is
located within so-called “development™ or “Third World” studies (see, for exam-
ple, Rivers 1982; Jiggins 1986; Ali 1987; Vaughan 1987; Dreze and Sen 1989;
Sen 1988, 1990; Agarwhal 1990; Kemer and Cook 1991; Begum 1993; Walker
1994: Blaikie et al. 1994), but increasingly it is recognized that a gender-sensi-
tive analysis is necessary for understanding the industrial (or post-industrial)
nations of the North (Bolin 1982; Neal and Phillips 1990; Momrow and Enarson
1994, 1996 Fordham and Ketteridge 1995, 1998; Scanlon 1996; Fordham 1998;
Enarson and Morrow 1998). In much of this work, the focus is specifically on
making women visible in disasters and on the ways that women are vulnerable
to, and made more vulnerable in, extreme events, whether floods in Bangladesh
(Ahmad 1994) or Britain (Fordham 1998), hurricanes in the U.S. (Enarson and
Morrow 1997), or earthquakes in India (Maybin 1994; Tokle 1994). Amale-dom-
inated official disaster response milieu (Myers 1994; Fordham 1998) has been
slow in recognizing women's particular needs and experiences in disaster.
However, these experiences are embedded in socially constructed modes of liv-
ing which make women (and others) chronically vulnerable in their everyday
existence (Blaikie et al. 1994; Hewitt 1997), necessitating more fundamental
social change. Thus, the research trajectory must now bring traditional, redis-
tributive, and social justice issues together with a recognition of difference.
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Equality/Difference

The paired categories of equality and redistribution on the one hand, and
difference and recognition on the other, are seen as mutually exclusive aims
of conflicting projects which broadly can be stated as socialist (or, even more
broadly, “Left”) and identity politics, respectively. A socialist, redistributive
politics, which has been characterized as “universalist™ and “for a// human
beings” (Hobshawm 1996, p. 43), has been challenged, nevertheless, for priv-
ileging class above or even to the exclusion of other axes of social division
— particularly gender — and thus rejecting “difference.” Furthermore:

[TThe differences that are suppressed are differences from those
who occupy positions of power and who have the authority to
define knowledge. . . . Thus, to qualify for equality means
becoming indistinguishable from the authors of this viewpoint:
white, Western, bourgeois men. And the spurious claim to uni-
versality effectively creates excluded, minoritized groups.
(Bondi 1993, p. 86)

A cultural politics of identity resists and challenges dominant, universal-
ist notions of the human subject and is part of “an emancipatory politics of
opposition” (Bondi 1993, p. 86). However, it too has been criticized as. inter
alia, a divisive, fragmenting process which reduces the potential of reaching
a critical mass capable of political action: “[I]dentity groups are about them-
selves, for themselves, and nobody else” (Hobsbawm 1996, p. 44).

Attempts have been made to deal with “the redistribution-recognition
dilemma™ (Fraser 1995, p. 70) in theoretical terms through a suggested coali-
tion drawing on the transformative potential of a socialist politics of
redistribution linked with a deconstructive cultural politics of recognition
(Fraser 1997, p. 28). Separatism is seen to be a political “dead end” while
strength lies in coalition (cited in Adams 1994, p. 346). However, the diffi-
culties of forming such a coalition of “multiple, intersecting struggles against
multiple, intersecting injustices™ (Fraser 1997, p. 32) are acknowledged. It is
through this difficult coalition, a collective project but one not without con-
flict (Phillips 1997, p.153), that the route to social justice lies.

Recognition of difference is closely associated with the feminist challenge
to the masculine, universalizing theory of the Enlightenment project (Di
Stefano 1990) which emphasizes rationality and objective truth. However, it
has itself fallen prey to its own form of biological and cultural essentialism in
which the female subject has been fixed rather than continually re-created
through processes of change and construction. But, notwithstanding the impor-
tance of biological factors in partly explaining women's subordination
(through reproductive labor), women's oppression also has a material basis
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(McDowell 1986, p. 31) and is not reducible to biological difference. The con-
cept of a universal female experience has been seen as “a clever confidence
trick” (cited in McDowell 1986, p. 313), but much feminist theory presents
gender as a variable of human identity independent of other variables such as
race and class (Spelman 1988 in Gould 1997, p. 149).

However, concepts of difference, often located within a postmodernist
discourse, have been challenged by black, lesbian and working-class femi-
nists, claiming feminist theory has been dominated by white, middle-class,
heterosexual women (see, for example, Rowbotham 1973; hooks 1982: Davis
1982; Lorde 1981, 1984; Walker 1984; Walby 1990; Evans 1997; Threlfall
1996). While difference between women is now more widely accepted, nev-
ertheless there has been some reaction that this differentiation has resulted,
depending on your position, in either a dangerous fragmenting of the women's
movement or in a maturing process of greater inclusiveness and radical pos-
sibility. “Postmodemn culture with its decentered subject can be the space
where ties are severed or it can provide the occasion for new and varied forms
of bonding” (hooks 1994, p. 427).

(Gender and Class

This paper looks particularly at gender and class because of their observed
significance in the two case studies to be discussed and because of their rela-
tive invisibility, in different ways. in disaster and feminist studies. Skeggs argues
that “class as a concept and working-class women as a group have almost dis-
appeared from the agendas of feminism and cultural theory™ (Skeggs 1997, p.
2). In disaster research, both categories of gender and class are accepted indi-
vidually as important explanatory variables in different sub-disciplinary areas
and at different times but less frequently are recognized together as having
some salience in understanding the creation of inequality and vulnerability. The
aim here is not to claim overriding primacy for these two social categories over
others but merely to attempt to make manageable the complexity of particular
empirical findings in which, for example, racefethnicity are not salient but gen-
der and class are. The paper does not offer a neat, summative theoretical
proposition (the small number of interviews and the lack of representativeness
do not allow this) but rather offers initial observations that challenge simple
constructions of class and gender and point toward the need for more finely-
structured observations in the field and by disaster managers.

It is acknowledged that traditional descriptors of class have been con-
tested from both general sociological (Clark and Lipset 1998; Hout et al. 1998;
Saunders 1990; Prandy 1990) and specific feminist perspectives (Walby 1990;
Skeggs 1997; Mahony and Zmroczek 1997). However, here is not the place
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tor an extended discussion of social stratification theory and its problems and
s0 this paper adopts a broad definition and understanding of class which locates
interviewees into one of two classes, middle or working, This simple class posi-
tion is based on inter alia: the individual’s, i.e., women in their own right and
not subsumed under that of an assumed male head of household, relationship
to the means of production (Westergaard and Resler 1976; Miliband 1987 to
which of the British Registrar General's categories they belong, i.e., related (o
unskilled, skilled, and professional occupations (OPCS 1992); and also includ-
ing a cultural model of class based on “capital” (economic, cultural, social, and
symbolic) movements through social space (cf., Bourdieu 1986, pp. 114,291).
This position is in some opposition to Walby s position that the concept of class
should not be used to cover non-economic forms of inequality “since to do so
wiould be to wrench the concept too far from its heritage™ (Walby 1990, p. 13).

Interviewees were not asked to which social class they felt they belonged
but rather were assigned to a class (either working or middle class) on the basis
of a combination of several of the following factors: their job/profession and/or
that of their partner where relevant; whether they owned or rented their home;
where they lived; and level of education, lifestyle, and manner (see Abbott
and Sapsford 1987). Thus, typical middle-class characteristics were: home-
ownership: living in areas with medium to high land/property values: having
post-compulsory education; and having, now or previously, a professional
occupation (social worker, business owner, etc.). Typical working-class char-
acteristics were: having a tenancy, living in social housing; having little if any
post-compulsory education: and having, now or previously, a manual or semi-
skilled occupation (cleaner, hairdresser, etc.). However, in neither case were
categories fixed and immutable.

Vulnerability and Resilience

The study of hazards and disasters has been guided for many vears by the
so-called “dominant paradigm™ (Hewitt 1983) which places a major focus on
the hazard agent and the individual response to it. However, an altemative “vul-
nerability paradigm™ has been developing which places its focus on differential
vulnerability to hazard and disaster and the contextualizing of disaster within
everyday vulnerabilities (Blaikie et al. 1994; Varley 1994; Hewitt 1997). This
paradigm recognizes interlocking systems of vulnerability in both physical and
social space — “geographies of vulnerability” (Hewitt 1997, p. 164).

The development of the vulnerability paradigm has similarities to that of
feminist theory where the early stage of the project was to recognize and doc-
ument the ways in which women, as a group, were subordinated and
oppressed. However, the imposition of this static condition of “victim™ was
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seen to be both partial and disempowering, and so the feminist project shifted
its emphasis towards difference and resistance. The vulnerability paradigm is
also moving from an identification of social causation and the recognition of
vulnerable groups (“victim™) to a more nuanced understanding of how social
groups (defined by gender, age, race/ethnicity, etc.) differ between and within
themselves and how they are never simply victims, but also survivors and
active agents.

It is as a contribution to this latter point in the paradigm’s development
that this paper is addressed. The questions it asks are not just what makes
women vulnerable to, and in, disasters, but also, more positively, what cre-
ates resilience?

Case Studies

Two case studies are used primarily, arising from major floods in Scotland:
Perth in 1993 and Strathelyde in 1994, The early stages of this research were
undertaken as part of the European Union-funded “EUROflood Project” co-
ordinated by Middlesex University (Penning-Rowsell 1996; Ketteridge,
Fordham, and Clarke 1996; Ketteridge and Fordham 1996; Penning-Rowsell
and Fordham 1994) in which gender analysis was merely a part. A more spe-
cific gender and vulnerability focus has developed subsequently (Fordham
1998; Fordham and Ketteridge 1998).

A series of in-depth, qualitative interviews were carried out at various
periods (from three months to four years) after the events and supported by a
number of informal meetings and interviews with professionals connected
with the events. The initial interviewees were mostly working-class women
from large social housing estates who had been impacted throughout the dis-
aster process in ways invisible to disaster managers.” However, their relatively
homogeneous social position raised the methodological question of whether
these women’s experiences were identifiably and primarily gendered or depen-
dent upon their class position. More interviews were undertaken subsequently
with middle-class homeowners and professionals from various locations in
the same flooded regions to explore this specific social class dimension, and
it is this which forms the basis for this paper.

In an additional study area, twelve interviews were carried out in August
1997, one month after major flooding occurred in the Moray region of
Scotland (Fordham 1998). These were with men and women, working- and
middle-class, professionals and victims/survivors. Occasional reference will
be made to these where relevant.

The most recent research began from an initial assumption that working-
class disaster victims would be impacted harder and for longer than
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Figure 1. Rivertown
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middle-class victims. On a continuum from vulnerability to resilience, the
working-class community would be located at the vulnerable end and the mid-
dle-class community at the resilient end, purely on the basis of access to
resources (with resources recognized to be not simply economic but also cul-
tural). While this was generally the case, the reality, as with most research,
revealed a much more complex matrix rather than a simple binary opposition.
However, in identifying strengths in working-class communities and weak-
nesses in middle-class ones, this paper should not be read as a denial of
fundamental inequalities or special pleading on behalf of middle-class disas-
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ter victims. The argument is not that social class has no analytical power but
rather that it must be interrogated closely to reveal an ofien hidden diversity.

Beyond social class, vulnerability-creation and resilience-building are
also dependent upon sometimes inter-linking — sometimes divergent — net-
works of individuals and groups within the wider community. A parallel (but
much larger) research project in the U.S. on Hurricane Andrew {Peacock,
Morrow, and Gladwin 1997) arrives at a similar conclusion, that *a commu-
nity is an ecological network of groups and organizations linked through
divisions of labor based on contingent relationships™ in which competition
and conflict are inherent (Peacock and Ragsdale 1997, p. 24). While evidence
was found, in both Hurricane Andrew and the two case studies presented here,
of the “therapeutic community,” so also was its opposite: “While co-opera-
tion certainly exists, recovery typically entails sets of negotiations that can
best be characterized as competitive, potentially conflict-ridden, and stress-
ful. Many of the network’s social units occupy similar niches, placing them
in competition for scarce resources and services™ (Peacock and Ragsdale 1997,
p. 25). It is important not to see these networks as static but rather dynamic
and contingent. Disaster management itself is an agent of change in this land-
scape and must be alert to its effects. This is discussed further below.

The next section attempts to set out, in simplified form, some of the socio-
spatial variation within a given disaster-hit community. The class factor is the
main focus here (see Fordham 1998 and Fordham and Ketteridge 1998 for
the specifically gendered perspective on these case studies).

“Rivertown™

Figure 1 shows a simplified community called “Rivertown™ in a land-
scape of flood risk. It is intended to illustrate some of the complexity hidden
in commonly used categories and concepts such as “community,” “working-
class,” “middle-class,” etc. Rivertown is clearly a fictitious community but
one based on specific case study areas in Scotland, and the examples and ver-
batim extracts given below are real examples. Nevertheless, it remains a
simplified representation of ideal types and it is accepted that for all the exam-
ples given, there will be many exceptions.

Rivertown can be regarded from the outside as a community (the prob-
lematic status of that term is accepted), but it contains within it a complex
array of sub-communities, neighborhoods, and networks which are ofien
socially and spatially distinct. In disasters, the geographic “labels™ used to
name them are often deceptive, tending to conceal more than they reveal.
Particular locations are used to name disaster events because such areas may
be well known, representative of the dominant social group, where the major
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damage was caused, or just where the media first located themselves. This
can impose an erroneous homogeneity on the total disaster-hit area and can
make invisible the smaller, often socially and politically subordinate groups
and locations. Similarly, if “Rivertown” is the label given by the media to, in
this case, a particular flood event, it may only be representative of one par-
ticular group, to the detriment of others. Even Rivertown is heterogeneous
and must be subject to deconstruction.

In most localities, there are obvious physical differences between the eas-
ily recognizable working- and middle-class areas. In Rivertown, the former
is distinguished by (frequently large) estates of tenanted social housing, often
of architectural uniformity; the latter, by owner-occupied properties, gener-
ally small in number, often of some architectural variety. While physical
distances may be small between these two locations, the inhabitants remain
strangers to each other, with, sometimes surprisingly, little understanding of
each other's experiences and needs,

The Working-Class Community

In the working-class community there may be differences, spatially delin-
caled and historically determined, which work for or against vulnerability
limitation. The working-class community in Rivertown is divided into three
different sub-areas for illustrative purposes.

The first working-class sub-community comprises alienated individuals
or small groups living in poverty, violence, and deprivation. Here, women are
survivors from everyday crises and have to be resilient, but disaster events
can finally overwhelm their coping strategies. Here there is competition for
resources, and information conceming the availability of disaster relief sup-
plies sometimes does not pass further than the household or close family.
Disaster management does not operate as expected because the emergency
services (police especially) are not seen as sympathetic, and community mem-
bers’ first call for help goes instead to social workers and counselors who are
outside the emergency response loop. Thus help is delayed, and individuals
find later that they have inadvertently bypassed the main support services and
missed out on support that others received.

Local authorities often have lists of cheap hotel and Bed and Breakfast’
accommodation for use in times of emergency such as floods or, more fre-
quently, to house homeless people. When extreme events occur, they have to
telephone around to find more. Because resources are limited (and, arguably,
sometimes because of value judgements about those in need), these places are
at the lower end of the quality scale and may not have been officially “vetted”
for suitability and standards. While it appears to those outside the situation



24 International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters

that social housing tenants have been well and efficiently provided for, an
insider’s view is often at variance:

They sent us to the X Guest House. We went there and thought
“great, this is lovely, clean.” Because upstairs was immaculate,
spotless. They took us down to show us the rooms . .. it was filthy.
The bedding, there was cigarette burns all over it, there was urine
stains all over it. . . . There were cooking facilities but only at a
certain time. . . . They wouldn’t put the heating on. When we left
the [flooded] house, we left with nothing, just what we had on. .
.. 1 asked the landlady if she could give us a wee towel, and she
said no, they didn’t supply the towels because the tenants who'd
been in were stealing themn, and 1 said, but we're flood victims,
I'm just asking for a towel to wash ourselves and we'll bring it
straight back up. I said the kids are filthy, they 're needing [to be]
washed. So for four days and four nights, we couldn’t get back
into our own houses to get the kids’ clothes, we didn’t know there
were places we could go to, to get clothing. . . . Nobody had told
us these things, that you could go to certain places to get cloth-
ing, and things that you needed. . . . It felt as though they weren't
doing enough forus . ... [a flood had] never happened to us before,
so they didn’t know what they were doing. . . . Social Work
department, the Housing, you know, these people didn’t know
what they were doing, they were just as confused as we were.

This gives an insight, not just into the plight of flood victims, but of home-
less persons who have to face this prospect daily. Clearly, when extreme events
occur, there is a major demand on accommaodation that has to be met with what-
ever is available. However, before (or soon after) placing highly traumatized
individuals and families in temporary accommadation, it is vital that certain
minimal checks are carried out, Public money is being used to pay for this par-
ticular form of private enterprise, and minimum standards must be instigated.

The flood-hit Rivertown may be further internally divided through dis-
aster management decisions for the allocation of relief funds. The management
of collections of many thousands of pounds for disaster victims is always
highly political and very sensitive. In Rivertown a decision was made to allo-
cate funds according to need, to those without insurance, for example, rather
than simply according to flood experience. The “Flood Fund” became re-
named the “Hardship Fund.” and, while this may appear a just and efficient
use of always limited funds, the result here was to stigmatize those without
insurance and anger those in possession of it. It became a significant cause of
conflict within the community to the extent that neighbors no longer spoke (o
each other afterwards.
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The community has been cut right down the middle, because
people got a lot of money.

L O
It was just from one side of the road to the other side of the road.
... The [river] did a lot of damage but money done more.

o o
Once they came home [from the temporary accommodation]
and you saw . . . | mean there was a lady, and I've seen her
house, and 1 mean I would kill for her house, kill for it! [said
laughing]. And this is what everybody is saying. People who
weren't insured got better houses, better than they ever had.
Everything was new. | would kill for that!

Those without insurance are seen by the insured as irresponsible in not
choosing to protect themselves against future flood risk and therefore not
deserving of relief funds. However, in some high-crime areas, flood insurance
(with premiums set on crime statistics, not flood risk) is unavailable to the
poorest members because it is oo expensive; it is not necessarily the case that
they choose not to buy insurance.

An example from the 1997 Moray floods is indicative of the problems that
can arise in the use of temporary accommodation that normally has a specific
function. One family (a lone mother with two children at home) was placed in
a homeless persons” hostel. While this property was newly built, structurally
sound, clean, and well decorated, its usual tenants were subject to strict rules
which were also imposed on the flood victims. There was no personal tele-
phone (one was available in the Warden's office where there was no privacy);
tenants had to check in and out, including all visitors (this was very difficult
for the children and their friends who also had to check in and out each time).
No visitors were allowed after 11:00 p.m.; tenants had to report if likely to be
out late; the key to the dwelling could not be taken off the premises. No alco-
hol was allowed on the premises, and staff came in daily to check for damage.

As a council tenant she had no choice but to accept this accommodation,
She could not choose to go anywhere else. And choice, or the lack of it, is the
key differentiating factor between the middle-class and working-class areas
and people. While some of the difficulties faced by middle-class flood vic-
tims are set out below, nevertheless, at a general level, they are less vulnerable
through their ability to exercise choice and a degree of control over their lives.

The second working-class area has strong community links, neighbor and
kinship networks:

I went down, got my pensioner [senior citizen] and put most of
her stuft up[stairs], and I said “Right, lock up and come and
stay with us.”
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EE
[In] the flooding everybody coped together, “Can [ help you?",
“I've got clothes there,” “I've got this here.” Because every-
body was in the same boat. And everybody helped everybody
out. You know, “T've got stuff over here,” I 've got a kettle you
could have.” . . . Yeh it was great . . . there was a great com-
munity spirit.

In such communities, neighbors/relatives check that all have received the
call to evacuate before themselves evacuating, and there is co-operation over
resources (when one hears of free clothing being given to flood survivors, they
tell the others so all can benefit). Because many working-class communities
are situated in large estates, vulnerability is reduced through strength of num-
bers and the support systems (both official and unofficial) which accompany
them. Because of the large numbers in one place, emergency services priori-
tize the area for evacuation; after the flood, insurance companies may set up
mobile offices to give help and advice to claimants, and the local authorities
often set up a “Flood Team™ to give advice on claiming from flood or hardship
funds. However, a more negative aspect may be a process of “massification,”
where people feel that they are never treated as individuals with specific needs
but always as an undifferentiated group — “flood victim.” They are made to
feel grateful for what they are given even when it is inadequate or misplaced.

Existing community networks are sometimes disrupted by disaster man-
agement itself when people are split up and moved away to temporary
accommodation while their disaster-damaged homes are repaired. Women
who care for sick, disabled, or elderly relatives and neighbors or provide
unpaid child care for their grandchildren perform a vital — though insuffi-
ciently acknowledged — community function:

I was kind of worried about my Ma as well because the days
[the home help] wasn 't in ] would go down . . . to make her sup-
per, then I'd be down to put her to bed, because she’s disabled.
But with all that happening I couldn’t go near my Ma,

I'm [wanting| somewhere where me and my daughter can be
next to each other. Just for the sake of me watching the bairn
[child] for her, she would need to pay a childminder and she’s
not got the money, and I wouldn't like anybody else to watch
my grand-bairn, it's my only one, my first, | wouldn’t like any-
body else to watch her.

But even simple friendships provide a lifeline for unemployed women
alone or with young children at home on a daily basis:

[ feel kind of lost just not being next to Jean. We were next door
to each other. Just being away from her I've felt lost. Just so
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alone. . . . It’s only wee silly things. They mean that much to
you, but obviously people don’t see it that way because they've
not been through it . . . but all the wee things, they mean that
much to you and suddenly not to have them any more, it can
upset you. . .. If it happens to me again, ['m not coming out of
my house. . . . It's not on,

Where some choice can be exercised over the location of people in temporary

accommadation it is important that women are not separated from their sup-

port networks.
However, there is the potential for new networks to be forged
in these more distant locations. Women in temporary accom-
modation in a caravan park formed new networks in the laundry
area where 50 families had to share one, later two, washing
machines (Fordham 1998; Fordham and Ketteridge 1998):
The camaraderie amongst the women was second to none. All
folk were in the laundry. But none of these women could iden-
tify any of the others’ partner! They d be sitting in the caravans
at night and a man would pass. They wouldn’t be able to say
who it was. Because the men lived in solitude. They went oul
to work, came back and sat in the caravan. There wasn't the
same mix, the men didn’t mix on the site.

And similar disruptions and bondings occur when people return to their
repaired homes: “It was strange coming back here because the neighbor we
did know [before the flood), we did'na know again, if you know what I mean,
You forgot about them, you just had to make friends with them again . . . it
was like starting again.” Thus, working-class communities show an internal
diversity of experience which may manifest itself as either vulnerability or
resilience,

The Middle-Class Community

The middle-class community can also be seen to be divided into several
sub-communities. The first is the more (stereo)typical, containing relatively
affluent homeowners with access to economic resources, insurance, networks
of power and influence in the wider community, and social and cultural cap-
ital. These resources tend to make them resilient. For example, they are better
able to replace lost belongings, to influence future mitigation proposals in their
interest, and, through their class position, to command respect (see Skeggs
1997 on the importance of respectability to working-class women). However,
a key defining value of individualism, usually seen by the middle-class as a
major strength, can be a weakness in disaster and can increase vulnerability.
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The middle-class victims of disaster must act as individuals to protect their
interests with insurance companies, builders, letting agencies for temporary
accommodation, ete., and in competition with each other. Some have com-
pared their own experiences unfavorably to working-class communities (see
also Morrow 1997, p.167, for similar findings) who had agents working for
them as a group and who appeared to have had better conditions and services
secured for them:

Where it's council property that's affected they will get work

done quicker than what they would if it’s private property. |

think you’re left very much on your own. “Well, too bad,” you

know, “you get on with it.” This is the attitude I think. And what

we found here was all the help was focused on X [working-

class housing estate]. | mean we got no help whatsoever. . ..

Everything was focused on X . . . nothing got filtered out here

... and that got on our nerves,

They [the Flood Team] did a lot, | know, they organized a lot

for the kids and all that kind of thing but I felt that it was for

people that were with the council. T didn’t think it was really

forus . .. "Us”! That sounds really snobby but you think that

they're actually less fortunate than you whereas they're not . .

if you'd bought your house then you weren't quite as welcome

to go to get benefits and things like that. That when you went

they were all looking at you and saying “Tut! Greedy person”

sort of thing, you know “you can manage yoursell™ whercas

vou don’t always manage yourself.

Some middle-class residents had difficulty finding temporary accommo-
dation while their homes were being repaired. They were in competition with
the other flood victims, and good property nearby was hard to find. They found
themselves forced to take low quality, rented houses which were dirty and in
poor repair-well below what they normally considered to be an acceptable
standard. This they contrasted with the powers of local authorities to get access
more easily to large numbers of better quality properties for their tenants. ( The
working-class interviewees, however, often had other views on the properties
made available to them; see above.)

The second, middle-class community sub-division is elderly sheltered or
wardened accommodation where age and infirmity make the residents poten-
tially vulnerable. Ironically, however, such places are usually well known in terms
of their exposure to risk; they appear on relevant lists and generally are among
the first to be contacted (“rescued”) in times of disaster, Thus, this particular sub-
community becomes less susceptible through its visibility and identification as
vulnerable. However, this is not always the case, and emergency responders can-
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not be complacent about this and assume that someone has contacted the resj-
dents, as this example from the working-class community illustrates:

By this time [the water| was coming in, all the drains were com-

ing up, so I thought, “Right, I'll get out the back.” It was worse

out the back, I couldn’t get out there either. So I've one of those

alarm phones and | pressed the button and, they're very, very

good, 5o she said, "How can we help vou Mrs A?" 1 said, “This

place is being flooded.” *Yes,” she said, “We re walching it on

the television!™ “Well,” I said. “would you please get some-

body 1o get us out!”

This experience was told with some humor, but it could have had serious
consequences. Sheltered housing. as in this case, is normally single story with
no upper floors to which to escape, and in Rivertown the floodwaters rose
with considerable speed and to a depth sufficient to drown.

Thardly, an elderly middle-class woman on her own in an outlying frag-
mented community or isolated location, even if she has financial resources
and insurance, is potentially as vulnerable and in need of help as a woman in
a large working-class community which may not have the same financial
resources or insurance but may have access to social networks such as neigh-
bors, family, and welfare support workers. Post-disaster resources are often
located — for very good reasons — in those locations deemed to be, numer-
ically, hardest hit, but there is a danger that pressing needs on the small or
individual scale will be neglected as this example illustrates:

There was an emergency number we had seen in the paper and
we phoned this number and . . . very cheeky he was too and he
said, “Oh we're very busy in X [large social housing estate],
it’s flooded there t00." And I said, **Yes, but I'm flooded here
and I'm an old lady,” I says, “and | live on my own,” and | mean
by this time | was literally on my own because nobody could
getdown. ... Oh, leave your name and we'll get back to you.”
Never heard from them yet! At the time all | wanted was some-
body to come in and give a little bit of an ear or just a little bit
of comfort or tell me what to do or tell me how to do things.

Such women alone can be very vulnerable during a disaster (having few or
no neighbors to call on for help to move property to safety or to help them evac-
uate) and afterwards in terms of access to information and psychological support.
_ Fourthly, there may be women victims of domestic violence who may be
invisible in their own households or, potentially, more visible in shelters for
baitered women. This is a group not as vet widely recognized in disaster man-
agement (Morrow and Enarson 1994; Enarson 1998) and therefore potentially
vulnerable:
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Severe weather events . . . isolate women at home in unsafe
environments without working telephones or accessible roads:
contact with crisis counselors may be cut off and court-ordered
protection unavailable when major disasters disrupt or destroy
lifeline services, including law enforcement agencies. (Enarson
1997, p. 2)

Domestic violence is not confined to a particular social class, and such
cases could be found anywhere. Where a refuge is known to exist, then its par-
ticular vulnerability in time of disaster should be recognized and acted upon
(Enarson 1997). But effective progress in this initiative depends on prior net-
working between relevant groups to reduce women’s vulnerability (Neal and
Phillips 1990}.

Thus the middle-class women, perceived to be at the resilient end of the
vulnerability-resilience continuum through their access to resources, may not
always be so. They may be isolated and cut off from social networks which
might aid them-perhaps through physical distance, perhaps because of the
social stigma attached to seeking help from welfare agencies, perhaps as the
result of individual life events and emotional/psychological ditficulties. Their
material position may aid resilience, but they may still be in need of counsel-
ing or advice or other kinds of support.

Policy Implications and Recommendations

This paper examines gender and, more specifically, social class in two
major flood events and argues for a more nuanced appreciation of these fac-
tors, at both the conceptual and the practical level, o be incorporated
throughout the disaster process. Disaster management decisions are often
influenced by an over-simple conception of their social setting and fail to rec-
ognize the internal diversity of communities that may demand greater, fewer,
or different resources. A recognition of difference, as suggested above, can
lead to more efficient, effective, and sympathetic resource allocation. This
need not result in an absolute increase in funding or staffing but rather a
rethinking of some resourcing decisions. These points are expanded under
separate headings below,

Empowering the Victims/Survivors

Those who experience floods and other disasters can (and often do, if
allowed) make their own contributions towards management. Too often, pro-
fessionals enter the disaster area with the intention of taking complete control
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and n_ven-iding existing networks and abilities (this is particularly the case in
uu_rkmg-class areas). Placing people in emergency rest centers and adminis-
tering to them in a top-down fashion can be disempowering and often
demeaning. A better way of thinking about such eMErgency provision is in
terms of an enabling function that gives victims/survivors greater control and
the space to make a positive contribution. This is beginning to be recognized
by some disaster workers, generally those in the social work field:

For God’s sake! You've got resources! You've got 300 people

sitting here! Traumatized they may be but they 're not inca-

pables. Yesterday they were running households, they were

managing . . . that hasn’t been destroyed overnight. They stll

have those qualities and maybe we should be the ones that's

giving them those back. [Social worker, part of the Flood Team]

* % %

[t seems like a very “social work™ kind of thing to say but I think

it_s important that people don’t get overrun in terms of the deci-

sion making process. That people have various capacities to

make decisions, we all have those capacities and we should

make sure that folks will be allowed to make those decisions

and we should not make those decisions for them. But . . . I'm

not saying we shouldn't give them support, advice and hel p.It's

remarkable how some people . . . they realize there's a crisis,

they call out, “What're we going to do?" With a bit of advice

and a bit of help they reach their own decisions about what they

want to do and that seems to me perfectly correct that they did

that. Other people, with less resources, couldn 't make decisions

and in a sense we sought to make more decisions on their behalf

[ suppose. With the less resourceful folk. [Social worker|

Retaining Self-Esteem

Official provision, however well-intentioned. can be unpalatable and,
because of that, may be subverted. One elderly flood victim/survivor revealed
!I?at she continued to attend a weekly “drop-in” center, set up by a social ser-
Vices department to provide community support for flood victims/survivors,
not h.waf'ﬁﬂ she still had need of it but to support the social workers who were
rurm:ng it! It is important for people’s self-respect that they are not always on
the receiving end but feel that they are in a position to give, This woman retained
self-esteem through the belief that she was the one that was providing,
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The Right Person for the Job

Furthermore, while this paper has focused on some of the diversity and
the conflicts within the victim/survivor community, there is equal diversity
and conflict within the disaster management community. Disasters are high
profile events, and they can make or break people’s professional careers. They
are perceived by some to be “plum jobs™: “Disasters are sexy! Professionals
often get involved, not out of altruism but out of a recognition that they can
see an opening, they are empire building, then they get in there and close the
doors to other people who genuinely want to lend a hand.” [Social Worker].

Some professionals are not the right persons for the job. They are there
for a variety of reasons and skill and experience may not be included; neither
is a willingness to relinquish control. Placing more control with the commu-
nities themselves is necessary to ensure the correct identification of problems
and needs from a community perspective (see Maskrey 1989). These needs,
and the accompanying provision, are also likely to be diverse; what is suit-
able for one group may not be suitable for another. If provision is made that
is unsuitable, then it means resources are being wasted.

The Need to Understand Social Theory

This adds to the skills necessary for emergency/disaster managers and
calls more for an understanding of social theory in disaster management than
an extension or improvement of technical abilities. This is normally the
province of social workers, often at the later stages of the disaster process, but
the research presented above suggests a need at all stages and for all disaster
workers. Clearly resources are not infinite, and choices must be made about
where to allocate them. The bulk of resources must still go to the areas con-
taining the largest numbers or the hardest hit (in terms of physical damage or
danger), but other groups and individuals outside this area must also be eval-
uated for need. We cannot assume that a woman in a middle-class area, with
some capital and insurance, will necessarily be resilient in an extreme event.
A minimum level of support must be available, should it be necessary. But
neither can we assume that a working-class woman is without all resources
or the ability to articulate her needs. A sensitivity to difference is required.

Conclusion

Disasters are not the great levelers that they are sometimes claimed to be,
but neither are they understood in terms of a simple code of social stratifica-
tion. This is not to deny that social class remains a key determinant of
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vulnerability and that working-class communities generally will be materi-
ally more affected, but rather to claim a greater variability than disaster
managers sometimes recognize. Gender-sensitive analyses also show a dif-
ferential experience and response, but much more work remains to be done
in this area, particularly with men’s experiences. This paper argues for a more
nuanced appreciation of these factors, at both the conceptual and the practi-
cal level, 1o be incorporated throughout the disaster process.

MNotes

1. The recent construction of “political correctness™ as derogatory is
rejected here as a reactionary backlash against positive advances for social
and cultural justice,

2. The term “disaster manager™ is used broadly here to cover all those
who might be involved in the disaster process: emergency planners, emer-
gency services, local authority officers, etc.

3. Bed and breakfast accommodation in Britain, unlike in the U.S., for
example, is almost exclusively at the lower end of the market and is usually
the cheapest available.

4. Action groups set up to campaign for flood defence works, etc., are
often gendered and dominated by the men in the local area who assume
responsibility in this, the more public, domain.

References

Abbott Pamela and Roger Sapsford, 1987, Women and Social Class. London;

Tavistock Publications.

Adams. 1994, “There's No Place Like Home: On the Place of Identity in Feminist
Politics.” Pp. 345-352 in The Woman Question. edited by M. Evans. Newbury
Park, CA: Sage.

Agarwhal, Bina. 1990, “Social Security and the Family: Coping with Seasonality and
Calamity in Rural India.” Journal of Peasant Studies 17: 341-412

Ahmad, Tahmina. 1994. “Women and Water.” Pp. 31-52 in Rivers of Life, edited by
Kelly Haggart. London: Panos Institute; and Dhaka: Bangladesh Centre for
Advanced Studies,

Ali, Mehtabunisia. 1987. “Women in Famine.” Pp. 113-134 in Famine as a
Geographical Phenomenon, edited by Bruce Currey and Graeme Hugo.
Dordrechi: D, Reidel.

Begum, Recede. 1993. “Women in Environmental Disasters: The 1991 Cyclone in
Bangladesh.” Focus on Gender 1: 34-39,

Blaikie, Piers, Terry Cannon, Tan Davis, and Ben Wisner. 1994, Ar Risk: Natural
Hazards, People’s Vulnerability, and Disasters. London: Routledge



34 International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters

Bolin, Robert. 1982. Long-Term Family Recovery from Natural Disaster. Boulder,
CO: Institute of Behavioral Science, University of Colorado,

Bondi, Liz. 1993, “Locating ldentity Politics.” Pp. 84-101 in Place and the Politics
aof Identity, edited by Michael Keith and Steve Pile. London: Routledge.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1986, Distinction: A Social Critigue of the Judgement of Taste.
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Clark, Terry and Seymour Lipset. 1998, “Are Classes Dying?” In Classic and
Contemporary Readings in Sociology, edited by lan Marsh, Harlow, Essex:
Longman.

Davis, Angela. 1982, Women, Race and Class. London: The Women's Press,

Di Stefano, Christine. 1990. “Dilemmas of Ditference: Feminism, Modemity and
Postmodernism.” Pp. 63-82 in Feminism/Posimodernism, edited by Linda J,
Nicholson. New York: Routledge.

Dreze, Jean and Amartya Sen. 1989, Hunger and Public Policy. Oxford: Clarendon
Press,

Enarson, Elaine. 1998 “Through Women's Eves: A Gendered Research Agenda for
Disaster Social Science.” Disasters 22: 157-173.

Enarson, Elaine. 1997, “Responding to Domestic Violence in Disaster: Guidelines
for Women's Services and Disaster Practitioners.” Intemetl paper:
http:/fwww.emforum.org/ viibrary/ 980603 hm

— and Betty Hearn Morrow. 1997, “A Gendered Perspective: The Voices of Women.”
Pp. 116-140 in Hurricane Andrew: Ethnicity, Gender And the Sociology of
Disasters, edited by Walter Gillis Peacock, Betty Hearn Morrow, and Hugh
Gladwin. London: Routledge.

— and Betty Hearn Morrow (eds. ). 1998. The Gendered Terrain of Disaster: Through
Women's Eves. Westport, CT: Praeger

Evans, Mary. 1997, Inrroducing Contemporary Feminist Thought, Cambridge: Polity
Press.

Ferguson, Peter and Bridget Byme, 1994, Gender and Humanitarian Assistance, a
Select Bibliography. Compiled by BRIDGE at the Institute of Development
Studies for the Office of Women in Development of the U.S. Agency for
Intemational Development

Fordham, Maureen. 1998, “Making Women Visible in Disasters: Problematising the
Privaie Domain.” Disasters 22: 126-143.

— and Anne-Michelle Ketteridge. 1995, Flood Disasters: Dividing the Community.
Enfield: Middlesex University Flood Hazard Research Centre.

— and Anne-Michelle Ketteridge. 1998, “Men Must Work and Women Must Weep:
Examining Gender Stereotypes.” Pp. 81-94 in The Gendered Terrain of Disaster:
Through Women’'s Eyes, edited by Elaine Enarson and Betty Hearn Morrow.
Westport, CT: Praeger.

Fothergill, Alice. 1996. “Gender, Risk and Disaster.” International Jouwrnal of Mass
Emergencies and Disasrers 14: 33-56.

Fraser, Nancy. 1995. “From Redistribution 1o Recognition? Dilemmas of Justice in a
‘Post-Socialist’ Age.” New Left Review 212: 68-93,

Fordham: The Intersection of Gender and Social Class in Disaster a5

——. 1997 Justice Interruptus: Critical Reflections On The “Postsocialist” Condition,
New York: Routledge.

Gould, Carol C. 1997, Key Concepts in Critical Theory: Gender. New Jersey:
Humanities Press.

Harvey, David. 1993. “Class Relations, Social Justice and the Politics of Difference.”
Pp. 41-66 in Place and the Politics of Identity, edited by Michael Keith and Steve
Pile. London: Routledge.

Hewitt, Kenneth (ed.). 1983, Interpretations of Calamity. London: Allen and Unwin.

—. 1997, Regions Of Risk: A Geographical Introduction ro Disasters. Harlow, Essex:
Addison Wesley Longman.

Hobsbawn, Eric. 1996. “Identity Politics and the Left.” New Left Review 217: 38-47,

hooks, bell. 1982, Ain’t I @ Woman? London: Pluto Press,

—. 1994, “Postmodern Blackness.” Pp. 421-427 in Colonial Discourse and Post-
Colonial Theory: A Reader, edited by P. Williams and L. Chrisman. New York:
Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Hout, M., C. Brooks, and 1. Manza. 1998, “The Persistence of Classes in Posi-
Industrial Societies.” In Classic and Contemporary Readings in Sociology, edited
by I. Marsh. Harlow, Essex: Longman,

Jiggins, J. 1986. “Women and Seasonality: Coping with Crisis and Calamity.” 1D§
Bulfetin 17: 9-18

Kemer, Donna and K. Cook. 1991, “Gender, Hunger and Crisis in Tanzania.” Pp. 257-
272 in The Political Economy of African Famine, edited by R. E. Downs, Donna
Kerner, and Stephen Reyna. Philadelphia: Gordon and Breach Science
Publishers.

Ketteridge, Anne-Michelle and Maureen Fordham. 1996. “Policy Alternatives:
Evacuation.” Pp, 10.1-10.26 in Improving Flood Hazard Management across
Europe. Report to the European Union, edited by Edmund Penning-Rowsell.,
Enfield, Middlesex: Middlesex University Flood Hazard Research Centre.

—, Maureen Fordham, and Lisa Clarke. 1996, Evacuation. Technical Annex 14 for
the EUROflood Project. Report to the Enropean Union. Enfield, Middlesex:
Middlesex University Flood Hazard Research Centre,

Lorde, Audre. 1981. “An Open Letter to Mary Daly.” In This Bridge Called My Back,
edited by C. Moraga. Boston: Persephone Press,

—. 1984. Sister Outsider. New York: The Crossing Press.

Mahony, Pat and Christine Zmroczek. 1997, Class Matters: ‘Working-Class” Women's
Perspectives on Social Class. London: Taylor and Francis.

Maskrey, Andrew. 1989, Disaster Mitigation: A Community Based Approach,
Development Guidelines No. 3. Oxford: Oxfam

Massey, Doreen. 1994. Space, Place and Gender. Cambridge: Polity.

Maybin, Eileen. 1994, “Rebuilding Shattered Lives.” Focus on Gender 2: 34-36.

McDowell, Linda. 1986, “Beyond Patriarchy: A Class-Based Explanation of Women's
Subordination” Antipode 18: 311-321.



36 International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters

Morrow, Betty Heam. 1997. “Stretching the Bonds: The Families of Andrew.” Pp.
141-170 in Hurricane Andrew: Ethnicity, Gender and the Sociology of Disasters,
edited by Walter Gillis Peacock, Betty Hearn Morrow, and Hugh Gladwin,
London: Routledge.

— and Elaine Enarson. 1994, “Making the Case for Gendered Disaster Research.”
X1I1th World Congress of Sociology, Bielefield, Germany.

— and Elaine Enarson. 1996, “Hurricane Andrew Through Women's Eyes: Issues
and Recommendations.” fnrernational Jowrnal of Muass Emergencies and
Disaster 14: 5-22,

Miliband, Ray. 1987. “Class Analysis.” Pp. 325-346 in Social Theory Today, edited
by Anthony Giddens and Jonathan Turner. Stanford CA: Stanford University
Press.

Myers, Mary. 1994. **Women and Children First”: How to Introduce a Gender
Strategy into Disaster Preparedness.” Focus on Gender 2: 14-16.

Neal, David M. and Brenda D. Phillips. 1990, “Female-Dominated Local Social
Movement Organizations in Disaster-Threat Situations.” Pp. 243-255 in Women
and Social Protest, edited by Guida West and Rhoda Lois Blumberg. New York:
Oxford University Press.

OPCS. 1992, 199 Census: Grear Britain. London: Office of Population and Statistics.

Peacock, Walter Gillis, Betty Hearn Morrow and Hugh Gladwin (eds.). 1997.
Hurricane Andrew: Ethnicity, Gender and the Sociology of Disasters. London:
Routledge.

— and Kathleen Ragsdale. 1997. “Social Systems, Ecological Networks and
Disasters: Toward A Socio-Political Ecology of Disasters.” Pp. 20-35 in
Hurricane Andrew: Ethnicity, Gender and the Sociology of Disasrers, London:
Routledge.

Penning-Rowsell, Edmund (ed.). 1996, Improving Flood Hazard Management across
Europe. Report to the European Union. Enfield, Middlesex: Middlesex
University Flood Hazard Research Centre.

— and Maureen Fordham. 1994, Floods Across Evrope: Flood Hazard Assessment,
Modeling and Management, London: Middlesex University Press.

Phillips, Anne. 1997. “From Inequality to Difference: A Severe Case of
Displacement?” New Left Review 224: 143-153,

Prandy, Ken. 1990, “The Revised Cambridge Scale of Occupations.” Sociology 24:
629-635,

Rivers, J.PW. 1982, “Women and Children Last: An Essay on Sex Discrimination in
Disasters.” Disasters 6: 250-267.

Rowbotham, Sheila. 1973, “Woman's Consciousness, Man's World.” Pp. 93-97 in
Feminisms: A Reader, ediled by Maggie Humm. New York: Harvester
Wheatsheaf,

Saunders, Peter, 1990, Social Classification and Stratification. London: Routledge.

Scanlon, Joseph. 1996, “Human Behaviour in Disaster: The Relevance of Gender.”

Paper given to the Emergency Management Institute, Mount Macedon, Victoria,
September.

Fordham: The Intersection of Gender and Social Class in Disaster a7

Sen, Amartya. 1988, “Family and Food: Sex Bias in Poverty.” Pp. 433-472 in Rural
Poverty in South Africa, edited by T. N. Srinavaran and P. K. Bardham. New
York: Columbia University Press,

——. 1990, “Gender and Cooperative Contlict.” Pp. 123-149 in Persisient Inequalities:
Women and World Development, edited by lrene Tinker. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Skeggs, Beverley. 1997, Formations of Class and Gender. London: Sage.

Spelman, Elisabeth V. 1988. Selection 16 from “Inessential Woman_" Pp. 148-154 in
Gender: Key Concepts in Critical Theory, edited by C. C. Gould. New Jersey:
Humanities Press.

Threlfall, Monica. 1996, Mapping the Women's Moverment, London: Verso,

Tokle, Manisha. 1994, “Some Problems Women are Facing.” Pp. 37-38 in Women
and Emergencies, edited by Bridget Walker. Oxford, UK: Oxfam.

Varley, Anne (ed.). 1994, Disasters, Development and Environment. Chichester.
Wiley.

Vaughan, Megan. 1987. The Srory af an African Famine: Gender and Famine in
Twentieth Centwry. Malawi: Cambridge University Press.

Walby, Sylvia. 1990, Theorizing Parriarchy. Oxford: Blackwell,

Walker, Bridget (ed.). 1994, “Editorial.” Pp. 2-6 in Women and Emergencies.
Oniford, UK: Oxfam,

Weesterzaard, John and Henrietta Resler. 1976, Class in a Capitalist Sociery: A Study
of Contemporary Britain, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books.

Young, Iris Marion. 1990, *The Ideal of Community and the Politics of Difference.”
In Linda J. Nicholson, Feminism/Postmodernism. New York: Routledge.



