4. Elite Support Levels for Federal Disaster Policy Altematives

TABLE 4.7

Mean Scores on “’Disaster Philosophy™ Items for Twenty States: State Respondents Only
(low scores mean high approval)

TRADITIONAL ISM INNOVATION
Rank State . E o ¥ State X 5] N
i Oklahora 4.09 1.4 23 Missouri 4.78 1.70 23
2 Massachusetts 4.40 1.14 20 Pennsylvania 4.90 2.07 21
3 New Hampshire [ ¥ 1.46 19 New Hampshirte 4 92 1.80 13
4 Utah 4.45 1.37 22 Iilinois 5.00 1.81 20
5 Louigiana 4,47 1.54 17 New York 5.04 1.66 23
6 S. Carolina 4 59‘ 114 22 N. Carolina 5 20 1.85 25
7 Colorado 4.59 1.33 22 Massachusetts 5.30 1.66 20
8 California 4.70 1.46 23 New Jersey 535 1.93 20
9 Pennsylvania 4,70 1.69 20 Connecticut 5,55 1.76 20
10 Florida 4.71 1.23 24 Delavare 5 59 1.18 22
11 Alabama 4.73 1.71 15 S. Carolina 5.62 1.74 24
12 Virginia 4.75 0.79 20 Coloradeo 5.64 1,79 22
13 Missouri 4.78 1.51 23 Texas 5.68 1.93 25
14 Delaware 4.83 1.03 23 Alabana 5.76 1.7 17
15 Iilinois 5.00 1.38 20 California 5.78 1.76 23
16 New Jersey 5.00 1.69 20 Louisfiana 6.10 1.7¢ 19
17 N. Carolina 5.04 1.37 25 Flerida 6.12 1.80 26
18 Connecticut .05 1.50 20 Utah 6.14 1.65 21
19 Texas 5 08 1.58 24 Virginia 6.17 1.40 24
20 New York 5.14 1.67 22 Oklahoma 6.48 1.34 .23

least innovative of the states, in both cases by rather wide margins. As we
saw in Chapter 3, Oklahoma state influentials regard their hazards problems
with more serousness than do elites in most other states (this too by a wide
margin). Oklahoma 1s something of an anomaly among the 20 states: it is the
one case where high perceived seriousness of disasters is accompanied by
strongly traditionai and strongly anti-innovative hazards-management at-
titudes.

Of the 20 states, 14 show mean traditionalism scores below 5.00, the
midpoint of the scale Thus, tradiionalism dominates the results In 6 states
one-half or more of the elites are relatively skeptical of the traditional ap-
proach; these are lllinois, New Jersey, North Carolina, Connecticut, Texas,
and New York. Except for Texas, these states rank among the top ten in
innovation.

In only four states are one-half or more of the clites relanvely attracted 10

Results by States and Local Communities

disaster innovation; these are Missouri, Pennsylvania, New Mampshire, and
Il{inois. That Missouri leads the list of proinnovation states s somewhat
surprising, since Missouti is one state where NFIP has been relatively con-
troversial.,

The seven states ranked [owest in innovation also warrant some comment.
These seven least innovative siates include three of the Gulf Coast hurricane
states in the sample (Alabama, Louisiana, and Florida); both of the high
seismic-risk states {(Utah and California), Virginia, whose struggle with “the
Feds' over hazard management has on occasion assumed truly heroic pro-
portions; and Oklahoma. The apparent impiication is that state elite support
for coastal zone management and land-use planning for seismic safety will
probably be least in states needing these innovations the most,

Table 4.8 rank-orders the 100 local communities we surveyed on the basis
of their mean disaster-innovation scores. Of the 100 local commumties,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania proved 1o be the most receptive to innovative
hazards-management concepts, and Concho County, Texas, the least. In 21
local communities, more than one-half the elite are relatively favorable
toward mnovations, the larger cities in this hst include Philadelphia; Fi.
Lauderdale, Flonida; Brooklyn, New York; Boulder, Coloradoe: Pittsburgh,
Pennsyivania; Oakland, California, Tulsa, Oklahoma; Beaumont, Texas,
Denver, Colorado; and Yonkers. New York.

Likewise, there are 14 local commumities in which elites are especially
noninnovative in hazard-management attitude, as shown by aggregate
means of 6.0 ar higher in Table 4.8. Among the larger cities are Brockton,
Massachusetts; Corpus Chnisti, Texas; Tallahassee, Florida; Chicago, il-
linois; and Houstan, Texas. Other noninnovative communities are Dallas,
Texas, Lakeland, Florida, Richmond, Virgima; Kansas Cily, Missouri; Fort
Warth, Texas; and Hartferd, Connecticut. Statewide, local communities in
Texas are, as a group, the least innovative: Of the 11 Texas communities
surveyed, 7 are among the 25 least innovative communities in our survey,
Flarida, Colorado, Virginia, Missouri, and California are also represented
more than once.

As Tables 4.7 and 4 8 show, the aunudes of state elites and of local-level
elites in the same states do not necessarily correspond for example, the
least innovative state by far 1s Oklahoma, yet no Cklahoma commumity 1«
among the 25 least innovative communities. This suggests the possibility of
considerable differences of opimion on hazards management between state
and local elites within the same <tate

tn order to assess differences in opinion between state and local elites
within the same states, Table 4.9 presents the state elite mean (from Table
3.7), then the mean response of all local elites 1n the same state. The third
column shows the difference bebween the two means
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4, Elite Support Levels for Federal Disaster Policy Alternatives

TABLE 4.9

Comparison of State and Local Elite Mean Scores on “‘Disaster Innovation” Measure Across
the Twenty KPS States

State State Mean Local Mean Difference”
Alabama 5.76 5.20 +.50
California 5.78 5 47 +.31
Colorado 5.64 5.29 +.35
Conneckicut 5.55 5.40 +.15
Delaware 5.59 4. 88 +.71
¥lorida 6.12 5.49 +.63
Illinois 5.00 5.56 ~.56
Louisiana 6.11 5.49 + 62
Massachusetrs 5.30 5.49 -.19
Missouri 4.78 5.33 =-.55
New Hampshire 4,92 5.48 ~.56
Hew Jersey 5.35 5.14 +.21
New York 5.04 4.87 +.17
Borth Carolina 5.20 5.41 -.21
Oklahoma 6.48 5.24 +1.24%
Pennsylvania 4,90 4,95 -.05
South Carolina 5.62 5.14 +.48
Texas 5.68 5.75 -.07
Utah 6.14 5.86 +.28
Virginia 6.17 5.75 +.42

3state mean minus local mean. Asterisk {(*) designates statistically significant
difference at .05 level t-test, two-tailed, pooled variance estimate. Posi-
tive difference means local elites are more favorable than state elites.

Despite the seeming heterogeneity, when the elites from all the com-
munities in a state are pooled little disagreement between the state and local
elites is found Indeed, only one of the dhfferences 15 significant statistically
(in Oklahoma), and although local elites in 13 states are more favorable
toward innovation than their state counterparts, that 1s not much more than
one would expect by chance fluctuation In short, local community elites
and state elites generally are not far apart on their approval or disapproval of
innovative disaster policies

There is a slight, only weakly defined potental for conflict between the
states and their local communities over the desirability of hazards-
management innovations. Of the many potential sources of conflict over
these 1ssues, that between state and local influentials does not appear among
the more important, ‘

What accounts for the state-by-state and community-hy-community varia-

Results by States and Local Communities

tion in levels of favorability towards hazard-management innovations? To
answer this question requires that the data for individuals be combined by
local community and state. with averages and percentages expressing the
overall trends within each of the 20 states and 100 local communities

To deal with the state-by-state variation, we correlate each hazard policy
with selected staie characteristics (see Table 4.10). The relationships among
the three disaster-philosophy measures are much stronger in the state data
than in the individual data shown earlier in this chapter (Table 4.6). States
relatively favorable toward the free-market viewpoint also tend to favor
traditional approaches {r = .50) and to oppose innovative ones (r = —.39).
The correlation between traditionalism and innovation is also strong and
negative (r = — 45).

The best predictors of aggregate state responses to the disaster-philosophy
measures are region, 1970 population, and favorability to governmental
regulations. States with relatively high progovernmental reguilation scores
tend to reject the free-market approach (r = 73) and traditionalism {r = .56)
and to favor innovative approaches (r = —.38}. Likewise, states with larger
populations reject the free-market approach (r = .51} and traditionalism (r
=.45) and to favor innovation (r = —.27). On the other hand, states with
relatively high growth rates tend to reject innovative approaches (r = 35),
although this is probably an artifact of region, which will be discussed later.
Correlations of growth rate with the free-market approach and traditionalism
are not significant.

The most innovative regions of the country are New England and the
Mid-Atlantic states. The least innovative are the Gulf Coast and the West,
which have relatively high levels of seismic and hurricane risk. It is interest-
ing to note also that Mid-Atlantic slates are also strongly anti-free-market (r
= .52) and strongly antitradittonal {r = .34), whereas the inland states tend
to show the prectse opposite pattern {r = —.43 and — 21, respectively).
Patterns shown for most of the remaining varables are weak and erratic

Table 4.11 presents equivalent data for 100 local communities. For the
most part, these results are quite similar to those shown for states, except that
the magnitudes of virtually all coefficients are lower. At the aggregate com-
munity level, the free-market approach and tradionalism are again posi-
tively correlated (r = .27); traditionalism and nnovation are negatively
related {r = —.26). The correlation between the free-market approach and
innovation, however, 15 significant That these correlations are so much
lower than those shown for the stales indicaies that within lfocal com-
munities, elites, In the aggregate, appecar to be more ambivalen! toward
alternative policies Within a local community, some elites may favor inno-
vation and others the traditional mode.

As with states, the best predictors of disaster mnovatian at the local level
are aggregate political ideology and region local communities with elites
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TABLE 4.10

Correlations Among **Disaster Policy” Measures and Selected State Characteristics, N = 20*

Aggregate Variables Free Market Traditionalism Innovation
1. Dependent Variables
Free Market = b . 50% -.39#
Traditionalism L50% - ~ . h5%
Innovacion =, 39 -.45% -—

. <
2. Aggregate “Disaster
Seriousness' Scores

Tornado =.46*% ~.15 A7
Hurricane R 114 .23 .04
Flood .18 .08 ~.20
Earthquake .08 -.12 .21

3. Aggrepate,"Political
nd
1deology

Pro-gov't Regulations L7 . 56% ~.38*

t. Aggregate "Return
Probabilities"®

Flood 22 .20 -.10
Hurricane -3B8x J32% .04
Tornado ~.38% ~-.08 .17
Earthguake .03 ~.17 .10

5. Aggregate State Disaster
Experience

Flood .05 .18 -.09
Tornado = L7 -.04 .15
Earthquake .13 -.05 16
Hurricane N¥L AL a1

6. Regional Variables®

Gulf Coast ~-.15 .04 38>
South Atlantic .07 .14 .09
Mew England .01 ~.16 -.26
Mid-Atlantic .52 36k ~.40
Western .06 ~.19 .28
Inland —.47% -.21 ~.09
7. 5State Population Data
1970 Populacion b L51% A5 ~.17
1960~1970 Growth Rate .07 -.00 .35%
(Continued)

who are generally favorable toward governmental regulations tend to reject
free market and traditional approaches {r = .51 and .37, respectively] and to
favor innovative approaches (r = ~.37) Also closely following the results
for states, local communities in the Gulf Coast and the West tend to be the
least innovative; local communities in the Mid-Atlantic region, the most
innovative

Results by States and Local Communities

TABLE 4.10 {Continued)

B. State Disasgcer n
Experiences, 1960-1970
Flood -.02 .03 .06
Hurricane .09 -.01 L 35¢%
Tornade -.33» .08 .10

Arsble 1s based on aggregation of responses of state-level respondents only.
The table therefore shows data on 20 state units, calculated from responses
af 461 atate~level respondents.

bCoefficlents that are sratistically significant {alpha - .05) are marked by

agterisks (*).

“See Table 4.6, note e, Aggregate varlables are overall state means (i.e ,
the mean "seriousness" ateributed to each disaster type by all state-level
respondents in any particular state).

dHean gcore for each state on the question gecertalning respondents' general
favorability for governmental regulations.

®The initial question reads: "Over the next ten years, what are the chances
that your (STATE) will experiente a serious (DISASTER TYPE)?" Individual
responses can vary from 0X to 100%; the aggregate state variable 1s the mean
probability given by respondents in the state.

fSee Table 4.6, note W. Aggregate vartiable is the percentage of the respon-
dents in the state who answered "yes" to each question.

SReglons are dummy variables defined as follows:

Gulf Coast = Alabama, Florida, Louisians, Texas

South Atlantic = South Carolina, Worth Carolina, Virginia, Delaware
New England = Comnecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire
Mid-Atlantic = New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania

Western = California, Utah

Inland = Colorado, Missouri, Oklahoma, Illinois

h1970 state population minus 1960 state population divided by 1960 population.

1See Table 4.6, note i. Indexes entered here are state-wide apggregations

for each disaster type for the 1960-1970 decade.

The aggregate perceived seriousness of the tornado problem in the local
community has no important or consistent effect on opinion. As the per-
ceived seriousness of the hurricane problem increases, support for both the
free-market approach and traditionalism decreases As the perceived se-
riousness of the flood problerm increases, support for innovations increases.
However, none of these effects 15 particufarly striking

Results for the perceived “return probabilitres” are sinular to those for
perceived seriousness. Aggregate perceived return probabilies for tor-
nadoes and earthquakes have no noteworthy effects The higher the per-



TABLE 4.11

Zero-Order Correlations Between “Disaster Philosophy” Measures and Selected Aggregate
Characteristics of 100 Local Communities

Agpregate Varjables Free Market Traditionalism Innovation

1. Dependent Variables

Free Market -y 27 .01
Traditionalism i - -.26%
Innovation ~-.01 -.206% -

2. Aggregate "Disaster
Setriousness" Scores

Tornado -.02 .13 -.01
Hurricane L23% L 22% -.06
Flood .03 -.05 -.15*
Earthquake .14 -, 03 ~.02
3. Aggregate "Political
Ideology"
Pro-gov't Regulations L5l 37 -, 37
4, hAggregate "Return
Probabilities”
Flood .06 .12 -.19%
Hurricane L17% . 32% .00
Tornado -.11 .08 .08
Earthquake .06 -.06 .0l
5. Apgregate tocal Disaster
Experience (CFAP)
Flood .04 -.06 -.12
Tornado .05 .06 -.06
Earthquake L19% .01 -.00
Hurricane L23x .19 -.07
6. Regional Variables
Gulf Coast -.05 -.03 L22%
South Atlantic - 14 L18% -.0
New England L 24% .07 .04
Mid-Atlantic L21% W11 ~.36%
Western .03 -.13 .13
Inland -, 20% -.16% -.05
7. Local Population Date
Type 51w .18% -.07
In SMSAT A5 .36+ -.05
X Construction {1970Q) -.14 .06 .00
Median House Value (1970) L 36* L27* -.07
1970 Popalation . 36% 14 -.06
1960-1970 Growth Rate -.07 L15% .03
8, Local Disaster
Experiences, 1960-1970
Flood .16% .02 .02
Hurricane .08 .05 .06
Tornado 08 .10 07

%par all explanations, see Table 4.10.

bcortelatlons that are atatistically wignificant (alphs = 03) are marked by

Aanterinkn (%),

Results by States and Local Communities

ceived probability of a serious hurricane, the less support there s for the
free-market approach and traditionalism; the higher the probability of a
serious flood, the more support there 1s for disaster innovation.

The disaster experiences of a community, when correlated with disaster
philosophy, exhibit the same pattern. Earthquake and tornado experience
have no eifect; hurricane experience is correlated with a decline in suppori
for the free-market approach and traditionalism; and experience with floods
correlates with increased innovation.?

The population characteristics of a local community are rather strongly
correlated to the free-market and traditional philesophies, but not to disaster
innovation. Larger and/or more affluent cities are less favorable to both the
free-market approach and to traditionalism than are smaller cities and rural
areas. It is also interesting to note that as the percentage of the local labor
force employed n construction increases, support for the free-market
viewpoint also increases.

The number of local communities in the sample is sufficient to sustain a
multivariate analysis of the determinants of disaster innovationism at the
local level. The analysis we performed suggests that {a) local favorabality
toward governmental regulations in general 15 the single best predictor of
support for hazard-management innovation; {b) western (i e , Califorma and
Utah) communities are significantly less innovative, and Mid-Atlantic {(New
York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey} communities significantly more in-
novative, than communities in other regions of the country; and (c) although
the coefficients for ail measures of flood experience and seriousness are
negative {meaning that floods increase support for hazard innovations), the
most significant and consistent predictor is the estimated return probability
of a serious flood. The rematining zero-order effects for disaster innovation
shown in Table 4.11 can therefore be assumed to be spurious.

Results from the state and local aggregate analvses are suffictently simiar
that the following general conclusions may be advanced. First, closely paral-
leling the results for individuals, politcal ideology, especially with respect to
the concept of governmental regulation, proves to be the best predicior o.
hazard-management outlook. Second, the data show sizable regional var-
iations in aggregate outlooks, with the least inngvative outlooks tending to
be most prevalent in regions with high levels of earthquake and hurricane
risk. Significantly, neither hurricane nor earthquake experience or serious-
ness, however measured, tends to predict aggregate disaster-innovation ten-
dencies. The bright exception is registered for floods. The more flooding a
state or community has experienced, the more il expects to experience, and

These conclusions apply only 1o the c ommunity's diaster expenence as estrenated from the
survey reponses. The 1960-1970 disaster experiences of the community as estimated from the
Red Cross data are besically not related to any of the aggregate hazard management outlooks
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the mare seriously the flood problem is rated, the more innovative the state
or community tends to be. Furthermore, the most innovative states and
communities are those in the Mid-Atlantic region, where fleod risk is dispro-
portionately high. With the exception of the regional effect, however, these
tendencies are nol very strong

ASSESSMENTS OF
SPECIFIC HAZARD-MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

The hazard-management issues discussed so far were raised with state and
local elite members in the form of rather general statemenis of general
principles. In this scction, we move to the level of very specific programs,
Some of the programs_ like the NFIP, are already in operation as a national
pragram, others have been put intoc operation in some states and have been
considered in others. Global policy and specific programs ordinarily exist on
what may be thought of as different levels of ideclogy. Today, all but the
most conservative accept our Social Securily system as a program even
though they may oppose the general idea of socialization of risks. Specific
programs, especially after being enacted, may be exempted as benign ex-
ceptions to generally undesirable global policies, or vice versa. In short,
contradictions are to be expected.

To find contradiciions in hazards-management philosophies we asked
state and local elites several questions dealing with specific programs (see
Table 4.12). State elites were queried about state programs in land-use man-
agement of high-risk areas. All respondents were asked about the NFIP. "

About 75% of the respondents say they would favor state legisiation
regulauing usage of land in areas of flood or seismic risk and establishing
hazard-sensitive building codes. Ths contrasts sharply with their previous
responses (see Table 4 1), in which 64.5% of state respondents opposed the
nonstructural approach Also, favorable attitudes toward NFIP, a nonstruc-
tural program, are elicited fram about 90% of both state and local respon-
dents. How can these differences be explained?

First of all, there 1s the bias toward the status quo we mentioned, espe-
cially when the specific programs are already in place and have not led to
rancorous confhct.

Another factor is the specific wording of the items involved. in the ques-
tions fraom the disaster-policy sequence, the nonstructural mitigation option
is posed as an alternative to structural mitigations and posthazard relief
{*’...The argument is that the Federal government should require these
kinds of measures rather than providing money to build public works or aid
in reconstruction . "'}, whereas in the new items. there is no suggestion that

Assessments of Specific Hazard-Management Programs

TABLE 4.12

Additional Hazard Management Attitudes of State Influentials: Overall Results

la.

2a.

Some states have passed icgislation that restricts usage of land in
floed plains or in sites that are close to earthquake faults. As far
as you know, has (STATE) passed any such legislation?

} 4

Yes 40

No 54

Don't Know ]
1002 = {461)

(Are yow/would you be) atromgly in favor, somewhat in favor, somewhat
opposed, or strungly opposed to such legislation?

4
Strongly favor 59
t ¥
Somewhat favor 28 77% in faver
Somewhat opposed 12 , ‘
Strorgly opposed 11 23% opposed
100% = (435)

Another measure that some states have taken {s Lo enact statewlde
building codes that require buildings ln flood plains ca be flood-
proofed or those in earthquake prone places to be bullt to minimize
earthquake damage. As far as you know, does (STATE} have any such
bullding codes?

%

Yes 28

No 63

Don't Know 9
100% ~ (461}

(Are you/would vyou be) strongly in favor (...) te such legislaticn ip
thig state?

%
Strongtly favor 3
Somewhar favor 31 747 in favor
Somewhat opposed lB'}
2 d
Strongly opposed B 6% oppase
1002 {444}

5till another measure some states have rtaken is to run educational
campalgns 1nforming the general public of the actions they can take to
reduce damage to theit propertv and inmjury in case a disaster strikes.
As far as you know, has (STATE} rur any such educatfonal campafgns?

%

Yes 94

Ne 19

Don't Know 7
1005 = {461)
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TABLE 4.12 (Continued)

3a. (Are you/would you be) strongly 1a favor (...) of such educationasl
campaipgns in this state?

H
Strongly favor 59 94% in favor
Somewhat favor 25
Somewhat opposed &} 5% opposed
Strongly opposed 1
1007 = (456)
4. Have you heard anything about the Federal goverwmment's Flood Insurance
“togram?
States Locals
% k4
Yes 92 89
No ) 10
Don"t Know 1 Q
100% = (4613 (1831

4a. What s your personal opinion of the Flood Irsurance Program? Thinking
of the country as a whole, are you strongly in faver (...) of the

program’
States Lotals
* z
Strongly favor 567 go 497 881 in
Somewhat favor 33} 89% in favor 39} % in favor

Somewhat opposed
Strongly opposed

1007 = (436) (1730}

z} i1% opposed 2} 12X opposed

nonstructural approaches would replace these more traditional policies. The
apparent implication is that state influentials {and, quite probably, local
influentials also) find 1t relatively easier 10 support innovative hazards-
management concepts if they are proposed as additions to, rather than sub-
stitutes for, structural mitigations and postdisaster rehef. From this, two
additional points follow. First, opposition to hazards-management innova-
tions, especially when added to traditional policies, is probably not as sub-
stantial as would seem from the earlier data. Second, levels of support vary
dramatically, depending on whether programs or global policies are under
discussion. It would follow that traditional approaches are still far and away
the most popular among our elites; Innovative approaches are acceptable
only if they are not described as substtutes for traditional policies and are
introduced, piece by piece, as specific programs rather than as broad policy
shifts.

Another possible explanation for the contradictions we found is that they

Assessments of Specific Hazard-Management Programs

result from the disaster-policy sequence’s reference to federal policies. All
but one of the items used to compile Table 4,12 involve state initiatives, Qur
elites may simply find regulations initiated by the states more acceptable
than the same regulations imposed by the federal government. Some of the
opposition to innovative disaster policy items may reflect hostility toward
“the Feds'” more than opposition to hazard-management innovations This
explanation, however, ignores the fact that the NFIP gets high levels of
approval although it is a federal program that ultimately involves pressuring
local communities to enact floodplain use restrictions.

Despite the difference in overall outcomes, most of what is true about
disaster innovation (as defined by items from the disaster philosophy se-
guence) is also true of attitudes toward land-use and building-code ap-
proaches to hazard management Table 4.13 shows the inter-correlations
among the original “disaster philosophy’ measures and the three new at-
titudinal measures. As would be expected, free marketeers tend to oppose
both land-use and building-code approaches; they also tend to oppose run-
ning statewide educatton campaigns. Like the free marketeers. Tra-
ditionalists also tend to oppose both land-use {r = ~.25) and building code
{r = —.23) approaches, but they have no distinct opinton on educational
campaigns. Finally, innovators strongly favor both land-use and building
code approaches to the management of hazards risk {r = .34 in both cases);
they also tend to favor educational campaigns (r = .14), These correlations
bespeak a certain internal consistency in our respondents’ answers.

Persons who reject land-use and building code regutations as a global
policy are also likely to disapprove of state land-use management and build-
ing codes as well, whereas those who hold opposite global policy views are

TABLE 4.13

Inter-Correlations of “Disaster Policy” Measures with Approval of
Specific Non-Structural Programs: State Respondents

Globa)l Policy Attitudes

Approval of

Specific Programs Free Market Traditionalism Innovation
Land Use T - -.25¢% -.25% L3ax
N = (431) (403) (408)
Bullding Codes r= -, 23* ~. 23 L 3h%
N = (440) (612) (418}
Educational Campaigns r- -.13* ~ 02 . la%
N = {451) (420) (427)

aAsl:e'r:laks denote statistically significant (alpha = .05).
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likely to approve of them. These policy traditionalists appear 1o be more
accepting of the specific programs than they are of the general global policy,
however. Of course, those who endorse the general global policy also ap-
prove of the specific programs and do so with more enthusiasm.
Following the procedure discussed earlier (p. 73), we have summed state
elite responses to the land-use and building code questions, thereby creating
a second disaster-innovation scale, the innovative program scale. Since
items are scored from 1 (strongly in favor) to 4 (strongly opposed), the
composite scale ranges from 2 to 8. This new measure, shown in Table 4.14,
correlates with the policy measure at + 385, again attesting to the consis-
tency of responses. Table 4.14 shows mean responses and rank-orderings of
state-elite positions on this innovative program scale. For ease of compari-

TABLE 4.14

Comparison of State Elites on Disaster (nnovation Policy and Program Scale
Measures

Disaster Innovative Disaster Innovative
Program Scaled Policy Scale
Average rank N mnkb
Water Resources 2,47 1 (19} k]
Civil Defense 2.89 2 {19) 10
FIa 3.00 3 (20) 1
Planner 3.06 4 (7 [
Community Affairs 3.06 5 (16) 7
Geologist 3.16 & (19) 8
Editors 3.44 7 27 13
Governor 3.50 a (18) 12
SBA 3.52 9 (21} 5
Insurance 3. 64 10 (316) 4
FHm& 3.76 il [6%3] 2
Disaster Legislators 3.80 12 (6E) 1i
Construction Union 3.94 1} (18} 14
Democratic Leaders 4,20 14 (23) 9
Realtors 4.62 15 (19} 15
Republican leaders 456 16 {36} 16
Bankers 5 06 1?7 (18) 17
Homebuilders 5.42 13 {19 13

a "
Sum of responses to "land use” and "bullding code” questions
{Z = strongly favorable to both; 8 = strongly oppesed to both).

Drrom Table & &.

Summary and Conclusions

son, Table 4.14 also presents the rank-ordering of these positions on the
innovative policy scale, as onginally reported in Table 4.4,

The two rank-orderings are very simular, especially toward the bottom of
the ranking. In faci, the correlation between the state average policy scale
(Table 4.4) and the average state scores on the program scale 1s +.67,
indicating quite high agreement in the rank-ordering produced by the two
measures. The strongest opposition to land-use and building code ap-
proaches is registered by construction unionists, realtors, Republican leaders
in the state legislature, bankers, and homebuilders—in sum, by the real
estate, development, and business sectors. Water resources directors, Fed-
eral Insurance Administration representatives, and planners are relatively
more pro-innovation than are other elites. Interestingly, Farmer’s Home Ad-
ministration and Small Business Administration and the insurance industry
are less enthusiastic about innovative programs than about inpovative
policies. Perhaps they are skeptical of the viability of state efforts in these
directions and feel that only federal policies would be adequate. In any case,
the similarities 1n the two rankings are more impressive than the differences,
especially the consistent apposition 1o such measures from real estate and
land-development sectors.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

To put our conclusions in context, it must first be reiterated that most of
the questions considered here would necessarity be rather abstract and far
removed from the daily concerns and activities of the influentials in our
sample Issues related to the management of natural hazards risk are not
especially salient or important to most of these influentials {see Chapter 3).
With a few obvious exceptions, it is a topic to which they have not, in
general, given much attention Furthermore, most of these elites would
have had little or no expenence or familarity with the innovative risk-
management concepts that we have been discussing. A few of the states had
undertaken coastai zone management programs, and virtually all the com-
munities participated 10 NFIP at one or another level as of summer, 1977,
But only a handful had progressed beyond NFIP's emergency phase, and as
few of these would have made any progress on the land-use management
regulations required by the program. Finally, as of summer, 1977, the Earth-
quake Hazard Reduction Act had only just been passed. Such expernence as
these elites are destined to have with the new and tnnovative hazard-
management technigues 1s, for the most part, very much in their futures

As the analysis of elite attitudes toward speciiic state programs indicated,

state elite members were 1n gencral more approving ol stie programs than
of a federal policy embodying the same proviaons This level of approval
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measures, the tendency to be innovative increases with flood experience, if
only weakly. Surprisingly. the best predictor of innovation is the prevailing
favorability of respondents (or of aggregates of respondents) to the general
idea of governmental regulation. This finding therefore lends at least some
credence to the view that what we have called innovation is to others
government interference In any case, elites who like governmental regula-
tion afso tend to like hazard innovations.





