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44%. The lowest score of 29% was for community IV
(Gupti, Orissa) and the highest was recorded for
community VI (Kallana, Orissa) which was also the
control group or the community that was considered
for being relatively better prepared. The individual
scores of the parameters for the six communities
when compared (Figures 3-12) show high variance in
each case.

Analysis of these graphs show that overall prepared-
ness does not follow any uniform pattern and high
preparedness in one or more parameters for a
community can be neutralized if it does not score
well in other parameters. For example, in community-
V hazard awareness is 56% which is the highest
among the six but the same community scores poorly
in other parameters such as physical environment
(23%), cultural capital (16%) and recovery ability
(23%) and as a result its overall preparedness
remains low at 36%. Similarly the control group
(case-VI) scores highly in four parameters i.e.
recovery ability (56%), physical environment (78%),
cultural capital (47%) and psychological prepared-
ness (50%) but its overall preparedness remains
limited to 44% mainly because of its poor scores in
parameter such as hazard awareness, organizational
preparedness and social capital. This also substan-

tiates the view that high per capita or better recovery
ability by itself does not ensure better hazard aware-
ness or organizational preparedness and therefore
such parameters also need attention. One of the
most important finding from this study is that the
lowest value for overall community preparedness
among the six communities was found to be 29%
which possibly indicates that every community carries
certain amount of inherent preparedness and what

is important therefore is to identify the weak areas
(or the relevant parameters) which need immediate
attention. At the same time existing level of
preparedness in other areas need to be supple-
mented and raise it to an acceptable level so as to
ensure minimum of losses and efficient recovery
from the occurrence of these hazards.

Stage-V

Dissemination of project findings: In the final stage
of the project, assessment findings were tried to be
disseminated among the same communities where
the instrument was field-tested. Such dissemination
was considered useful for the following reasons

a) it provides an opportunity to get feedback from
the community members about assessment made



b} it helps to create awareness among people in
these communities about their own state of
preparedness ¢) such assessment can facilitate
action from the concerned agencies and the local
administration. The strategy for dissemination focused
on three major groups; a) senior citizens, local
leaders and opinion makers b) school children and
¢} local administration. Interviews and discussions
were conducted with the administration and local
leaders for getting their opinions while disseminating
the project findings. For creating awareness, posters
In local languages giving essential information about
probable hazards were pasted at strategic places in
the community such as school, market places,
community centres and other such places

Conclusions

The field testing of the instrument in six communities
and in different conditions show that the instrument
Is highly robust and reliable for its use. The high
variances seen In parameter scores (Fig. 3-12), the
analysis subsequently conducted and the general
opinion received from community members about the
assessment further substantiates the instrument’s
reliability and thus needs to be considered for
practical use.

Limitations and scope for further research In spite
of the instrument’s demonstrated robustness, there
are however several imitations in this work e.q. the
selected parameters are not the only ones possible,
These parameters have also not been weighted for
overall preparedness and future work must consider
the weighting aspects of it Similarly the panel of
experts in the Delphi Analysis If changed, it may
also bring in change in the selected set of indicators
There may be hiases introduced during data collec-
tion and translation. The instrument also needs to be
further tested for other hazards before generalizing
to all hazards and for all developing countries
However, it is expected that with progressive use

of it, the instrument gets further refined and more
relizble for its use
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