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1
Disaster and the Social Order
GARY A. KREPS

How are disaster and social structure related? This question is the theo-
retical challenge facing students of disaster (Quarantelli and Dynes 1977;
Kreps 1984b), Easily stated, it is not simply answered or even considered.
In what follows I try to be precise about what is involved with this question,
offer some guidelines for dealing with it, and suggest some answers. Prob-
lems of taxonomy are central. While definitions of tLhings are arbitrary,
taxonomies must yield both conception and measurement. This chapter,
and much of the research reported in this book, emphasizes the need for
taxonomies that link properties of social structure and disaster.

There has been much debate about when histarical happenings are disas-
ters (Wright and Rossi 1981a). Stiil, no one denies that they do take place.
Building on past efforts to define and compare disasters (Fritz 1961; Barton
196%; Dynes 1970; Perry 1982; Kreps 1984b), the chapter proceeds by
proposing four core properties. Disasters are events that can be designated
in time and space. These events have impacts on social units. The social
units enact responses that are related to these impacts. With the intent of
describing and explaining social structure—or the forms of human associa-
tion (Wolff 1950 on Sirnmel}—sociologists emphasize study of social units
and responses. But in so doing we must be sensitive to major issnes of
classifying the events chosen for research. These issues, and guidelines for
comparing events, are discussed next in terms of physical and temporal
dimensions of impact.

The major thrust of the chapter then follows. Problems of defining and
classifying social dnits and responses are highlighted and a strategy for
solving them is offered. Building what amounts to a core species concept of
social structure (McKelvey 1982),! and drawing on Weber's distinction be-
tween individual and general ideal types (Weber 1968; Kalberg 1980, Coi-

‘This chapter is an abridged version of an article with the same title published in
Sociclogical Theory 3:49-64 (1985).
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lins 1980; Saunders 1981; Levine 1981; 8. Turner 1983; Alexander 1983),2
the sp=sific solution proposed is a sixty-fout-cell taxonemy of the responses
of social units to the threat or occurrence of disaster. The taxonomy high-
lights 2 dialectical relationship between social action and social order as
each is represented by the process of organization (Giddens 1979, 1982;
Alexander 1982a). This dialectical relationship is expressed by a metric
that merges qualitative descriptions of the content of social structure with
yuantitative depictions of its forms. Brief comments on remaining clas-
sification problems and broader epistemological issucs confronting studies
of social structure conclude the chapter.

The Phenomenon of Disaster

Just like social structure, disaster is a vague tetm that has defied simple
interpretation. Most social scientists refer to actual or possible disasters
(hazards) in terms of physical impacts of or problems caused by unplanned
and socially disruptive events (Fritz 1961; Barton 1969; Dynes 1970). Their
most visible fratures are that they do physical and social harm, that they
strike suddenly (or at least are ultimately represented as acute), and that
something can be done about them cither before or after they happen
(Perrow 1984). Depending on the hazard selected (the list is large and in-
creasing) and the social unit defined as threatened (literally from the
single household to the entire planet), the very survival of that unit may be
important (Erikson 1976; Burton, Kates, and White 1978; Perry 1982). 8o
studying disasters, or trying to do something about them, involves examin-
ing social structure as both cause and effect of events that threaten humap
populations.

A modest revision of Fritz’s earliet (1961) definition points to the mutual
rclationship between disaster and social structure. Thus, disasters are
events in which societies or their larger subunits (e.g., communities, regions)
incur physical danages and losses andlor disruption of their routine func-
tioning. Both the causes and effects of these events are related to the social
stricctures and processes of societies or their subunils, So defined, the term
disaster serves as a sensitizing concept (Dubin 1978)—one, like social
structure and many other global concepts used in science, that calls atten-
tion to some “thing"” while being less than precise about what it is. The
value of such concepts depends on whether implied properties can be iso-
lated and examined.

The argument here is that the above definition points to four core prop-
erties. Disasters are (1} events that can be observed In time and space.
These events have (2} impacts on (3) social units. The social units enact (4}
responses that are related to these impacts. The events include a long list of
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natural, technolug ... ..

circumstances. The impacts s

curred by a social unit and the disruption uc L . .ot llnmg,
While the social unit can be as small as a2 household, individual and social
immpacts are expressed at higher levels of aggregation. The responses are
related to the new demands created by an actual or possible event and its
impacts, and the continuing requirernents of sustaining a viable social
system. s

The taxonomy problem facing disaster research relates to the above four
properties. While the identification and measurement of property spaces
are not obvious, they may be specified as physical, temporal, or social. For
example, events can be characterized by their energy release (physical),
their periodicity {temporal), or their formal declatation as a disaster {s0-
cial). Impacts can be distinguished in terms of their damage to the natural
or man-made environment {physical), duration {temporal), and degree of
disruption (social). Social units may vary by location (physical}, time of
origin relative to the occurrence of the event (temporal), and societal level
{social). Responses may involve structural engineering (physical}, be rel-
evant before, during, or after the impacts are felt (temporal), and, as will
be shown below, result from a variety of forms of human association
(social).

With four basic properties and three general dimensions for locating
property spaces, the classification problems are enormous but not over-
whelming. Social scientists emphasize research on social units and re-
sponses. This chapter offers a taxonomic strategy for doing so. But there
are egually important problems of classifying the very events that are
selected for study. I will try to show below that much closure in classifying
social units and responses can be achieved within a necessarily open-ended
approach to classifying events. The events themselves can be compared
with reference to physical and temporal dimensions of their impacts.

The Classification of Events and Impacts

Exhaustiveness in classifying disasters is unattainable, yet that is not very
importani. It is also unlikely that mutual exclusiveness of events wiil ever
be achieved in narrow physicai 1etms—e.g., floods in terms of maximum
height reached by rivers and streams, droughts in terms of moisture de-
ficiency. earthquakes in terms of level on the Richter scale, tornadces in
terms of swath length and wind velocity, or nuclear detonations in t¢rms of
energy release and altitade, Although destructive potential is high for all of
these hazards, the preconditions and results of these physical happenings
are the important matters to the sovial scientist Compatisons of any



selected hazards can be made in terms of their physical and temporal fea-
turésend how both are translated as socially constructed disaster events.

Current and past disaster studies have focused primarily on natural and
to some extent techrtological hazards. There also has becn at last some
attention to civil stofe and war (Fritz 1961; Mileti, Drabek, and Haas 1975;
Quarantelli and Dynes 1977; Burton, Kates, and White 1978; Mileti 1980;
Kreps 1984b). The property spaces reievant to an interpretation of impacts
for such hazards include at least the following: (1) magmitude of impact,
(2) scope of impact, (3) length of forewarning, and (4) duration of impact.
As noted above, each has physical, temporal, and social dimensions that
can serve as either independent or dependent variables.* For taxonomic
purposes, I suggest that social scientists focus on physical and temporal
similarities and differences of impacts in comparing whatever events
are of interest, This is because their social dimensions are better captured
by taxonomics of social units and responses.

As expressed graphically in figure 1.1, an important bridging concept in
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this regard is domain. Defined with greater precision beiow, domains rep-
resent actual or threatened physical and temporal impacts as legitimated
spheres of collective action. For example, floods have greater scope of im-
pact than tornadoes, while the latter have less forewarning. The two types
of events can be compared in terms of these characteristics of impacts. At
the same time, domains such as damage control or warning translate these
physical and temporal features as the responses of social units. The en-
closed rectangle on figure 1.1 depicts the relationship of social structure and
disaster through domain performance, The continuous arrows reflect the
fact that disaster and soctal structure are at once antecedent and conse-
quent of each other. Pre- and postimpact domains capture the life history
of disaster as historical happening. As presented below, responses to disas-
ters reflect alternative forms of association, These forms are enacted by
different types of sccial units. Taxonomies that capture forms of associa-
tion, domains, and enacting units are therefose needed. The work reported
on in the next section of this chapter has addressed the first of these needs
most thoroughly via a search for instances of organization. As defined and
observed, social structure is both thing (unit) and process (response).

The Classification of Social Units and Responses

I take as given the fact that the basic subject matter of sociology is social
structure, or the forms of human association (Wolff 1950 on Simmel). To
speak of social structure is to assume that these forms exist (Mayhew 1980,
1981, 1982). To define social structure is o identify what they are and to
locate them empirically. The crux of our work with archival materials on
mostly postimpact responses of social units involves, in effect, a search for
social structure. What is a tresponse? What is a social unit? When do the
responses of social units reflect organization? What distinguishes organiza-
tion from other types of social structure? The following example from our
work with disaster archives reveals some of the subtleties involved in
addressing these basic questions. It is but one of 423 instances of organiza-
tion from fifteen disaster events (earthquakes, floods, hurricanes, torna-
does) that we have found thus far. As defined below, the parenthetical
letters depict four-basic structural elements of organization: activities (A),
human and material resources (R). tasks (T}, and domains (D). We argue
that the four elements are individually necessary and collectively sufficient
for organization to exist, This means that each one represents a unique
expression of social structure; that their mutual copresence points to the
existence of organization; and that no specific pattern of their origins is
necessatily more frequent, important, or effective. Simply put, the four
elements and their sequencing are the foundation of a theory of disaster,



soci=! strugture, and organization. Their interpretation will be developed
gradually, using this and two other examples from an expanding data file.

Four-Element Form: A, A-R, A-R-T, A-R-T-D

An organization of search and rescue emerges following an earthquake.
The event takes place without forewarning, is regional in scope, destruc-
tive in magnitude, and its prompt and secondary physical impacts are
over within minutes to several hours. The central business district and a
large residential area of a major city are seriously damaged. Immediately
following impact, many individuals who happen to be in or near these
areas engage in joint actions rclated to search and rescue of victims
(Activities). A few of these early responders have search-and-rescue
training. Within an hour many search-and-rescue teams converge on the
impacted areas. Both formal and informal, they come from city agen-
cies, other municipalities, the military, and several voluntary search-
and-rescue groups {Activities-Resources). A task structure cmerges
among some of these disparate groups within several hours after impact,
with prominent roles played by members of a mountain rescue group
and members of an improvised “damage control” group {Activities-
Resources-Tasks). The legitimacy of an integrated search-and-rescue
opetation is not officially recognized by city government officials until
about twelve hours after impact (Activities-Resources-Tasks-Domain).
By then it is operating, now formally, out of the city’s public safety build-
ing. Formal search and rescue actions continue for another twenty-four
to thirty hours.

This description suggests an origins of organization where activities {A)
are followed by the mobilization of key resources (4-R), which then leads
to the establishment of a set of tasks (A-R-T), and finally to the declaration
of a domain that is recognized and legitimated within the impacted com-
mumty (A-R-T-D). The enactment of search and rescue involves four dif-
ferent forms of association (one, two. three, and four elements present),
only the last of which is organization. As described, social structure
appears as action-driven because things happen before there are collective
representations of what is going on. However, the search and rescue could
have been accomplished in a different way. The direct obverse would be a
pattern where domain declaration and definition of tasks precede resources
and activities, revealing a pattern of D, D-T, D-T-R, and DB-T-R-A. 1be
search and rescue would then appear as order-driven because collective
representations of what is 10 occur would constrain social action.

There are also many other possible patterns falling between D-T-R-A
and A-R-T-D. Consider two other examples from our data file. Once



again, each indicates when a particular element of social structure is judged
to have been established. Notice how the patierning of the elements vary in
the two examples. The first instance of organization {evacuation domain)
points to improvisation by an exising social unit. The second {care of
fatalities domain), just like the earlier search-and-rescue example, depicts
what is sometimes termed collective behavior or emergent organization
(R. Turner 1964; Turner and Killian 1972; Weller and Quarantelli 1973;
Marx and Wood 1975; Jenkins 1983). In reviewing the approach, the read-
er must keep in mind that even though most (all but fifty-two) of the 423
instances of organization found were enacted by established social units of
various types (they existed prior to the event}), presence 1s not assumed for
purposes of stodying the process of organization.®

Four-Element Formt: A, A-R, A-R-D, A-R-D-T

Flood waters rise aver a period of several days in the impacted commu-
nity and are monitored. Flooding eventually covers much of an urban area
and virtually the entire downtown of its major city. There are few deaths
or injuries but extensive property damage. Majot Rood conditions pre-
vail for over a week. The police department initially is involved in traffic
control during the emergency period, but that action terminates with the
complete inundation of central city streets. Several citizens with boats
docked in the downtown area conjointly begin evacuating people from
buildings. Their preliminary actions are independent of police depart-
ment activity. In fact, police officials note that at this point they are
looking for something to do. There has been no preplanning for what
follows. Having a few boats of their own, the police coordinate their
evacuation actians with those of private citizens (Activities). The need to
evacuate the entire downtown arca quickly becomes apparcent. A large
number of boats from other private owners, the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, the fire department, and the military are provided. The latter
public bureaucracies also offer personnel to drive some of the boats,
and some citizens volunteer to do so as well. By now, the majority
of police personnel have become involved because they are available,
in close proximity, and know where to take evacuees (Activities-
Resources). The following mornmng lecal government leaders declare the
downtown evacuation the responsibility of the police department
(Activities-Resources-Domain). This is questioned briefly but then
accepted by fire department officials and is fuither legitimated by state
and military officials. The police then quickly develop a rather complex
task structure that involves location, notification, dispatching and refuel-
ing of boats, assignment of police personnel to all boats, and coordina-
tion of water and ground transportation to move evacuees to shelters



(Aetisties-Resources-Domain-Tasks). About five thousand people are
evacuated during the next three to four days. The operation is main-
tained by the police department until the demand is met.

Four-Element Form: D, D-R, D-R-A, D-R-A-T

A temporary morgue is set up after a tornado. The county coroner is not
a doctor but a local funeral director. He has no coroner’s office, no staff,
and no morgue. He usually simply signs autopsies after they are com-
pleted by hospital pathologists. After the tornado, representatives for
the only local hospital say their staff cannot handle those killed by the
event. A discussion by the coroner and two pathologists at the hospital
leads to a decision to sct up a temporary morgue. The coroner requests
use of the local Young Men’s Christian Association for the morgue. The
YMCA director accedes to the request (Domain). The coroner, the two
pathologists, a licensed embalmer, and a marine recruiter go to the
YMCA. The YMCA provides several rooms and a couple of staff
(Domain-Resources). Concurrently, ambulances start bringing bodies to
the morgue; people come to the morgue concerned about the missing,
bodies start to be identified (no autopsies are done and none is in-
tended); and ministers who stop by or come with concerned residents
start attending to the needs of the bereaved (Domain-Resources-
Activities). The need for “organization’ 15 expressed by the key partici-
pants. The identified and unidentsfied dead are physically separated,
with the two pathologists attending to them. The licensed embalmer and
marine recruiter take on paperwork tasks. The coroner maintains liaison
with the hospital, funeral homes, and next of kin. Two ministers are»
asked to remain and attend to the needs of the bereaved at another
location in the building ( Domain-Resources-Activities-Tasks). The mor-
gue closes about twenty-four 1o thirty hours after it opens.

By reconstructing what is happening through sustained spadework with
the archives, equally interesting but different forms of association have
been found for a variety of disaster-relevant domains. Our strategy is to
address organization as thing (unit) and process (response). By thing we
mean an entity with identifiable properties, which are the above four
structural elements. By process we mean a patterning of these elements ag
they individually and colleciively represent the origins of organization. For
case of communication, the parenthetical letters serve as a structural code,
Domains (D) and tasks (T') are the ends of organization, while resources
(R) and activities (A} are its means (Merton 1957a}. Further details on
these elements follow:



Domains (D)

Domains are bounded spheres of human activity that point to the existence
of a unit and what it does. As things, domains are collectively represented
in the communications of those included in these spheres of activity and
those who interact with them at the boundaries of the unit (Levine and
White 1961; Thompson 1967; Haas and Drabek 1973). Domains are objec-
tive (external) and in the Durkheimian sense real and constraining. They
are also subjective (internal) and in the Weberian scnse individually
created and legitimated (Durkheim 1938, Weber 1968; Giddens 1976,
1979; Alexander 1982a, 1982k, 1983). A unit specification does not imply
anything else about the existence of organization. As an individually neces-
sary condition, then, domain points to a form of association that is distinct
from all others. Its establishment may take place at any point in the origins
of organization.

Tasks (T)

Tasks are specifications of a division of labor for the enactment of human
activity. As things, they independently definc the unit quality of social
action. While domain represents social structure as open system that is
legitimated internally and externally. tasks point to it as closed system
that is structured from within (Thompson 1967 Perrow 1967). As part of
a process, tasks are a unigue cxpression of structure. They may come to
exist at any point in the origins of organization.

Human and Material Resources (R)

Resources are the materiol technologies and subjective aftributes of human
populations. Their presence in a process as things comes to be defined with
reference to the unit quality of social structure, but they may be mobilized
before or following the emergence of domains and tasks Resources are
both static and dynamic: they are static because their relevance as a part of
organization is conditioned by the external reality of domains and tasks;
they are dynamic bgcause domains and tasks are the social constructions of
human beings.

Activities (A)
Activities are the interdependent actions of human populations that at once

establish and are conditioned by social structure. As things, activities are
the remaining social means of organization that, although analytically dis-



tinct relate symmetrically with its interpretation as thing {unit} and pro-
cess {fesponse). Activities are no more or less conceptually important than
the remaining three elements. Certainly D, T, R, and A all are grounded in
the actor, as reality and creator of the unit. Howsver, each is equally
grounded in the unit, as reality and constraining force (Warriner 1956,
1979; Giddens 1979; Alexander 1982a}. In other words, the fact that peo-
ple enact activities, are themselves resources, and communicate (formally
and informally) domains and tasks does not mean that structure reduces to
action as opposed to order. Quite the contrary, it is equally feasible to
predicate structure in terms of an order referent (Warriner 1956; Rossi
1983).

Assuming that structure exists and can be defined, perhaps the two mest
basic questions of structural inquiry are how is social structure created and
how is it maintained. The former implies a concern with social action and
the latter with social order. Human responses to disaster highlight the idea
that social action and soctal order are dialectically related. By that we
mean that they are both autonomous but ¢can be reduced to one another. A
venerable argument in sociology, this pivotal point will become speiled out
as a matter of hoth logic and evidence in this and the remaining chapters of
Part 1. As the discussion unfoids, the readcr should remain sensitive to the
fact that what is sought is an explicandum (structure} that is neither
psychologically nor sociologically reductionist {DiTomaso 1982).

Consider again the above three examples. Interpreted as action, what 1s
evidenced are people making choices and, in effect, creating social struc-
ture when routines are disrupted. However, the critical importance of
aiready existing structure for what is happening cannot be denied (e.g., for
the police personnel, hospital pathologists, funeral directors, ministers,
search-and-rescue teams). The people involved are not only making social
roles, they are ritualizing ones already in place (R. Turner 1978; Stryker
1980; Collins 1981a). That is to say, social action is both cause and effect of
social order. Interpreted as social order, what is evidenced are social units
of various types. Some exist prior to the event, and their involvement in it
is expected, while others are new. In either case, these social units can be
characterized on their own terms (Mayhew 1980, 1981, 1982) and what
they do, i effect, involves maintaning social structure when it is
threatened. But although these units can be seen as fixed entities or things,
they are undentably transforming as the result of the actions of human
beings. That is to say, social order is both cause and effect of social action.

Such is the dialectic of social structure. The quest must be to exploit It as
a tool of substantive research. How? The initial and key question becomes
as follows: if action (and the actor) and order (and the unit) are auton-
omous yet refated, what then is being observed in descriptions of collective
life? The answer here is that the paradox of creating and maintaining col-
lective life compels a methodology in which structure is conceived and per-



ceived as spatially and temporally bounded events (Bhaskar 1979; Collins
1981a}. These events reflect alternative forms of association (Wolff 1950 on
Simmel). It is these forms that are observed and must be explained. They
are chosen for analysis because social structare should not be reduced to
either social action or sociat order when defining it. Once these forms have
been identified and located, however, action and order perspectives can be
used additively in trying to explain them (Dubin 1978).

By specifying what organization is as a matter of presence and absence of
the above elements, it becomes possible w distinguish between it and other
types of social structure, To repeat, it is argued that the four elements are
individually necessaty and collectively sufficient for organizalion to exist.
Three tmportant ideas aboot the forms of association jn disaster can be
derived logically and each is represented in table 1.1. First, a totai of sixty-
four forms of association depicting one, two, threc, and four structural

Table 1.1
Taxonomy of Forms of Association
Three- Two- - One-
Organizational Element Element Element
Form Marginal Forms Forms Forms

D-T-R-A 167 D-T-R D-T D
D-T-A-R 5 D-T-A D-R T
D-R-A-T 27 D-R-A D-A R
-R-T-A 53 D-R-T TR A
D-A-T-R 2 D-A-T *T-A

D-A-R-T 1 D-A-R T-D

T-R-A-D 21 T-R-A R-A

T-R-D-A 4 T-R-D R-D

T-A-D-R . *T-A-D R-T

T-A-R-D * *T-A-R A-D

T-D-R-A 1 T-D-R AT

T-D-A-R * *T-D-A A-R

R-A-D-T 15 R-A.D

R-A-T-D 13 R-A-T

R-D-T-A o7 R-D-T

R-D-A-T 12 R-D-A

R-T-D-A 4 R-T-D

E-T-A-D 13 R-T-A

A-D-T-R 1 A-D-T

A-D-B-T ] A-D-R

A-T-D-R pa A-T-D

A-T-R-D 4 A-T-R

A-R-D-T 5 A-R-D

A-R-T-D 5 A-R-T

Total 423

* Inchicates forms not located with reference to ongins of organization



Table 1.3
Social Order-Social Action Metric for Total Sample

Organizational Logical Number of Number of Units:
Form Metric Forms Total Sample
D-T-R-A 6 (+3) {1) 167 {167)
D-T-A-R 5
D-R-T-A 5 (+2) {3) 53 5%
T-D-R-A 1
D-R-A-T 27
D-A-T-R 2
T-R-D-A 4 (+1) {3 4 (100)
T-D-A-R -
R-D-T-A 67
D-A-R-T 1
T-R-A-D 21
T-A-D-R - (39
R-D-A-T 30 (6) 12
R-T-D-A 4
A-D-T-R 1
T-A-R-D -
R-A-D-T 15
R-T-A-D 2{-1) (5 13 (31)
A-D-R-T 1
A-T-D-R 2
R-A-T-D 13
A-T-R-D 1 (-2) {3 4 (22)
A-R-D-T 5
A-R-T-D 0 (~3) (1) 50
Total (24) 473 (423)

This can be done in the following way. At the social order end of the
continuum, D precedes T, R, and A (3 points); T precedes R and A (2
points); and R precedes A (1 point). Given one point for each conforming
transitivity (3 +2 + 1), D-T-R-A receives a score of six and A-R-T-D re-
ceives a score of zero. Beginmng at the social action end would simply
reverse the scores, but not change the distribution n any way. Thus I-R-
T-A, for example, receives a score of five when starting from the social
order end and one when starting from social action. With D-T-R-A, social
ends predicate social means. With A-R-T-D, the obverse is the case. The
twenty-two forms between D-T-R-A and A-R-T-D, and the remaining
forty nonorgamizational forms subsumed by them, suggest varving degrees
of continuity and discontinuity between the ends and means of collective
life (Merton 1957a).



Ouoly the six forms at the midpoint of the distribution have the same
score regardless of whether the referent is social order or social action, A
midpoint form such as R-T-D-A, for example, receives a score of 3: from
the social order end of the continuum because R precedes A (1 point), T
precedes A (1 point), and D precedes A (1 point); and from the social
action end of the continvum because R precedes T (1 point), R precedes D
(1 point), and T precedes D (1 point). The score is 3 because no other
transitivity is consistent with “perfect” social order or “perfect” social ac-
tion. By subtracting a constant 3 from each derived ievel of social order or
social action, the resulting metric is +3 to =3 with a 0 midpoint. This
simply highlights where the tension or perhaps balance between social
osder and social action is greatest. In sum, the metric is the bridge between
Weber’'s two notions of ideal types. It s also a logical and empirical ex-
pression of the autoromy and unity of social action and soctal order.

The twenty-four forms are arrayed on tables 1.2 and 1.3 23 discrete types
and as they are converted to the above metric. Notice in particular the
spread of the cases over the entire range of the continuum. The distribu-
tion suggests that neither order nor action dominates at the origins of
organization. Recall also that, given the dialectic of sociai structure, actor
and unit perspectives are equally relevant to both ends of the continuum.
Thus there is no reason to argue that a unit referent is more important at
the D-T-R-A end and an actor referent more important at the A-R-T-D
end. The above three examples, and a host of others, do not support
such a conclusion. By not assuming organization and by examuning social
process the mutual shaping of the ends and means of collective life is more
sharply revealed.

The four elements, the forms of association derived from them. the case
materials that locate these forms, and the metric that represents the dialec-
tic of social structure are parts of a strategy that defines organization as
what is to be explained. In working with qualitative data, quantitative
thresholds for the existence {presence-absence) of each element are not yet
established. It is uncertain what these thresholds are. We suspect that
every threshold that is actor-based will ultimately reduce to a unit
threshold, and vice versa. In our judgment, such symmetry is compelled by
the necessary (indeed inevitable) balancing of psychological and sociclo-
gical reductionism. For now, we rely on case matetials to communicate to
the reader judgments about the existence of forms of asscciation that are,
in-the Weberian sense, plausible (S. Turner 1983).

Related Problems of Classifying Domains and Social Units

This section is brief but important. It is brief because only modest headway
has been made in considering related problems of classifying domains and
enacting units and important because resolving these problems can lead to



better explanations of disasters. As noted earlier, analysis of disaster and
social structure suggests that actual or threatened impacts translate as do-
mains of collective action that are enacted as alternative forms of associa-
tion. This translation is part and parcel of the social construction of a set of
historical circumstances as hazard or disaster event. Relatively little is
known about the enactment, or lack thereof, of preimpact domains. Most
postdisaster domains, such as those reported on here, are impelled by
physical impacts and social disruption.

In either case, locating instances of organization is critically tied to the
identification of domains. We show the 423 cases in terms of a classification
of such domains in table 1.4. The majority relate to the emergency period,
which 1s dictated by the original data collection strategy of the Disaster

Table 1.4
Types of Disaster Domains of Enacting Units
Domain Frequency  Perccntage

Hazard-vulnerability analysis 3 7
Standby human and material analysis 6 14
Disaster preparedness, planning and training 11 2.6
Public education 0 0.0
Hazard mitigation-structural 0 0.0
Hazard mitigation-nenstructural 0 0.0
Insurance 0 0.0
Issuance of predictions and warnings 11 2.6
Dissemination of predictions and warnings 15 35
Evacuation 24 5.7
Protective action 17 4.0
Mobilization of emergency personnel and resources 70 16.5
Search and rescue 29 6.9
Medical care 24 53
Care of fatalities 5 1.2
Providing victim basic needs a0 11.8
Damage needs and assessment 14 3.3
Damage control 33 7.8
Restoration of essential services 21 5.0
Public information 20 4.7
Traffic control 31 7.3
Law enforcement 3 7
Local governance 1 2
Coordination and control 21 5.0
Reconstruction of physical structures 6 14
Reestablishment of economic functioning 2 5
Resumption of other social institutions 2 5
Determining liabality for the event ] 0.0
Reconstruction planniag 5 1.2

Total 423 100.0




Research Center. Whether before or after impact, 1t must be remembered
that many domains are not predesignated and quite often more than one
unit is independently engaged in the same domain. Thus, boundary spe-
cification is a continuing methodological concerti because discrete in-
stances of crganization are linked to broader networks of social units, some
of which are doing the same thing.

Although beyond the scope of this research, it is possible that there is a
hierarchy of units involved in the performance of any dosmain and that this
hierarchy can be represented as forms of association. That is to say, where
social units are engaged in the same domain, perhaps the systemic char-
acter of ecological organization is being revealed by relationships among
them (Hawley 1950). With reliance on Darwinian theory, the object of
inquiry in human ecology is the population of social units rather than in-
dividual members {McKelvey 1982; Carrol 1984). The idea of population
reflects species similarity and survivorship im an environment of competing
populations of social units. But regardless of whether the object of inquiry
is the population or single member, the separation of similar from dissimi-
lar 1ypes is analytically critical. As employed here, domain relates nicely to
the ecological concept of niche. Although it is difficult to know whether
domain boundaries are obvious or subtle (narrow or wide niches), I suggest
that sociologists look for populations of social units that carve out the same
or related domains and examine and compare domain enactments as
alternative forms of association.

In any case, what has been developed here amounts to a classification
of domains by time phases of disaster {before, during, and after), which
relates to the identification of discrete responses and enacting unijts. The
enacting units are treaied as single members rather than populations or
purposes of analysis. Neither time phases nor impacts have precise bound-
aries. On the other hand, domains are treated in the theory-and commu-
nicated by those involved in disaster responses—as general rather than
specific representations of spheres of activity. It was quite appropriate,
therefore, to develop the kind of broad hst of domains presented in table
1.4. Still, we remain very sensitive to the fact that a definitive taxonomy of
disaster domains has not been developed.

Notwithstanding the intricacies of classifying domains, the enacting units
can be identified and compared in various other ways. Depending on the
characieristics of events and impacts, the location and relevance of these
units may be local, regional, national, or international. Hence classifica-
tions of instances of organization by form of association, domain, and
other characteristics of the enacting units arc all relevant analytically. In
table 1.5 is a classification of the social units that enmacted the 423 re-
sponses, one that 1s consistent with conventional categories of organiza-
tions. The predominance of disaster-reievant bureaucracies {police and fire



Table 1.5
Types of Enacting Unils

Enacting Unit Type Frequency Percentage

Emergency relevant public bureaucracy 215 50.8
Other public bureaucracy 22 5.2
Emergency reievant yoluntary agency 40 8.5
Special interest group 27 6.4
Private firm g 2.1
Emergent unit of individuals 28 6.6
Emergent unit of groups and organizations 24 57
Military anit ki) 8.7
Mass media 21 5.0

Total 423 100.0

departments, hospitals, departments of public works) and voluntary agen-
cies points, once again, to the emphasis of the originat studies. There is no
question of a resuiting gross under representation of most of the remaining
types of social units.

The classification of social unns in table 1.5 is not elaborate, However, a
definitive taxonomy does not exist and there has been little impetus for its
construction and some disagreement about whether taxonomy is even
relevam for studies of organizasion {Carrol 1984). We hope that the core
species concept presenied here can inform numerical taxonomies of social
units. The variables that heretofore have been used in taxonomic work can
readily be interpreted as properties of domains, tasks, resources, or activi-,
ties (McKelvey 1982; Stapleton, Aday, and 1to 1982). Still, the more pivot-
al need is a taxopomy that is at once structural and processual. That is what
we have attempted with a taxonomy of forms of assoctation.,

Discussion

Perhaps the most difficult aspect of the approach is the establishment of the
existence and patterning of the four elements through qualitative research.
The threshold judgments for the existence of the elements are pointed.
However, the criteria that underlie them are, at best, implicit except to say
that dichotomous choices (presence-absence) are being made. The buiit-in
counterfactuals in the taxonomy are therefore crucial because they provide
the basis of any future work on reliability But as implied earlier, questions
about measurement error must be piaced in a broader epistemological con-
text (Tudor 1982; Halfpenny 1982).

Relfiability would be enbanced through use of the theory by a community
of scholars. We hope that happens. For now, some quantitative sociolo-
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gists may bemoan the seemingly imprecise measurement of what is to be
explained. At the same time, we suspect it will be difficult for them to deny
the relevance of the research for defining collective life, how it is created,
and how it is maintained. With regard to defining structure, many of the
implied variables subsumed by D, T, R, and A (e.g., size, complexity,
formalization) are measured repeatedly in, for example, the organizational
literature (Nystrom and Starbuck 1981a, 1981b; Hall 1982). More often
than not, related studies focus on the static side of social units and structure
is measured with an apparent assumption of face validity. While that
assumption is suspect, we can foresee use of this core species concept as a
taxonomic tool that enhances mainstream structuralism {Blau 1975; Blau
and Merton 1981).%

Such work is important and should be encouraged in every possible way.
However, the greater need is studies of process. Here the proposed tax-
onomy and metric can serve as explicanda for the life history of organiza-
tion (Gamson 1975; Skocpol 1979; Kimberly and Miles 1980; Starbuck
1983; Faia 1986). The potentiai power of the theory is iis dialectical ex-
pression of subject matter—one that opens the door to both structuralist
{order) and individualist (action) paradigms (Mayhew 1980, 1981). In
other words, one can examine organization (or any wther form of associa-
tion) from either paradigm with the full recognition that the paradox of
each is the conduit to the other,

It might be argned by structuralists and individualists alike that vatidity
will necessarily be fleeting in this effort because form of association (as
opposed to actor or unit) is chosen as the object of inquiry. That is 1o say,
once both psychological and sociclogical reductionism have been rejected,
social science 15 reduced to a search for transcendental reality {Bhaskar
1979). That s true if the issue is to be couched only in metatheorctical
terms. However, we think the matter is better iermed as working at the
margins of substantive knowledge about soctal structuze. In that regard,
sociologists can take comfort from studies of physical structure. The scarch
for essences and conditions in naturat science reduces structure to thought
experiments and a pure mathematics of form. Part and parcel to the
search, however, is an appeal to rules. These ruies predicate an abservable
and link observer with observed.

- Whether physical or social structure, the appeal 1o rules of observation
and measurement 1s central. The predicated observable here is the form of
association. The sixty-four forms that have been identified are grounded in
the content of historical events. The social order-social action metrie pro-
vides rules that link form with content, What remains is the problem of
figuring out how the observer mediates formal reality and observed action
and order (Giddens 1976; Rosst 1983}, It is in this epistemological context
that we approach problems of reliability and validity of measurement.



What is offered, then, is but a modest step toward a di..
sociclogy that is in keeping with the requirements of scieie.

The first requirement of science is a framework that is descriptive u.
events (Wallace 1971; Cellins 1981a; Alexander 1982a; Wallace 1983). De-
scription inevitably leads to classification and the problem of taxonomy.
The forms of association outlined above, and the case materials that empir-
ically locate them, are parts of a classification strategy. The second require -
ment ts a framework that is explanatory. The metric presented in this chnp-
ter is one possible link between the taxonomy, which is content based ar
qualitative and theoretical models, which are form based and quantitati..
The development of such models is emphasized in other chapters of part 1.
The modeling is in every important sense dependent on the conception of
social structure and disaster presented here.

Notes

1. Working from evolutionary theory in biology, McKelvey (1982) argues for the
necessity of a core species concept in studies of human collectivities. By core spe-
cies concept he means a basic unit of analysis. Although the approach presented
here is developmental rather than evolutionary {Carrol 1984), a core species con-
cept is relevant for both approaches to social structure. Of the several criteria for a
species concept that McKelvey proposes, the most important for our purposes is
the requirement of sharp discontinuities among the objects being classified.
However, such discontinuities do not preclude polythetic types that are based on
properties of the core species concept (Bailey 1973).

2. In Weberian methodology, individual ideal types are historical and grounded
in numerous empirical instances. General ideal types are transhistorical and estab-
lish the elements from which individual ideai types are composed. Weberian exam-
ples of the former are bureaucracy and capitalism; and of the latter are the four
modes of social action (traditional, affectual, instrumentally rational, and value-
raticnal).

3. In effect, disaster and social structure have been defined in terms of each
other. The scientific challenge is to break out of this intentional tautology by mak-
ing choices in given studies and theoretical models about which of the four prop-
erties are to be independent and dependent variables. In the present study, the
events serve as catalysts, impacts are independent variables in subsequent modeling
{not reported here), and the responses of social units represent what is to be ex-
plained.

4. Length of forewarning, for example, refers to the amount of time between the
identification of hazardous conditions and the actual onset of effect in particular
tocations. To some extent the warning period is a function of the effectiveness of
warning systems. At the same time it is clear that hazards differ in terms of the
cxtent to which they permit warnng. Similarly, the magnitude, scope, and duration
of impact are represented by physical effects and social disruption but, in so doing,
give expression to how social units and processes increase or decrease vulnerability
to hazardous conditions in the first place.

3. Tt must be remembered that disasters are not routine events for local com-
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the event. Thus we decided to use the event as a social catalyst. The rauenale 1s
sumilar to that found 1n chemstry. In cther words, disaster 1s a catalyst whose
presence can be used to examine the process of orpamzation, The impartance of

. suuiture can be developed by increas-

. vl ¢lements included The result here was four be-

valste woe (ell that together they efficiently capture organization in its most

clemental sense, 1mply most of the variables that social scientists associate with the

concept, and relate it to conventional notions of what organization 1s about (Gid-
dens 1976; McKclvey 1982).



