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TOWARDS THE TRENDS AND HORIZONS OF
DISASTER AND ANTHROPOLOGY: A BRIEF
OUTLINE

Pinaki Dey Mullick!

Abstract

Through this attempt, the author tries to amalgamate the multiple research works on disaster and the
multifocal dimensions to provide an outline to the interested beginners to this vast and rich interdisciplinary
field of disaster studies. The expectation of the current effort is to convey the messages about the trends and
horizons of disaster studies from anthropological stance. Beside this optimism of the author, another shadow
is there, because of the oversimplification of the approaches related to disaster studies and practices for the
convenience of understanding of the expected readers of this article that further promote an opportunity to
the author to create interests among the upcoming researchers of this field with an alternative views and

opinions further expansion of this significant applied field.
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The term, “Disaster” reflects a dualism that - it may be defined as a concept and an area of study, though
there is an inevitable overlap between these two approaches (Perry, 2007). The definitional debate regarding
disaster is significant due to the appearances of new form of hazard and the rapidly changing human
environmental relations and conditions (Oliver-Smith, 1996), thus, leading multiple meanings to the

researchers of the concerned disciplines (Mustafa, 2005).

Any government organization develops “mandated” definitions of disaster to indicate and determine the
boundaries of emergency management and response (Buckle, 2005), the emergency managers hold a
specific view on what constitutes a disaster (Britton, 1986), whereas the social scientists perceive disaster as
a situation or an event, which offers a temporary or permanent threat to the social order or to a given

normative social system (Wallace, 1956; Fritz, 1961; Stallings, 1998).

Alexander (2005) considers Anthropology, Sociology and Social Psychology as three of the seven major
disciplinary expertises on disasters research. The disaster research, as a social field, was primarily
constituted by the sociologists (Oliver-Smith and Hoffman, 1999), though Barton (2005) begins his paper
“Disaster and Collective Stress” with the note that the National Academy division of U.S.A. on disaster was

of Anthropology and Psychology; Sociology was absent. Contemporary sociological understanding shows
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that the meaning of disaster is socially constructed and disaster is clearly a social issue as opposed to the

term, ‘hazard’, a natural agency like- flood, famine, earthquake etc.(Quarantelli, 2005).

Anthropological studies on disasters were initiated in almost 1950s (Drabek, 1986). The discipline possesses
a long tradition of studying the adaptive strategies of the societies in stressful and hazardous environments
(Torry, 1979), traditionally known as ‘Anthropology of Suffering’ (Davis, 1992). The source of hazard(s) is
not necessarily present in the natural environment; rather they are controlled by the social, economic and

political forces to a given context (Vayda and Mckay, 1975).

The studies on adaptive strategies lead the question of adaptation to hazard and disasters is paralleled by a
similar concern about the long term sustainability of resource(s) use along with present levels of
environmental degradation and pollution (Oliver-Smith, 1999). However, the studies on adaptive strategies
guided a new pathway to anthropological research regarding disaster. The new trend showed that any
disaster involves loss of property and means of livelihood, calls for a change in the modes of subsistence
and the social organization that regulates them (Firth, 1959).

The era reflects an idea that disaster as a social phenomenon disrupts and constitutes cultural meaning(s) to
a given cultural milieu. The transformation of cultural meaning(s) due to disaster as a central meaning
shifted the focus of contemporary anthropological research to the study of the crisis and everyday life
(Winchester, 1981). Individual’s social position and response are taken into account as the unit of study of
disasters like wars and famine (Moser, 1989). The contemporary disaster researches in anthropology focuses
on the concept of vulnerability in terms of the social, economic and political conditions which differently
affects individuals and groups, as well as the overall capacity of the community to absorb shock and recover
(O’Keete, Westgate and Wisner, 1976). From the mentioned context, it is clear that the ‘shock’ related to a
disaster and its system of recovery, needs an interdisciplinary attention. There have been many research
efforts of using social psychological theories to unify and expand current conceptions of access in
ethnographic research-the process by which researchers gather data via interpersonal relationships with

participants/informants (Harrington, 2003).

Oliver-Smith in 1996 categorized thee fundamental theoretical approaches to study disaster from
anthropological perspectives- a) Behavioural Response Approach that deals with the aspects of human
subjective and/or group behaviour at the time of the disaster and its post period, b) A Social Change
Approach that emphasises the restricting of social structures and systems at the eve of post disaster period,
and c) Political Economic/Environmental Approach, associated with the study and analysis of ongoing
creation of social vulnerabilities in respect to human environmental relations. Contrastingly, Fjord and
Manderson (2009) suggested a couple of stance to analyse the disability in the context of disaster that are a)
the subjective sensory, mental, physical, intellectual and emotional responses and its natural outcome that

restructures the disability with a deep analytical view of cultural mechanism of coping strategies to given
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hazard, and b) to analyse the ‘special needs’ that allows to understand the scope of designing and recreating
an organizational approach to rebuilt social environment for the sake of human sustainable survival
livelihood.

A number of researchers have begun to recognize the increasing importance of broader anthropological and
social psychological issues in the study of humans in extreme environments (Johnson and Finney, 1986;
Harrison and Connors, 1984; Pierce 1985). In addition, the social- psychological issues of reactions (like-
fear, anxiety, anger, impatience, irritability, grief, shame, guilt, stress, and trauma) to disasters and
mechanisms of resilience may be an effective means for contemporary anthropological researches, theory

building and policy making on well-being.

Addressing Wallace, Firth, Oliver-Smith and Hoffman as the founder a pioneer research personnel, Fass and
Barrios (2015) calls for more specific, in-depth and ‘culturally sensitive recovery and mitigation’
ethnographic approach that might be possible and meaningful way out for upcoming anthropological
researcher to expose the issues like vulnerability, disability, risks, hazards, recovery, and above all better
and sustainable policies and actions.

Literature Cited

1. Alexander David E. 2005. An Interpretation of Disaster in Terms of Changes in Culture, Society and
International Relations. In Ronald W. Perry and Enrico L. Quarantelli (Ed.) What Is a Disaster? New
Answers to Old Questions, pp. 1-15, Xlibris Press, Philadelphia.

2. Barton, Allen H. 2005. Disaster And Collective Stress. In Ronald W. Perry and Enrico L. Quarantelli
(Ed.) What Is a Disaster?: New Answers to Old Questions, Pp. 125-152. Xlibris Press, Philadelphia.

3. Block, J. H., & Block, J. 1980. The role of ego-control and ego-resiliency in the organization of
behavior. In W. A. Collins (Ed.), Minnesota symposia on child psychology, Vol. 13, pp. 39-101,
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

4. Britton, N. R. 1986. Developing an understanding of disaster. Australian and New Zealand Journal of
Saciology, Vol. 22, pp. 254-272.

5. Buckle, P. 2005. Mandated definitions, local knowledge and complexity. In R. W. Perry & E. L.
Quarantelli (Ed.) What is a disaster? : New answers to old questions?, pp. 173-200, Xlibris Press,
Philadelphia.

6. Burton, I., & Kates, R. 1964. The perception of natural hazards in resource management. Natural
Resources Journal, Vol. 3, pp. 412-441.

7. Dauvis, J. 1992. The Anthropology of Suffering. Journal of Refugee Studies, Vol. 5, No. 2, pp. 149-
161.

8. Drabek, T. E. 1986. Human System Responses to Disaster, Springer-Verlag, New York.

JETIR1903149 | Journal of Emerging Technologies and Innovative Research (JETIR) www.jetir.org 298


http://www.jetir.org/

© 2019 JETIR March 2019, Volume 6, Issue 3 www.jetir.org (ISSN-2349-5162)

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Fass, A. J., and Barrios, R. E. 2015. Applied Anthropology of Risks, Hazards, and Disasters. Human
Organization. Vol. 74 No. 4, pp. 287-295.

Firth, R. 1959. Social Change in Tikopia, Allen and Unwin, London.

Fiske, A. P. 2000. Complementarity theory: Why human social capacities evolved to require cultural
complements. Personality and Social Psychology Review, Vol. 4, pp. 76-94.

Fritz, C. E. 1961. Disasters. In R. K. Merton & R. A. Nisbet (Ed.), Contemporary social problems.
An introduction to the sociology of deviant behavior and social disorganization, pp. 651-694, CA:
University of California Press, Riverside.

Fjord, L. and Manderson, L. 2009. Anthropological Perspectives on Disasters and Disability: An
Introduction. Human Organization. VVol. 68, No. 1, pp. 64-72.

Garmezy, N. 1991. Resilience in children’s adaptation to negative life events and stressed
environments. Pediatric Annals, 20, pp. 459-466.

Greene, R. R. 2003. Resilience theory: Theoretical and professional conceptualizations. Journal of
Human Behavior in the Social Environment, VVol. 8(4), pp. 75-91.

Harrington, Brooke. 2003. The Social Psychology of Access in Ethnographic Research. Journal of
Contemporary Ethnography, Vol. 32, pp. 592-625.

Harrison, A. A. & Connors M. M. 1984. Groups in exotic environments. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, Vol. 18, pp. 49-87.

Henrich, J., Boyd, R., Bowles, S., Camerer, C., Fehr, E., Gintis, H., McElreath, R., Alvard, M., Barr,
A., Ensminger, J., Oliver-Smith Henrich, N., Hill, K., Gil-White, F., Gurven, M., Marlowe, F. W.,
Patton, J. Q. & Tracer, D. 2005. Economic man. In cross-cultural perspective: Behavioral
experiments in 15 small-scale societies. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, Vol. 28, pp. 795-855.
Johnson, J. C. & Finney B. R. 1986. Structural approaches to the study of groups in space: A look at
two analogs. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality 1(3):325-347.

Kerr, N. L., & Tindale, R. S. 2004. Small group decision making and performance. Annual Review of
Psychology, 55, 623-656.

Moser, C. 1989. Gender Planning in the Third World: Meeting Practical and Strategic Gender Needs.
World Development, Vol. 17, p. 11.

Murchison, J. M. 2010. Ethnography Essentials: Designing, Conducting and Presenting Your
Research, Jossey-Bass, 989 Market Street, San Francisco.

Mustafa, D. 2005. The terrible geographicalness of terrorism: Reflections of a hazards geographer.
Antipode, Vol. 37(1), pp. 72-92.

Nath, S. K., Roy, D., Thingbaijam, K. K. S. 2008. Disaster mitigation and management for West
Bengal, India- An appraisal. Current Science, Vol. 94, No. 7, p. 858.

JETIR1903149 | Journal of Emerging Technologies and Innovative Research (JETIR) www.jetir.org 299


http://www.jetir.org/

© 2019 JETIR March 2019, Volume 6, Issue 3 www.jetir.org (ISSN-2349-5162)

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

O’Keefe, P., Westgate, K. N., Wisner, B. 1976. Taking the Naturalness out of Natural Disaster.
Nature, Vol. 260, April 15, p. 566.

Oliver-Smith, A. 1996. Anthropological research on hazards and disasters. Annual Review of
Anthropology, Vol. 25, pp. 303-328.

Oliver-Smith, A. 1999. Anthropological research on hazards and disasters. Annual Review of
Anthropology, Vol. 25, pp. 303-328.

Oliver-Smith, A., Hoffman, S. (Ed.) 1999. The angry earth: Disasters in anthropological perspective,
Routledge, New York.

Perry, R.W. 2007. What Is a Disaster?. In Havidan Rodriguez, Enrico L. Quarantelli and Russell R.
Dynes (Ed.), Handbook of Disaster Resarch, Springer Science and Business Media, 233 Spring New
York Street, USA.

Pierce, C. M. 1985. Social science research in high latitudes. Journal of Clinical Psychology 41:581.
Quarantelli, E. L. 2005. A social science research agenda for the disasters of the 21st century. In
R.W. Perry & E.L. Quarantelli (Ed.), What is a disaster? New answers to old questions, pp. 325-396,
Xlibris, Philadelphia.

Robbins Brent and Harris Friedman. 2011. Resiliency as a Virtue: Contributions from Humanistic
and Positive Psychology. In M. J. Celinski & K. M. Gow (Ed.), Continuity versus creative response
to challenge: The primacy of resilience and resourcefulness in life and therapy. New York, NY:
Nova Science Publishers.

Rutter, M. 1987. Psychosocial resilience and protective mechanisms. American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry, 57, 316-331.

Stallings, R.A. 1998. Disaster and the theory of social order. In E. L. Quarantelli (Ed.), What is a
disaster: Perspectives on the question, pp. 127-145, Routledge, New York.

Torry, W. I. 1979. Anthropological Studies in Hazardous Environments: Past Trends and New
Horizons. Current Anthropology, Vol. 20, No. 3, pp. 517-540.

Vallacher, R. R., Read, S. J., & Nowak, A. 2002. The dynamical perspective in personality and social
psychology. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 6, 264-273.

Vayda, A. & McKay, B. 1975. New Directions in Ecology and Ecological Anthropology. Annual
Review of Anthropology, Vol. 4, pp. 293-306.

Wallace, A. F. C. 1956. Human behavior in extreme situations, National Research Council, National
Academy of Sciences, Washington, DC.

Williams, H. B. 1954. Fewer disasters, better studied. Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 10.

Winchester, P. J. 1981. From Disaster to Development, Notes from India. Disasters, Vol. 5, No. 2,
pp. 154-163.

JETIR1903149 | Journal of Emerging Technologies and Innovative Research (JETIR) www.jetir.org 300


http://www.jetir.org/

