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Introduction

A. Builds on our paper, Frederick D. Weil, Heather M. Rackin, and David Maddox.
2018. “Collective Resources in the Repopulation of New Orleans after Hurricane
Katrina.” Natural Hazards 94(2): 927-952. DOI: 10.1007/s11069-018-3432-7.

https://rdcu.be/4ThY

1. Theoretical model: Recovery/repopulation depends on three main factors:
a. Damage (negatively)
b. Individual resources, incl demographic factors
c. Collective resources, incl civic engagement, social networks
2. We now add a fourth factor: organizations strategies and resources
B. Our data basis also builds on our 2018 paper:
1. Damage estimates from the city of New Orleans
2. Collective resources measured by our citizen survey in Greater New Orleans

after Katrina (N=7,000), aggregated to the census tract level


https://rdcu.be/4ThY

3. Individual resources from the census’s American Community Survey (ACS) for
2005-09: income, race, young adults, female-headed households
4. Repopulation was measured quarterly by the US Postal Service. We analyze
models for 2008-12.
5. We now add a survey of neighborhood association presidents, described below.
C. Our earlier results showed these factors affected repopulation:
1. Damage had the biggest (negative) effect
2. Collective resources helped:
a. Civic engagement had the biggest effect
b. Bridging social networks helped somewhat
c. Bonding social networks had little effect
3. Some individual resources helped, but not all:
a. Higher income and percent young helped
b. Race and female-headed households had no effect when income was

controlled

Data and Measures
D. We conducted a survey of neighborhood association presidents in 2009-10 with the
Neighborhoods Partnership Network (NPN).
1. NPN is an umbrella organization of neighborhood organizations formed after
Katrina. It has high visibility and respect. It helps neighborhood leaders develop
effective strategies, e.g., with a “capacity college” program. We worked closely

with NPN since Katrina.



2. There are 67 completed responses in the survey, of which most are
neighborhood associations. Other organizations include economic or business
associations or CDCs (community development corporations), disaster recovery
centers, and umbrella organizations. Our analyses include only neighborhood
associations.

3. Our analyses include 50 non-overlapping Neighborhood Associations (NAS).

a. If NAs covered the same neighborhood or overlapped, we only used one.
(We will do robustness tests by varying which NAs are included in the
analysis.)

b. We aligned the NA boundaries with census tract boundaries in order to merge
other data. Sometimes we had to combine more than one tract.
Neighborhoods and NAs usually coincide with census tracts, so this was not
too difficult.

4. Our questionnaire was large (26 pages, with 74 multi-part questions) and
covered NA strategies, organization, resources, and activities.

E. We measured NA recovery strategies in three main areas (see scale construction):

1. Citizen Engagement
a. Participation
b. Block Captains

2. Professionalization
a. Business Committees
b. Investment & Development

c. Physical Work Volunteers



3. "Linking" Social Networks
a. Partnership w Legislators
b. Partnership with Government

F. The Block Captain strategy is especially notable for us (see diagram).

1. Block captains mediate relations between NA leadership and neighborhood
residents. This parallels Tocqueville’s description of the structure of liberal
democracy, as well as other modern characterizations of democratic forms of
organization.

2. Connections between NAs & block captains, and between block captains and
residents, are all two-way: this is not a command structure.

a. Block captains help collect information about neighborhood issues and
residents’ well being, and they help disseminate information to residents.

b. Block captains help aggregate citizen preferences, as well as disseminate NA
strategies and initiatives.

c. The block captain structure helps avoid resident isolation on one hand, and
NA centralization of power on the other hand.

d. This structure is mirrored in NPN'’s aggregation of neighborhood associations
vis a vis government at all levels (city, parish, state, federal)

3. The block captain system is thus a useful way of structuring citizen participation.



Analyses and Discussion

G. The different NA recovery strategies have different profiles of damage,
demographics, collective resources, and NA organizational characteristics (see
table).

1. None of the NA strategies correlate with resident collective resources; and only
one strategy correlates with resident demographics. Thus, the NA strategies are
mostly orthogonal to individual and collective resources, and are thus likely
independent factors in repopulation.

2. Associations with damage amounts, level of NA professionalization, and NA
mobilization of residents vary across NA strategies.

3. Profiles:

a. Citizen Engagement

1) Participation took place in higher-status neighborhoods that did not flood
badly, probably along the high ground of the “sliver by the river.” These
NAs also employed other participatory strategies.

2) Block Captains emerged in high-damage areas. These neighborhoods
were average in all other respects. It is likely that the block captain
strategy was a response to recovery needs.

b. Professionalization

1) Grant writing (Investment & Development) and use of Volunteers for
physical work took place in high-damage neighborhoods, and were
associated with other forms of organizational professionalization like staff,

budget, and database use.



2) By contrast, Business Committees emerged in neighborhoods with
average damage, where other forms of organizational professionalization
were low.

3) One might say that the former is a more liberal approach, and the latter a
more market-oriented approach.

c. "Linking" Social Networks

1) Partnership w Legislators and Government had average levels of damage
and no associations with individual or collective resources. However,
partnership with government was associated with greater organizational
professionalization and resident mobilization.

H. Our multivariate models of factors affecting repopulation over time were built in
several stages:
1. Each NA organizational strategy singly, with time.
2. Adding a strategy-time interaction effect.
3. Adding collective resources of the residents
4. Adding damage and/or demographic characteristics, one at a time (2 models)
5. Adding both damage and demographic characteristics. This is the full, final

model.

I. Charts for NA strategies and repopulation under all models are shown (see charts).
We won’t discuss all of them in this presentation, but we discuss the Block Captain
models. Afterwards, we show comparisons across strategies.

1. Block Captains.



a. Models 1 & 2 show that neighborhoods employing block captain strategies
had lower repopulation, though those neighborhoods caught up somewhat
over time.

b. Models 3 & 5, show that adding controls for collective & individual resources
does not change this picture much.

c. However, models 4 & 6, which control for damage, raise the repopulation
levels of neighborhoods using the block captain strategy.

d. Indeed, under the final model, which takes all factors into account, especially
damage, we see that neighborhoods employing the block captain strategy
initially lagged in repopulation at the beginning of the period, but by the end of
the period, had higher levels of repopulation.

J. A comparison of final models across NA strategies reveals certain differences (see
charts).

1. The Citizen Engagement strategies seem to have had stronger associations with
repopulation than the other strategies. We will discuss them in more detalil
below.

2. The Professionalization strategies had rather small effects on repopulation.

a. NAs employing a Business strategy had slightly higher net repopulation.

b. NAs employing Grant Writing or using Volunteers had slightly lower net
repopulation.

c. But again, these differences were fairly small.



3. The Linking Social Network strategies also had fairly small effects on
repopulation. Indeed, for both variables, repopulation in those neighborhoods
was actually slightly lower.

K. The two Citizen Engagement strategies differed from each other (see charts).

1. NAs employing the Participation strategy had higher levels of repopulation
throughout, though other neighborhoods caught up with them over time.

a. However, these neighborhoods had less damage and higher status residents.

b. We would interpret these results as showing that, as more privileged and
more protected neighborhoods, they lost less population in the first place.

2. NAs employing the Block Captain strategy initially lagged in repopulation, but
reduced the gap over time. Yet when damage is taken into account, these
neighborhoods actually had higher repopulation than average by the end of the
period.

a. These neighborhoods had higher levels of damage, but were average on
other characteristics.

b. We suggest that these neighborhoods may have employed this strategy
because of the damage.

c. This would be a significant result because, since these neighborhoods had
average profiles except for their high damage, this may be a structural
strategy available to most neighborhoods.

L. A further comparison of these two Citizen Engagement strategies show some

similarities in the other factors in the models (see table).



1.

In both cases, damage was the strongest, most significant (negative) factor in

repopulation.

In both cases, Collective Resources had similar effects on repopulation as we

found in our earlier paper, until the full models, when they had no significant

effects. Thus, prior to the final models:

a. Civic engagement had positive associations with repopulation

b.

In-group or Bonding social networks had negative associations with
repopulation

Out-group or Bridging social networks had positive associations with
repopulation

These all became non-significant in the final models with all factors taken into

account, especially damage.

In both cases, Individual Resources had little effect until the final models. In the

final models:

a. Higher income neighborhoods had stronger repopulation

b. African American neighborhoods had stronger repopulation, net of other

factors. This is somewhat unexpected, but it mainly shows that repopulation
was stronger, net of damage levels.

Neighborhoods with female-headed households had lower levels of
repopulation.

Neighborhoods with more young adult resident had stronger repopulation, but

this association was not always significant.



4. Perhaps the most notable finding here is that Collective Resources become non-
significant under the final models.

a. This occurs across all NA strategies (not shown)

b. Since collective resources behave somewhat similarly as in our previous
paper in the non-full models, but become non-significant in the full models, it
may be that the organizational strategies play a mediating or substituting role.

c. Possibly, even neighborhoods without strong collective resources can have
similar outcomes if organizational leadership employs an effective strategy,
especially one that engages neighborhood residents. The primary example of

this is the Block Captain strategy.

Limitations
M. Limitations.
1. Our sample of neighborhood association presidents was collected under difficult
conditions
a. Butthisisinherent in disaster research
2. Most responses were self-reported, possibly to subjective questions
a. But objective or observational measurements are difficult
3. Our sample was fairly small
a. But the universe of neighborhood associations is small
4. Comparisons to our earlier paper are based on a slightly different universe. The
unit of analysis in the earlier paper was all census tracts in Orleans and St.

Bernard parishes. In the present case, the units of analysis are neighborhood

10



association areas in Orleans parish. These cases do not cover all of Orleans
parish, and they do not coincide exactly with tract boundaries.
a. But the effects of the other variables — damage, collective and individual

resources — are qualitatively similar.
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Theoretical Model of Factors

Contributing to Repopulation after a Disaster
Builds on our model from Weil, Rackin, Maddox (Natural Hazards 2018)
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Measuring Collective Resources with a Survey

With a large (N=7,000) sample, we can aggregate (average) data to
geographical districts and conduct aggregate analyses.

We aggregated our
survey results to Census
Tracts, the finest
(smallest) district size we
could, consistent with
reliable averages per
district.

Number of Interviews '  (6-8 | 114-230 141-71
[ 19-13[ 124-4017772-128

. 10-5

Post-Katrina New Orleans

Number of Interviews

Mean = 21; Median = 14

Per Census Tract in New Orleans|

We use Census data for
demographic or
individual resources,
measured at the Census
Tract level.



Aggregate Level Time-Series analysis
from Weil, Rackin, Maddox (Natural Hazards 2018)
High Civic Engagement
Promotes Repopulation per Census Tract*
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Predicted % Returned

40 45 50 55 60 65 70
1 1 1 1 1 1 1

75 80 85 90
1 1 1 1

Aggregate Level Time-Series analysis
from Weil, Rackin, Maddox (Natural Hazards 2018)
Social Networks have only a moderate effect on Repopulation
And it largely disappears after controlling for Damage*

In group Out group

Predicted % Returned
40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90
1

3/09 3/10 3/11 3/12 3/08 3/09 3/10 3/11 3/12
Date Date
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*Net Effects from multivariate time-series models



Aggregate Level Time-Series analysis
from Weil, Rackin, Maddox (Natural Hazards 2018)
But low Damage has the strongest effect
on Repopulation per Census Tract*
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We add an Organizational Level:

A Survey of Neighborhood Association Presidents, 2009-10 (N=67)

In collaboration with The Neighborhoods Partnership Network (NPN),
A nonprofit, citywide network of neighborhood organizations.
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NPN Neighborhood Associations

that Responded to our Survey.
50 Non-Overlapping Neighborhood Associations* in the analyses

NPN-LSU Neighborhood Association Survey
(Colored Areas are Neighborhood Associations)

*Notes:

* Overlapping |
Neighborhood g e l"

Associations randomly
excluded from analysis.
e Other organizations
(e.g., business
associations, nonprofits)
excluded from analysis.
* Neighborhood
Association boundaries
do not exactly coincide
with Census Tracts.
Adjustments made.




Neighborhood Association Recovery Strategies:
Constructed Scales in Three Realms from the Survey
(Principal Components factors)

Participation Professionalization
* Participation * Investment & Development
* Neighborhood meetings, website, committees. * Seek: grants from government, foundations, business, outside the

region; volunteer housing; marketing strategy; assistance for

* Block Captains rebuilding grants; community development corporation (CDC).

* Use block captains for: assistance in rebuilding, applying for grants;
case management; newsletter, website, emails, texting; contact
information; lists of property & business owners; planning; track * Use volunteers for: construction; gutting houses, clearing debris,

dues; etc. other physical work
* Block captains program success

Physical Work Volunteers

* Business Committees]

Ld i i i . . . .
Block captains committee active * Committees for: economic development, business, finance and

. e . development, outreach
"Linking" Social Networks P

* Partnership with Legislators. Effectiveness of relationships with:
Councilperson & Staff, State Legislators.

* Partnership with Government. Same, plus City Planning Commission,
Mayor's Office



Neighborhood Association Recovery Strategies:
How a Block Captain System Works

Resident

BIOCIf 44 Resident
Captain

. Resident
Neighborhood Block
Association Captain

Resident

Block .
Captain T Resident

Resident




Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:
Background Correlations

Bivariate Correlations

Citizen Engagement Professionalization "Linking" Social Networks
Business Investment & Physical Work | Partnershipw  Partnership
Participation Block Captains| Committees Development Volunteers Legislators with Govt
Damage -.292% .458%* -.209 .338* .383** -211 -.063
Demographics
Income 231 -.021 .013 -.192 -.168 -.002 .148
Education .323* -.079 .059 -.241 -.155 .084 .204
Black -.424%** 132 .005 .147 .238 -.179 -.265
Young -.114 -.112 -.127 -.080 .081 -.089 -.092
Female householder -.324% .081 -.126 271 .144 -.062 -.147
Collective Resources
Civic Engagement 177 .085 .179 -.214 -.067 -.055 .105
InGroup Network -.090 175 -.197 .106 210 -.154 -.100
OutGroup Network .045 .254 .147 -.193 .138 -174 -.138
Professionalized Organization
Organization Budget .060 .158 -.298* 776** .242 .206 .333%
Organizational Staff .016 .024 -.314%* 577%* .315%* 126 .292%*
Database, Committees, Office .318%* .077 -417%* .370%** .190 .103 .288%*
Participatory Organization
Special Mobilization of Membership .384** .215 -.246 .238 -.244 .264 A440**
General Mobilization of Membership -.112 -171 -.280* .060 -.033 -.087 -.045



Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:
Modeling Structure

Time Series Regressions predicting Repopulation

Model

1) ) @) (4) (5) (6)
Organization Strategy
|Organization Strategy XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX |
Time
ITime 1 XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX
[Time x XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX
Organization Strategy/Time
Interaction
Org Strategy x Time 1 XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX
Org Strategy x Time x XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX
Collective Resources
Civic Engagement XXX XXX XXX XXX
Bonding Networks XXX XXX XXX XXX
Bridging Networks XXX XXX XXX XXX
Damage
|Damage XXX XXX
Demographics
Black XXX XXX
Median Income XXX XXX
Female-Headed Households XXX XXX
Young XXX XXX
Constant XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX

N 850 850 850 850 850 850



Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:

BlockC1 Model 1
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Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:
Encouraging Resident Participation

OrgActivities3 Model 1
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Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:

Committees2 Model 1
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Business Committees

Committees2 Model 2: Yr Interations
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Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:
Investment & Development activities

OrgActivities1 Model 1
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Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:
Volunteers doing Physical Work

VolsArea3 Model 1
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Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:
Partnership with Legislators (ver. 1)

EffectivePartner3 Model 3: Collective Res

EffectivePartner3 Model 2: Yr Interations
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Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:
Partnership with Legislators (ver. 2)

PartnerwGovt1 Model 1
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PartnerwGovt1 Model 2: Yr Interations
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PartnerwGovt1 Model 3: Collective Res
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Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:
Strategies Compared

OrgActivities3 Model 6: Full

VolsArea3 Model 6: Full
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Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:

Two Kinds of Citizen Engagement Strategies

Strategy
Participation Block Captains

Damage Low High

Demographics High Status Neutral
Collective Resources Neutral Neutral
Professionalization Higher Neutral
mzrt::cizearglzg 2 Higher Neutral
Initial Repopulation Higher Lower
Final Repopulation Equal Higher

No Controls
Varies over Time

Controls for all Vars
Varies over Time

Participation

Block Captains
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Neighborhood Association Strategies and Repopulation:

Participation

Citizen Engagement Strategies and Other Factors

Block Captains

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(5)

(6)

(1)

(2)

(3) (4) (5)

(6)

Organization Strategy .047%* .070%* .055%* .026+ .048+ .040%* -.052%* - 092*** - (099***  -042* -089***  -036*
Time Signif***  Signif***  Signif***  Signif*** Signif*** Signif*** Signif***  Signif***  Signif***  Signif*** Signif*** Signif***
Time-Strategy Signif**  Signif**  Signif**  Signif**  Signif** Signif**  Signif**  Signif**  Signif**  Signif**
Damage -.008*** -.009*** -.008*** -.009***
Civic Engagement .145%* .061* .026 .041 J157%*%* .062* .039 .036
InGroup Network -.234** .030 -.240%* -.017 -.250%** .028 -.242%** -.011
OutGroup Network 114 .092 124 .060 .189* .095 .196* .065
Black .025 .288%** -.004 258%**
Income .002 .003** .002 .003*
Female householder -.319 -.262* -.306 -.265+
Young A41+ .245+ .310 227
Constant .630***  631***  606***  .884*** .459* .602%** 629***  g31***  GO5***  @B4***k  GIkAk gAFHk*
N 850 850 850 850 850 850 850 850 850 850 850 850
%k %k %k %k %k %k
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 p<0.001 +p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 p<0.001




