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Abstract: As the impacts of climate change intensify, a growing number of people will be exposed to hazards
such as sea-level rise. In many areas, sea-level rise will cause increased flooding and repeated property dam-
age, including homes and businesses. It is expected that many will become “climate migrants” as they begin
to relocate from areas repeatedly affected by climate change-induced events. Indeed, some governments are
beginning to consider buyout programs, in which the government purchases private property that has been
damaged or is at risk of repeated damage. However, little research has examined public support for buyout
programs. In this paper, we draw on an original survey of South Carolina residents to examine their support
for a state government buyout program. Specifically, we examine buyout support in relation to past flood
experience, satisfaction with local infrastructure, social capital, and demographic factors.
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Introduction

Climate change will increasingly affect all communities, as natural hazards such as flooding, wildfires, and
hurricanes are likely to intensify. As a result, residents of high-risk areas may migrate to other areas. Climate
migration is a growing concern for governments worldwide (Hanna, White, and Glavovic 2021).

Communities are considering various adaptation policies and strategies to address climate migration and re-
duce the risks associated with climate change-induced hazards. One set of strategies involves managed retreat
programs, where residents and infrastructure are relocated from high-risk to low-risk areas (Dundon and
Abkowitz 2021). Property buyout programs are one approach to managed retreat (Greer and Binder 2017).
In a property buyout program, governments purchase or take over private property, and residents and busi-
nesses are required to relocate. Such programs have been in place in theUnited States formany years, with the
focus largely on flood-prone areas (Greer, Binder, and Zavar 2022; Niemann-Morris et al. 2025). While the
programs have been examined, less is known about how the general public views property buyouts in general
or what factors might make homeowners more or less likely to accept a buyout, in the abstract.
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In this paper, we use a quota-based sample of SouthCarolina residents to examine public opinion on property
buyout programs. The state of South Carolina experienced a series of hurricane-related major flood events
in recent years, including Joaquin (2015), Matthew (2016), and Florence (2018), yet managed retreat strate-
gies have not been widespread across South Carolina (Siders 2019a). South Carolina’s Office of Resilience
(SCOR), created in 2020, has established a statewide buyout program. SCOR’s buyout program is voluntary
and allows communities to relocate citizens living in floodplains and return the land to green spaces that can
capture floodwater through retention ponds, stormwater parks, or other methods.1

For our analysis, we examine support among South Carolina residents for a property buyout program as
a function of respondents’ flood perceptions and experiences, social capital (both bonding and bridging),
political ideology, satisfaction with the physical infrastructure in their community, and perceptions of their
community’s resilience to disasters. Additionally, we examined flood risk and homeowners’ willingness to
accept a buyout in an experiment that varied the number of disruptive flood days from 7 to 200 per year.

Overall, we found that greater bonding social capital, greater political conservatism, and longer time at their
current address were associated with decreased support for a buyout program. Additionally, increasing con-
cern about flooding, having experienced a flood, and living in a coastal county were associated with increased
support. However, contrary to expectations, we found that several community factors, including increased
satisfaction with physical infrastructure, viewing their communities as resilient to disasters, and increased
bridging social capital, were associated with increased support for a property buyout program. Regarding
homeowners’ willingness to accept, we found no relationship between the hypothetical number of flood days
and the proportion of homeowners who stated they would accept a buyout. In general, willingness to accept
a buyout was rated highly regardless of the number of flood days.

Managed Retreat and Property Buyout Programs in the United States

Climate migrants are people who relocate due to changes in their local environment that affect their living
conditions, such as flooding, sea-level rise, impaired water quality, or shoreline erosion. Predicting residents’
decision to leave their homes or relocate is difficult due to many factors, including impacts on mobility, ca-
pacity to adapt to changing environmental conditions, and individual tolerance levels (Adams and Kay 2019).
Although there is much uncertainty about the number of people who will migrate due to climate conditions,
one estimate by TheWorld Bank expects up to 216 million in-country climate migrants by 2050 (Clement et
al. 2021).

Managed retreat is one policy strategy that aims to provide an adaptationmethod for organized climatemigra-
tion. Retreat policies facilitate the relocation of residents, businesses, and infrastructure toward more inland
communities, and sometimes include compensation for landowners through buyouts (Bongarts Lebbe et al.
2021). Retreat policies can include relocating infrastructure, such as public roads and water treatment facili-
ties, to more inland locations that are less threatened by rising seas or out of flood zones. For residents, local
governments can purchase land and development rights through fee-simple acquisition from landowners and
use them to remove infrastructure, potentially allowing the salt marshes on the coast to migrate landward.

1See https://scor.sc.gov/buyouts.
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Another form of managed retreat includes buyout programs that target flood-prone areas for property ac-
quisition and the removal of infrastructure to create open space and prohibit or restrict future development.
Funding for property buyouts comes from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), with ad-
ditional funding available from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (Mach et al.
2019; Pew Research Center 2022). Additionally, states are expected to provide some additional or matching
funding.

Overall, property buyouts are gaining popularity among floodplain managers, who generally consider them
an effective way to reduce the risk of repeated exposure to natural hazards (Greer, Binder, and Zavar 2022).
Additionally, they are seen as cost-effective (Manda, Jerolleman, and Marino 2023; Nelson and Camp 2020).
Yet, there are some concerns. For example, obtaining funding can be an arduous process, funding sources
can be opaque, and state and local governments often have difficulty meeting their funding requirements
(Curran-Groome et al. 2021, 2022; Peterson et al. 2020). There are also equity and social justice concerns (Shi
et al. 2022; Siders 2019b), as programs tend to focus on “whiter” communities rather than communities of
color (Elliott, Brown, and Loughran 2020). Finally, participants may be relocated to another vulnerable area
(McGhee, Binder, and Albright 2020).

In South Carolina, managed retreat strategies have not been widespread (Siders 2019a). Yet South Carolina’s
Office of Resilience (SCOR) has created a buyout program, demonstrating that such programs will likely
become more common in the state in the future. SCOR’s buyout program is voluntary, and communities
relocate citizens and return the land to green spaces, which can be used to capture floodwater. The program
has received funding from theU.S. Department ofHousing andUrbanDevelopment (HUD) for parts of the
state most heavily impacted by presidentially declared disasters in 2015, 2016, and 2018, and offers resources to
facilitate the relocation of residents (Miramonti 2024).

As of February 2024, a total of six localities in the state of South Carolina have begun the process of SCOR’s
voluntary buyout program, with four of those project areas (City of Bennettsville, DarlingtonCounty, Town
of Nichols, and Dillon County) currently going through the environmental assessment portion, and two
project sites (Horry County and Town of Cheraw) where most homes in the project area have already been
purchased with the HUD funds (Miramonti 2024). In Horry County, the voluntary buyout program was
successful, and 45 of 50 homeowners who received purchase offers have completed the sale. A buyout project
in the City of Mullins in Marion County, South Carolina, did not go forward due to a lack of homeowner
participation, and generational homeowners and residents expressed concerns over losing ownership of their
land (Miramonti 2024), demonstrating that length of residency and cultural connections might influence a
resident’s willingness to accept a buyout.

Recentwork examined the buyout program in theCity of Bennettsville, SouthCarolina, a small, rural county
where about 60% of residents are Black (Mukherji, Williamson, et al. 2024). The city applied to SCOR’s
buyout program in 2021 following major flooding from Hurricanes Matthew in 2016 and Florence in 2018.
Researchers interviewed 10 individuals, including city and county elected officials, and several community
leaders. Mukherji, Williamson, et al. (2024) found that,

local leaders acknowledge that the buyout program can address safety issues faced by residents of
the buyout area, but also express concerns about historical racial biases, distrust in government,
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concerns about lack of alternative housing availability, anddisagreements over the compensation
offer amounts (112).

These findings underscore the importance of understanding public opinion on property buyout programs.
As South Carolina and other states continue to develop managed retreat and property buyout programs, un-
derstanding the views of the community will be vital to developing communication that helps ensure trust
and understanding of the program on the part of the public.

Public Views of Buyout Programs

To effectively plan and develop buyout programs, it is important to understand how the public views these
approaches and the factors that shape those views. Thus far, only a few studies have examined general public
opinion about property buyouts. One study examined the views of Canadian residents in flood risk areas
on property buyout programs and found general support, but program design elements, including that the
program is voluntary and that costs are shared by national and local governments, also drove support (Raikes,
Henstra, andThistlethwaite 2023). Additionally, examining residents of Sweden, Bendz, Göransson, andVan
Well (2025) found that support for relocating buildings and infrastructure wasmore likely when flooding was
hypothetically expected to occur once a year rather than once every 10 or 50 years.

The majority of work on public opinion and buyout programs focuses on participants’ experiences, includ-
ing factors that influence households’ willingness to accept a buyout and the experiences of those who do.
Overall, the research has found several push factors that motivate relocation, and several pull factors that
make it more likely to stay. Households are more likely to participate in a buyout program when they have
experienced a flood and/or perceived flood risk to be high (Ando and Reeser 2022; Bendz, Göransson, and
Van Well 2025; Hotard and Ross 2025; Sansom et al. 2025; Seebauer and Winkler 2020). However, commu-
nity attachment makes accepting a buyout less likely (Mukherji, Adeniji, et al. 2024; Seebauer and Winkler
2020). Additionally, beliefs about how their neighbors would respond to a buyout influenced the willingness
to pay for an expedited buyout (Ando and Reeser 2022). Finally, policy design and implementation factors
influence the decision to accept a buyout, including that it’s voluntary, transparent, and that individuals trust
those administering the program (Mukherji, Adeniji, et al. 2024; Raikes, Henstra, and Thistlethwaite 2023;
Siders 2019b). Interestingly, de Vries and Fraser (2012) found that participants in several buyout programs
across North Carolina, North Dakota, and Texas perceived the program as less voluntary than those who did
not participate.

One of themajor pull factors is place attachment, as residents who feelmore attached to their homes and their
community are less likely to relocate (Mukherji, Adeniji, et al. 2024; Seebauer and Winkler 2020; Swapan
and Sadeque 2021). One important factor in place attachment is social capital (Binder et al. 2023). Social
capital, the value that is generated through personal relationships and organizations in a community, has
long been noted to play a role in disaster mitigation and resilience (Aldrich 2012; Collins, Ersing, and Polen
2017; Islam and Walkerden 2014; Monteil, Simmons, and Hicks 2019; Nowlin and Wehde 2021). There are
two types of social capital that are particularly important: bonding and bridging. Bonding social capital
refers to the ties individuals have to others in their community, such as friends, neighbors, co-workers, and
family. Bridging social capital involves the organizations in one’s community that can provide individuals
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with resources. Regarding social capital in the context of property buyout, Hotard andRoss (2025) examined
the acceptance of a buyout and willingness to relocate as separate questions. They found that bonding social
capital made accepting a buyout significantly more likely, and relocating less likely. Additionally, they found
that bridging social capital reduced the likelihood of relocating (Hotard and Ross 2025).

Hypotheses

Based on the literature, we can derive a few hypotheses regarding how the public, in general, might view prop-
erty buyout programs and what factors make it more likely that a homeowner would accept a buyout. As
noted, flooding risk, place attachment, and social capital are important factors shaping views on property
buyout programs and the willingness to participate. In the following analysis, we examine support for a prop-
erty buyout program among all respondents and the willingness to accept a buyout among homeowners. We
derive several hypotheses, which we group into a three elements, including flooding, community factors, and
individual factors. The first set of hypotheses address support for buyout programs in general, and the final
hypothesis addresses the willingness of homeowners to accept a buyout.

Flooding

For flooding, we expect both perceptions and experience to influence support for a property buyout pro-
gram. Specifically, we examine concern about flooding, perceptions that flooding has increased, and flood
experience.

H1a: As concern about flooding increases, so does support for a property buyout program

H1b: Those who perceive flooding in their area to have increased will be more likely than others to
support a property buyout program

H1c: Those who have experienced afloodwill bemore likely than others to support a property buyout
program

Community Factors

Wegroup several elements together as community factors. As noted, place attachment, including community
attachment, is an important factor in the decision to relocate following a disaster. We develop and test several
measures of community attachment, including perceptions of community resilience, satisfaction with local
government services and infrastructure, and bridging social capital. Additionally, as a final community factor,
we examine whether or not respondents live in a coastal county in South Carolina.

H2a: As perceptions of community resilience increase, support for a property buyout program de-
creases

H2b: As satisfaction with infrastructure increases, support for a property buyout programdecreases
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H2c: As bridging social capital increases, support for a property buyout program decreases

H2d: Those who live in a coastal county will be more supportive of a property buyout program than
those in other areas

Individual Factors

Several individual factors are also likely to influence support for property buyouts, including bonding social
capital, place attachment through homeownership and time at the current residence, and political beliefs.
Bonding social capital is likely to be a pull factor, keeping residents in place. For the place attachment indi-
vidual factors, home ownership may act as a push because homeowners can benefit from a property buyout,
whereas time at their current residencemay act as a pull. Finally, since buyout programs are a government pro-
gram, political beliefs may influence views. For example, conservatives tend to place more responsibility for
disaster preparedness on individuals and households rather than governments (Wehde andNowlin 2021).2

H3a: As bonding social capital increases, support for a property buyout program decreases

H3b: Homeowners are more likely than others to support a property buyout program

H3c: As time at current residence increases, support for a property buyout program decreases

H3d: As political conservatism increases, support for a property buyout program decreases

Accept Buyout

In addition to support for property buyout programs in general, we also examined homeowners’ willingness
to accept a buyout. Specifically, we develop an experiment inwhich homeowners are presentedwith a random
number of hypothetical disruptive flood days and asked, based on that number, how likely they would be to
accept a buyout. We posit the following:

H4: As the number of flood days increases, the likelihood of a stated willingness to accept a buyout
increases

Data and Measures

The data used to test our hypotheses come from a statewide survey of South Carolina residents administered
in November-December 2023. The surveys were given in Qualtrics, and respondents were recruited through
Cloud Research (https://www.cloudresearch.com) using a quota-based sample matched to the age, gender,
and race distributions of South Carolina residents from the US Census. Overall, we obtained 470 respon-
dents.

2However, Hotard and Ross (2025) found political beliefs to not be a significant factor regarding buyout programs.
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Ourfirst dependent variable is support for a property buyoutprogram inSouthCarolina. Tomeasure support
for a property buyout program, respondents were given some basic information about the buyout program
and were then asked their support on a 1 (strongly oppose) to 7 (strongly support) scale.

Property buyouts are a policy for reducing risk to people and communities from severe storms,
flooding, wildfires, and other extreme events. Buyouts also reduce costs to homeowners, in-
surance companies, and the government for rebuilding after events. In a buyout program, the
government purchases private properties including homes and businesses that are damaged or
at risk. Participating property owners must then relocate.

On a scale from 1 to 7, with 1 being strongly oppose and 7 being strongly support, please indicate
your support for a property buyout program in South Carolina. In this program the federal
government would purchase homes and businesses in South Carolina that have been damaged
or at risk from natural disasters and the owners would need to move.

The mean on the 1 to 7 scale was 4.196, which is above the midpoint and indicates some support for property
buyout programs in general.

Our second dependent variable measures homeowners’ willingness to accept a buyout. As noted, we use
an experiment similar to Bendz, Göransson, and Van Well (2025), in which we present respondents with a
randomly generated number, between 7 and 200, of hypothetical days of disruptive flooding events in their
community in a year. Next, we asked homeowners if they would be willing to accept a buyout with that
number of flood days per year.

Imagine that over the next few years, disruptive flooding events begin to occur in your commu-
nity [7-200] days a year.

With the above number of disruptive flooding days per year, how likely would you be to accept
a property buyout of your home?

The likelihood to accept was measured on a 1 (very unlikely) to 5 (very likely) scale, with a mean of 3.47.

Our independent variables include respondents’ concern about and experience with flooding, their social
capital, their perceptions of their local community, political ideology, whether they own or rent their home,
and several demographic factors, including age, gender, race, education, and income.3

Flood Perceptions: For flood perceptions, we asked respondents how concerned they are about flooding in
their local area, on a 0 (not at all concerned) to 10 (extremely concerned) scale. Next, we asked respondents
if they perceived flooding in their area to have been less frequent, stayed the same, or more frequent in recent
years. Responses were coded so that a 1=less frequent, 2=stayed the same, and 3=more frequent. We also asked
respondents if they had ever experienced a flood, with 1 if they had and 0 if they had not. Overall, the mean
of the flood experience variable was 0.33, indicating that 33% of our sample have experienced a flood.

3Question wording for each variable is in the appendix.
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Social Capital: To measure bonding social capital, we asked respondents about the number of friends they
have in their local community, the number of old classmates with whom they are still in touch, the num-
ber of relatives and coworkers they trust, the number of relatives and coworkers that would definitely help
them upon request, how many friends, relatives, classmates, and coworkers in their local community have
broad connections to others, and howmany close contacts have a professional job. Responses were on a 1 (A
few/none) to 5 (A lot) scale. We averaged responses on a single 1 to 5 scale, which has a mean of 2.598 and a
Cronbach’s 𝛼 of 0.79.

For bridging social capital, we asked respondents about the groups and organizations in their community,
including the overall number, the number of groups with broad social connections, social influence, that
represent the respondent’s interest, and would help the respondent upon request. Similar to the bonding
social capital measure, we average responses into a 1 to 5 scale, with a mean of 2.47 and a Cronbach’s 𝛼 of
0.87.

Community Resilience: We asked respondents about their perceptions of their communities resilience to
disasters. Specifically, respondents were asked to rate their agreement, on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
disagree) scale, the degree to which their community tries to prevent disasters, prepares for future disasters,
provides emergency services during a disaster, and has services and programs to help people after a disaster.
Then, we averaged the responses to the four statements into a single, 1 to 7 scale. The scale has a mean of 4.54
and an 𝛼 of 0.89.

Infrastructure Satisfaction: To measure how satisfied respondents are with the physical infrastructure in
their community, we asked respondents, on a 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied) scale, how satisfied they
are, on average, with their local government, drinking water services, condition of roads and streets, and their
sewer/septic system. We combined the responses into a single scale, which had a mean of 2.78 and an 𝛼 of
0.69.

We also asked respondents their political ideology on a 1 (very liberal) to 7 (very conservative) scale, whether or
not they live in a county on the coast (Yes=1, No=0), whether they own or rent their home (Own=1, Else=0),
how long they lived at their current address (1=less than a year to 4=11+ years), as well as several demographic
factors, including age, gender (Male=1, Else=0), race (White=1, Else=0), level of education (1=less than high
school to 7=graduate/professional degree), and level of income (1=0-19999 to 7=150000). The descriptive
statistics for each of the variables are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Mean SD Min Max

Flooding Concern 5.33 3.30 0.00 10.00
Flood Experience 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00
Flooding Increase 1.96 0.58 1.00 3.00
Perceived Community Resilience 4.54 1.42 1.00 7.00
Infrastructure Scale 2.78 0.76 1.00 4.00
Bridging Social Capital 2.47 0.77 1.00 5.00
Bonding Social Capital 2.60 0.76 1.00 5.00
Coastal County 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00
OwnHome 0.67 0.47 0.00 1.00
Time at Current Addres 2.75 1.06 1.00 4.00
Ideology (more conservative) 4.20 1.68 1.00 7.00
Age 47.65 17.94 18.00 88.00
Gender (male=1) 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00
Race (white=1) 0.68 0.47 0.00 1.00
Education 4.14 1.83 1.00 7.00
Income 3.24 1.80 1.00 7.00

Results

Buyout Support

We first used OLS analysis to test our hypotheses for support of a property buyout program. The results are
shown in the coefficient plot in Figure 1, and we grouped them to match the grouping of the hypotheses.

Looking first to the flooding variables, we see that, as expected, as the concern about flooding increases, so
does support for a property buyout program. Also, as expected, respondents who have experienced a flood
are more likely than those who haven’t to support property buyouts. However, there was no relationship
between buyout support and a perceived increase in flooding.

We also examined several community factors, including the respondents’ perceived resilience of the commu-
nity, satisfaction with the physical infrastructure in the community, bridging social capital, and whether re-
spondents live in a coastal community. As expected, those who live in a coastal community were more likely
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Figure 1: OLS Analysis of Support for Property Buyout Program
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to support a buyout program. However, contrary to expectations, we found that increases in perceived re-
silience, infrastructure satisfaction, and bridging social capital were all associated with increased support for
property buyouts.

For the individual factors, we find that, as expected, an increase in bonding social capital is associated with a
decrease in support for a buyout program (at p<0.10). Additionally, we found that, as expected, increasing
conservatism is associated with decreasing support for buyouts. Respondents who had lived at their current
address for longer were less supportive of buyouts (at p<0.10); however, there was no difference in support
between homeowners and others. Finally, for demographics, male respondents were more likely to support a
buyout program (at p<0.10) than others, but no other demographic variables were significant.

Homeowners’ Willingness to Accept a Buyout

Next, we present the results regarding homeowners’ willingness to accept a buyout. Overall, 314 respondents
indicated that they own their homes. As noted, respondents were given a random, hypothetical number
of disruptive flood days per year in their community, and homeowners were then asked how willing they
would be to accept a buyout given that number of flood days. Figure 2 shows a histogram of the number of
hypothetical flood days, as well as homeowners’ responses on their willingness to accept a buyout

Figure 2: Histograms of Number of Flood Days and Likelihood of Accepting Buyout
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As shown in Figure 2, most respondents saw a large number of hypothetical flood days, with a mean number
of 101.52 and a median of 100. Additionally, homeowners were, on average, willing to accept a buyout, with
33% indicating they are somewhat likely, and 25% saying they are very likely.

Finally, we examine the relationship between hypothetical flood days and homeowners’ willingness to accept
a buyout. As noted, we expect the willingness to accept a buyout to increase as the number of flood days
increases. In Figure 3, we show a scatterplot and regression line illustrating the relationship between the flood
days and accepting a buyout.

As can be seen in Figure 3, contrary to expectations, the relationship between flood days and buyout accep-
tance is not significant. There is little to no change in willingness to accept a buyout as the number of flood
days increased.
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Figure 3: Hypothetical Number of Flood Days and Likelihood of Accepting Buyout
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Discussion

Propertybuyoutprograms are increasingly seen as an important tool tomitigate the impacts of climate change-
induced disasters and to protect households, businesses, and infrastructure. Yet there is still more to learn
about how the public views property buyout programs and their willingness to participate in a buyout. In
this paper, we drew on a quota-based sample of residents of South Carolina to examine views of buyout pro-
grams. We posited and tested several hypotheses regarding support for buyout programs and the willingness
of homeowners to accept a buyout. Specifically, we examined the role of flood perceptions, community fac-
tors, and individual factors in shaping support for buyout programs. Perceptions and experiences of flooding
risk are the leading factors shaping views of and participation in buyout programs. We found, as expected,
that as concern for flooding increased, so did support for property buyout programs. Additionally, those
who have experienced a flood were more likely than those who haven’t to support buyouts. These findings
are consistent with previous research, which indicates the strong push effect of flooding risk. We also devel-
oped an experiment to test the influence of the number of flood days on homeowners’ stated willingness to
accept a buyout. Contrary to expectations, we found no significant relationship between hypothetical flood
days and buyout acceptance. This may be because the range of hypothetical flood days included exceedingly
large numbers, and had a median value of 100 days. However, what these results seem to illustrate is a lower
than expected threshold for flooding among homeowners. Future research should use a much lower number
of flood days to examine where the threshold of flood events might be for homeowners to consider accepting
a buyout.

Perhaps the most interesting findings are those related to the community factors and support for buyout
programs. Contrary to expectations, we found that increased bridging social capital, increased perceptions
of community resilience, and increased satisfaction with physical infrastructure were all associated with in-
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creased support for a property buyout program. As noted, we expected these to act as pull factors keeping
respondents tied to their community and, therefore, less supportive of buyouts. One reason for these results
may be that since respondents view community organizations and government services favorably, they as-
sume that a property buyout program will be managed effectively. Additionally, respondents may assume
that buyout programs allow participants to stay in their community. Relatedly, previous research found a
disconnect regarding property buyout programs and the need for participants to relocate (Hotard and Ross
2025). Future research should try to replicate these results, perhaps at the national level. In addition, future
work should focus more directly on what the public assumes about how property buyout programs work.

Finally, for individual factors, our expectationswere largelymet. Weposited that bonding social capital, home
ownership, time at current residence, and political conservatism would all be associated with less support for
buyout programs. As noted, we found that those who had closer ties to friends, neighbors, coworkers, and
family in their local communitywere less supportive of buyouts. Interestingly, therewas a disconnect between
bonding and bridging social capital, where bonding social capital acted as a pull factor, while bridging social
capital acted as a push factor. Place attachment,measured as time at current residence, was associatedwith less
support. Finally, political conservatism was associated with less support, as expected. This is likely because
conservatives may not think that the government could effectively manage a buyout program or that such
programs are not something in which governments should engage.

Conclusion

The impacts of climate change will become increasingly evident over the coming decades. As a result, it is
likely that we will see an increase in migration away from areas that face increasing risk from climate-induced
hazards. Therefore, governments and communities are beginning to consider ways to manage potential cli-
mate migration and the risks associated with climate change. One tool of managed retreat and flooding risk
management is property buyouts, where governments purchase private homes and businesses, and owners re-
locate. Property buyout programs are growing across the US, yet we have a relatively nascent understanding
of how the public views these programs.

In this paper, we examined public opinion in the state of South Carolina, which has seen several major flood-
ing events over the last decade, and has developed a voluntary property buyout program. Our findings suggest
that the public is, on average, supportive of buyout programs, particularly when they are concerned about
flooding, have experienced a flood, and live in a coastal county. Additionally, homeowners seem to have a low
threshold for flood risk, as measured by stated willingness to accept a buyout given a hypothetical number
of flood days per year. Less support for buyout programs is found among those with stronger ties to others
in their community, more time at their current residence, and political conservatism. Interestingly, in our
findings, satisfaction with their community is associated with increased support for buyout programs. These
findings may reflect a sense of trust in the community’s ability to manage a buyout program, or it may reflect
a disconnect where respondents don’t realize that a buyout would likely entail needing to relocate outside of
their community. If the latter, an implication is that communities and program designers may need to focus
on communication to potential participants as well as try to find suitable housing for participants within their
existing communities.
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Appendix

Survey Questions

Flood Perceptions

On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being not at all concerned and 10 being extremely concerned, how concerned are
you about flooding in your local area

In your personal experience, over the past few years has flooding where you live been more frequent, less
frequent, or stayed about the same as in previous years?

• Less frequent
• Stayed about the same
• More frequent

Have you ever lived in a home/apartment that was flooded by water from outside the home? Please select all
that apply.

• No
• Within the last year (2022)
• Last 2-5 years (2017-2021)
• Last 6-10 years (2012-2016)
• Last 10-20 years (2002-2012)
• More than 20 years ago (2001 or earlier)

Recoded to No = 0, all else = 1

Social Capital: Bonding

This next set of questions asks you about your social relationships within your local community.

How do you rate the number of your friends within your local community? Would you say that you have a
few, less than average, average, more than average, or a lot of friends?

• A few (1)
• Less than average (2)
• Average (3)
• More than average (4)
• A lot (5)

How do you rate the number of your old classmates in your local community with which you are still in
contact? Would you say that you keep in touch with a few, less than average, average, more than average, or a
lot?
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• A few (1)
• Less than average (2)
• Average (3)
• More than average (4)
• A lot (5)

Among your coworkers, howmany you can trust?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

Among your relatives, howmany you can trust?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

Among all your relatives, neighbors, friends, co-workers, and classmates within your local community, how
many have broad connections with others?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

Among all your family members, relatives, neighbors, friends, co-workers, and old classmates within your
local community, howmany hold a professional job?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

Howmany of your coworkers will definitely help you upon your request?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
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• Most (4)
• All (5)

Howmany of your friends within your local community will definitely help you upon your request?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

Social Capital: Bridging

This next set of questions asks you about groups and organizations within your community.

Howdo you rate the number of cultural, religious, recreational and leisure groups/organizations in your local
community? Would you say that there are a few, less than average, average, more than average, or a lot of such
groups/organizations?

• A few (1)
• Less than average (2)
• Average (3)
• More than average (4)
• A lot (5)

How do you rate the number of governmental, political, economic and social groups/organizations in your
local community? Would you say that there are a few, less than average, average, more than average, or a lot of
such groups/organizations?

• A few (1)
• Less than average (2)
• Average (3)
• More than average (4)
• A lot (5)

Howmany of these groups and organizations in your community possess broad social connections?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

Howmany of these groups and organizations in your community possess great social influence?
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• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

Howmany of the cultural, religious, recreational and leisure groups/organizations represent your interests?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

How many of the governmental, political, economic and social groups/organizations represent your inter-
ests?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

How many of the cultural, religious, recreational and leisure groups/organizations will help you upon your
request?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)

Howmany of the governmental, political, economic and social groups/organizationswill help you upon your
request?

• None (1)
• A few (2)
• Some (3)
• Most (4)
• All (5)
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Community Resilience

Using a scale from one to seven, where one means you strongly disagree and seven means you strongly agree,
please respond to the following statements about your community, including your neighborhood or imme-
diate surrounding area. Randomized

• This community tries to prevent disasters
• This community actively prepares for future disasters
• This community can provide emergency services during a disaster
• This community has services and programs to help people after a disaster

Infrastructure Satisfaction

On average, how satisfied are you with the overall job of local government in providing services in your com-
munity?

• Very dissatisfied (1)
• Somewhat dissatisfied (2)
• Neutral (3)
• Somewhat satisfied (4)
• Very satisfied (5)

On average, how satisfied are you with the quality of drinking water services in your community?

• Very dissatisfied (1)
• Somewhat dissatisfied (2)
• Neutral (3)
• Somewhat satisfied (4)
• Very satisfied (5)

On average, how satisfied are you with the conditions of the roads and streets in your community?

• Very dissatisfied (1)
• Somewhat dissatisfied (2)
• Neutral (3)
• Somewhat satisfied (4)
• Very satisfied (5)

On average, how satisfied are you with the reliability of [sewer/septic] services in your community?

• Very dissatisfied (1)
• Somewhat dissatisfied (2)
• Neutral (3)
• Somewhat satisfied (4)
• Very satisfied (5)
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